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UNITED STATES OF ANERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

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

(Shoreham Nuclear Power Station) :

Bethesda, Maryland
Nonday, December 20, 1982
The hearing in the above-entitled matter
convened, gursuant to notice, at 9:00 a.n»m.
BEFORE:
LAWRENCE BRENNER, Chairman

Administrative Judge

JAMES CARPENTER, Merber

Administrative Judge

PETER A. MORRIS, YMember

Administrative Judge
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PROCEEDINGS

JUDGE BRENNER: Good morning.

The Foard has no preliminary matters. T don't

know if any of the parties do.

(¥o response.)

JUDGE ERERNER: Good. We will be glad to

finish the cross examination by the Connty of the

Staff's vitnesses.

BR. ELLIS: Maybe one thing, Judge.

(A discussion vas held off the record.)

JUDGE BRENNER: Llet's go back or the record.

We are prepared to pick up the guestioning.

¥her=upen,

LEWIS NARROW,
ROBERT GALLO,

and JAMES HIGGINS

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

been previously duly svorn, resumed the stand and wvere

further examined and testificd as follovs:

CROSS EXAMINATION -- Continued

BY HKR.

LANPHER:

0 Good morning, gentlemen. When wve ad’iourned on

Friday ve vere talking about some of the items on page

14 cf the CAT inspection and I woauld like to continue z¢

that location.

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



In that inspection report -- do you have that
available?

+ (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, Mr. Lanpher, ve have it.

Q We had talked about the first three items
under 3.2.2, the Annunciator and tvo mimics. With
respect to the Annunciator, do ynu know vhether the
seeringly contradictory ladbel has been corrected since
the time of the CAT inspection?

H (WITNESS 1IGGINS) ©WNo, I don't know.

Q With respect to the minmics, do you know
vhether those correct mimics have been corrected since
the CAT inspection?

B (NITNESS HIGGINS) Mr. Lanpher, the licensee
generally follows a procedure where vhen an item has
been corrected he notifies me that it has been corrected

and that it is ready for reviev. He hs:s not notified me

that any of these items under the labeling are ready for

review. So to my knovledge none are corrected.

That arsver went to the whole list of items in

(WITNESS . IGGINS) That is correct.

Gentlemen, I would like to direct your
attention to the fourth item under that lubeling section
related to the fact that General Electric numbers, not

LILCO identifying numbers, were on the temperature

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC

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

A (NITNESS HIGGINE) Yes.

Q What vas the Staff concern in noting this
iten?

(Witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) 1In general, the dravings
and procedures u'e the LILCO numbers, although in some
cases yon do have dual identification wvith roth General
Electric and LILCO numbers.

These recorder temperature points only had the
GE numsbers, which wve felt could possibly, perhaps, some
confusion or, if not that, perhaps some delay in getting
the necessary information requiring the operators to use
a cross reference, and ve felt that by having the LILCO
numbers, which is generally the standards that are used
in procedures and dravings, that it wvould expedite
things from an operator standpoint.

Q The last sentence of that bullet, it says,
"This is also true ior other recorders.” Do you know
hov many recorders wvere involved that had the GZ£ numbers
as opposed to the LILCO numbers?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Not exactly. There veren't
too many. There might have been a couple of other ones.

Q Do you know wvhether LILCO intended to have

LILCC identifying numbers or wvhether this was one of

ALDERSCN REPORTING COMPANY INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE, SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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those instances where they intended to have the GE
nuabers only?

A (RITNESS HIGGINS) They didn't indicate that
to us at the time of the inspection.

Q And you have no subsequent information on
that?

A (WITNESS RIGGINS) No.

Q De you knowv vhether this item had LILCO QA
inspection?

(Witnesses conferring.)

B (WITNESS HIGGINS) To my knowvledge, there wvas
no specific QA inspection on this.

Q ¥r. Higgins, I wovld like to direct your
attention not to the next bullet but the folloving one,
vhich reads: “The label on the shutdown cooling
isclation reset button for a motor cperator valve is
confusing.”™ And I left out some of the nuabers in
there.

In whezt vay vas the label confusing?

A (VITNESS HIGGINS) Again, here I don't have
the exact wvording, "the button®™, Hut in my recollection
it had both the wvords "suction”™ and “discharge”® in the
same button, and it wasn't clear vhat their usage wvas.
That is, the descriptive label on it, from the

descriptive .abel, you couldn't clearly tell what it was

ALDERSON REPORTING CUMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D.C 20024 (202) 554-2345
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to be used for from the labe! itself.

Q Now what is the shutdown cooling isolation
reset button used for, sir?

A (NITNESS HIGGINS) T haven't reviewved that
recently. I don't recall the exact function, but it wvas
used for a reset of an isolation function. I believe
that occurs wvhen you are in a shutdown cooling mode
vhich affects the indicated valve there.

Q And is it fair to state that the Staff's
concern wvas, or ILF's concern was, that the label in the
foram that you saw it during the CAT inspection could
lead to confusion among the operators?

H (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Q Looking at the last item on this list of items
on page 14 of the CAT inspection, it says, "local
instruments are not clearly labeled as to function."
What local instruments are being referred to?

? (WITNESS HIGGINS) RHR and supporting system,

Q Well, was it all of the local instruments?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) There vere some that vere
labeled, but I would say the majority were not.

Q Do you believe that at the time of the CAT
inspection such iabels should have been present?

* (WITNESS HIGGINS) We believe that there

should have either been labels present or a clear

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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program to put the labels in, and wve didn't find
either.

Q Do you know why there were no labels or no
program? In other words, do you krov the cause of this
problem?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) It is .rue that thezre is no
clear regulatory requirement that LILCO instruments be
labeled.

Q Well, then, why did you 4rite this up i€ thoere
¥as no regulatory requirement?

(WITNESS HIGGINS) Becau:? v¢=2 vere concvrned
that in light of things that have =ome out since *he
Three Mile Island accident that human factors needs to
be t:ken into accoqnt in a greater degree and there have
been human factors reviews done of the nlant, and wve
felt that by providing clear labeling it would assist
opelLators and maintenance personnel to perform their
tasks in a more efficient and periaps safer manner.

JUDGE BRENNERs MNr. Higgins, could you explain
by example, if you would like, or otherwise what you
mean by "local instruments”™?

WITNESS HIGGINS: Yes. By "local” we meant
not the control room but actually out in the reactor
building, for example, wvhere the ins:'cument itself 'muld

be located ~-- for example, like a press\ye switch o

ALDERSON SEPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., YASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 55 2345
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level transmitter, this type of thing.

Also, there are local gauges that can be
read. For example, there might be flow meters or
temperature indicators, this type of thing, actually out
in th2 plant that don't have remote indication in the
centrcl room. So the control room typically would be
referred to as remote indicator, but actually in the
plan., vhere the transmitter or where the actual
instrument is located at the pipe, it vould be called a
local instrument.

¥R. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I am going to
leave the items on page 14 of the CAT inspection and ogo
to another area.

JUDGE CARPENTER: Mr. Higgins, going back to
the numbering system on the recorder printing, did you
get any feeling why LILCO had different numbers than GE
numbers? What wvas the virtue of having two sets of
nuabors?

WITNESS KIGGINS: Judge, at Shoreham it is
fairly typical, as vith the other plants, for example,
that have General Electric as a vendor, General Electric
has certain -- a numbering system which is a generic
numbe:fng system to a boiling vater reactor. And each
utility typically has its ovn numbering system because

they have a lot of additional equipment besides what is

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW._ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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under the General Electric scope of supply, which, for
example, in this case would have been designed and
installed by Stone and Webster.

And what they typically do is come up with
their own numbering system to put everything into one
common nuabering system, and then there are cross
referencus that are available to go, for example, a
valve under a General Electric number would bde, say,
FO-30, and under the LILCO numbering system it would be,
perhaps, MOV-53. But there are the cross references to
go between the two.

And what the utilities will generally do,
because of the fact thut you huve more than one
nuabering system, they will decide that this or the
other nambering system is the one that they will use for
their procedures, for their dravings for operation. And
at Shoreham they have decided to use their own or the
one that was put together by Stone and Webster, and that
is vhy ve vrote this ites up, because this particular
teaperature recorder had not been converted over %o the
LILCC identifying system, vhich everything else had
been.

JUDGE CARPENTER: Yes. To be sure I
understand, once they start moving avay from or changing

from the GE generic numbering system, then that GE

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 55* ~345
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numbering system essentially is obsolete and no longer
applicable.

WITNESS HIGGINS: Well, it still does exist,
and, as a matter of fact, in the control room most of
the labels for the valves have both the GE number and
the LILCO number on them. So :t does still exist and,
as a matter of fact, most of the dravings have both the
GE number and the LILCO number indicated on it.

So if you looked at the dravings you would
actually see both numbers. If you wvent ocut in the
plant, I believe you would just see the LILCO number and
you wouldn't find the GE nuamber on the valve out in the
plant.

JUDGE CARPENTER: It seems to me there is more
potential for confusion than is desirable. I mean, once
LILCO says we are setting up a new numbering system, why
don't they go completely to it? What is the virtue of
retaining the old GE numbers?

(Witnesses conferring.)

WITNESS HIGGINS: I guess there is some virtue
in maintaining the GE numbers because GE at times dces
do design modifications, say, to their generic design
and also if they wvent back to GE for perhaps assistance
in repalr vork and this type of thing, they would need

to use the GE dravwing numbers and valve numbers and this

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



typ of thing.

On the individual valve labels in the control
room, the tvo numbers are of a different ctype so it is
Cclear which one is which. That is, there really is not
the potential to mix up the GE number with the LILCO
number because th:y are of a different format and
different type of number.

JUDGE CARPENTER: Thank you for helping me.

NR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I should have
maybe said this at the start. With respect to the items
that have been referred -- the CAT items that have been
referred to NRER and as to which wve have the documented
resolution, those two items ~-- the HPCI steam drain
line, the isolation arrangement, and the others, the
reduction of drywell sprays -- I have had an opportunity
to discuss the latter ome ~- the dryw2ll spiay matter --
and I'm going to pursue that now in gquestions.

The other one, in my discussions with my

consultant, is more complex. I'm not sure that I will

have questions on that. I'm not going to be prepared to

pursue that today. MNr. Hubbard had the testimony he is
preparing to get in tomorrow and we _ust haven't had an
enough time on that.

But I am going to pursue the dryvell matter.

JUDGE BRENNER: Okay. Just make sure, as I

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,

400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW _, WASHINGTON, D C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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knov you are, as counsel and also in your discussions
vith your experts, that you focus on the QA/QC context
and not the diverting collateral context of the merits
of the design resolution by NER.

MR. LANPHER: I intend to, and that is why I
prefaced ay statements. I'm not sure that I'm
necessarily going to have quections on that, but T see
no problem in being able to be ready if I do have any
this veek.

JUDGE BRENNER: We will give you the
opportunity to come back.

Mr. Bordenick, did you vant to say something?

ER. BORDENICK: I just vanted to add there is,
of course, the remaining item that vas closed last
Thursday, and I vas told this morning it would be over
here sometime today. I urged that they get it over here
sooner rather than later.

JUDGE BRENNER: I said all I have to say about
it last veek, as did you, in fairness to you, Mr.
Bordenick.

BY NR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Gentlemen, I would like to turn your attention
to page -- vell, to the dryvell spray problem that had
been identified in CAT, and it is both on the first page

of Appendix B and also on page 6 of the CAT inspection.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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On page 6 it states that the inspector
observed that some drywvell spray nozzles were blocked by
ventilation duct work. Can you please describe the
nature of the blockage? What do you mean by “"block"™?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) The dryvell spray headers
go circularly around the dryvell and they have nozzles
on thee which are directed invard in the dryvell. 1In a
fev cases, ve, during inspection tours of the CAT, wvhere
ve were reviewing the RHE system, of which the dryvell
sprays are a part, ve noted that ventilation duct wvork
several feet in width ran up the side of the drywvell
very close to the dryvell spray headers and thereby
passed in front of it.

And hence any spray coming out of these
nozzles would shecot right onto the ventilation duct work
and preventing it from performing its spray and
condensation that it is supposed to.

Q Well, then, Mr. Higgins, it vasn't -- the
blockage was not such that no spray could come out. It
vas that when it came out it vas immediately deflected
in some manner by the duct work?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) When it came out, it
immediately hit the duct vork and then would just run
dovn the duct work. Therefore, you wouldr’t get the

effect of the spray as per design for those nozzles that

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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the ventilation duct work was in front of.

Q Er. Higgins, on page 3 of the CAT inspection
this bdlockage of spray nozzle vas described by the
inspectors as one of the more significant of the
discrepancies that are identified.

Do you see that portion on page 37 It is in
that first paragraph under paragraph 2.2.

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, I see vhere ve
describe that the more significant of the & deviation
items vere considered to be the electcical cabinet
installation, the ventilation duct work blocking.

Q Why did you consider this one of the more
significant items?

(Witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) This was being conﬁared to
the other 6 itemas in the deviation and it vas felt that
the first tvo vere primarily afiecting hardvare, vhereas
the other ones appeared to be probably items that could
be resolved by papervork resclution. It turns out that
the final resolution of this item, that this wvas
resolved by analysis also.

c Nov you referred to a final resolution. Isn't
that the Deceamber 16 memorandum to Nr. Bordenick?

A (WITRESS HIGGINS) Yes. Region I, when ve saw

Long Island Lighting Company's response on this item, ve

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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thought it vas beyond the capability of Region I to do
the reviev of their response and referred it down tc our
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation for resolution, and
just last veek received the tosults‘of their reviev.

Q Have you had an opportunity to discuss the
results of NRR's review with the NRRE personnel wvho
performed that?

A (WITNESS HIGCINS) Yes.

Q ¥r. Higgins, do you knowv whether the blockage
by the duct work, vhich is identified in CAT, had deen
analyzed in the design documents of LILCO prior to the
CAT team identifying this matter?

A (WITNESS KIGGINS) From the answers that ve
got during the CAT inspection, I concluded that it
hadn't.

Q Well, has any information come to your
attention subsequently to change your view?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No. It appeared that the
information ve received was the result of analysis
performed after the CAT inspection.

Q Nowv the dryvell spray nozzles are
safety-related, correct?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Q And had this item had QA inspection by LILCC

prior to the CAT inspection?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, we believe it had
because the RHR system was construction-complete and wvas
turned over or released from construction to the startup
group for preoperational testing and, as such, the RHR
system had received quality assurance reviewvs.

Q And to the best of your knowledge had the
LILCO quality assurance reviews identified this probler
or this blockage prior to the time of the CAT
inspection?

A (WITKESS HIGGINS) To my knowledge, no.

Q Do you believe that they should have
identified this prior to the CAT inspection?

(Witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We feel that somebody in
the LILCO organization should have identified it.
Exactly wvho, ve are not sure.

Q Well, wouldn't that have been, among others,
organizations that might have been involved, wouldn't
you have expected guality assurance inspectors to
identify potential concerns with blockage of a
safety-related system?

) (WITNESS HIGGINS) It is the type of thing
that ve certainly would have liked to have them have
identified during the walk-down. Also, we think

engineering probably should have identified it also, so

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S.W., WASHINGTON, D.C 20024 (202) 554-2345
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exactly wvho in the organization was responsible for the
identification is difficult to say.

I guess the ventilation systems thet vere
blocking it, ve are not surc rLight nov whether those are
safety-related or not and, tg.tOfOt., vhether or not
they would have received their own separate guality
assurance inspectiors. And I am also not sure in terms
of time frame when the venti’-*ion systeams vere
installed relative to the QA walk-downs of the
containment spray nozzles.

o) Well, even assuming that those ventilation
systeas vere not safety-related, you would agree, vould
you not, that they affected a safety-related system?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Q And thus shouldn't QA be involved in ensuring
that the installation or operation of a
non-safety-related system does not adversely affect the
performance of a safety-related system?

(Witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I guess the reason ve are
having a little difficulty with this is I guess ve don't
feel at this time that we can specifically identify who
or vhere in the licensee's organization should be
responsible for identifying this type of thing. We feel

that gquality assurance should have involvement. We feel

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., S W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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that engineering should have involvement, and the
licensee has a number of ways that he can ensure that
things are done properly.

He has options as to exactly how to do it.
For us to try and say that it should have been
identified on a particular inspection or a particular
check, that is difficult to do at this time. We
certainly believe that it should have been identified by
a ccabination of guality control and engineering, but to
specify exactly where at this tilc is difficult.

Q But to the sest of your knowvledge at the time
of CAT this had not been identified as a potential
problem by any organization within LILCO?

B (WITNESS HIGGINS) To the best of our
knowvledge, that is correct.

BR. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I'm going to go
on to another item.

JUDGE BRENNER: We are going to save some of
our questions in some areas, including this one.

MB. LANPHER: Okay.

JUDGE BRENNER: But I appreciate your
informing me.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Gentlemen, T would like to go now to the first

item in Appendix B, that having to do with the mounting

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
400 VIRGINIA AVE., SW., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 (202) 554-2345
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bolts for two of the cabinets, and that is JTtem 1 of
Appendix B, and it is also discussed at page 35 of the
CAT inspection.

Centlemen, what wvas the Staff's concern in
citing this deviation?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Concern was about the fact
that the actual bolting installation in the cabinet vas
not as described in the FSAR and, therefore, the
possibility that porhaps a change had been made that
hadn't been properly analyzed and that might be
non-seismic.

Q Gentlemen, in IEE's response of November 4,
vhich has been marked as LILCO Exhibit 33, it is states
as follows: “"We understand that a seismic evaluation of
the as-built configuration of the subject cabinets has
verified that they meet current seismic requirements."”
Do you see that?

A (WITNFSS HIGGINS) VYes.

Q Nov the seismic evaluation that is referred to
there, vhen wvas it performed, if you know? Was it prior
to CAT, after CAT?

A (NITNESS HIGGINS) The licensee stated that it
had been ~-- there had been a design change from wvhat vas
shown in the FSAR, but that it had been

seismically-designed and analyzed prior to CAT.

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



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

R

8

24

25

17,028

Q Was IEE advised of this during the CAT
inspection?

» (SITNESS HIGGINS) During ithe CAT inspection
they said that they felt confident that it had been
properly seismically analyzed, that they could not get
any information to us regarding that during the time
frame of the CAT, and I believe the reason for that was
that this vas a change that wvas made by General Electric
and, therefore, there vas no information readily
available on site or through Stone and Webster.

Q Would you nave expected that that kind of
seismic information would be available at the site for
IELE reviev vhen a problem of this kind is identified?

L) (WITNESS HIGGINS) Generally not, not =-- when
things are done by, say, the NSSS vendor or any other
vendor, quitc often that type of information is not
available on-site for ready reviev. What wve would have
expected vas that wvhen the design change was made that
the FSAR wvould have been corrected and updated so that
that discrepancy didn't exist to start with.

Q Do you knov when the design change had been
made?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) FNo.

Q So you do not knov hov long, then, the FSAR

had been at deviance from the as-built condition?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

Q Gentlemen, turning to pave 7 of the CAT
inspecticn, which also tracks certain of the items in
Appendix B in the CAT inspection, the second bullet
identifies items from an FSAR figure which vere observed
by the inspector not to agree with piping dravings and
physical inspection.

The first ites is loop on B Loop should be
betveen valves FO-15 and FO-17. What vas the Staff
concern with this item?

A (NITNESS HIGGINS) For all the sub-items under
that bullet the concern vwas a generic one as to going to
accuracy of the FSAR. To our knovledge, all of the
changes involved here betveen the plant and the FSAR had
been properly made in terms of design changes to the
site design drawvings, and the discrepancy in the plant
had been built in accordance with those site design
dravings.

The discrepancies here wvere in actuality
betveen the FSAR and the t£ite design dravings and,
hence, betwveen the FSAR and the as-built plant, and our
concern went to the accuracy of the FSAR.

Q Did you reviev those site design dravings to
ensure that the design changes hau been properly

implemented pursuant to those dravings?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY . INC,
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A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, wve did, and ve found
that they had.

Q Do you knowvw hov long these items under this
bullet had been in this condition which vas at deviance
with the FSAR description?

A (NITNESS HIGGINS) No, ve don't, and I guess
just to add on the fact of the deviance vith the FSAR
condition, ve subsequently found out that the third
sub-ites on thermal relief is actually correct. General
Electric has gone back and reviewved it and confirmed
that the valve wvas in fact a thermal relief, as
indicated. But the other items vere borne out tc be not
correct, and the FSAR wvas subsequently revised in
Revision 27 of August *8B2 in order to correct those, and
that vas subsequent to the CAT inspection.

Q Do you know why the FSAR had not been updated
at an earlier time to make those changes -- I mean,
prior to CAT?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) VNo.

Q In the course of the CAT inspection, did you
attespt to identify the causes for these -- well, for
the FSAR configuration problems wvhich you have
identified?

L) (WITNESS HIGGINS) We wvere aware generally

that there vere some problems with the accuracy of the
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detail in the FSAR which I Dbelieve ve discussed last
veek, vhich resulted in a couple of meetings betveen the
licensee and Region I personnel. As a result of these
corcerns, the licensee instituted its Shorehaas plant
configuration reviewv progra®m in order to update the FSAR
and ensure that it vas accurate.

At the time of the CAT inspection, this was
just around the time that that program vas being
finalized and ve, therefore, as part of the CAT
inspection wvanted to indicate .ny places that ve felt
the FSAR vas at variance with the actual plant in order
to strengthen our position, shall ve say, that that
particular reviev vas needed.

Q ¥hy didn't you attempt to determine the cause
of these configuration discrepancies?

(Witnesses conferring.)

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Again, as I believe I
testified last veek, ve had gone through a large number
of these FSAR discrepancies with the licensee as to
determine the cause and vhat the underlying reasons
vere, and it seemed that for each of the various ones
that there vere a multitude of reasons that led to it
that ve never vere able to find a common thread or a
common cause to really pin it down and say, yes, this is

the reason and, therefore, it's easy to correct that
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reason and fix the probles.

What ve found vas there were a large number of
things that caused the detail and in the FSAR to be not
accurate and, therefore, vhat ve felt rather than just
adiressing one particular cause that what vas needed wvas
an overall, broad-in-scoye reviev of all safety-related
systeas in the FSAR, and that is wvhat ve wvorked out with
the licensee to be accomplished.

And ve had made those conclusions prior to the
CAT and, therefore, in the CAT inspection ve didn't
attempt to plov through that ground again, having
already made our conclusions that the program vas
necessary and at this time the licensee had committed to

the program but the details wveren't finalized yet.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Q Is IEE going to review the results of that
configuration program?

(Whereupon, the wvitnesses conferred.)
(WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Q Have you reviewed those results yet?

X (WITNESS RIGGINS) The program is not finished
yet, but we have been revieving it on an ongoing dasis
as the program is going on.

Q What does IEE's reviewv consist of? This
ongoing reviev you just referred to.

i (WITNESS HIGGINS) The discussions with the
licensee personnel that are involved with the review.
The reviev to this extent, to the extent to date, has
been a review of each of the system reports that are

generated as each system -- each system is revieved, and

the configuration discrepancy reports for each systenm

are generated, and ve have revieved each of those
reports, and now, as the final resolutions of those are
£.arting to come in, ve have beguu to review those
also.

We also intend to perform an additional review
of our ovwn wvhen the licensee is completed with his
resolutions to determine, to actually go out and look at
the as built hardvare and the FSAR to see if now they do

have it corrected so that it is up to date and

ALCERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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accurate.

Q Is that something you intend to do prior to
fuel load, or what is your timing schedule for it?

4 (WITNESS GALLO) I guess, Nr. Lanpher, that
vill be done prior to fuel load in the SALP report froa
July, 1982, category. Our SALP report in the area 10,
vhich vas engineering »2nd design, ve had committed to
reviev the implementation licensee program instituted
for plant conforemance in the FSAR, and vhen the program
is complete to perform additional NRC review of as built
plant versus FSAR on a sampling basis to determine the
adequacy of the program, and that was Region 1
Banagement decision back in, I guess, April, that ve

knev they vere doing it, and it was after the CAT

inspection had been done, and ve had committed to go

back arcd relook at the results of their prograsm.

Q Gentlemen, turning your attention to the
bottom of Page 7 of the CAT inspection, you state, or it
is stated that a number of minor discrepancies betveen
flov diagrams and existing piping and hardvare wvere also
identified. What do you mean by minor in the context of
that sentence?

(Whereupon, the vitnesses conferred.)
A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I would like to just read

through those items before 1 comment.
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(Pause.)

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) None of these items
affected the functioning of the system, and therefore ve
felt that there vas not really a safety concern involved
here with these particular items. There vere some
discrepancies, as ve noted, betveen vhat was actually on
the dravings and what ve found. In most cases it vas,
again, a paperwvork type of a problem rather than an
actual hardvare problem causing a safety concern.

Q Well, did you determine, Mr. Higgins, whether
the discrepancies that vere identified should have been
discovered by LILCO quality assurance?

+ (WITNESS HIGGINS) We felt they should have,
and that is vhy we wrote them up.

Q Well, Nr. Higgins, then the wvord "minor”™ which
ve vere talking about before, that means minor in the
sense that it did not create more than a minor safety
concern, correct? You wveren't using minor in a guality
assurance sense?

¥R. ELLIS: 1I object to that. That
mischaracterizes what he just testified to.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, he is asking him. It
doesn't have the vice of mischaracterizing something and
then ¢going on to another question. He is asking hinm

about it again.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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¥R. ELLIS: Well, my guestion is, or my
objection is, asked and ansvered.

JUDGE BRENNER:s No, because he is refocusing
him in a somevhat different context. We will let hinm
probe to better understand the previous answver, but it
is a golden opportunity for the vitnesses to ansver in
another context which might have been lingering in our
minds, and nov they can expressly comment on it, so I
vill allov the guestion.

MR. ELLIS: May I have the guestion reread,
please?

HR. LANPHER: Let me just rephrase it.

BY HR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Mr. Higgins, when you used the word "minor™ at
the bottom of Page 7 in the CAT inspection, it means
minor discrepancies in the sense that they didn't have
more than a minor safety impact at most. You are not
using minor in any quality assurance sense. Is that
correct?

MR. ELLIS: 1 object to that, because there he
did mischaracterize it, and he vent on to say somethin-

eilse.

JUDGE BRENNER: I am going to overrule the

objection. I think the wvitness can straighten out any

problesms.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC
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(Whereupon, the vitnesses conferred.)

JUDGE BRENNER: I don't knov that ¥r. Lanpher
has a right in the guestion either. That is why I wvant
to hear the ansver eventually.

MR. ELLIS: But he didn't ask him the second
time.

JUDGE BRENNER: MNr. Ellis, it is your time as
vell as my time.

MB. ELLIS: Well, but I have to ~--

JUDGE BRENNERs I have overruled the
objection. If I am wrong, I am sorry. Do you need it
again?

WITNESS HIGGINS: Yes.

JUDGE BRENNERs Let's get the guestion read
back, and if Mr. Lanpher has no big objection and if Nr.
Heer has no big objection, I would like to go back to
the first phrasing of the question.

MR. LANPHER: Fine.

(Whereupon, the Reporter read back the
previous guestion.)

WITNESS HIGGINS: First of all, I didn't
select the vord "minor®™ for inclusion in the report
here, and I am not sure that wvhoever did vent thrcugh
gquite as detailed an analysis as Nr. Lanpher just did in

trying to decide what was really meant by minor. All
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that I could give you right nov is my best judgment that
by minor they meant that there wvere, and that is by
reviewing the items and discussing it at this point, ard
also recalling our findings at that time, is that wve
really had no safety concern vith these items, and
therefore that is vhv wve labeled it as minor.

BY MR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q But you did list these items because you felt
that guality assurance should have identified these
discrepancies earlier?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) We felt that the
discrepancies should have been identified earlier, and
that the drawvings should have been correct down to the
last detail, and that is why wve identified them, yes.

Q Er. Higgins, is it your testimony that each of
these discrepancies which are noted starting at the
bottom of Page 7 and going on for half of Page 8
involved discrepancies betveen the flowv diagrams and the
existing piping and harcwvare?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Q Gentlemen, looking at Page 9 of the CAT
inspection, Jjust briefly, because we covered this in
somevhat of a different context, but under the listing
of bullets, that first paragraph starting, "The

inspector noted the identification tags wvere missing,”
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and continuing to the end of that paragraph, wvhat vas
the staff concern that identification tags were
missing? How did that concern the staff?

BR. ELLIS: I am sorry, Mr. lLanpher. Where
were you reading? I am looking at Page 9.

¥E. LANPHER: Right in the middle of the

(Whereupon, the wvitnesses conferred.)

WITNESS HIGGINS: I am not 100 percent sure on
this one, but I believe there was probably either a
traceablility concern or a concern about identification
of the instruments by, say, a maintenance or INC
personnel.

BY MR. LANPHER: (BResuming)

Q Well, did LILCO have a program which required

that metal identification tags be on that
instrumentation line?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I am not personally

familiar vith their program for metal ID tags. I

believe they did, but I am not 100 percent sure on
that.

Q Do you know what the cause was for the tags to
be missing?

» (WITNESS RIGGINS) No, ve wveren't able to

identify the hour when they had been removed.
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Q Do you knov wvhether those tags had been
replaced or installed?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) They were replaced before
the CAT inspection was finished, as indicated in the
last line of that paragraph.

Q Gentlemen, could you turn to Page 20 and 21 of
the CAT imspection, please, under the section labeled
Corrosion of Carbon Steel Bolts?

B (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, we have that.

Q At the top of Page 21, it states that the
inspector expres=ed concern that there was not an
adeqguate program to identify and replace all corroded
carbon steel bolts and nuts, and the sentence goes on.
Did LILCO have a program for identification and
replacement of those bolts?

N (WITNESS HIGGINS) No, their position vas that
they didn't need to.

Q So in fact there was no program?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) There was a program. The
program consisted of inspection of the bolts at the time
of the final torguing of the bolts and the nuts on the
flanges, and the licensee's position is that there wvas
not a requirement to replace the ones that wvere in
there, and they vere experiencing some corrosion, but

that nev bolts would receive a different type of

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



==

10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

8

24

25

17,041

installation. It would include an insulation kit which
basically insulates the carbon steel bolts from the
copper nickel flanges and zhereby tends to slov down the
corrosion.

Engineering has done an evaluation. The
licensee's engineering has done an evaluvation, and
concluded that the bolts that are in there without the
insulation kits are acceptable, and that the corrosion
is Jjust minor, superficial, general corrosion, and is
accpetable, and this is an item that I have reviewved
since the CAT inspection, and I vas presented
information by the licensee since the CAT inspection,
and that is where the additional information comes from.

Q Well, had that evaluation regarding wvhether
the corrosion on the existing bolts vas significant, had
that evaluation been performed prior to the CAT
inspection?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) They had done an evaluation
prior to the CAT inspection, but we didn't feel that it
vas vell documented enough, and that it had been
thorough enough. After they did a more thorough and
documented evaluation, it turns out that the conclusions
vere the sanme.

Q Well, again, referring to the top of Page 21,

the sentence goes on to state that the corrective action
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taken to date has not involved appropriate levels of
Banagement. What levels of management had been involved?

B (VITNESS HIGGINS) I don't recall exactly.

Q Do you recall vhat levels of Ranagement ICLE
thought should have been involved?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I wasn't involved in this
particular item at that time, so I can't tell you either
exactly vhich levels had be;n involved or which levels
ve thought should have been involved.

Q Do you knowv what levels of management have
become involved in this subsequent to the CAT?

B (WITNESS HIGGINS) Certainly all levels,
because the CAT report was sent to the vice president,
and I knew that on-site I've had fairly extensive
discussiuns with the Quality assurance group, field
quality assurance in this case, and also with senior
engineering personnel, and also engineering personnel in
Boston. As a follow-up to this, some of the more
corroded bolts, in fact, ones that were selected by
Region 1, vere removed, and sent to Stone and Webster in
Boston for metallurgical analysis to determine whether
Oor not the corrosion was a galvanic corrosion or just a
general corrosion.

Our concern in this case was that if it wvas

galvanic corrosion, and it vas not clear to us that it

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 wvas not, is that you could perhaps have some acceleratad
2 corrosion and perhaps failure of the bolts, but 1£ At

3 wvas just a general corrosion, then ve would agree that

4 1t really is not a problea. The metallurogical elhalysis
§ had not been doze before, and when it vas done, it

€ shoved that it was in fact gereral corrosion.

7 Q What involvement had 7.ILCO QA had in this

8 corrosion matter prior to the time of t>. CAT

® inspection?

10 A (VITNESS HIGGINS) They had been involved vith
11 1t, and they vere avare of it. We had considerable ?5:
12 discussion with guality assurance personnel during the
13 CAT inspection on this item.
14 Q Well, if you had the considerable discussion
15§ with them during the inspection, wnhy di¢ YOu express the
16 concerns relating to the lack ~f an adeguate program #nd
17 the lack of corrective a~tion at the proper levels of

18 mabpDagement?

19 A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Well, 1 guess that vent t»

‘M

20 the fact that ve considered at that time that 211 the

21 bolts should be replaced, but subsequent to the CAT they

22 have changed our view, that wve agree with them nowv that

S8,

23 all of the old bolts did not have t- be replaced. It
24 appeared to us that they didn't have sufficient

Justification at that time for taking the course »¢
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acticon that they vere, and although guality assurance

vas invclved, there had not been nonconformances

written, a

nd this type of thing, and it was being

tracked by quality assurance and-on surveillance

inspectien
using the
vhich, as
evaluation

Q

reports and via inspections of this sort
criteria that engineering had given thenm,

I say, vas based upon a general engineering
» Without a detailed metallurgical analysis.

So it wvas only subsequent tc CAT that the

detailed metallurgical analysis that you felt vas

necessary
A
Q

vas performed?
(WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

And you believe that that analysis should have

been performed or scheduled for performance priocr to the

time of CAT?

x
tave, and
vhy we ask
perfcrmed.
confirmed
been made

Q
CAT you ha
analysis.

report?

(WITNESS HIGGINS) We felt that it should
that is why ve vrote the item up, and that is
ed even subsequent to CAT that it be

As it turns out, the detailed analysis
their general engineering evaluation that had
in this case.
You stated, Mr. Higgins, that subsequent to
d an opportunity to reviev this detailed

Has this been closed out in a subsequent ILE
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B (WITNESS HIGGINS) I wvas revieving that during
the current inspection program, I believe, very recent.

Q So there is not a closeout?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Kot yet. There may be in
the report which -- that may be in the report that I
Just wvrote. I can't recall. It is certainly wvithin the
last month, and it has not been issued yet, unless it
vas issued vithin the last veek.

¥R. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, I anm going to go
to another area not related to CAT at this time, and for
the Board's information, I just have a couple of
questions on Pages 6 and 7 of the cross examination plan
vhich I had deferred at an earlier time.

BY NR. LANPHER: (Resuming)

Q Gentlemen, looking at Page 40 of your prefiled
testimony, toward the top of the page, starting on the
fourth line, you state that a relatively small sampling
inspection by the NRC can provide timely insights into
the performance of the licensee and contractor QA
programs, and it goes on to say other things. What do
You mean by insights?

B (WITNESS GALLO) Mr. Lanpher, what ve are
referring to is that ve do not do 100 percent
inspection. The NBC is not responsible directly for

accepting hardvare or construction in the plant, and
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vith our inspection -~ our inspection program has been
in the past and still is a sampling program. We select
certain samples of various safety activities that are in
progress, so that ve can determine hov the utility is
managing a particular activity, be it a QA program,
documentation, or welding out in the field.

One of the things wve do use again, I guess, in
insights is the fact that ve have multiple inspectors go
to the site over many years and provide their vievpoint
of what -- hov the licensee's programs are progressing.

Q Would it be fair to state that the insights
are based upon the results of vhat you refer to as the
spall sampling inspections combined with the judgment of
the inspectors?

b (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, on a selective sampling
process that ve use, and their judgnents are very
important.

Q And IEE does not attempt to extrapclate the
results of those inspections on any statistical basis to
determine whether it is likely that there are
deficiencies in the larger population of items that are
not specifically looked at by IELE. 1Is that correct?

(Whereupon, the wvitnesses conferred.)

A (WITNESS GALLO) The vord ®"statistically” is

-= has not been, I believe, incorporated into our
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testimony. I believe that ve do reviev and analyze the
sitvations to see if there are root causes that have to
be corrected, and if there are additional probless in
that area, as I bdelieve ve have found in revieving some
of the wvelding items, that the licensee had to go back
and repair X nusber out of a fairly large sample of
velds.

Q Well, taking that welding item as an example,
based upon the results of your velding inspections, have
you attempted to determine wvhether there are likely to
be other similar problems in velds that vere not
specifically looked at by IEE?

A (WITSESS GALLO) Yes, sir, Nr. Lanpher. In
that particular case, I believe ve stated that wve had
found one veld and licensee -- and I would have to go
back and dig out ay notes, but I believe that ve said
the licensee vent back and reirspected 400 and some odd
velds and found 82 other discrepancies, and that all of
those type of velds on the site vere reinspected by the
licensee, so in that particular case, yes, sir, I
believe ve did look at =-- look into the root cause, and
look at the largest sample size possible.

Q Was that a 100 percent inspection then?

A (WITNESS GALLO) By the licensee it wvas, not

by the RRC, but we did by selecting the sample and
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identifying the problem require the licensee to go back
and apparertly redo 100 percent sample size for a
particular type of wveld.

Q Well, have you done that in other areas also?

(Vhereupon, the vitnesses conferred.)

) (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir. There have been
other instances of that. The only one I can think of
right offhand, I am sure Mr. Higgins or Mr. Narrowv could
probably think of others, vas the associated pipe and
engineering radiograph problew, vhich is identified in
our imspection report 82-19, vhere the licensee vas
asked to go back and rereview 100 percent of the
radiograph from that particular vendor.

Q So wvould it be fair to state that you require
further looks by the licensee when you have identified
specific identifiable problems?

A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, sir.

Q ¥r. Gallo, could you turn to Pzje 44 of your
prefiled testimony? At the top of the page, yvu refer
to the core spray loop analysis. That is the analysis
being performed by Teledyne, correct?

A (WITNESS GALLO) That is cor.ect.

Q Have you revieved the Teledyne program?

A (WITNESS GALLO) U¥r. Lanpher, as I understand,

NRR has revieved that program. That wvas a program

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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requested by Mr. Denton from NRR.

Q Have you, Mr. Gallo, revieved that program?

A (NITNESS GALLO) I had received a packace of
the proposed inspection by Teledyne. I do not believe
that I have seen the actual Teledyne wvork, but a
description of the program that they would pursue.

Q You received that. Did you review that
description?

il (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, I did.

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I reviewved the description
of the Teledyne report also, Mr. Lanpher.

Q Nov, you state, Nr. Gallo -- well, first, you
reference a March 15, 1982, meeting betwveen NRC
management and LILCO. Wer2 you present at that meeting?

* (WITNESS GALLO) I was not.

C Were any members of the panel?

L (WITNESS HIGGINS) No, none of us vere, but I
did discuss it with the meeting, vith personnel who wvere
present at the meeting.

Q Isn't it fair to state that the core spray
loop analysis which is being performed by Teledyne is
besing performed as a result of a request made by the NEC
staff?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) It vas performed as a

result of a request made by the NRC staff at that
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meeting. The particular system selected was not
indicated by the NRC.

Q You state at the top of Page 44 that this
report further emphasizes LILCO's commitments to
quality. Do you see that statement? In view of the
fact that this report vas done pursuant to urgings by
the NBC staff, hov does this emphasize LILCO's
coamitment to quality?

(Whereupon, the witnesses conferred.)

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) It is true that the NRC did
request that study, but it is also true that we did not
require it, and that LILCO voluntarily committed to do
the study.

Q So that is the basis for the statement that
this is indicative of LILCO's commitment to quality?

(Whereupon, the vitnesses conferred.)

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) I guess I can't add
anything more to that, Nr. Lanpher.

Q It is the NRC's intention, is it not, to
reviev the Teledyne report when it becomes availabdble?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) It is my understanding that
NRR is going to perform that review.

Q Have you received any of the documents thus
far indicating the results of the Teledyne studies?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, I have.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Q Have you had an opportunity to reviewv those?
A (WITRESS HIGCGINS) Not all of them, no.

Q You have revieved some?

A (VITNESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Q Have you documented your reviev in any manner?
L) (VITNESS HIGGIAS) No. I am not and Region 1

in fact is not the group within the NRC responsible for
the review, so my reviev is more of an informational
type of a reviev rather than the formal review by NRR.

Q Have you dravn any impressions fros the data
that you have looked at thus far?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) No, I feel it is too
preliminary, that the documents vere handwritten, they
vere ones that were sent, I believe, to Mr. McMilligan
of Long Island Lighting Company, vwith copies to Harold
Denton. I got mine through the NRC routing, but they
appeared to be preliminary, and they wvere in a forsat
that vas pretty difficult to use.

Q Centlemen, turning to Page 3 of your
supplemental testimony, that is, Staff Exhibit 9, at the
top of the page, you expressed a concern about the
number of exceptions which LILCO had been reguesting to
the violations which had been cited. Do you see that
statement?

A (NITNESS GALLO) Would you wvait one second

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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vhile ve find the supplementary testimony?
(Pause.)
0 It is at the top of Page 3, sir.
A (WITNESS GALLO) Yes, ve have that nowv.
Q What vas the staff's concern in this regard,
concerning the number of exceptions?

(¥hereupon, the vitnesses conferred.)

A (VWITNESS HIGGINS) What ve mean by exceptions
to the violations is, vhen ve vwrite a violation or a
deviation, the licens2e is required to respond back to
Region 1 formally. We found that in a number of cases,
the licensee had taken exception to the findings, and
that they either said they didn't feel it vas a
violation, and that they met the reguirement, and
therefore no corrective action vas necessary, or in some
cases they wvent through a detailed evaluation and said
they didn't feel it vas a violation.

Hovevof. they did say they vere going to take
the corrective and preventive action necessary to make
sure it didn't happen again, even though they didr't
agree that it could legally be cited as a violation. We
didn't feel that this type of bickering back and forth
bet veen LILCO and the staff was productive, and in fact
our reviewv of the responses in most cases bore out the

fact that it vas in fact a legitimate .iolation, and
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that the violations in most all cases stood as vritten.
There vas in fact one, hovever, that ve agreed vith long
Island Lighting Company after receiving additional
information that they provided and performing additional
revievs by ourselves, and ve did withdrav the

violation.

» (WITNESS GALLO) One of the things ve are also
concerned with, Nr. Lanpher, is the amount of resources
it takes by the NRC staff vhen ve decide to vrite a
violation and get a response back that provides some
corrective action, yet it may not be wholly responsive,
and in order to get the record straight, so to speak, it
takes us a considerable llO;;t of time and effort to go
back and reconvince ourselves, first of all, which is
done internally, and ve are convinced that the violation
vas valid, to go back again to the utility and convince
them again that it vas a correct violation.

NE. LANPHER: Judge Brenner, that completes
the county's gqguestioning, subject to the caveats on
CAT.

JUDGE BRENNER: We are going tc take a break,
I believe, and ve will knov for sure after the break
that ve are going to have some gquestions on some of the
areas nov, but wve are going to hold the bulk of our

questions, and in fact they may not remain, depending
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upon the questions asked by LILCO through Mr. Ellis and
the staff, so ve vill have some guestions, but ve will
probably be going to you very shortly after the break.

HR. ELLIS: Would it be appropriate to take a
little bit longer break?

JUDGE BRENNER: How much do you vant?

Don't take too long. I wvant to finish this
veek.

MR. ELLIS: Howv about 15 minutes longer? Or
maybe it would be better just to add it on at
lunchtime. That might be better.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, that is fine, wvhichever
you prefer. We will give you the 15 minutes whenever
you wvant it.

MR. ELLIS: I think at lunchtime would be
preferable.

JUDGE BRENNER: Okay. Let's take 15 minutes
nov, and come back. We will take a few more minutes,
and come back at 10340, and then wve will give you an
extra 15 minutes over lunch.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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JUDGE BRENNERs We do in fact have some

gquestions nov, and Judge Carpenter will start.

Q

copy of the NRC Region 1 inspection report,

BOARD EXAMINATION
BY JUDGE CARPENTER:

I wvould like t» ask the panel if you have a

November 16, 1982.

A

(WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, ve do.

82-20, dated

MR. ELLIS: Has that been marked at all?

MR. LANPHER: Ko, it has not.

JUDGE BRENNER: We will take care of that

after, depending upon vhere the questions go.

Do the parties have copies?

ER. ELLIS: No, sir.

ER. BORDENICK: The panel has a copy.
MR. LANPHER: The County has a copy.
MR. ELLISs We have one upstairs.

JUDGE CARPENTER: We can come back to

after lunch if you wvould like.

JUDGE BRENNER: Why don't we do that.

this

JUDGE CARPENTER: That might also give the

panel a chance to read it over lunch.

¥R. ELLIS: 1Is there a particular part ve

should focus on, Judge Carpenter?

WITNESS HIGGINS: I am basically familiar with

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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the report, Judge, if you vant to ask now.

JUDGE BRENNER: Well, ve wvant to vait because
the parties don't have a copy, ¥r. Higgins.

BY JUDGE BRENNER:

Q I have some guestions on some of the CAT
inspection itees that you asked about this morning, and
I am asking them nov in case the stimulate further
questions by LILCO or the Staff. I wvant to avoid
another go-round on thenm.

With respect to the reduction of dryvell spray
by the getting in the vay of the ventilation ductwork, I
don 't understand vhy the NRR reviewv closes out the
concern from an IELE point of viev. As I understand it,
Br. Higgins, the item vas included, and I guess it is
Item 2 of Appendix B, but I don't remember. 1Is that the
rizht number?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) Yes, it is.

Q This item wvas included in the report, as you
testified, because you could find no analysis of the
situation and the situation -- well, I will stop there.
Is that correct so far?

A (WITKESS HIGGINS) Yes.

Q This morning you vere asked a few questions
along the lines of who at LILCO or its agents should

have done an identification in the first instance and
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then an anal-sis of the situation, and essentially you
didn*t know. 1Is that fair, ¥r. Higgins, or would you
like to supplement that?

A (VWITNESS HIGGINS) It appeared that one had
not been done.

Q Did you know if LILCO had even identified the
situation before the CAT inspection did?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) They apparently had not.

Q Now, NRR's reviev has nothing to do with
whether LILCO's engineering reviews or QA/QC reviews
should have identified this matter before the CAT
inspection; correct?

A (WITNESS HIGGINS) That is correct.

o} Why, then, does NRR's review contained in this
one paragraph on page 2 of something that I'm sure ve
will have marked eventually close out the item as far as
your interest, IE's interest? Maybe it doesn't.

Ly (WITNESS HIGGINS) When we have an item, an
inspection report like this that is opened in order to
== normally ve will close it similarly in an inspection
report. We obviously haven't done that in this case.
There vere basically tvo concerns here for the dryvell
sprays. One is the fact of the technical problem, and
the second is the fact that it wvas different and they

didn't identify that it wvas different, that it wvas a
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probles. Since ve very recently got the NRR resolution
of it, ve haven't finally decided exactly wvhat the final
course was, but I can probably give you some indication
of wvhere ve are headed on it.

Certainly the resolution of NRR does have some
bearing. We take that into consideration as to vhether
or not it vas really a problem or not. In a resolution
vhen ve send something over for their review, ve
generally will go along with their technical reviev frona
that standpoint.

From the other standpoint with respect to this
item, I guess our first reviev of it is that the
Shoreham plant configuration reviev program is a progras
that addresses the concerns from a reviev and adeguacy
standpoint to see vhether or not there are other itesms
of this sort in the plant, and as I described when I was
testifying to Nr. Lanpher, that ve vere concerned still
vhen the CAT inspection wvas going on that process had
not been finalized yet.

So that vas one of the reasons for the
underlying corcerns, that ve vrote tiese deviations up
in the CAT inspection because they vere different and
because ve vere concerned that their program be thorough
enough to address all iteas of this type, and that that

program has been put into place and is well on its wvay
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to completion nowv.

Q WNell, in terms of the root cause of hov this
could have occurred, you stated in one or more of your
ansvers certain indications that I inferred you thought
vould be pertinent to knowing how it occurred, and some
of those vere the chronological sequence and tinme
differential betveen vhen the core sprays -- I'm sorry
== the dryvell spray nozzles wvere put in and in relation
to vhen the ventilation ductwork would have been put in.

Fhat engineering review would have looked at
the ventilation ductvork: (a) depending upon how that
system vas classified, and then (b) depending on how it
should have been looked at, regardless of how that
system vas classified, given the involvement, at least,
or potential involvement vwith the drywell sprays and
things of that sort? I am vondering if that is the kind
of thing you are planning to follow up on.

[Panel of witnesses conferring.]

That in turn, as you obviously realize better
than me, leads to vhat sort of design document should
have been involved, vhether there should have been
changes to design documents, et cetera.

[Panel of wvitnesses conferring.]

I recognize that you, as vell as the rest of

us, have just received KRR's response and it turned out
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not to r» very extensive, but you did not think about it
in advance because you vanted to see what they vere
going to say. I would like to come back to this item
later this veek if ve can and Jjust to get some insight
into what, if anything, IE plans on doing. I am not
asking you to try to guess vhat wve are interested in and
do something magical for us. I am truly interested in
what you would do on your ovn.

But I will tell you cne thing I have in mind
is your testimony at around page 40, and I'm sorry, that
may not be the exact page, but around page 40, that IE
inspects basically to look at the syamptoms rather than
the hardvare consequences of an individual item. I
infer from that that wvhere the hardvare consequences
turn out not to be a problem, that does not mean that
there may not be something of interest for IE from the
QA/QC and engineering reviewv program of the utilities
that IE might be interested in following up.

We have had a lot of testimony in this
hearing, in this contention as wvell as back to the old
7B contention, as to the types of revievs that LILCO and
its agents do on these kind of items, and this is an
item that, as an exanmple, may or may not hold some
insights for their prograa.

Now, if you think it doesn't, that is fine and
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