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NRC STAFF RESPONSE TO "SUFFOLK COUNTY AND
NEW YORK STATE JOINT MOTION TO STRIKE STAFF TESTIMONY"
AND "SUFFOLK COUNTV AND NEW YORK STATE JOINT MOTION
TO STRIKE ADDITIONAL STAFF TESTIMONY"

On February 8, 1985, and February 11, 1985, Intervenors Suffolk
County and New York State filed joint motions to strike portions of NRC
Staff testimony filed by witnesses Bush, Sarsten, and Henrikson. For the
reasons set forth below, Staff opposes the Motions to Strike.

The February 8th Motion

Intervenors' first Motion to Strike is posited upon the facts that
1) the data upon which the referenced testimony was allegedly available
at the time of the prior hearing sessions on the qualification of the
EDOs for infinite life a rated power level and 10% overload and 2) the
testimony sought to be struck is allegedly outside of the scope of the
admitted contentions,

Initially, it is the Staff's position that the present testimony is
not used to support operation of the Shoreham EDGs for infinite operating
life 2t any load above 3300 kW. Rather, the cited testimony is provided

to address the adequacy of the diesels to operate for brief periods of
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time at locads above 3300 kW which are squarely within the scope of the
admitted contention insofar as it places loading in issve. For example,
the material presented in those portions of the Staff's testimony that
Suffolk County and the State of New York propose to strike is pertinent
to the following parts of the load contention: (a)(i) asserting that
intermittent and cyclic loads are excluded, (a)(ii) and (c)(iv) asserting
that load meter instrument accuracy was not considered, and (a)(iv)
asserting that operators may erroneously start additional equipment.
Inherent in these parts of the contention is the possibility that the
EDGs may be operated for short periods of time at loads in excess of the
"qualified" load of 3300 kW, either through instrument error or through
operator error. Loads at which EDG 103 was operated above 3300 kW are
part of the confirmatory test to 1 x 107 cycles which, together with the
results of the post-test examination, provided & basis for the Staff's
witness to draw conclusions that are vitally important for a full and
complete record on the contention.

Contrary to the assertion of the County and the State in their
motion to strike, the portion of the testing conducted at indicated loads
of 3500 kW and above does not, by itself, provide an adequate basis for
testimony of the Staff's witnesses concerning crankshaft behavior at
loads above the "qualified" load of 3300 kW. This is =2vident from the
testimony. On page 17, for example, Dr. Bush observes that ". . .

subsequent operation at the latter load (3300 kW) to bring the total

cycles to 107 would have been sufficient to cause propagation of cracks

formed at the higher load (3500 kW)." Dr. Bush relies heavily on the

testing at the lower load and the results of the post-test inspection for
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his conclusions about crankshaft behavior at loads to 3430 kW. In the
interest of being fully responsive to those parts of the contention noted
above, he relies on other considerations for his opinions on crankshaft
behavior at loads to 3900 kW.
| In the context of the total testing and subsequent inspection, the
higher-load testing also provides a basis for the Staff's witnesses to
comment on uncertainties concerning whether or not the crankshafts are
qualified at 3300 kK. These uncertainties stem from parts (a)(ii) and
(c)(iv) of the contention, which assert that load meter instrument error
was not considered. The reliance the witnesses place on the higher-load
testing is evident in Dr. Bush's response to question 8 (at 13). The
portion of his response that the County and the State wish to strike is a
key consideration in his conclusion concerning the relevance of testing
that may have been conducted at loads below 3300 kW,
The February 11th Motion

Three Dimensional Finite Element Analysis of Cylinder Block Crack

Intervenors move to strike one sentence of Dr. Bush's testimony
which references a December, 1984 three-dimensional finite element
analysis of crack initiation and growth on the basis that it constitutes
"more new testimony on the adequacy of the diesels under the FSAR Load
requirements of 3500/3900 kW and not LILCO's new proposed "qualified
load" o/ 3300 kW. Motion of February 11, 1985 at 1. The referenced
analysis is correctly described by Intervenors as being contained in
FaAA's most recent cyclinder block report, which was itself directed
towards performance at earlier FSAR load levels. However, Dr. Bush, in

his testimony, relies upon this analysis to support his conclucions in
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regard to the "qualified load" level of 3300 kW; to the extent that the
earlier load levels bound the qualified load level at issue here, the
analysis should be admitted in evidence on the present issues involving
the "qualified load."
| Accordingly, the NRC Staff opposes Intervenors' Motions to Strike.
Respectfully submitted,
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Richard J. Goddard 75474m4
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 19th day of February, 1985
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