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1 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

2 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

3 BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

O 4 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -x

5 In the Matter of s

6 LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY a Docket No. 50-322-OL

7 (Shoreham Nuclear Power Station)

8 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -x

9
.

10 Bethesda, Maryland

11 Friday, December 17, 1982

12 The hearing in the above-entitled matter

13 convened, pursuant to notice, at 8 430 a.m.

14 BEFORE:

15 LAWRENCE BRENNER, Chairman

16 Administrative Judge

17

18 JAMES CARPENTER, Member

19 Administrative Judge

20
|

21 PETER A. MORRIS, Member *

22 Administrative Judge

23

24

25

l
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! 3 T. S. ELLIS III, Esq.
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4 707 East Nain Street'

Richmond, Va. 23212
5

8 On behalf of the Regulatory Staffa
BEENARD BORDENICK, Esq.

7 Washington, D.C.

8
On behalf of Suffolk Countya

9 LAWRENCE COE LANPHER, Esq.
! Kirkpatrick, Lockhart, Hill,

10 Christopher C .Phillips
1900 N Street, N.W.
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1 _C _O _N _T _E _N _T _S

2 WITNESSES: DIRECT CROSS REDIRECT RECROSS BOARD

3 Lewis Narrow,
Q Robert Gallo, and

4
James Higgins (Resumed)

5 By Mr. Lanpher 16,827
By Judge Carpenter 16,851

6 By Judge Morris 16,85'1
By Mr. Lanpher 16,858

7 By Judge Carpenter 16,907
By Mr. Lanpher 16,912

, (Afternoon Session.16,938)

; go Lewis Narrow,
Robert Gallo, and

11 James Higgins (Resumed)
'

By Judge Carpenter 16,939
12 By Judge Morris 16,946

By Judge Brenner
13 16,948

By Judge Carpenter 16,950
34 By Mr. Lanpher 16,952

,

15
!

E _X _H _I _B _I _T _S_

NUMBER IDENTIFIED RECEIVED17 -

Suff ik County 107 16,892 16,98118
; -

! ig Suffolk County 108 16,931 16,981

20 Suffolk County 109 16,966 16,981

21 Suffolk County 104 16,980

22

RECESSES:g

24 Morning - 16,-883 j'O Noon - 16,937 :

25 Afternoon - 16,974
.
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1 PROCEEDINGS]
2 JUDGE BRENNERs Good morning. First,

3 logistical arrangements, since Mr. Ellis is anxious to

O 4 know where to send his baas, and as are the rest of us

5 actually. We will be in Ha ppauque, using one of those

6 two courtrooms at the Court of Claims, the State Court

7 of Claims, which we had previously used. And we will be

8 there. We have that courtroom as ,far as the proposed
1

9 schedule takes us; that is, into the latter part of

1G February.

11 MR. LANPHERs Beginning January 4, if that

12 were necessary?

13 JUDGE BRENNER: Well, we will decide that next

14 week, if it is necesssry. We are hopeing we won't have

15 to decide that. Yes, we can have the courtroom for that

16 week, to answer your question, whether or not we want to

17 be there. Even given that fact depends on where we are

18 on this issue.

19 And the schedule will change slightly, though,

20 and I hope it won't inconvenience parties, but we cannot

21 get the courtroom Tuesday through Friday. Instead, we

22 have it Monday through Thursday. So our schedule will

23 shift accordingly, and we will be in heari in January

24 on a Monday-through-Thursday schedule.

! 25 We will start at 10:30 on Monday, so parties
l
|

O'

'

|
|
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)

(} can fly up in the morning. And we will adjourn early on1

2 Thursday, as we had previously on Fridays. So it will

3 be the same hearing time, but shif ted one day.

O 4 MR. LANPHER: Off the top of my head, I guess'

5 we should all take a look at that schedule which Mr.

6 Ellis' people put together. I know we have a lot of

7 cross plans due and filings due on Mondays during

8 January.

9 JUDGE BRENNER: I know. I will let you all

10 take a look at it and let you know the beginning of next

11 week. But the courtroom dictated our adjustment.

12 One possible suggestion is we might be willing

13 to take the cross plans first thing Monday morning at

() 14 the hearing site; that is, keep the Monday date, but it

15 would have to be by 9:30 or so, between 9s30 to 10:00

16 o ' clock , so we could take a quick look at it before we

17 go on the record at 10: 30.

18 But the summary responses to the motions migh t

19 have to be received at the end of the day Friday, in

20 which case we migh t have to back up the motions

21 somehow. Take a look and see if you can adjust it, and

22 we will be willing to take some time off our lead time

23 .in terms of the cross plans, as we j ust indicated, to

() 24 assist you in seeing how you can adjust things.

25 It may be there are no motions, given the

,

| ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,
l
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I
1{) extensive discussions of the party on these issues. l

2 Tha t really is our contemplation. And in that case,
i

3 that will solve the problem, but nevertheless, we will

O 4 have to provide for it.

5 (Discussion off the record.)

6 JUDGE BRENNCRs All right, we are prepared for

7 the County to continue its cross examination.

8 Whereupon,

9 LEWIS NABROW,

10 ROBERT GALLO,

11 and JAMES HIGGINS

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

13 been previously duly sworn, resumed the stand and were

() 14 f urther examined and testified as follows:
15 CROSS EXAMINATION -- Resumed

16 BY MR. LANPHER4

17 0 Good morning, gentlemen. Yesterday when we

18 a djourn ed, we were talking about the items in your

19 testimony in the storage-related areas which had been

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

21 listed on pages 15 and 16.

22 Just to give you context, you confirmed

23 yesterda y that these were items all in the same basic

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

25 b ri ef ly , I would like to talk about Item 11 also. We

(E) I
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I have covered that to an extent already in some other
)

2 areas of the examination. I

3 And Ites 11 is from IEE Report 79-16, and that

O 4 is attached to your testimony. Would it be fair to

5 state that 97-16 really covered diverse storage-related

6 problems?

7 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

8 Q And those problems included the failure to

9 keep Category 1 components stored in a clean condition;

10 and some of the examples of problems were dust, dirt,

11 grease, trash, broken glass around Category 1 components?

12 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

13 Q And it also involved equipment openings not

() 14 being covered?

15 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

16 0 And it also involved two panels where the
i

17 space heaters had been deenergized?

18 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

19 Q Gentlemen, I am correct, am I not, that you

20 believe that all of these items involved protection or

21 cove ring of installed equipment?

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) The majority did. Some

23 involved equipment stored in the warehouce.

| (~) 24 0 Well, at page 16 the fourth line of the first
%J

25 full paragraph of your testimony you state the other

O
i
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!

('} 1 items, and those were Items 4, 5, 9, 10, and 11 involve

2 protection or covering of installed equipment. Are you

3 amending tha t testimony? Do you see where I am

4 referring, Mr. Higgins?

5 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) The items in 79-16 do

6 involve principally installed e*quipment. There were a

7 few cases where there were coverings in the warehouse

8 tha t were not covered.

9 0 Nr. Higgins, you misunderstood my question,

10 and I apologize. I am not focusing just on 79-16 here.

11 I am focusing on items 4, 5, 9, 10, and 11. And you

12 have described those as all involving the protection or

13 cove:ing of installed equipment. That is a fair

() 14 characterization; correct?

15 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, it is. And going back

16 and looking at 4, 5, 9, and 10, those are all installed

17 equipment. And looking at number 11, which is from

18 79-16, the great majority of those are also installed

19 equipment, although there are a couple of instances in

20 there that are items in the warehouse.

21 0 And after conducting the investigation or

22 inspection in 79-16 ICE decided that additional

23 management attention by LILCO was required in the area

(} 24 of storage of installed equipment; correct?

25 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

(
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1 0 You subsequently closed out that violation in{}
2 May 1980; correct?

3 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) The inspection was done in

O 4 April and May, and the inspection report was issued in

5 June.

6 Q Okay. Thank you. Now, at tage 18 of your

7 prepared testimony, line 4, you refer to the corrective

8 action in subsequent to IEE Peport 73-16 as having been

9 effective. Do you see that testim on y?

10 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

11 0 Now, at the time you prepared that testimony,

12 had you reviewed sny of the LILCO quarterly audit

13 program reports to management for the time period May

() 14 30, 1980, through December 3, 1981, which are included

15 as part of Suffolk County Exhibit 63?

16 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No.

17 0 Had you reviewed any of the -- in these

18 questions, Mr. Higgins, I am only referring to those

19 portions of the quarterly report dealing with protection

20 of installed equipment. All right?

21 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I had not reviewed any of

22 the quarterly reports.

23 0 At the time you prepared the testimony, had
'

[}
24 you reviewed any of the underlying field audits in the

25 storage area which are referred to in these quarterly

O
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1 reports?['
2 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No.

3 0 Mr. Higgins, have you had an opportunity

O 4 sub se que nt to preparation of your testimony to review

5 those quarte?ly reports?

6 WITNESS HIGGINS: Yes.

7 0 And did you also review the underlying field

8 audits?

9 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes. j

l
10 0 All of them? |

11 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Not all of the field

12 audits, no.

13 Q I mean all of the ones that are referred to in

() 14 the quarterly reports?

15 (Witnesses conferred.)
16 A (WITNESS GALLO) Mr. Lanpher, I t ried to do a

17 little bean counting last night, and I am not a bean

18 counter, but I did so.

19 0 Is that bean counting or audits?

20 A (WITNESS GALLO) Audite. And it appeared from

21 the quarterly reports there were two, four, six, eight

22 field audits tha t were mentioned in the quarterly

23 reports that we did not have copios of. We had four of

() 24 the ones that were mentioned specifically in those

25 quarterly reports plus several othors we had available.

'

|
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!
'

1 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) And we did review those

2 four and the quarterly reports, those four field audits

3 tha t we had available.

O 4 0 Did you review the field audits that were part

5 of Suffolk County Exhibits 66 -- and that is entitled --

6 the f ron t page is " Field Audits Related to Storage

7 Problems." |

8 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We reviewed the ones that

9 here in that exhibit and that were referenced in the

10 quarterly reports.

1
11 0 Thank you. Now, gentlemen is it fair to state !

12 that in the period cove re d by the Msy 30, 1980,

13 quarterly report through the period covered by the

14 December 1981 qua r te rly report there were repeated

15 instances of failure to provide adequate environmental

16 protection to installed equipment?

17 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

18 Q In fact, in the May 30, 1980, quarterly

19 report, LILCO reported -- noted that three field audits

20 during the prior quarter had reported failures to

21 provide the proper environmental protection; correct?

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That's correct.

23 Q And the July 22, 1980, report, one field audit

24 report was noted, and it noted three failures to provide

25 the adequate environmental protection; correct?

O

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

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

_ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - _ _ _ - - - - - - - _ _ _ -



16,833

(} 1 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

2 Q And those failures involved the failure to

3 provide covers and failure to provide space heaters;

(:)
4 correct?

5 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

6 0 And the November 1980 quarterly report to

7 management two field audits were noted involving two

8 failures to provide proper environmental protection for

9 installed equipment ; correct?

10 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

11 Q And the February 1981 report, LILCO reported

12 that there were two field audit = during that previous

13 quarter that had identified further failures to provide

() 14 environmental protection for installed equipment;

15 correct?

16 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Correct.

17 0 And this involved failure to provide caps;

18 isn 't that correct?

19 MR. ELLIS: Judge Brenner, I have to register

20 an objection to this line because it appears that all

21 that is being done is reading from a document which

22 these witnesses did not prepare and did not engage ir

23 the inspection or audit tha t led to its preparation.

(} 24 And it does not seem to me to be an appropriate line of

25 examination.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

400 VIRGINlA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON. D.C. 20024 (202) 554 2345
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|

1 JUDGE BRENNERs He is leading up to something,
{}

2 and we understand the limits of the questions and

3 answers so far. But he is leading up to something.

4 WITNESS GALL 0s That February '81 quarterly

5 report is not specific as to what type of -- to what

o degree adequate environmental protection had not been

7 provided.
.

8 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

9 0 Mr. Gallo, would you look at suffolk County

10 66, Field Audit 1180?

11 A (WITNESS GALLO) I have 1180.

12 0 And specifically, look at Findings 4.1 and

13 4.3. Fi rst , can you tell me is this one of the field

() 14 audits that you did review over the last several days?

15 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, this is one of the

16 audits I reviewad.

17 Q And am I correct that this field audit noted

18 instances of f ailure to provide the proper caps?

19 A (WITNESS GALLO) Violation 4.1 has two

20 references to Valve, valves with uncapped openings.

21 Q And doesn 't --

22 A (WITNESS GALLO) It has to do with the valve

23 operator, apparently.

(} 24 Q And doesn't Item 4.3 also involve openings

25 that were uncapped? -

(
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1 A (WITNESS GALLO) It is uncapped openings,{}
2 apparently, on a panel.

3 0 Yes. Now, gentlemen, the quarterly report for

O 4 August 1981, am I correct that that involved three field

5 audits which reported f urther f ailures to provide

6 adequate environmental protection for installed

7 equipment?

8 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes.

9 0 And that involved problems related to covers

10 and heaters?

11. A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes. That is what the

12 quarterly report indicates.

13 0 Gentlemen, the December 1981 quarterly report,

() 14 am I correct, references one field audit which had three

15 failures to provide the adequate environmental

16 protection for installed equipment?

17 A (WITNESS GALLO) The December '81 discusses

18 instances of equipment not being properly covered.

19 Q Now, gentlemen, in view of this, of these

20 quarterly reports and the underlying audits, field

21 audits, do you still believe that the corrective action

22 after IEE Report 79-16 was effective?

23 MR. ELLIS: I object to the question unless

I () 24 they are given all of the iniormation, including the

25 corrective action that was taken with respect to all of

O
I
,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

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

- _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ - - _-



16,836

1 these incidents and unless they are given the full

2 information about these findings that they have just !

3 been directed to by Mr. Lanpher.

O 4 JUDGE BRENNER: No. They have got enough

5 where they can answer the question. And I have in mind

8 their prior testimony yesterday where I had this proble

7 when they talked about what they generally took into

8 account in the normal inspections, and those were the

9 field-type reports. And I am going to let them give us

10 their view.

11 And we have the state of the knowledge here,

12 and you are welcome to come back and probe the limits of

13 that knowledge. And it is not as if we don 't ourselves

() 14 have an extensive record on what is in these audits. 7e

15 do.

16 MR. LANPHER: I thought Judge Carpenter wanted

17 me to ask that question anyway from yesterday.

18 JUDGE BRENNER: So we will allow the question.

19 (Witnesses conferred.)

20 WITNESS HIGGINS: Mr. Lanpher, I would like to

21 provide an answer first for myself and the basis for the

| 22 closure, and then Mr. Gallo would like to provide some

23 further comments on the quarterly reports and the field

24 audits and the storage program in general.

25 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

O
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1 Q However you want to answer it, Mr. Higgins.(}
2 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) When the violation 79-16

3 was written, it was written as an overall storage

O 4 violation and addressed a number of problems in the

5 storage atea. And at the time that that inspection was

6 cmnducted, NBC 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 adequately protected.

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

13 tours or inspections is we would take a look at a piece

() 14 of equipment on a tour and determine that, say there was

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

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

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

18 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 happen on a generally

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

22 perhaps note it down and come back later on in the day

23 or the next day and see if the condition wa s corrected

(} 24 by the construction personnel or by the quality control

"

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

O
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1 sort of thing was not happening, that things were being
'

{}
2 lef t in an improper state for a fair period of time.

3 At that time we conducted the in-depth review

O 4 that was done in 79-16 found not only hardware problems

5 with things being in improper storage but found some

6 programmatic deficiencies also and wrote it up in the

7 violation and got the additional commitments from the

8 licensee to provide the corrective actions.

9 As the follow-up on this l' Q, we looked at -

10 the programmatic changes that they made, which included

11 upgrading the quality control surveillances that were

12 performed in the storage and control area, which

13 involved, among other thinos, the assignmer.t of one

() 14 quality control inspector full-time to review of storage

15 and maintenance of installed equipment.

16 Over the next several months I conducted
17 additional reviews in the area which included almost
18 daily tours of the plant areas. And during this time

19 frame again, because of the number of pieces of

20 equipment, the number of construction workers and the

21 amount of activity involved with insta11ed equipment --
,

22 namely, almost a daily basis you have people working in

23 the various panels and on various equipments for

(} 24 construction reasons and startup and testing reasons.

25 Things were disturbed from their proper

O
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1 storage conditions. And I noted tha t there was a

2 gradual improvement over this time frame in the way tha t (

3 things were being maintained. Part of the reason for
O 4 this was the continual qua11ty control oversight that

5 was being provided during this time frame. I also,

6 whenever quality control inspector identified

7 discrepancies of this sort, these were written up on

8 surveillance inspection reports and deficiency

9 correction orders.

10 And over the next severs 1 months I reviewed
|

l11 with quality control orgcnization the records of

12 deficiencies that were identified and noted that during

13 this time frame over the first several months of 1980
O i4 tae nummer of discrepencies identified hr gua11tr

15 control organization continued to trend downward ; and

16 that there appeared to be a continuing improvement and

17 that in my own inspections I noted that over this time

18 frame the instances where I would find equipment that

19 was uncovered and then go back the next day, I was in

20 general finding thr.t when I would go back the next day
21 that although it had been deficient or discrepant at on e

22 time, that it was being corrected by either the

23 construction workers or the quality control workers; and

24 that together with the programmatic changes and together

25 with continuing down trend of the quality control

O
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~

1 surveillances and discrepancies that were being

2 identified was the basis for closing the violation 79-16

3 and concluding that the corrective actions were a factor.,

U'

4 As I said, it doesn't mean that in the storage

5 area you are going to find zero deficiencies. An d I

6 think Mr. Gallo has a couple of comments on that.

7 In general, I am not surprised by the findings

8 that as field quality assurance went out and performed

9 periodic audits of the program as a whole and of the

to field quality control Oc inspectors and surveillance

11 work, that they would also at any given time go out and

12 be able to find a couple of deficiencies, which is what

13 we are seeing in the field audit reports.

() 14 So the results of the field audit reports

15 don 't surprise me and don't cause me to change my

16 conclusion that overall the results had improved

17 significantly and were in general effective.

18 Mr . Gallo.

19 A (WITNESS GALLO) What I tried to do is look at

20 -- last night I did try to look at the audits and the

21 audit findings, I guess, from my standpoint and from a

22 management standpoint a little bit. And I did several

23 things with them.

{) 24 And the end result of my conclusion was that

25 it appears that I would like to give credit where--

;

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.

400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (102) 554 2345

_ _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ - -



16,841

1 credit was due -- it appears that the NRC and
(v~3

2 particularly Mr. Higgins did have some noticeable effect !
1

'3 on the storage programs at the Shoreham site.

O 4 And again, 79-16 I think was fairly shortly

5 after Mr. Higgins was assigned to th e site. I don't

6 know the exact date he started work there. But it

7 appears that this was brought up by Mr. Higgins in

8 October or November 1979, and I think it again reflects

9 something we alluded to yesterday, that we have -- we

10 get into a pre-op mode, we start to look more carefully

11 and more detailed at things, at particularly installed

12 equipment and the cleanliness and the readiness for

13 operation of the equipment.

() 14 Now, looking at the audits, it also appears

15 tha t -- it may be a coincidence, I don 't have all of the

16 information, obviously, to tell why -- but the field

17 audits'regarding storage problems were given to us

18 dating all the way back to 1975, and they started to

19 appear in the quarterly reports in May of 1980, which

20 was shortly after I guess it was the next quarter after

21 Er. Higgins had identified his concern.

22 One of the other things I did -- and I may be

23 in the realn of bean counting again -- is looking at

24 viola tions tha t went all the way back to 1975 where the
[}

'

25 audits were provided to us. And I am not sure this

() |
'

|
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1{} provides any reliable data, but it appeared that the

2 number of -
' appeared to me' the number of violations

3 decreased steadily from 1975 through the end of 1981.

O 4 And when they start showing up again in the

S quarterly reports, I counted the number of violations --

6 I wasn't trying to count the open items because I really

7 didn't understand what their definition was -- but that

8 when they got down to sometime in early 1980, late '79,

9 they were talking about one or two violations per audit,

10 whereas the ones previous to that had three, four, and

11 five violations per audit.

12 And I don't really know what significance to

13 attach to,that, except that it appea rs to me that the

() 14 NRC did have some effect in late 1979, early 1980, alon g

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

16 at that time they were again apparently -- and I guess I

17 as making a little bit of an assumption -- that ther

18 vere getting up on a pre-op test curve where most of the

19 equipment now was installed and the cleanliness

20 requirements were becoming more important.

21 These things weren't just Austalled; they were

22 getting ready to operate, and they were getting ready to

23 cloce out systems.

/} 24 Q Does that complete your answer?

25 A (WITNESS GALLO) One other thing I did want to

O
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1 add, that just taking an independent look at the field

2 audits done by LILCO at the time, that I felt that they

3 were quite good audits in that they addressed hardware
'

4 problear and they rarely get into paperwork problems.

5 It appears that the auditors were going out

6 and looking at equipment that was in place or storage in

7 place. Some times they looked a t -- they varied, their

8 audits varied across the board. You look in 1979 -- or,

! 9 '75, I am sorry they were looking at basically--

10 off-site programs, then some electric motors. Then

11 finally in '76 they started looking at mechanical

12 equipment stored in place. And in '76-77 there was more

13 indoor-outdoor type inspections. In '78, more

() 14 mechanical equipment stored in place. In '79,

15 instrumentation started to be picked up in the field

16 audits.

17 In 1979 also electrical equipment stored in

18 place was a specific audit that was provided to us. The

19 instrumentation again was picked up in 1980 and '81,

20 along with outdoor mechanical and electrical equipment

21 in place.

22 And what I am saying is the audits followed

23 quite closely with the trend as the plant was

24 constructed. They were looking at the righ t things, and

25 they identified findings that had to do with hardware.

O
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1 And it appeared to me that they were looking for the
[}

2 right things.
1

3 0 Mr. Gallo, you are aware, are you not, that
OV 4 the listing of field audits related to storage in

5 Suffolk County 56 is not a complete compila tion 4of all
6 the field audits relating to storage problems? Correct?

7 A (WITNESS GALLO) That is all that were

'8 provided to me. That is all that I havetto go on.

9 0 But you know that is not a complete list;

10 correct?

11 A (WITNESS GALLO) I was not aware of that. I

12 was not aware one way or the other whether it was

13 complete or incomplete.

() 14 0 Well, you rev*ewed the quarterly reports to*

N

15 management last night or earlier; correct?
,

16 A (WITNESS GALLO) ,That is correct.
17 0 And some of the field audits referenced in

18 those quarterly reports to managemont relating to
~

19 protection of installed equipment are not included in

20 this compilation of field audits; correct?

21 1 (WITNESS GALLO) I believe that is correct,

22 yes.
,

23 0 So you did know that this was not a complete

24 compilation?

25 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, I believe I testified

O
|
\
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1 .previously that I had found eight that were in the

2 quarterly reports that we do not have available. But I

3 did not know they weren 't on this list, I don ' t think.

O.

4 I double checked the ones I had, but not double checked
t

5 against this list'.

6 0 M r. Higgins, if I understand correctly, in the

7 testimony where you talk about the corrective action

8 being effective and that is a t page 18 of your--

9 prefiled testimony -- you were talking about the

10 corrective action and the time period up to the

11 close-out of that. That is what you were focusing on
s

12 when you propa' red the testimony?

13 A (W IT NESS HIGGINS) No. We referred to from

14 the time period that the violation until the time we

15 wrote our testimony.

16 0 Then you reached that conclusion at the times

17 you prepared your prefiled testimony without review,
,

18 however, of any of these materials that we have been

19 discussing this morning?

20 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Without reviewing the

21 quarterly reports or the field audit reports. But it

22 was based on in-plant observations during the time frame
,

23 of 1979 to 1982 by myself and other inspectors, and also

24 by reviewing not the field audits but the lower tier of

25 QC documentation below the field audits, which would be

O

ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

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

- ._- _ - - _ ._. _ _ -



16,846 I

1 the quality control inspections and surveillances, which

2 are being done by quality, control inspectors as opposed |

3 to quality assurance auditors.

/ 4 0 Mr. Higgins, would you agree that during the

5 period subsequent to the close-out in May or June of

6 1980, the close-out of ICE 79-15, that there were

7 continuing instances of the same kinds of problems which

8 had been identified in 79-16?

9 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I don't really consider

to them the same kinds of problems. Back before 79-16 I

11 considered that it was much more programmatic in nature

12 and many more problems, and I felt that back a t that

13 time the problems were, the storage problems, were

() 14 occurring and were not getting corrected on any

15 reasonable basis, reasonably prompt basis.

16 For example, back at that time, you may have a

17 construction worker take some coverinos or caps off and |

18 then not put them back on. And the next quality control

19 review would have been quarterly or semi-annually, which
20 was a considerable period of time.

21 What they did after 79-16, and placed the

22 quality control inspector full-time on it, was that they
23 had pretty nearly a daily review of these a reas, and

{) 24 things were getting corrected on a much more of a

25 real-time basis.

()
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1 And therefore, I admit tha t there are

2 certainly continued instances where you would find dirt

3 in a particular area or an uncovered opening that should

O
4

'

4 be covered, this type of thing. But instances of that

5 being found, I would not consider that to be an overall ;

6 ineffective progrsa.

7 0 Well, Mr. Higgins, you are talking about a

8 daily effort by a quality control inspector performing

9 surveillances in the post 79-16 period. Is that right?

10 (Witnesses conferred.)

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

O '

,
'

25

l

| O
t
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1 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Could you repeat the

2 question, please?

3 Mr. Narrow just asked me to clarify one thing()
4 I made in ny last answer about the quality, the previous )

1

5 quality control inspections being perhaps quarterly or

6 semiannually. I wasn't referring to the overall

7 inspections, but rather to inspections for a given piece

! 8 of equipment.

9 Now, if you could repeat your question,

10 please.

11 0 You were describing some of the corrective

12 action which LILC3 had taken. I believe it was that

13 they assigned a full-time quality control inspector who

() 14 would walk through the plan t in various areas on almost I

!15 a daily basis. Is that correct?

16 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That was one of the things

17 that they did. There was also increased emphasis to the

18 craf t personnel that were involved with actually doing

19 the work and keeping things in the condition that they
20 should be, and also to the union personnel who were

21 involved with the actual storage and maintenance program
22 itself.

|

23 0 Nob, these, the daily inspections that you

{) 24 referred to were written up in surveillance reports,

25 correct, and not in field audit reports?

O
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1 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I don't recall the exact{}
2 document, but I believe it was surveillance reports.

3 Q Then is it f air to state that the field audits

4 which are referenced in Suffolk County Exhibit 63 and in-

5 Suf folk County Exhibit 66 a re instances where

8 not withs tan ding those surveillance inspections, problems

7 still occurred that the auditors found?

8 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

9 Q Now, in response to an earlier question I had

10 asked, weren't these problems that were identified in

11 the quarterly reports, May, 1980, and onward, weren't

12 they the same ki 0 oblems as in 79-16, and you

13 disagreed, I belit .ase you didn't believe that

() 14 they were progammatic deficiencies. Is tha t a fair

15 characterization?

18 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) To a certain extent. There

17 is also a difference in the timing, in that I feel in

18 the earlier time frame deficiencies would be created and
19 then exist f or a f airly long period of time, where af ter

20 tha t things were being corrected much more promptly.

21 Q But the same kinds of problems were

22 recurrino. Isn't that right, Mr. Higgins? Lack of

23 covers. Lack of space heaters. Lack of ca ps.

[}
24 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) There were still instances

25 after 1990 where perhaps a heater would burn out and

O
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,q 1 wouldn't get replaced that same day, or a cap would be
LJ

2 taken off and not replaced promptly, and yes, there were
*

3 some that were being f ound by QC. There were some that

4 were being found by the auditors when they went out to

5 do it, and there were a few instances also where they

6 were identified by the NRC both -- a few by myself and a

7 few by -- I think we had one example in the CAT

8 inspection also.

9 Q Mr. Miggins, in addition, if you could turn

10 your attention to field audit 1180, and that is part of

11 Suffolk County Exhibit 66, looking at the first page,

12 the audit indicates, does it not, that the audit was

13 performed on October 9, 1980, and on subsequent days?

()' 14 A (WITNESS GALLO) That is correct, Mr. Lanpher.

15 0 And looking at finding u.3, there is an

16 indication that an uncapped opening ha~d been identified

17 in late August, 1980, correct?

18 A (WITNESS GALLO) That is correct, Mr. Lanpher.

19 Q And the audit indicates that as of the Cctober
20 9 period when the audit took place, that opening still

21 wasn't capped, doesn't it?

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, it does.

23 0 Mr. Higgins or any member of the panel, do you )

{} 24 know what the purpose of the quarterly reports to

25 management are within the LILCO organization?
|

O
|
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1 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I could guess, but I don't

2 know from firsthand knowledge.

3 MR. LANPHERs Judge Brenner, I have got some ,

(
4 more questions in the storage at a that I am going to

5 pursue, though they are not going to be directly tied to

6 the quarterly reports or the field audits, and I will

7 proceed. with that unless you want to ask some questions

8 now.

9 JUDGE BRENNER: Judge Carpenter has some

10 questions.

11 BOARD EXAEINATION

12 BY JUDGE CARPENTERS

13 0 Mr. Higgins, you just testified that you had

) 14 no personal knowledge of the purpose of these quarterly

15 reports to management by the manager of the OA section.

16 We have heard testimony from the manager that these

17 highlighted the program by each quarter, so I got the

18 distinct impression that an attempt was made to identif y
,

,

19 items that they felt management should be aware of and

j 20 be informed of, which leads me to the feeling that these

21 are non-trivial items.

22 From my own personal point of view, and the

23 area I need help in, what we are interested here in with

(}' 24 respect to CA is attitude, and I look at these

25 repetitive from May of 1980 to December of '81 reports

O
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1 of less than perfect environmental protection, and what

2 I am struggling with is trying to understand whether the

3 program of remedial action was inadequate or whether the
'

4 evaluation was inaccurate. It is one or the other, and

S I still~ haven't been able to get through this, and this

j 6 is where I would like your help, because you were

7 actually there looking at what vas going on. You are

8 the colden opportunity for me to get some help.

9 A while ago I wrote a note. Apparently as a

10 result of your inspection in '79, why no LILCO

11 inspector --

i 12 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) A Stone and Webster person
|

| ~13 who was actually an FOC inspector.

() 14 0 If you look at any one individual instance of

15 missing cover, missing cap, et cetera, and they are

16 always axplainable away, in your opinion, could a more

17 effective program .have been put in place? Could the

18 frequency of these occurrences been reasonably reduced?

19 A (W IT N ESS HIGGINS) Yes.

20 MR. ELLISs Can we have a time period on that

21 question?

22 JUDGE CARPENTER Yes, from May 30, 1980,

23 through December 3rd, 1981, the period covered by the

(} 24 quarterly reports to management.

25 MR. ELLIS: Well, I think that it would be

O
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1

}
a ppropriate then -- I am not sure that that is the time

2 period that Mr. Higgins had in mind in light of his

3 earlier testimony.

4 BY JUDGE CARPENTERS (Resuming)

5 Q Did you understand, Mr. Higgins, that I was

6 ref erring to this period, f rom May 30, 1980, to December

7 3rd, 1981?

8 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, I did, Judge, and I

9 quets I feel that, yes, from the way you phrased your

10 question, they could have expended a greater effort.

11 They could have had a more effective program than ther

12 did. I feel that the program that they did come up with

13 was adequate for the needs, but it could have been done

() 14 better, certainly.

15 Q In that time period, in the course of your

16 inspections, did you observe any damage to equipment

17 from failure to protect equipment?

18 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I did not know.

19 0 So your response still conforms to your

20 testimony that you felt the program was effective, but

21 that it is your opinion that it could have been more

22 effective?

23 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, Judge.

24 A (WITNESS NARROW) Judge Carpenter, could I{}
25 perhaps add something else to this general question, and

O
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1 not specifically to the period to which you were
)

2 referring?

3 0 Mr. Narrow, if you would wait just a few

4 minutes, I would like to stay focused on this, in the

5 context of the manager of the quality assurance

6 department reporting to upper level management quarter

7 after quarter after quarter that there was some problem

8 with respect to environmental protection in his opinion,

9 Mr. Higgins, is why I am trying to balance why

10 management either was inattentive to this or was une.21e

11 to devise the remedial action to their own satisfaction,

12 and that is not a question. I am just trying to give

13 you that background.

() 14 MR. ELLIS: Excuse me, Judge Carpenter. I am

15 reluctant to do this, but I really do think that that is

16 not a full characterization of Mr. Gerecke's testimony.

17 My recollection is that while he was highlighting these

18 matters to management, that it was in the scheme, in the

19 overall scheme of things. He wasn't saying these things

20 were an in an absolute vein significant, but ra ther that

21 they were -- on a relative scale, they were significant,

22 which is not a measure of the absolute significance of

23 them, but rather that in the overall scheme of things

(} 24 this was what they were c.oming up with as significant,

25 and I think that is an important perspective factor that
i

1
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1 Mr. Gerecke testified to.
/}

2 JUDGE CARPENTER: Well, since I was just

3 testifying, it is tolerable for you to testify also, I

O
4 quess, but I was trying to explain the question I am I

|

5 trying to resolve, which I had not formulated very

6 clearly in this series of questions.

7 BY JUDGE CARPENTER 4 (Resuming)

8 0 I think we have gotten thus f ar, Mr. Higgins,
.

9 that you felt a more ef fective program could have been

10 devised. Do you feel that a more effective program was

11 needed?

12 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I guess to answer that
.

13 question I have to give you some personal opinions,

( 14 Judge, because it appears that that is what you are

15 looking for.

| 16 0 Well, in the professional QA sense.

17 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Let me give it to.you both

18 ways. Personally, I would have liked to have seen them
.

19 do more. I would have liked to ha ve seen a more

20 effective job done, and have.it done better. I think

21 what they did, however, was adequate and served the

22 needs from an equipment protection standpoint, and from
!

23 a regulatory and a QA standpoint. I think that what

(]) 24 they did was adequate.

25 I guess, to heIp''

you perhaps a little bit with

O
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(]) I the understanding of what Mr. Gerecke was doing in the

2 qua rterly reports, and I wasn't familiar with them at

3 the time, but it appears to me that from when the NRC i

h
4 showed the concern with the equipment storage area in

5 late '79, early 1980, that was in turn reflected by a

6 heightened concern by LILCO within their own

7 organization, and therefore we do start to see that it

8 gets more attention and sta rts to appear in the

9 quarterly reports.

10 So, in my view, that is a good thing, in that

11 it is getting the management attention that we wanted it

12 to get, and they do continue to give it attention both

13 from a maintenance standpoint and a QC standpoint and a

() 14 QA standpoint.

15 O So your reaction to the repetitive reference

16 to this area is more the sense that this indica tes that

17 the QA manager was very conscious of this area.

18 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is the way I read them

19 now.

20 0 In contrast' to his feeling that something more

21 needed to be done.

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Well, perhaps something

23 more of a continuing nature needed to be done. That

() 24 really is the nature of these equipment storage and
,

25 housekeeping areas. It is something that needs

.

O
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1 continuing attention.

2 0 Normally one would think of deficienciec

I 3 addressed with a proper program of remedial action. The
(

4 occurrence of those deficiencies would, if not decreased

5 to zero, become very, very small. Is it your testimony

6 that for this area of environmental protection of the

7 many, many pieces of equipment that are being installed

8 and worked on, that zero is not a reasonable goal?

9 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct, when you

10 consider two to 4,000 workers on site every day working

11 on those many thousands of pieces of equipment, yes.

12 JUDGE CARPENTER: I may want to come back to

13 this, Mr. Lanpher. I am going to have to think about

() 14 this. There are many judgmental aspects of this.

15 BY JUDGE NOREISs

16 0 While we are on this subject, one of the

17 things that I have a problem with anyway is trying to

18 determine what was done in response to these quarterly

19 reports from Mr. Gerecke. They went to the operating

20 organization at a fairly high level. I guess most

21 recently to the vice president, nuclear. And we have

22 had testimony from operations people or construction

23 people but not at that level, so it is a little

() 24 dif ficult for us to determine, as Judge Carpenter

25 expressed it, what the attitude of management was in

O
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O 1 response to these recurring reports from a quality
V

2 assurance manager, the manager of the quality assurance

3 department, that there was this area and this problem in

O
4 environmental protection, and from your on-site

5 activities, can you shed any light on that, Mr. Higgins?

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

7 can't.

8 JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Lanpher?

9 , CONTINUED CROSS EXAMINATION

10 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

11 Q Mr. Higgins, in response to one of the Board's

12 questions, you referred to the storage housekeeping

13 area. Is it fair to state that you view the storage and

14 housekeeping problems as really an inert related concern?

15 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) They are similar. There

16 certainly are differences, but in the area of both being

17 affected by the large areas involved and being aff ected

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

19 activities, they a re simila r.

20 0 In looking a t 79-16, the citation relating to

21 cleaness, the discrepancies were noted to be

22 accumulations of dust, dirt, and grease, trash, and

23 broken glass that affected a number of components,

24 including the entire battery roon. It appears correct,

25 and I am looking at Attachment 2B to your testimony, th e
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1

(G
bottom of Page 5 and the top of Page 6.

_)
2 <- MR. ELLIS: Was that 2B or 2D?

3 ER. LAMPHER: B.

O^ 4 WITNESS HIGGINS: I have that.

5 BY ER. LANPHER: (Resuming)

6 0 That is both a storage related problem and a

7 housekeeping problem, isn't it?

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

9 storage problem with the dirt and debris on the

10 batteries themselves.

11 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 HIGGINS) There is a similarity in

15 tha t the dirt producing activities probably come f rom

16 the same areas. This was not written up as a

17 housekeeping violation. It was an equipment storage

18 problem, with the actual -- well, that's all I have.
P

19 Q It is 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 93?

23 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) With the same qualifiers

24 that I gave you.

25 0 So it is the same kind of activity that is
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1 causing these problems, correct, the dust, dirt, and

2 debris?

|
3 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I would agree with that.'

O
4 0 In the CAT inspection where you had dirt and

5 debris in ba ttery rooms and other places, that affects

e installed equipment as well as affecting the entire

7 room, correct?

8 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Could you ask that question

9 again, pleas..

10 Q Well, in the CAT inspection you cite it has a

11 housekeeping deficiency or violation. You describe dust

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

13 dirt, and debris could affect installed equipment that

14 is there?
,

1G A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is why we have

16 housekeeping regulations, yes.

17 JUDGE BRENNER: Excuse me a minute. Mr.

18 Higgins, I take it when you are looking at the

19 housekeeping area, and obviously as you have just

20 expressly stated, keeping in mind the possible

21 escalation of the problem to be adverse eff ect on the

22 environment of equipmenc, either installed or in

23 storage, do you distinguish, and you a re af firma tively

O 4 coartr=1== *"e obviou= coaaectioa det eea ta# e to

25 areas, do you distinguish between housekeeping findings

O
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!

|

1 that relate to things.like lunch, litter, and paper

2 bags, and that type of thing, and on the other hand

3 dust, dirt, debris, heavier construction type problems?
O

4 We have gone through a lot of findings that

5 talk about papers and litter and that type of thing, and

6 I don 't know what to do with them, so I am seeking your

7 help in terms of their importance.

8 WITNESS HIGGINS Yes, Judge, there certainly

9 ig a difference, and I guess the underlying concern is
10 the same, that you don't want it eventually to get to

11 the point where it is going to cause equipment

12 d eg rada tion , and by having an overall control of

13 housekeeping, it is the cort of defense in' depth concept

14 again that you lessen the chance and the probabilities

15 that things are going to work their way to where the

16 equipment is.

17 The way it is con trolled on the site, I think

18 as I mentioned once earlier, is through two different

19 programs, two different unions, and so forth, and in

20 actuality for the equipment storage what they do is,

21 they go and they maintain each piece of equipment

22 individ ually with a storage history card. That is

23 documented. The various checks, maintenance checks and

24 cleanliness checks also, and when the people go to

25 inspect it also they would inspect it at the particular

O
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(} 1 piece of equipment to see that it is clean, it doesn't

2 have dust, dirt, debris, that type of thing in it, and

3 certainly if you have a lot of dirt and debris around

O
4 the general ares, it is very easy to work to the

5 particular equipment, so they are connected.

6 But the way the utility structures its program

7 is different. The maintenance program goes directly to

8 the particular equipment and ensures that it is kept

0 clean and maintained properly, whereas the housekeeping

10 one is more of a general cleanup done by laborers.

11 I am not sure I answered your question.

12 JUDGE BRENNERs Well, I think you did, or at

13 least it helped me with some further insigh t.

( 14 Mr. Lanpher?

15 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

16 Q Gentleman, turning to Page 16 of your

17 testimony, the bullets at the bottom of the page, you

18 talk about construction activity can disturb protective

19 coverings. Am I correct that it is your opinion that,

20 one, that activity does disturb these coverings, th e y

21 should promptly be put back in place?

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes. When they are done

23 with the construction activity that is involved, fo r

(]) 24 example, if you are working with an electrical panel,

25 and you are going to be in and out of there all day, you

O
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1(} would leave it off during the day, and when the day isi

2 done, then it should be covered up.

3 Q That really goes to the second bullet on that

O
4 page at the bottom of the page, correct, where

5 surveillance or preventive maintenance is going on and

6 requires the removal of protective covers, when you have

7 completed that work, you are supposed to put the cover

8 back, right?

9 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

10 0 The third bullet at the bottom of that page is

11 equipment is gradually transferred from the warehouses

12 to installed locations. Even while it is in transit or

13 being transferred, it is supposed to be protected,

14 correct?

15 ( Whereupon , the witnesses con ferred. )

16 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) To a certain extente yes.

17 There is some judgment involved there.

18 0 Well, there is judgment involved in all of

19 these areas, correct?

20 A (WITN ESS HIGGINS) Yes.
,

21 Q Now, gentlemen, on Page 18 you talk about the

22 defense in depth concept. You agree, do you not, that

23 the test and other activities that you describe on Page

(} 24 18 do not necessarily find all deficiencies that might

25 arise relating to proper storage?

O
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|
|

(~)T
1 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I think in general they

%
2 would. 1

3 0 Well, will these tests, for instance, find

O
4 problems with aging if there had been improper storage?

5 Premature aging is what I have in mind.

6 (Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)
l

|
7 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I can't answer that

8 question.

9 MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I am going to go

10 to another area at this time.

11 BY MR. LANPHER: (R es ur,ing )

12 0 Gentleman, I would like to direct some

13 questions to your testimony which begins at Page 19

14 relating to welding problems. You have testified that'

15 velding was looked at in 38 inspections and two

16 investigations, correct?
,

I

17 A (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct.,

18 0 And looking at your list of welding violations

19 on Pages 19 through 21, it appears on only one instance

20 that was Inspection Report 78-12, were two welding

21 violations reported during one inspection, correct?

22 A (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct, yes.

23 0 So would it be f air to state that in 15 of the
t

{} 24 inspections or investigations you identified
.

25 violations?
,

O
l
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1 A (WITNESS NARROW) I am sorry? I either missed

2 the question or didn't understand it.

3 0 Well, you have 16 violations, two of which

O
4 were identified during one inspection. Thus 15

5 inspections, and I include the two investigations they

6 are in, 15 of the inspections or investigations resulted

7 in violations being cited. Correct?

8 A (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct.

9 0 So over 35 percent of the time that you looked

10 at welding, that you conducted an inspection or

11 investigation into the welding area, you reported

12 violations?

13 A (WITNESS NARROW) That appears to be correct.

14 MR. ELLISa That 35 percent, does that appear

15 anywhere, or is that some computation that Mr. Lanpher

16 has done?

17 JUDGE BRENNER: I guess he is asking him if 15

18 out of 38 is about 35 percent.

19 WITNESS NARROWS May I elaborate on that some,

20 Mr. Lanpher?

21 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

22 Q Certainly, Mr. Narrow.

23 JUDGE BRENNER: Well, let's see. -

O 24 WITNESS NARROWS I am sorry.
(./

25 JUDGE BRENNER: Does that answer your

O
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O 1 question, Mr. Ellis?
V

2 MR. ELLIS Yes, sir. I just wasn't sure

3 whether he was reading from something or whether that

4 was the figure.

5 JUDGE BRENNERs I think he asked the witness

6 that question and got the affirmative answer.

7 All right. Go ahead, Mr. Narrow.

8 WITNESS N ARROF 8 In the 38 inspections and two

9 investigations, approximately 40 times during which we

10 looked at welding, we found, as you say, 16 violations

11 during 15 inspections. However, while that is correct,

12 during those inspections and investigations, we looked

13 at a large number of welds. For instance, during one of

14 these investigations,'I believe we looked at all of the

15 welding in this case that happened to be a problem with

16 weld rod material, and we looked a t all of the weld rod

17 material issues of that type on site up until that date

18 in order to determine whether there had been a problem

19 in the issue of this type of material.

20 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

21 0 Mr. Narrow, could you identify which

22 inspection you are referring to?

23 A (WITNESS NARROW) Yes.

24 0 Ihank you.

25 A (WITNESS NARROW) Tha t was during 79-24, and

O
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1

{
it was during an investigation that concerned a

2 requisition for -- well, it was a type 309 material, and

3 the allegation was that type 308 material had been

O
4 requisitioned or had been issued where the requisition

5 required type 309 material, and in order to determine

6 this, we went through the records of their issue as well

7 as the welding records, and determined that at one time

8 since the start of construction, they had improperly

9 used -- they had used 308 material when 309 was

to specified.

11 Thereupon, we turned it back to -- we cited

12 them for a violation, and we requested that the licensee

13 investigate all records for the issue of this type of

() 14 material, and I believe they found one additional issue

15 of the wrong type of material. Now, if you look at the

16 amount of material that is issued, and I don't know the

17 exact number of times that they had issued or

18 requisitioned type 309 material, you find that on two

19 occasions they had issued type 308 for one reason or

20 another, and the reason apparently was that the type of

21 material had similar numbers, and therefore they had

22 issued on those two occasions type 208. This is not a

23 very large percentage.

() 24 Now, admittedly, in this case we looked at a

25 larger sample than we normally do. However, during each

O
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(}
1 of the inspections, the inspector would look at a

2 relatively large number of welds, and perhaps, depending

3 somewhat on the number of things that he looked at, the,s

k_)'

4 number of aspects of the weld he looked at, so he might

5 look at a half a dozen welds, and thJs might include

6 looking at cleanliness, looking at weld preparation,

7 looking at weld cleanup, looking at operation of the

8 welding equipment, looking at the non-destructive

9 examination, observing the welding in progress, making a

10 visual inspection perhaps of the weld at various stages,

11 and finally of the final stage of the weld, so that for

12 each weld you looked at there may have been as much as

13 ten or twelve varying operations that he might have

() 14 looked at.

15 While I don't know the number of welds he
,

16 would have looked at in an inspectioq, and this could
,

,

17 vary, it could vary from three or four to perhaps ten or

! 18 fifteen during an inspection.

19 0 Mr. Narrow, your point is that when we talk

20 about s violation in the welding area, ou., of the 40

21 looks that you reference in your testimony, each of

22 those looks involved looking at multiple attributes,

23 correct?

f]) 24 A (WITNESS NARROW) Correct. And I wouldn't

25 refer to them as looks. I would refer to them as an
i

O
.
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1{} inspection, and the inspection could look a t, as you

2 say, multiple attributes. It could also look at record s

3 as well as the welding in progress.

O 4 (Whereupon, the witnesses conferred. )

5 0 Now, gentlemen, at Page 23 of your testimony,

6 numbered paragraph number 1, you talk about the period

! 7 of alomst eight years when welding was actively in

8 progress at the site. Now, what eight years are you

9 referring to?

10 A (WITNESS NARROW) That would have been 1974 to

11 1981.

12 0 All right. Gentlemen, from your previous

13 list, starting on Page 19, you identified one violation

() 14 in 1975. How many inspections or investigations on

15 welding were carried out in 1975?

! 16 A (WITNESS NARROW) In 1975, we conducted five
|

17 inspections of~ welding.

18 0 How many in 1974, Mr. Narrow?

19 A (WITNESS NARROW) Three.

20 C It sounds as if you may have a list there.

,
21 Oculd you go right on down, '76 through '81?

22 A (WITNESS NARROW) I will be happy to, and I

23 must say before reading the list that on the two years I

(} 24 have two different numbers. I am not sure which is the

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

:
#iDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,
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I

I ] 1 there were six inspections. In'1977, there were either

2 cight or nine, In 1978 there were either ten or eight.

3 In 1979 there were five or six. In 1980 there were

4 two. In 1981, I have no inspections listed. However,

5 in addition to these, and I believe we mentioned this

6 earlier, approximately 20 percent of the inspecters'

7 time is spent on non-specific inspections, and during

8 all of these inspections, and particularly when a

9 specialist in the welding area was inspecting on-site

10 during his site tour, he would obviously observe the

11 condition of welding in progress or of welds which f or

12 one reeson or another took his attention.

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

O
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(} If he observed no problem with the welding1

2 activities which he looked at, this would not be

3 men tioned in the report. Now, if he did find some

O
4 problem during this tour of the site, it would show up

i
5 in the report. And I know there was one at least --

'

6 excuse me.
.

7 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

8 A (WITNESS NARROWa) Actually, there were two,

9 from my recollection, which were identified during the

10 site tour. One was number four, the contour of a

11 transition veld between components of unequal diameter,

12 and the other was number 13, thermal cutting of RHR heat

13 exchanger pressure caps.

14 Now, that is based upon my memory of these

15 events. I would have to go back to the inspection

16 record to determine whether it's actually correct.

17 In addition 'to this welding program , we have a

, 18 van which performs non-destructive examinations

19 independently of the licensee's work, as a check on the

20 thoroughness and correctness of the'11censee's

|
21 non-destructive examinations. And that van performed an

22 inspection of Shoreham recently, inspection 82-19. That

23 was performed in July and August of 1982 and is not

() 24 discussed in our testimony.

25 0 Gentlemen, would you agree that there was a

O
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[]} 1 sharp increase in the number of violations,

2 velding-related violations that is, between 1977 and

3 19787 In fact, from two in 1977 to an identification of

4 seven, I believe, in 19787

5 A (WITNESS NARROW) As we said in our testimony,

6 there was an increase in the number of weldinc
7 viola tions since early 1978, and that continued into

8 July 1979, or into 1979.

9 0 Now in July 1979, you asked -- ICE asked LILCO

10 to review its velding activities; correct?

11 A (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct.

12 0 'And that was in light of the increase in

13 violations which you had noted?

() 14 A (WITNESS NARROW) The inspector at that time

15 felt that in view of the increase in number of
16 violations, he wanted some additional information. He

17 did not feel it was of enough significance to warrant

18 calling a managesent meeting; however, he felt he did

19 van t to have additional information to determine just

20 what the cause of the problem was and if it was of such

21 significance that further management action would be

22 required.

23 0 Why did ICE wait until July 1979 to ask for

() 24 this additional information? Hadn 't he known earlier,

25 considerably earlier, of a sudden increase in the

O

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

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



_. ___ - -

16,873

1 welding violations?

2 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

3 A (WITNESS NARROW) I am not speaking frem

O 4 personal knowledge a t this time, but I did discuss it

5 with the people involved. It was not a sudden increases

6 it was an incressa in the number of welding violations.

7 And he felt in reviewing the results of our inspections,

8 he felt that this increase warranted some additional

9 information.

10 Now, if it had been a sudden increase perhaps

11 it would have been done earlior, but at this point in

12 time he was also reviewing records and doinc some review

13 on his own, and decided that he wanted a complete review

() 14 of the licensee's welding records to be performed.

15 Q Mr. Narrow, you said this wasn't a sudden

16 increase. You testified that there were either eight or

17 nine inspections or investigations by ICE in 1977, and

18 that, by my calculation, resulted in two violations.

19 Correct? In 1977?

20 A (WITNESS MARROW) The eight or nine is

21 correct. The number of viola tions I will have to check.

22 (Pause.)

23 That is correct.

() 24 0 But in ?ight to ten inspections in 1978, you

25 identified more than a threefold increase in the number

O
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{) 1 of violations. You vent from two in 1977 to seven in
.

2 1978s correct?

3 A (WITNESS N ARROW) In the first place, although

4 the percentage might be large, the number of violations

5 was not that large. And in addition , these were4

6 reported -- you're taking a period of one year -- these

7 vere reported from inspection 78-02 through inspection
.,

8 78-16, which would have been probably through nine

9 months or so.

10 0 So the seven violations -- well first of all,

11 can you confirm in 1978 there were seven violations?

12 A (WITNESS NARROW) Yes, sir, there were.

13 0 But it is your testimony that those sevan

.iolations were identified during a nine-month period?14 *

.15 Is that correct?
.

16 A (WITNESS NARROW) Well, I will have to check

17 the dates on the inspection report.

18 0 Well, I thought that was your earlier

19 testimony.

20 A (WITNESS NARROW) I said that was probably

21 during a period of eight or nine months, but I would

22 have to check the inspection to de termine what the

23 actual date was. 78-16, the last violation, was
,

.i

24 identified during October 24 to 27 of 1978, and 78-02
|

| 25 was conducted during February 15 to 17 of 1978. So

i
'

O
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{} 1 apparently, that nine months was not too bad.

2 0 You don't consider that a sudden increase in

3 the number of violations?,s

]. 4 A (WITNESS NARROW) No, sir, I don't consider

5 that a sudden increase. I consider that an increase --

6 I consider it a gradual increase, but it certainly is

7 not a sharp jump in the num ber of viola tions.

E Q What would be a sharp jump? This was two the

9 previous year and seven in nine months of the next

10 year. What magnitude would it take to be a sharp or a

11 sudden jump?

12 A (WITNESS NARROW) I don ' t think I can give you

13 a magic number, Mr. Lanpher, that would say this is

() 14 sudden. I t hink it is a matter of judgment. If we

15 begin to find two or three viola tion s during, say, two

16 or three successive inspections, yes, I would consider

17 that sudden. If we find one during an inspection, say,

18 in one case, two during an inspection and the next time

19 one, I don't think that is a sudden increase.
,

,

20 0 Mr. Nstrow, you indicated that the ICE

21 personnel involved in this around July 1979 asked LILCO

22 to take a further look at the velding area to answer

23 questions IEE had. Do you know why? You then indicate '

() 24 that LILCO replied to this request for information in*

25 May 1980; is that correct? And I'm referring to the (
i

1 i
|
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( bottom of page 22 of your testimony.1

2 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

3 A (WITNESS NARROW) Mr. Lanpher, I d on ' t have the

O
4 exact words the way you phrased it. However, we felt

,

,

5 that there was a problem. We had looked into it -- the

6 people at that time had looked into it and in their mind

7 there was a problem. And they +herefore asked the

8 licensee to review all of his Oc and audit records.

9 They did not ask him to take a look at it to see what he

10 thought. They asked him to review all of his records

11 and determine whether they were identifying problems as

12 well and whether the problems were coming through to us

13 and we were unaware of it, and to report back to us.

() 14 Now, they informed us and I am not clear on
,

15 the date, but I was back on that site in August of 79.

16 At that time, they said they expected to be ready to

17 report to us within the next inspection. During the

18 turnover inspection when I replaced the other inspector

19 they said they expected to be ready within some short

20 period of time.

21 On thinking back, I believe that was a

22 mis-statement. I believe they had informed the

23 inspector previously that they were about ready to make

{ 24 this presentation; if he would set up the date, the y

25 would make the presentation. At the time he turned it

O
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/~T 1 over, he said he had attempted to set up a meetino with
~

LJ
2 management personnel in our office, and they had agreed

3 to come and make that presenta tion. But he had not yet

O
4 established that.

5 Following that, we agreed that it was not

6 necessary to have a management meeting. We would prefer

7 to meet with them onsite and it would be more convenient

8 to look at additional records during this additional

9 discussion if it became necessary, and therefore, we

10 began making arrangements to meet with them onsite.

11 Following this conclusion that we would meet

12 onsite, I attempted to set up a meetinc onsite. Now in

13 the interim, we had been informed of their conclusion of

() 14 their review, and for one reason or another and the fact

15 tha t their review appeared to coincide with my opinion

16 of what had happened, I did not press this very

17 strongly, and it was not until May that I was able to

18 have management come out and meet wi th th em to have them

19 present their findings and to review those findings.

i 20 0 So LILCO was prepared to meet at an earlier
|
l 21 date but the meeting just couldn't be pulled off until

22 May 1980?

23 A (WITNESS FARROW) That is correct.

(} 24 0 Gentlemen, at page 23 of your pre-filed

25 testimony you indicate the number of violations up to

O
,
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() 1 mid-1979 increased in rough parallel to the number of

| 2 welders onsite or the amount of welding going on. Is

| - 3 that a fair characterization of your testimony? .

4 A (WIINESS NARROW) Would you repeat that, please?

5 0 Well, reading your testimony at page 23, is it

6 a fair characterization of your testimony to state that

7 you believed that the number of welding-related

8 violations up to mid-1979 increased in rough parallel to

9 the amount of welding that was going on, or the number

10 of welders present onsite?

11 A (WITNESS NARROW) Well, the conclusion was tha t

12 it increased through 1978, and then levelled off in 1979.

13 0 But the increase was in rough parallel to the

O)\m 14 amount of welding going on, is that correct?,

15 A (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct.

16 0 Would you agree that LILCO could have foreseen

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

18 welding? .

19 A (WITNESS NARROW) I believe they could, yes.

20 Q k'o uldn ' t you expect LILCO to put on extra Oc

21 personnel and to conduct extra trainino to avoid an

22 increase in the amount of welding-related problems?

23 A (WITNESS NARROW) I question whether they could

() 24 have avoided an increase in the amount of welding

25 p ro blem s . They possibly could have reduced it somewhat

|
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r 1 'by additional training, although starting or bringing a-

2 large number of people onsite, some of whom I'm sure had

3 not previously welded under these stringent conditions

O 4 or under their own specifications, probably very few had

5 welded under the Stone & Webster specifications. I

6 think you could anticipate an increase in the number of

7 violations, and yes, additional training may have

8 reduced it somewhat.

9 I think that it is similar to any other

10 learning curve. Regardless of what you do, you are

11 going to have a learning curve in starting up a new

12 procsss or a new program.

13 Q When you say starting up a new program, you

kh 14 testified that welding went on for eight years at the

15 site, beginning in 1974, correct?

16 A (WITNESS NARPOW) It had, and then it had

17 dropped off and they may have changed supervision. And

18 I believe in reading the transcript that this wa s

19 discussed in the earlier discussion. But I do not have

20 the information on exactly what the drop-of f was, but I

21 know th a t for a while they had done very little veldino.

22 I think a t one time there was a strike on the

23 site and I don't know what effect that had, and I don't

(} 24 know the exact date. If you would like this type of

25 data, I would be ha ppy to go back to whatever records I

O
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1 could find and obtain it. But I can say that there had

2 been a fairly rapid increase in the number of welders

3 and the amount of welding performed starting in 1977.

O 4 Q Well, would you agree that the learning curve

5 -- that was the term you used, and I think I understand

8 that -- that the learning curve did not become evident
~ ~

.

7 until 1979?

8 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

9 A (WITNESS NARROW) Would you repeat the ,

to question, plesse?

11 0 You, in an earlier answer, referred to a

12 learning curve. What did you mean by that, Mr. Narrow?

13 A (WITNESS NARROW) Well, I meant that in

14 starting any new employees on a process, there was a

15 period of time in which they are not as efficient as

16 they become after they have been working under the

17 conditions and on the work which they are performing.

18 0 And, Mr. Narrow, when did these new employees

19 that you referred to in the welding area come onto the

20 job? Was that sometime in 19777

21 A (WITNESS NARROW) Well, they increased late in

22 1977.

23 0 And when did the necessary training or

24 learning curve take place such that a decrease in the

25 number of violations sppeared?

O

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

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

.. ,



.

16,881

|

| (~} 1 A (WITNESS NARROW) Well, I think you have to,

| 'w/
2 combine that -- there was an increase. I don 't recall

3 the rate of increase. In addition to the learning curv e

(i

| 4 there was an increase in the amount of welding

5 perfotaed, so that you had a combination of the welders

6 in the learning curve as long as they were increasing

7 the number of welders. And that happene.d all through

8 1978, according to the curve which they presented to

9 us. There would be additional new weldern coming on and
,

10 going through this lestning curve.

11 There also would be an increase in the number

12 of welders and the amount of welding, and, therefore,

13 presuming you're going to have a certain amount of

() 14 non-conforming velding, it would basically, after
|

15 disregarding the learning curve it would be

16 proportionate to the amount of welding being performed.

17 So you had really two items affecting the number of

18 violations being identified.

19 0 Those two items being the amount of welding

20 and the relative experience of the welders?

21 A (WITNESS NARROW) Correct.

22 0 I believe it was your earlier testimony that

23 one of those factors could have been addressed ; that is,

() 24 the experience of the welders, with additional'

25 training. Is that correct?

O
,
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f5w]
1 A (WITNESS NARROW) No, I wouldn't agree with

2 that. I would say that additional training might have

3 improved the speed with which they went through the

O
4 learning curve, but I do not believe that it would have

5 been addressed solely by additional training.

6 Q I didn't say solely, but additional training

7 would have affected the experience issue and sped up the

8 learning curves correct?

9 A (WITNESS NARROW) It would have affected the

10 slope of the learning curve, if you will.

11 A (WITNESS GALLO) Could we take a break ?

12 JUDGE BRENNER: Yes. I was hoping 'to finish
,

13 velding, but you came close. I think you sigh t finish,

O 14 toeey, incie entany . Maybe 1 n . r1y opt 1 1stic, eut

15 looking at what is left you have gone a little f aster

16 than I thought you would.

17 MR. LAMPHER: I think you may be overly

18 optimistic. I think my prediction o f yesterd ay, that I

19 will certainly finish on Monday, is right. And maybe

20 early on Monday.
,

21 JUDGE BRENNEB The earlier the better on *

22 Monday, given th e re st of the week.
I

; 23 Let's take a 15-minute break and come back at

24 10:20.

25 (A short recess was taken.)

O
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1 JUDGE BRENNER: Let's go back on the record.)
2- Having discussed many important things off the record,

3 ve are now prepared to go back and resume the

O 4 questioning.

5 I guess I should sta te f or the record tha t was

6 sarcastic and what we .ece discussing were unimportant

7 things. But go ahead.

8 MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, during the break

9 Hr. Bordenick provided me with a copy of the resolution

to of two of the items which have been referred to NBR

11 relating to the CAT inspection, and I just want to state

12 that I am going to -- even if I am able to finish other

13 items today, -- and I do in tend to get into some aspects

() '4 of the CAT inspection -- these areas f or the resolutions

15 are just coming in and I am going to have to defer my

16 examinstion until I can consult with some people.

17 JUDGE BRENNER: That is understandable and

18 consistent with our prediction.

19 MR. LANPHER: So I'm sure by early next week I

20 can be ready. I fon't even know if I'm going to have

21 quer.tions on them.
.

22 JUDGE BR ENNER: I unde rsta nd that, and you're

23 entitled to take a look at it and let us know what the

({} 24 situation is on Monday.

25 MR. LANPHER: I will do so. My understandino

O

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.

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



[
_. - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ --

16,885

1 is that the third item we may get at 3:00 o' clock this

2 afternoon or something.

3 MR. BORDENICK: As I think I mentioned
O

4 yesterday, the third item was resolved at a meeting

5 yesterday afternoon, and the write-up is in process. It

6 is possible that it will be over here as early as by

7 3:00 o' clock this afternoon. If not by then, certainly

8 Monday morning.

9 JUDGE BRENNER: It is our strong suggestion

10 that if at all possible -- and I'm not talking about

11 practical; the word is possible that Mr. Lanpher and--

12 preferably the other parties but at a minimum, Mr.

13 Lanpher get a copy of that, even if it is late today or

14 tomorrow. There is a different between that and

15 Monday. Tha t is our strong suggestion.

16 MR. BORDENICK: I have made the same

17 suggestion, Judge Brenner, and I have my usual
i

18 problems. I've told people it needs to be done, and the

19 task of getting it done is their responsibility.

20 MR. LANPHER: Thank you, Judge Brenner,

21 because I would like to put this in Federal Express,

22 this and the other one if possible, for a Saturday
,

23 delivery. So it would be immensely helpful.

24 JUDGE BRENNER: Yes, and it could redound to

25 the advantage of the staff because if -- and this is a

O
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1 big if -- other people are needed,.it would presumably(S' %J
2 be to their advantage to be needed while we are in

3 Bethesda, ss opposed to some weeks from now in Long

() 4 Island. And that is my last message on this subject,

5 for now.

8 MR. BORDENICK: Judge Brenner, in that light,

7 could I have mayba 10 seconds to. talk to Suffolk

8 County? I wanted Mr. Cook to contact him --

9 JUDGE BRENNER4 Let's go off the record.

10 (Discussion off the record.)

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

12 now.

13 BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

() 14 0 Gentlemen, turning your attention to page 24

15 of your pra-filed testimony, still on the welding

16 matter, up at the top of the page you state that it was

17 your conclu . ion as of the time you prepared this

18 testimony that no unacceptable welds exist at Shoreham.*

19 Gentlemen, isn't that a bit of an

20 o vers ta temen t? Don't you really mean that you don't

21 know of any?

i
22 A (WITNESS NABROW) Well, it is true we don't

23 know of any, sad it is our conclusion that no

[}
24 unacceptable welds exist. If we concluded that there

25 were, we would certainly require some additional action

()
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1{} to determine whether there actually are or are not any

2 unacceptable welds.

3 0 You haven't 1 coked at all of the velds at()
| 4 Shoreham?

5 A (WITNESS NARROW) No, sir.

6 0 New, gentlemen, going back a couple of pages

7 now to your listing of weld -rela ted problems, -- well,

8 you state at page 22 that items 9 and 10 were simila r

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 was not qualified. They had c qualified

18 procedure. However, the qualified procedure had been

19 qualified for conditions different than the ones to

20 which they were welding.

21 0 So they did not have a qualified procedure for

well, in 78-12, they did not hava a qualified22 --

23 procedure for the 30 degree velding; correct?

{} 24 A (WITNESS MARROW) In that case, they were using

this is under AWS welding, and th ey were using a25 --

O
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-w 1 pre-qualified procedure which is a code pre-qualified
b

2 procedure that is limited to veld joint angle of 45

3 degrees. They were actually velding on a 30 degree
OV 4 angle.

5 0 And in item 10, which is 78-15, am I correct

6 that the weld procedure there was not pre-qualified ?

7 MR. ELLIS4 What was the number?

8 BY 3R. LANPHER (Resuming):

9 Q That is item 10 on page 20 of the testimony.

10 A (WIT:iESS NARROW) In this case, it was not a

11 p re-qualified procedure. It was a procedure which the y

12 had qualified onsite, but it was not a code

13 pre-qualified procedure. And it appeared f rom reading

O 14 this reoort thet it was so what oce co 911cated- the

15 veld in progress was a 54 degree skewed T-joint, and the

16 drsving didn 't specify which veld procedure was

17 applicable. And when asked, the welder stated to the

18 inspector that the procedure to be used was determined

19 by the foreman and was Jocumented on the filler material

20 withd ra wal slip, and the veld technique sheet which was

21 number W700 showed applicsbility to skewed joints of 60

22 to 90 degrees with a plus 10 and minus O angular
,

23 tolerance.

24 And since the procedure was not applicable to

25 tne 54 degree joint and actually, there was a second

O
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1

{~}
joint there that was a 45 degree joint, this was

2 considered a violation.

_
3 0 Mr. Narrow, it's fair to state that both items

'' 4 9 and 10 on page 20 involved a combination of

5 circumstances that led to the violations correct? For

6 instance, it was not that there was just a pre-qualified

7 procedure.

8 A (WITNESS , NARROW) No, it was not quite that

9 sim ple. I was trying to understand what the combination

10 of circumstances indicated. No, it was not merely a

11 pre-qualified procedure.

12 0 But in each instance, activities were taking

13 place without the pre-qualified procedure for the work

() 14 tha t was being done?

j 15 A (WITNESS NARBOW) Well, in each instance they

16 were performing the work and did not have a qualified,

17 procedure; in one case pre qualified and in the other

18 case a qualified procedure, available to th e welder.

19 Q Okay, thank you f or that clarification.

20 I would like you to turn your attention to
,

| 21 item 13 on page 20, which is from Inspection Peport

22 79-04. Do you have that inspection report available,

23 sir?

{} 24 A (WITNESS NARROW) Yes, I ha ve it.

25 0 And your description is that thermal cuttine

O
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1bq of EHR heat exchanger pressure caps or nozzles without

2 preheat. Isn't it true, sir, tha t this violation also

i 3 included these actions being performed without a

O 4 qualified and approved procedure, or without qualified,

5 approved procedures, plural? And I direct your

6 attention to the last paragraph of the Notice of

7 Viola tion .

8 A (WITNESS NARROW) Mr. Lanphe, in this case,

9 they were performing the work without procedures under

10 the direction of their supervisor. And they had no

11 procedures, and they didn't think they needed any

12 procedures in order to perform this work. Or that is

13 the obvious impression which.one gets.

O 24 and incidenta111, I wee 1d 11ke to correct
.

15 something I said earlier. This item is not one that was

16 observed during the walk-through inspection. I thought

'

17 that it was.

18 G Thank you. So to clarify, here not only were

19 the procedures not qualified or approved; there were no

20 procedures being used for the particular activity. So

21 it's clear -- I'm referring to item 79-04.

22 A (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct. They were

23 not following a procedure and they didn't think that a

24 procedure was required. Incorrectly, ss it turned out.

25 A (WITNESS GALLO) In the other two instances,

Ov
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1 Mr. lanpher, to add, there were procedures available,(~'}v
2 but there is a welding procedure required in general

3 anyway -- pre-quslifica tion of procedure. Tharsal;
- (~%G 4 cutting procedures, as far as I know, do not require

5 pre-qualification. They did not have a procedure for

6 their cutting activity.

7 A (WITNESS NARROW) I believe that the problem

8 here really was that they just were not f ollo wing the i

9 code requirement. This was a temporary attachment, and

10 apparently, the workers or the foreman considered that

11 they didn't have to have a procedure of any type in

12 order to remove a temporary attachment; whereas, it

13 turns out the code requires that they do, or they should'

() 14 have had a procedure addressed to this particular type

15 of attachment for its removal.

16 0 3entlemen, if we could go back now to item 3
,

; 17 in your list of welding problems, 77-01, and, Judge

18 Brenner, I do have copies of 77-01, and Mr. Cook will

19 hand them out. And I guess, to be consistent, Judge

20 Brenner, since I'm handing it out, I should have it

21 marked for identification.

22 JUDGE BRENNEPs There are so many different

23 ways you have done things, you'll be consistent no

(} 24 matter what you do. It would be consistent with what

25 you just said, but inconsistent with the treatment of

' /
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1 79-04, just previously inquired about. It is up to you.
_

2 If you're going to ask enough where you think

3 the record would be aided by having this accompany the

O 4 record, we vill leave the decision up to you. If you

5 vant to wait and see how the questions and answers go --

6 MR. LANPHERa I think I would like to have it

7 marked for identification, Judge Brenner, as Suffolk

8 County 107 for identification. And that's ICE Report

9 77-01. The cover letter is dated February 10, 1977, and

10 it refers to an inspection during January 1977.

11 (The document referred to

12 was marked Suffolk County

13 Exhibit No. 107 for.

O 24 identification.>

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

O
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1 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

2 Q Gentlemen, my question is, would you agree

3 tha t this violation involved the use or the improper use

O 4 of a not qualified or unqualified weld procedure?

5 A (WITNESS NARROW) No, sir. In this case, they

6 had , tne engineering officer had issued to him a

7 procedure which was an incorrect procedure for the work

8 they were doing, it is true, but nevertheless, they had

9 been informed, and this had been issued in order to

10 perform the specific work which they were in the process

11 of performing, and tnerefore, although it relates to

12 procedure, it is not really the welding or CC

13 organizations which was responsible for this error.

() 14 Engineering had issued it to them, and ther

15 had every reason to expect that it was the correct

16 procedure.

17 0 In fact, it was not the correct procedure?

18 A (WITNESS NARROW) That is true.

19 Q And it had not been qualified , correct? And I

20 am looking at the middle of the notice of violation,

21 where it says, on or about August 31, your engineering

22 field extension office reviewed, approved, and issued a

23 repair welding procedure, and then they give the title,

24 which was not qus11fied ss issued to the applicable code[
25 and specification. Do you see that portion of the

0
e
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1 notice of violation, sir?

2 A (WITNESS NARROW) Yes, sir, I do.- I am trying
|

| 3 to get some additional information concerning tnis.

O 4 (Pause.)

5 A (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct. The

6 procedure issued to them was not qualified. However, as

7 I said before, in our review to determine whether these

8 were similar type errors, now, every veld or practically

9 every weld is performed to a procedure, and therefore if

10 there is a violation, it frequently might be a violation

11 of the procedure, but in this case, the problem was that

12 engineering had issued this procedure, and it was not

13 the proper procedure. In the other cases, the proper

() 14 procedures were available, and QA should have known that

15 they had not issued the correct precedures, and they

16 were using the wrong procedures, so it was the

17 r es ponsibili ty of a different organization.

18 Q Just so I understand which organization was at

19 fault in this instance, was it the site engineering

20 office?

21 A (WITNESS NARROW) In this instance, it was the

22 site engineering office.

23 Q But it is similar co items 9 and 10 in your

'

{} 24 list and item 13 in your list, is it not, to the extent

25 ths t involved the use of an unqualified procedure? -

.<
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1 A (WITNESS NARROW) To that extent, it is

2 similar. However -- I'm sorry. Would you re pea t the

3 numbers?

4 0 Nine, 10, and 13, sir.

5 A (WITNESS NARROW) Well, in all cases they are
.

8 concerned with procedures. Perhaps I haven 't made the

7 distinction clear. In 9 and 10, they used the procedure

8 which was not qualified for the work , and Q A sh o uld have

9 known this. Ihe welding supervisor should have been

to awa re that this was the incorrect procedure, but

11 nevertheless, they used it, and it was a violation to

12 tha t extent.

13 In the ca se we a re speaking of now --

O 14 o ar. Narrow, cou1d I interrupt you for 3est a

15 minute? You said in each case that --

16 A (WITNESS NARROW). In those two cases.

17 0 You mean 9 and 107

18 A (WITNESS NARROW) Nine and 10.

19 0 Ihank you.

20 A (WITNESS NARROW) And the one we are

21 discussing here I thiink was item 3. Item 3, they were

22 issued a procedure by a field engineering office which

23 ostensibly was the correct procedure. It was an

24 engineering error. So the responsibility for it was in

25 a different direction. In the the rmal cutting, there

O
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1 was no procedure required. There was no qualified

2 procedure required. They should have a procedure for

3 doing any work, but there is not a case of havino a weld
-

4 procedure.

5 0 When you are talking about thermal cutting,

6 you are back to 79-04 again, correct? -

7 A (WITNESS NARROW) Correct.

8 0 Well, the auditor or the ICE inspector

9 referred to the lack of a qualified and approved

10 procedure. Was that incortect on his part?

11 A (WITNESS CALLO) Where are you reading that

12 from, Mr. Lanpher?

13 Q The last paragraph in the notice of violation

() 14 in 79-04

15 A (WITNESS NARROW) The details of that

16 inspection report concerning that violation says,

17 documentation was not available during this inspection

18 to verif y that removal operations and po s t- rem o va l

19 examinations were performed in accordance with

20 applicable code requirements, and then it goes on to say

21 certain paragraph of the ASME code establishes certain

22 requirements relative to temporary attachment welds and

23 their removals, and this wa s a t that time written as an

{}
24 unresolved item, but it is an explanation of the reason ,

25 the basic reason for that finding. It was later

O
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1 converted to the non-compliance, and I do not have the

2 information concerning the reason that it was not

3 identified as a non-complisnce initially and then

O 4 converted.

5 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Mr. Lanpher, yesterday when

6 ve were talking about some unresolved items and

7 information being needed, I think this provides one
,

8 exsaple that I didn't have readily available yesterday

9 as to how we might when we don't have enough information j
4

4
'10 at a given time write something up that maybe a ppears to

11 be a violation as an unresolved item, and then when

12 additional information becomes available it could go;

13 either way, depending upon what that additional

O i4 infor ation is. In this case it beca.e a wio1ation . In.

'
15 other cases, it say become resolved.

16 Q Mr. Narrow --
.|

17 A (WITNESS NARROW) Excuse me. Could I add come

I 18 additional information? I was reading on into this, and

i 19 apparently the --

20 Q Could you iden tif y what page or pages you are

21 reading from, and icom what?

22 A (WITNESS NARROW) This is Page 5 of Inspection

23 Report 7 9-3 f4 .

| 24 ER. ELLIS: Was that Page 9 or 57

'

25 WITNESS NARROWS Five.

i O
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(~3 1 MR. ELLIS: Thank you.
s_/

2 WITNESS NARROPs And at the top, in the

3 opening paragraph of that page, on Line 5, it discusses

' 4 the preheat requirements of the code, and the problem

5 with performance of this cutting was that they performed

6 no preheat prior to doing the cutting. And so really it

7 was not, although it was called a procedure, it was not

8 a procedure, and I think in this case we are somewhat

9 confused because of the fact that we use the word

10 " procedure" to cover any type of an organized method of
,

11 performing work as when we talk about GA procedures and

12 work procedures throughout this thing, whereas when we

13 are talking of a weld procedure qualification with

() 14 reference to a weld, we are talking of either a specific

15 document which qualifies that particular veld for the

18 type of service it will have, or in some esses where it

17 is pre-qualified the requirement that the code

I 18 establishes performance of tnst particular type of
i

19 weld.

20 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

21 0 So your testimony, Mr. Narrow, I just want to

22 understand it, is that the Appendix A notice of

23 violation in 79-04, where it talks about the lack of

{} 24 qualified and a pproved procedures, well, let me read
,

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

O
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1j then we can get it clarified once and for all, I think.

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

3 talks about specifications, "in Octobe r, 1976, the

O 4 Courter and Company crafts under direction of Stone and

5 Webster performed thermal cutting of attachment welds to

6 remove pressure caps from nozzles N3 and Nu of residual

7 heat removal heat exchangers," and then the numbers are

8 given, "without qualified and approved procedures, and

9 a ppa ren tly without performing preheat required by the
10 applicable specifications." '

11 Now, Mr. . Narrow, I thought there was a double

12 problem here that the notice of violation clearly

13 highlights the preheat problem which you were just

(h 14 describing f rom Page 5 for the de tails, but I thought

15 that the auditor or inspector thought that there was

16 also supposed to be' a procedure for how to do the

17 preheat which was also lacking. Are you telling me that

18 tha t is not the case?

19 A ( W ITNESS NARROW) Well, it is my reading of

20 this that the inspector was referring to a procedure for

21 performance of the work , and it was not for a qualified

22 weld procedure, and while you could refer to preheat

23 requirements as a preheat procedure, generally the

24 preheat requirements are established by the code, and in[
25 the specifications, so it is my rea d ing of this that we

O
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1 are talking of a normal work procedure, whereas in thep
J

2 other case we are talking of a qualified weld

3 procedure.

'

4 0 Are you relying on any knowledge other than

5 what you have read from this report, any personal

6 knowledge on what the inspector thought in this case?

7 A (WITNESS NARROW) I am referring to what I

8 read here plus my understanding of the welding

9 generally.

10 0 3kay. Mr. Narrow --

11 A (WITNESS GALLO) Could you wait a second?

12 (Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)

13 A (WITNESS GALLO) Mr. Lanpher, as far as I can

O i4 read this, f ro wha t I cen te11 fro- the notice of

15 violation, f rom the details, the inspector was quoting

16 the words " qualified and approved procedures" from the

17 FSAR commitment that was made in the FSAR, and as far as

18 I know, they did not cite that as a requirement of the

19 ASME code, to have a qualified thermal cutting

20 procedure.

21 It does appear to me tha t there were two

22 problems, I guess you vould es11 it. If there was no

23 procedure, there were two aspects that he was concerned

24 with. There were no records for the prehea t, which was

25 apparently required, as I read it, by the ASME code, and

O
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("} there was no procedure to perform the thermal cutting.1

2 Ihat could have been -- both those aspects could have

3 been covered in one procedure. The words " qualified and

O 4 approved" appear to come out of the FSAR commitment,

5 whereas in the otner items, 9 and 10, it was my
1

6 understanding th a t the ASME code or the AWS code, if l

!
7 that was the case, requires a qualified procedure. I

8 0 Gentlemen, I have just one other question on

9 77-01, which we were talking about. That is Suffolk

10 County Exhibit 107. You indicated, I belie ve, Mr. |

11 Marrow, that you felt this was a problem with the site ,

12 engineering office in this instance. Well, shouldn't
.

| 13 the quality assurance organization have found this

14 problem?

15 A (WITNESS NARROW) I wouldn't believe so. When

18 the site engineering office issues a weld pro;edure, T

~

17 would not expect the quality organizat_ ion to go back and
,

18 review that procedure and determine, yes, this'fi~ts our

19 work. Apparently it was issued specifically for this
s - s,

20 work, as I read this.' '

3

21 Q And is it your testimony thst there ts'ho

22 quality assurance applied to this kind'of pricedural

23 issuance? s

() 24 (Whereupon, the witt.ssews conf erred. )

25 MR. ELLIS: May I have -tha t last qt;estion read .

% -

. , - ,
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|

1 back, please?
{} ,

2 MR. LANPHER: let me repeat it f or you.

3 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

O 4 0 Is it your testimony then , Mr. Na rrow, that

5 there is no quality assurance applied in connection with

6 the issuance of the kind of procedure described in

7 Suf folk County Exhibit 107?

8 (Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)

9 A (WITNESS NARROW) I am sorry about the time we

10 have been discussing this, but it is not a very simple

11 situation. Apparently they were working to a weld

12 repair procedure, RP38.

13 0 Who is they?

', () 14 A (WITNESS NARROW) The people doing the work,

15 which happened to be a subcontractor. Reactor Controls

16 were performing this work to s weld repair procedure,
,

17 and this procedure says that they will be -- the work

18 vill be performed in accoriance with veld procedure

19 specification 70-17. Now, weld procedure 70-17

's 20 specifies that it may be used for wel, ding on metal in
21 the thickness range of one-sixteenth to three-eighths

'
22 inch.

,.

~

23 I am reading from the top of Page 4 of

( 24 Inspection '. port 77-01. Now, in welding according to a

-
certain weld procedure specifica tion , and these weld25

.

t.

)
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1 procedure specifications are provided by en gin e e rin g ,

2 but they have to be supported by a- procedure

3 qualification record, and the procedure qualification is
I,)
*

4 performed f or certain specific conditions, and you can

5 have a number of procedure qualifications under the same

6 procedure specification, so that you might have as a

7 certain thickness specified that the procedure can be

8 used for this thickness of material as well as for

9 certain classes of material.

10 However, you can then qualify that procedure

11 for varying thicknesses. You can qualif y it for varying

12 types of metal. You can qualify it for dissimilar

13 metals. Each one of those would be a separate procedure

14 qualification record, and they are obtained by

15 performing a weld under conditions of the procedure

16 qualification record, commonly referred to as the POR,

17 and then testing that veld for its mechanical

18 properties, and now in this case the procedure

19 qualification record they were using is qualified for a

20 thickness range of three-sixteenths to two and a quarter

21 inch.

22 The weld procedure was suitable for a

23 thickness of one-sixteenth to three-eighths. The

24 material tha t they were actually welding on was

25 three-thirty-seconds. Therefore, it was within the
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f') I range of the procedure specification. It was not within
~J

2 the range of the PQR, and later, in determining more of

3 the basics of this problem, I found, and I don't believe

O
4 it is in this inspection report I cannot give you the--

S inspection report, although I could look it up for you

6 -- that the oroanization doing the welding determined

7 that there had been a PQR which was qualified for the

8 thickness range within which th e y were velding, and the

9 problem then became a matter of having on site and

10 available a POR which was not proper for the weld

11 thickness. It was proper for the specification.

12 I don't know if I have confused you or

i 13 explained it.

() 14 A (WITNESS HI:3 INS) I would like to just add

15 something to that. To go to the original question about

16 the QA organization that had overcicht of this, Reactor

17 Controls, Incorporated, which is the group involved, had

18 a quality control organization on-site when they were

19 on-site, and they could have provided surveillance and

20 oversight of welding or procedures and this type of

21 thing.

22 Also, LILCO field quality arsurance provides

23 overall quality assurance a uditing f or activities of

{]) 24 this type on-site, and they would have had an

25 opportunity to review and provide oversicht for it

O
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g 1 also. In thie case, obviously, neither one caught2 error. the

3 0 Thank you.
4

Santlemen, looking at
Page 19 of your prefiled5

testimony, a t the bottom of the page
Item Number 5,,

6

that involved an instance reported in 78 02-

of the7

failure to control the return of used and unused weld8 materials. Is that correct?
9 A

(WITNESS NARROW) Excuse me. Would you give10 us that number again, please?
11

Q It is a t the bottom of Page 19. It is Item12
Number 5 from 78-02. And that involved , did it13 not, thefailure to control

the return of used and unused
.

weld14 material?
15 A

(WITNESS NARROW) Yes, sir.
16 Q

And isn't it true tha t with Item Number 1 on17 that
page from 75-11 also involved

weld filler metal18 which was not returned
to the control area as required19 by the specification?
Item Number 1, 75-11.20 A

(WITNESS NARROW) I will have to look that up,21 sir.

22
(Pause.)

23 C I would refer you to
the notice of violationQ 24 in which - and I don't have copies for the

rest of the25 parties, but the first
sentence or clause says " weldO
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('% 1 filler metal was not returned to the control area at the
V

2 end of the work shift as required by specification

j 3 SH1-258." Do you have that, Mr. Narrow?
, t~)(/I

4 A (WITNESS NARROW) Yes, sir, I have.

5 0 That is what 75-11 sta tes, isn't it?

6 A (WITNESS NARROW) 75-11 includes the failure

7 to return veld material to the issuing station, or

8 unused weld ma terial to the issuing station. And that

9 also includes additional items. It also was -- I t was

to an operation that was performed by a subcon tractor, so

11 that it was a different organization than the people

; 12 responsible for Item 5, the failure to return used and

13 unused weld filler metal, and for that reason we didn't

() 14 group tnem as a similar item.

15 C To the extent tha t they both involved the

16 f ailure to control weld material or return it as

17 re q uire d , they are similar, correct?

18 A (WITNESS NARROW) To tha t extent, they are

19 similar, and as I said earlier, in many of these thinos

20 you will find certain similarities between various

21 violations. However, we had certain criteria for

22 grouping them as being for similarity.
|

23 MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I am going to

(} 24 move on to another area of examination, unless the Board

| 25 has any questions in the welding a rea .
1

(E)
,

.
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.

(} 20ARD EXAMINATION1

2 BY JUDGE CARPENTER

3 0 Mr. Gallo, for the past hour or s'o you have

(-)
,

1_
4 been talking about the 16 viola tions in the welding

5 area. I would like to ask, concerning those 16

6 violations, if those violations had not been discovered

7 by NRC, would an unacceptable veld have been produced?

8 (Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)

9 MR. LANPHERs Judge Carpenter, I hate to

10 interrupt your question, but do you mean produced or

11 allowed to remain?

12 JUDGE CARPENTER: Allowed to remain, yes.
|

| 13 That exists today.

() 14 MR. ELLIS: Well, that would include all,

15 wouldn't it?

16 JUDGE BRENNER: Okay, hold it, because the

17 witnesses will forget the question.

18 5R. ELLISs Well, for the record, Judge

19 Brenner, I had no objection at all to the o riginal

20 question. I do have an objection to the amendment by

21 Mr. Lanpher.

22 JUDGE BRENNERs I think the question is

23 understandable, even without the amendment, and I think

() 24 it is still understandable, and if the witnesses have

25 trouble with it, we will hear about it from them. And

(~)v
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( }3
1 you can ask all the questions you want about it after.

2 WITNESS GALLO4 About each individual one,

. 3 Judge Carpenter, I think I would have to review it. As

4 I understand your question, if the NBC had not

5 identified it, whether there would be a defective weld

6 yet today?

7 BY JUDGE CARPENTER 4 (Resuming)

8 0 Well, I didn't ask that. I think Mr.

9 Lanpher's supplementation did go to that. I was first

10 of all just going to, just as I say, would -- an

11 unacceptable weld would have been produced, and

' *2 obviously a corrolary to that is, would it persist?

13 HR. LANPHER: Judge Carpenter, I don't think

() 14 your mike is on.

15 JUDGE CARPENTER: Well, I think I was looking

16 down instead of speaking into the mike.

17 MR. LAMPHERs Thank you.

18 WITNESS GALLO: Mr. Narrow is probably more
|

19 familiar with the individual details than I am.

20 BY JUDGE CARPENTER: (Resuming)-

21 O Well, I am asking in the sense th a t you come

22 to the conclusion that no unacceptable welds exist at

23 Shoreham, and I am simply trying to confirm that the 16

() 24 violations, how the 16 violations relate to tha t

25 conclusion. Is it that the violations in your mind

i
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1

. |

{} would not have produced sn unacceptable weld, or is it '

2 that you think other undetected violations did not

_ 3 occur? .

4 (Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)

5 A (WITNESS GALLO) Judge Carpenter, I believe,

6 wha t our conclusion is based on is not just the 16 items

7 that we identified, but our review of the velding

8 program at Shoreham, including those meetings that were

9 held in late 1979 and May of 1980, and the

10 non-destructive testing and examinations that were done

11 independently by the NRC during 1982.

12 Q Well, do you want to think about my question a

13 little bit, and then come back to it? I asked

() 14 specifically of the 16 violations, if those violations

15 had not been discovered, would an unacceptable veld have

16 been produced?

17 (Whereupon, the witnesses conf erred. )

18 A (WITNESS GALLO) Judge Carpenter, to give you

19 a complete answer, I think I would have to go in and

20 look at each individual weld and get back to you.

21 Q Each violation ?
|

22 A (WIINESS G ALLO) Each violation.

23 0 In some cases, these are record-keeping and

(~ }
24 procedures, et ceters.

25 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir, that is correct.

(
r

!
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{} 1 0 There are a lot of things that -- well, you

; 2 had to group them in some way to present them in your
|

| 3 testimony. I don 't know if going beyond that is,_s
1 4

I
''' 4 anything more for convenience in the testimony. There

5 are still 16 violations listed.

6 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir. There are some, as

7 I think the last one we discussed, the veld repair

8 procedure in 77-01, that is, Item Number 3 on Page 19 --

9 I was going to mention specifically in that case that as

10 I understand it, looking quickly at the report, that the

11 repair procedure called out a weld procedure spec which

12 did not have a supporting qualification record for it

13 for the appropriate thickness as documented.

O
(_/ 14 Rovever, theta actually was a procedure

15 qualification report that covered that thickness, so in

16 that case it appears that that was, as we were

17 discussing, a record-keeping problem or a documentation

18 problem, so th a t th e weld , the weld actually being

19 produced was using a qualified welding procedure

20 specification which was not in question, but also the

21 fact that the procedure qualification record actually

22 pre-existed before the work was done.

23 It wa s not correctly referenced in the repair

{}
24 procedure. So that th e weld in that case would not

|

| 25 appear -- would not have been affected by our
i
I

()
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(} 1 violation. It appears that from reading the report,

2 too, that that veld was acceptable, and there was no

3 requirement for furth'r rework on that veld. There wase

O
4 a correction in the repair procedure.

5 Q Well, let's let you perhaps take a chance at

6 lunchtime to look at this. I would still like to leave

7 that question there. The county's position is that

8 these are 16 riolations, and they don't see how you can

9 conclude that there were no unacceptable welds, so I

10 asked the question, given these 16 factual situations,

11 would unacceptable velds have been produced in the

12 absence of NRC identifying the situation ?

13 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes. We will get back to you

() 14 after lunch, Judge, if that is acceptable.

15 JUDGE CARPENTERS Thank you.

116 MR. LANPHER: Judge Carpenter, if you don't
'

17 mind, I would like to follow up on that, and maybe I can

18 focus it a bit with a specific example or two, and if

19 they can't answer --

20 JUDGE BRENNER: Why don't you follow up after

21 they get back, and look at it? I think it will be much

22 more efficient. I really do. Because you are likely to

23 have some followup anyway. So let 's move on to where

() 24 you were going to move on to in the design area, and

25 when they come back, we will give you whatever

-
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(} 1 opportunity you want.

2 MR. LANPHER: Just a moment.

3 (Whereupon, counsel for Suffolk County,

O
4 conferred.)

5 JUDGE 3RENNER: The reason for my statement

6 !s, I as af raid we will just get it too piecemeal, and

7 you will have to go back around again otherwise.

8 NR. LANPHERa I just want to make a note of

9 where I was going to go. All right.

10 (Whereupon, counsel f or Suffolk County

11 conferred.)

12 CONTINUED CROSS EXAMINATION

13 BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming)

() 14 0 Gentlemen, I would like to turn your attention

15 to Page 24 of your prefiled testimony, the issue you

16 described as design control. The first deficiency or

17 violation in the design con trol area which you identify

18 is described from 76-06 as OA review of design changes.

19 Am I correct that this involves some ECDCE's that had
.

20 not receivad QA raview as required by the LILCO

21 procedure?

22 MR. ELLISa What number were you referring

23 to?

() 24 M3. LANPHER: One.

25 (Pause.)

O
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(

1 MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I note that this

2 ICE report has previously been marked as Suffolk County

3 Exhibit *06 for iden tification.
O_,

4 BY MR. L AN PHERs (Resuming)

5 0 I believe the area you cite f rom is Page 2 of

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

7 boy.

8 A (WITNESS NARROW) Would you repeat your

9 question, please?

10 0 This involved, did it not, an instance where

11 some ECDCR's had been issued, but had not been reviewed

12 by the quality assurance organization as required by the

13 LILCO procedure?

14 A (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct.

15 0 Accordingly, t.e reason you include this in

16 your design control area is that a necessary part of the

17 design approval process was lacking?

18 A (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct.

19 0 Gentlemen, I meant to do something first.

20 There is a typographical error on Page 24, isn't there,

21 under Item 27 Chat should be ICE report 80-10, not 14.
'

22 Isn 't that correct?

23 A (WITNESS NARROW) Item 2?

24 0 Yes. Just so the record is clear.

25 A (WITNESS NARROW) I am afraid I will have to

O
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{} 1 look at that.

2 Q Well, why don't you do that over lunch? I

| 3 don 't have a specific question on that. But I had,

I k)
t 4 trouble finding that, and I think I did subsequently.

5 Now, gentlemen, turning your attention to Item
,

6 Number 3 on Page 24, it is described as vent lines and

7 valves installed without a specific authorizing design

8 change. Am I correct that this was --

9 (Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)

10 ? . Gentlemen , am I correc t that this was an

11 instance where the necessary ECDCR had not been issued

12 to permit the installation in these three locations?
.

13 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) A specific authorizing

() 14 ECDCB had not been issued in this case for the
15 particular valves. Wh a t it was was, there was basically

16 a generic ECDCR that had been issued covering this

17 particular activity, bu,t there were not specific ones

18 issued. Tha t is correct.

19 Q And so would it be fair to state that a

20 necessary process of the design change, the issuance of

21 this ECDCB, had not taken plare?

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

23 0 And accordingly, since tha t ECDCB had not been

(} 24 issued, it of course had not been approved by or

i 25 reviewed and approved by the quality assurance

(;

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

400 VIRGINIA A'!E S.W., WASHINGTON, O C. 20024 (202) 554-2345

_- - ,___ - _. - -.. . . _ _ . _ _ _ -



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -

16,915

1 organization also? I mean, the specific authorizing

2 ECDCR.

. 3 MR. ELLIS4 I must object to tha t. I am not

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

5 am not sure whether he is talking about ECDCR's tha t

6 were issued or not issued, because there is testimony

7 that there was a generic EEDCR issued.

8 JUDGE BRENNER: I am just not keyed in to

9 understand your point, Mr. Ellis, and that may be my

10 problem.

11 ,MR. LANPHER: Do you want me to repeat the

12 question?

13 MR. ELLIS: I think it is basically my problem

14 that I didn't listen or hear clearly enough the

15 question, because there was more than one ECDCR

16 involved, snd I wasn 't sure whether the question wa s

17 clear about that.

18 JUDGE BRENNER: All righ t. Why don't you

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

20 what ECDCR's --

21 MR. LANPHER: I don't have it written down.

22 Let me just restate it.

23 BY ME. LANPHER: (Resuming)

24 0 Gentlemen, are you ready?

25 A (WITNESS GALLO) I still don't have 80-14.

O
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.

'
1 JUDGE BRENNER: Ask the question again so we

| 2 can make sure that is what they need.

3 ER. LANPHER: They indicated they needed
}

4 80-14. I will give them my copy.
|

,

5 (Whereupon, counsel handed the document to the
-

i

6 wi tne sse s. )

7 BY MR. LANPHERs (Resuming) (

8 Q Gentlemen, you stated that there was a general

9 ECDCR authorizing some actions, correct?

10 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

11 Q And you also stated, I believe, that it was

12 necessary in your opinian that there be specific ECDCR's

13 issued to authorize installation of specific vent lines

() 14 and valves, correct?

15 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

16 Q And those ECDCR's had not been issued, those

17 specific ECDCR's?

18 ) (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

19 0 Those specific ECDCR's, had they been issued,
20 would have needed QA review and approval, like all other

21 ECDCR's, correct?

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

23 Q And since they weren't issued to your

(} 24 knowledge there was no such QA approval?

25 MR. ELLIS4 I guess that was my objection. Fe

O

|
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(~ 1 is asking him about QA approval of unissued ECDCR's.

2 JUDGE BRENNERs Well, now I think it is quite

3 clear. I think your point was valid before, but he is

O
4 talking about these apecific ones that were the subject

5 of the two immediately prior questions and ancuers.

8 Isn 't that right, Mr. Lanpher?

7 3R. LANPHER: Yes.

8 MR. ELLIS Well, maybe I am missing

9 something, but I thought he was asking about

10 non-existent ECDCR's.

11 BY 1P. LANPHERs (Resuming)

12 Q Was there any QA approval of this installation

13 prior to the time that it was done?

14 JUDGE BRENNER: Given the lack of issuance of

15 the ECDCR's.

18

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

O
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1 WITNESS HIGGINSa For these specific cases,

2 no, there was not. However, as I said earlier, there

3 was the generic EEDCR which had gone through the normal
\,_)

4 ECDCR review and approval process which included quality

5 assurance organization and which talked about adding

0 those particular vent drain lines. However, the

7 specific ones were not approved by QA, and tha t is why

8 the violation was written.

9 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

10 0 Gentlemen, do ycu have ICE Report 79-127

11 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

12 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, we have 79-12.

13 0 Turning your attention to Appendix A, the

14 notice of violation, am I correct that this is an

15 instance where battery room ventilation control room

16 panels were installed without approved drawings as

17 required by the specification.

18 A (WITNES3 NARROW) Thut is correct. That is

19 what the notice of violation says.

20 0 Doesn't that constitute a design control

21 problem?

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We would like to read the

23 details on that one.

24 0 Sure.

25 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

O
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{} 1 JUDGE BRENNERs Let's go off the record. ,

2 (Discussion off the record.)

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

4 WITNESS NARROWS Mr. Lanpher, reading the

5 details of that inspection, it is apparent that they did

6 have an ECDCR which had been issued to cover this work

7 and that this referenced a specification. We would

8 presume from this that although they had no specific

9 drawings, they were installing these panels in

10 accordance with the standard detail.
|
'

11 I will admit in this case we were not

12 completely clear on the fact that that was actually what
i

13 h appened , b ut that appears to be the reasonable

14 assumption.

15 BY 3R. LANPHER: (Resuming)

16 0 Well, Mr. Jarrow, the notice of violation

17 which was w ritten up states that three panels were

18 installed without a p pr o ved en gi nee ring d ra win gs , co rrec t?

19 A (WITNESS N ABROW) That is correct.

20 0 And if that in fact is true, that would

21 constitute a design control problem, wouldn 't it?

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Mr. Lanpher, again we get

| 23 into some discussions about how you can categorize these

(]) 24 things, and there is some judgment involved, and there

25 were some aspects of design in this, but really it is

O

|
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(v^g more a case where there was some design available, and1

2 in fact the design tha't was available to them was in the

3 specification and the ECDCR, and that is what they did,,

4 installed them, too. They did in fact have these

5 specific drawings as was required, and that is why the

6 violation was written.

7 In the response to the violation the licensee

8 performed an engineering review, wrote the drawings,
4

9 issued the drawings, and at the end of the engineering

10 review it was concluded tha t the installation was

11 acceptable as it was installed originally.

12 0 Well, Mr. Higgins, is it your answer then that

13 this is not a problem with the control of the design

() 14 process, but it is a problem in control of design

15 documents. We got into tha t dif ference the other day.

16 A (W ITNESS HIGGINS) I guess more towards than

17 side. This isn't clearly really a document problem.

18 Either it is more a problem of the personnel involved

i 19 with the work not properly following procedures.

20 Perhaps where you have a case that they weren't

21 operating per the drawings that they should have been
,

| 22 operating, they should have had drawings that they were

23 installing it to, detailed drawings, which they didn't
I

f' 24 have. They worked to the general specifica tion which
\_)T

I
|

| 25 they would normally do, but normally also they would
f

(2)
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1

-{ } have specific drawings authorizing the particular

2 installation.

3 I guess in our classification of design

4 control items we tried to include in there items where

5 there were in fact problems with the design. In this

6 case there was no problem with the design itself.

7 Q Gentleman, looking at page 25 of your

8 testimony -- and we vill get into the electrical

9 separation ites again; I don't want to go all the way

10 through that if we can avoid it -- but you state that

11 inspection 79-07 identified an electrical separation

12 problem. And I take it from your testimony that you

13 include this as a design control problem, am I correct?

() 14 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

15 A (VITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, we did.

16 Q Now, you only mentioned 79-07. In fact, there

17 were a number of other separation violations that were

18 cited, correct?

19 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

20 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) There were a couple of

21 other, I believe, of electrical separation viola tions.

22 And my recollection, without going back and looking at

' Z3 each one, is that some were involved with f ailure to

(} 24 take adequate corrective action which would be more'

25 directly against a OA-type of item than design control.

O
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.

1 Q Well, 79-07 in fact was a failure to take

2 corrective action, and you included that in design

3 control, correct?
,

.

4 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I guess what we meant by

5 this pa ragra ph here -- and we didn't list it as a

6 specific, one of the seven items above -- was that the

7 electrical separation area in general we felt was a

8 problem of design control because there were continuing

9 problems throughout the several years that Mr. Narrow

10 and myself have been involved with the project in

11 resolving the electrical separation area. And I guess

12 we felt that that area as a whole, tha t the re were sone

13 problems with the design, and the licensee in fa ct

O i. re 11 zee it ane put great effort to it, but nonethetees,

15 there were some problems.

16 0 Well, Mr. Higgins, for this paragraph to be

17 more complete shouldn't it have included reference to

i 18 77-05, which is Suffolk County Exhibit 105 which we

19 discussed yesterday, and that'related to separation,

20 f ailure to m'eet separation criteria for field-routed

21 cable?

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We did not make an attempt

23 to go and look at each electrical se paration violation,

24 because from the standpoint of design control problems

25 and from the standpoint of the adequacy of the design

O

ALDERSoN REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

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



16,923

1 control we felt that that was being addressed as an
)

2 entire issue. From the standpoint of the hearing

( 3 testimony and the hearing preparation as we referenced
' ( ,%

k~ 4 in here, that that whole area from a hearing standpoint

5 was discussed more f ully in testimon y concerning th e

6 other Suffolk County contentions that were filed. So

7 that is why we did not'make an attempt to fully catalog

8 that area.

9 0 I understand that, Mr. Higgins, and I just

10 vant to -- I would like to attempt to identify those

11 other ICE reports that you would agree fall into the

12 design control area which are not referenced here. And,

|
'

13 I understand the reason that you didn't feel it was

() 14 necessary to give a complete listing.

15 But would you agree that 77-05 then would f all

16 into this area? *

17 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

| 18 0 That portion rela ting to electrical separation.

19 ER. ELLISs I think -- I don't know that I

20 object to the question as much as I object to doing it

21 at this time. If they testified they didn't review

I 22 these for this purpose, then they ought to have an
|

| 23 adequate opportunity to review them now that he's asking

|
24 the question whether they think they are design control.

}
25 JUDGE BRENNER: Well, this is different than

O
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1 the other items. These are ICE reports tha t they are
' 2. either very well f amiliar with or reasonably well

3 familiar with, and they use the reports in their

4 testimony.
.

5 I understand they may be thinking about it a

6 lit tle dif f erently, but I also recall their testimony as
9

7 to how they went ahead and categorized things and listed

d it, and it was a very reasonable approach. They took

9 their cut, and then after their cut they went back and

10 took another look. That is the way I would have done '

11 it, for what that's worth. And that process I think.

12 gave them 5nough familiarity, and these witnesses have

13 said this throughout the course of this proceeding.

O 14 ve ere not dea 11ng with witnesses to an auto

15 accident coming in off the street in these kinds of

16 cases. We're talking about expert professional

17 witnesses who are very capable, as exhibited so far, of

18 stating when they think they don't know enough to fully

19 answer the question.

-

20 MR. ELLIS: I-did not mean that they didn't

21 have expertise. I did not mean that they were not

22 expert in these reports.

23 JUDGE BRENNEP You cut me off, Mr. Ellis.

24 The bottom line ir, -- and maybe I should have

25 just stayed with tha t -- I think there is enough of a

O
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1 basis for the question to be asked without objection and^

(\_)
s

2 enough of a foundation if they can 't answer it, the y ' re

_
3 also capable of stating it.

4 MR. ELLIS: My only point was that they had

5 previously --

6 JUDGE BRENNER : Rad previously what?
,

7 MR. ELLIS My only point was tha t they had

8 previously indicated tha t they were not familiar with

9 the electrical separation issue in detail, and I was+

10 merely suggesting that if they were going to be asked

11 that now that I had no objection to going into that, but

12 that that night be something more appropria tely taken up

13 if they had time to look at it.

() 14 MR. LANPHER: I think that is for their

15 counsel to make the objection.

16 JUDGE BRENNERa Well, no. That is not right

17 either, Mr. Lanpher. When you have got parties whose

18 interests are affected, we will let them make objections.

19 Nevertheless, so you have the right to make

20 the objection, but it is overruled in this instance.

21 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

22 JUDGE BRENNER: As long as they're still

| 23 continuing, I will give you a little more look into my
|
' 24 insight. I don't want to automatically needle the

}

?
-

witnesses, and I want to see if these witnesses can give25

O

ALDERSoN REPOP. TING COMPANY,INC,

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



_ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _

|

16,926 '|

\
1 us enough information for our purposes on the QA/0C

L 2 contentions, and I think that is in all of our

3 interests. Pnd I em not afraid of doing it because I
Od 4 know from the experience yesterday that they will state

5 when they can't answer the question.
_

6 ER. LANPHER4 Judge Brenner, maybe my question

7 was confusing, and if I ask it again, then if they need

8 time to confer. I don't want to get into the details of

9 this one again.'

to JUDGE BRENNER: You don't want to, but ther

11 say have to to answer it. Let's interrupt the witnesses

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

13 share, that you may not be focusing on the question. So

O 24 1et him ask it again, and then if you sti11 need more

15 tine, we will give you the time.

16 BY MR. LANPHERs (Resuming)

17 0 Gentlemen , yo u included 79-07 in the previous

18 answer to me as a design control problem, the separation

19 a re a .

20 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I think maybe your

21 assumption that you're startino off with is not

22 completely valid. What we are including here in this

23 paragraph in 79-07 is one example of the electrical

24 separation a rea. We feel that the electrical separation

25 area was a design control problem, okay, not

O'
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(~h 1 specifically 79-07 itself. That was just mentioned '

\-)

2 because at the time we wrote the inspection report,

3 79-07 was a violation that we had in fact opened for the
O,_

4 electrical separation area.4

5 Q Well, then, Mr. Higgins, wouldn't you agree

6 that 77-05 also is in the design control area?

7 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Not necessarily. As I

8 said, some of these are QC type of things, and if we

9 could go back and look at each of the individual

10 violations in the electrical separation area and say

11 this one was a design control one, this one was perheos

12 a QC one, this was perhaps a recordkeeping one.

13 I'm not sure that that is very valuable

() 14 because Oc feel the overall area of design control of

15 electrical separation was a design control problen. In

16 addition, there were some QC problems involved there.

17 0 When I use the word " design control," Mr.

18 Hicains, I mean design control in the QC sense, CA and

19 QC criteria pertaining to design control, Criterion 3 in

20 p a r ticu lar . While 79-07 is not cited sgainst Criterion

21 3, I understood it to be your testimony to believe that

22 this involves design control problems f rom a QA/QC

23 aspect, not a technical aspect. I mean a QA/QC arpect.

(]) 24 Isn 't that correct?

25 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) When we talk about design

O
1
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( 1 control here we are talki::9 about in general from a

2 quality control standpoint. There are a lot of other

3 aspects of QA and QC besides design control, and I
O 4 wouldn 't make them all the same. So, in fact, some of

5 the things having to do with electrical separation, some

6 of the citations, were in fact failure to take adequate
7 corrective action which is another aspect of QA and QC
8 and not design control.

9 0 Well, but in 79-07 the f ailure to take

10 corrective action was because they had not properly
11 controlled the design, wasn 't it?

l
.

12 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Some of them, as we ha ve

13 said, are design control QA problems, a nd we can

O 24 certain1y go back and 1oox at each one and provide you a

15 catalog as to which ones we feel fit where, if you think
16 tha t is valuable.

17 0 Well, Mr. Higgins, you made a listing on pages
18 24 and 25 of the items that fell into the design control

19 category, and that is similar to the other listings, and

20 then on page 26 you state that all of the other

21 violations fell outside those specific groupings that

22 you got in your testimony -- those specific groupings

23 being storage, welding, design control and startup
24 man ual.

25 Do you see that testimony at the bottom of

O
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1 page 267 -- i
~'-

s,,
-

:-

2 A (WITNESS MIGGINS). I guess'you paraphrased'6cr '

~

l i 93 words, but basica11y that is wha,t it says. --O i''

4 0 Is it f air to state that as .of right' now-

5 without further review you don't know whether 77-0E

6 would fall within design control.or nbt? 2
-

-

_

q

7 A (WITriESS %ilCCINS) 77-05 ' w e -h aye 1oc,k ed a t,
'

8 and in general we feel that is the one-we were 2
:

9 discussing as these initial ques'.ioas came up. ind
-

'

\x

10 77-05 is pretty.elosely tied between design control and '

, =
.> -

11 OA/0C corrective action. There are so='e aspects of both
.

L
12 in tha t. To say exactly which one it woulh'be, it would

- =
13 be a hard judgmenta1 choice because there are st19,

14 aspects of both in that,ois. That is what we rfee =

15 discussing when you started the questionininagain.-
i

16 0 okay. --
a
4

3
17 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) 'We fe1t that in this case 1

18 initially there had beet some probleus id.en ti? Led by th'e |

19 licensee. Some deficiency correction orders hr DCOs
_

-

20 were writtan because of. <;ome se6aration problems. The

21 licensee's corrective actior2 did not completely address |
22 that problem in tha t our inspector f ound at ac;1ater date

,4 4

23 when this inspection was coeducted that the re were some i
' '

NO
,

_

24 additiona1 1nste11atinos te1,, made where ssp ration van
'

25 not properly addressed.
-

@ :
=

,
'

3
>, -
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The licensee in his response to this stated1

,2 that he felt that they were different enough that the

3 corrective action probably shouldn't have included it,

' O. 4 because in their initial DCOs that were written it was

5 as :=.paration problems between low voltage cables and,

6 high voltage cables which were supposed to be,

7 separated. In the instance that our inspector

8 identified, it was separation problems between;

9-

g particular divisions of safety-related cables,

10 color-coded cables and nonsafety-related cables. And,
T

[ 11 therefore, they said tha t they were different enough
.

12 that there shouldn't have been corrective action to
'

13 preclude recurrence in this case.

14 We disagreed with th a t , and we felt that it,

'

15 was in general a separation problem, although it was.

16 separation of different thi ngs , and it should have
.

17 precluded it, and there were some quality control,

18 corrective action aspects to that. There were also some

, 19 design aspects, because from a design standpoint th e y

20 should have provided proper instructions such that when*

:

21 they installed the safety and nonsafety-related cables, |

22 it would hsve been clear enough to the workers not to

23 install them that way.

() 24 0 Thank you.

25 Gentlemen, and Judge Brenner, I would like toy

() -

.

s A
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1 have marked as Suffolk Coun ty Exhibit 108 ICE Report

2 80-10, and the cover letter is dated August 12, 1980,

3 and it refers to an inspection during the time period i

O -

4 June 17th to 20, 1980s and I would like to direct your
1

5 attention to the notice of violation, gentlemen.

6 JUDGE BRENNER: One minute, Nr. Lanpher. It

7 is marked as you requested.

8 (The document referred to
9 was marked Suffolk County 1

10 Exhibit No. 108 for

11 identification.)

12 JUDGE BRENNER: And are you finished with

13 electrical separation?

O 14 NR. tANeaER. xo. 1 em at pege 29, ite 3.B.

15 JUDGE BRENNER: Let me ask you to keep

16 something in mind. And I guess it is too late in terms

17 of your cross examination approach on this subject

18 because you are nearing the end of that, and that's

19 fine. But think about it perhaps for your findings and

20 eve ryone's findings.

21 If you are assuming that there was a problem

22 on electrical separation which resulted in the

23 separation not being what it should be and then you're

24 focusing on remedial action, what action staff, the

25 utility and ultima tely the Board should take upon

6
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1 finding that situation, and what even, assuming we also

2 find it represents QA/0C problems, even granting that,

3 whether there -is remedial action that should be taken at
O 4 this stage beyond the remedial action being taken under

5 the agreement on Suffolk County 31.

6 In other words, if the action is there

7 directly through the substantive contention on

8 electrical separation, what other action should be

9 take? And bearing on the subject will be whether that

10 is a typical fun'etion of constructing the plant such

11 that we should make assumptions going into other areas

12 beyond electrical separation or whether there is

13 testimony in the record that there are some

14 peculiarities as to that function with which we should

15 rely on. And just bear all that in mind because it's

16 going to affect wha t you're going to do in this area

17 ditii your findings and what we will do with it also.

I
18 MR. LANPHERa Well, I have attempted to. I

19 could respond. ! don't think it is necessary.

20 JUDGE BRENNERa No.
_

21 MB. LANPHERs I've got some ideas of what's to

22 go into findings in this area.

23 JUDGE BRENNERs In other words, don't ignore

24 it even though it is somewhat separable, the fact that

25 there is agreement on SC-31.

O
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1 MR. LANPHER: Which we are still talking

2 about. But Mr. McCaffrey unfortunately has been sick

3 this week.

0
4 JUDGE BRENNER: One other thing I would like

5 to clear up, when I said in passing that they did it the

6 way I would do it in going through the ICE reports, what

7 I meant was the process of going through the reports,

8 preliminary categorization and then going back again to

9 see if they would change anything. I did not mean to

10 denote my agrennent with their ultimate decisions on

11 what reports should be categorized under what topics.

12 Now, let's go back to you.

13 MR. LANPHER: I think this is marked now,

14 Judge.

I

15 JUDGE BRENNER: Yes.

16 MR. LANPHER: 80-10 then is Suffolk County 108

17 for identification.

18 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

19 0 Gentlement, am I correct -- and I*", directing

20 your attention to the second violation which is noted.

21 This was from an instance where the inspector observed

22 that redundant safety-related conduit was installed |

23 which did not meat the se pa ra tion criteria of SH1-159,

24 and that the nonconformance had not previously been

25 documented or tagged, correct?

O
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(} 1 A (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct.

2 0 Gentlemen, would you agree -- well, strike

3 tha t.7

4 Mr. Higgins, in response to an earlier

5 question you described it in at least one aspect, design

6 control aspect,,of allowing installation in a

7 nonconforming manner, and that was in connection with

8 77-05 which was cable, and this is conduit. This again

9 is installation in a nonconforming manner, correct?

10 A (WITNESS NARROW) That is correct. It is

11 installation in a nonconforming manner.

12 Q So would you agree that this violation also

13 has pertinence to the design control area?

() 14 A (WITNESS NARROW) No, sir. Excuse me.

15 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)
.

16 A (WITNESS NARBOW) Mr. Lanpher, in this case

17 they had specifications that prescribed certain

18 separation requirements. The conduit that was installed

19 did not meet these requirements, and OC did not identify

20 this nonconformance to the requirements, so we

21 considered it a quality control problem.

22 0 Well, I agree it is a quality control problem,

23 but doesn't it relate to design also, the implementation

(} 24 of the correct design?

25 A (WITNESS NARROW) I can't see a problem with

O
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p 1 the design. The design had been furnished to them.
V

2 Q My~ question was the implementation of the

3 correct design, Mr. Narrow.
O

4 A (WITNESS NARROW) Well, I think any violation

5 probably related to implementation of the correct

6 design. They were provided with specifications and

7 drawings, and because they did not conform to those

8 specifications an1 drawings does not make it a design

9 problem. It is a nonconformance to those criteria if
10 they have installed it in that fashion. QC should have {
11 identified it and should have written some type of a

12 nonconforming document. And this is precisely what this
|
I

13 particular violation is for.

O 14 A (W1TNESS aIGG1 S) rn this one we did cite

15 against Criterion 5 which was a f ailure to follow

18 procedures which were at this time provided for

17 installation of these conduits. And this is another

18 electrical separation problem.

19 0 Was there a reason, gentlemen, that you do not

20 list electrical separation as -- well, let me start

21 over. You elected to list the startup manual problems

22 tha t are described in your testimony at pages -- well,

23 at page 26 as a separate, distinct problem from a QA/0C
24 standpoint, correct?

25 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

O
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,

/~h 1 Q Was there a reason that you did not elect to
G'

2 discuss electrical separation as a separate and distinct

3 QA/QC problem?

O 4 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I guess the way we elected

5 to handle it is as discussed there in the first

6 paragraph on page 25.

7 0 And that was intended to separate electrical

8 separation out as a separate QA/QC problem?

9 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Not necessarily a CA/QC

10 problem, but it was intended to sepa rate it out as a

11 particular problem area that was quite involved, and

12 involved, as we said yesterday, some engineering

| 13 difficulties, some difficulties in terms of what the

()i 14 actual criteria were going to be, and there were some

15 QA/QC problems associated with it, yes.

16 0 Well, those problems have continued right up

17 to the present time frame, correct -- the resolution of

18 those problems at least?

19 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We don't feel that at the

20 present time thera are QA/QC problems still associated

21 with electrical separation, no.

22 0 What is the basis for that?

23 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We have not --

() 24 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

25 A ( W ITN ESS HIGGINS) The basis for that would be

() ~
'

I
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(} 1 inspection 82-24 which was the most recent inspection in

2 the electrical separation a rea.
;

3 Q And in 82-24 you stated that you were closing73
\ /
''

4 out 79-07, correct?

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

6 Q And that was the electrical separation problem

7 which is described or at least referenced at page 25 of

8 your testimony?

9 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

10 (Counsel for Suffolk County conferring.)
'

11 3R. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, this migh t be a

12 good time to break. I may want to ask a couple of

13 questions about 82-24, but I want to go over my notes.

( 14 I may not need to.

15 JUDGE BRENNER: All right. i'ine. Let's break

16 for an hout and come back at 1:00.

17 MR. LANPHER: I know we planned an hour, but

18 could we have an hour and fifteen minutes? I have to go

19 over this and try to pull it together.

20 JUDGE BRENNER: All right. We vill still end

21 at 3430, though, and we will come back here at 1415.

22 MR. LANPHER: Thank you, Judge.

23 (Whereupon, at 12:00 p.m., the hearing wa s

() 24 recessed for lunch, to be reconvened at 1415 p.m., the

25 same day.)

O
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1

'T 1

(%~)
AFTERNOON SESSION

'

2 (1 20 p.r..)

3 JUDGE BRENNER4 Let's go on the record.Od 4 We are, in order to save time next week, we're

5 going to defer the discussion which we previously had

6 planned on emergency planning until the week of January

7 10th, 1983 in Long Island, and on whatever day of that

8 week is mutually convenient to the parties. And that

9 includes SOC and NSC, and we would expect them at any

10 such meeting since we are now rescheduling it in New

11 York. And we want everyone involved in the discussion,

12 so all parties are going to be required to attend, and

13 in view of that, set it up at a time when it is

( 14 convenient for all parties so that won't be a reason for

15 their nonattendance.

16 And although we would prefer to do it that

17 week, if it is impossible to schedule it that week

18 because of commitments of SOC and NSC counsel, we will

19 do it the following week also, but no later than those

20 two weeks.

21 And we are prepared to continue. We can ask
1

22 for the answers to Judge Carpenter's questions now, or

23 we can let you finish the particular area you were in,

(} 24 Nr. Lanpher, the sub area, whatever you prefer.

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

i
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O 1 had forgotten about Judge Carpenter's questions untild
2 ten minutes ago when I hurriedly got my stuff resdy on

3 that, so I can go either way. Whatever you would prefer.
~

4 JUDGE BRENNERa Well, let's get the answer to

5 Judge Carpentar's question.

6 Whereupon,

7 ROBERT GALLO,

1

8 J:tMES HIGGINS

9 AND

I
10 LEWIS NARROW

11 resumed the stand and were further examined and
12 testified as follows:

13 BOARD EXAMINATION

14 BY JUDGE CARPENTERa

15 0 Before the lunch break I had asked the witness
16 panel if they could comment as to whether the 16

17 violations with respect to welding matters that we have

18 been reviewing, whether any of those 16 violations would

19 have produced an unacceptable weld if the violation had
20 not been discovered.

21 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, Judge Carpenter. I

22 would like to start out by answering that, and I could

23 go two ways. There are four particular items where I

24 woald have questions about. I could cover those, or I

25 could go through all 16.
|

O
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{<; 1 0 I asked you, sir, in your ca pacity, in your

2 professional judgment if any, ' which ones. So if you

3 would speak to the ones you think merit attention, that

O
4 would be fine.

5 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir. The first one

6 would be item number 2, Inspection Report 76-11. The

7 first one I mentioned on 76-11, and the concern there

8~ was with undersized structural steel welds. As I read

9 the inspection report the concern I had with this one

10 was that I could not determine with the information
,

11 available that the size of the short weld would have had

12 an effect on the structural strength of the component;

13 and we could not determine whether there was any future

() 14 inspection that would determine that in the licensee's

15 program.

16 0 That is the question I would ask you. That is

17 obviously the next question, so if you could comment in

18 that regard as you go slong.

19 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir.

20 0 You just said as f ar as -- you can't tell, so

21 you can't have an opinion as to whether the licensee's

22 program or the AE's program would ha ve picked it up.

23 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sis. What I'm saying is

(} 24 I would have to have an engineerino review of that or

25 additional information regarding the final inspections

O
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1 that might have been done. That information is not

2 available.

- 3 0 And NRC did not try to develop that

4 inf orma tion?

5 A (WITNESS GALLO) To determine if the veld were

6 not accepted or not identified as a problem?

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

8 have been picked up.

9 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

10 A (WITNESS GALLO) To answer your specific

11 question, Judge, we do not know and there is no

12 indication that the NRC tried to make any judgment as to

13 whether or not there would have been a problem with the

14 veld if it had not been identified by the NRC.

15 Now, that is a different question , I think,

16 than if there were problems with other welds of this

17 type after we identified it. I'm not trying to answer

18 that one.

19 I was -- in reviewing these items I did try to

20 identify where I believed that the ASME code inspection
|

21 or certification or final NDE or final visual inspection '

22 or a hydrostatic test I believe would have identified

23 that problem.

24 Q And for number two you just can 't come to any

25 conclusion, is that rig h t ? -

O
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l
4

| |

(}
1 A (WITNESS GALLO) I'm saying from the

2 inf orma tion I have in trying to do a quick review with

3 the information that is in the inspection report I
| ()
| 4 cannot identify a means where the licensee woul'd

5 identify that save our identification of it.

6 It is also difficult to tell whether oc not

7 the condition would have been satisfactory as is because

8 of the shortness of the weld, the veld size. If the

9 load were such, the load may have been such that it

to would have been -- a short veld would have been accepted

11 as is. It could have been acceptable. But that

12 information is not available either.

13 The reason I made that last comment, Judge

) 14 Carpenter, is in this item and I believe at least one

15 other we are talking about structural steel welding, in

16 general, and our experience in structural steel velding,

17 it is usually far oversized to what is necessary for the

18 loads. That is.a judgment call, though, without having

19 the numbers.

20 The second item I had --

21 (Panel of witnesses conferring.);

22 A (WITNESS GALLO) The second item I was going

23 to discuss was item number 4 which was identified in

() 24 Inspection Report 77-17, and this was the problem with

25 nonconforming contour of a transition a t a field weld.

O
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1 In this case all velds were inspected actually by LILCO

2 as a result of our identification of finding, and 82 of

3 408 were found to be unacceptable. |O
4 Again, in this case I cannot determine or to

5 the best of my ability identify any inspection would

6 have identified tha t particular problem. Now, this
i

7 appears to be an ASME code component, so there is a '

8 possibility that a final walkdown inspection or a final

9 review of the records of this, which is required in the

10 AS"E code type welds, would have identified the problem,

11 but that is difficult to call.

12 Again, there is another way that is a little

13 bit tough to call, but this probably would be covered by

O 14 the preservice inepection of the we1d, whether they 1

115 would identify this particular problem at a preservice

16 inspection, which usually requires another visual

17 inspection and usually an u1trasonic test. And we're

18 talking about a transition at a field weld, and that is

19 the type of thing that could be de te cted by an

20 ultrasonic test. If there is a poor transition, the end

21 result might be that you could not successfully complet e

22 the ultrasonic test.

23 It appests from my readinc of this that the

24 problem of the con tour, there were two considerations I

25 can think of. One is I don 't want to sharp angle

O
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1 profile because that would be a stress riser location.

2 And the second resson might ba just so that ultrasonic

3 testing could be done.

O 4 Q Well, you did testify that LILCO subsequent to

5 that did inspect all such welds.

6 A (WITNESS GALLO) That is correct. And the y

7 identified problems.

8 0 Thank you.

9 A (WITNESS GALLO) The next iten is item 10,

10 Inspection Report 78-15. This was one of the skewed

11 angle joints we talked about previously, I believe. In

12 this case our inspection records indicated that there

13 was re-inspection done by the licensee, and some welds

O 14 were rejected. And there was u so e discussion in here

15 of the licensee's response to the violation indicated

16 that they are going to try to requalify the procedure

17 with a less than 60 degrees as identified in the

18 viola tion. And it is not clear in the writeup that they

19 were successful in that.

20 Also, our writeup indicates that they were

21 taking their position to the AWS code in March of 1979,

22 but it does not -- the Inspection Report does not

23 indicate the results. And subsequent to that to close

24 out the item there is a statement in the inspection

25 report that says that several welds that were identified

O
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.( } which are planned to have been cut out or have been out1
,

2 in accordance with new procedures.

. 3 So it is a little bit difficult to tell with

4 the information we have here whether the AWS code
5 request was approved or denied or it was just delayed

,

6 too long, that they decided to go ahead with the rework

7 regardless of what the AWS results were.

8 So, again, this is -- to get back to the
,

9 original question, it would have been identified as the

to pipe support veld. And I guess that is why I had a

11 little bit of difficulty convincing myself that there

12 was some further inspection that would identify this

13 type of problem.

14 This pipe support vald, some pipe support

15 welds are subject to preservice inspection and

16 in-service inspection, but it is very difficult to tell

17 from the information whether this would be one of them.
18 0 You told me a lot about it, but I'm still not

19 clear as to whether you feel that if NRC hadn't

20 identified it, that an unacceptable veld would have been

21 produced. Now, that is a little bit debatable in a

22 technical sense, and further, I get the impression that

23 the item is still open.

(]) 24 A (WITNESS GALLO) To answer your last question

25 first, the item was closed in Inspection Report

O
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A 1 78-15-01. I'm sorry. The item was identified inV
2 78-15. It was closed out in 79-12. And it appears that

3 it was inspected in between another time in Inspection
O

4 Report 79-02. So the discussion of the item appears in

5 three reports.

6 And to answer your first question, I cok21d not

7 determine what, if anything, in the licensee's program

8 would have identified this type of problem if the NRC

9 had not.

10 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

11 A (WITNESS GALLO) As I indicated also, the AWS

12 code committee meeting in March '79 results aren't

13 documented in our inspection report, and they may have

14 provided the relief to the licensee which could have

15 said it was acceptable as is, but I don't know that.

16 BY JUDGE MORRIS

17 0 What was the basis for closeout in 79-12?
18 A (WITNESS GALLO) In 79-12 it discusses the

19 issuance of 11 new weld technique sheets numbered which

20 cla rif y joint preparation details,. and also the f act

21 that several of the welds have been identified which are
22 planned to or have been cut out and reworked in

23 accordance with the new procedures. And there were

24 nonconformance reports to identify the particular

25 welds. That is the basis for the final closeout.

O
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r^N 1 MR. LANPHERs Judge Morris, could we get an
|\~)

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

3 please?

4 JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Gallo, can you do that?

5 WITNESS GALL 0s I have the excerpt. We will

6 have to search ourselves.

7 MR. LANPHER: Mr. Gallo, never mind.

8 (Panel of witnesses conferring. )

9 WITNESS GALLO: Discussion 79-12 is on page 6

10 for Mr. Lanpher's information.

11 The next item I was going to discuss was our

12 item number 11, welding defects in the reactor building ,
13 puller crane velds.

() 14 In this case the velds were repaired. If we

15 had not identified them -- again, this is a form of a

16 structural steel weld, and it appears that there were,

17 from the report, there were AWS, as far as the inspector

18 identified AWS code discrepancies or violations with
|

19 respect to, I expect, surface irregularities and pitting

20 -- what they called rejectable defects.

21 And, again, I would add the same comment I did

22 before: that structural steel velding usually is

23 significantly overdesigned. But this was a vendor --

() 24 these were vendor velds, as I understand it, and a

25 puller crane was then shipped to the site so that the,

O
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1 inspections had been done a t the vendor's shop. And I
%i

2 could not identify to myself a t least what in the

| 3 licensee's program would have identified this type of
'

4 defect at this stage.

5 BY JUDGE BRENNERs

6 0 Was the crane in storage somewhere at the site

7 or in its installed place, do you know?

8 A (WITNESS GALLO) Mr. Narrow informs me that it

9 was installed.

10 0 Thank you.

11 A (WITNESS GALLO) The type of things I was

12 talking about, too, in reviewing the other items where I

13 felt that some inspection, routine inspection, or some

14 other type of inspection would identif y them, would have

15 included the ASME code type certification, which is the

16 N-5 certification system, along with the preservice

17 inspection and the in-service inspection required

18 essentially by the NRC where visual inspections,

19 penetrant testing or ultrasonic testing would be

20 required of welding.

21 The other thing in tha t same ASME code

22 requirements would be the hydrostatic testing required

23 on piping, on piping components.
!
'(} 24 The other thing which is outside the

25 licensee *c scope of activities is the NRC has their own

O
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('T 1 plan, which we have discussed briefly, I believe, in I

s_/

2 Inspection Report 82-19, where the NRC does independent,

3 nondestructive testing, both radiographic and I believe

4 penetrant testing, and they are principally of pipe-type

5 welds.

6 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

7 A (WITNESS GALLO) To reiterate, the remaining

8 items I guess would be 14 other items. We did f eel tha t

9 save our inspection, there was some method that would

10 have been identified by the licensee -- one of the ASEE

11 code requirements or other inspection requirements that

12 we are aware of.

13 In sose of the cases I guess we had previously

( 14 identified the welding procedure or the POR where it was

15 later determined to be acceptable or previously

16 qualified by another procedural quslification review.
!

17 0 Just as a check, did I understand one of the

18 things you had in mind by which these items might later
,

l

19 have been identified was the in-service inspection

20 program?

21 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir. And in particular

22 the preservice part of that which has been, I expect,

23 essentially completed pretty much now.

(} 24 Q I guess my question is as to the remaining

25 ones that you think there were methods in place by which

/~s,
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1 reasonably any defects would have been identified. Did

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

3 inspection or post-f uel load, for you to put it in that
O .

4 category?

5 You see, in my own mind I consider time

6 identification being pre se rvice , not in-service.

7 A (WITNES3 GALLO) I didn't understand your last

8 question.

9 0 I'm concerned that you may have put one or

10 more items in your category of those which would have

11 been identified by LILCO's own inspections and checks

12 and so on only because you were thinking of the

13 in-service inspection program after fuel loading. And I

14 vant to make sure that is not the case.
15 A (WITNESS GALLO) No, sir. I was considering

16 the preservice inspection as being the baseline

17 ins pe ct ion . The in-service inspection has essentially a

18 ten-year cycle over which those welds would have been

19 reinspected, but they all have to be done once.

20 JUDGE BRENNER: Okay. Thank you.

21 BY JUD'GE CARPENTER:

22 0 Mr. Gallo, I was asking the question to help

23 me get some perspective on the conclusion that the panel

24 reached that no unacceptable welds exist at Shoreham.

25 And certainly the four that you ha ve identified , that

O
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(} identification was preventitive, in one case led to1

2 inspection apparently of all the welds in that category.
.

3 I wonder if it isn't -- I'm having trouble
r

4 going quite that far. Mr. Lanpher asked if the panel

5 felt that wasn't a little bit far to go.

6 A (WITNESS GALLO) Sir, first of all, I believe

7 we were trying to limit our discussion to safety-related

8 systems. We probably didn't indicate that.

9 Q Well, I am more comfortable now with this 1;

4

to additional explanation that you have given me that it is

11 based on NRC inspections and the LILCO program of i

12 inspections; that it is very improbable that an

13 unaccepted weld or an unacceptable weld will escape

; 14 detection, rather than flat statement look at more the

15 strength of the program of evaluation vis-a-vis the
.

16 assertion about today, what the conditions are.

17 A (WIINESS GALLO) Judge Carpenter, maybe -- I

18 probably agree that your conclusion may have been more

19 correctly worded than ours.

20 Q Well, I say I'm exploring this, trying to

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

22 came out with surh an affirmative statement. But I

23 think it spoke to welds rather than the weld inspection

24 program.

25 I think you affirmed my hypothesis, and that's

O
.
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( 1 as f ar as I wanted to go with it.

2 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir.

3 JUDGE CARPENTEB: Thank you, Mr. Lanpher, for

4 allowing me to interrupt. I thought while we were

5 talking about welding it would be a good chance to

6 explore it further.

7 CROSS EXAMINATION -- Continued
'

8 BY MR. LANPHER

9 0 Er. Gallo, in responding to Judge Carpenter's

10 questions he phrased the question in terms of )
11 unacceptable veld. How did you understand

12 " unacceptable" to be used?

- 13 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

O i4 A (WIrsESS GAtt0) using the word unecceptab1e-

15 tha t would not conform to the design requirements.

16 0 Mr. Gallo, in your discussion of 78-15 you

17 directed our attention to 79-12, the closeout of that
.

18 item. Am I correct that in connection with the

19 corrective action and other actions pursuant to the

20 original notice of violation several of the welds had to

21 be cut out and reworked?

22 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir. Inspection Report

23 79-12 indicates that several welds have been identified
24 to be, or were planned to be cut out or have been cut

25 out in accordance with new p roce d u re s. And I take that

O

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

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



.

16,953

(~T 1 to mean the 11 new technique sheets also referenced in
V

2 that pa ra gra ph .

3 0 And in connection with 78-16, which was the,-

v<

4 puller crane item, an I correct that after the

5 inspection report was prepared LILCO inspected

6 additional welds in the puller crane area, and as of the
,

7 time the report wa s pre pa re d , they had looked at 30

8 percent of the welds and found that 10 percent of those
;

9 that they had looked at had rejectable defects.

: 10 A (WITNESS GALLO) That is stated in Inspection
.

11 Report 78-16.
1

12 0 Now, Mr. Gallo, you in responding to Judge.

;

13 Carpenter for your final conclusion about no

() 14 unacceptable welds exist at Shoreham, you stated that
1

15 you were limiting your discussion to safety-related

16 systems. Do you recall that statement?

17 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir. -

;

18 Q Is that true throughout your testimony?;

19 ER. ELLIS: That question -- I object to the

; 20 question because it is excessively broad. I don 't know

21 what he means by the rest of the testimony.
,

J 22 JUDGE BRENNER: It is very broad. I'm not
,

! 23 sure about " excessively" for this reason. I don 't want

(]) 24 him to have to go through each sub-item. I don't know
1

25 yet whether the witness can answer it or not, and I do4

1

|
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1

{} want to make sure the witnesses are aware of the context
2 as well as everyone else here.

3 So why don't you give them just a little bit

4 of context, but I don't want you to have to go through

5 each item. And we will try to draw a compromise.

6 BY MR. LANPHERs (Resuming)

7 0 Mr. Gallo, are you aware of the classification

8 of items as important to safety?

9 A (WITNESS GALLO) Just in a general way, yes.

10 0 Are you familiar with the definitions used by

11 Er. Denton in defining "important to safety" and

12 " safety-rela ted" as being a subset thereof?

13 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes. I have seen that letter.

() 14 0 Well, when you used the term " safety-related"

15 in response to .adge Carpenter were you using it in

18 accordance with the definition set forth in Mr. Denton's
17 letter?

18 A (WITNESS GALLO) As I understand, I am, yes.

19 0 Okay. Your testimony relating to welding

20 sdiresses only safety-related systems, correct?

21 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

22 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir, Fr. Lanpher. It is

23 my understanding that the welding we have been inspected

[} 24 and the welding we have add ressed in our inspection

25 programs is safety-related.

O
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()T -
1 Q Okay. And then accordingly, that is the

%.

2 welding that you are addressing in your testimony also,

3 the safety-related welding?

d
4 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir.

5 Q Now, in the tastimony, Hr. Gallo, in the

6 testimony you provided, the prefiled testimony, you

7 describe the ICE program. Is that description of the

8 ICE program for inspection and review of safety-related

9 systems?

10 MR. ELLISs May we have a reference to what

11 description you're referring to in the prefiled

12 testimony, please?
.

13 JUDGE BRENNERs No. That is okay. Just

14 answer the question if you can.
I

15 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

16 WITNESS CALLO4 I'm sorry. I'm not sure what

17 page you're on.

18 JUDGE BRENNERs He's not on any page. Repeat

19 your quettion.

20 BY ER. LANPHER4 (Resuming) i

i
! 21 Q Gentlemen, in yocr testimony you generally 1

22 describe your ICE program for Shoreham, correct?

23 A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir.

24 0 Does that describe a program which addresses |

25 -- strike that.

1O
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1 That description of that program in your

2 testimony is as that program pertains to safety-related

3 systems, correct?

O
4 A (WITNESS GALLO) I believe I previously

5 testified, probably a couple of days sgo, that the NRC

6 inspection program, principally in the 25-12 area,

7 relates to safety-related areas. As we expand the

8 program into preop testing it does take into account

9 some nonsafety-related areas and also that occurs in
?

10 operation, too.

11 0 But not during the ICE program prior to preop?

12 A (WITNESS GALLO) In general, that is correct.

13 It is directed toward safety-related systems. Again,

O 24 there re coup 1e or inor exceptions such as rire

15 protection, which is covered by Appendix R, 10 CTR 50.

16

17

18
-

19

20

21

22

23

0 24

'
25

O <
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1 Q Hr. Gallo, do you recall y'our testimony,on the
.

. . ,
s ,

2 first day that you were on the starp',,:3here we wecy - i. ia
(x ; ;,-

#3 discussing ISE' report 82-29 and an ENDCR-related pro'lembb, [ Y1 i +

4 therein? Doyou recall the ENDCR , problem in 82-29?
,,

5 A (WITdESS GALLO) No, I don't. N

| y
Maybe Mr. Higgins dhes. f ,'

' .,

6 0
'- t - 2

7 A (WI[ NESS HIGGIN b Mr. Lanch,er, I was the :one , ,

s, - s, ;;,,

b,8 who testified on'that. ( >

,- s ~s,,
/L t- . .e

And I as$ed you t p>,questios,whether you
.

9 0
1

g ,

I;10 indicated the item involvej has'non-r.'afety-related and ''

'

11 that that was the desaon you did not cite it against .;

12 Appendix B. Do y::u . recall that ? .

13 A (WITNESS HI:: GINS) Tes', I da.

14 Q And you stated that if it had been ai

,
,

15 safety-related syster, you wpuld'have cited it for a
.,

-

r .
'

16 violation? .s
^

17 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, I did.
-

3

18 0 That ENDCR involved 'tWe screen wash system;

19 correct? '

.

20 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.-

21 Q Is that a system which is -iruportant to safety

22 but not safety-related?

23 (Witnesses conferred.) ;

24 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) dr Lanpher, I don't have

25 in my hip pocket or even back in my office at the site a

O ,

s s

%
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s

I listing of what the important-to-safety systems are. I

2 know what the definition is in the Denton memorand um and
3 also the reference to the General Design Criteria. So I,

O 4 can give you my own estimation, but there is nothing

5 that I could look up to and say that is important to
'

6 safety, that is not even important to safety, that is

7 safety-related.

[ 8 My estimation of the screen wash would be not

i 9 even important to safety.

10 - JUDGE BRENNERs If you had that list, Mr.

11 Higgins, you could save some of your fellow staff

12 members a lot of work.

13 (Laughter.)

~4 JUDGE BRENNERa Go ahead , Mr. Lan pher.

15 HR. LAMPHER: That is for sure, Judge Brenner.

18 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

17 0 Well, Mr. Higgins, let's go to Attachment 2B.

|

18 of your prefiled testimony, 79-16 again, page 6 of

19 - Attachment 2B, and lines 4 through 7, first of all. And

20 this is in the cleanness area. It states that the

21 inspector also noted cleanness discrepancies on Category
22 2 and 3 equipment, including the control rod drive pumps
23 and condensate booster pumps.

24 Now, do you think -- and I understand you

25 don't have a list of items important to safety but not

O
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(') 1 safety-related -- but between Category 2 and 3, these
V

2 aren't safety-relsted systems. Correct?

3 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Correct.

4 0 Do you believe these would fall withinthe

5 category of important to safety?

6 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, I do.

7 0 In this inspection report you identify the

8 deficiencies with respect to these Category 2 and 3

9 items of equipment; correct?

10 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

11 0 You did not cite them for a viola tion against

12 Appendix B because these were not safety-related; is

13 that correct?

14 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

15 0 Why didn't you cite them for a violation

18 against General Design Criterion 17

17 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) General Design Criterion 1

18 does not say you have to keep the control rod drive
i

19 pumps and the condensate booster pumps clean. That

20 seems a little simplistic answer, but I believe that

21 that really goes to tne hea rt of the matter.

22 0 Well, GDC-1 states tha t you shall have -- let

23 me get it. Do you have GDC-1 available, Mr. Higgins?

24 (Pause.)

25 0 And I quote, partway through that GDC, Mr.

O
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1 Higgins, "A atality assurance program shall be

2 established and implemented in order to provide adequate

3 assurance that these structures, systems, and components

4 will satisfactorily perform their safety functions."

5 Now, you understand the structures, systems,

6 and components to mean items important to safety;

7 correct?

8 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) In accordance with the

9 Denton memorandum, yes.

10 0 Ihen do you understand GDC-1 to require the

.11 establishment of a quality assurance program for items

12 important to safety?

13 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I believe that is what it

O 24 says.

15 0 But you do not believe that the quality

16 assurance program for items like the control rod drive

17 pumps and condensate booster pumps need to keep those

18 items of equipmerkt clean?

19 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No, I didn't say that.

20 0 Then I misunderstood you. Do you think that

21 the quality assurance program for those items of

22 equipment should keep them clean?

23 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I guess we're getting into

24 an area now where things are a bit undefined, and that

25 is why I gave you my answer, tha t it didn't specifically

O
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1

|
;

(} 1 require that it keep those pumps clean. In fact, it

2 requires that you have an adequate quality assurance

3 program. There is certainly a lot of judgment involveds

4 there also. What components have to be included within

5 tha t is very judgmental. .

; 6 And so the reason that I didn't cite that as a

7 violation to that item is because it is a very

8 judgmental type of thing, an area where policy hat not

9 been set within the NRC, and it is really not the

10 business of an individual resident inspector to be

11 making overall NRC-wide policy in writing violations.

12 0 Well, have you ever cited a viola tion against

13 GDC-1, sir?

( 14 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No.

15 0 Do you inspect agains t GDC-17 Do lou use tha t

16 as one of your standards in your inspection?

17 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) GDC-1 is too general to use

18 as a standard for inspection for my purposes.

19 0 Do you have a checklist er some other guide on

20 how to interpret the quality assurance requirements of

21 GDC-1 in your ICE program?

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No, not to my knowledge.

23 JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Higgins, notwithstanding

() 24 all that, you did write that paragraph under E that Mr.t

25 Lanpher quoted to you and which you noted these things

O
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(l 1 on the assumption that you do not like to write words
V

2 just for the sake of writing words. What did you expect

3 to accomplish by doing what you did?

O
4 WITNESS HIGGINS: I felt those components were

5 dirtier than they should be. I felt they did have some

6 importance to safety, and I felt that the licensee

7 wasn't taking adequa te actions to keep them clean. And

8 I was hoping by putting it in the inspection report that

9 he would improve his program and clean them up.

10 I didn't feel that I had a legal basis to

11 vrite a citation and require a response on the record to

12 it, however. But the licensee acknowledged the comment

13 and cleaned them up.

14 BY MR. LANPHERs (Resuming)

15 0 You didn't expect, even though you didn 't call

16 for formal corrective action because it wasn't cited in

17 any of the categories, did you expect the response to

18 the inspection report to include a written notification

19 for your information by LILCO as to what it did in

20 response to that?

21 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No. And the licensee did

22 tell me informally he did not intend to do that because

23 they were not safety-related items.

24 JUDGE BRENNER: What level of LILCO was that

25 conversation held?

O
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.

(} 1 WITNESS HIGGINS It would have been at my

2 exit meeting. Those are generally attended by the

i 3 managers, but I don' t r(C ill a t this time who it was. I

4 just don't recall, Judge Brenner.

5 JUDGT. BRENNER: What would you have done if

6 they said, forget about it, we're not doing it?-

7 WITNESS HIGGINS: What would I have done

8 then? We would have discussed it with my regional

9 supervision and tried to get them to call a t a little

10 higher level up at the licensee to see if we could

11 change those situations.

12 JUDGE BRENNER: In other words, you would have

13 pursued it further if you had not gotten an acceptable

( 14 response, no twithstanding the f act that you expected the

15 response to be informal?

16 WITNESS HIGGINS: That is correct.

17 JUDGE BRENNER: Thank you.

18 Back to you, Mr. Lanpher.

19 BY MR. LANPHERs (Resuming)

20 0 By the way, I took a look at 79-16, and there

21 is no indication on the second page where sometimes

2.2 there is an asterisk, who was at the exit meetings and

23 not, and th e re wasn ' t a n indica tion here.

(]) 24 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) As the resident inspector, |

25 I have multiple exits during the month, and it gets too

O
1
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/''s 1 complicated to have single asterisks, double asterisks,O
2 swords and everything else.

3 JUDGE BRENNER: Well, you answered my

O 4 question. ' I wasn 't as interested in the individual so

5 auch as the level. And you told me a management level.

6 WITNESS HIGGINS: That is correct.

7 JUDGE BRENNER: Or a managerial level.

8 MR. LANPHER4 One moment, Judge.

9 (Pauce.)

10 BY MR. LANPHER4 (Resuming) .

11 0 Would it be fair to state, Mr. Higgins, then

' 12 tha t if you see problems with non-safety-related

13 systems, you will at least on occasion write them up, as

() 14 you did in 79-16, but you don't have -- well, is that

15 true?

16 A (WITNESS HIGOINS) Yes.

17 0 I apologize this if it is repititious. Just

18 so it is clear in my own mind, you don't have a

19 checklist or other kinds of simila r inspection program

20 for systems, structure, or components which are

21 important to safety but not safety-related?

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) For some specific ones we

23 do, and I think those have already been discussed.

(]} 24 0 Like fire protection?

25 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) For example, fire

O
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1

(} 1 protection, radwaste systems, instrumentation systems, a

2 number of our pre-op test programs. Inspection

3 procedures call for review of'preoperational tests for

O
4 these types of things we're talking about here, control

5 rod drive pumps, condensate punps, booster pumps, that
-

6 sort of thing.

7 So we do have a lot, particularly in the

8 preoperational test area and then also when you get to'

9 the plant operation stage. But not as -- we don't have

10 an overall program that says for these

11 important-to-safety things as a group this is what you

12 do. It's more identified specifically.

13 Q Thank you.

() 14 MR. LANPHER: It seems like a long time ago,

15 but I am goino to go back to 82-24 now where I left off

16 befo re lunch . And I have just one or two questions.

17 That has not previously been marked for

18 identification, so if we may, Judge Brenner, I would

19 like to have it marked as Suffolk County Exhibit 109 for

20 identification.

21 While I am identifying it, I am going to

22 direct the witnesses' attention to page 5 of the details.

I 23 82-24 has a cover letter. I believe it is a

(} 24 little hard to read. It is dated October 15, 1982, and
t

,
25 it pertains to an inspection conducted from September 7

i

O
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1 through 10, 1982.

2 (The document referred to

3 was marked Suffolk CountyO .

4 Exhibit No. 10 9 for

5 identification.)

6 BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming).

.

7 Q Gentlemen, I want to specifically direct your

8 attention to the paragraph at the middle of the page

9 starting with, "The inspector toured."

10 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We have it.

i1 0 Have you had an opportunity to review that

12 earlier?

13 A (VITNESS HIGGINS) I would like to read it now.

14 0 Okay.
>

15 (Pause.)

16 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

17 0 Do you scree this was an instance where the

18 inspectors identified a nonconformance with the

19 electrical separation specification , in that there were

20 two examples where wrapped cable did not meet the 1-inch

21 minimum separation distance f rom the cable tray?

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

23 0 Warn't this written up as a violation , sir?

24 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) The reason is that the

25 licensee was able to produce evidence that the cables

O
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1 had been acceptable -- tha t is, greater than 1 inch --

2 at the time of the quality control inspections, but that

3 subsequent activities had knocked them out of alignment

4 and made them closer.

5 And also, the fact that we felt again here

6 this is a situation having to do with the overall

7 electrical separation area that the final program was

8 still ongoing and that there were additional steps to be

9 taken in the electrical separation area to make it

fto finally accepted by the licensee.-

11 The licensee was aware that there was still

12 more to be done. .We were aware of it. What they'had

13 told us at the time of this inspection was that as they

14 were proceeding along with, shall we call it, th eir

15 final fix in the electrical separation area, that they

16 had done a number of things.

17 The majority of the things that they were

18 planning to do were complete in certain specific areas.

19 They had decided to address the diesel generator rooms

20 first because they were fairly small and did not have a

21 tremendous amount of cabling as opposed to some of the

22 other areas. Therefore, they were partially through

23 their program although it had been finally completed and

24 accepted as indicated here. And they more or less

25 invited our inspector to come in and take a look at it

O
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| Cq 1 and see what it looked like. And we in fact went in to
.

2 do that.

3 We said, where are some areas tha t are far
| O

4 enough along that we can look at them? As a matter of

5 fact, this inspection was scheduled by myself to make

6 sure that things were f ar enough along that we would

7 have some valuable and meaningful things to look at, but

8 early enough in the program such that the program wasn't

9 near complation and we still could have valuable input

10 with any comments that we would make.

11 In this instance, the inspector identified

12 some problems and also wrote an unresolved item to

13 document the follow-up on the overall problem. So I

14 guess what I am saying is that for the two specifif

15 instances that we found, we considered them fairly
16 tri vial, in that there were still more things to be done

1
17 by the licensee, they wera not particularly significant j

;

18 in themselves, and the licensee and we were aware that
|

19 there was more to be done.

20 But what we were concerned with and the reason
21 we

.
wrote the unresolved item was tha t we felt tha t the

22 type of thing that happened here -- namely, these being

23 moved out of position and violating the 1-inch

24 separation after the quality control inspection took

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

O
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.

(' } other parts of the plant af ter the quality control1

2 inspections took place, particularly with respect to

3 these cables in f ree air.s

4 And therefore, we wrote it up as an unresolved

5 ites, and the licensee has been addressino this. As a

6 matter of fact, the way he is addressing it is that

7 there have been engineerino tests and evaluations that

8 have demonstrated that the 1-inch separation distance is

9 not required as long as you have it either wrapped or

10 barriered.

11 And it is my understanding, although the item

12 is not closed yet, that the route the licensee is going

13 to take is going to use these engineering tests by Wyle

() 14 Labs, I believe, to justify not having to meet the

15 1-inch.

16 JUDGE CARPENTEPs I just want to ask, Mr.

17 Gallo, if you could help the Board. This area that this

18 inspection report talks about, is this unique to

19 Shoreham, or is this the sort of problem that Region I

20 is having to work with other places?

21 (Witnesses conferred.)

22 WITNESS GALLO: Judge Carpenter, as to your

23 question, we all basically agree that the electrical

() 24 cable separa tion is a problem we find at essentially

25 every construction site, but that it appears that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,
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(' 1 Shoreham does have a little bit higher, higher level of

2 problem than the average site.

3 JUDGE CARPENTER: Thank you very much for that

O
4 perspective.

5 BY M5. LANPHER: (Resuming)

6 0 Gentlemen, in 82-24, pages 2 and 3, the first
~

7 page of the details and the second page, is where If.E

8 closed out the cable separation matters in 79-07, and at

9 the top of page 3 closed out cable separation items that

10 ve have been talking about in CAT. Correct?

11 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

12 0 It is fair to state that notwithstanding those

13 close-outs, cable separation remains at least an

14 unresolved item at Shoreham toda y ?

15 MR. ELLIS: Objection, unless there is some
,

16 indication of what is meant by " difficulties or

17 problems." I think the question is unclear unless he is

18 ref e rring to a specific item that isn't closed out.

19 JUDGE BRENNER: I am coing to allow the

20 question as asked, and if Mr. Higgins will forgive me,

21 and the other memoers of the panel, put the burden on

22 them to explain what the current situa tion still is in

23 the context of the question.

24 WITNESS HIGGINS: At the time of this

25 inspection I did have discussions with the inspector,

O
1
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/~N 1

U Mr. R! chards, who did the inspection, as to closing out

2 of these items and the further things that had to b e

3 done. We felt the particular problems that had been; s

4 identified in the previous items in 79-07 and in 82-04

5 had been addressed.

6 Mr. Richards performed an overall review of

7 where the electrical separation program was headed at

8 Shoreham, and he felt when the inspection was performed

9 that in general it was f airly well resolved and headed

10 in the right direction except there were a few areas

11 where he felt that there was still additional

12 information or additional things that needed to be

13 better defined. For those he wrote up four unresolved

() 14 items which are in paragraph 3 of this inspection

15 report. And those are basically the areas that we feel

16 are still of some question in f airness to the licensee

17 for several of these.

18 The licensee was headed in the direction that
19 is indicated by the ites an yhow. It is just tha t the

20 information wasn't there or the procedures weren't

21 finalized. For e~xample, in some of the testing that is

22 described here, they were performing testing, and it's

23 just that the data was not available yet for our review

(~D 24 and determination if it was acceptable.%)
25 MR. LANPHER. I have no further questions on

( .
|

|
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.

1 that item, Judge Brenner. '

2 JUDGE BRENNERt Let me try one and hope I

3 don 't get whole-hog into the area of electrical

O 4 separation that you can't get into. I don't think I

5 will.

6 Is it fair to infer from the item on page 5

7 with respect to the concern that the 1-inch separation

8 can be maintained in the future beyond that particular

9 item? And I also have in mind your explanation that

10 LILCO sight have elected a different way -- that is,

11 wrapping -- and then in the engineering analysis

12 justifying that.

13 Is it f air to inf er f rom all of that that the *

O
~

24 1E inspectors invo1.ed in thi report and perhaps a1so

15 yourself believes that it would be just too much

16 perfection to expect from an ongoing OC program that

17 cables capped approximately an inch apart in an

18 o pe ra ting plant would maintain that minimum distance?

19 Is that the problem you are worried about?

20 Let me put it more bluntly. If they ended up

21 saying they're going to maintain the 1-inch separation

22 and that's going to be the basis for scceptability, do

23 you have difficulty believing that the level of

24 compliance with that will be sufficient over the life of

25 the plant?

O
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(} .
1 WITNESS HIGGINS: After this inspection I have

2 told long Island Lighting Company representatives that I

3 don 't believe there is any way they could maintain that() '

4 1 inch if they commit to it.

5 JUDGE BRENNERa I guess that answers my

6 question. And let me ask this. Is that a comment on

7 LILCO or your assessment of the level of efficacy to

8 expect from any QC program?

9 WITNESS HIGGINS: The second, particularly

10 considering that what we're talking about here are

11 cables that are basically in free air or in transition

12 between a component and a cable tray or a conduit and a

13 cable tray, this type of thing.

( 14 And in many areas there are large bundles of

15 them containing large numbers of cable, and you're

16 probably talking on the order of tens of thousand here,

17 not just thousands. And in a lot of cases becausa of

18 the way the cables were run and the necessity to

19 separate the safety-related from the non-safety-related,

20 there are just so many instances where they could be

.21 disturbed and moved closer, that I don't feel that there
i

22 is any way that they could do it.

|

23 HR. ELLIS: Judge Brenner, for my own planning I

() 24 purposes, did you plan to break this afternoon?

25 JUDGE BREhNER: Yes. I was just looking at

}
|
!
|
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f]
1 the cf.ock right now with that in mind. *

2 MR. LANPHERs Could I just ask one or two more
'

3, questions and then I will be, I think, done with the

O
4 cable separation issue.

5 JUDGE BRENNER All right.

6 ER. LANPHER: Why don't we just take the break?

7 JUDGE BRENNER: All right, we vill take 15

8 minutes and come back at 2: 40.

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

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

11

'
12

13

14

15
a.

16

17

18

19

20

21

|

22

23

| 0 "
.

25

O !
!
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{g 1 JUDGE BRENNER: We are ready to proceed.

2 BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

3 0 Mr. Higgins, in connection with 82-24, do you

O
4 know what the objective evidence was that is referred to

5 on page 5; that is, the objective evidence that the

6 cables have been moved slightly?

7 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I had some discussion with

8 the inspector, I don 't recall exactly whav it was. I

9 think in one instance there was a repair rework request

10 shown which was working on a component or a deck plate

11 or someting that vss located right next to it tha t you

12 almost could rove out without bumping it in one case.

13 And I don't recall what the second one was. I guess I

() 14 really don't have definite information on that.

15 JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Lanpher, maybe this is a

16 heck of a time to ask this of you with 50 minutes left

17 to go in a long week, but why is that question

18 necessary, given the context of prior answers as'to why

19 this item was considered important by IE and the other

20 answer by Mr. Higgins in response to my follow-up

21 questions? Why did we have to know what the objective

22 evidence was?

23 MR. LANPHER: Depending upon what the kind of

() 24 evidence it was, it might have been very similar to the

25 CAT inspection violation 3, Judge Brenner. That is

O
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/~% 1 where the scaffolding, the other work had messed upD
2 something.

3 JUDGE BRENNER: Okay. I will accept that(~r
O 4 answer. Go ahead.

5 BY 3R. LANPHERs (Resuming)

6 0 3entlemen, I wan t to just briefly turn your

7 attention back to page 24 of your prefiled testimony.

8 Mr. Gallo, I earlier asked you whether Item 2 on that

9 page had a typographical error. Does it?

10 A (WITNESS'GALLO) Yes, sir, Mr. Lanpher. For

11 the record, Item 2 on page 24 of the NRC prefiled

12 testimony should read Inspection Report 80-10" instead

13 of "80-14.

() 14 0 Thank you. Gentlemen, yesterday -- I guess it

15 was yesterday - you described how the ENDCR problem

16 discussed in the CAT inspection -- the weakness wasn't a

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

18 control of design documents; correct? Do you recall

j 19 that -- as opposed to a design control problem?

20 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) EMDCRs are certainly design

21 documents. I guess the weakness that we wrote up, I

22 wouldn't classify exactly as you did.

23 0 Well, that weakness, if you were including on

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

25 including design control problems, if you had been

(
|

|
|

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY,INC,

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

.



-. .

16,977

. 1 including things other than violations, would you have
{}

2 included the ENDCR problem identified in CAT, or the

3 veakness? |

CE)
'

4 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No.

5 0 Why not?

6 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Because I guess as I have

7 characterized before, 'the things that we put into design
,

|
8 control were generally items that we felt were a real

9 problem with the design process itself or with actual

to hardware of the design not being implemented properly.

11 0 Mr. Higgins, could you turn your attention to

12 ICE Report 81-22, which has previously been marked as

13 Suffolk County Exhibit 104, and page 7 of that, and

() 14 paragraph D, as in " dog," a t the bottom of page 77

15 MR. ELLIS: What was the number again?

16 MR. LANPHER4 Page 7.

17 MR. ELLIS. Thank you.

18 BY MR. LANPHER4 (Resuming)

19 0 3r. Higgins, you were the inspector on this;

20 correct?

21 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Correct.

22 0 Now, Mr. Higgins, it indicates that you found

23 that design change documents, ENDCRs, and drawing

(]) 24 updates were not distributed in a controlled manner to

25 the startup engineers. Wha t did you mean by " controlled

O
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1 manner"? What was the problem here?
}

2 A (BITNESS HIGGINS) The licensee and'I had some

3 disagreements on this item. I guess I maintained that

() 4 it was not being done in a fully controlled manner,

5 whereas they maintained that it was. And that is why we

6 ended up writing it as an unresolved item. In fact, the

7 ENDCRs were sent to the test engineer as part of the

8 distribution before a particular ENDCR. It includes the

9 startup group and the cognizant startup test engineer,

10 and then the startup test engineer is responsible for

11 the implementation of startup activities which may be

12 multiple as they relate to an ENDCR.

13 There was not a system set up where the

() 14 startup test engineer would have to receipt for that

15 ENDCR and provide any type of record that he had gotten

16 it and taken the actions required other than if you look

17 for the particular system and to that particular ENDCR,

18 you could find that.

19 I guess what I am saying is that the licensee

20 had some controls and some distribution, but I didn't

21 feel it was adequate and pa rticularly in light of some

22 of the problems that I found in the viola tion. So what

23 I was trying to do in paragraph D and in the unresolved

[}
24 items was to get at the symptoms of the problem rathert

25 than just the problems themselves. '

O
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A 1 0 You stated that the licensee disagreed withV
2 your concern?

3 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Disagreed with my

O
4 evaluation of it. They agreed that the en'd results were

5' unsatisfactory and that there were actions that needed

6 to be taken.

7 0 Well, then what was the disagreement?

8 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Well, we did have a
.

9 particular disagreement about the use of the word

10 " controlled." They felt that it was a controlled

11 distribution, whereas I felt it was not.

12 0 Is it fair to state that in your opinion this

13 constituted a weakness in the controlled distribution or
O i4 in the contro1 of tNDCRs and drawing u date 2

15 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I classified it as an

18 unresolved item at the time. We normally don't use the

17 classification of a " weakness" excep t in the special

18 team inspections that we do.

19 Q Well, not using it, I can't think of a better

20 word than " weakness" here, so I am not using it in that

21 technical sense, as you were in CAT. But you thought

22 there needed to be improvements in the system?

23 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, I did.

24 MR. LANPHERa Judge Erenner, I would like to

25 nove the admission of 81-22, Suffolk County 104, to the

O
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(~'s 1 extent that it has been inquired into.
O

2 JUDGE BRENNER : Okay. In the absence of
.

-

3 objection, it is admitted to that extent.

4 (The document previously

5 marked Suffolk County

6 Exhibit No. 10u for

7 identification was

8 received in evidence.)

9 MR. LANPHER: There are three other Suffolk

10 County exhibits which were marked today which I have not
.

11 moved into evidence, which I would like to, Judge

12 Brenner. Suff olk County Exhibit 107, which is ICE

13 Report 77-07, and that relates to a welding matter.

() 14 Suffolk County Exhibit 108, that is ICE Report P O-10,

15 and that was a 1980 separation, electrical ;eparation

16 problem. And Suffolk County Exhibit 109; that is 82-24 ,

17 that we were just discussing a few minutes ago relating
.

18 to electrical separation again.

19 JUDGE MORRISs What was your number for 107

20 again, Mr. Lanpher?

21 MR. LANPHERs Excuse me?

22 JUDGE MORRIS: The ICE inspection report
,

t

23 number for Exhibit 107? I

f

(} 24 MR. LANPHER: I have 77-01.

25 JUDGE MORRISs Co rrec t. I think you said 10.

f C:) <

!
I
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1 MR. LANPHER I apologize. Thank you.
}

2 JUDGE BRENNERs All right. In the absence of

3 obj ection, those three exhibits are admitted to the

4 extent noted.

5 (The documents previously
,

6 marked Suffolk County
.

7 Exhibits No. 107 through

8 109 for identification

9 were received in

10 evidence.)
'

11 MR. LANPHER4 Judge,Brenner, I am back to page

12 30 of my outline, I think, Item F.

13 JUDGE BRENNER: Thank you.

() 14 BY MR. LANPHTA: (Pesuming)

15 0 Gentlemen, ?n the design control area, we

16 talked about a number of the items. On page 25 you

17 discuss Items 1, 3, and 5 specifically, and you state

18 that the remaining four items, which are 2, 4, 6, and 7,

19 relate to the conformance of plant with the licensee

20 commitments or regulatory requirements. And you oo on

21 to state that they are being addressed in the Shoreham

22 configuration review progra m . Do you see that testimony?

23 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, we see that paragraph.

(}
24 0 Would you agree that -- strik e th at.

25 You referred to a November 12, 1981, meeting

O
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p 1 between the licensee and the NRC Staff. And you state
a

2 that at that meeting the issue of conformance with

3 licensee commitments and regulatory requirements was

O 4 discussed. Why was this meeting held, if you know?

5 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes. It was held because

6 of our concern in the FSAR conformance area.

7 Q Had this been a problem that had recurred

8 several times prior to November 19817

9 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We had had a number of

10 findings and inspection reports that identified

11 discrepancies between the as-built plant and the FSAR

12 design description.

13 0 Well, why is the Staff, or why was the Staff,

O u coecened shout =enf -man =e of the as-bo11e p1 ant to the

15 FSAR description?

16 A (WITNESS GALLO) Mr. Lan pher, there are two

17 reasons why we were concerned with that description of

18 the plant as shown in the FSAR. The first one was, of

19 course, the review done by Nuclear Reactor Regulation

20 people in Washington, concerned that they were reviewing

21 the plant that was actually bein g built at Shoreham.

22 And the second reason is a long-term reason:

23 to make sure that the FSAR for our purposes, NRC, and in

24 the future during operations, that we have a reliable

25 document tha t represen ts the as-built plant.
I

O
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1

[)
Particularly, it becomes very useful in emergency

2 situations where in the regional office we do not have

3 necessarily all of the design drawings that are

O 4 available at the site. We have principally the FSAR.

5 0 Then it is your testimony that NRR primarily

6 reviews the adequacy of the plant to regulatory

7 requirements by a review of the FSAR?

8 (Witnesses conferred.)
9 A (WITNESS GALLO) Mr. Lanpher, NRR reviews the

10 description of the plant found in the FSAR in addition

11 to what is in the basic FSAR document. There are

12 questions and answers which are mailed back and forth to

13 each other and then eventually reflected in the FSAR

() 14 plus site visits done by various organizations within

15 NRR, and on some occasions, I understand, independent

10 reviews such as computer programs, the computer program

17 may be iden tified in the FS AR. But I believe the NRR

18 does go further on those type of program.

19 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) There are also a number of

20 instances that I am aware of where the actual detailed
21 piping and instrumentation drawings and logic drawings

22 have been given to NBR for their review bot h at the site

23 and sent to them for review both by NRR and by

24 NRR-contracted organizations such as EGEG and Battelle.

25 0 Well, is it fair to state tha t the Staff's

.
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|

1 position that the FSAR, at least to the extent of' detail[' ;

2 it goes into, should be an accurate descrip tion of the

3 design?,

4 A (UITNESS GALLO) I would agree with that

5 statement.

6 0 And it should be up to date?

7 A (UITNESS GALLO) It is not required to be up

8 to date as of today's design changes. I do not believe

9 there is any requirement for that.

10 0 I don't mean minute-to-minute up to da te, Mr.

11 Gallo, but do you believe that as changes in design are

12 made and identified by the licensee on a reasonably

13 prompt basis, those changes should be communicated to

14 the NRC?

15 A (WITNESS GALLO) I believe that, but I don't

16 think there is any NBC requirement that says that.

17 0 Well, if they are not communicated reasonably

18 promptly to the NRC, isn't there a danger that NRR's

19 review will be based on out-of-date inf orma tion?

20 A (WITNESS GALLO) That was one of the concerns
|

| 21 we had with the meeting. And of course, we in the
1

22 regional office do not necessarily know every review and

I23 every document that the licensing folks have other than

(} 24 the FSAR. So it is very difficult to identify if theyi

25 know that there is a design change because of a meeting

O
1
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Q 1 that was held in Washington or at 'th't/ sitd, and the FSAR { ji

i -t

2 later is going to be updated. O
I.

3 It is very difficult for'us to pell wh e t11e r -

O
4 they have knowledge of the way the sys,tet,'Ls corre5tly

s . -

5 described other than by looking at the FSAR and N -T~
' H% 31

6 comparing it to what we see at'the sit's. x ;

7 0 What role, if you know, does q uality assdi ance a
\ ,- Qx

8 play at LILCO in ensuring tha't tihe' FSAR is maintained uf %s
3

'

9 to date and accurate?
.

t _j -,

10 A (WITNESS GALLO) I do not know. ]

[11 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I can add a little bit to
> m

12 that. I know that the design change'-- and I guess I

13 would add to start out here that the responsibility for

h 14 the FSAR has been effected by Stone and Webster for Long Z

15 Island Lighting Company, and I know that Stone ard

16 Webster quality assurance is involved with design
_

17 changes and with FSAR changes and so forth.
'-

18 Also, when, for example, ENDCRs a re approved,

19 there is an indication on the ENDCB whether or not an
.-

20 FSAR change is required and there is a quality assurance _?

21 review of the ENDCRs.

A
22 0 Would you agree then, Mr. Higgins, that as 7

$
23 ENDCRs are written up and reviewed and approved, th a t

1
-

24 changes to the FSAR are pact of that ENDCR process, or
' s

25 the need to change the ENDCR? z
.

O ~

i
?

_',
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h- 1 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is part of it, as I
4|>,=

i 2 indicated, but there is a place to indicate on the ENDCR

E 3 itself whether or not that particular change results in
Eb |hh 4 an FSAR change and whether or not the FSAR should be

p., 5 changed to incorporate that. And it is just a checkbox,
=-

? 6 yes or no. And if yes, then it goes into a cycle for

7 voluntary FSAR changes, which is the system that Stoneg3
mL

_ 8 and Webster and LILCO have.
--

Ik 9 0 Have you been able to determine what the cause
v'

h[ 10 was? You identified a problem sometime, at least by
nit?
A- 11 November 1981, that there were discrepancies between the

;lhj 12 FSAR and the as-built plant; correct?
C

13 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes..g

[h ||h 14 0 Were you able to determine what the cause of
as
g"y 15 those discrepancies were? Or were there multiple causes
n

16 or what?jr

mm 17 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We weren't able to clearly
$
gj 18 identif y one particular cause. And at the meeting that

bU 19 we had in November with licensee, we had a number of
10

. < 20 items that had been identified at various inspection
.

; 21 reports prior to that, and they had previous to this
~

W ,~

i 22 meeting gone
_

through each of them and done an analysis
''

23 of it to try to determine what the discrepancy was and

24 the cause of the particular discrepancy.g

25 And we thought that we could get through that

i
='

dBi
'

s
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1 fairly quickly. As it turned out, the meeting lasted an

2 entire day, just to go through these, to my

3 recollection, about 15 to 20 items. And I think the

O 4 conclusion that we reached was that it was a complicated

5 matter and that there were many different things that

6 could cause it, although there didn't appear to be any

7 really one common thread running through.

8 Therefore, that was the reason that we ended

9 up with such a broad program as the Shoreham plant

10 configuration review program to address the

11 discrepancies. In genersi, the discrepancies we found,

12' most of them were of fairly fine detailed type of

13 discrepancy. Some of them were larger, however, and

k) 14 there was really -- it was res11y not amenable to a

15 simple solution to say, this is the cause, we do this

16 and that corrects the problem.

17 What really had to be done was a full review

18 to make sure that all of these fine detailed

19 discrepancies were identified and corrected in the FSAR.

20 Q Am I correct that you believe that even the

21 fine details in the FSAR should be accurate for NRR

22 review and IEE review?

23 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) In gene ral, that is true.

{) 24 There may perhaps be, as is the final output of the

25 Shoreham plant configuration review program that has

O
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(*) gone down t.o the exact detail to see that everything1

2 needs to be exactly correct. I believe the final output

3 is perhaps going to say that there can be soms generic

O 4 type trains in there with a proviso of the nature that

5 test vent and drain connections are typical, or

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

7 capping or valve locking as indicated in the FS AR is not

8 as exactly at the plant.

9 But other than perhaps some very specific

10 exceptions of the types that I just discussed, yes, I

11 agree that the informational detail in the FSAR should

12 he correct.

13 0 Gentlemen, I would like to direct some

() 14 questions related to some of the details of the CAT

15 inspection now.

16 First, however, there has been previous

17 testimony about the CAT inspection in the description, I

18 think, that the inspectors use, thst this was an

19 inspection of completed construction of the RHR system.

20 Did CAT only look at the completed aspects of the RHB

21 system, or what? I am looking at the first page, the

22 signature page, where the summary states, "Special team

23 inspection of completed construction."

( 24 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We looked at all aspects of

25 the RHR system.

O
.
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(v"]
1 0 So what was the meaning of " completed

2 construction"? The cover letter says this refers to the

3 -- what did you mean by " completed"?

4 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) What we meant was when we

5 went to do the inspection we went to do a basically

6 as-built inspection to verify one of the more or most

7 important safety systems in th e plant to verify its

8 as-built configuration. And since the plant was still

9 some time f rom fuel load, from licensing, we wanted to

10 pick a system that was essentially d one or complete .

11 And so in selecting what system to pick, we

12 first of all tried to pick an important safety system,

13 and secondly, we wanted to pick a system that was

14 essentially done-enough so that we could perform a

15 meaningf ul inspection and not continually get answers

16 such as, why is this pipe support only half-welded, and

17 the answer being, well, we haven't finished working on

18 it yet.

19 So that is the meaning of " completed." The

20 f act that we wanted to choose a completed system so that

21 we could have a meaningful inspection, and we just

22 indicated that in the letter.

I 23 0 Oentlemen, I would like to turn your attention

(} 24 to Appendix B, the notice of deviation. And deviation

25 number 4, why did the Staff list this item relating to
|

}
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Q 1 the LPCI loop selection logic as a deviation from FSAR|

V
2 commitments? '

3 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) As I stated earlier, we

O 4 feel that in all of the inf ormational detail the FSAR

5 should be correct. We realize that there was another

6 location in the FSAR, perhaps more than one, where the

7 LPCI loop selection logic had been correctly identified.

8 And also, we were aware that NRR knew that

9 LPCI loop selection had been deleted and not in the

10 design for Shoreham, but having it in the FSAR like that

11 certainly could lead to possible confusion. And we

12 didn't like th a t , and we wanted it corrected.

13 Therefore, any deviation between the as-built

O 14 1 ant and the rSAR that we foend thet was not in en
15 ongoing scheduled change by LILCO in the works, shall we

16 say, we included as a devia tion.

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

O
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1 Q When you say deviation, that is a deviation
{}

2
, from an FSAR commitments is that correct?

3 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Correct. Basically, what weO
V 4 are saying is the FSAD in that location said tha t IPCI

5 loop selection logic was what the plant had, and in

6 fact, it didn't. We were aware that the FSAR did say in

7 another place that it had a dif ferent type of logic, but

8 I guess this is more of a 0A, would you say, on their

9 FSAB to see how accurate it is. And in fact, we felt it

10 was inaccurate in chis place and we wanted it corrected.

11 Q Gentlemen, I would like you to turn to page 14

12 of the CAT inspection under labeling, and we spent some
!

| 13 time on this in Mr. Hubbard's examination. I don't know

() 14 if you have had a chance to review those transcripts,

15 but I would like to ask several questions about this.

16 First, it states that Annunciator 1122 has a

17 seemingly contradictory label. What was IEE's concern

18 in this regard?

19 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I don't recall the exact
,

20 words of the label at this time , b ut the concern wa .3

' 21 possible confusion of the control room operator.

22 0 You would agree that control room labels on
|

23 annunciators should not be contradictory?

{}
24 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

25 0 And you believe that this should have been

O
1

l
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4

1 identified previously? Is that why you wrote it up?
,

2 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We believed it shouldn't

3 have been there, and that is why we wrote it up. I,s

U 4 don 't know when the annunciator was installed, as to

5 whether or not it was before or after the other control

6 room human factors reviews. But the fact that it was

7 still there and it wasn't on an outstanding list of

8 control room human factors items to be corrected is why

9 we wrote it up.

10 0 You checked that-outstanding list to determine

11 whether this was one of those items?

12 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We asked the licensee to

13 check it and asked him to show us. If it was on a list

14 to be corrected, we wouldn 't include it on the repo rt.

15 And in fact, there were some things that we came up with

16 that were already on their list to be corrected and we

17 said fine, and we did not include those in the report.

18 0 Do you know what -- well, what cystem or

19 process by the licensee should have avoided having a

20 contradictory label?

21 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) They had a human factors

23 review.of the control room by, I believe, it was General

24 Physics Corporation done for them, which the NRC

! 25 required them to do.

'

O
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1 Q Do you know whether --

2 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Mr. Gallo corrects me. We

3 didn't really require its it was one of the post-TMI

4 items that we requested they do and they did.

5 0 Strongly requested?

6 A (WITNESS GALLO) They weren 't legal

7 requirements, as we have defined them before.

8 0 Do you know what Annunciator 1122 was used for?

9 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I don't recall.

10 0 I believe you already stated that you don't --

11 or do you recall in what manner the label was

12 contradi : tory?

13 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No.

() 14 MR. ELLIS For the record, it does say

15 " seemingly contradictory.",

16 JUDGE BRENNER4 I was going to ask something

17 at the end partly because of the comment Mr. Ellis made,

18 and I b3d pa rtly f orgotten -- I don 't know whether you

19 can answer, Mr. Higgins, since you don't renember what

20 the label said. The one thing I'm interested in is
,

21 whether almost any reasonable person looking at that

| 22 label would have said that label has got to go; it is

23 going to create problems. Or whether it was in the area
,

'l

24 of nice to have improvement, and you can see how

l 25 somebody reviewing it before might not have jumped on

O
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1 that change, or none of the above.

2 WITNESS HIGGINSa I think I would put it more

3 in the category of there could be some disagreement on

4 its not something that would really jump out at you.

5 JUDGE BRENNER: I take it you remember enough

6 about it to answer that, even though you don't remember

7 exactly what was involved.

8 WITNESS HIGGINSs I wrote that pa rticular

9 bullet.

10 JUDGE BRENNE3a Okay.

11 BY MR. LAMPHER (Resuming):

12 0 Well, Mr. Higgins, you thought it was

13 seemingly contradictory enough that it should never have

() 14 been installed that way, correct? The label?

15 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That was my opinion, yes.

16 0 Do you know whether the installation of this

17 annunciator label had been reviewed by LILCO Quality

18 Assurance?

19 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No. I don't know.

20 0 Do you know whether LILCO Quality Assurtnce, '

21 in the course of its activities, does review items like

22 the labels on control room panels?

23 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I don 't know.

P 24 0 Do you think it should?

25 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

0
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1 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We don't have a strong

2 opinion on that.

3 Q That implies you have a weak one. I mean, do

4 you have any opinion ?

5 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We are undecided.

8 C Hr. Gallo?

7 A (WITNESS GALLO) I guess my initial impression

8 would be if it was purchased as a quality component,

9 then OA should be involved. Now, I don't know -- the

10 labels are probably not purchssed as quality

11 components. They may be produced locally.

12 Q Well what do you mean by a quality component?

13 Do you mean a safety-related?

() 14 A (WITNESS GALLO) A safety-related component.

15 in this case, if it is really an annunciator, I do not

16 believe that annunciators are safety-related. So I

17 guess I would say that that would probably elininate

18 quality assurance from involvement. That is my general

19 understanding; that annunciators are not safety-related

20 items. I don't know that this one was.

21 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Just one minute.

22 (Panel of witnesses conferring.)

23 Q Mr. Gallo, you stated that if a component were

24 not safety-related, that eliminates Quality Assurance

25 from involvement. Did you mean to say that?

O
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I
t

1 A (WITNESS GALLO) In my experience, yes, that

2 would be the case.

3 Q Gentlemen, continuing on page 14, the next

O 4 bullet states that the Himic 4E11 MOV-50 and B loop

5 dryvell spray is incorrect in the control room and the

6 remote shutdown panel. How was the Mimic incorrect?

7 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) As I rocall, this was a case

8 that the dryvell spray was shown tapping off of the

9 wrong side of the valve.

10 0 Did this item have a potential to mislead an

11 operator?

12 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes. The operators that

13 were questioned.at the time were aware that it was

14 vrono, also.

15 0 Did you inquire why it had not been changed?

16 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I don't recall. We did ask

17 if it was scheduled to be changed and if they could show

18 that it was definitely scheduled to be changed in their

19 program, and they couldn't show us anything and that is

20 why we put it in the report.

21 0 This is again referring to that work list or

22 whatever that you mentioned when we were discussing the

23 annunciator?

24 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

25 JUDGE BRENNER: I'm not sure if I heard you

O
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1 right, Mr. Higgins. Did you say LILCO stated it was

2 scheduled to be changed but couldn't show you any

3 documentation? I guess I just didn ' t hear you. Could

O 4 you tell me again?

5 WITNESS HIGGINS: No. We asked them for the

6 documentation and it was not on the list, and therefore,

7 it was, in their view, not scheduled to be changed.

8 Although they did say that they probably would have

9 picked it up and changed it. Since it was not on the
,

10 list and it was not scheduled, we wrote it up in the

11 report.

12 BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming):

13 0 You said this was a control room operator or

() 14 opera tors had told you that they knew that it was

15 incorrect?

16 A (WITNESS'HIGGINS) Yes. Some of the operators

17 that were on duty in the control room at the time of the

18 observation said they were aware that it actually tapped

19 off the other side of the valve.

20 0 Do you know how long this incorrect Mimic had

21 been present in that condition?

22 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No.

23 0 Did you inquire of LILCO regarding that fact?

24 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Do you know whethr this item

25 had had QA/QC review?

O
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1 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No.

2 Q Is it f air to state that -- I had asked you

3 before whether this had a potential to mislead an

O 4 operator and you said yes, but they knew about it? If

5 an operator -- if you had a new operator that didn't

6 know about it, did it have the potential to mislead?

7
,

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, it did.

8 0 And was that IEE's concern?

9 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

10 0 Now, to get back to Judge Brenner 's question

11 relating to annunciators, was this a close judgment

12 call, or was this just plain' incorrect?

13 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No, this was clearly

O 24 incorrect.

15 JUDGE BRENNEPt Maybe we had better take a

16 minute and on the record ask Mr. Higgins or one of the

17 other witnesses if they could just very briefly explain

18 what an operator uses these Mimics for. We 've had

19 testimony before about the Mimics and I think we all

20 know, but it is not on the record.

21 WITNESS HIGGINS: I would just have to give

22 you that in my experience because I'm not familiar with

23 exactly how LILCO trains the operators with regard to

24 Mimics. Is that what you would like?

25 JUDGE BRENNER: Yes. In other words, I want

O
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1 to put it in the context of your testimony that if an

2 operator didn't know it was wrong, it could tend to be

3 misleading. When the operators -- what informa tion does

O 4 the Mimic give the operator that the other lights and

5 dials and annunciators don ' t, a nd so on.

6 WITNESS HIGGINS: The Mimic shows on the panel

7 where the valves are and where the piping is and where

8 the tap-offs are, where the pumps are in the system and

9 this type of thing. So it would show you actually the

to full logic, shall we say, of a piping system or an

11 electrical system, which are also mimicked.

12 Operators are supposed to operate the plant in

13 accordance with the procedures both during normal

() 14 operation and during accident situations, and,

15 therefore, the procelures should tell them which valves

16 to open, which pumps to run, this type of thino,

17 irregardless of what the Mimic shows. In fact, the

18 older plants don't have Mimics, and this has been one of

19 the post-TMI improvements. And in fact, it has been my

20 experience that the Mimics at Shoreham are much superior
i

21 to those at any other commercial plant that I have seen.

22 The concern here was that the Mimic was

23 incorrect and possibly could lead to an error if it was

[}
24 left to be wrong, and therefore, we wanted it corrected.

25 JUDGE BRENNER: I take it when a warning

O
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1 device goes off, that a certain number of pump or a

2 valve is operating in a certain way, it is helpful for

3 the operator to look at the Mimic an'd be reminded of

')
4 pracisely where in the logic that piece of'squipment is.

5 WITNESS HIGGINS: That helps. Also, it is

8 particularly helpful on, say, an RHR system, for

7 example, there are a couple of dozen valves in the

8 system in different parts of the system, like a pump

9 suction valve, a pump discharge valve, valves for

10 dif ferent branch lines and this type of thing.

11 If, as on some plants, you have all of these

12 valve switches and pump switches just in horizontal and

13 vertical rows, by looking at it, you can't tell which

14 ones you have to operate. You either have to have the

15 numbers memorized or you have to go to a procedure and

16 then search for it. But by having it laid out in the

17 Mimic you know that you want the pump suction and

18 discharge valves open and you can very easily see them |

19 and open them. It is really a memory aid.

20 JUDGE BRENNER: Thank you.

21 BY MR. LANPHER (Resuming)s

22 Q Mr. Higgins, do you know who was responsible

23 for the design of the Mimics, for the Mimic that we have

24 been talking about? Bullet 2 on page 14 I mean, was

25 that a LILCO engineering organization or what?

n ,

%d
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:

1 A ' (WITNESS HIGGINS) I don ' t know exactly. I do,c
\_)/

2 know that there was a lot of input from a number of

3 different organizations, and I remember that just fron
|

f')%b 4 the involvement that I had with the NRC control room

5 human factors review that was done about a year and a

6 half ago at Shoreham.

7 0 Do you know whether the Mimic was -- whether

8 the incorrectness resulted from someone just doing the

9 installation wrong, or had the design of the Mimic been

10 done wrong?

11 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I don't know.

12 0 So it would be fair to state that you don't

13 know what the cause of this problem was?

() 14 A (WITNESS HISGINS) Yas, it would.

15 0 The next bullet, Mr. Higgins, is another

16 Mimic. It is for a pressure con trol valve, and the

17 bullet states that that one was incorrect, also. In

18 what way was that item incorrect?

19 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) This one I don't remember

20 the manner in which it was incorrect.

j 21 0 Do you recall whether this was a close call,

22 or was this clearly incorrect?

i 23 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I believe this one was

24 clearly incorrect, also.

25 0 Did this have the potential to mislead an

O
l
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O 1 operator?
ud |

2 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I can't be quite as certain i

3 on this one because I don't really recall the details of

O
4 it.

5 0 Do you know whether LILCO operators knew that

6 this one was incorrect, also?
.

7 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I am not sure on that one.

8 I don't remember my discussions with the operators.

9 0 Is it fair to state you don't know whether

10 this Mimic had been reviewed by LILCO Quality Assurance?

11 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, tha t is fair.

12 JUDGE BRENNER: At any point that is

13 convenient w e will s top . I see you looking up at the

14 clock.

15 MR. LANPHER: Yes, I'm going to continue with

16 some of these items, but there are some that I may want

17 to delete so I suppose this is as good a time as any.

18 And my best estimste for Monday would be that I would be

19 completed before noon.

20 JUDGE BRENNER: All right. I would like to

21 get a cross plan from LILCO, as we indicated, on Monday.
,

I
i 22 MR. ELLIS I have it now, and I can give it

23 to you with the disclaim <ar that we may do some

24 substantial work over the weekend.

25 (Discussion off the record.)

O
i
|
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f

1 JUDGE BRENNERa All right. We are going to

2 reconvene Monday at 9:00 o' clock.

3 MR. BORDENICKs Judge Brenner, one brief item.

O
4 You had asked --

5 JUDGE BRENNER: We can let the witnesses go,

6 right?

7 MR. BORDENICK: Yes.

8 JUDGE BRENNEB4 So long, have a nice weekend,

9 we'll see you Monday.

10 JUDGE CARPENTER: Mr. Higgins, the last little

1
11 bit of area that you were questioned in that you were 1

12 unfamiliar with, can you be prepared on Monday perhaps
1

13 to have done some review?

14 WITNESS HIGGINS: This is on the control room
'

15 Mimic items? )
|

16 JUDGE CARPENTER: Yes, tha t general area, the
'

17 CAT inspections.

18 WITNESS HIGGINS Do you mean more specific

19 than the answers I already gave?

20 JUDGE CARPENTER: Yes, the couple of areas you

21 just didn't remember. Are there notes or something?

22 WITNESS HIGGINS: I will check. I don't

23 believe that information is retrievable, but I will

24 check to see what I have.

25 JUDGE CARPENTER: Thank you.

O
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(g 1 3R. BORDENICK4 Judge Brenner, besides
(J

2 excusing the witnesses, I was alluding a moment ago to

3 the fact that earlier this week you had asked the staff

~ 4 for some sort of a statement on why we weren't going to

5 file testimony on To rrey Pines. I don't know if this is

6 precisely what the Board was looking for, but I have a

7 memorandum from Mr. Novak who is the Assistant Director
8 for Licensing in the Office of Nuclear Reactor

9 Regulation, to Mr. Christenbury who is the Chief Hearing

10 Counsel, and I think it essentially says what I had

11 indicated earlier.

12 If that suffices for the Board, I will pass

13 that out. I don't think we need to make it an exhibit

() 14 or anything, to give it tha t status, but I did want to

15 identify it on the record before I gave it out.

16 JUDGE BHENNER: Well, we will receive it and

17 see if we have any questions, or if we want to make it a

18 part of the record or not, because we may want to aske

19 some findings on the approach of the staff in the

20 context of Iorrey Pines. And that is why I wan ted this

21 statement on the record.

22 We will see. The form doesn't matter to me,

23 and that form is as convenient as any, as is the memo

i 24 form. It is the content that I'm interested in.

25 MR. LANPHER Can I inquire whether the

O
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1 remaining CAT item is available?p
G

2 MR. BORDENICKs No.

3 JUDGE BRENNER4 Yes, you may inquire, and no,

4 it is not available.

5 MR. BORDENICK4 In all seriousness I think --

6 I recognize we are late on it in general, but this was a

7 situation where the resolution really was reached late

8 yesterday and it will be over here Monday.

9 JUDGE BRENNERa I'm not criticizing; I merely

,10 stated the obvious impact on our schedule.

11 MR. B3RDENICKs The staff is aware of the

12 impact.

13 MR. LANPHER If I get it on Monday, Judge, I

O '4 neuta de ea1e to set it teraea rouna ena k ar
15 questions I may have on it next week, I would hope.

16 Unless it some really large thing.

17 JUDGE BRENNERa Well, we appreciate your best

18 efforts, too, in that regard, and we know the staff has

19 been making extensive efforts this week at least, and we

20 appreciate that. And it is a matter of everybody trying

21 to pull together.

22 All righ t, we will be pickino up at 9:00

23 o' clock on Monday morning.

24 (Whereupon, at 3430 p.m., the hearing in the

- 25 above-eratitled matter was recessed, to reconvene at 9:00
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