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Paragraph II.A of Contention II

13. Reports, memoranda and calculations on which
Suffolk County relies in support of its allegation in paragraph
II.A.1 of Contention II that the design of the connecting rod

bearings "will not ensure correct lubrication."

14. Reports, memoranda and calculations on which
Suffolk County relies in support of its allegation in paragraph
II.A.1 of Contention II that the connecting rod bearing matter
"has been only partially remedied and will not ensure correct

lubrication."

15. Reports, memoranda and calculations which Suffolk
County relies upon in suppeort of its allegation in paragraph
II.A.2 of Zontentiosn II that the location of the jacket water
pump is improper and "exacerbates the deleterious effect of

vibrations."

16. Reports, memoranda and calculations which Suffolk
County relies upon in support of its allegation in paragraph
ITI.A.2 of Contention II that location of the jacket water pump
caused or played any role in the "scoring indications caused by

slippage of the impeller on the shaft."
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21. Reports, memoranda and calculations which Suffolk
County relies upon in support of its allegation in paragraph
II.A.7 of Contention II that "exfoliation of the hardened
surface material on camshaft lobes on EDG 101 is evidence of

improper design."

22. Reports, memoranda and calculations which Suffolk
County relies upon in support of its allegation in paragraph
II.A.8 of Contention II that the modified design of the
lubricating oil system for the turbocharger thrust bearings

"could lead to blockage of oil."

23. Reports, memoranda and calculations which Suffolk
County relies upon in support of any allegation that the tubing
referred to in paragraph II1.A.9 of Contention II as modified
and currently existing experiences excessive vibration or is

indicative of poor design and manufacturing.

24. Paragraph II.A.10 of Contention II makes no
specific allegation that the baseplate of EDGs 102 and 103 were
improperly designed. Also, the County makes no specific
allegations that the baseplates for these engines are now
inadequate to perform their intended functions. If such
allegations are intended, however, LILCO requests the reports,
memoranda and calculations on which Suffolk County relies in

support of any such allegations.
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53. Reports, memoranda and calculations pon which
Suffeolk County relies in support of its allegation in paragraph
II1.C.1.10 ¢f Contention II that design defects causing carbon
build-up on the valve stems and stuck valves and guide damage

on the M.V. Columbia exist on the Shoreham diesels.

54. Reports, memoranda and calculations upon which
Suffolk County relies in support of its allegation in paragraph
IT.C.1i.11 of Contention Il that design defects causing
connecting rod bearings on the M.V. Columbia to incur excessive
wear exist in the new connecting rod bearings on the Shoreham

diesels.

55. Reports, memoranda and calculations upon which
Suffolk County relies in support of its allegation in paragraph
IT.C.i 12 of Contention II that design defects on the M.V.
Columbia engines resulting in excessive major overhauls exi.t

with respect to the Shoreham diesels.

56. Reports, memoranda and calculations upon which
Suffolk County relies in support of its allegation in paragiraph
IT.C.ii.1 of Contention II that design defects causiag stellite
valve seats in the cylinder heads on the M.V. Pride of Texas to
crack from exhaust valve failures exist in the cylinder heads

on the Shoreham diesels.

e















73. Reports, memoranda and calculations upon which
Suffolk County relies in support of its allegation in paragraph
ITI.C.iv of Contention II that design defects causing cylinder
heads to crack on the the M.V. Edwin H. Gott exist with respect

to cylinder heads on the Shoreham diesels.

Paragraph III.A of Contention III

74. Reports, memcranda and calculations on which
Suffolk County relies in support of its allegation in paragraph
III.A.1 of Contention III that *he cylinder heads cracked "due

in part to poor casting techniques."

75. FaAA's final connecting rod bearing report
indicates that the voids found in the Shoreham connecting rod
bearings were not atypical of cast aluminum bearings. If
Suffolk Coun*y alleges that this conclusion is incorrect,
produce reports, memoranda and calculations which support its
allegation. Also produce reports, memoranda and calculations
indicating that the vo.ds in the connecting rod bearings would
be detrimental tc the life of the bearings given the

anticipated stresses on them.

76. The FaAA final report on the connecting rod
bearings indicates that the replacement connecting rod bearings

have a predicted life of 38,000 hours. 1If Suffolk Cunty

22
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normal course of LILCO's initial check-out
program; or

(d) that the alleged shop fabrication
error affected any other part of the diesel

generators.

88. Paragraph III.A.10 of Contention III does not
appear to allege that the currently-installed camshaft lobes
are inadequate in any respect. If such allegation is intended,
however, LILCO requests that Suffolk County produce all
reports, memoranda and calculations upon which Suffolk County
relies in éupport of its allegation in paragraph IIT.A.10 of
Contention III that "exfoliation of the hardened surface
material on camshaft lobes on EDG 101 may have resulted in part
from ineffective heat treatment, a manufacturing deficiency,"

or in support of any of the following:

(a) that exfoliation of the type
observed at Shoreham would in any way affect
the reliability and operation of the Shoreham
diesel generators; or

(b) that any similar exfoliation or
alleged manufacturing deficiency exists in

EDG 102 or 103.
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89. Reports, memoranda and calculations upon which
Suffolk County relies in support of its allagation in paragraph
ITII.A.11 of Contention III that "several injector tips were
improperly manufactured," that the alleged improper manufacture
of these injector tips affects the reliability or operation of

the diesel generators.

90. Reports, memoranda and calculations upon which
Suffolk County relies in support of an} allegation in paragraph
ITI.A.12 of Contention IIl that the tubing described in
paragraph II.A.9 of Contention II as modified and currently
existing experiences excessive vibration or is indicative of

poor design and manufacturing.

91. 1If paragraph III.A.12 of Contenticn III intends to
allege that the base plate of EDGs 102 and 103 were improperly
manufactured, produce all reports, memoranda and calculatiors
upon which Suffelk County relies in support of any such

allegation.

92. 1If paragraph III.A.12 of Contention II1l intends to
allege that cylinder liners irn all three EDGs were deficiently
or improperly manufactured, produce all reports, memoranda or
calculations upon which Suffolk County relies in support of any

such allegation.
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130. Reports, memoranda ana calculations on which
Suffolk County relies in support of its allegation in paragraph
IV.B.15 of Conter:ion IV that "rocker arm hold-down bolts on
one c/linder head subcover .-failed during testing of EDG 101" as
a result of a defect in the QA program of TDI, that the failure
of such bolts was not promptly and properly discovered and that

any defects presently exist in such bolts

Paragraph IV. C of Contention 14"

131. Reports, memoranda and calculations upon which
Suffolk County relies in support of any allegation in paragraph
IV.C.1 of Contention IV that any of the conditions described in
the reports described in that paragraph exist at Shorehaa,
adversely affect the reliability and operation of the diesel

generators and resulted from a deficiency in TDI's QA program.

132. Reports, memoranda and calculations that (a)
indicate which findings of the I&E reports cited in paragraph
IV.C.3 of Contention IV identify deficiencies in TDI's QA
program, (b) support the allegation of a TDI QA deficiency, and
(¢, support the allegation that the alleged deficiency has not

been corrected.

i33. Suffolk County does not allege that any of the

S&W audit findings referenced in paragraph IV.C.4 of Contention

-45-
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December 15, 1983 memorandum from
Donald 0. Cox (FaAA) to M. H.
Milligan re: inspection of jacket
water pumps from TDI diesel
engines;

SWEC Field Test on Emergency Diesel

101;

Shoreham Diesel Recovery Program
Summary and Appendices dated
January 6, 1904;

the Diesel Generator

erational
Review Report (July 3

¥

Op
198

the Seaworthy Report;
the Sharp Report; and

the Falcon Report.

A separate response to each subpart is reque “ted.

Respectfully submitted,

LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY

Hunton & Williams
P. O. Box 1535
Richmond, Virginia 23212

DATED: February 17, 1984
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Bernard M. Bordenick dl
David A. Repka, sqg. : r
U.S. NRC ount 20
Maryland National Bank Bldg. ] u
7735 Cld Georgetown Road .ebe“ans Mem
Bethesda, Maryland 20814 Hauppauge, N

Esqg.* Yy Ashare, Esq.

A. Dempsey, Esqg.
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Herbert H. Brown, Esq. Stephen B. Latham, Esq.
Lawrence Coe Lanpher, Esg. Twomey, Latham & Shea
Alan R. Dynner, Esq.* 33 West Second
Kirkpatrick, Lockhart, Hill, P. O. Box 298
Christopher & Phillips Riverhead, New
8th Floor
1900 M Street, N.W. Ralph Shapiro,
Washington, D.C. 20036 Cammer and Shapiro, P.
9 East 40th Street
Mr. Marc W. Goldsmith New York, New York 100ié
Energy Research Group
001 Totten Pond Road James Dougherty, Esq.
Waltham, Massachusetts 02154 3045 Porter Street
Washington, D.C. 20008
Technical Associates
Hamll ton Avenue Howard L. Blau
217 Newbridge Road
California v Hicksville, New Yorl
Mr. Jay Dunkleberger Jonathan D. Teinberg,
New York State Energy ] New York State
Agency Building 2 Department of Public Service
Empire State Plaza Three Empire State Plaza
Albany, New York 12223 Albany, New York 12223

Hunton & Williams
707 East Main Street
P.0. Box 1535
Richmond, Virginia

DATED: February 17,




