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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATCRY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BCARD

................. x
In the Matter of: 3
LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY s Docket No. 50-322-0L

(Shorehau Nuclear Power Station) :

Bethesda, Maryland
Tuesday, November 30, 1982
The hearing in the above-entitled matter
convened, pursuant to notice, at 9:10 a.nm.

BEFORE:
LAWRENCE BRENNER, Chairman

Administrative Judge

JAMES CARPENTER, Member

Administrative Judge

PETER A. MORRIS, Member

Administrative Judge

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 828-8300
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APPEARANCES:

Cn behalf of Applicant:
ANTHONY F. EARLEY, Esq.
We. TAYLOR REVELEY III, Esq.
T. S. ELLIS III, Esq.
DONALD P. IRWIN, Esg.
Hunton € Williams
707 East Main Street
Richmoni, Va. 23212

On behalf of the FReculatory Staff:
BERNARD BORDENICK, Esq.
DAVID A. REPKA, Esq.
Washington, D.C.

On behalf of Suffolk County:
LAWRENCE COE LANPHER, Esq.
ALAN ROY DYNNER, Es3.
Kirkpatrick, Lockhart, Hill,

Christopher & Phillips

1900 ™ Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036
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COQNTENTS
WITNESSES : DIRECT CROSS REDIRECT RECROSS BOARD

Joseph M. Kelly,
Edward J. Youngling and
Arthur R. Muller (Resumed)
By Mr. Ellis 14,835

(Afternoon Session.....l14,857)

Joseph M. Kelly,
Edward J. Youngling and
Arthur R. Muller (Resumed)

By Mr. Ellis 14,865
By Judge Morris 14,894
By Mr. Ellis 14,901
By Judge Morri=x 14,925
By Mr. Ellis 14,931
EXHIBITS
BOUND IN
NUMBER IDENTIFIED RECEIVED TRANSCRIPT
LILCO 39 14,835 14,836 14,836
LILCO 40 14,882 14,882 14,882
LILCO 41 14,945 14,958
LILCO 42 14,945 14,958
RECESSES:
Morning - 14,814
Noon - 14,856
Afternoon - 14,918
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PROCEEDINGS

JUDGE BRENNER: Good morning. We have
received a letter from Mr. Shapiro on behalf of the
North Shore Committee, dated November 24. Mr. Shapiro
takes the position on behalf of his client that because
he believes that the examination before hearing
procedure ordered in our November 19th order violates
due processs “NSC will decline ¢o participate further
in this phase of the hearings. It does so with full
avareness 2f the sanctions for such refusal stated in
the order.”

NSC, therefore, is in default of our November
19th order for th2 same reasons an: to the same extent
as SCC and the County, and the same sanctions are hereby
imposed as to NSC.

Accordiingly, there are no Phase I emergency
planning contentions remaining in controversy before us
as to any party, and the previously admitted Phase I
emergency planning contentions are dismissed.

As to NSC, we previously dismissed them as to
SOC ani1 th2 County.

MR. DYNNER:s Judge Brenner, I wonder if I
could raise a preliminary matter before we get into the
other items, insofar as Mr. Bland, who is a consultant

to the County is standing by on lLong Island, for the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-8300
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Board's ruling on a matter which arose yestierday.
Yesterday Mr. Bland --

JUDGE BRENNER: Tell me what the subject is.

¥R. DYNNER: The subject involves the County's
involvement with the NRC Staff IED process, which is
taking place.

JUDGE BRENNER: I don't want to get diverted
in that now. T will take it up, if you want to, after
ve do the other preliminzry matters. We have a lot to
do on settlement status and so on. And presumably,
1oing it now as opposed to a half hour or an hour from
now won't matter. We are going to get back involved in
the whole schedule of what we're going to do first on
QR, and I have a feeling that your matter is much more
closely tied to that. And we can avoid repeating
ourselves if we delay a short time.

Let's go down the issues for vhich settlements
are pending. We received some time ago the then-latest
versions of the settlement papers froa LILCO, as we had
requested. We also received just a fev moments ago the
Suffolk County status report on outstanding issuves. And
ve have scanned it, but haven't necessarily absorbed
every detail in it.

MR. REVELEY: Judge, did you get one from

LILCO also?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 828-8300
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JUDGE BRENNER: Today or yesterday?

MR. REVELEY: This morning.

JUDGE ERENNERs Not on that subject. I
received late yesterday a volume from LILCO on the
subject of Torrey Pines.

MR. REVELEY: No. We sent down via secretary
this morning to your fifth floor office.

JUDGE BRENNER: Do you mean fourth floor? We
vere up here pretty early this morning. That might be
the problenm.

MR. REVELEY: You will find four copies of it
lurking somewhere during the course - the day.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. Well, we obviously
haven't read it, so we will try to absorb it as ve take
it item by item.

Loose parts monitoring, Suffolk County
Contention S. As I read while I talk, both parties say
the agreement is either signed or ready for signature.
Is it, in fact, signed?

MR. IRWIN: It has been signed this morning.

JUDGE BRENNER: 1Is it similar to the version
ve received on November 17?7

MR. IRWIN;g; TIdentical.

JUDGE BREWNER: Let's take the easy ones

first, or apparently easy ones. SC 18, human factors

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-3300
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equipment., FEas that been signed?

MR. IEWINs That has been signed by every
party except for SOC., Neither Mr. Lanpher nor I have
yet contacted SOC as to the final agreement., I will do
so this morning. And I believe the agreement is
identical to the agreement which was sent to the Poard a
couple of weeks ajo.

JUDGE BRENNER: SC 24, cracking of materials.

MR. IRWIN: That agreement was alsoc signed by
all parties except for SOC this morning, It has been
changed in three immaterial ways. Two of the changes
deal with the dates by which certain actions would be
pecformed by LILCO to account for the slip in the
signing date, and the third was simply a descriptive
matter.

I vill also contact SOC about that this
morning.

JUDGE BRENNER: I wvonder if ycu could do us a
favor in addition to the normal number of copies on the
settlement for SC 24 that wve would receive, if we could
get one additional copy, that would be hand-marked as to
vhere the changes were,

MR. IRWIN: 1In fact, the copy that the BRoard
will receive has pen-and-ink changes noted on it.

JUDGE BRENNER: That will make it easy.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-8300
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Rll right, I think those are probably all of
the agreements that are actually signed now; is that
correct?

¥R. IRWIN: That is correct.

JUDGE BRENNER: SC 28(a) and (i), ECCS cutoff
and restart. That is the one, as we all know, for which
a followv-up action was necessary. And wvhen previously
we took this up, we understood that there was general
agreement, but there was not then enough time to draft
an agreemente. And we had hoped that by giving this
additional time, we would solve that problem. When are
we going toc get something drafted?

MR. IRWIN: T think the ball is in Mr.
Lanpher's court on that.

MR. LANPHER: The Suffolk County attorney
handling that matter is, as we described in our filing
this morning, has been involved in jury trial in D.C.
Superior Court every work day including the day after
Thanksoiving. And it has gone inordinately long, and T
don't need to go into the reasons for that. It is being
presented to the jury today.

JUDGE BRENNER: I will let that judge worry
about that one.

MR. LANPHER: I talked with Ms. Letsche last

night and final arguments are today, so it goes tc the

ALDEPSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20001 (202) 828-9300
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jury today. So given a day for decompression, she has
indicated she is going to get back on this stuff late
this week. And so we are hopeful that next week we will
have a draft agreement.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, if there is an agreement
reached, another week is clearly no problem. The
problem, as alvays, is if we find out something has
fallen through and needs to be litigated, wve don't want
to find out too late.

MR. LANPHER: There is a conceptual agreement
that has been reached; this exchange of letters that wvas
referenced. I don®t think ve're going to have a
problem reducing that to final written language.

JUDGE BRENNERs Can wve pick it up and lock
forvard to it next Tuesday?

MR. LANPHERs: I doubt that it can be done next
Tuesday. I think next Wednesday or Thursday is more
real’stic, as we have a testimony filing date also next
Tuesday that one of the consultants will be involved in
vho would want to review that ECCS cutoff final
agreement. So to be realistic, by sometime next week I
would hop2 to hava it.

JUDGE BRENNER: I hate to admit I don't know
what's going >n in my own proceeding, but what testimony

do you have to file on the 7th?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 828-8300
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MR. LANPHERs SC 3, revised testimony on
inadequate core cooling.

JUDGE BRENNERs: All right, why don't we make
it Friday, the 10th, so you will have the extra day.
The idea is we would like to be able to look at it
before next week completely expires. And I would ask
that ve receive that by midday. Can ve get a further
status on SC 31, =lectrical separation? And I am
reading nov the report that the County expects to
receive responsas before today on the matters it has
raised with LILCO.

¥R. LANPHER: There vere discussion: last
night by telephone among the technical consultants for
the County and LILCO with the expectation that a
rwritten propesal from LILCO will be received just as
soon as it can be put into writing. So that still
stands open.

MR. IRWIN: Our expectation, Judge Brenner, is
that ve will have a proposal to the County either this
evening or tomorrow. And wve are hopeful of being able
to tie down these one or two cpen areas within the next
few days so that the inspection itself is not inpacted
by the pendency of these items.

JUDGE BRENNER: Could we hear about that one

finally one way or the other by next Tuesday? That is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 828-8300
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the one we have alvays been concerned about, you may
recall, in terrs cf the time left on the back end for
the parties and the Board.

MR. LANPHER: We will take a look at it as
soon as ve get it from LILCO, probably by next Tuesday,
I would think so.

MR, IRWIV: We are hopeful of being able to
tie it down, I think, if we can get some continuity of
thought on both sides. There should be no reason ve
cannot tie it up by next Tuesday.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, now that you have closed
the settlement on security, yocu will have some time for
this. What I would be locking for next Tuesday,
December 7, would be, as a minimum, an accurate ansver.
Is there a real problem or not, ever if you are still
working on some language? Inadeguate core cooling,
Suffolk County Contention 3, and the County informs us
in its status report that it appears doubtful that the
issue will be fully resolved, although several meetings
have been held, and the County references what we just
discussed.

The revised testimony ¥!1l1l be filed on the 7th
on those aspects which are not resolved. When we last
discussed it, we were informed of a little further

detail, and I wonder if I could take a moment and read

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, NW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-8300
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vhat LILCO has just said.

(Pause.)

JUDGE BRENNER: All right, that is consistent,
although the description of the areas that LILCO
believes will likely be susceptible to agreement is
phrased a little differently than I previously
encountered it, and I am not sure I personally
understand fully what it means.

Do you mean when you say "agreement is
likely," that agreement will be reached on those aspects
of the contention involving the Shoreham water level
measuring syster? Do you mean the frothing problem?

MR. IRWIN: There are actually two parts to
it, Judge.

JUDGE BRENNER: One is the frothing or
flashing, and the other 's a problem dealing with
potential inaccuracies in reference leg measurements if
you get =-- or water level measureaents -- if you get a
break in a reference leg. Both of those issues would be
encompassed within the intended scope of the settlement
as with any peripheral matters stemming from
cross-examination that took place on Contention 7(b).

Does the County with the assessment in LILCO's
filing?

MR. LANPHER: We think theres is 3 reasocnable

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-3300
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likelihood that an aspect will be resclved. We are not
confident. We are going ahead and planning testimony on
all of it right now, unless ve get it resolved. We are
hopeful that the next day or two it will de. We will
just have to see.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. Why don't the
parties come back to us on this one as soon as they are
ready this wveek, given the testimony filing date of the
7th.

MR. JRWIN: As a practical matter, Judge, I
think it is likely that we will both end up filing
testimony because there is a fair amount of complexity
to this issue. There are tvo distinct aspects to it. I
think, as Mr. Lanpher indicated, wve are fairly wvell
focused on the first aspect. The secrnd aspect is still
more in the discussion stage, and T doubt we will have
it fully resolved by the 7th.

JUDGE BRENNER: When you file testimony on the
7th, each party -- and I don't vant refiling of
testimony from all parties =-- to the extent you repeat
testimony that is already filed, that is fine. But I
don't want to hava to put two together. The parties
will do that for us. ©So we are going to throw out the
01ld set and keep the new set. And that applies to all

parties. Tell us on the day of filing. Well, you won't

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST.. N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-8300
-
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be able to tell us then, but within a day or two after
the day of filing, whethar you think you want to file
motions to strike. And then we will set schedules for
motions to strike no later than a veek after filing.
But if it turns out to be necessary, we won't worry
about schedules,

JUDGE CARPENTER: I would like to interrupt
and ask a gquestion., Is the Staff technical experts able
to participate in these meetinogs?

¥R. REPXA: Yes, the Staff experts have been
participatinge.

JUDGE CARPENTER: Thank you.

JUDGE BRENNER: Suffolk County 8 and SCC
19(1), environmental and seismic qualification. We had,
as I recall, talked about a meeting schedule last tinme,
witich did not take place apparently because of this
other couvrt case. I guess someday I will have to find
mut who the Jjudge is and what the issue is to find out
why some paTcies had more luck before Superior Court
judges than parties in my experience in terms of crial.

But putting that aside where it belongs, is
there any sencse of how far apart the parties are on this
issue? There has been guite a bit of correspondence on
these issu2s between the Staff and LILCO.

¥R. IRWIN: Judge Prenner, I don't believe

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST. N.W., WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20001 (202) 828-9300



' that LILCO has any sense of how far apart ve are. The
2 discussions that have taken place to date have, at the
3 County's request, been basically informal discovery

4 gsessions. And ve have not been able to obtain a concrete

6 sense, really, of the County's positions on these

@ jissues. It is our =-- that is what we are trying to

7 obtain in the next meeting that takes place. We hope
8 that more zoncrete discussions can take place than have
9 to date.

10 JUDGE BRENNER: What about the relationship

11 between the Staff and LILCO on this issue? LILCO filed
12 jts justifications for interim operation on some of

13 these items recently.

14 MR. REPKA: All the justifications are row in
18 from LILCO, and the Staff is currently reviewing those.
18 And as we indicated at the last status report, ve expect
17 to be able to complete that review and have an SER out
18 in mid to late December.

19 JUDGE BRENNER: I hope, in looking at those

20 jinterim justifications, whatever technical reviewvers are
21 looking at them is familiar with the record on issues
that we have litigated, which arguably might have some
relaticnship to some of those items even though they

were not litigatei in the context of environmental

& ® B B

gqualification of the equipment, and for the Staff to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, ).C. 20001 (202) 828-9300
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assure itself{ in the first instance that LILCO's view of
the use of that equipment is cousistent with the use of
that equipment as stated in evidence at least by the
Staff and LILCO in the record before us; for example,
the scram systems.

My comment should carcy no implication that
there is an inconsistency. All wve have had is a very
summary-type lettar. And I want to make sure that the
Staff's reviev is cognizant of the content cf the issues
in this proceeding and not just a generic-type approach.

As we had earlier asked, the meeting scheduled
for electrical penetrations on Suffolk County 32 is
going to be set to coincide with the meeting schedule
for the environmental and seismic qualification.

Mr. Repka, could you remind me of the status
of the Staff's review on that? I know you told us last
time, but I don't remember at this moment.

MR. REPKA: The problem with penetrations is
the GE 200 series is open. We are expecting information
from LILCO. That submittal was originally due November
22, but we have not received that submittal yet, so we
are still awvaitiny the submission.

JUDGE BRENNER: T guess I should ask LILCO to
comment.

MR. IRWIN: I was under the impressicen, Judge

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-8300
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Brenner, I know that LILCO was planning on getting its
submission to the Staff on the 200 series out the door
last wveek. I frankly didn't check yecsterday to make
sure that it had gone, but I did not hear of any delaye.
I suspect it is probably in transit.

JUDGE BRENNER: When are the parties going to
meet on these issues? And I guess I should ask the
Cuuntye.

MR. LANPHERs We tentatively set next
Wednesday. I have to confirm that. I hope I can
confirm it later today. But ¥r. Irvin and I talked
yesterday about that, and I think that date is set forth
on page 2 5f our submittal just above the SC 18
discussion.

JUDGE BEENNER:s All right. As part of those
meetings, we would like the parties to jointly agree on
a date for the filing of testimony, remembering the
parameters that always apply in setting that schedule at
both ends; that is, testimony can't be filed before the
issue is ripe; however, once the issue is ripe,
testimony should be filed so that you allew at least 2
veeks before the litigation date and, if possible, a
little mor2. At least 2 wvweeks is the normal rule of
thumb which can be adjusted. PBut we don't like to have

to adjust it.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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If the Staff's reviev is at a stage -- and you
vill know more from these meetings next week -- where
testimony can be scheduled, we want to be in a position
to litigate those issues in January.

All right, containment isolation, Suffolk
County 23. We recall that the Staff was still wvaiting
for its submittals wvhen ve last discussed it. So that
matter is ander review. LILCO now states it has filed
everything it believes is necessary. I guess I should
ask the Staff its view.

¥MR. REPKA: With respect to the first two
items, the signal and the purge valve, that I believe we
have everything ve need from LILCO, and the Staff is
revieving it and developing a position on the scram
iischarje volume NUREG-0308 item. We alsoc have received
a submittal from LILCC. We got that one on the 17th of
November and are looking at that.

On the third item, Reg Guide 1.11 instrument
lines, we got a submittal from LILCO early in November.
There vas a meeting in the miidle of November, and it is
our understanding that wvwe are still to get some
information on that one as a follow-up to the meeting.
Ani LILCO indicates that that one is probably in transit
also.

JUDGE BRENNER: What would the Staff's review

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-9300
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schedule bde?

MR. REPKA:z On 2(e)(4)(2), ve would expect to
have a position finalized very shortly. It is more
speculative on th2 scram dlischarge volume. I don't have
a date on that and can't say anything beyond the mere
speculation. With respect to instrument lines, that
vill depeni again upon what wve see from LILCO.

JUDGE BRENNER: Remember what the Board said
last time. We are now at the point where if in
reviewing the submittals the Staff docesn't believe it
can reach a conclusion favorable to LILCO, that's fine.
Whether that's because there's a real problem or because
you don't have the information is fine als>. Just write
something and issue it and explain what your p:roblem is,
and then w2 will deal with it here, brcause this
back-and-forth has got to stop.

MR. REVELEY: Judge, I think as you just
suggested, if a date for filing testimony wvere set, that
vould have an unusually soothing effect, I think, on the
progress of discussions. Absant those sorts of dates,
it is sometimes difficult to get people’s attention.

JUDGE BRENNER: I don't want to 10 that yet,
becanse scram discharge volume submittal has just come
in, a1 I know we have just seen i*, and the other one

the Staff has not yet received. But I would like to get

ALCERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-8300
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can't do that this morning, Mr. Repka. PBased upon th

last item, I am not sure why you can't on scram

discharge volume.

But in any event, why don't we come back to

containment isolation next Tuesday with th2 cbject of

14,769

scheduling the filing of testimony, and we will factor

in the Staff's review sc! edule, and remembering you

don't have to commit to the results of that review, 3

issuing the Staff's view of matters, and we will

litigate it if we have to.

Ubviously, between now and next Tuesday all

ust

parties should be apprised of what the review schedule

is and vhat matters might still remain open. But don

ask any more guestions. Just work with what you have

and write it up, and you can ask them on the stand.

if the Staff wishes, ve will set deposition schedules

't

And

right around the time of filing of the testimony, maybe

right after.

So ve will give you plenty of time to find out

what is up. We just want more before us than has been

here heretofore. LILCC has the burden of proof. If

don't have encugh information to find their proposal

acceptable, just say so and why.

All right.

So we will expect to see a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 828-9300
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proposal next Tieiday on the filing of testimon” on
those subjects by 211l parties, as well as schedules for
meetinys and negotiations before, during, and after
f£ilinlg testirony. Here again, the object would be to
finish the "ltigation in January, and ve would be
villing to hear next week if any party believes that is
not pecssible. But that is our object as of now.

Remote shutdown panel, both partie “ve
settlement is lika2ly, but the County wvants tc “or the
testimony .1ling date, which is something we have been
reluctant to 10, 3iven the vay negotiations seem to just
fall apsart every time ve do that or at l2ast tecome
stretched out.

¥R. LANPHER: Judge PRrenner. that was done or
proposed for the benefit of LILCO, quite frankly. If
they don®t want to daifecv it, that's fine with us. We
are not intedding to put in testimony on that, because
va really thirk it should be resclved.

JTUDGE ERENNER: So you're not filing tes+timony
in any esveunx?

MR. LARPHER: That's right. Our./iew was, why
put Jeople through what we think would be a needless,
exercise, since there have been meetings and if LILCO
hasn't had a sufficient opportunity to review what we

sent them. But at ieast if their preliminary review

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, ING,
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indicates that there seems room for agreement, why go
through the exercise. But if they want to put it in,
that's fine.

JUDGE BRENNER: £ a party is not going to
file testimony on a subject, we would like to hear about
that sooner ratyer than later because the opposite
inference may be drawn from the way the County's report
is phrasei. And scmetimes wve have set longer testimony
filing dates for the benefit of p:rties other than
LILCC, and quite frankly may have set a date earlier
than December 2, and in fact we extended the date until
December 2 at the request of the County.

[ understand at that time you might nct have
known you weren't going to file testimony, but we
certainly should have heard it as soon as you reached
that decision. W2 might have gone back to the other
date. We are inclined to hold the date and keep the
schedule for motions to strike and everything else be
ready fe: litigatione.

MR. IRWIN: LILCC believes that would be the
soundest thing to do. We, like the County, hope that
this matter will be resolved by negotiation. We did
receive -- Mr. Lanpher apparently sent out a2 draft
fhanksgiving Friday. I did not receive it until

yesterday morning. We reviewed it preliminarily with

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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our consultants yesterday, and we believe that tiiere is
substantial progress toward a complete settlement of
this issue.

My frank hope is -- and I noticed from the
County's pleading that they don't expect to be able to
make people available until after December 2 =-- we would
hope to frankly have discussfons with them this wveek.

If we had receiveid the draft earlier, we could have had
the discussions before Thanksgiving.

But that's vater over the dam. We would like
to mush on. We are filing testimony in what we hope is
against an eventuality we hope won't occur; namely, that
ve wvon't settle. We do think we need to keep a schedule.

JUDGE BRENNER: Let me ask this. The County
states it believes the issue will be resolved.

Obviously -- well, is it correct that the County has
some aspect not as large as the full scope of the
contention that it is still considering, and can ve
narrov it to that aspect at this time at least; that is,
itold the testimony filing date to the 2nd but the scope
of what is in controversy being better defined than the
contention previously defined it, and then all the
parties can focus on matters still covered by that
aspect and have the tastimony limited to that and

thereby making it easier on LILCO and easier on the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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draft settlement agreement which involves one additional

item that we want LILCO to do or we want firm
commitments that various other items which are raised
the Staff SER data will in fact be accomplished.

It is our understanding that those will be
accomplished. And that is why the scope of this
contention, we believe, has been narrowed. But we
vanted to firs that up through this resolution
agreement. I don't think we can do that on the record
right now, narrow the scope. And maybe Mr. Irwin and
can talk later. I think they know where we are coming
from at this point.

JUDGE BRENNER: I think that at least that
much could be accomplished in the next couple of days
and come up with some written agreement. It could be
simple as a restatement of the contention in the narro
areas, anil theraby limit the testimony that we receive
on the 2nd to that.

MR. LANPHER: Well, Judge Erenner, I am not
going to have much time in the next couple of days to
that, T will be honest with you, because I don't want

create som2 false expectations. Mr. Fubbard is qgoing
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. 1 the stand, and I have got work that I need to do with
2 him. So I can meet briefly with Mr. Irwin. I cannot
‘ 3 meet for any length of time.
4 JUDGE BRENNER: Well, we're not talking about

8 a full agreement and a full drafting. We're talking

6 about a simple statement of what is still in

7 controversy. And I think you ought to be able to find

8 time to do that in the next few days.

8 MR. LANPHER: If it can be done very gquickly,

10 I can. Otherwise, I wouldn't be doing justice to my

11 other obligations to do that.

12 JUDGE BRENKNERs It is as simple as this: We

13 have got a contention, the full contention is apparently
. 14 no longer in controversy. It is standard practice and,

18 in fact, embodied in at least twvo of the regulations

16 that I recall, that when that cccurs, you narrow it.

17 And you can do it very simply. You can make the

18 statement on the record if you don't have time to write

19 it out evan. PBut it can just take a few days, and

20 thereby the testimony can be focused, and you can make

21 all of our jobs easier, the Board's as well as the

County's. And then we can focus on just what truly is

8

in controversye.
‘ 24 So we are going to order that that be done so

25 that we can receive that narrowing on Thursdaye.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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We had previously indicated our inclination
and will estatlish now that m_tions to strike would be
filed 1 week later, on December ¢, and responses a week
after that on December 16. But as always., tell us as
soon as possible after the testimony is filed if{ there
are not going t> be any motions to strike. We would
litigate any part of the remote shutdown panel
contention which needs to be litigated after inadequate
core cooling unless something unexpected happens on the
inadequate core cooling issue. That should give ycu a
little bit of time after the testimony is filed to see
if you can put an agreement together.

I think that that covers all of the issues in
terms of sa2ttlemant status or preparation for
litigation. Am I correct?

MR. IRWIN: TI believe so, Judge Brenner.

JUDGE BRENNER: Let's take up Torrey Pines.

(Pause.)

ALDEASON REPORTING COMPANY . INC.
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JUDGE BRENNER: We received LILCO's response
to Suffolk County's schedule, but we had directed that
we receive a newly-proposed schedule from Suffolk County
so that tha2 issue could be litigated at least a week
earlier. Has the county looked at LILCO's response and
has it amended its own proposal?

MR. LANPHERs Judge Brenner, we have looked at
LILCO's response which was telephoned to us yesterday.

I am not going to address the specific dates in there
except for one thing. What we put in our filing stands;
that Mr. Hubbard is an essential person in this review,
from our point of view, and their proposal for us to put
in testimony on I believe it is December 14th on Torrey
Pines is completely unrealistic. From our point of
view, it cannot be done, and especially with Mr.
Hubbard's obligations in the other proceeding that are
referenced. Therz are other meetings he is going to
have to be present at.

JUDGE BRENNER: Fas the county been able to
modify its proposal to meet our requirement of coming in
a wveek earlier?

MR. LANPHER: W2 have not put in a formal
=tatement to that effect, Judge Brenner. Ycu can tinker
with i1t and maybe cut a week out, or move the testimony

filing date upsomewhat. I don't see how you can move it

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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up significantly. I'm not willing to schedule or
propose a schedule of anything during the Christmas
ve2k., It is just too difficult for moving people around
the country that week -- in terms of depositions or
anything.

So we think that a January 7th or -- I'm sorry
== January 18 date for hearing really provides a good
opportunity to focus on the issue. And one of the
factors which makes us reluctant to move it up is that
we are going to have -- at least ve are assuming that we
are going to have to take cognizance of the Teledyne
report, which I understand wili be out in about two
veeks. I expect i{t's going to be similar and it's going
to be something that the Board will want to review for
this record. N

Given all of those factors, we think December
18th continues to be sensible. The only way you could
shorten that, in our view, would be to have testimony
maybe come in on December 23 or 24, But to gain one
week, the county does not see any real benefit given the
other issues that are going to> have to be litigated, and
the fact that the Teledyne report is going to need to be
considerei.

JUDGE BRENNER: Let me give you our

perspective. Incidentally, you said December 18th; I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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think you meant January 18th.

MR. LANPHER: Excuse me, I 4id mean January
18th in terms of the commencement of a hearing that is
ragquired.

JUDGE BRENNER: We believe, just looking at
the Torrey Pines matters alone, ample time was provided
by our original schedule, which was even earlier than
LILCO's schedule. However, given the availability of
the report and the fact that -- we are just not going to
stop everything for one person; it is that simple.
However, given the events thereafter in terms of the
fact that obviously, ve wvere still going toc be doing
some QA matters beyond the time that we hai contemplated
in our wildest dreams ve would be, and given that at the
last moment the sta2ff still had things it wanted to do,
we felt we could relax it and accomodate the county to a
greater extent than ve had previously accomocdated it.

We don't believe we had to, but as long as we could wve
certainly vanted to. And ve have already discussed how
ve were anxious to get the full benefit of everybedy's
assistance on the issue.

We believe, we hope that we will able to
finish up JA in mid-January, and we note the staff has
taken our suggestion to heart and scheduled its further

inspection a3 week earlier, ani that will help. The idea

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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is to finish everything else before then, and not to
wait until then to 40 everything else.

So we want to balance the fact that we feel we
could give the ccunty more time than we believed
initially it was entitled to, but as long as that time
is there ve want the county tn have the benefit of it,
but not so much more time that thers2 is a ianger that wve
are sitting around with nothing to doc at the hearing,
viile waiting to close out the staff's OQR report and
some of the other staff matters under review, which
won't be ready for litigation earlier in January.

So ther2 is the potential that we would be
sitting around at some point in the first half of
January with nothing to do. I concede it is just a
potential, but it is a potent.al we don't want to
permit. We do not think that the matter has to be
scheduled s0 that it would be litigateid as early as
January 4th. We don't think it would be fair to do
that; ve just don't think it is necessary, and we can
give the county the benefit of the additional wveek.

But ve do want it set for January 11th.

Since the parties were unable to agree on a
schedule, we have one and it is keyed off LILCO's
scnedule with adjusted dates. The reason we are keying

off that schedule is given the additional time that we
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can permit relative to our original schedule, we believe
it makes sense not to tax: depositions until testimony
of all parties are filed, and then we can use the
depositions as we said we would. That is, any party is
free to file portions of the depositions in evidence,
ani LILCO's proposal recognizes that.

Looking at LILCO's schedule, which is
contained in the November 29, 1982 LILCO's Response to
Suffolk County's Proposed Torrey Pines Schedule, and the
schedule starts on page 3 and continues over to page 4,
we woull stay with th2 Dacember 7th date for LILCC to
file its vritten testimony on the Torrey Pines report.
We would then set December 21st as the date for the
county and the NRC staff to file written testimony; and
thereby, give the county and the staff two weeks to look
at the LILCO testimony -- and this is on top of all the
time the parties have already had with the report.

#e would then schedule December 30th as the
last day for completion of depositions of the
LILCO/Torrey Pines panel and county witnesses, and we
agree with the rest of that paragraph in LILCO's
proposal; that is, dates and locations to be arranged
amceng parties with cross examination not to exceed one
ani on2-half Jays per witness panel, and total

deposition time including redirect limited to two days.
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Parties are regquired to give notice five

working days in advance of deposition, and this notice

must include specific page and paragraph references to

the Torrey Pines report of witness's testimony to be

inquired intec, and a description of any other topics or

matters to be pursued in depositions,

if those topics or

matters are not specifically discussed in the report or

testimony.

We will modify that very slightly in the sense

that if the course of the answers leads to other

paragraphs in the testimony or the report, the

questioner is certainly free to follov up on those

vithout having identified those paragraphs ir advance.

In adiition, if somebody forgot to identify a

particular paragraph but it is obviously pretty much the

same subjesct mattar as other paragraphs and sections

that were identified, the guestioner can inquire, also.

If the witnesses aren't prepared to ansver, that vill be

the answver.

Obviously, then, the time for the taking of

these depositions could be the week we are not in

hearing, and wve think that is a good week to take

advantage of that time.

last =-- well,

been the 29th.

And one reason we extended the

if we had just added a week .t would have

One reason we extended it to the 30th is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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so that thare is a1 block of four days that week so
people don't have to travel back and forth tc the
location., If tre parties agree on different dates
earlier, that would be okay, but then the parties would
have to agree to waive the notice reguirement.

I certainly hope this Board doesn't have to
get involved in arbitrating where the depcsitions should
be heli, jiven the fact that there are witnesses from
different places and counsel from different places.

We would then set January S5th as the date for
motions to strike, if any, and also, the d2signation of
the portions of depositions to be admitted into
evidence. I don’'t know what LILCO meant by the last
part of that, "include an indication of whether the
party intends to conduct cross examination.” We will
eliminate that, unless there is something important in
there that I don't understand.

de will find out about the cross examination
on January 10th when vwe get the responses to the motions
to strike, if any, and alsc, the cross examination
rlans, ani also, iesignation of rebuttal excerpts of the
deposition transcripts, if any. And then wve will be
prepared, if we are ready given the litigation of other
issues, to begin the litigation of Torrey Pines on

January 11th.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPAN"- INC.
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Now, as ve approach it, if the parties wish to
set a date certain for this issue due to witness
availability and so on, we would consider stopping the
other mattaers and taking this up on a date certain, but
we will let the parties work that out and let us know.
And we would certainly want to know that on January U4th,
if that is going to be the case.

MR.. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, are you intending
to -- the final thing in the LILCO schedule is the 1limit
of two days of hearings per witness panel.

JUDGE BRENNER: No. We will judge the length
based upon the productivity and bearing in mind what
could have been asked at the deposition. We would be
more inclined to set a time limit if we had set no time
limit for the deposition. Because wve're setting a tinme
limit for the deposition, we are not also in advance
going to sat a time limit for the cross examination.

It would be our hope that the extensive report
that is availa®ble with the additional benefit of the
testimony and the deposition will save a lot of time
which othervwise would have had to be spent in cross
examination. And by admitting portions of the
deposition into evidence, we would hope that we could
save even more time.

As vwe get close to it after the depositions,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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the parties will have a better feel for how much time

they think they will need, ani that may affect your

decision as to whether to schedule a date certain, for

example, if we believe we can't finish in four days.

And we would hope that is the case, although that may

provide good reason

as to why that is not the case.

That might be a 9201 reason to start first thing on a

Tuesday with this issue so that we can get all the

vitnesses out of there.

e are not ignoring what you said about

Teledyne, Mr. Lanpher, either previously or today. But

if we do0 d2cide to hear matters related to the Teledyne

report before us --
would be on that --
that there would be

make sense to bunch

and wve don't know what our decision
but if wve do decide, it occurs to us
plenty to do on that, and it doesn't

it all up together. We should

certainly have all of the prehearing preparation proceed

apace.

Now, as ve get close to it, if events ever

take us and there's

a good reason to combine the

litigation on both matters, we might be wiliing to

consider that. And

it will depend on the number of

witnesses that are in common. The issues certainly

apparently are related, but there will still be plenty

of prehearing procedures on that.
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So, we will be willing to hear from the county
or any party later as to any adjustments it feels should
be made and when we actually litigate the matters, but
we don't want to litigate -- we don't want to adjust the
prehearing procedures.

Are there any gquestions about that schedule?

MR. LANPHEF: Judge Brenner, I just feel
compelled to reiterate my view that tc require
depositions during the Christmas holiilay week, someone
is going to have to be flying acrcss the country that
week, and I think the schzdule -- and I want to think
about it; I may come back with a request for
reconsideration tomorrow -- I just want to think it
through more carefully rather than come up with an
alternate proposal. I think it is something that should
be avoided. I don't see the need for it.

I don't particularly personally want to travel
to Californjia during Christmas week. I don't want my
people from California or Houston or anywhere else to
have to travel from there back here during that veek.

It is a terrible week for travel; people have family
commitments. I just think it imposes a burden that is
unnecessary and r2ally should te avoidied. And I'm sorry
that the Board has seen fit to schedule depositions for

that w22k,
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JUDGE BRENNER: It is not a good week for
travel, ani that is one reason we are setting it as soon
as possible in advance, given the absence of agreement.
Our original schedule called for depositions on
Thanksgiving week when we were not going to be in
hearing. We received violent objections from the county
due to its witness not being able to be ready. This is
now an accomodation to the county. It is another wveek
when we are not in hearing; it is going to be the only
other week when we are not inr hearing between now and
the end of January unless something unexpected occurs.
And it is the best time to do it in terms of the
schedule and in terms of the hearing schedule.

Within those timeframes, if the parties can
make some ad justments of doing part of the depositions
at the end of the week before, that would be
acceptable. We have squeezed our wveek, also. We
normally like to receive responses to motions to strike
further in advance than the day before the litigation,
but we have compressed our time, also, in order to give
the county more time in terms of its tectimony and
taking the depositions.

And in recognition of difficult travel
schedules, I might tell you primarily for the California

witnesses, which at that time is likely to be only Kr.
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Hutbard, w2 are not holding the hearing on that
Thursday, the 23rd of December, as we had previously
announced. As to our schedules, we could have kept a
normal hearing week that week of beginning on Monday and
going through Thursday afternoon, but we are not going
to, so we make accomolations when we can; we just don’'t
alvays tell you about them. We will be here; we could
have held a hearing on that day.

I have some other miscelleneous matters.
These matters arise out of the Board's revievw of some of
the technical correspondence from the staff and from
LILCC. We receiva2d a copy of the staff's November 2u4th,
1962 letter from ¥r. Schwvencer to Mr. Pollock of LILCO
seeking further information on -~ as a follow-up to the
previous LILCO filing on LILCO issue number 47, which is
the multiple control system failure concern. This is an
item which we have continued to follow in the SER
because of its relationship to Contention 7B which we
have litigated.

de have had testimony on the status of it at
that time, which vas somewhat more predictive in nature
than necessary, so ve are still following this item.
And our question is whether LILCO has provided a
schedule as within seven days of November 24th, which I

guess will be tomorrow, and Jjust to hear from the staff

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, 'NC.
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and LILCO what the status is and when this item is going
to be finally concluded in a staff review, either
acceptable or unacceptable. And we would like to hear
on that as soon as the parties are ready t> tell us.

Another miscellaneous matter is a generic
le*ter filed in this docket as well as others. It's
gener.< letter number 82-27, dated Novemk»er 15, 1382,
from Mr. Eisenhut of the NPC staff which transmits
NUREG-0763 entitled Guidelines for Confirmatory Inplant
Tests of Safety Relief Valve Discharges for BWR Plants,
ani also trosmits NUREG-0783 entitled Suppression Pool
Temperature Limits for BWR Containments.

Our questinn to the staff and to LILCO and any
other party that eishes to comment is whether anything
in these further regulatory guide-type requirements from
the staff affact the record previously educed before us
on safety relief valves and testing, and also, on the
aspect of the MARK II suppression and suppression »nool
and other containment criteria, which we litigated --
no, we did not litigate everything abcut MAFK II; we
litigated 2 certain aspect of it.

In particular, the generic letter states, with
respect to the suppression pool temperature limit NUREG,
that “the acceptance criteria as specified in the report

can be considered a relax. iza of the existing
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suppression pool temperature limit criteria which are
specified in NUREG-0661, MARK I -- and that doesn't
apply to Shoreham =-- and NUREG-0487 MARK II containment
lead program load evaluations and acceptance criteria.”

Now, thes testimony before us certainly updated
to some extent the criteria in the NUREGs and ve recall
that. Our specific question is whether these or other
matters have chanja2d the circumstances previously
expressed in the testimony before us.

We would like to hear back on those two items
by early next week. Tuesday would be a good day. And
parties can do it in writing or orally or some
combination of the twc. T guess we would prefer a brief
writing and then we can follow up orally with any detail.

I have another matter but it relates to QA/QC
so I will vait until ve get to that. And one last
preliminary matter which is a very important one; we are
going to set a findings schedule now for findings that
can be schaduled, and we are going to adjust somewhat
our previous proposal in a minor way.

Our premise is ve believe wve can schedule
findings on all matters which we have already litigated,
not counting CA/QC. And if there's any gquestion as to
what thosa mattars are, come back to us for

clarification. I don't think I need to list thenm.
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We woull schedule January 10th as the date to
receive the proposed findings of fact and conclusions of
law from LILCO on those matters. Originally, we had
talked about receiving an advance procedural background
findings. We are going to modify that for a number of
reasons. One reason is we are giving you less notice.
At least, you might have anticipated a later filing
date, and if we back it up 15 days that date will be
upon Yyou.

In addition, rather than have the parties
spend a lot of time trying to agree on procedural
background findings, we would ask that LILCO attempt to
coordinate with the other parties and thereby make any
adjustments that LILCO feels can and should be made in
the interest of accuracy and in the interest of reaching
agreement. However, there is no obligation tc come up
vith agreement. If there is disagreement, LILCO would
file its views on the procedural background part and the
other parties could file their views on the procedural
background part when they file their findings.

Also, we will take those from LILCO on the
sane date as the other findings; that is, January 10th,
but keep it in a separate section suitable for not
publishing, if we decide not to publish it. We are not

sure whether we will pullish it as an appendix, whether
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ve will not publish it as an appendix or whether we will
put a portion of it in the beginning of the decision and
leave 3 portion out.

Now, the parties are free to, in addition to
the appendix part, to include in some more summary
fashion whatever procedural Packground they think is
important for the findings in terms of things that
should find its way into the published decision in order
tc understand some of the substance. But we don't want
the first 30 pages of our decision to just be a recital
of where ve met, on what issues and so on.

All right. So that date from LILCO -- these
are receipt dates, received by the Board and by the
other active parties --, Now, the active parties does
not include NSC because they have no involvement other
than emergency planning, so they don't have to receive
these findings on a rapid schedule. SOC, where
possible, should receive the findings on the same rapid
schedule, but if you get the findings to the county,
that will be sufficient, but try to get it to SCC within
a day after i€ you can't get it on the same receipt date.

January 10th for LILCO's prcocposed findings of
fact and conclusions of law and the r2st of the schedule
consistent with 2.7541. January 20th for the county's

findings. To the extent SOC wants to file any findings,
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it is SO0C's obligation to coordinate it with the county,
and it should come in as a joint filing. But the county
doesn't have an obligation to act and negotiate with
SOC, other than to inform SOC of what we just stated.

It is SOC's obligation to propose findings to the county
in sufficient time for the county to include those
findings in its filing.

January 31st, adjusting slichtly to wind up
with a Monday, for the staff's proposed findings; and
then February 7th, again adjusting slightly to get by
the wveekeni, for LILCO's reply findings.

All right. Let me raise our QA/QC matter and
then we will turn to yours, Mr. Dynner. We have read
vith interest Inspection Report Number 50-322/82-29,
issued by the WRC staff, and its cover is in the form of
a letter to>* ¥r. Psllock of LILCO datei November 18,
1982. It had not cleared proprietary review at the time
of filing. I don't know if it has yet. I don't see
anything in there that is proprietary, but I won't
presume to give the details now in any event, just in
case. PBut I think there are some matters that I can
discuss vwithout fear of any proprietary matters.

First of all, this report was triggered by a
letter to the Board addressed to me raising certain

allegations, and we appreciate the fact that the staff
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has folloved up on them. We have no concerns as to the
allegations that were raised. This was by Mr. Hall. At
least, he transmitted them, as it wvas disclos2d in the
report. We urged that when the report has cleared
propristary review, that a copy be sent to Mr. Hall, and
he is not shown on the cc list now.

I guess I would like to comment as an aside
that it is a very well-written report in terms of our
ability to understand it. It supplies the bases as well
as the conclusions.

All right. Beyond the concerns raised by MNr.
Hall to which we have no lingering questions, ve have
some lingering guestions as to other matters which are
not related to the concerns raised by ¥r. Ha’l, but
which the inspector came upon in the course of purusing
Mr. Hall's allegations. We think they are related to
the matters before us on QA/QC, and ve're going to want
to hear about them from LILCO's witnesses, either in the
timeframe of their testimony here now this wveek, or if
not possible, as soon as possible thereafter.

One matter vas indicated on page 6 of the
report. It involves a change that vas made without any
ELDCR bteing issued, and an EEDCR was never issued until
the staff inspector discovered it quite sometime later,

and LTLCO thereafter issued the EEDCR. It was
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apparently a non-safety related change; however,
consistent with the testimony we have had and what the
report itself states, i1t was LILCO's practice to issue
EEDCRs in the same vay for those rmatters as for safety
related. We want to get a good understanding as to what
happena2d hare ani what that says about LILCO's
procedures. If a change could go that long undetected
without an EEDCR being issued, we want to know what
happened in the particular item and how the process
could have allowed it to occur that way and then go
undetected thereafter.

So, that would be the initial change
procedures, the audits, the verifications, the field
quality contrel, whatever should have been involved in
Q2.

The other matters are covered on pages 9 and
10 of the report. 1In there, the inspector questioned
the lack of QR/QC reviews on the flood protection
analyse, and also on the core drilling procedures; that
is, the procedurs for drilling for penetrations through
concrete, which in turn, affects rebar in the concrete.
The inspector was told that at least in part, there was
no QA/QC performed because these items were not safety
related, but that characterization may only apply to the

flood protaction analysis. I'm not sure right now.
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But in any event, we would like t- know
wvh2ther the inspector's version of what LILCO's reasons
vere are accurate, and whether that -- and if so, how
LTLCO people could believe that in light of all the
testimony as to the important of looking at non-safety
related matters for their impact on safety. When you
read the ra2po-t you will see that the very analysis
being performed for flood protection at least was to
assess its impact on safety-related matters.

And beyond the full explanation of the
particular matters involved here, what that says about
the overall implementation of the program in terms of
the evidence that we have heard as to how the program
vas proposed to be implemented, and how cognizant
personnel could believe that no QA/QC was necessary.

Now, if LILCO believes they are correct, they
can explain why b2fore us. The inspector d4idn't think
they vere correct. And what this means about the
overall QA/QC program beycnd the paticular incidents.
All of these, including the EELDCR are illustrations or
examples beyond the particular incidents. We want to
know what it says about the program.

Now, you may decide you want to put something
in writing on it and get the right people here, and ve

will permit LILCC the time to do that. In addition, the
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staff is keeping some of the items ope:; not the EEDCR
item, but the other two, for their inspec*ion. We are
asking that we hear it before ws on a schedule suitable
for our litigation.

So we want to get LIICO's full explanation and
then give the other parties, including the staff, a
chance to react before us instead o¢of leaving the parties
to their own scheiule. So come back and propose a
schedule to us as soon as you can to cover these
matters. If you can do it this wveek, fiqe. If you
can't, we will understand.

We just received this report. I saw it
yesterday. I suppose it could have come in Friday; I
was not here on Friday. So we have reacted as gquickly
as we couli.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, could we get an
indication maybe from the staff when this report is
going to be cleared? I know nothing about it,
obviously. The last report we got was 82-28.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, it is up to LILCO how
fast they clear it. It has to be cleared within 20
days, as I recall, or perhaps 30 but I think it i= 20,
under 2.790 and some subsection thereunder. And LILCO
can clear it in two minutes if they are ready. There's

nothing proprietary I don't believe. Why doesn’'t LILCO

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, [.C. 20001 (302} 8285300



14,797

! zlesar it right away, and either declure it clear and get
2 it out and or give it to the county right away under a

3 suitable agreement; one Or the other. LILCO may have

4 already clear«d it. You see, this goes back to the date
§ it was written up by the staff on November 18th, so I

8 don't know-

7 ¥r. Bordenick, did you want to say something?

8 MR. BORDENICK: I was mera2ly going to point

® o5ut, Judge Brenner, that I think 20 days is the correct

10 pertod. T think there is a provision where an applicant
11 can ask for more time. W¥iith respect to inspection

12 reports generally, it is my understanding that LILCO has
13 never mad sprietary claim but they have sought

14 exiensions for review purposes uvn several occasions. I

16 don’t kn»ow what the status of this particular report is.
18 JUDGE BRENNER: WVWell, we will let LILCO take a
17 look at i%.

18 ¥R. ELLIS: We will look into it, Judge

19 Brenner-.

2% MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, 1 didn't

21 undierstand one of the last aspects you brought up in

N

torms of the staif addressing matters. Do yon want the
23 staff to address tue same two matters Whlch You raised,
24 cr only the state- of . open items?

8 JUDGE BRE'%FERs: Well, I have raised, I guess,
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a combination of three matters. Two of them are closely
related, and maybe tha: is where you got your twe. The
staff doesn't have to do anything until after LILCO
does. The staif, as far as ve are concerned, has wvell
explained its views in this inspection report, and that
is one reason that we were pleased; that it was thorough
ensugh to understand the Pases. And the staff itself in
the report, as you will sea2 when you read it, is
carrying tvo or the items ~=-

MR. LANPHER: The flood items an” the
containment items?

JUDGE ZRENNER: It is core d:illing; it is not
just containment. But yos, as open items, which weans
that they're going to follow up, but we are changing
wvhat may have been the initial schedule, whatever LILCO
and the staff had in mind.

MR. LANPHER: And that is what you want the
staff to be prepared to address? Those two items?

JUDGE BRENNER: Yes. After LILCO makes its
filing. Now, the staff is free to address the EEDCR
item. Well, let me back up. We would like the staff to
address all of th2 items.

MR. LANPHER: Okay. I just wanted that
clarification.

JUDGE BRENNER: But not in the first

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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instance. And depending upon the schedule when ve get
this, it may be that the staff can address some cf the
items in the course of its testimony. Put I think it
vould be better as to some of the larger issues to get
sonething sooner rather than later. That is, if wve are
not going to do it in the next couple of days, let's get
it in vriting first, unless there is a good reason not
to. And after we've received whatever ve receive from
LILCO, wve will ask the staff when it can respond and how
and the same for the county, if the county wishes to
after seeing the response.

We are reacting preliminarily to a report, and
it may be that what wve understand is apiarently the case
from the report is not, in fact, the case. And maybe
ths staff will have a different view after it sees the
£iling, but we wvant tc get further information at this
point.

All right. If there are no other oreliminary
miscellaneous matters, I will allowvw Mr. Dynner to raise
his matter. All right, Mr. Dynner?

MR. DYNNERs Judge Brenner, pursuant to our
g¢nderstandiing of your comments the week before last
concering tne invoclvement by the county in the staff's
IEE inspection on the operating QA program, ¥r. William

Bland, who is the county's consultant, came up from
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Houston to Long Island, and I traveled up there
yesterday, to attend the ILE entrance meeting at the
Shoreham plant.

We were permitted to attend that meeting under
conditions which were explained to us; that wve would not
be allowel to participate or make comments during the
me2ting.

JUDGE BRENNER: I read the protocol,
incidentally, if that will save you any tine. I have
seen the letter from Mr. Hayes.

MR. DYNNERs The protocol was betwveen the NRC
staff and the county. What I'm referring to were the
conditions imposed by LILCO as to the meeting.

Following the meeting, it was our intention to have Nr.
Bland stay up in Long Island, and tcday accompany one or
tvo of the inspectors in connection with thair review of
the operating procedures.

Our desire to do this involved a conversation
with I had with Mr. McCaffrey of LILCO, and during the
course of that conversation Mr. McCaffrey indicated that
it was LILCO's position that the county could only
involve itself in the ILE inspection to the extent of a
maximum of eight hours accompanying the inspector. And
at our request, to the attendance at the two interim

exit conferences scheduled for 11330 ae.m. this Friday
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and the following Friday, and the following exit
conference which is scheduled for December 1S5th.

I stated that the position of the county was
that our understanding of the Board's reguest was that
the county would be involved to the extent that it
vanted to involve itself in all relevant aspects of the
inspection as to the operating QA program. I further
indicated that at this time, the county was not in a
position to state whether it would vant Mr. Bland to
participate in any inspections as an observer, beyond
the inspection today; but that that couldn't really be
determined until after we had his views on the
procedures and processes that wvere being carried out.

Mr. McCaffrey consulted with LILCO's counsel
by telephone and subsequently stated that the position
of LILCO was that unless and until the county agreed to
a limitation of eight hours to Mr. Bland's observation
of the inspection, that he would not be permitted to
coserve at all.

I regret having to bring this matter before
the Board, but it does involve an interpretation of the
parties® understandings as to the extent to which the
Board thought it would be useful for the county to
participate, and we would like to get your clarificatione.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. Before I ask the

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY, INC.
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other parties what happened, let me state one

modification of what you said. We didn't say the county

could involve itself as much as it wanted toj; it was as

much as it vanted to subject to not getting in the way

of the staff's business.

MR.

DYNNER:

That is clearly our

understanding, as is in accordance with ths2 protocol

that vwe did sign with the staff.

JUDGE BRENNER: As long as I'm talking to vau

still, ¥r. Dynner,

vhat did the staff up there say?

Where did this 2ijght hours nonsense come from?

¥R.

DYNNER:

The staff's position was that the

county and its consultants could involve themselves to

any extent that they wished, that the staff would

cooperate fully and would meet with us individuvually and

had no objection whatscever so long as there was an

ongoing protocol,

non-interference protocol, that would

be continuously signed covering each inspection and

observation.

JUDGE BRENNER: Consistent with Mr. Hayes's

letter and the protocol he attached. Is that correct?

KR.

DYNNER:

That is correct.

JUDGE BRENNER: Which gives the inspector the

rizht to throw Mr.

¥R.

DYNNER:

Bland out if he gets in the way.

That is correct.
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JUDGE BRENNER: Well, maybe Mr. ¥McCafirey was
applying LILCO's overtime policies to other parties.
What is the story? Why do I have to wvaste time with
this?

MR. FARLEY: Judge, let me just make a couple
of preliminary comments before I address what ¥r. Dynner
brought up. T found it very uvnusval that, first of all,
counsel for LILCO was given no notice of attendance at
the meeting. I found cut when somebody called me and
said ve've had a reguest to have counsel for the county
and their consultant come onsite, and then the
adiitionsl reguasst to have the consultant for the county
accompany the IEE inspectors onsite, as ¥r. Dynner said,
was not a reguest from counsel for the county but the
request had come directly from the client, which I find
unusual.

So, ve 1idn't find out about the regquest until
I guess it was late yesterday afternoon when it was
brought to our atten ‘on that these discussions had been
going on. It is :ur position we are willing to
cooperate with the county to resolve the issues that
have been brought before the Board in OQA. We think
that the county's participation at the entrance meeting
and the exit conferences would adequately serve the

needs of the parties toc be able to understani what vent
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on in the IELE inspections so that if there is a acis
for any agreement, we can reach that agreement.

We think it s additional and fairly
extraordinary discovery to have the county accompany the
ILE inspectors on their inspection. First of all, the
inspection is much broader than the issues that have
been raised in the contention. The ILE inspectors will
be looking at the OQR procedures. In addition to that,
they will be looking at a number of other procedures and
a number of other organizations, so I think that that is
beyord the scope of the particular contention.

And T think it is going to be difficult to
decide on a case-by-case basis when the inspector is
going into sometuing that is within the contention and
wvhen h"e is not going into something that is within the
contention. T think ¥r. McCaffrey's offer of eight
hours was based on the fact that he knew they wvere
starting with OQA. He thoucht it would be reasonable to
allow them to see how the process worked, to have a full
day with the inspection ana then attend the exit
conferencas -- I believe there are two weekly status
conferences and then the final exit conference -- to
find out the results of the IEE inspection.

JUDGE BRENNER: Explain to me why LILCO even

has a right of rejection so long as it is the staff who
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is conducting the inspecticn and they believe that they
have controlled the situation through the protoccol and
other mrans, as necessary as circumstances arise, to
conduct the staff's business? That is all that is
involved here. VUnless they are hurting you in some way
that T can't see.

1f there was no hearing here before us and the
county hai, or any party had, requested permission of
the staff to be involved and the staff said that is fine
vith us, ve are happy to cooperate, I don't sea why wve
have to get involved. They have limited the number of
people, which makes sence, and so on.

I an 4isturbed, incidentally, before I
criticize the last part of what yocu said, that there wvas
no notice to counsel, and cbviously, I want you to
operate through counsel.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I have to respond
to that because I learned of the schedule for this late
on Wednesday from Mr. Greenman of the NRC staff. I was
leaving town over the Thanksgiving wveekend on Friday. I
spoke with “r. Greenman again on Friday morning early.
He called ne ani said wve wouli get the exact details as
soon as those details became available from MNr.
Greenman, and he explained the protecol.

He at that time informed me that we would have
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to make arrangements for getting onto the site through
LILCO. I tried to phone LILCO's counsel zontinually on
Friday morning; I tried to phone ¥r. Earley, I tried to
phone ¥r. Irwin. I don't which other numbers I phoned
in Richmond. I was unable to raise anyone.

I then zalled back to ¥r. Greenman and
explained my situation; that I wvas leaving town, and I
requested him to attempt to contact Mr. Higgins, the
resident inspector, to convey a request to LILCO that I
vould get in touch with pecple first thing on Monday
morning. Before 9300 o'clock yesterday morning I spoke
with ¥r. Flanagan, apoloyized to him that I had not been
able to contact someone prior to that time, and
explained the situation.

JUDGE BRENNER: You agree that normally you
should vork through counsel?

MR. LANPHER: I alwvays, of course, agree with
that, and I did attempt.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. That covers the
matter. You might have called Mr. Bordenick or other
staff counsel on Friday, ani maybe you did.

MR. LANPHER: Well, Mr. corlenjick earlier had
put me in contact with Mr. Greenman, ari invited me to
converse with him directly. ¥r. Greenman is the branch

chief of Ragicen I who is heading up this inspection.
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¥R. BORDENICK: That is correct, Judge
Brenner, and I might explain ay part. Wednesday was my
last day in the office. I think the holidays protably
contributed to all of this, and T simply assumed that
since staff had been in contact with the applicant, the
technical people and also the county, that the word
vould cet to counsel. I apologize for my not personally
calling them, but I think the holiday situation
contributed to this.

JUDGE BRENNER: It doesn't apply here but
sometimes on inspection there is a problem in notifying
the utility. If it is an unannounced inspection, they
shouldn't be notified. You could have inspections
unannounced at the utility which a third party micht
know about it if they are going to accompany them, It
is rare, but once in a while that happens. But that
doesn't apply here.

All right, ve all agree on the principle, and
I understand what happened now. In terms of this
particular inspection, wve're rdot going to try to decide
what's in controversy and what is not in controversy.
It is not their right to do this. Whether it be a right
or ot I d4on't know. It is acceptable to us for the
county to participate; we encourage that kind of

participation. We're not going to separats out what is
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in controversy and what is not. They are allowed to
participate in the inspection as far as the staff is
concerned, and ve are happy with that staff attitude.
If they get in the way, they will get the heave~-ho. It
is that simple. If they are not in the way, they can
accompany them.

Unless I can see something else that I am not
understanding, ¥r. McCaffrey's idea of eight hours
limitation has nothing to do with what makes sense in
this situation. If he vanted to apply it, he should
apply it by what is going on and not by an arbitrary
eight hcars. And LILCO -- the county doesn't have to
vork through Mr. McCaffrey.

Here again, we can deal with counsel, and the
staff at the site should assist the county, as long as
the staff agrees they are not in the way, in making sure
that they have the access they need.

MR. PORDENICK: I think we have done that,
Judge Brenner, and we will continue to do that.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, I hope you stated that
to your represeantative ani that your representative
stated it to LILCO's representative that this eight
hours was a figment of his belief.

MR. BORDENICK:s I hope he did. I can't

actually state whether he did that or not. I wan't
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there.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. Unless I can see
that LILCO is prejudiced in some way, the county can
participate consistent with the staff's protocol. We
will be very sensitive to the staff taking whatever
action it sees fit to assure that the efficiency of its
inspection and the thoroughness of its inspection is not
compromised. And the staff, in the first instance, has
the fnull authority and right to do that. |

MR. BORDENICK: Judge Brenner, I want to point
out that that is correct, but then ve get into a
situation where it is the applicant's property, ve can't
control who the applicant is going to allecw to move
around on his property.

JUDGE BRENNERs Well, I don't think it is at
the point where I have to consider whetherAve have to
issue an order to> allow them on, now that we have
discussed the situation.

MR. EARLEY: Judge, sinc2 this matter only
came to our attention yesterday afterncon, we haven't
had an opportunity to look into it in detail, bdut I am
not so sure that the staff does have the right to bring
anyone onsite to accompany them in the ILE inspection.
That would take some research.

I do think in this proceeding that the county
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does have the right to certain discovery procedures, and
that would be covered on discovery. If discovery was
appropriate, discovery would be limitad to the scope of
the particular contentions in controversy.

Additionally, our other objection, Judge, was
the fact that having pecple onsite does impose some
burdens on LILCO in that for security reasons, you have
to provids escorts. IELE people do not reguire escortse.

JUDGE BRENNER: We're talking about a maximum
of two people there who are going to 3o with the TEE
people. I don't want to deal with this nonsense, it is
that simple, considering all the issues we have before
us. If LILCC has a legal problem it wants to come back
and raise, so far we have only been discussir . the view
that they can look for eight hours and no more. That is
wrong, that is not the deciding factor.

If you think you have a legal basis for saying
they shouldn't be there 2t all, and if you want to
assert that legal basis notwithstanding the staff's
willingness to have them thers and the Board's
encouragement that they be involved as closely as
possible for the sake of efficiency and thoroughness of
this proceeding, then LILCO can raise that. We will
defer the rest of the inspection until we decide the

issue, if nec2essarye.
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But as of now, unless there is further
complaint, then they are to continue to accompany the
ILE inspectors. Again, nothing we have said is in
derogation of the authority of the staff's
representatives on the spot there to do whatever they
see fit, and they can do it without ary prior
authorization from us. We will deal with that after the
fact if necessary, but I want to make sure nothing gets
in the vay of the efficiency ¢r the thoroughness of the
inspection so that the staff can accomplish what it
wants to accomplish.

ME. BORDENICK: Judge Brenner, I appreciate
that statement. I do want to point out, though, in
fairnes to the county I just don't antiripate that that
this is going to be the case on this situation.

JUDGE BRENNER: Good.

MR. DYNNER: Judge Brenner, just for
clarification now -~ is it the position, now that I have
Mr. Bland standing by in his hotel room, that I can
notify Mr. Bland that he can proceed?

JUDGE BREKNER: I thought he didn't use up his
@ight hours yet anyway.

YR. PYNNER: He didn't, but it the
ietermination that he couldn‘'t start until this Board

made its determination.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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JUDGE BRENNER: 1Is that right?

MR. DYNNER: VYes, sir.

JUDGE BRENNER: I would like to know, when
LILCO*s counsel has had a chance toc talk to its people,
if that last statament is true. And if so, why it was
LILCO's position. But take the opportunity to find out.

MR. EARLEY:s Juige, I do know, and the reason
we took that position was that ve did not believe that
the county had 3 right to accompany the inspector. The
offer, -- I believe ¥r. McCaffrey made the offer as a
compromise that he was willing to go with to give the
county's consultant an opportunity to see how the
process worked, and not have to decide when the
inspector had gotten awvay from going into OQA matters
into matters outside the scope of the contention.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, if that was acceptable
to Kr. McCaffrey, vwhy couldn't Mr. Bland proceed towvards
his first eight hours while we considered the matter?

MR. EARLEY: Judge, we just thought the matter
should havs been presentad to the Board. Right now, I
think wvhat we propose to do is to allow Mr. Eland on. I
believe OQA is undervay and we will consider whether
there should be limitations based upon the scope of the
contentions after we have had a chance to take a look at

some of th2 case law.
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JUDGE ERENNERs If there are matters unrelated

to the scope

separate out,

of the contentions that you feel you can

then you had better raise it with the

staff, because as long as the staff is willing to let

them accompan
not going to
villing, and
controversy a
should take p
proceeding th
wvhen we wvere
do when, you

MR.
staff.

Jup
problems like
this Board to

not try to ad

Yy them, that is good enough for me. I am
tell them they can't if the staff is

if there are matters related to issues in
nd you feel it is discovery beyond what
lace, given the efficiency of this

at ve are worried about and the lateness of
all apprised of what the staff was going to
can raise that and we will consider it.

EARLEY: We will take that up with thne

GE BRENNERs: Pecause if we’re coing to have
this it would be very easy on the life of
just do things by the book every time and

just flexible approaches to circumstances

and allov the staff to conduct their inspection and then

allov a period of reasonable time for the county to

conduct disco
schedule test
up another mo
LILCO wants,

about it.

very on the insp2ction and then not
imony until after that. And you have used
nth before you're done. €So if that is what

we will do that from novw on. You think
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And I must say I understand your potential

legal arguments but I don't understand how this idea

eight hours makes any sense in light of those

arguments. Either you do it by subject or you don't

them on at all, or you let them on. But wve will let

on for eight hours; if you don't raise it, that just

doesn't make any sense.

Now we are hearing things second and third

hand, but I haven't heard anything from LILCO

14,814

of

let

you

inconsistent with the report we heard from the county.

Now,

grow up. Not you, but everybody javolved.
All right, let's take a break until 11:10.

(A short recess was taken.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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JUDGE BRENNER: Let's go on the record.

MR. BORDPENICK: Judge Brenner, I don't know
how you are going to proceed at this point, but I just
vanted to briefly state a matter to the Board which I
have discussed with the parties, and essentially it has
to do with vhen the Staff's QA/QC panel will start its
testimony. I don‘'t know if you want to hear from
Applicant first on how long it is going to be with this
panel.

JUDGE BRENNER: Let's do it that way, and then
come back to you at the end. I guess I alsc should
state that maybe I should have more patience with what I
consider relatively unimportant matters and wvelcome them
as 3 pleasant diversion from the important matters. Put
sometimes I think we should spend time on the important
things.

Anyhow, back to important things, ve have read
the portion of LILCO's response to the Torrey Pines
report which allujed to its proposal on how to proceed.
That is fine with us, with the important caveat that
LILCC strongly believes it would rot add a lot of time.
We do not know in the abstract how to divide up those
OQA matters that are likely to be affected by the
Staft®'s further raview and those that are not., We could

make some guess2s, but where the time frame involved is

ALDERSON REPOF™ G COMPANY, INC.
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not great, we are willing to go ahead with the thought
that the time wvasted, if any, would be minimal and that
it may even assist having a better record as a basis for
that, for what's jgoing on even as we sit here in ternms
of the Staff's review at the site.

But why don't you tell us howv much redirect
you have and how extensive you would expect to cet
involved with the details of the procedures on redirect?

MR. ELLIS: At present, I think the redirect
that we have planned is roughly 3 to 4 hours. I will
begin by summarizing by going back and just setting the
stage briefly on the organizational point. I have some
adiitional informiation that I think the vitnesses are
going to testify to on organization. We then will go to
the subject of FSAR and the manual and the procedures.

1 do0 not intend to cover every procedure that wvas
covered on cross~-examination. There are certain
procedures we think can be grouped or categories of
things that we think fall into certain groups that wve
vant tc cover on redirect examination. And then ve will
cover staffing briefly and the number of miscellaneous
matters. Thac generally is the outline of the redirect
examination.

JUDGE BRENNER: All rigsht. As long as you had

essentially, if not completely, finished today, given

ALDERSON REFPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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the amount of time we have left, we will allowv you that
flexibility. Tt's just hard for us to call in advance.
Some of what you get on redirect may change if there are
changes later. But we will allow it, given that limited
time frame, and again with the thought that it =ight
help the bases for the record later, I don't know.

In tecms 27 == all right, after completion of
that and then follow-up questions and even though it
might have to be repeated tc some extent, we will, of
course, allow follow-up on the redirect because the
outcome of the further inspection could be no change, in
vhich case we have the record.

After that, after we complete LILCO's
vitnesses, we would go to Mi. Hubbard. We have looked
at his testimony again. There is very little, if any,
in there that is likely to be changed very much by the
further reviev. It is just not that specific. It talks
abcut his view of problems of implementing some of the
things which certainly touch on procedures and things
licke that. But it is not the kind of detail that is
likely to be wvasted time.

5o we will allov cross-examination on his
direct testimony, if that is the way the parties wvant to
proceed without limitation. If wve see that it starts to

get bogged down in the kind of detail that we think is
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likely to be undone later, wve will hear from any party
at that point or step in ourselves. The Staff is a
little different.

MR, FLLIS: I just vanted to mention we did
revise oht redirect with the hope in mind that wve could
streamline this procedure. I am not going to to through
the procedures one by one. I will, howvever, be talking
about some of the procedures that were talked about and
some cf the matters that Mr. Dynner raised.

JUDGE BRENNER: I understand that. And as I
said, given the total time frame, ve will allow you to
do it.

MR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, if ve are going
to proceed after this panel with the cross cf Nr.
Hubbard on OQA as wvell as the other areas, I note in the
footnote of LILCO's pleading, they state that it does
not intend to conduct detailed cross-examination on all
of the specific OQA procedures. I would like to ask for
a listing of those they intend to cover so that Nr.
Hubbard then doesn't -- I mean he is one parson, and if
there is some that he should take a look at, that would
be very helpful. 1In other words, vhich ones.

JUDGE BRENNERs Can you do that?

MR. ELLIS: VYes, sir, we can do that. T think

it is going to be hampered a bit because right now,
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frankly, I don"t knowvw if he's familiar with any of thenm
from his direct testimony, and if he is not, I don't
intend to ask him any questions about the CQA
procedures. From his direct testimony, I don't think he
is.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, you're not going to add
anything to wvhat you have identified on the previous
identification. VMr. Lanpher's request is vhether you
vant to eliminate anything from that identificaton. T
don't offhand remember whether there are procedures
listed on that previous identification.

MR. LANPHERs I think the previous
identification was all of the manual sections and all of
the procedures utiliza2d by Mr. Dynner in his
cross-examination. I don®t have it in front of me, so
that may not be exactly accurate. Put I thirk it wvas
roughly like that.

JUDPGE BRENNER: Why don't, as we get closer to
it, which will be the end of the day, between the end of
the day today and tomorrow morning, why don't you see if
you can help hin out a little bit beyond? You have
already met our requirement in identification, but I
think the County's request is reasonable, if you can
accommodate it.

The idea is, given the estimated time frames,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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that if the Staffs review ends up with no change in
circums*ances, then ve will not have to come back to
this issue as far as testimony of LILCO and as far as
testimony of the County is concerned. I am not sure how
to proceed with the Staff. I think we would offer the
Staff the option, consistent with our remarks when Nr.
Starostecki was here and then shortly thereafter, of not
commenting on the implementation of the FSAR through the
manual and, in turn, the procedures until it has
completed its review, because as I understand it, that
certainly is the subject of its review. And then you
can supplement your panel with those people, some of
those people who participated in this further inspection.

MR. BORDENICK: Judge Brenner, tentatively,
that is what T had in mind. I don't knowv whether it's
premature for me to raise the point that I was going to
raise earlier.

JUDGE BRENNER: We can do it now.

MR. PORDENICK: In 1iscussions with counsel
for the County and the Applicant yesterday and again
this morning, it appears to m2 that we are not going to
reach the Staff panel this week, and the County agrees
with that. LILCO felt that there was a chance one of
the five present panel amaembers is Mr. Yigogsins, who is

up at the site, and his presence at the site for this
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veek is guite important, I think, to sveryone.

Two of the other panel members could be here,
but it seems to me that even if we reached them Friday,
it would only be for a couple of hours and it would be
kind of a vaste of resources to bring two people down.
So I guess, in sum and substance, I am suggesting ve not
start it with the Staff's panel until at least next
Tuesday. But if the Board feels othervise, they will be
here.

JUDGE BRENNERs How much lead time do you
need? Can we adjust as late as Thursday morning?

MR. BPORDENICK: I was going to suggest
tomorrow evening, which doesn't give us much tinme.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, that is essentially the
same as Thursday morning. I mean I am saying yes, that
is €in2,

MR. PORDENICK: Early Thursday morning, given
that the p2ople involved, two of the people, two cf the
panel are here in Bethesda, so of course that is no
problem,

JUDGE BRENNER: I am agreeing with you. We
will take a look at it Wednesday evening.

MR. BORDENICK: That is fine, except again I
would suggest that ¥r. Higgins would be better left at

the site.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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JUDGE BRFNNER: Yes. I am sure we could werk
around that, especially since we're only talking about a
very small part of a week, if anything. And in
addition, that is one reason vwe suggested changing the
date of that inspection, not the only reason, but it
occurred to us that next week you wouli be smack in the
middle of Kr. Higggins being here.

YR. BORDENICK: Yes, that is all worked out as
the Poard suggested. One other related --

JUDGE BRENNEPs Bring it back up Wednesday
evening in case we forget.

MR. PORDENICK: I will do that. One other
related aspect. I have had discussions with ¥r. Llanpher
on this. One is, I think that the County is perfectly
amenable to doing this, and the Staff has total
flexibility in this regard. I would not like to have
members of the Staff panel who are not directly involved
in the question sitting there. They can all be off
doing sther things. I think the parties can work it out
among themselves, and I just wanted to alert the Roard
that that is the vay I would propose to proceed.

Our panel is certainly not as large as the
LILCO panel was. But I would like to proceed alonag the
same lines that the County and the Applicant proceeded

with the Applicant's panel, and if the County will give
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people for even a day to go do other things.

I guess the critical people are the
out-of-town people. The two Beth:sda people are

certainly available on an hour's notice.
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JUDGE BRENNFER: To the extent you c>n work it

out with minimal disruption, that is fine. Don't
shuttle ind1ividuals back and forth so much that we

having to adijust, because I am concerned about

keep

arbitrarily separating a related portion of the record

oute I think it worked out reasonably well with LI
people, although there were scme occasions when it
have ba2en nice to have someboiy else here, and wve d
have to artificially separate the record. So we w
do it wvhere we can along the lines you suggest, pro
the County, as the primary cross-examiner, agrees.
we are sensitive to its wishes very much. But don’
abuse it.

¥R. PORDENICK: I don't intend to, Judge
Brenner. MAs I indicated, the Staff is totally
flexible. It is not a gquestion. But we will work
ou. with the County, and we will keep its concerns
mind. I merely wanted to alert the Board ahead of
that it vas our conterplation to be doing something

similar to what was done with the RApplicant's panel
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JUDGE BRENNER: Let me add one thing. One
good way to make sure you can accommodate the desires
not to waste their time and our desire to keep the
issues togaether is for the Staff witnesses to bring work
that they can do here, and then you can keep them close
in offices here or in Bethesda. And it should be easy
even for the out-of-towners to bring worke.

There has alvays been this thought on the part
of the Staff witnesses, for some reason, or their
supervisors', that once they are out of the office they
can't be working. And I have never inderstood that.

Andi there is a lot they could do. So we could release
them here as lonrg as they are physicallv close. And wve
will be willing to do that as opposed to releasing
meaning they are going off to some distant place.

MR. BORDENICK: We will keep that in mind.

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Lanpher.

MR. LANPHEER: Before we switch subjects, Mr.
Bordenick and I did talk about this yesterday, the five
Staff witnesses, Yr. Gilray and Mr. Rivenbark are
vitnesses only on OQA. They don't participats in any of
the other tastimony. So my view would be that to the
extent we are separating out the O0QA -~

JUDGE BRENNER: Wait a minuta. Mr. Rivenbark

is involved with the ISEG organization, and remember OQA

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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is too broad a description of what ve are going to
deler. We are only coing to defer the implementation of
the details of the FSAR commitments through the manual
and the procedures.

MR. LANPHEF: But to the extent that we are
going to proceed sepatately oh Contentions 12, 14, and
15 versus Contention 13, 13 being OQA, a portion of that
will be heacd now, a portion of that will be deferred.
While ve are proceedine on -- 12, 14, and 15 -- I have
no objection to Messrs. Rivenbark and Gilray not be«ing
here and vice versa.

But beyond that, I think Mr. Gallow, ¥r.
Higgins, and Mr. Narrow will need tc be present on
Contentions 12, 14, and 15 because they are all
interrelat2d and they all participate. PBut ve will do
our best to accommodate.

¥R. RORDENICK: Well, we can wvork it out. I
don 't think we need to get into the details this morning.

JUDGE BRFNNERs All right, why don't you try
to do that. Try to separate it out. Don't try to
separate it out t20 narrovwly sc that w2 have to
artificially vait for somebody else to have the answver.

¥R. BORDENICK: We won't do that. And again I
vould point out that Mr. Rivenbark and Mr. Gilray are on

call within the hour. They are right down the street.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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JUDGE BRENNER: They are going to be the
easier parties. PRased upon the County's estimat, they
are going to spend, they proprse to spend more time on
the nonoperating QA with the out-of-town people.

Whather th2y speni the full time they contemplated will
be a function of their own adjustment and our
direction. We will see how things go.

MR. BORDENICK: The remaining, somewhat
related, item is T have had several discussicns over the
last several veeks with Mr. lanpher as regards documents
thst he proposes to use with respect to
cross-examination of Staff‘'s panel. And he has given me
a listing in the past. There are several items that
were quite broad, and he has acknowledged they are
broad. I ra2cognize that he has been extremely busy in
connection with the Applicant's panel and
cross-examination and so forth.

I Jjust simply wanted to indicate for the
record, though, that the Staff is generally familiar
with the documents he has indicated, but the more
specificity ve can get as to what he wants to use and
hovw he wants to use it, the faster the proceeding is
going to go. So I would just simmply =state that as a
summary of what I think is where ve are vis-a-vis our

discussions betwesn Mr. Lanpher and I.
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JUDGE BRENNER: Why don't you talk to each
other very quickly to make sure that you are
communicating the Staff's view of which documents are
broad and where greater specificity would be most Fighly
desired. If you haven't already done that.

MR. PORDENICK: We have done that, and ¥r.
Lanpher has promised me more in that regard. And I have
indicated that I am willing to have the Staff be looking
at documents the day before they have to testify. 7T
just don't want to be in a position where they are
referred to a document and th2y have to take the Board's
time and everybody's e¢lse's time on the stand looking at
it becaus2 th2y 1iidn't get advance notice that he vas
going to make inguiry with respect to that document.

JUDGE BRENNER: Can you give them that better
specification this week?

MR. LANPHER: That is what I told Nr.
Bordenick, that I hope tc be able to do, and I intend to.

JUDGE BRENNER: Even if you don't have it all,
just as we have done when the shoe was on the cther
foot, the County's witnesses, give them what you have as
soon as you have it so they can make use of it as much
this week as possible in reviewing those documents, and
then finalize it certainly by next Monday with the idea

that what you give them later would not be the first
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item you are goiny to ask as they take the stand.

¥R. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, one last
clarification. I understand that the detailed
implementation aspects of OQA with respect to the Staff
are being deferred, the rest of the Staff testimony on
OQA will not be deferred. Correct?

JUDGE BREFNER: That is correct. And in fact,
if you look at their direct testimony, it is my
recollection -- and I might be wrong; it's been a while
since I read it -- there is very little of that detail
in the testinony.

MR. LANPHER: Fine. With that
understanding. At an earlier time you had requested the
County to proceesd with OQA prior to Contentions 12, 14,
and 15. Does that continue to be the Board's desire?

JUDGE BRENNER: I would still like to do
that. The reason is wve want to have a better control of
the tire frame. Very caniidly, as I think we stated
before, we were surprised by your time estimate of 8
hearing days for non-0OQA cross-examination.

Now, you may show us that, yes, indeed, you
need all of those days. PFut we want to be in a position
to judge it, and we thcught CQA would bde less
controversial in terms of the time take«:, civen the time

estimates of 2 days. And it should come in about those
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2 days, since, if anything, there will be a little less,
recognizing you are going to get another opportunity for
the details of tha2 procedures with the Staff witnesses
after they have prepared their assessment as a result of
their inspection.

So come back to the further CQAR on that
aspect. We would still like to proceed that way. If
there is a big problem because Mr. Dynner wants to be up
at the site for part of this inspection, we would be
willing to adjust. But if you don't raise any probdlenms
with us, wve would rather proceed that wvay.

Pid you plan to be up at the site for part of
that inspection, Mre. Dynner?

MR. DYENER: I really can't make the judgment

now until I get a report from our consr about
whether it would be useful for me toc dc T did
expect to 30 up for the final exit meeting . c¢he 15th.

JUDGE BRENNER: If you wvant to adjust our
proposed order so that you can be at the site, we would
be willing to do that., You just let us know.

¥R. BORDENICKs Judge Brenner, in just talking
with Mr. Gilray, it is his feeling as one of the
vitnesses that it would probably be more efficient,
although he is responsible for the SER input, he thinks

it would be mcre efficient to do it as a package rather

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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than separate them out. That is, what I am suggesting
is essentially vhat the County is suggesting -- I am
agreeing with ths County =-- is to defer it. PRut I am
not urging that. I am Jjust giving Mr. Gilray's views.

JUDGE BRENNER: MNaybe I don't have a good
handle on what is still involved in the Staff's
inspection at the site. What parts of the OQR issues
that we have had cross-examination on here so far beyond
the procedures is involved there? That is, are they
looking at the ISEG organizations and that type of thing?

MR. BORDENICK: Yes. They are looking at a
broad range of procedures up there. It is not limited
to, if one can use the term, OCQA.

MR. DYNNER: From our pcint of view, Judge
Brenner, we have no preference. We could do it
vhichever seems to be the most efficient and convenient
way for all parties.

MR. BORDENICKX: Again, I don't think we have a
precference either, but just passing on Kr. Gilray's
comment to me right here that he tihinks it would be more
efficient to 4o it as a package.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, I am trying to find out
why, and you can let him talk if you want rather than do
it through you. ¥y criterion is that which is likely to

be changedi by the inspection, we dafer. 1f it's not

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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likely to be changed by the inspection, I would rather
go ahead and get at least som2 of the OQA nowe.

MR. BORDENICK: I don't think it would be
possible to> say what would or wouldn't be changed.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, within the scope of the
inspection would be good enoughe I am going to> take a
look at Contention 13. Maybe we all should do that.

(Pause.)

JUDGE BREKNER: For example, is the adequate
staffing of operating QA/QC personnel goinjy to be a
subject or is the Staff review on that complete?

MR. DYNNER: Judge Brenner, I may be able to
be of some assistance.

JUDGE BRENKER: Let me get their views.

MR. BORDENICK: I think Mr. Dynner was coing
to say he wvas present at the entrance interview
yesterday, which I wasn't. So maybe he can shed more
light on it than I can at this point.

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Silray should know what
the scope of what they're going to do is 30ing to be.
Is that right?

MR. BORDENICK: He does know the scope, and
yes, they are going to look at that.

JUDGE BRENNER: What about 13(c), assuring

that replacement material and parts will be equivalent

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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to the orijinal eguipment? Ari that is a summary; there
are other parts of it.

MR. BORDENICK: They will be looking the
prccedural aspects of it.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, that is certainly part
of it. (b) is affected by the procedures.

MR. BORDENICK: I think you can probably
generally say it is all affected by procedures. And it
might be a little difficult to> separate it out in the
abstract. On the other hand, wve could proceed with the
Staff witnesses, and it depends upon the kind of answvers
you get. But I think, as Mr. Gilray has suggested, it
is probably going to be more efficient to do it at one
time.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right, you have convinced
use. We will separate out the Staff's part of OCA. We
think the party putting it tcgether is in the best
position to judge. And I guess we also didn't fully
appreciate what the Staff is doing vis-a-vis the scope
of the full contention. So we will wait until after the

taff is ready with its supplemented intormation in the

wn

formal report of its inspection and its supplemented
vwitness panel to 40 0OQ2A.
So we will defer OQA. However, we are still

going to let -- and vwe are trying to compromise by

ALDERSON REPORTING COMFANY, INC.
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accommodating all parties -~ we are still going to let
LILCO include what it wishes to include in the redirect,
given the short length of time. And also given Mr.
Hubbard's testimony to date, wve will allow inquiry into
that direct testimony because it doesn't guite go into
that great a detail on these matters. We recognize that
some of it could change. It is just impossible to draw
the line very clearly, and wve are going to allow the
County a chance to supplement its testimony after the
report also, if it wishes.

So the greatest danger for redundancy I think
is going tc be with Mr. Hubbard's testimony, and wve will
take that chance provided it doesn't go on too long.

But we will separate out the Staff's portion, and that
will free Mr. Dynner's time up, too, to some extent.

Are we prejudicing any party to the extent we
are not realizing?

(Nc response.)

JUDGE BRENNER: Hearing nothing, we want to
move on quickly before somebody thinks of something.

(Laughter.)

JUDGE BRENNER: All right, let's -- well, it's
quarter to 12:00. Why don't we get in at least half an
hour's worth of redirect.

MR. ELLIS: Judge Brenner, as I indicated, the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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first area that I intended to complete is the areaz of
orzanization that ve had started in the 20 or sc¢ minutes
that we pursued redirect on Frida:. I have given the
Board several documents. One which the Board need not
be concerned with because it was LILCO Exhibit 38, a
portion of it already, that was the WASS-1284, But I
have given the Board a copy of -- and the parties -- a
copy of ANSI N18.7-1976, the cover page, and pages 4 and
S. And I apologize for the gquality of this copy. It is
the best that we could find. We will supplement the
record with a better copy as soon as we are able to do
SO.

That, if we could have, I will be using that
very briefly. And also, the transcript for OQA
testimony is what we will be using during this few
minutes prior to lunch.

My last number, I believe, is 38, and I think
these would be 39 and 40.

JUDGE BRENNER: Let's go off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

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

We had a discussion off the record, and it may
not e necessary to put the excerpts from the ANSI
standard in as an exhibit if its use is brief enough.

So we will hold off on that for nov and decide later.

ALDERS()N REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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All risht, we are up to LILCO Exhibit 39. We

can mark the cne-pace

for OQCR Testimony™ as

entitled "Transcript Corrections

LILCO Exhibit 39. And if you ask

the right guestions and get the right answers, we can

put it into evidence.

Whereupon,

And I will let you do that novwe.
(The document refarred to
was marked LILCC Exhibit No.

39 for identification.)

JCSEPH X. KELLY

ARTHUR R. MULLER

and

EDWARD J. YOUNGLING

ths witnesses on the
been previously duly
further testified as

REDIRECT

stand at the time of recess, having
swern, resumed the stand and

follows:

EXAMINATION -- Resumed

BY MR. ELLIS:

0 Mr. Kelly,

40 you have before ycu what has

been marke? LILCO Exhilit 397

A (NITNESS XELLY) Is that the transcript

corrections?

Yes, sSir.

©

A (WITYESS KELLY) Yes, sir, I do.

o) And what is

LILCC Exhibit Number 397

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-8300
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A (WITNESS KELLY) *"Transcript Corrections to
OQ0R Testimony."™

Q Does that list the page numbers and the

correctinons?

A (WITNESS KELLY) Yes, it does.

Q And are these corrections that you made or

were made under your direction and supervision?

& (WITNESS KELLY) Yes, they are.

MR. ELLISs I would move this into evidence,

Judge.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right, ve will admit it

into evidence and bind it in to the record as if read.

39,

(The document previously
marked LILCO Exhibit No. 39
for identification vas
received in evidence.)

(The document referred to, LILCO Exhibit No.

follows:)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Transcrint Corrections for 00QA Testimony

‘ Tr. 12,651, line 15: chanae "1977" to "1976"
Tr. 12,671, line 15: change "meet" to "need"

Tr. 12,707, line 21: chanae "safetv-related" to "non-safety
related"

Tr. 12,813, line 13: change "17.2.4" to "17.2-24"
Tr. 12,815, line 5: change "Aopendix C" to "Abnendix BR"
Tr. 12,830, line 5: change "OQA" to "OA"
Tr. 12,830, line 6: change "Department" to "Section"
Tr. 12,894, line 24: change "wouldn't" to ‘'would"
Tr. 12,948, line 2: chanae "SC1201301" to "Sp 12.013,01"
Tr. 12,956, line 11: change "of" to "not"
' Tr. 12,957, line 24: chanae "report" to "supnort"
Tr. 12,958, line 12: chance "local" to "LILCO"
Tr. 12,137, line 19: chanage "9.5.1" to "5.9.1"

Tr. 13,139, line 7: change "rrolona" to "perform"
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‘ 1 BY MR. ELLIS: (Resuming)
2 Q Mr. Muller, vhen we recessed on Friiday a veek
3 ago, you vere testifying on the subject of NRC guidance
‘ 4 ani industry guidance on 0QA organizations. And I
§ believe you testified that the NRC guidance was
6 WASH-1284 and ANSI N18.7-1976. Do you recall that
7 testimony?
8 A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes.
9 Q And with respect to ANSI N18.7-1976, I believe
10 you testified that that standard approved or recommended
11 the organizational structure that LILCO uses; is that
12 correct?
13 A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes.
‘ 14 Q Could you read the sentence or sentences
1§ giving the page number in the ANSI standard N18.7-1976,
18 on which you vere basing your answver?
17 A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes. It is paragraph 3.4.2
18 on page 4. The second column, the last paragraph,
19 middle of the paragraph, depending upon the
20 orqanization;I structure, the individual or
21 orgarizational unit may report functionzlly on site to
plant management or an off-site organization.
0 Mr. Muller, read that once again, if you

would, please. I think there were some prepositions

& ® 8B B

that got out of place.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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A (WITNESS MULLER) Derending upon the
organizastional structure, the individual or
organizational unit may report functionally to on-site
plant manajgement or an off-site orjanization.

C All right. Continue, please.

P (WITNESS MULLER) Reporting to on-site plant
management is preferable since such an arrangement
usually results in improved communications in
identifying problems and initiating corrective action.

Q Now, those are the sentences to which you were
referring in conna2ction with your testimony on NRC
guidance?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, sir.

Q And is ANSI N18.7-1976 endorsed by a reg guide?

A (WITNESS MULLER) VYes, it is Reg Guide 1.33,

Revision 2.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST.. N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-8300
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All right. Then I believe you testified also

in connection with WASH-1284 and you referred to LILCO

Exhibit

38. Do you have that before you? Table 2, or

Figure 2, I beg your pardon.

A

Q

(WITNESS MULLER) Yes, I do.

And is Figure 2 one of the permissible

organizational structures under the WASH document?

A

(WITNESS MULLER) Yes, it is, and that is the

organization that LILCO has.

MR. ELLIS: Judge Brenner, I think in light of

his reading from the ANSI standard there will be no need

to have

second?

that included.

JUDGE CA™®ENTER: May I interrupt for just a

MR. ELLIS:s Yes, sir.

JUDGE CARPENTER: As I read the copy of ANSI

N18.7-1976 that you provided the Board this morning, at

tha eni

of the sentence which reads, "Depending on the

organizational structure, the individual organizational

unit may report functionally to on-site plant management

or an off-site organization,”™ as I read it, it goes on

to say

"(See also 3.2)"
MR. ELLIS: Yes
JUDGE CARPENTER: Is that Correct?

WITNESS MULLER: VYes, sir.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 828-9300



1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

& ¥ B B

14,840

JUDGE CARPENTER: I would like to ask whether
you felt it wasn't appropriate to put that portion of
the document into the racord wvhen you read that sentence
and the following sentence? Do you feel that that was --

WITNESS MULLER: I don't feel that is
appropriate. If I shculd have read it in, I'm sorry.

JUDGE CARPENTFR: Well, I would like ycur help
in understanding why you don't trink it is appropriate.
I ion't have 3.2 before me, so I need help.

WITNESS MULLER: Paragraph 3.2 is entitled
“"Assignment of Authority and Responsibility,” and that
appears on page 3. And it notes that the organizational
structure and the responsibility assignments shall bde
such that -- it lists the responsibility assignments.
Would you like me to read some of it, Judge Carpenter?

JUDGE BRENNER: I t2l1l1l you, why don't you give
us a copy of 3.2 and we will take a look at it. Not
right now. Over the lunch break.

JUDGE CARPENTER: Thank you.

MR. ELLIS: I'm sorry, Judge Carbenter. I
should have caught that when that parenthetical was
omitted.

JUDGE CARPENTER: Thank you for allowing me to
interrupt.

BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming):

ALDERSON REPORTING CCMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 828-9300
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C All right, Mr. Muller, you've told us about
Reg Guide 1.33, Revision 2, which endorses the ANSI
standard N18.7-1976, and the WASH-128u4 document. Are
you avare of any other NRC guidance on the subject of
OQA organizational reporting structur=?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, there is a draft
revision to Reg Guide 1.33 and there is also NURFG-0731,
vhich neither prohibit nor recommend the LILCO
organizational structure. Both these documents, or at
least the ravision to the reg guide, note that the staff
will continue to evaluate the organizational structure
as far as the quality assurance group reporting onsite
or offsite, but it does not prohibit that organizational
line.

Q Mr. Muller, you mentioned NUREG-0731. 1Is that
published c¢r is that in draft form?

A (WITNESS MULLER) That is a draft.

Q And you mentioned Reg Guide 1.33, Revision 3.
Is that published or in draft form?

A (WITNESS MULLER) That has not beesn published
or endorsed.

Q As of this time then, what are the published
NRC guidance documents relating to this particular
subject; namely, the reporting structure for OQA?

A (WITNESS MULLER) That would be the WASH

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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document 1284 and Reg Guide 1.33, Revision Z that

eniorses ANSI N18,.,7-1976.

Q

As of this time then in your opinion, is the

OQA reporting structure in accordance with published NRC

guidance?
A

Q

(WITNESS MULLER) Yes, we are.

Has the NRC staff reviewed or approved LILCO's

organizational structure?

A

(WITNESS MULLER) Yes, they have. And that has

been noted in the SER, page 17.6, paragraph 1, or

paragraph

assurance

17.4, Paragraph 1, which reads, "The gquality

organization of Long Island Lighting Company

provides independence for cost and schedule (when

opposed to safety consideration) authority to

effectively carry out the operations and quality

assurance

program, and a sense of management necessary

to perform the gquality assurance functions.”

Q

Friday at

Mr. Muller, in your testimony a week ago

pages -- for the convenience of the Board and

the parties, I think it was at pages 14,685 through 89

-=- you referred to some advantages and important

features of having CQA report to the plant manager in

tha structure as LILCO has that. How long has the O0QRA

program been in effect at Shoreham?

A

(WITNESS MULLER) Since approximately 1976,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Q And it has been in effect in connection with
vhat activities?

A (WITNESS MULLER) The pre-operational test
phase or the start-up phases, as ve kaow it.

Q Now, those advantages that you testified to
vere those advantages you've actually found to exist in
the operations in your experience of the operation of
the OQOA Department in this pre-fuel load phase?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, as far as being a member
of the plant staff. Once again, I stated on the 19th
that we vere a part of the plant staff; we were not an
outside orjanization. And it is an intangible item in
that we are presented as members of the plant staff. We
are not outsiders. And it instills the quality as part
of the plant staff, not just an outside activity that
has to be met.

Q Instilled in whom?

A (WITNESS MULLER) In the other members of the
plant staff.

Q You also mentioned communication. Have you
found that to be advantageous in your position?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Well, yes. As a member of
the plant staff I have a direct line to the plant
manager; I do report to the plant manager, and I have

direct communications with him.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Q The material you read from the ANSI standard
indicated that “"reporting to on-site plant management is
preferable, since such an arrangement usually results in
improved communications in identifying problems and
initiating corrective action.” Has that been your
experiance?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, it has.

JUDGE BRENNER¢ Excuse me. What did you mean,
you had a direct line to the plant manager? Do you mean
organizationally?

JITNESS MULLER: Organizatiocnally, and the
fact that I report to him. T can wvalk in on him and let
him know that T have a problem. I don't have to go
through anyone else. To walk into the plant manager.
Judge Brenner, what I meant by that is I 4on't have to
30 to one of the chief engineers to talk to the plant
manager ani go jirectly to the plant manager. I don't
report to a chief engineer. I don't report to a
maintenance engineer or an I&C engineer; I revort
directly to the plant manager. I don't need anyone
else's okay to see the plant manager.

JUDGE BRENNERs Well, since you added it, I
will ask now what T was going to wait and ask later.

Why should we infer that if you did nst report to the

on-site plant management, you would then have to go

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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through all of these intermediate people before you
could simply tell the plant manager he's got a problem
or he's d4oing som2thing wrong?

WITNESS MULLER: I could, but I would first go
to my supervisor and let him know vhat I intend to do.
If I couldn't get in touch with my supervisor I would go
to the plant manager, but the plant manager is my
supervisor and he is responsible for implementing the QA
program at the plant. And once again, if I have a
problem with him, I go right to the QA manager.

JUDGE BRENNER: I guess I still don°'t
understand why you postulate that you would be dependent
on going through some supervisor by any off-site
organizational structure of your organization.

WITNESS MULLER: That would be a professional
courtesy. Any manager doesn't like to know what is
going on secondhand; he likes to know from his own
people what is going on.

JUDGE BRENNER: Why would it not be the case
that the only manager you would have would be your
relation =-- the same as your present relationship to the
QA manager, except that instead of having to report
onsite through the plant manager, you could tell him
what the situation is anytime you want to?

d4ITNESS MULLER: If I understand your

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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question, we coull have us reporting offsite and T could
go to the plant manager through one of our procedures.
That would say that I have direct access to the plant
manager.

JUDGE BRENNER: Exactly.

WITNESS MULLER: This is an advantage that I
feel I have.

JUDGE BRENNER: Yes, but couldn't you have all
the same advantages without the potential disadvantage
of having to report through the plant manager?

WITNESS MULLER: On paper, yes, I could. I
just don't feel that it is the same.

JUDGE BRENNER: T understand you don't feel it
is the same, and I'm trying to explore the validity of
your differences and I don'* understand the lack of a
direct lin2 difference. You seem to be postulating all
or nothing as scon as you are offsite and I don't
understand why.

WITNESS MULLER:s No, that is not true at all
because I did state that throuch procedures I could have
a direct line to the plant manager. It is just that it
isn't the same reporting to a CA manager and reporting
to the plant manager.

WITNESS XELLY: Judge Brenner, if I could add

to that possibly, it is a multi-faceted arrangement. I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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think what ¥r. Muller wvas saying was that as far as
being part of the plant staff, he is part of that group
of individuals and has a free flow of communication to
show that he reports to a sufficient high level.

The point of reporting directly to the plant
manager as opposed to the maintenance engineer, the ILC
engineers and other section heads to raport to a chief
engineer before going to the plant manager, that he goes
directly, I think that was the point that he was trying
to get across.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, I understood and that is
why I asked the guestion I asked. Aren't there
advantages from a QA point of view -- and I will ask
you, too, Mr. Kelly, since you are heavily involved in
QA and QC work =-- not tu be part of the organization, so
that you are not part of the normal business of what is
going on and ycu are an outside entity with independent
authority so you don't have to feel as if you are part
of the team effort. That is, it is easier for you to
dissent or point out problems?

WITNESS KELLY: I can speak for the particular
case of the long Island Lighting Company. The fact that
we have aulited the station OQA organization for the
past, I guess, six years and we have never sSeen that

reporting cresponsibility to bes a problem. We have seen,

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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in fact, just the opposite; that the teamwork that Nr.
Muller was describing is there. We instill in the
people QA and QC isn't just something that a group of
T4, 16 or 20 people do; it is the concern of the whole
organization, especially the plant manager. He has got
that responsibility in that plant.

JUDGE BRENNER: I didn‘'t ask my gquestion very
well. Let me try to rephrase it. Jf you take Mr.
Muller's reasoningy and apply it to the situation of your
organization or construction QA organization, wouldn't
those QA people report t~ Mr, Museler during the period
of construction so that they would have the feeling of
direct access and camaraderie and being part of Nr.
Museler's team, just the same as Nr. Muller has cited
the advantages of being on the plant manager's staff?

WITNESS KELLY: As far as the actual situation
that reporting could occur and it would have no
degradation whatsoever to the progran as far as I'm
concerned.

JUDGE BRENNER: But it is inherent in every
construction QA/QC organization I've seen in nuclear
pover since the early seventies at least that those
QA/QC organizations decidedly do not report to the
construction manger's orsanization so they can have the

independence. And my gquestion turned around by the same
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I guess, to you, Mr. Muller, is why shouldn't
of organization be the preferred on in

QA, Just as it is for construction QA? What

are the differences?

to that.

situation
typically
architect

doing QR&A,

WITNESS KELLY: I think I could add a little
The constructiun is a far more complex

from an organizational standpoint. You

have various situations where you have an
engineering firm for a QC; you have a utility

you may have some situations where some

utility is deing their own construction management; in

other cases it is a different fi~m than the firm that is

doing the

QC work.

There are far more vast organizaticnal

complexities to the situation as opposed to a situation

vhere you'

employees,

re taking about strictly Long Island Lighting

and a smaller number of employees wher

compared to the complexity of the construction rect.

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Muller, 4id you have

anything you wanted to say? I would like to get your

vizws on ¢t

concerned,

hate.
WITNESS MULLER: As far as the independence is

I think the ANSI standaris realize that the

plant manager is responsible for the operations of the

plint.
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JUDGE BPENNER:s Well, I know, and the
construction managjer is responsible for constructing the
plant correctly. But I'm trying to understand why the
distinctio. between the construction QA organizational
structure and what you claim is the preferred
operational QA organizational structure.

WITNESS MULLER: I think this is where wve get
into the license and responsibility for the operation of
the plant. Haybe you could carry it over to the
construction side, too, but the plant manager is
responsible for the operations of the plant. If he
doesn®t have his license or it is taken avay, the plant
doesn’'t operate. He doesn't want that condition. He
vants a safe, r2liable plant, and he wants a plant that
has a quality program.

He does have pressures, he does have cost
considerations, but he is significantly free from the
cost considerations. You can't say that no one is free
from cost and sch24uling; I'm not saying that. But the
plant manager is responsible for the long-term operation
of the plant; he is not responsible for the day-to-day
operations. And the licensing consideration is a vecry
big part of his concerns. And if his plant violates the
tech specs or the reg guides or any other regulation, he

is in troublee.
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JUDGE BRENNER: VWouldn't you have more muscle
in telling him he's got a problem if you 4iin*t report
to him?

WITNESS MULLERs I 4on‘'t think so because --
well, once again, I can go to the QA Department manager
ani force the issue that way. I don't think that is the
case with the plant manager.

JUDGE BRENNER: The theory on the construction
QA I believe -- and you or Mr. Xelly can correct me if
I'n wrong -- is to give the QA organization, especially
the on-site QA/QC people, more freedom and muscle, if T
can use that term, by not reporting to the construction
organization. And I don't fully understand why the same
theory wouldn't carry over. And the answer on the
construction QR side could have been that they could
always go to the JA manager, also.

WITNESS MULLER: In our case, we have the QA
Department looking over our shoulder, also. Tihat is one
of the considerations. I am not just looked at by the
NRC. The JA Department comes in and looks at me, NRB
comes in and looks at me, and any adverse findings from
either -- well, any of the orjanizations that look at my
program would reflect upon my administration of the
program, and the plant manager's administration of the

program throigh his line of authority, through re.
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JUDGE BRENNER: Let me ask you a hypothetical
question. You, either through your people on ycur staff
or yourself, become avare of a situation in which the
plant as operating is in violation of some specification
in your view, and under the requirements of the licanse
would have to be shut down. In that circumstance as it
exists then, you tell the plant manager that, he
disagrees with you, he says he doesn't have to shut the
plant down and there's no one else available in the
short amount of time necessary. Whose view prevails?
Yours or the plant manager's?

WITNESS MULLER: I could issue a stop-work
orier which would include shutdown of the plant.

JUDGE BRENNER: I'm not talking about stop
wvork or stop maintenance work. I'm talking about
shutting the plant ddvn.

WITNESS MULLER: That is what I mean.

JUDC . BRENNER: And your authority to issue
stop-vork orders 2ncompasses ordering the plant to be
shut down osver the plant manager's views?

WITNESS MULLER¢ That is correct. I would
have to take that responsibility. It is not taken
lightly at all. It ic a very serious consideration, and
the licensing or the licensed operators are also

responsible for maintaining the plant within the tech
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spec requirements. They have big concerns in that area,
also.

JUDGE BRENNER: Yes, I know, but I'm
postulating on purpose an area where the plant manager
disagrees with you that the plant is in violation.

We're not postulating that you've got 2 plant manager
vho is purposefully violating the law. But on your own,
you can corder the plant to be shut down?

WITNESS MULLER: %Yes, I can, and that is
reflected in the policy statement in the front of the QA
Manual. The program applies to all.

JUDGE BRENNER: Are the operators informed
that in the case of contradictory instructions from the
plant manager and you that they are to follow your
instruction to shut the plant down?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)

WITNESS MULLER: I'm not sure that every one
of the operators would be avare of that. I would go
through the operating engineer and the watch engineer
and let them know the situation and then I would take
action. Per my procedures, I'm requirsd4 to notify upper
management that I am doing something like thate.

JUDGE BRENNER: Before you 40 it?

WITNESS MULLER: If I have to do it

immediately, I would do it and then notify.
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JUDGE BRENKER: Could you tell me which
procedure it is that sets all this forth?

WITNESS MULLER: Well, it appears in the QA
Manual and it’'s in QAPS 2. -- no, let me get that
straight.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. Why don't you take
a look at it over the lunch break and give me the
specific referenc:s in the manual and the procedures,
and if we don°'t already have the procedures before us,
if you can, give us the excerrt. That is, your
authority to shut the plant down on your own in exigent
circumstances of the type we have been postulating. And
I understand that normally you would inform other people
vhere time allowed and so on.

WITNESS MULLERs Juige Brenner, it doesn't
specifically say shut the plant down; it says stop
vork. That is the interpretation that we are working

toward.

JUDGE BRENNER: Stop work has a iifferent

meaning thar shut the plant down, in nuclear parlance, ‘

wouldn't you agree? 1
WITNESS MULLER: I don't agree.

JUDGE BRENNER:s All right. Why don't you show

us the procedure and then we will take any further

clarification you think you want to give.
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ME. ELLIS: If I could have a moment, Judge, I
think a certain amount of redirect has been covered.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right. It might be a good
time to break now, anyway. Now that I glance at the
time. I apologize; I didn't mean to take that much
time. I was going to come back to it after your
redirect and then --

MR. ELLIS: Well, it was part of the
redirect. I'm glad you did. Maybe during the lunch
hour we could further flesh thic out.

JUDGE BRENNEE: I'm striving to understand --
and I'm telling you, Mr. Ellis, so you might help me --
vhy cne organization that is strongly preferred in the
ccastruction site does not carry over by analogy to the
operating side. Obviously, these are very
vell-considered organizations set up by ANSI and LILCO
and so on, but I don't have reasons in this racord that
I am fully appreciating, just speaking personally and
not for th2 entire Roard, as to why the same analogies
don't carry over.

And it seems to me many of the reasons we'res
hearing could hava, in the past, been applied to justify
the on-site type reporting construction for QA and QC,
and it was founi that as a lot of things in life, there

vere competing interests. And the interest that should
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have been paramount was the independent reporting
structure off site.

So I'm trying to fccus on the differences.
And every time I hear an explanation for the differences
I try to apply it as to why that same reason wouldn't
apply to construction QA, and I'm sure there are some
salient differences, in LILCO's mind at least, that I'nm
obviously not fully appreciating. And I'm geing to be
asking the staff the same guestions wvhen we get its
vitnesses. And maybe in its inspection now the
organization will disclose something either unigue or
not unique about LILCO which affects this situation. I
don't know.

And I would also like to know if there is a
procedure which says stop work, whether or not Mr.
Muller's interpretation of what stop vork means is
everyone else's interpretation at LILCO.

All right, let's come back at 1:u5,

(Whereupon, at 12315 p.m., the hearing in the
above-entitled matter was recessed for lunch, to

reconvene at 1345 p.m. the same day.)
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AFTESNOON SESSION
(1:50 pem.)

JUDGE BRENNER: All right, we are back on the
recorde We have another miscellaneous matter related to
QA/QC which is in the same vein as the matters in the
inspection report this morning that w2 saiil we wanted to
hear absut.

We received a copy of another inspection
report; not very crapidly, I might ai4d. Thz report is
inspection number 50-322/82-26. The cover letter
transmitting that report from the staff to LILCO is
dated October 29, 1982. We received a copy from staff
counsel dated November 29, 1982. That is a whole month
that went by.

It contains one matter pertinent tc this
contention in the litigation, and the item was a subject
of a notice of violation issued by the staff, and the
staff has categorized it as a severity level V
violation. A description of the item appears on page 8
and ¢ of the inspection report. It involves the fact
that drawings wer2 not updated, contrary to EEDCRs which
had been issued. And -- well, the description is in
there. While the 3description is in there, it talks
about how this preliminary report by the inspector, the

revisions to the drawvwings wvere issued incorrectly,
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indicating that the EEDCRs had been incorporated when in
fact they had not been.

The log also incorrectly indicated the
drawings had been updated, and of course, through the
testimony we are familiar with these procedures by .ow
and our gquestion is similar to the ones we asked: what
happens2d, and wvhat does that mean in terms of the wvay
this program is being implemented in the context of the
testimony that we have heard.

Mr. Bordenick, you might want to tell the
region to plug reports in more quickly to you sc you can
plug us in more guickly.

MR. BORDENICK: Judge Brenner, I was going to
say I had a couple of comments with regard to your
statement on the timing aspects, and this one was that
this may w2ll have been -- although I d9n't know that
this is the case, but it may have been the one where
LILCO asked for an extension of time on the proprietary
reviewv.

Secondly, I don't know whether the Board has
noticed, but up until fairly rerently, the inspection
reports vere sent out by me when I received them, and I
vas ostensibly receiving them in the normal course of
business. 1 finalily prevailed upon the region to send

them directly to the Roard. This is one that I think
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‘ ! came in after the time that I prevailed on them to send
2 them directly to the Bcard. From here on in, the Board
3 should be receiving them direztly from the region, and
4 they are going out as promptly as possible.
5 JUDGE BRENNER: Are they going to wait for the
8 proprietary review?
7 MR. BORDENICKs: Up until this morning that was
8 my impression, that they would wait for the proprietary
® reviev simply because it would be a little unfair to
10 send it to the Board and not to the parties, and they
11 don’t wvant to send it to the other parties, of course,
12 until the propriatary matters are ironed oute.
13 I was a little surprised, frankly, about what
' 14 appears to be the short turn-around time with respect to
16 the inspection report that you mentioned this morning.
18 I forget the number. I think it was R2-2%,
17 JUDGE BRENNER: That one, it appeared to me
18 that we received it before, but it may be that LILCO
19 didn't have a problem with it.
20 MR. BOPDENICK: That mu:y be correct, I don't

21 know. But in any event, in response to your last

]

statement, the report should get to the Board. There is

nd> delay that I know of. Certainly, there is always a
‘ 24 chance that it can get stuck in a mail room somevhere

28 for a couple of 4ays. But the region had agreed to send
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the reports directly to the Board and the parties, thus
saving the time it would have taken for me to get it
when it might have sat iu one of my mail rooms or sat in
my inbox and that sort of thing. So I did take steps
sonetine ajo to cut that time period out.

JUDGE BRENNER: I think they should send it to
the Board without waiting for the proprietary review,
given the timeframe we are in now. Normally, I do not
like to receive things ahead of the other parties.
However, we're talking about a minimal period during
vhich ve can react if we see things like this, and I
think that would be better for the proceeding, with the
knowledge that the parties are going to receive it as
soon as the proprietary review is cleared.

I'm also going to direct LILCO to immediately
review the r2port and immediately -- and I mean right
away, unless there is a problem -- inform the staff if
it is the case that there is no proprietary problem, so
that the staff can then catch up and jet it to the other
parties.

MR. FLLIS:s We will pass that on, Judge
Brenner. We have already taken steps to find out about
th2 one from this morning. We don't have it here but we
have determin2? that there is not a proprietary

problem. I think we've made arrancements with your
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office to borrow your copy to copy yours to give it out.

JUDGE BRENNER: Yes, my secretary asked me for
it, but I've got it up here, and that is a nroblcu. So
I think she's going to sugges: getting it from the staff
if she can't find it. Mine's a little marked up, is the
problem.

MR. BORDENICK: Could I make a suggestion to
LILCO in furtherance of your previous reqguest? If they
will get word to the resident inspector =--

JUDGE BRENNER: Whoever you think they should.

MR. BORDENICK: ~-- the resident inspector;
then he will call me.

MR. ELLIS: Well, with respect to the one
we're talking about this morning, no. We're just going
to distribute the copies.

MR. BORDENICK:s I'm talking about in the
future.

MR. ELLISs I see.

Judge Brenner, so that we are clear about wvhat
you would like us to 40, I understand that we are to
review immediately all IEF reports for what time period?

JUDGE BRENNER: As soon as possible, and if
you think you need more time to review it, tell the
staff that. If you have completed the review and know

that they can clear it, tell them that. Stay plugged in
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instead of waiting for the normal timeframes, and if
there is clearly no problem, the staff can issue it more
Juickly.

And back up for the last 30 2ays; there migh*
be some others in the mill. Let's see what is still in
the mill and get them cut. And the staff can be helpful
in terms of getting you that list, I'm sure.

This particular one, if ve had received this
timely your witnesses would have been here and I would
have liked to ask them about it.

MR. ELLIS: I take it that this should
continue then until the record is closed on QA? Or do
you want it until --

JUDGE BRENNER: I think it should continue
until the decision, because if scmething pops up ve
vould like to =--

MR. ELLIS: I just want to be clear about how
long you want it.

JUDGE BRENNER: We will entartain
modifications if there are problems that crop up that we
don't foresee now, but I think it is in everyone's
interest not to have a report sit around for 30 days
2ven after the ra2cord is closed, while ve are receiving
precposed findings. And it is very important on the

staff’'s behalf that after LILCO gives them the rapid
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clearance if there is, indeed, clearance, that the other
parties get it rapidly.

Now, of course, you can adjust. GCet it to the
county attorney right away and the rest of the service
list you can do through document service. I am sure you
can come up with procedures. If Mr. Bordenick gets a
copy right avay also without waiting for the rroprietary
review and thep later is given the wori that there is
clearance, he could make his copy rapidly available to
tha county infcrmaliy, even though they will catch up
with the more formal service later from the region.
There are a lot of variations.

The ilea is if the staff works hard to €inish
an inspection in time and get the report out, it is a
shame to then have their report sit when there are steps
that perhaps could be taken.

We couldn't find a copy of 82-29 up here,
other than mine.

¥R. ELLISs The staff just gave us a ccpy.

MR. BORDENICK: Two copies were just delivered
to the hearing roon.

MR. ELLIS: We will copy these and distribute
these.

JUDGE BRENNER: And if there is no proprietary

problem get it to the county right away. If there is a
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problem, make whatever arrangements you need to make for
them to see it.

Okay. We have nothing else. We are ready to
continue with the redirect.
Whereupon,

ARTHUR R. MUI 'R,
JOSEPH ¥. KELLY and
EDWARD J. YOUNGLING,

the witnesses on the stand at the time of recess,
resumed the stand and, having been previously duly
sworn, wer2 examined and testified further as follows:

MR. ELLIS: Two things, Judge Brenner, first.
If I may go off the record for just a moment.

(Discussion off the record.)

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

MR ELLIS: What I would like to do now is ask
some additional guestions based upon the examination by
the Board and see if I can clarify because I think there
is some imprecision in language that I think I can
clarify.

JUDGE BRENNER: I thought we were going to get
copies ot the procedures that the witness was relying on.

MR. ELLI>: Yes, wve have those here as well.
But that is not going to be the whole story. We need to

go into it in som2 additional detail, more than I had
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plarned, because -- but I think it is important to do
it, given the Board's questions in this area.
REDIRECT EXAMINATION - Resumed

BY MR. ELLIS:

Q ¥r. Xelly and Mr. Muller and Mr. Youngling,
Juige Brenner ask2d you a number of guestions concerning
the differences between construction organizational
structures for nuclear power plants and the operational
organizational structures that might make it
advantageous or might not make it advantageous to use
one or and>ther reporting structure.

What are those differences that in your view
would militate in favor of using a reporting structure
that is used for OQA at Shoreham, for the operational QA
and yet at the same time, militate in favor of using a
different organizational structure for a construction
organization that was used at Shorehanm?

B (WITNESS MULLER) Mr. Ellis, some of the
differences in the organization are, for one, diversity
in size. The construction organization is much more
1iverse ani approximately 10 times larger. You have
various contractors involved in the construction, and
you have diffarant grades of people involved.

Q Wwell, ¥r. Muller, what do these differences

mean in terms of the advantages or disadvantages that
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yocu testified to that accrue with respect =-- in your
experience and in the ANSI standard =-- with to reporting
onsite for OQA?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Well, as far as the size and
the diversity, it is difficult to meet with all of the
individuals on a daily basis in the construction area,
whereas the plant meetings that the CCAE is reguired to
attend would meet on the daily basis with the other
plant managers and engineers, and we discuss the
activities that are going on continuously. We can input

the OQA position.

Q Well, -- did you wvant to say something, Yr.
Kelly?
A (WITNESS KELLY) Yes. We have numerous

contractors out there handling the various contractual
work, mechanical piping, HVAC. We have the architect
engineer out there, we have the construction management
organization consistino of different peopls. We have
the NSSS supplier, the contractors with their own QA
programs.

So that as Mr. Muller says, as far as
diversity of personnel, you have many different
organizations with many different managerial chains. It
is a far more complex situation than the team effort

that Yr. Muller was referrino to. As far as c*aff
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meetings, et cetera, it just is not humanly possible
because we're talking about numbers in the range of two
to three thousand people.

e All right, let me see if 1 understand. Thea
advantages you testified to, both Mr. Kelly and ¥r.
Muller, were advantages in terms I think you =aid of
better communication, ferling a part of the team, and
instilling attitudes favorable to gquality. Are you
saying that the structure of a construction organization
with this size and diversity militates against that?

MR. DYNNER: That's a leading guestion. I
object.

JUDGE BRENNER: Very.

MR. ELLIS: It is, but I think I'm trying to =--

JUDGE BRENNER: I know, and I tried, too, and
I couldn't get answers that satisfied me, and I don't
want you td> put too many words in their mouths.

YR. ELLISs Well, I think those are the words
that they have -- well, let me try =--

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, you had plenty of time
to plan the redirect. Well, not plenty of time, but you
had sometime to talk with them, and if they are not
saying it the wvay you think it should best be said,
maybe those aren't the facts. Let's not lead them too

far.
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. 1 MR. ELLIS: Yes, sir.
2 JUDGE BRENNER: Why don‘t you try again?
3 BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming)s

‘ B Q ¥r. Muller, ¥r. Kelly, tell us why the

6§ diversity and size of the construction =-- or how tha

8 size and diversity of the construction organization

7 affects, in your opinion, being able to achieve the

8 advantages that you testified to with respect to the OQA

9 organization reporting line. If you do.

10 M:eo DYNNER: Excuse me for a minute. Judge

11 Brenner, I have another objection that I would like to

2 register, and that is that unfortunately, Mr. Kelly was

13 not present at the time that I vas cross examining *:his
. 14 panel on the issu2 of the organization, and T think it

18 is only fair that redirect be limited to those vitnesses

186 that T have had an opportunity, on behalf of the county,

17 to cress examine,

18 I am perfectly willing -- and I waited until

19 now to see just how much Mr. Kelly vas going to get

20 invelved in this area. I think clearly, he should be

21 able to ask questions of Mr. Kelly on redirect in areas

]

which were covered by cross examination of ¥r. Kelly.
23 But I think in fairness, Nr. Kelly ought not to be
. 24 participating in redirect in areas in which I have not

286 cross examined him.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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WITNESS KELLY: Judge Erenn2r, if I may add, I
was responding to your questions.

JUDGE BRENNER: I knowe I have no
recollection -- and this is part of my problem in
shifting vitnesses around too much -- that Mr. Kelly was
not here for those questions, and I still have no
injependent recollection, although ‘m perfectly willing
to believe Mr. Dynner. Is that right that Mr. Kelly
wvasn't here for those qguestions on organizational setup?

YR. ELLIS: I simply don't know, Judge Brenner.

JUDGE BRENNER: I think that is right because
when I talked about is there a missing witness, I
suggested that Mr. Gerecke wasn't here and then I
mentioned that perhaps that was part of what you had Mr.
Kelly for, and then you said no, you were going to have
him here for another area.

MR. ELLIS: I might add, though, that there
ar2 a couple of differences. First of all, Mr. Kelly
was not here because of convenience to the witnesses.

He was ac’ .z . v not here because he was ill.

JUDGE #-TNNER: Yes, that is an important
difference2, but nevertheless, I agreed that when we put
him back on it would be that he was put back on while
there was still cross examination going on on a lot of

those proca2dures, and the understanding was or should

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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have been that his redirect would be limited to that
which he was crossed on; otherwise, the county has an
opportunity to cross examine Mr. Kelly in this area.

I might also add I'm a little surprised at the
extent to which Mr. Xelly is ansvering some guestions
that T thought war2 ¥Hr. Muller's bailiwick, even the way
your redirect started off. But independently, I
vouldn't have limited his participation other than this
other matter.

Howv are we going to straighten it out, given
the fact that he wasn't here for cross?

MR. FLLIS: Well, there's another factor, too,
ani that is that we did have the redirect last week. I
don*t know whether Mr. Kelly answvered. I carefully
revieved the transcript to see whether he answered any
que~tions there, but they didn't raise any objection at
that time.

JUDGE BRENNERs If they didn't raise the
objection, don't worry about it; you're not expected to
go back over and apply it universally. It is only where
they have raised the objection.

MR. ELLIS: Well, I will direct this gquestion

JUDGE BRENNER: Let me try to draw a balance.

I on my ovn I think focused the analogy between

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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operating JA and constiuction QA more than it had
heretofore been focused. In light of that, I think it
is proper for Mr. Kelly to participate because he's got
the other end cf the perspective; that is, the
construction QR perspective. And ve are exploring why
the analogy holds ap or does not hold up between the
construction QA organization and the operating QA
orjanization.

So I think it would be important to get the
views of both witnesses, and for that reason, I will
allow it. You can follow up, ¥r. Dynner, if you want to
aftervards. So let's leave it at that. But when we're
talking mostly about operating QA, I think we should
primarily hear from Mr. Muller. But you can involve Nr.
Kelly to the extent you want to, ¥r. Fllis.

¥R. ELLIS:s Thank you, gentlemen.

BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming)s:

Q Let me repeat the question. You've indicated
that the differences between the construction
orjanizational structure, or the construction
organization and the operational organization is that
the construction organization is much larger and it is
diverse and it includes contractors, NKSSS suppliers and
so forth.

Did those differences, diffarencss of size and

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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co forth that you have testified to, affect, in your

opinion, the ability or potential to obtain the benefits

that you testified

to result from reporting onsite for

OQA in th2 construction phase? 1In other words, in your

opinion, do you thi

nk you could get the same advantages

by doing it -- I will direct it initially to Mr.

Mullers do you thi
froe reporting onsi
you could get from

A (WITNESS

nk you could get the same advantages
te in construction that you testified
reporting onsite in operations?

MULLER) No, 1 don't think you would.

The communications would be a much larger problem for

construction than it is for the plant staff. Once

again, you‘*ve got a

lot of peocple involved.

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Muller, I think I asked

this question when

county's cross a nu
ask it again in lig
wve've gone today.

you cannot have all

the subject first came up during the
mber of weeks ago, and I am going to
ht of where we are going and vhere

Can you succinctly explain to me why

of the advantages of attending the

mea2tings, rapid communications, having telephone

contact, personal contact, notices of copies of

everything you now

get copies of, and still not have tc

wvork for the plant manager?

WNITNESS MULLER: Judge Prenner, I think I

testified that yes,

we could, in fact, work that way but

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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there is a difference, and it may not be a tangible
difference. One advantage is the plant is a dynamic
structure as opposed to construction. If you find
something wrono in construction, you 3o back and fix
it. The plant is a little bit different. We are
operating, we have fuel onsite, we have to be very much
in tune with wvhat is going on at the plant.

Yes, if ve attended the meetings every day, no
matter who we reported to, wve would learn something.

But I feel that we are part of the organization.
Everyone feels that. We are not outsiders.

JUDGE BRENNER: Let me try to summarize the
competing consiisrations, at the risk of being leading
myself, because I am anxicus to get the benefit o" your
views while you are here. Simplified into two mode) 3,
very simplified, it seems to me that what one might say,
and I believe maybe what you are saying, you can assure
to plug into all >f the communicaticns and take steps to
do that for procedures and organization and wvhatever and
still not report to the plant manager, and ¢hat would
give vou the advantage of al) of the cowsnunications,
although in some ways it may be a little mor=s diffjcult
to arrange than if you had been g¢irectly »n the plant
staff. But nevertheless, it can }» arranged, s« wyou

vould then have the independent protection »f Lot

ALDEAON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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reporting. That would be one simplified model.

On the other hand, you could have a model like
your proposed organization where you are on the plant
staff and therefore you are assured of being in
communication and knowing what is going on at the plant,
reporting to the plant manager, yet having some
safeguards to assure your independence of not being
overriiien by the plant manager.

Is that a fair summary of the twc simplified
models?

WITNESS MULLER: That is a fair summary. We
do have safeguards in our organization.

JUDGE BRENNER: So if I wanted t> save some
time, and not spend a lot of time probing why you don't
just adopt the other model, I could stay with your
proposal but make sure that either I or your counsel or
some other counsel focuses very thoroughly on what the
safeguards are, recognizing that there is a lot of
convenience in your being on the plant staff and
reporting to the plant manager; taking that as a given,
and then focusing on what the safeguards are that are in
place. T guess that is a stateament rather than a
question.

WITNESS MULLER: I would say that it is a

convenience but it is not a compromise.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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JUDGE BRENNER: So long as the safejuards are
present.

WITNESS MULLER: We are required to have the
safequards by regulation.

JUDGE BRENNER: And then is what I was asking
about this morning in terms of your authority. Given a
hypothetical iisajreement between you and the plant
manager.

WITNESS MULLER: And once again, that ability
to go offsite appears in the QA Manual and in our
procedures.

JUDGE BRENNER: I guess the area I started
probing that T thought we would get back to in that
context -- and I'm talking to you now, Mr. Ellis -- is
Mr. Yuller's comment on authority. Maybe that would be
the most productive area left.

MR. FLLIS: Yes, sir, I'm coming to that
because I think that needs to be clarified. And T would
ask the Board's indulgence, because there is a language
problem in this area that T 4o want to clarify.

JUDGE BRENNER: I didn't want to get in the
way tco much, but I wanted you to know what was on my
mind as one individual on the Board, to give you some
direction.

¥R. ELLIS: I want to ask one more clarifying

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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question on what you just asked.
BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming)s

Q Judge Brenner just asked you -- jave you a
summary of the twd> situations, and you indicated it
vould be fair, that that was a fair summary. In your
opinicn, though, even though you could arrange to have
all of these lines of communication and arrange to have
these other conveniences, in your opinion would it be as
effective to do it that way as it would to .eport onsite
and to have that on-site connection?

A (WITNESS MULLER) In my opinion, no. And once
again, the ANST standard dces say that reporting onsite
has certain preferable advantages.

A (WITNESS KELLY) Judge Brenner, specifically
when you talk about how construction organizations are
arranged as far as reporting to QA personnel and you say
experience has shown that it is better not to have the
QA organizations reporting to, say, the construction
manager, that is more probably the typical case. When
the ANSI standard vhich is dated 1976 was written, which
states that it is the preferable method to report to the
plant manager, that was based upon many, many years of
operating 2xperiancec behind thenm.

So actually, what we're saying is from apn

industry standpoint, the industry has found out and been

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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. 1 endorsed by the NRC that that is the best arrangement.
2 JUDGE BRENNER: Well, you see, I can
3 understand very well vhy somebody rurning a nuclear
4 rover plant would prefer that organization.
5 4ITNESS KELLY: Well, the NRC has also
6 endorsed that and I'm sure that's not their concern.
7 JUDGE BRENNER: Okay. I want to probe on this
8 record the merits and demerits, though.
9 BY MR, ELLIS (Resuming):
10 Q All right, Mr. Muller, let's turn now to the
11 issue of the safeguards. In response to Judge Brenner's
12 guestions you indicated that stop work included shutdown
13 authority. Under what circumstances does your stop work
. 14 authority include shutdown authority?
15 A (WITNESS MULLER) T would have the authority to
18 stop work when the limiting conditions of operation are
17 being violated.
18 Q Do you mean a shutdown or stop woark?
19 B (WITNESS NULLER) Well, actually I would

20 initiate a stop work which would shut down the plant.

21 Q Now, let me be very specific about this. You

22 don't have =-- or, do you have authority, ¥r. Muller,

23 actually to touch any switches or controls to initiate a
’ 24 shutdown of the plant?

25 A (WITNESS MULLER) No, sir, I'm not a licensed

ALDERSON FEPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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individual.

Q And that authority resides only in the
operators; is that correct?

A (WITNESS MULLER) There is a chain of command,
yes, but it is in the hands of licensed individuals.

Q So with that in mind, when you say authority
to include shutiown, what precisely do you mean that you
vould be doing?

i (WITNESS MULLER) What I would be doing is
notifying the proper personnel that they are, in fact.
in violation of the LCOs or limiting conditions of
operatione.

Q Now, does your authority to do that extend

beyond the LCOs of the tech specs?

A (WITNESS MULLER) As far as stopping wvork, ves.
Q How about as far as the plant shutdown?
A (NITNESS MULLER) I can't think of any instance

vhere that would occur.

Q So when you talked about shutdown before, did
you have in aind the LCOs of the tech specs?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, I did.

Q And t> be very, very specific now, you dec not
have authority actually to initiate physically the plant
shutdown, do you?

MR. DYNNER: That's leading, I object.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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JUDGE BRENNERs That's okay. It is leading
but it is okay. It is a minor point that he wants to
nail down. A point which I was not confused on, by the
vay, if this is for my benefit, but let's get it in the
record anyvaye.

WITNESS MULLERs Physically, no. And I would
like to add to that that there are checks and balances
built into that system. You can't have anyone running
into the control room demanding that the plant be shut
down. The licensed operator is responsible for the
license and the plant, and I have my responsibilities.
If 1 can identify a condition that wvarrants a shutdown
of the plant, then I would initiate a stop work action
in accordance with my procedures.

BY MR. FLLIS (Resuming):

¢ Now, would that siop work action lead to a
shutdown of the plant, a required shutdown of the plant
if the LCOs of the text specs were not violated?

3 (WITNESS MULLER) Were not violated?

Q Wer2 not violated. 1In other words, let me
restate the gquestion. I think you testified that your
authority to stop work would include plant shutdown
authority only -- or, in the event that the 1LCOs of the
tech specs are violated. Is that correct?

A (WITNESS MULLER) That is correct. And it

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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wvould depend upon the LCO.

Q And your authority to initiate the stop work

that would lead to a plant shutdown is only in the case

of LCOs under the tech specs, is that correct?

A (WITNESS MULLER) For the shutdown, yes.

MR. ELLIS:

done *his a few moments ago, I suppose.

Now, Judge Brenner, I should have

We do have that

procedure that you requested, and I will go through it

now with your p2rmission.

WITNESS MULLER: Could I add to that briefly?

BY MR. EARLEY (Resuming):

o} Certainly.

A (WITNESS MULLER) The stop wvork action could

also indirectly shut down the plant.

Q Would ynu

explain that, please?

A (WITNESS MULLER) If there were a maintenance

activity going on that was performed incorrectly, I

would stop work on that maintenance activity. That

maintenance activity could be part of these limiting

conditions of operation; for instance, they may have so

many hours to get

don 't meet that time
the plant. I would
shut down the plant

on the system. The

system back into service. If they
limit, they woulid have to shut down
not initiate a stop work order to
in that case; I would just stop work

LCO would take care of the shutdown

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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by its21f.,

JUDGE BRENNER: I'm sure we will get into
this, Mr. Ellis, vhen you go through the procedure. I
didn®t have much doubt that you had, Mr. ¥iller, the
authority to stop work on some work activities, and I
also nderstand, as you just outlined, that that
indirectly could cause a shutdown of the plant.

And somabody, I hope, will show me how the use
of the English language in this procedure involving stop
vork also means directing that the plant be shut down,
because those are two different contexts and two
different uses of language so far as I'm presently
concerned. But I haven't reail this procedure other than
glance at it.

WITNESS MULLEE: I think I may be able to
ansvwer that in part at least.

JUDGE BRENNER: Why don't we get the procedure
identified if we're going to work wvith it, and then I
will let Mr. Fllis lead into it with you.

MR. ELLIS: Well, if he can ansver ycur
Juestion directly, I would just as soon have him do it.

WITNESS MULLER: First of all, the procedure
is QAPS 1.2, and as far as -~

MR. ELLIS: Just a minute, ¥r. Muller.

JUDGE BRENNFR: Let's make it LILCO Exhibit

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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40, because in ay memory, if my memory serves correctly,
we admit . the other procedures into evidence on the
same basis. lLet's admit this procedure into evidence
and bind it into the transcrint for convenience, since
it is just a few pages.
(The document referred to
wvas marked LILCO Exhibit No.
40 for identification and
was received in evidence.)

(LILCO Exhibit 40 follows:)
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1WG1SLUBO LRI REVISION 5 SISV
OPERATIONAL QUALITY ASSURANCE 04/16/81
PROCEDURE PREPARED BY

D. M. Durand

TITLE

STATION OPERATIONAL QUALITY ASSURANCE (OQA) STOP WORK AUTHORITY

APPRUVED FOR USE. }/g KM 5///3/1'

DATE

DATE

1.0

2.0

3.0

PURPOSE

To establish the authority of Station OQA personnel to
initiate stop work action for unsatisfactory work associated
with safety-related structurcs, syst:ms, components or
services. 1In addition, to prescribe the criteria for

exercising this authority and the requirements for execut’.ing
stop work action.

REFERENCES

2.1

LILCO Quality Assurance Manual ¢

ATTACHMENTS

None

DISCUSSION

4.1

Reference 2.1 provides the Operating QA Engineer with
the authority to control processing, delivery or
installation activities should unsatisfactory items or
conditions be present and, if necessary, to intitiate
stop work action through appropriate channels.

This procedure establishes the administrative controls
for initiation of a stop work order, either at the
nuclear station or at offsite facilities. Further, it
defines the criteria to be used as guidance in evaluation
of a situation to determine whether work should be
stopped. Also specified are the required actions to be
taken by Station OQA personnel in initiating stop work

action, as well as those conditions necessary to allow
resumption or work.

|
J
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OPERATIONAL QUALITY ASSURANCE PAGE 2 OF 5
PROCEDURE

REVISION 2

TITLE _STATION NAL AL N
EFFECTIVE

STOP WORK AUTHORITY DATE 04/16/81

4.2 The Operating QA Engineer is responsible for assuring
adherence to the requirements of this procedure.

4.4 Reference 2.1 provides the Operating QA Engineer with
the necessary authority to initiate stop work action.

4.5 Stop work action at the nuclear station shall norm-
ally be processed through the Operating QA Engineer.
The Operating QA Engineer may delegate authority to
stop work to designated personnel on the Station OQA
staff. This delegation is authorized only in the ab-
sence of the Operating QA Engineer and shall be‘in
accordance with the requirements of this procedure.

4.6 Criteria for Stop Work Action

4.6.1 Stop work authority shall be considered only
as a last resort and shall be initiated only
when continueé@ work would result in one of the
following conditions:

A. Could possibly cause undue risk to the
health and safety of the public ‘

B. Would cause extensive or irreparable
damage

C. Would preclude further inspection or
verifi ‘ation of quality

D. Would make remedial action incffective

4.6.2 Consideration of stop work action shall include
the consequences of this action such as possi-
ble dangerous or unsafe conditions or situations
which might be created if work is stopped.

4.6.3 Every effort shall be made to identify poten-
tial quality problems early so that timely
corrective action may be initiated to preclude
stop work. However, when the conditions des-
cribed in 4.6.1 exist, OQA personnel shall not
hesitate to exercise stop work authority.
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PROCEDURE
REVISION 3
TiTLe _STATION OPERATIONAL QUALITY ASSURANCE (OQA)
EFFECTIVE
STOP WORK AUTHORITY DATE 04/16/81

5.0 REQUIREMENTS

5.1 Norn.lly, the Operating QA Engineer shall initiate
any station OQA stop work orders. Station OQA
personnel who identify conditions which, in their
judgment, justify stopping work sha’l notify the
Operating QA Engineer immediately of the conditions.
The Operating QA Engineer shall evaluate the situa-
tion and, if necessary, initiate required actions.

5.2 1In the absence of the Operating QA Engineer, when the
situation will not permit delay of action, those per-
sonnel on the Station OQA staff who have been dele-
gated stop work authority shall be contacted and shall
initiate required action.

5.3 The stop work order and reasons for initiation of the
order shall normally be issued by Station OQA to the
appropriate Section Head. 1In the absence of the cog-
nizant Section Head, or in the event of disagreement
over the necessity of stopping work, work may continue
only at the discretion of Station OQA and the matter
shall be referred first to the appropriate Chicf En-
gineer and then to the Plant Manager.

5.4 1In the event of a difference of opinion betwcen the
Plant Manager and the Operating QA Engineer over the
necessity of stopping work, the Operating QA Engineer
shall refer the matter to the QA Dept. Manager.

5.5 As soon as practicable after issuance of a stc work
order, written notification of this action and the
reasons for the action shall be provided to the:

A. Cognizant Section Head
B. Cognizant Chief Engineer
C. Plant Manager

D. Manager, Quality Assurance Department

E. Vice President, Nuclear

FC-933
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TITLE __STATION OPERATIONAL QUALITY ASSURANCE (OQA)
EFFECTIVE
STOP WORK AUTHORITY DATE  04/16/81

5.6 Written notification shall identify:

A. The condition that led to the issue of the
stop work order.

B. Personnel involved.
C. Person to whom the order was issued.
D. Time and date of the order.

E. Where possible, the recommended corrective
action.

5.7 Off-Site Activities

5.7.1 A stop work order at an offsite facility,
such as a vendor plant, shall normally be
initiated by the Operating QA Engineer when
quality assurance for such work is under his
cognizance. Station OQA personnel who iden-
tify conditions, which, in their judgment
necessitate stop work action, shall ncotify
the Operating QA Engineer immediately. The
Operating QA Engineer shall evaluate the
situation and, if necessary, initiate re-
quired action.

5.7.2 1In the absence of the Operating QA Engineer
designated personnel on the Station OQA
staff are authorized to initiate stop work
orders.

5.7.3 The Operating QA Engineer shall contact the
Plant Manager, or his designee immediately,
detail the situation and initiate the stop
work order.

5.7.4 Written notification, containing the infor-
mation specified in Paragraph 5.6, shall
be provided to the Plant Manager by the
Operating QA Engineer as soon as practicable
with a copy to the QA Department Manager.
This information will be transmitted to cog-
nizant management personnel of the organiza-
tion where work has been stopped.

FC-93)3s
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PROCEDURE
/e STATION OPERATIONAL QUALITY ASSURANCE (0QA) REVISION 2
EFFECTIVE
s STOP WORK AUTHORITY SPPRETIVE &8
1

5.8 Resumption of Work

5.8.1 Work may be resumed only when authorized by
the personnel responsible for issuing the

stop work order and only under the following
conditions:

A. The nonconforming conditions have been or

are in the process of being corrected and
verified.

B. Measures have been taken to prevent
recurrence of the nonconforming condition.

6.0 RECORDS

The Operating QA Engineer is responsible for maintaining

the documentation of stop work actions, corrective/preventive
’ action and verification, and authorizations to resume work in
the Stacion OQA file as part of the permanent plant file.

1411920 QAF-S 0007
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JUDGE LRZNNERs Go ahead, Mr. Muller, I am
sorrcY.

dITNESS MULLERs: As far as stop work and
shutdovwn, there may be differences of opinion as far as
vhat they mean. And by stopping wvork or shutting down,
vhat I mean would be that I would identify that there
has been a limiting condition of operation violation.
This would be something that would have not been
detected by the operating staff. I would be notifying
them through the stop work that they have violated it.

Due to their licensing commitments, they would
have to shut down the plant.

MR. ELLIS: May I pursue that one for just a

minute? ;
JUDGE BRENNER: Yes.
BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming;:
Q First of all, is the interpretation you just

gave also the interpretation of the plant management?
A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, it is. Under those
conditions I woulil be initiating a stop work because I
vould be notifying them that they have violated the
limiting conditions of operations.
Q Now, if you did initiate a stop work that
involved a limiting condition of operation under the

tech spec and the operator dii not agr2e with you and
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you could not physically shut the plant down, as you
have alrealy testified, what would then happen?

A (WITNESS MULLER) First of all, I wculd go teo
the appropriate section head first, which would te the
operating engineer, and if we had a disagreement with
him, I would go to the appropriate section head or plant
manager, and T would go up th2 chain of command if wve
had a disagreement, which would include going to the QA
manager.

Q Now, that is for a violation of a limiting
condition of operation in which you disagreed with the
operator to whom you presentei the stop work order.
Let®s go to what has been marked as LILCO Exhibit &0,
and referring specifically to 5.3 and S.4, is your
authority to initiate the stop work order independent of

the plant manager?
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A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, it is. I would not
have to ask the plant manager if I could issue a2
stop-vork order, or the section head, for that matter.

Q Maybe the best way to do this is speak
hypothatically. Suppose¢ that you observed a condition
which, in your opinion, required based upon the criteria
in the procedure required a stop-work order, and would
you then prepare any sort of piece of paper to give to
someone?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes. In accordance with the
procedure, I would have to prepare a written stop-work
order, and I would pr;pate it.

Q To whom would you give it, assuming the
situation I gave you, that there is some maintenance
procedure or some sort of repair proca2dur2 going on
that, in your opinon, requires a stop-work order?

A (WITNESS MULLER) If it were a maintenance

activity, I would give it to the maintenance engineer.

He is the appropriate section head.

Q Now, is he rz2quired to obey that stop-work
order?
A (WITNESS MULLER) He is required to obey it if

he agrees with it. If not, he can bring it up with the
plant management. We go up the chain from that point.

But he woull stop wvork.
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Q He might disagree with you, but would he have
to stop worh whether he agreed or disagreei?

A (WITNESS MULLER) If I insisted, yes. Now,
once again, these are -- they involve evaluation. I
wvould not hesitate to go up the chain if work didn't
stop; if I demanded the work to stop, they would have to
stop the work.

C Well, paragraph S.3, though, indicates, does
it not, that work may continue only at the discretion of
the station OQA? -

B (WITNESS MULLER) I just said that if I
demanded it, if he2 could convince me that there may be
more involved with that, we may have tc go up above him
to find out exactly what the story is.

(Counsel for LILCO conferred.)

Q So if there is a disagreement then, and the
person to whom you issued the stop-work order disagrees,
you have indicated he must nevertheless stop work, and
the disagreement is taken up your chain and his chain.
Can the work continue without your approval?

A (WITNESS MULLER) No.

Q Now, is there a difference between this
situation that ve have been discussing and the operator
of the plant involving shutdown, is the operator of the

plant oblijated to follow a direction or a suggestion in
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your stop-vork order that a condition, a limiting
condition of operation has been viclated and the plant
should be shut down?

2 (WITNESS MULLER) He is reguired to
investigate that condition, yes.

Q He is not required to follow that instruction
or suggestion, is he?

A (WITNESS MULLER) He 4ould have to evaluate
that. And if, in fact, the limiting condition of
operation were being violated, he would shut down in
accordance with his license requirements.

(Witnesses conferrei.)

A (WITNESS MULLER) What I have to add to that
is that T do not have direct authority to shut the plant
dowvn. There are only five peoples the plant manager,
tvo chief 2ngineers, the operating engineer, and the
vatch engineer. Once again, if I initiate the stop-work
action and they are violating an LCO, they would have no
choice but to shut down. If there is an interpretation
problem, we would 9o up the chain of command.

Q Now, if there is a iisagrzem2nt in the
interpretation, and you said you would go up the chain
of command, if the operator, though, 4id not want to
shut the plant down, the plant would not be shut dewn;

isn*t that correct?
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B (RITNESS MULLER, That is correct. It is his
licensing decision or license decision.

Q By contrast, and I think it is a contrast,
would the person to wvhom you gave a stop-work order when
you vere observing a maintenance condition or scme other
condition that you thought warranted stop work, they, I
think you indicated, were obligated to stop work?

L3 (WNITNESS MULLER) Yes, they are, per this
procedure. The difference is, is that the operating or
the licens2 personnel are responsible for the operation
of the plant. They have more knowledge than I do as to
the status of the plant. They would have to determine
all of this. This would be a written stop work that I
would issue, and that whole process would have to be
evaluated not only by the plant manager but possibly by
other organizations, including the QA manager.

Q Could there be circumstances involved in
shutting the plant down that might make it more or might
make it unsafe or undesirable to shut the plant down
despite what wouli appear to you to be a2 violation of an
LC3 that you might not be awvare of?

R (WITNESS MULLER) I think I just said that
licensed individual is awvare of the operating status of
the plant. He is the licensed indiv.dual responsible

for his license.
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Q All right. Let's ¢co back to the hypothetical
where you are obsarving a2 maintenance procedure. And I
think you indicated that if you issue a written
stop-vork order, suppose the plant manager than learns
of the stop-vork order and disagrees with it. Can he
without your approval rescind it?

A (WITNESS MULLER) No. Once I have issued it
-=- pardon me, this is my responsibility to rescind it,
it is no one else's. And that is in paragraph 5.8 of
the procedure.

«Counsel for LILCO conferred.)

JUDGE BRENNERs This last question and ansver,
as I understand it, was in the context of stopping some
sort of work activity as distinguished from opera:ion;
is that cocrrect, Mr. Muller?

WITNESS MULLER: That is correct as far as
once I have issued the stop-wvork, according to the
procedure, I would be the only one that could rescind
it. If T am proven wrong by the QA manager or the plant
manager, then I wvould rescind it, and I don‘'t have to
explain exactly why.

JUDGE EBRENNER: I believe you earlier
testified that an instruction from you to shut the plant
down vas the same 2s or came within the scope of a

stop-vork order. And I now understand that that is not
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the case.

WITNESS MULLERs Well, it could be the case
dzpending upon the conditions. If there is an
interpretation problem, they wvouldn't shut the plant
dovn immediately. If there is a clear-cut violation of
the limiting conditions of operations, the end result
wvould be the shutiown of the plant.

JUDGE BRENNER: That would have been the
operating staff's decision?

WITNESS MULLER: It means they would have
ajreed vith me as far as the limiting conditions of
operations.

JUDGE BRENNER: I repeat my question. As I
read particularly 5.3 and 5.4 as to wvhose word counts
vhen there is a difference of opinion right away, those
sections say that your wvord counts and they're written
in terms of a stop-work order. Therefore, the situation
you are describiny about shutting down the plant does
not come within the scope of the stop-work order as
those procedures apply. Is that correct or incorrect?

WITNESS MULLER: Well, from the point of view
that I cannot order a shutdown, yes. However,
indirectly, the stop-work could affect tlie shutdown.

JUDGE BRENNER: I am not talking about that

situation, I am talking about a situation where they are
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violating the plant, in your view, violating the
limiting condition of operation and not just because of
the vork going on but because of the circumstance of the
operation at tha: moment. If you point that out and
State it as your viev that the plant should be shut down
due to that viclation, that is not a stop-vork order as
that term is applied in section 5.3 of this procedure,
is it?

WITNESS MULLER: I cannot order a shutdown of
the plant. So it does not apply in that sense.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, wvasn't that the most
important sense of the stop-work order from an OCA point
of view; that is, that immediate authority to stop work
by the OQA?

WITNFESS MULLER: That is very important.
However, if I am not technically gualified, then that
would be a check-and-balance put into the system.

JUDGE BRENNER: That's fine. I understand
that. But we got into the stop-work proceiur2 because
you tecld me you have the authority under the rubric of
stop-work that a1 plant be shut down, and that is howv wve
got back into this. And I vas surprised by that. And
that is why wve have gone as far as we have with it.

WITNESS NULLER: What I 3idn't say wvas

indirectly. And once again, you can't have unlicensed
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individuals or unqualified individuals telling someone
to shut down the plant. That is very important.

JUDGE BRENNER: I understand that. It is Jjust
not the response ve got earlier, and that might have
been the response that distinguished the operating QA
organization from the construction QM organization also.

Incidentally, in passing, you have stated that
there vere a limited number of people who could shut the
plant down. And you ran down their positions. Are you
sure of that?

WITNESS MULLER:s I don't have the procedure in
front of us2. But we 4id reviev it earlier. And it wvas
the plant manager, tvo chief operating engineers, the
oparating 2ngineer, the wvatch engineer, and I think the
licensed operators. Mr. Youngling can add to that.

JUDGE ERSNNZRs You 4idn't include the last
one before.

WITNESS MULLER: I meant as far as the upper
chain of command.

JUDGE BRENNER: A licensed operator car on his
or her own shut the plant down; isn't that correct?

WITNESS YOUNGLING: That is a true statement,
Judge, yes.

JUDGE BRENNER: I have heari that before

somewvhere in this proceeding.
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dITNESS MULLER:s What I meant by that, Judgo

Brenner, is I would not go to any operator, I would go
through the chain. It wonldn't be normal to go to the
first operator I see and say, shut down the plant. That
is not tha case.

(Counsel for LILCO conferred.)

BY ¥R. ELLIS: (Resuming)

Q Mr. Muller, do you knowv whether the NEC
requires or even recommends that the OQA engineer have
the authority to shut the plant down? That is, the
authority without going through the procedures that we
discussed?

A (WITNESS MULLER) That is not a regulatory
requiremer:, 9, that the OQA or the OQA individual have
the authority to shut down the plant. PBut he has to
have the authority to stop work.

(Counsel for LILCO conferred.)

JUDGE BRENNER: Let me try to put it another
waye. Even if y 2 reported as the OQAE to an off-site
organization before action was taken to change the
operationil mode of the plant, either the plant manager
or his designee available at the moment needed would be
involved in that type of decision; is that correct?

WITNESS MULLERs That is correct.

JUDGE BRENNER: Because of his or her

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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licensing, operator license authority and also knowledge
of what situations exist in terms of the running of the
plant; is that correct?

WITNESS MULLER: That is correct.

JUDGE BRENNER: So even if you reported them
off-site, he would still have to be plugged into that
type of decision?

WITNESS MULLER: Absolutely.

¥R. ELLIS: Judge Brenner, I think that clears

up, at least from my perspective, and I propose to

continue on beyoni the procedure at this pnint unless
the Board has further gquestions on it.
BOARD EXRHINATION
BY JUDGE MORRIS:

Q Mr. Muller, did you participate in the
decision miking as to which of the acceptable on-site QA
organizations would take place at Shoreham?

: (WITNESS MULLER) Ye specifically, no. I have
only been the operating QA engineer since September or
Octoher. I don't remember the date. It has only been a
fev weeks.

Q Do you have any direct knowledge of the basis
for the decision that led to the current organization?

A (AITNESS MULLER) The de2cision was made based

440 FIRST ST, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-9300
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1 upon the WASH document during the origin of the

2 operating QA group. That was 1975 and 1976.

3 Q The WASH document describes more than one

4 organization that is acceptable?

L] B (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, it does. It describes
8 four organizations.

7 Q So you 1o have any direct knnwvledge as to why

8 one of those wvas selected br LILCO?

9 A (WITNESS MULLER) Personally, no.
10 Q Mr. Kelly?
1 MR. ELLIS: Judge Morris, may I just

12 interject, if I may, that thae term "direct knowledge"

13 may be difficult for him. By that do you include

14 conversations vith others? That may be helpful to them
168 in understanding.

186 BY JUDGE MORRIS:

17 Q By "direct knowlodge," I mean either

18 participat2d in discussions or be a part of the decision
19 making or be a direct observer of those processes.

20 A (WITNESS KELLY) To the best of my

21 recollection at the time that that decision was made, nmy

22 recollection is bafad upon, as Mr. Muller said, the WASH

8

document and also as one of the accertable means, plus
24 the fact that based upon discussions with various

28 operating plants, that mode was decided, as far as I can
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recollect, to be the optimum method of cuperatione.

Q Did ycu participate in the consic.ration
yourself?

3 (WITNESS KELLY) No, I did not.

Q Were you present during the discussions?

A (WITNESS KELLY) No. Those were discussions
with people who were involved in it.

Q Mr. Muller, we have skirve?! around the direct
question of whether QAPS 1.2 anywhere states that plant
shutdovn is included in the d2f.nrtion of stop-wor<. 1Is
it your opinion that there are vore words that imply

that or directly state it in that grccedure?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Not diractly, but indirectl:'.

Q Where in the procecures is it indirectly
implied?

A (WITNESS MULLER) It 13 japlied through the

limiting condition of operations.

Q Where is limiting conaition of operation
mentioned in this procedure?

A (WITNESS MULLER) It is not mentioned in
there, Judge Morris. It is not mentioned in there.
That is just part of the toch spec requirements. We do
not reference the tech spec in that procedure. That is
correct.

Q If you look at section 4.8, vhich is labeled

ALDERSON REFDRTING COMPANY, ING.
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"Criteria for Stop-Work Action,” it lists four items.
Are those eguivalent to limiting conditions of operation?
A (RITNESS MULLER) 1If I remember correctly,

those conditions are part of the considerations. I
would have to review that section of the tach spec, but
I think those vords do appear in there. I know they
appear in the QA manual. I have to go back and look at
that specifically.

Q Other members of the panel may respond if they
think they Zan a1i1 something to this.

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Judge Morris, I would say
that certainly U4.6(a) would be implied and associated
with the limiting conditions of operations of the tech
specs, in that the limiting conditions provide an
envelope which allows us to operate the plant so we
don't get into that condition, if you will. And I would
say, yes, that it is implied that that would correspond
to the ground rules set up in the tech specs limiting
conditions for operation.

0 Where is limiting condition of operation
defined? Is it defined in your own tech specs, or is it
defined in Commission guidance or rules?

r (WITNESS YOUNGLING) To my knowledge, it is
defined as part of the technical specifications in the

definition sectione.
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And it is your recollection that that

definition incluies words like these?

A

(WITNESS YOUNGLING) I would have to check if

the exact words were there. I would have to check back.

Q

dell, is it your opinion that conditions could

arise which might satisfy one or more of these items

vhich might not bes spelled out as a limiting condition

of operation in your tech specs?

A

lunch,

(WITNESS YOUNGLING) We talked about this over

and in that short period of time we could not

come up with an instance wvwhere ve saw ourselves as being

outside th2 tach specs. So I would say, no, we couldn't

come up with one.

Q

Did I understand, Mr. Muller, that in your

deciding on whethar or not to issue a stop-work order,

that you would be using these criteria, or would you be

using solely the limiting conditions of operations in

the tech specs?

A

(WITNESS MULLER) Judge Morris, I would be

using both. The LCOs would provide further guidance as

far as

to the

a situation that could possibly cause undue risk

health of the public, to the health and safety of

the public. That is a very general term. I would need

more definition to make a decision like that.

Q

And would you make that decision, or would you
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consult with operating staff?

L) (WITNESS MULLER) I would review the limiting
conditions first, and then I may consult with them. And
it would be my decision to initiate the stop-work. They
may do it after I Jjust discuss something with them, but
that would be rart of my decision. I am sure as soon as
thay found out that they were violating a limiting
condition, they would shut down the plant on their own.
I think their license is enough incentive to do that.

Q In your consideration, would you also consider
the admonition of 4.6.2? And for the record, this says,
"Consideration of stop-work action shall include the
consequences of this action, such as possible dangerous
or unsafe conditions or situations which might be
created if vork is stopred.”

A (WTTNESS MTLLER) Yes, I would consider that,
ani by no meairs vould I consider economics to be a
situvation which might be created if work is stopped. I
don't feel that that fits into that. If -- what that
means is that if we cause a greater potential of danger
by stopping work, then we may issue the stop-work
allowing them to continue the work. I am not sure of
any examples right now. But that would be a possibility.

Or one that comes to mind may involve the

repair of a tank that contains some radioactive waste.
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They may not be following the procedure properly to
repair it, but if I stop the work, the leak could
continue and cause irreparable damage or cause a
condition that would be very dangerous or unsafe. It
would depend upon the situation.

: (WITNESS KELLY) If I could add and give
probably an easi2r sxample is, say, a hook for a crane,
say the OQA engineer found out there was a defect in the
hook. And you had an item in midair held by a crane.
Obviously, you would not want to go out and say, stop
vork, and have it hanging in the air. You would lowver
it down ani then ncot allow that crane to be used again
until that hook was examined and fixed as opposed to
cr2ating a danga2rous situation with something suspended
there.

Q ¥r. Muller, would you agree with me that there
could arise situations in which you would rot Le able to
make that judgment yourself but would need to consult?

A (WITNESS MULLER) That would be very possible,
yes. I do not have a license, and I would have to go to
the technizal peogple to evaluate my concerns. And they
would have to convince me that I am either right or
vrong. Once again, the stop-work is a very serious
consideration, ani T would not use it lightly. But I

would use it if I needed to.
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JUDGE MORRIS: Thank you, gentlemen.

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Ellis.

¥R. ELLIS: Judge Morris, if I may, there is
one question that you asked that I thought I understood,
ani I am not sure that I was clear on the ansver.

REDIRECT EXAMINATION ~-- Resumed

BY MR. ELLIS:

Q Mr. Muller, could 4.6.1(a) through (d), are
there situations that could arise involving (a), (b),
(c), or (d) that would not necessarily involve any LCO?

JUDGE MORRIS: I thought that was asked and
ansvered, Mr. Fllis.

MR. FLLIS: I thought it was, but I am not
sure I understood the answer. Maybe the answer came out
a different way for me. That is why I reasked it. I
thoight the ancwer was obvious, and that is why I was
struck vhen the ansver I thought I came out
iifferent’y. But perhaps I am wrong. It was indeed
asked and ansvered.

WITNESS MULLER: I don't remember what I said,
but the answer would be yes.

MR. FLLIS: Judge Morris, let me stop at this
point and see if you wanted to follow up.

JUDGE MORRISs No, I don‘t want to follow up.

(Pause.)
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MRe ELLIS: Judge Morris, Judge Brenner, I
don't mean to be cryptic, but I understcod the ansver is
different the last time it was asked.

(Counsel for LILCO conferred.)

BY MR. ELLIS: (Resuming)

Q ¥r. Muller, ve have talked about your
stop-work authority as one safeguard involved in or
supplied, furnishesd in connection with the
organizational structure that LILCO uses for OQA. Are
there other safeguards?

A (WITNESS MULLER) As I have testified earlier,
we are audited by the Quality Assurance Department, and
ve are also audited by the NRB. Plus, our procedures
have to be reviewed by other organizations, including
the Quality Assurance Department. I testified earlier
that the plant m:@pager wculd rnot sign one nf ou:
procedures unti! the comments had been successfully
resolved betwzen the QA Lepartment and 20A or the plant
nanager.

We 1ls™ hive thaes fea2iback and communications
with the Quality Assurance [epartment. They approve our
audit schedule. They receive copies of our audits or
our deficiency reports or our NDE reports. Plus wve have
the corporate policy to back us up as far as going to

the plant manager -- I mean going to the QA manager when
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we have problems with the plant manager as far as
disagreements.

Q You mentioned corporate policy. Issuing from
vhom, Mr. Muller?

A (WITNESS MULLER) The corporate policy appears
in the QA manual. It is signed by two senior vice
presidents of LILCO.

Q Yfou are referring now to the QA manual?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, the QA manual, section
II1, Roman numeral =-- no, that's just III, page 1 of 1,
the second page in the QA manual. The policy -- well,
it reads, the corporate statement of guality assurance
policy, and it states that the reguirements stipulated
in these manvals are mandatory and shall be
appropriately imposa2d on all personnel and organizations
vho perform quality-affecting activities from the design
through operation phases of a nuclear power plant. It
is eczsential that strict adherence to the juality
assurance regquirements shall prevail.

Q Mr. Muller, with respect to whether the plart
manager would approve a QAPS without the concurrence of
the QA manager, I think you indicated to Mr. Dynner that
that was a oractice. 1Is ther2 any procedure or
provision that makes it more than simply a practice?

(Witnesses conferred.)
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A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, it appears in QAPS
5.2. There is a requirement that the preparer of the
procedure shall review and disposition the comments, and
that comitted comments are required to be resolved with
the reviever prior to the approval of the procedure. If
the plant manager approved the procedure in front of him
vithovrt having the comments resolved, he would be in
violation of the QAPS.

JUDGE BRENNER: Could you give us a reference
to the section of the QAPS 5.2 that yov are relying on?

WITNESS MULLER: Paragraph 5.2.5. And
paragraph 5.3.2.

(Counsel for LILCO conferred.)

3Y MR. ELLIS: (Resuming)

Q Does that operate as any kind of safeguard in
the sense that we¢ have been talking about it?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, it does because it
me2ns that the comments would have to be resolved prior
to the plant manager's signing our procedure, which
would mean that the Quality Aszurance Department has a
direct input into our procedures.

¥R. ELLIS: Judge Brenner, I propose toc go on
to another subject.
JUDGE BRENNERs Proceed.

BY MR. ELLIS: (Resuming)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Q ¥r. Youngling, on or about I think it was

transcript page 12,662, I think you indicated that the
FSAR does explain how Apperdix B will be met in
accordance with 50.34.B.6.TI. Can you please explain
your basis for that answer and why you think that is so?
A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) 50.34.B.6 Roman numeral
II requires that there be a discussion of how the
applicable requirements of Appendix B will be satisfied.

Appendix B to 10 CFR 5C requires that various
measures and programs be established to satisfy each of
the 18 criteria within the Shoreham FSAR. Particularly,
section 17.2 wve state the measures and programs that
vill be established through the QA program. We present
the structure of the guality assurance organizations and
describe the scope uf the program.

In addition, we discuss the existence of the
juali'y assuranze manuval, and we mike the comaitment
that there be in place written implementing procedures
to carry cut the requirements of the guality assurance
manuali. Through that description in the FSAR, ve state
how the requirements of Appendix B will be met. The
FSAR does not hava to provide the specific details of
each procedure, nor is it required to.

Q What 1o you base your last statement on that

the FSAR does not have to include the detail to satisfy

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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B (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Both the NRC and the
industry have construed 50.34.R.6.TI to require the
level of 12tail provided in the Shoreham FSAR. The FSAR
has been reviewed by the NRC Staff; in particular,
section 17.2. RAdiitional information was provided to
the Staff in response to guestions during the review
process.

In addition, the NRC Staff by virtue of
publishing the safety evaluation report has indicated
that the la2vel of letail provided in the FSAR,
particularly 17.2, does satisfy its regulations,
including S50.34.8.6,

Q Can you give us an SER referenca2 on that?

K (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Yes. The SER, page 17-6,
in its conclusions, section 17.4 entitled "Conclusions,”
the NEC makes the following statement under 17.4(2)s
The quality ascurance program, with the exception of the
nutstanding issue described in 17.5 of this SER,
describes requirements, procedures, and controls that
when properly implemented comply with the reqguirements
of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50, with the acceptance
criteria contained in the Standard Review Plan, section
17,24

Accordingly, the Staff concludes that the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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s description of the guality assurance

program, with the exception of the outstanding issues

notad below, is in compliance with applicable HNRC

regulations.

Q

Mr. Youngling, would you turn, please, to

transcript page 12,863, wvhere Mr. Dynner characterized

your previous testimony relating to content of section

17.2.16 of

the FSAR and asked you a question. Have you

had an opportunity now to review that characterization

to see wvhether you agree that that characterization is

correct?
A

testimony.

(WITNESS YOUNGLING) VYes, I have reviewed the

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Q All right. 1Is ¥r. Dynner's characterization
correct?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) No, it was not. At the
time that I testified, I corrected what I thought was a
misstatement by Mr. Dynner as to whethar h2 was talking
about the quality assurance procedures or the quality
assurance manual, and then with respect to that correct
or other than that correction, I answered that as I
followed the statement, the characterization was correct.

In reviaving the testimony, I also noted an

additional error in the guestion. That error is that
Mr. Dynner stated that the FSAR does not say how the
requirements of criterion 16 to Appendix B would be
satisfied. As I just testified, it is my opinion that
the FSAR does say how the applicable requirements will
be satisfied, and it does not include the procedural
ietails, nor is it required to include those details.

Q Mr. Youngling, are the detailed written

procedures and the manual actuaily a part ¢f the FSAR?

N (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Ko, they are note.
0 Did you have something further to add?
A (WITNESS YOUNGLINC) The detailed procedures

are not a part of the FSAR. They are required by the
quality assurance program as stated and committed to in

the quality assurance manrual. LILCO does have a QA

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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program, and the detailed implementing procedures as
stated in the FSAR are in place.

Q Does the FSAR, in your opinion, have to
reference 1ll of the detailed implementing procedures of
the QA program?

2 (WITNESS YOUNGLING) No, that is not
necessary. The lavel of detail is not rejuired by the
regulations in Section 50.34.B, nor is it required by
the NRC for its review. The FSAR, as I stated earlier,
states to have or makes a commitment to have the written
procedures in place. The Quality Assurance Manual
requires the written procedures, and in fact, written
procedures are in place, as we have discussed during
this entire perioi.

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Ellis, the length of your
redirect is relatively juite short comparei to the
length of the cross, so I 4don't want to be uncharitable,
and I wvant to state that 2t the outset. Hcowever, I know
that question and answer has been on this record any
number of times throughout that long cross examination
in one incarnation or another.

It is a summary of the whole position, and the
question is the detail supporting that.

MR. ELLIS: Yes, sir, I agree.

BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming):

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Q Nr. Youngling, look at --

MR. ELLIS: I think what I was doing, Judge
Brenner, just in a meager defense, if I may, was just
following up on clarifying something and I probably
should havs stopp2d one guestion earlier.

JUDGE BRENNER: As I said, you are being guite
brief, and if we can get goiny you will be even
briefer. But we have heard that ansver a lot.

BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming):

Q Mr. Youngling, look at page --

(Counsel for LILCO conferring.)

This is on the same subject, ¥r. Youngling.
Look at page 12,864 through the top of 12,866. Have you
got that tastimony in front of you?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Yes, I do.

Q Are there any other characterizations of your
testimony that ycu would like *o correct there that are
in line witn wvhat you have just done?

2 (NITKESS YOIJRGLINC) Yes. I would like to make
a correction. I would like to state tha: thies rather
lengthy question similarly mischaracterized our
testimony, and therefore, my response was incorrect.

And now that I have had a chance to review the testimony
in detail, I 20 believe that the FSAR says how the

recuirements of Appendix B will be satisfied.
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MR. DYNNER: I would like to say for the

record that I object to the constant use of the ternm
analogy that I, cross eraimining Mr. Youngling,
mischaracterized his testimony. It is clear from the
transcript that I was asking questions and he was giving
me answvers.

JUDGE BRENNER: The situation -- and I will
state my view and that will be the last word on it --
was that we let you ask some lengthy guestions and asked
the witnesses and discouraged Mr. Fllis from jumping in
saying the wvitnesses could straighten it out or he could
straighten it out on redirect. And we gave you a lot of
flexidbility in asking some very long, convoluted
questions which chose to summarize your view of a 1ot of
the testimony.

50 I'm not going to let you interrupt MNr.
Ellis alcng the lines that you just did because ve
specificalily stopped him from jumpine in then to give
him the right to do what he is doing now. And it
doesn ‘'t surprise me that the witness at the time
couldn't absorb each and every clause and subclause
vhich modified and remodified your question as you asked
it.

This particular question runs almost a page in

the transcript, s> I think what they are doing is fair.
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Just as I stopped LILCO from interrupting you, I don't
wvant you to interrupt his redirect with that kind of
problem. It is their view that you mischaracterized the
testimony and he is getting the sworn witness's answer
as to what he thinks was wrong. And ¥r. Youngling was
careful to state, as I followe? your gquestion and then
gave the ansver. However, even where he didn't
expressly state that, .t is clear that that is alwvays
the situation, and it is understandable that he would
need to go back, given the flexibility we allowed you.

So that is what redirect is all about. Go
ahead, Mr. Ellis.

BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming):

Q Mr. Youngling, you were asked I believe by
Jedge Brenner -- I think the transcript page reference
is on or about 14,288 --., I =ay on or abcut, Judge
Brenner, ba2cause it has been sometime since I locked.

JUDGE BRENNER: I should tell Mr. Dynner, you
se2 now¥w, they're joing to pick on one of my long
convoluted gquestiocas, so it's okay.

MR. DYNNER: As long as they don't say you
mischaracterized anything, Judge.

(Laughter.)

BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming):

Q ¥r. Youngling, you were asked by Judge PBrenner

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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vhat was used by LILCO as a basis for preparing or
drafting the QA Manual and procedures in terms of
format, content and detail. Do you now have an answer
vith respect to that guestion?

A (WITNESS YCUNGLING) Yes. We did check with
our people. Not only the guality assurance procedures,
but also the Quality Assurance Manual was developed
after looking at four major attributes. First of all,
ve revievwed the industry to determine what was out
there, what was acceptable, what was working and what
was in place. We looked at the manuals and the
procedures of five utilities, Niagara-Mcwhawk, the Nine
Mile plant; Power Authority of the State of New York,
the Fitzpatrick plant; Boston Edison, the Pilgrim plant;
Georgia Power, the Hatch plant; and Florida Power and
Light, the furkey Point plant.

Ir addition to the review of what was in the
industry, the people who wvere involved in the
preparation of the manual and proceduress wa2re and are
participants of the EEI, the Edison Electrical
Institute, gnality assurance task force. It was throuaoh
that task force and those various meetings that we
gained additional irsight on a much broader scale as to
vhat wvas acceptable at other utilities as far as guality

assurance manuals and procedures and formatting and so
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forthe.

In addition, for the procedures we also used
the guidance contained in Regulatory Guide 1.33, ANSI
18,7, as appropriate to the quality assurance
procedures. We feel that what we have in place is
entirely consistent with the industry, and to the extent
that ve reviewed it, which we feel is a very significant
extent, we feel that what we have in place represents a
good working set of procedures and manual.

Q What do you mean by good working set?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Well, as I stated, we used
the guidance of ANSI 18.7. In that standard there are
very clear words. Maybe I ought to find them, which
state -- and I'm on page 19 of ANSI standard 18.7-1976
-~ which say under Section 5.3., Preparation of
Instructions and Procedures, it says, "Activities
affecting safety at rnuclear power plants shall be
described by written procedures of a type appropriat=2 to
the circumstances, and shall be accomplished in
accordance with these instructicons anil ;rocedures.”

And wvhat that is saying is when we develnap
procedures, they must be appropriate for the
Circumstances that wve are using them; they cannot be
cookbooks. They have to rely upon the judgment of the

people who are trained and qualified to us2 them. We
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feel that what we have in place has been in place for a

good six years. It is working, and w2 fe2l we have a

good set of procedures.

Q

This is for any member of the panel. With

respect to the QA Manual for Shoreham, was it reviewed

before it was issued, and if so, can you tell us who

revieved it?

A

(WITRESS KELLY) Yes, it was reviewed before it

vas issued. It was reviewed by 22 people. It was

revieved by the Vice President of Purchasing, the QA

Manager,

the Manager of the Field Purchasing Department,

the Manager of Nuclear Engineering, the Manager of

Purchasing, the Plant Manager, the OQARE, the Vice

President of Nuzl2ar, the Manager of Environmental

Engineering, the Manager of Field QA Division, the

Manager of Quality Assurance Division, the Manager of

Construction and Engineering, the Shoreham Project

Engineer, the Vice President of Engineering, the Manager

of Engineering, the Manager of Power Engin2ering, the

Fanager of Nuclear Operations aad Support, the Manager

of Special Servicas Department, the Director of

Production, the Manager of Meter and Test Department,

the Vice President of Operations, and the Startup

Manager.

C

Did the review include the opportunity to

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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comment ani submit comments?

A (WITNESS KELLY) Most definitely, they did.

Q ¥r. Muller, you've described the review and
approval cycle for procedures, and I think in response =--

JUDGE BRENNER: Are you going to ask them to
characterize the comments they got and the level of
detail on the procedures?

BY MR. ELLIS (Pesuming):

Q Yes. Mr. Kelly, are you familiar with the
comments? Did you see any of the comments?

A (WITNESS KELLY) Yes, sir. £And I'm also one of
the persons who made the comments.

Q Can you tell the Board what the comments were
vith respect to the level of detail in *the procedures in
the manual?

A (WITHESS XELLY) They varied in detail from
minor comm2nts to very extensive commenting, depending
upon the responsibility of that particular organization
in the nuclear work.

Q Were there any comments that related to the
level of detail in the manual itself? 1In other wvords,
whare the -omment in the manual isn't detuiled enough?

A (WITNESS KELLY) No, sir. I misunderstood your
question. No, sir.

JUDGE BRENNER: None of the commenters felt

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC.
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there were some detals in their bailiwvick that they
suggested be added to the QA Manual?

4ITNESS XELLY: Not -- when we are talking
details, I presume we're talking about the same context
of the type of detail ve were talking about during my
cross examination. As far as outlining responsibilities
of organizations as it was outlined in the manual, those
organizations, to the best of my recommendation, found
that to be guite satisfactory the way it is outlined.

BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming):

Q Mr. Kelly, to pursue this a bit further, can
you just tell the Board, to the best of your
recollection, some of the comments that you recall that
you received?

(Panel o>f witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Judge Brenner, I made a
comment to the manual in my review process. In the
organization section there was an oversight in
desicnating the startup organization as part of the
operational phase. They had overlooked the fact that
the startup organization will be around after fuel load
for final cleanup and testing, and ve needed to be put
in the organizational section so that our work would
continue under the QA program, since we would be around

after fuel load.
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(Pause.)

JUDGE BRENNER: I didn‘'t have any comment;
don't look at me.

(Laughter.)

MR. ELLIS' I was just pausing in the event
the Board wvanted to pursue this.

WITNESS MULLER: OQR «lso had comments
concerning some of our activities. In some cases the
activities were not alvays listed. We added comments so
that all of the activities that ve were responsible for
vere listed in the QA Manual, such as surveillance,
audit inspection, review.

MR. ELLIS: Shall I proceed, Judge Brenner?

JUDGE BRENNER: I thought somebody was going
tc cite good Jjob, signed so-and-so. Would this be a
good time to take a 15-minute break?

MR. ELLIS: VYes, sir.

JUDGE BRENNER: All right, we will come back
at 3a45,

(A short recess was taken.)
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JUDGE BRENNER: All right, we are ready to

continue with the redirect. I realize we tocok a lot of
th2 time you planned to use. Do you have an idea of how
much more you have?

¥R. ELLIS: Yes, sir, I do. I am a little
less than half. T think I have and I have indicated to
the parties that I have approximately two hours
creraining. I just 4idn't anticipate what we 3id do, and
I am making some adjustments now to further streamline
and expedite it, and I hope they will work.

JUDGE BRENNER: While we wvere off the record I
spoke briefly to Mr. Lanpher and askei him to speak to
the zppropriate LILCO counsel, and I talked about LILCO
getting together to talk about getting together 2n a
narrowing of the remoire shutdown contention for which
testimony 1s going to be filed on Thursday. Although we
had certainly discussed it within a minute or two, at
the time I was talking about when parties would get
together, I forgot the testimony wac being filed
Thursday by LILCO and presumably the Staff, and that
doesn’t leave very much time to scope it through. So I
sujgested c-ounsel talk and with the possibility of
getting tuygether cn that narrowing, certainly in the
next day or so, and perhaps deferring the filing of the

testimony until next Monday or Tuesday. I don't want to
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get a lot >f testimony in that then has to be refiled.

I Jjust wvanted to state that for the record
since for efficiency's sake I had that conversation
iuring the break with Mr. Lanpher. Roth of you had left
the room by then. So I wanted toc reflect that.

MR. ELLIS: VYes, sir. If it is any
assistance, Mr. Irvin is upstairs right now and is
available, prepared to discuss that.

JUDGE BRENNER: I don't want to discuss it on
the recori. I just wanted to solve my brief ex parte
problem, which I have now done, and I expect the parties
to tell me what they have worked out tomorrow morninge.

¥R. ELLIS: I was just indicating to Mr.
Dynner that he may want to tell Mr. Lanpher that Mr.
Irvin is upstairs right now.

JUDGE BRENNER: I think they know where they
are by now. Proceed.

BY ¥P. FLLIS: (Resuming)

0 Mr. Muller, you have already indicated in your
cross-examination the review and approval cycle for
procedures, and I think in response to ¥r. Bordenick's
questions, this is rel-" 41 to that. Would yocu explain,
please, how LILCO ensures that FSAR commitments and
regulatory reguirements are incorporated in the plant

procedures?
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A (WITNESS MULLER) I think I have a good place
to start this time. The first requirement you have to
have is a procedure that tells you hew to prepare
procedures, review procedures, the format of the
procedures, their contents, the review cycle and the
approval cycle.

First, the plant staff has developed that
procedure. We have referenced that in our testimony.
That is SP 12006-01, which is entitled "Station
Procedures, Preparation, Review Approval, Change,
Revision and Cancellation.” 1In Paragraph 8.2.2, that
procedure requires specifically that, reading from the
procedure, "Review of draft station procedures shall be
under the direction of the resporsi’le section head,
chief en¢ineer or plant manager. He shall ensure
compliance with technicel specifications, safety analyis
repoct, NRC regulatcry requirements, conformance to
station procedures and tecnnical accuracv.”

Starting out with that proczdure, we developed
our other procedures. This station procedure provides
guidelines as to the format, the scops, purpose,
responsibiity sections, discussion, precautions,
pra2requisites, limitations ani1 actions, materials and/or
test equipment, the actual procedure, acceptance

criteria, final conditions, references and appendices.
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This provides the basis for all the other
station procedures. Once the station procedure is
initiated, it is reviesved by the section head, he
assures that the reg guides requirements are in the
procedure, the procedure then goes out for review to the
various other organizations and section heads in the
plant.

Q Just the reg guides, or is there anything else
that he ensures is incorporated, is required to be
incorporated?

A (WITNESS MULLER) What I had read vas the
technical specifications, safety analysis report, NRC
rejuirz2ments, conformance to station procedures and
technical accuracy.

Q Now, does audit play any role in assuring that
the FSAR commitments and regulatory reguirements are
incorporated in procedures?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, it does, Mr. Ellis, but
I vasn't quite finished with the response.

Q Forgive me. Go ahead.

A (WITNESS MULLER) I had mentioned that the
procedure goes out for review. It goes out for review
to OQA for one, and other sections. They comment and
reviev the procedures to the FSAR, the Reg Guides, the

QA manual requirements and the other technical
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requirements that the procedures have to meet. This is
just for -- what I am talking about nowvw is just the
initial procedure. So the coements come back, they are
incorporated into the procedure, the procedure is
revieved by the r2sponsible section head and presented
to ROC if appropriate. And wvhether it goes to ROC or
not, it has to be approved by the plant manager and has
to be revieved by the OQA engineer, and the individual
who submits the procedure also has to sign it.

Now, for a revision to a procedure, if we have
an FSAR change, a regulatory requirement change, the
procedure would go through the review cycle. This
reviewv cycle wculd be initiated through another station
procedure that requires *hat all incoming
corresponi2ncz, bulletins, be reviewed for their
applicability to Shoreham and the Shoreham procedures.

Each one of the bulletins that comes in and is
found to be applicable would go to the responsible
section head, who would reviewv his procedures to assure
that the proper changass ar2 made. 1If changes are made
it would go through the review cycle specified in
SP-12006-01. And once again, the review cycle includes
other section heads, the 0OQAR sectioan, ROC if applicable,
the plant manager approval, and signa*ure or review by

the OQAE, ard audit would also play a role in this.
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After the procedurs ha< Leen reviewed, the CQA

section or the OQA Department may perform an audit of

the procedure and the activities performed by a specific

section. The audit would include a checklist which

would require research into the procedures being used,

the regulatory requirements, FSAR commitments that wve

made. The audit would assure that these commitments in

fact do appear in the procedure and are in fact being

implemented.

NR.

ELLIS:

Judge Prenner -- Well, did y~u

want to add anything, Mr. Young¢?ling?

AITNESS YOUNGLING: Yes, just on2 point. ¥Mr.

Huller mentioned initial review of prucedures and

changes initiated from external sor 5« In addition,

there is a requirement in the ANS. tandard that is

implement2i in this procedure that prozedures be

revieved on a perindic basis to snsure that they are

kept up to date and reflective of the plant

configuration and good operatin: practice.

MNR.

ELLIS:

Judge Brznnei, T am now going to

try to proceed to the area of procedures, avoiding

procedure by procedure, streamlining it somehow, but

there will be som= references to procedures.

JUDGE BRENNER: Is that the last subject?

#R.

ELLIS:

No, siry I have a miscellaneous

ALDERSOM REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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section and I have a section involving staffing.
UDGE BRENNER: Judge Morris has some
gquestions.
BOARD EXAMINATION
BY JUDGE MORRIS:

Q Gantlem2n, from your prior testimony it was my
understanding that each department at the site develops
its own QA procedures. Is that correct?

L) (WITNESS MULLER) Judge Morris, that was each
responsible department, not necessarily at the site. At
the operating plant there will be the plant staff
organization known as the Shoreham Nuclear Powver
Station. There will be representatives from the Quality
Assurance Department at times, there is ISEG and there
may be other orgunizations at the site, but as far as
the corporation is concerned, each department has to
develop its own quality assurance implementing
procedures.

Q Well, the latter is what T wac interested in,
but I was interested in the Shoreham plant site
orzanization and whether thers were different
organizations on site which develop their own
implementing prcocedures for compliance with corporate
policy on QR.

A (WITKWESS MULLER) Within the plant

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
40 FIRST ST.. N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 628-8300
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orjanization the procedure that I have just mentioned,
the SP 12006-01, is the procedure that provides for the
guidance and the preparation and review and approval of
station procedures. The station organization consists
of different sections with different departments.

Q fo different sections would develop their own
implementing procedures for OQA?

A (WITNESS MULLER) They would develor their own
procedures in accordance with this particular station
procedure. The procedures would implement the CA
program as far as the responsibilities of the plant
staff organization.

Q Can you tell me why, and what is puzzling me
is vhy one procedure for the plant would not suffice.
That would apply to the different sections.

A (WITNESS MULLER) Judge Morri:, this one
procedure for the preparation, review, approval of
station procedures does apply to the plant.

Q I understand that guidance, but T thought I
understood you to say that the different sections at the
plant site develop their own implementing procedurese.

A (WITNESS MULLER) What I meant by the sections
vere the INC section writes its own procedures, the
maintenance section writes its own procedures, the

operating section vrites its own procedures, and they

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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are all in accordance with this particular station
procedure.

0 Well, I understand that structure. My
question is why wouldn't a single implementing procedure
be a simpler way of doing it at the plant site? Why do
there have to be different implementing procedures for
each section?

[Panel of witnesses conferring.])

A (WNITNESS YOUNGLINKG) Judge Morris, to the
maximum extent possible, we have one procedure to
implement a particular aspect in the plant. For
instance, ve have one procedure on how to write
procedures. I think what might be confusing you was
earlier testimony tha‘® we gave, for instance, on the
control of measuring and test eguipment.

I mentioned that the INC people and health
physics people and the chemistry people and the
maintenance people each had a procedure to control their
own measuring and test equipment. So for procedures
within the plant designed to cover a particular aspect
of the QA program, the reason we chose to do that was in
that particular instance each of the section heads that
I mentioned, responsible department heads for INC,
health physics, chemistry and maintenance, are

responsible to control their measuring and test

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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allow each of them to develop their me~hanism to control
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Howvever, each of the four is, number one,
responsive to thi: procedure on how to write a
procedure, so it has all of the essential ingredients,
plus it is fully responsive to the guality assurance
program reguirements on control of measuring and test
equipment. But in most instances we have one procedure
to control a particular activity. For instance, the
control of all of our maintenance repairs, the MWR
procedure, we only have one procedure to do thate.

Q Tell me if I am correct that the one reason
for doing this is that the kind of work that the INC
people would uo would be 'ifferent, fcr example, than
the maintenance section at the plant.

2 (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Yes, sir.

Q Is that the main reason?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Trat is one of the
primary reasons.

Q That it was decided that they should develop
their own implementing procedures?

A (WITNESS YCUNGLING) VYes, sir.

Q Now, what mechanisms are there to assure

uniformity of the nature of quality assurance that is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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applied among those various organizations?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) The way the uniformity is
obtained is in the review cycle. When a particular
procedure is sent out for review, the responsible
section head will select the people that it will go to.
Let me choose an example, the contrsl >f measuring ani
test equipment, the INC procedure. The INC engineer
would want to put that procedure out for raview. He
vould probably send it to the maintenance engineer, the
health physics engineer, the chemistry engineer, and, of
course, the QA people to ensure that his program is
consistent. So that is accomplished in the review cycle.

Then as a full committee the Review of
Operations Committee will look at that procedure and
approve it to ensure that there is a uniformity of
approach. And then, of cocurse, the guality assurance
people will come in and perform a programmatic audit of
that procziure and the implementation of the QA
regquirements associated with that to ensure that the INC
people are meeting all of the program requirements. So
there is a multi-layer situation there.

Q So do I infer correctly that it would be both
Mr. Muller's organization and representatives of the
Quality Assurance Department that would review these

implementing procedures for uniformity?
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) (WITNESS MULLER) The procedures would not be
revieved in every case by both organizations. They may
be reviewel by une of the organizations but they would
be required to be reviewed by either the Operating
Quality Assurance section or the Quality Assurance
Department, depending upon who prepares the particular
procedure. If the plant generates a procedure, the
Operating Quality Assurance section would pecform that
review. If another organization prepares the procedure,
th2 Quality Assurance Department as a minimum would be
required to review that procedure.

0 Are they reviewed specifically to assure
uniformity in the implementation of the company QA
policy?

A (WITNESS MULLER) The: would be done by a
reviev of the procedure that tells them how %o vrite a
procedure. We would review the station proce ure to the
rejuirements of the procedure that tells them how the
procedure should be written, including the feormat and
inclusion >f all 5f the regquired items, such as
acceptance criteria, requirements, references. We would
also review it to the applicable regulatory guides, FSAR
commitments, QA manual reguirements.

A (WITNESS XKELLY) Likewise the QA Department

would assure that uniformity to the regquirements that ve
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are committed to, so that in fact you would have
uniformity of QA reguirements from one organization to
ansther, yes.

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) 1In addition, that
uniformity is also> ensured or enhancedi by the review,
the peer review that is done at the plant within the
plant staff complement, within the technical people in
the plant staff. So there is an additional layer
there. It is not just the QA people that are ensuring
that, but ve ourselves; the plant staff people, the
technical people curselves are ensuring the uniformity.

JUDGE MORRIS: Thank you.
JUDGE BRENNER: Proceed.

REDIRECT EXAMINATION -- Resumed
BY MR. ELLIS:

Q Gentlemen, Nr. Dynner asked you a number of
juestions concerning procedures and wvhether the
procedures listed the specific responsible organizations
or individuvals. Look at 12.1, QAPS 12.1 if you would,
pl2ase, either Mr. Muller or Mr. Kelly.

JUDGE BRENNER: This is part of Suffolk County
Exhibit 76.
BY MR. ELLIS: (Resuming)
Q Mr. Kelly or Mr. Muller, I think you wvere

here, ¥r. Xelly, and you can say if you veren't ~--
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MR. DYNNER: Excuse me. OQAPS 12.1 was not the

subject of cross-examination in accordance with the
detailed cross-examination plan that was furnished
indicating which parts vere done and which wvere not done.

MR. ELLIS: Well, that may be my error. I
don't have a page reference number. I will jiust ask the
Juestion the other way.

WITNESS KELLY: Well, ve can do it simply.

Why don't we talk about the QA Manual Section 12, which
was discussed.

NR. FLLIS: I beg your pardon. That is my
error, Judge Brenner. I meant the QA Manual Section
12.1.

JUDGE BRENNER: 1If you have ¥r. Kelly ask the
question, then you will have to answer it, instead of
the other way around.

[Laughter.]

WITVESS KELLY: That sounds good to me.

{Laughter.]

MR. ELLIS: I am suffering from cabin fever

here.
JUDGE BRENNER: It is getting late. Proceed.
BY MR. ELLIS: (Resuming)
Q Let me rephrase my guestion. I think MNr.

Dynner asked a number of questions concerning whether

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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provisions in the QAR manual referenced specific
responsible organizations or individuals. Is 12.1 one
of those sections that was asked about?

A (WITNESS KELLY) Yes, it is.

Q And does 12.1 specifically list all of the
responsible organizations or individuals?

) (WITNESS KELLY) PFanual Section 12.2.1 has a
statement in there that organizations that regquisition
products and services, including measure ani test
calibration, are responsible for imposing upon suppliers
the applicable regquirements of this section.

Q Now, Mr. Muller or Mr. Kelly, in your opinion,
is it advantageous or required by any regulation or
otherwicse that 12.2.1, instead of referring to
organizations that requicition products and services,
actually contain a1 list of oryanizations?

A (WITNESS KELLY) No, sir.

0 Why wouldn't it be a good idea or why is it a
bad idea, if that is your view?

) (WITNESS KELLY) Well, number one, there is
nothing to be gained by it. Number two --

Q Why isn't there anything to be gained by it?

L) (WITNESS KELLY) Pecause the QA Department and
the OQR Section are avare of the duties and

responsibilities of the various organ:izations involved

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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with measuring and test eguipment. The various NOC

policies define the responsibilities. The QAR MKanual
Section 1 lefines responsibilities as part of our audit
program. Prior to an audit beng started, research is
done into all of the duties and responsibilities of the
organization to be audited, and when the audits are
conducted, besides assuring that those responsibilities
are identified, we assure that they are implemented.
Also in the process of QA review, the various
procedures of these organizations, that is taken into
account. To put this kind of listing in the manual
wvould necessitate needless changing of procedures when
on2 organization or one particular individual was
added. We would now have to have a manual change, which
in our opinion is needless and a wasted effort that does
ncthing to improve the guality of the plant.

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) I would also like to add
to that that 2ach of the organizations that provide
services to the Shoreham statiou within the LILCO
nuclear program are or have copies of the gnality
assurance manual, and in this way those organizations
are avare of their responsibilities ar? awvare of the
program rejurements.

Q Mr. Muller, does audit play any role in

determining whether the appropriate organizations in
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fact have imposed upon suppliers applicable requirements
of that section as set forth in 12.2.1?

) (WITNESS MULLER) Yese. Audit and reviewv of
the purchase audits would determine that this section of
ths manual has in fact been complied with, and that
audit review would be done by either the Operational
Quality Assurance Section or the Quality Assurance
Department.

Q Mr. Muller, is Section 12.2.1, in terms of not
listing the specific organizations, typical of a number
of representative and typical of the provisions in the
QA manual that you were asked about by Mr. Dynner in
this connection?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, 12.2.1 is a typical
statement in the responsibility section of many sections
of the QA manual. We do not list specifically in every
section the organizations that are to comply with the QA
manual. We do list the organizations in Section 1 of
the QA manual, and that is sufficient.

Q Are the r2asons that you and ¥r. Kelly have
7iven for not listing specific organizations with
respect to 12.2.1 also applicable to the other
provisions in the QA manual 2nd the procedures that do
not identify specifically the organizations that have

the responsibilities referred to in the manual?
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A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, I do agree with Xr.

Kelly's reasons.

Q And are they representative? Are those
reasons applicable to the other provisions that you
asked about on cross-examination that are similar to
12.2.1 in the manual that defines the organizations
generally but not specifically?

: (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, that is correct.

Q Another group of questions you were asked
about, ¥r. Muller, involved references in the
procedures, that is, references to the QA manual without
referring to specific sections of the QA manual or
cross-references between procedures. Is there any
regulatory requirement that there be such references?

A (WITNESS MULLER) No, there is none.

e Are there reasons, in your copinion, for not
inzluding such references in the manual or procedures?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes. Once again, the
individuals that use these procedures are awvare of the
cross-references, they are avare of the other procedures
in the mznual. We don't need to reference every other
procedure in our QA procedures or in the QA manual
because of the reasons that ¥Mr. Kelly just stated. It
does not provide any additional assurance of guality. It

may provide more confusion. It is just not regquired by
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the regulations.

Q Well, when you say more confusion, are you
referring to change control problems that Kr. Kelly
referred to?

A (WITNESS MULLER) That is correct. The change
control could be a cascading effect if we list every
cross-refarence, and I would like to add to that, in the
QAPS's our standard reference is the QA manual. We do
not list specific sections in the QA manual, and it is
not required by regulation. In our view it is not
required. The procedures have been in use for a number
of years. There haven't been any problems identified by
either myself or the Quality Assurance Department in
doing things that way.

Q Mr. Muller, on the subject of
cross-referencing, on pages 12,903 to 905 the subject
vas tne us2 of tha2 surveillance schedule to track, I
think, corrective action, and you were asked
specifically about the reference between QRPS 16.1 and
CAPS 10.5, the surveillance procedure. Is that an
example wvhere a reference is not required, in your

opinion, based upon your experience?
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A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes. Specifically, paragraph

5.2.3 of QAPS 16.1 notes that verification of completed
corrective action will normally be to audit surveillance
or review of documentation. There is no need to
reference the audit procedure, su veillance procedure or
the documentation review procedure in this particular
procedure just because those terms are referenced in
here.

The individuals in my organization knowv that
¢hen they perform a surveillance, their surveillance
must be performed in accordance with the surveillance
procedure, QAPS 10.5.

Q Mr. Muller, you vere also asked about whether
the QAR Manual listed every procedure, every QAPS
procedure or every procedure used to control
quality-related activities. 1Is it reguired or advisable
that such a list be in the QAPS Manual?

A (NITNESS MULLER) No, it is not required by
regulation. That list would, in fact, be very large.

It vould include hundreds of procedures. Each
procedures manual contains its own table of contents.
If one needs to know what procedures implement a
particular criterion, one would go to the specific
procedures manuals to find out what procedures to use.

Evary tim2 a prozc2iure would change, that would mean

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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that the QA Manual would have to be changed.

: (WITNESS YOUNGLING) In addition, the QA Manual
is a program manual that establishes responsibilities
and requirements. It is not -- it would be impractical
ani, in fact, unnecessary *o describe or reference every
single procedure or document in that manual.

(Counsel for LILCO conferrinz.)

A (WITNESS MULLER) I would like to add that.
Once again, the audit program would once again come into
effect as far as the COperational Quality Assurance
Section, and the QA Department would audit the other
oryanizations on the impl2mentation of their procedures
and the preparation and control of their procedures. So
ve don't have to have a list of all the other procedures
in the QA Manual. We would go to the other
organizations®' control manuals and use that as a basis
for our aulit because they are reguired to control the
procedures and the manuals, and to maintain the
procedures and the manuals in an updated fashion.

Q Gentlemen, look at transcript page 13,176
through 179. There, you were asked about Jection 8 of
the QA Manual, referencing the implementing procedures
for identification and control of material beiny
received.

Judge Brenner, actually, I'm not going to key
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to a specific; I just do that for the subject matter.

I think there you indicated that each
organization had certain procedures that were not
cross-referenced. Tell me, Mr. Muller, during the
operation of the Shoreham station, what organizations
other than the plant its21f will receive materials for
installation at the plant?

L (WITNESS MULLER) The only organization that
vill receive the material is the plant.

Q And what organization would do the receipt
inspection in that instanc:?

A (WITNESS MULLER) That would be the Operational
Qaulity Assurance Section.

Q In your view, 4o you think there would be any
confusion resulting from different procedures being used
for identification of materials by different local
organizations?

A (WITNESS MULLER) No, because if we perform the
receipt inspection, the identification numbers would be
clear to us anrd everyone else. In addition, the plant
has an id2n<ification system for parts and components.
These identification numbers would have to appear on the
parts and components coming into the plant. The
purchase order is specifically assigned part numbers to

«11 incoming items, and items are stored under their
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ideatification numbers that would be unigque to the plant.

Q Let me direct your attention now, Mr. ¥uller,
to transcript page 12,969 where the subject was wvhether
QAPS 15.1 defined hold or reject. I think you indicated
the terms vere defined or clarified at 10.1.

In the absence of any reference to 10.1 in

15.1, would the persons using those instructions know
hcw to intarpret those terms, 2ven though there is no
reference to 10,17

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, they would. The ternms
"hold"” and "reject”™ come out of the receipt inspection
procedure. During the performance of this activity is
whan we would attach the hold or reject tag; the reject
tag would be part of the non-conformance control. The
hold tag would also be -- the holi tay would be part of
the receipt inspection; the hold tag would also be part
of the receipt inspection procedure, the documentation.
Or if the part is defective it would be tagged and then
the non-conformance report would be written.

There is no need for the terms "hold"™ and

"reject" to> be defined within the QAPS 15.1 on
non-conformance control.The individuals performing the
receipt inspection wcald be familiar with the issuance
of a non-conformance report or a LILCO deficient report,

an LDR.
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Q Mr. Muller, you have given us some 2xanmples
and testified about the extent to which there is cross
referencing in the manual and the procedures. Is the
cross-referencing that exists in your opinion adequate
and appropriate, and if co, why?

A (WITNESS MULLER) The cross-referencing in the
procedures is adequate because the individuals using the
procedures are avare of the requirements. The
procedures have been in effect and in use for, in sonme
cases, six years. The Quality Assurance Department has
audited us on the implementation of these procedures and
they have not identified any problems.

Q How do new people learn about the relationship?

A (WNITNESS MULLER) Through ths indoctrination
and training program, and through the use of the
procedures.

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) In addition, our review of
the implementation of these procedures has shown that wve
are not missing requirements as a result of the lack of
cross-referencing, nor do we experience any difficulty
in traininy the p2ople on the use of the procedures.

And in addition, we feel that the extent of
cross-referencing that was guestioned would be confusing
and would make it difficult for us to accomplish these

tasks. And, of course, the concept of cross-referencing
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and the cascadiny changes that would result as a result
of changing something would just be overwhelming, and
would even add more to the confusion and the
difficulties involved.

(Counsel for LILCO conferring.)

JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Youngling, when you were
talking about cross-referencing, do you mean
cross-referencing to the particular sections of the
manual or to othe procedures, or both?

WITNESS YOUNGLING: Both, Judge.

WITNESS MULLER: I would like to add one
item. If we continuously change the procedures, I think
that would lead to a lot of confusion with the
individuals no longer aware of the procedural
requirements on a continuously changina basis.

MR. ELLIS: 1I'm sorry, Juvdge Brenner, may I go

ahead?
JUDGE BRENNER:
BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming):
Q Mr. Muller or Mr. Youngling, you were asked a

number of juestions ty Mr. Dynner concerning whether
procedures included adequate criteria or standards. Is
12.3.7 of the QA Manual an example that is typical of
those sections that you were asked about?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Yes, it is.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Q Just for context, Mr. Youngiing, what did that
deal with?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Yes. That particular
section of the QA Manual dealt with the need to provide
the basis for the selection of a calibration standard
wvhen calibrating measuring and test egquipment.

Q Well, Mr. Youngling, in your opinion, is the
guidance given in 12.3.7 adequate?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Yes, it is. Again, the
Quality Assurance Manual proviies the progranm
requirements. In this particular instance, the number
of possibilities that exist -- as I testified earlier,
there are some 250 pieces of measuring and test
equipment at the station, so the number of possibilities
that exist would make it very difficult to spell out the
criteria in the QA ¥anual.

So what we do is we have in place detailed
calibration procedures for each of the piecas of
measuring and test equipment which specify the
calibration standard to be used. That calibration
standard is selected in full conformance with the
requirments of the Quality Assurance Manual and our FSAR
commitments.

I have two procedures with me which are

typical of the calibration procedures “or measuring and
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test equipment that we have in place at the station.

MR ELLIS: Mr. Youngling, before you do that,
I have given those to the Board and the parties and it
might b2 useful to mark those at this time, Judge
Brenner. I will need Judge Morris to help me on the
number; I think it is 41 and 42. Should we mark thenm
together or separately?
JUDGE BRENNER: I think separately. Why don't
you identify them and mark each one in turn.
MR. ELLISs Number 41 will be SP 46051.12.
I'm sorry, 050.12, Revision 9, 11/25,81, entitled "Fluke
8000, A Calibration."”
BY MR. ELLIS Resuming)s
Q Did T read thut correctly, Mr. Younaling?
B (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Yes, sir.
MR. ELLIS: That will be 41. And 42 is SP
46050.06, Revision 4, 5/19/81, “Transmation Model 1040
Digital Calibrator, or Calibration.”
BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming)s
Q Did T read that correctly, ¥r. Youngling?
* (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Yes, sir.
JUDGE BRENNER: They will be so marked.
(The documents referred to
were marked LILCO Exhibit

No. 41 and 42 for

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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identification.)

BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming):

Q ¥r. Youngling, continue with your explanation,
please.

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) What we have here, looking
at Exhibit 51, is an example of an MTEF calibration
procedu~e. The Fluke 8000 instrument is what we call a
field standard. It would be taken into the field to
calibrate permanently-install=sd equipment in the
station. The procedure is written in compliance with
the station procedure 120601. It is reflective of the
requirements of ANSI standard 18.7. It is reflective of
the requirements of the Quality Assurance Manual Section
12, as well as reflective of the reguirements of the
IEEE standard 498 which deals with measuring and test
equipment.

And if you truce through the procedure you
will see under the materials to be used, Section 7, we
make a clear designation of the test egquipment to be
used to calibrate, the Fluke 8000 instrument. So what
ve are using is we are using a Fluke S100B programmable
calibrator, and a Fluke 8000A digital multimeter and
construction manual to implement the procedures.

JUDGE BRENNER: You had better r=2ad 7.1 in its

entirety, since so far this is just for identification.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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10
1
12
13
14
16
18
17
18

19

21

24

25

14,947

WITNESS YOUNGLINGs 7.1 also adds the
jualifier or 2gquivalent, Those particular instruments,
or that particular instrument in 7.1 has been selected
to be in compliance with the requirements of Section 12
of the QA Manual, as well as our FSAR commitment which
commits us to insure that field standards are calibrated
by shop standard, which are four times more accurate or
at an accuracy level equivalent to the state of the
art. In other words, if I can't achieve four times more
accurate than the state of the art, I am allowed to
achieve two times or three times.

So we hava in place not only the criteria to
use and the particular piece of shop standard, but in
the back of the procedure you will see the detailed
calibration data to be taken, and that is Appendix 12.1
of this procedure, which gives me the ranges and the
accuracy raguiremants that I have to achieve in order to
declare a successful calibration of this particular
plece of measuring and test eguipment.

The s2cond proc2dure, Exhibit 42, is set up in
an identical fashion, and if we look at Section 7.0,
that procedure idesntifies the perticular test equipment
to be used. And again, in this particular instance, we
are achieving the requirements of the QA Manual Section

12 as vell as our FSAR commitment. And again, wve are

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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achieving a four times more accurate calibration in this

particular instance.

These two procedures are typical of the
calibration jrocediures that are at the plant, and in
addition, they are examples of how the specific criteria
to implement reguirements of the Quality Assurance
Hanual are set down in detailed implementing procedures.

BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming):

Q Mr. Youngling, I think you indicated in the
isitial part of your ansver that there were so many
different varietiss or 2xamples that could arise that
you couldn®t be -- that made it difficult to be specific
in the manual or the QAPS prucedure itself. Is that
vhat T understood you to say?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Yes, sir.

Q And as examples, are LILCO Exhibit 41 and 42
examples in the METE section, the calibration section,
vhare the ultimate detail is provided?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, those would be two
examples. Yes.

(Counsel for LILCO conferring.)

Q Are these examples that you've given of the
section in Section 12 in the QA Manual and these
procedures, LILCO Exhibits 41 and 42, representative of

the sectiosns that Mr. Dynner asked you about concerning

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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the adequacy of criteria or standards?

L) (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, these examples would be
represetentative. Yes,

Q Are the reasons for not providing more
detailed criteria or guidance in the manual or in the
OQA procedure the same as the r2asons you have given
with respect to the examples and with respect to your
ansvers to Juig2 Norris, a variety of situations?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) Yes. These would be the
same kind of reasons for the rest of the procedures, yes.

(Counsel for LILCO conferringy.)

0 Gentlemen, you vere asked a number of
juestions 1lso about proceduraes that reguired action
wvithout specifying a specific time period. Is QAPS 15.1
involving dispositioning of LDRs in "timely fashion"™ an
example of this?

(Panel of witnesses conferring.)
By that I mean an example of procedures that
require action without specifying a specific time period.

2 (WITNESS KELLY) Yes, sir.

Q dkaye. Mr. Kelly, =--

MR. DYNNER: Excuse me, for the Roard's
guidance I am going to renew my objection about Mr.
Kelly ansvering issues that he wasn't present for. And

for the guidance of all parties, “r. Kelly's first day

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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of cross examination was November 12tr. That appears on
transcript 12,953, On transcript 13,952 it is shown
that that vas the day wvhen, in fact, the county set
forth its detailed supplemental cross examination plan.

Accordingly, an easy reference for all as to
vhat areas vhat Mr. Kelly vas cross examined on would be
the areas in the county's supplemental cross examination
plant, which are a jart of the record and indicated as
having been covered in the cross examination.

MR. ELLIS: I can't recall specifically
whether MNr. Kelly was there for that particular gquestion
or not. I think the fact that he was not here, again,
is not his problem. I will obviate the problem and
direct my juestions to Mr. Mullar, but I think it is
appropriate for Nr. Kelly to add if he wishes.

JUDGE BRENNER: Let's try to avoid the need
for him to add unless you really think it's essential,
because tha2n I'm joing to let the county cross examine
him on it and I don't wvant to go through another round
on the sam2 material, if the vitness who vas cross
examined knows the answvers.

WITNESS MULLER: I can answver that. The
ansver to Mr. Ellis's question is yes, that wvas one of
the examples cf a procedure that did not specify

specific time limits for an acztivity to be performed, or

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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to be responaed to.

BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming):

Q All right. Mr. Muller, is there any
regulatory requirament or any advantage in that instance
in specifying a time period which would be "timely"?

B (WITNESS NULLER) There is no regulatory
tejuirement, ani in many instances a time limit may not
be required. Examples would be a disposition to a
deficiency report may require an engineering evaluation
which may not be required for a certain length of time.
It may not be required in 30, 60 or 90 days.

Another example would be a long lead time on
the replacement part that had been written up. We may
not reguire a disposition immediately on that or within
30, 60 or 90 days. Another example may be the technical
specifications. The technical specifications may
dictate the time limit rather than the LDR.

Q Mr. Muller, is there, then, a great deal of
variety of circumstances or situations that could arise
involving disposition of LDRs that would make a time
period specified either impractical or impossible?

A (WITNESS MULLER) There are a great range of
conditions; whether it is impossible or impractical
vould be a matter of evaluation. It is not required

that vwe have a response everytime within 30 days or a

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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ve2k. We 10 ke2p track of the open deficiency reports
and undispositioned reports as a matter of part of our
program. We maintain a list of reports that have not
been closed out within 30, 60 or 90 days and we do issue
those reports to the plant manager and the startup
manager so they can evaluate the status of each and
every LDR.

The key point is that these items are tracked
and will continue to be tracked urtil they are closed
out.

Q Well in doing that, do you evaluate whether or
not an open or undispositioned LDR ought to continue to
remain open or not?

A (WITNESS YOUNGLIRG) I would like to respond to
that. Yes, that evaluation is made, and that is a
judgment that is made by the technical people
considering all of the requirements and the influences
on the LDR, and the disposition and the correction as 2
result of the LDR. However, again, both the plartc
manager and myself and other people who receive those
LDRs have as one of their prime cecnsiderations the
closure of those items as quickly 35 possible.

We all carry that -- those closure
rejuirements as one of our priorities. LDRs, CARs, they

all fall in the same vein; they are to be addressed and

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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to be addressed in a timely fashion.

Q Mr. Muller, how, as the OQAE -- you've
iniicatad you keep track of them =-- do you make any
evaluation of whether they are being closed in a timely
fashion or not?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, we would. We would
consider wvhat a timely fashion is. And if a disposition
is required immediately, ve would let the parties know
that a disposition is required immediately. If the item
is significant, we may issue a corrective action request
vith a specific due date on it. So we do have
flexibility to review and evaluate the LDRs and the
status of their disposition. We may not allow work to
continue if we don't have a disposition to a particular
LDR. It once again depends upon the circumstance.

Q Mr. Muller, is QAPS 15.1 == you've already
indicated it was typical. Are the reasons that you have
Jiven with respect to not listing a specific time period
to define "timely"™ fashion applicable to the other
procedures that Mr. Dynner asked you about, involving
reference to or non-specific reference to a time period;
whether it is specific days or weeks or whatever?

A (WITNESS MULLER) This would be a typical
procedure., Cther procedures may be in the same vein.

If there is a particular requirement, then we would list

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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that requirement such as in the audit procedures. We do

list time reqguirements for initiation of *he report
after the exit conference, and then we do initiate a
tineframe for the ra2sponses to the audit findings.

But in the other procedures, once again, there
is no regulatory regquirement. It is a matter of
evaluation, for someone's evaluation.

Q Back to the disposition of the LDR. Could a
1ispositioning of an LDR require a long period because
of lony lead times for replacement parts?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes. And I think I mentioned
that. It allows us the flexibility that we need. We
don't have to L2 tied to a specific week, month, year
time period.

A (WITNESS YOUNGLING) I would like to comment on
the parts situation. There are many, many times when it
is very difficult for us to get adeguate replacement
parts from the vendors, and we do exert maximum
expediting efforts. But again, the vendors often
provide the time interval as to vhen they are going to
give us the equipment. It is very, very difficult for
us sometima2s to siy exactly when a replacement part is
coming in.

Q Well, Mr. Muller, do you keep track of that in

determining whether an LDR should continue to remain
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open?

. (WITNESS YOUNGLING) If he doesn't, I sure do,
because those replacement parts are usually vital to me,

Q How about you, Mr. Muller?

A (W1TNESS MULLER) We do review the LDR
dispositions, and ve do review the LDRs for their
dispositions and like I said, on a 30, 60 or 20-day time
period.

Q And would you consult with the individuals
involved on the reasons why a particular LDR remained
undispositioned?

A (WITNESS MULLER) Yes, if we €21t that the
disposition were, in fact, late, we would. We would
nctify them that their disposition has been outstanding
for so many d2ys and ve would like to know whv,

0 Well, I take it that based upon what you said,
that as far as you're concerned a disposition is not
timely unless you have got a good reason for it still
being open.

A (WITNESS MULLER) That is corréct. If there is
a good reason for it being open, it is within the
timeframe. If a Jisposition is required immediately and
ve don't receive it, it would be an untimely response.

JUDGE BRENNERs I don't understand the ansver,

probably because I doan't understand the guestion.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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Apparently, the witness understood ths2 gquestion. He

said, as I recall the question, you said a disposition
is timely unless there is not a good reason for it to be
open. [ think that is pretty close to your wording. Is
that what you meant to say?

MR. ELLIS: Judge, I think -- let me ask it
again, because I understood it a little bit differently.

JUDGE BRENNER: I may have heard it wvrong.

BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming):

Q An LDR that is not dispositioned remains open?

A (WITNESS MULLER) That is correct.

Q Am I correct tha* you consijer that untimely
unless there is a r2ason for it to remain open?

JUDGE BRENNER: I don't understand the
starting point for the timeframe; it can't be untimely
as of the second day it is vritten.

MR. ELLIS: Well, let me ask a further
question on that.

BY MR. ELLIS (Resuming):

. Q What is the ansver to that guestion, Mr.
Muller?
R’ (WITNESS MULLER) Yes.
Q All right. And you said you review the LDRs

on a 30, 60, 90-day period; is that correct?

A (WITNESS MULLER) That is how we report their

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
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. 1 status as far as being open.

2 Q Now, you also indicated that you could issue a
3 CAR if you thought that an LDR had to be issued or had
4 to be dispositioned more promptly. When 40 you review
§ the LDRs to make this determination?
6 A (WITNESS MULLER) That would be on the 30, 60,
7 90-day basis as far as we have to review each LDR to
8 determine if, in fact, the response is late and that it
® is causing a significant concern.
10 (Counsel for LILCO conferring.)
1 JUDGE BRENNER: Mr. Fllis, if you could come
12 to a convenient break we will zdjourn for the day and
13 pick it up tomorrow.
‘ 14 MR. ELLISs Yes, sir, I think this is as
168 convenient as any, and for the convenience of the Board
18 and the parties, I think I am substantially beyond
17 halfway, and T would say an hour and a half, and I will
18 do my upmost to further streamline it.
19 JUDGE BRENNER: All right. And as soon as you
20 are complete we will then take the follow-up guestions
21 and then we will finish this panel and pick up with Mr.
Hubbard.
Should ve bind in Exhibits 41 and 42, even

though they are only in for identification?

& ¥ B B

MR. ELLIS: Yes, sir. I think so, since there
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was some testimony about cne of them, it might be
convenient. They are fairly slender.

JUDGE BRENNERs Okay, we will bind them both
in for convenience, even though they are still evhibits
for identification, and we will continue at 9300 o'clock
tomorrow morning.

(LILCO Exhibits 41 and 42 follow:)

(Whereupon, at 4:55 p.m., the hearing in the
above-entitled matter was recessed, to reconvene at 9:00

a.n. the followiny day, Wednesday, December 1, 1982.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC.
440 FIRST ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 (202) 828-9300



TASERT™S /-4t

I MC-1

Reviasion

Dete BFE, 11/29/81
™= L
TrC

™

¢

1.0 FURPOSE.

To provide m.aﬂa: ‘we procedure for calibratiog a Fluke digital Molttmster
Modal S000A.

2.0 RESPOMSIAYLITY

The I & C Engtoeuer ahsll be reeponstble for tosurteg compltsnce with this
procedure. :
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1.0

4.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

DISCURS 0%

3.1 The Fluke 800UA Digtral Multimeter fs & poctahle mit apersting on eithec
I1% VAC or & rechargable hattecy peck. It has « 3 I/2 digic LED &taplay.
pushlutton selection for range and functian, self locsting decimal potnr,
suto polarity and salf ceratnge It will msasuce from L00 ur ta 100 v DC v
AC, 100 nanoscperes to 1,994 AC ar UG, 100 millicims to 19.99 mogolms. It
maasures AC voltage (RMS) fram 45 hs to 10 khz with IX scourscy.

3.1 Caltbratioa ts dans on a sami-sooual bests by following the memufsctucers
recommandad procedure to bring the tostrument hack iots msmufagturaec
spacifications.

4.1 Uo not exceed the saximus toput valtage of 1200 v, DC ar AC (EMS) sod 2
asparss DC ar AC (RmS). '

4.2 2avotd excesding the muximm limits as demage to the instrumect cant resuli.

.l Vertify that:ths manufacturer, modal and sarial mmhecs Ilsted ocu the TR
forms sgree with tha instrumert identificstion tage

5.2 Hmsure that tha calibration due dute has ust espived on the standard to be
used.

LIMFTATIONS AMD ACTIONS .

LYY

MATERIALS (R THST EQUEPMENT

7.1 PFloke J100R Prograsmable caltbrator or equivalent.

7.2 Figke S50004 Digftal Multimeter Ingtrnction Mmemal.
FROCEDURE

8.1 Pollow the fzmsteuctions fn paragraphs 4.15 through 4.20 of Reference 11.1.
Becord the “As Found™ data ss required of the data sheet, Appendts 17.1.

8.1 If tha "As Yound™ duta is within mamifacture spectifications ne furthar
calithoactan te necessacy.

8.3  II the "Ms Found™ duta is out of specificactan, follow the cecossaaded
ad jostmant io paczgeaph 4.21 throug' 4.3 and Figow 4.l of Refevence 11.1
ta bhring the instrueesi hack tnta msmfescture specificetions.
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* 8.4 If the tostrumant csanot be calibested, proceed with p‘m:@h 4,33
troubleshooting sud fallow the flow churt, Figure 4.3.

8.5 Wien tha adjustwents have basn made and the cacrect readout sttatned,

tepear paragraph 4.15 chrough 4.20 gnd recard data in thae "As Left”™ caluen,
af the data sheat.

9.0 ALCCEPTANCH CHITERIA

‘ 9.1 The {astrument callbrattun ie acceptable {f the readiogs cotalnad are
within the required 1twics spacified an tha data shest, Append@x 1Z.1.

10.0 FIRAL CONDITIONS

10.I Flace calthestion tag on the instowment and forwacd the daca sheets to ISC
superviaton for appraval per Refecrwnce L1.Z.

11,0 KEYERZMCHS _
11.1 Piuke 8000A Digital Maltimeter Ineccuction Manual, P35 .410.84.
I11.2 Comtral af Messuring and Test Bguipment, S 41.083.81.
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TRANSHATION MOUBL 1$4¢ DIGIIAL CALTERATOR

CALITHRATION .

-

1.0 FURPOSE

To pravide sn affacties pracadure far caltbratieg a Tranmsation Wodel Lg4d
digital caltbratac. '

1.0 RESPOMSIETLITY

The I & C Epgloser sball ba reeponstbls for tosuring complisace with this
procadutre.
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DISCUSS oW

. Tha Trmossation Model 184 digitsl caltheator is s high sccucacy poctahle tesc
* instroseat fatended for use as a fleld standard. It has the capabilities ta
magsure unknown voltages and current snd act @8 a voltage and current source.
The digtcal celibretor can alse sbmulate & tw vive transmitter in the 0271 apd, Ké
0-54 gs. vanges. The ifastvumear 1s powared by rechargeahls ¥2-Cd hatteries with
built-in recharger.

4.0 PHICAUTIGES

‘ Ta grotect the bstteries and pralong thetr 1tfe¢, avatd conpletaly discharging.
Anytism display reads less than 4.700 in “BAT. CHE" positlom tha battertes should
ba recharged. '

5.0  PRERBQUISTTHS

3.1 Verify tha mumufacturer, madel maher, equipmsat tdentificatifca cumper acd
sartal number Iisted om the METHE form agtees with the nessplate dets.

5.2 mmmuuhumtmtndanthmtqu-umdun
caltbratton steadard.

3.3 Allow adequate wvarmw-up tims on test equipmant used far calibration. ce
6.0 LIMITATIGNS AMD ACYTONS |

n/a
7.0 MATRRIALS OB TRST EQUIPMENT

. 7.1 Preciston valtage/currest source; Fluke $100B or equivaleat, l(is
7.1 R.S.I. Model 300A Poteatiomatric Voltmaster Bridge, or eguiwalent.

8.0 CALTERAYIOM FROCEDUNR Q4

i

8.1 Calthruttos of # ca LIV IB
8.I.1 Set the function smdtch ta the § to L1V, in positice.
8.1.2 Conuect the prectsioun voltags source ta the V IN/OUT tecwinals.
8.1.3 Adjnst the prectstan voltage source ta esach of the § spacifiad cest
polats IListed ou Appendix 12.Z2, snd record the readtngs under "Ra
= . Found™ condttions.
8.1 Caltbwatton of # to 110 ¥V IN

8.2.1 Set tha functtan switch to the § to L1 WV, ia positton.

6F L6.850.68 Rav. 4
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8.3

8.4

8.5

8.6

8.7

8.8

8.2.27

8.2.3

Camnsct the prectsian valtage source to the ¥ IN/OUY tetwinals.

Mptﬂupm&ﬂmw“mm“dﬂhicmﬂh&

test potnts listed on Appendix 12.2, and vecord the resdings under
"As Pound” conditioas.

Calitrattan of Curvent LW

8.3.1
8.3.2

8.31.3

Set tha functiaa switch to the md, in pesition.
CmuttMpcMum:mtmmthnnuum-
wccmmmmwmmm«tm‘um

mtmthonwu.Z-dmdmt-ﬁth
“As Fouad™ conditioa.

Caltbration of # to L1 V OUT

8.4.1
8.4.2
8.4.3

' Set the function switch ta the § ta L1¥ GUT posftion

Coanact the bridge to the V IN/OUT terminals.

unthhtbmmdtmdm.-nmmnw,
nmmqny.ummmmwu.:. Recard thas
mmmmm:m“uw'mm

Calibration of @ to LI & OUT

8.3.1
8.5.2

‘.,’,

Set the fumcticn switch ta tha # to [16 MV QUT posttion.
Gospect the bridgs to tha ¥ DN/QUT tacutesls.
Gging both the cosrsa snd fise &d justwants, sat the outpet voltage,

nu-mm.mmmmmwu.z. Recard the
mmmmmzm'u’ddcm.

m:hut.luatm:ut

8.5.1
8.6.2
8.6.3

Set tha functteq switch to the =k cut pasitica.
Connect the bridge to ths wA out tereimsls.
Mhth:hcumm!tmunm,mu-athcum:.

nmum.ummmuwu.z. Racard tha
thnmmm-tm'hh-d'mﬂm

If the "As Found™ data is withis creguired talacences, oo further.
celthratton le uvacassary.

If the "As Found” data s not within requived tolerences, refer to the
vecdors mnual for ad justmmnts. Sea Hefecvenca Ll.1 snd Appendis 1Z.1.

P “0.”0“ Bav. &
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9.0

10.0

1.0

12.0

8.9 umnmmmmmmmm:uamucm.

cepast stegs 8.1 thru 8.6 end cecord readlogs oa Appendiz 12.7 under ‘fAa
Lafr”™ candittoas.

ACCEPTANCE CRITERLIA

The iustrumant calibration is acceptahle Lf readings obtalosd are within the
talacsuces spectftad an the Duta Sheaet, Appendix 12.2.

Calibrution tag placed an insttumeat snd dats cheet forwacded to the 1 & C
Enginser fac spproval as par Raference L1.Z.

11.1 Transustton Inc. fostruction maoual for model 1§48 digitel calibrstore, I.§.
No. L80724.998, TQZ4.208.81.

1.2 Se4L.PP3.PL Costral of [ & C Measurtag aad Test Equipmeat.

APYHHD [CES

12.1 Calibrattan Cantral Location Drawing

12.7 Teanseation Model \94@ PPS Calibration Data Sheet, GFY 46.838.96-1

P 46.858.96 Rav. &
5/19/81 Page 4
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MLTR HO. MTE Used: Ma.
Csl due date
Mfg./Model Teemmmatton/1040
s/8 =
Cal due date
‘ Range  §-11V, @-l1GMV, 0-22 mh i ——
TREQUINED, READING
PLIED VALIE A8 POUND™ MINDMD4 |  MAXTMNDM “AS LEFT
e -1l Va + 0. of © + roadtng
« 300V i : . SUSY
[ 5.0 - L ~005¢
_ 7 . SO0V T — || 7.A94Y 7. 506V
" T 000V —[_9.99% 10.007v
- - L} + of rsuge plus + of .
i — = Ly Q. LGNy
25..00M 4. 904 25,008y
50,00 4SO | S0.0%e% -
75 00MY TV AR | TS.le
BNV

i/19/81

20.,00m8 » 19.97mh 20.0%mA
- < e a @ - = aof .
» =t Eo 5% : CRORS PINS £ "'%W
L0V ' §.095V ﬁ’;l!ug \
| 3. 300V S.295% - -
T 1§ 74947 1s
2 ! I'iﬁi ,— - v
- o Qut * + of e plus + !;g% of *ééﬁ
12.00 e " L. 1i a
e ‘ S
X1} | j %“_;g_—g
110.00 T109.ame | 110.
g . -i“\t + §.1% of ¢ &> o e T
. [ 3 02!
20.50 . 13.%/mh 2d.
Calibrated bys . . Data: 2
Apgrowed byt
SPF 46.858.06-2
- 3 ‘(J.m.“ h'. ‘
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NSUCEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

IRis is to certifly

7 Saat the attached pracsedings tefors :tne

o

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY & LICENSING BCARD

in the matter of: Long Island Lighting Company (Shoreham Nuclear Power

dtation)
* Cate of Proceeding: November 30, 1982
DQckec Humber: 50-322 OL
Place of Proceeding: Bethesda, Maryland

were neld as nerein appears, and that thais is tae origimal =rsnseript
therecf for the file of the Commission.

-

Ruy Heer

Qfficial Heporter (Typed)

QfficiadReparter (3ignature)



