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YNITED STATES OF AMERICA
‘ NUCLEAR REGULATORY COIMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY ARD LICENSING BOARD

In‘ the Ma‘b’ter of "I‘Docket Nos. 50-_250

. ‘ 50-251

"(Proposed Amendments to Facility
Operating Licenses to Permit
Steam Generator Repair)

FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

(Turkey Point Nuclear Generating
Unit Nos. 3 and 4)

-k

el S e e P NS

. N

INTERVENOR MARK P. ONCAVAGE'S .
INTERROGATORIES TO, "AND REQUEST
FOR THE PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS FROM,
LICENSEE FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY

Pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.740(p), Intervenor Mark P. Oncavage
.reguests that thé following interrogétories be answered fuliy, in

vriting, and under oath or affirmation by licensee Florida Power

& Light Company.

For ?ach re;ponse'to the'interrogatorie; listed bélow, identify

the person or persons vho prepared, or substantiaily contributed to the

preparation of, the response. . ' : -
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Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial. Overly broad

burdensome Interrogatories i
: . are direc
poration. See 10 CFR § 2.740(b). =
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The interroga%ories attached are to be considered licensee's
‘ continuing obligation. ALccordingly, if, after these in‘terrogatorie‘s
have‘been answered, additional information comes*to attention of the
1lcensee with respect +0 one or more of the answers, the answers

" should be amended in z timely manner to provzde such additional
information. ) !
Objection. Supplementation of responses is governed by

10 CFR 2.740(e). This paragraph would unduly
broaden and substantially change the duty of a
party to amend or supplement- responses.
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Intervenor further requesté that licensee,”pﬁrsuant to 10 CFR

g 2.741, provide copies of; or make available for inspection and

~ copying, the documents designated by licensee in response to these

interrogatories within 30 days of service.’

Objection. Responses to discovery requests -are to be
filed at the time set forth in the Order of’

September 25, 1979.







For egch response to these interrogatories:-

‘I'\ 4. Identify all documents, reports and studies, and the
particular parts thereof, relied upon by the licenseé;-now or in the
past, which serve as the basis for the answer. In lieu thereof, at
licensee's option, a copy of each such docunent and study ma§ be -

——

attached to thg«answer.

Objection - See attached page.

- B, Identify all documents, reports and studies, and the
- particular parts thereéf, examined but not ;elied upon by the licensee,
. which pertain_to the su?ject matter questioned. In lieu thereoi, at
licensee's option, a copy of each such document and study may be

-,

attached to the answer. , *u\;x.

.

objection ~ See attached page.

C. Identify by name, title and affiliation each licensee
employee or consultant that has the expert knowledge required to support

the answer to the question.

Objection - See attached page.




A, Objection.

B. - Objection.

C. Objection.

This interrogatory is overly broad,
oppressive, and burdensome. Traditionally,
a request for the production of all rele-
vant documents has been held to be invalid.

* Illinois Power Co. (Clinton Power Station,

Unit Nos. 1 and 2), ALAB-340, 4 NRC 27, 34
(1976).

Irrelevant and immaterial to the issues and
subject matter. Not.designed to lead to dis-
covery of admissible evidence. See 10 CFR
2.740(b) (1). w

This interrogatory is overly broad,
oppressive, and burdensome. Traditionally,
a request for the production of all rele-
vant documents has been held to be invalid.
Illinois Power Co. (Clinton Power Station,
Unit Nos. 1 and 2), ALAB-340, 4 NRC 27, 34
(1976).

Irrelevant and immaterial to the issues- and
subject matter. Not designed to lead to dis~-
covery of admissible evidence. See 10 CFR
2.740.

This interrogatory is overly broad,
oppressive, and burdensome. Traditionally,
a request for the production of all rele-
vant documents has been held to be invalid.
Illinois Power Co. (Clinton Power Station,
Unit Nos. I and 2), ALAB-340, 4 NRC 27, 34
(1976) . :







. " .D. Explain whether licensee is presently engaged in or”
intends to engage in any further planning, consultation, research,
~or work which may affect licensee's answer. Identify such planning,

consultation,, research or work.
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Objection - See attached page.

a 4

""Identify any person oOr persons, if any, whom licensee

- emrmw e —e

F B,
sntends to have testify as expert witnesses, or otherwise, on the
Provide the names, addresses, educational

4 mesvase

o~

'subaect matter questloned.
background, and profe551ona1 quallflcatlons of each such person.

Objection -~ See attaéhed page.

~ . p.” Provide summaries of the views, positions or proposed

testimony from all persons identified in E above that licensee intends

16 present during the proceedings.

Objection - See attached page.
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G. Identify by author, title, date of publication and

o~

publlshor, all books, documents, and papers that llcesee intends to-

™ wias e ses hmwe
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employ : . or rely upon in presentlng a dlrect ‘case on the subject

matter questloned and provide coples of, or make available for

Q intervenor's inspection and copying these items.

" Objection - See attached page.




Objection.

Objection.

Objection.

Objection.,

This interrogatory requests trial
preparation material without making
the requisite showing set forth in
10 CFR § 2.740(b) (2).

This interrogatory is objectionable
to the extent that it requests

the identity of non-expert witnesses
and the positions of those witnesses.
United States v. Proctor & Gamble Co.,
25 F.R.D. 252 (D.N.J. 1960).

This interrogatory is objectionable

to the extent that it requests the

identity and positions of expert wit-
nesses, because the Commission's rules

do not contemplate permitting such dis-
covery. C£. Rule 26(b) (4), Fed.R.Civ.P.,
which has no analogous provision in 1.0

CFR Part 2. Such information will be
supplied with the filing of prepared written
testimony.

See objection to E above. Oppressive
and burdensome. Information will be
supplied with the filing of prepared
written testimony.

This interrogatory is objectionable
because it requires the Licensee

to submit every item of evidence it
intends to introduce at the hearing.
United States v. Renault, 27 F.R.D.
23 (S.D.N.Y. 1960).

This interrogatory is overly broad,

oppressive, and burdensome. Traditionally,

a request for the production of all relevant
documents has been held to be invalid. 1Illinois
Power Co. (Clinton Power Station, Unit Nos.

1 and 2), ALAB-340, 4 NRC 27, 34 (1976).

See objection to E above. Oppressive
and burdensome. Information will be

supplied with the filing of prepared

written testimony.

See also objection to D above.
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H., Identify dy author, title, date of publication énd

publisher, all_books, documents, ,and papers that licensee intends %o

employ or rely upon in conducting cross-examination of prospective

. intervenor witnesses testifying on the subject matter questioned.

Objection. " This interrogatory requests trial
preparation material without the
requisite showing of 10 CFR § 2.740(b) (2).

See objection to G above.

General Objection to Paragraphs A through H:

This entire series of interrogatories

consists of 69 pages, 276 numbered paragraphs,
and multiple lettered subparagraphs which total
more than 2,200 separate gquestions or requests
for documents. Paragraphs A through H are then
to be applied to ". . . each response to these
interrogatories," which has the immediate
effect of multiplying the series of 2200 discovery
requests by 8, for a total of more than 16,000
requests. That is patently burdensome, and
oppressive, and the paragraphs should be
eliminated for that reason alone.




Contention 1

1-1. State in detall what assurances llcensee can provide
. that upon completlon of the steam generator repairs the nuclear units
3 and 4 at Turkey Point will provide maintenance free operations for
the remazining life of the units. -
A. State the basis for any such assurance proffered.
B, Prov1de all data ang calculations, testing results,

and consultation reports that support the. bases'-for any .such assurance.

-

5 - -

Objection - See attached page.

———ne

1-2. Does llcensee forsee any ulméjor repairs'o;:major
ﬁainténance to the nuclear reactor units 3 and 4 at Turkey_Point in
the next ten years of opera%ion of the units?

A. If so, what?

B.- If not, why not? E .

Objection - See attached page.
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Contention 1

1-1.

Objection.

2ll of these interrogatories involve, )
directly or indirectly, the Intervenor's
Contention ll(a), which pertained to the

"cost of future recurring steam generator
repairs." However, the Board's Order of
September 27, 1979 rejected l1ll(a).
Consequently, discovery of any issues related
to this Contention is improper. Hartford
Accident and Indemnity Co. v. Village of Milan,
176 supp. 84 (S.D. Ill. 1959).

All such interrogatories are irrelevant to
whether the proposed repairs significantly
affect the quality of the human environment

. and require the preparation of an Environmental

Impact Statement (EIS). To the extent such
interrogatories request information which may

be relevant to an EIS cost-benefit analysis,

they are not relevant or material to Contention 1,
because such an analysis is necessary only after
it has been determined that an EIS must be |
prepared. Since Contention 1 pertains only

to the necessity of preparing an EIS, and not the
contents of the EIS, these interrogatories are
not relevant. 10 CFR § 2.740(b).

Allied-General Nuclear Services (Barnwell Fuel
Receiving and Storage Station), LBP-77-13,

5 NRC 489, 492 (1977).

Objection.
See objection to Interrogatory 1l-1.

This interrogatory is overly broad and _
not relevant to the steam generator” repairs, °
to the extent that the interrogatory requests
information on further repairs and maintenance
"to the nuclear reactor units". To the extent
that the interrogatory seeks information about
future repairs and maintenance related to the
steam generator repairs, this interrogatory is
also not relevant to Contention 1 for the
reasons set forth in objection to Interrogatory
1-1.
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1-3. State the detéils‘of, or produce any guarantees _or warranties,
contractural or otherﬁise, that exist or will exist between the
manufacturer of the replacement steam generator assemblles and licensee
which insure that the rede31gned assemblies will fulfill thelr intended

function without breakdowvn and further tube degradation.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1l-1l.

‘ This interrogatory is also objectionable
to the extent that it requests the production
of contracts which may contain confidential
business information. 10 CFR § 2.740(c).
See Lenerts v. Rapidol Distributing Corp.,
3 F.R.D. 42 (N.D.N.Y. 1942).

B

1-4. State when the steam generator assemblies which will

. serve as replacements in the proposed repairs were ordered from the. .

<

manufacturer. ‘ .
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Objection. See o?jection to Interrogatory 1l-1. ( ,

1-5. State the dates of the fabrication.and construction of the

replacement steam generator assemblies.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1-1.







1-6. Do the replacement steam generator assemblies incorporate

the most recent improvements in steam generator design?

4. 1If so, siate in detail the nature of those improvements.

B. If not, state details of all modifications or improvements
made by the manhufacturer in steam generator design since manufaciure

of the replacement steam generator assemblies.

.
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Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1l-1.







"i’ ------ 1-7. State the bases relied upon by licensee that the replacement
steam generator assemblies will perform without tube degradation for
the remaining life of the units. rovide all test data in support of.

any such bases. .

hd %

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1l-l.
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,‘i’ . 1-8. Estimate any potential tube degradation after installation
of the steam generator assemblies upon resumptiion of reactor operation.

Provide data and calcuvlations supporting any such estimates.

2

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1l-1.

Moreover, this interrogatory is objectionable
to the extent that it requires the Licensee
to perform new calculations, conduct new
analyses, or generate new data in response

to the interrogatory. See objection to
Interrogatory 1-29.

ll







N
'.

/

1-9.

.

State whether there is any corrosive chemlgal material

in the steam generator systiem left from phosphate treatmenu system

that will

not be removed by the replapement of the steam generator

lower assemblies. .

A. If none, explain how such material was removed.

- B. If there is, provide details on each chemical substance

pfesent.

after the repairs are completed.

Includé; _
(1) Identification of each such substance.

(2) The amount present.

(3) ZLocation in the steam generator system.

(4) The estimated effect-on operatioris of the ‘steam generators

’
.

(5) Tést data, measurements, calculations, and any other

., * * .
analysis made in determining the presence and significance of any such

substance.

s —— —,

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1l-1.

Moreover, this interrogatory is objectionable
to the extent that it requires the Licensee
to perform new calculations, conduct new
analyses, or generate new data in response

to the interrogatory. See objection to
Interrogatory 1-29.




- - » LR R e h - me

* 1-10. Describe in detail the Ehemistry of the coolants that -
7111 be used in the primary and secondary coolant systems in the

replacement steam generator assemblies when operationai.

N £y

. h
.
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Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1l-1.
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1-11. State whether licensee has or is considering or has
been directed by the NRC Staff t0 consider any retrofitting or
backfzttzng o) 1ncorporate safety features, whlch the- NRC Staff has
determined as being necessary since rev;ew of’ the Three Mile Island <
accident, while the units to be repaired are shut down.
A. If not, why not? y _
_ B, If so, provide detalls of any such considerations.
C. If by NRC Staff direction, provide details of any

correspondance or communication transmitting such direction.
Objection: '
This interrogatory is not relevant to Contention
1, or to the steam generator repairs, and is
not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence.

1-12. Describe in detail or provide all data, calculations

and any other information used in licensee's analysis and evaluation_

bl

, of the cost effectiveness of total decontamlnatlon of the defec»;ve

stean genera»ors and work areas prior to 1n1t1atlon of renalrs as a
method for reducing the total operational exposure required by the

repairs. .Describe in detail the procedures that were considered. *

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1l-1. -~

This interrogatory is not relevant to Contention
1. Aas stated in the objection to Interroga-
tories 1-1 to 1-10, cost effectiveness is only
» relevant to a cost-benefit analysis, not to
whether the repairs require the preparation of an EIS.

This interrogatory is objectionable to' the extent
,that it requires the Licensee to perform new

{continued on attached page
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Contention 1

1-12. (continued)

calculations, conduct new analyses, or
generate new data in response to the
interrogatory. See objection to
Interrogatory 1-29.

This interrogatory is not designed to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.







1-13. What is meant by "uncertainties in estimating job man-

hours and radiation intensities" stated in the EIA on page'4-2,

'. paragraph 1;?

A. Provide data and caleuiations for'estimating the range

radiation intensities.

for job man-hours.

B. Provide data and calcu’atlons for estlmatlng range of

4
.

C. Provide the ranges of radiation field intensities.

" Objection.

.
‘I

[, [ s ——

The EIA is an NRC staff document. This
interrogatory calls for a conclusion or
an 1nterpretatlon of that document and
to that extent is not designed to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is redundant of many of
the interrogatories submitted on Contention 2.
Repetitioué or redundant interrogatories are
improper. Payer-Hewitt & Co. v. Bellanca
Corp., 26 F.R.D. 219 (D.Del. 1960).

This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requires the Licensee to .
perform new calculations, conduct new analyses,
or generate new data in response to the
interrogatory. See objection to Interrogatory
1-29,

1-14. Describe in detail all testing and inspection that will

be performed to assure:

A.
B.
C.

Weld quality for all welds done during repairs. .

%

Tube integri'by .

Containment building integrity.




D. Primary loop integrity. .
- ‘. E. Secondary loop integrity.
F. All other inspections needed prior to the generation

of eleciricity at full power per reactor.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1l-1.

The focus of this interrogatory is upon
quality assurance, which is not the sub-
ject of Contention 1.

- B WL e ) MR WE SRS AEr BB W G N SRNE A St s O o —————
.

1-15. Provide task descriptions, man-hour requirements, radiation

intensity data, and man-rem exposure incurred for all tasks associated
with all testiﬁé and inspections that will be performed prior to the

genefatién of electricity at full power per reactor.

a

Objection. This interrogatory is redundant of many of

the interrogatories submitted on Contention 2.
Repetitious or redundant interrogatories are
improper. Payer-Hewitt & Co. v. Bellanca Corp.,
26 F.R.D. 219 (D.Del. 1960).
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1-16. State the names, addresses and telephone numbers, and
job titles of 21l individuals who prepared or substantially contributed
to the preparation of the SGRR and identify the sections of the SGRR,

each person or persons worked, including all amedments to the SGRR.

Objection. Burdensome and oppressive. °‘Irrelevant
b and immaterial.

This interrogatory is overly broad, and there-
fore is not permissible. Wing v. Challenge
. Machinery Co., 23 F.R.D. 669 (S.D. Ill. 1959).

. Only those individuals who prepared portions of

the SGRR which pertain to environmental issues

are subject to discovery under Contention 1.

This interrogatory requests information which

is not relevant to Contention 1.

This interrogatory is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

1-17. State whether-any firms or corporate entities other than'-,
FPL contribuied to the preparation of the SGRR or any amendments ?heré—
to. |

‘ A. Give the name, address and telephone number of any . -~

such firm or cofﬁoration that contributed to preparation of the SGRR.
B. Give the name of any person or persons responsible

for the preparation of any such firm or corporation's contribution to

the SGRR.

C. Specify thch firm or corporation contributed %o which

[ -
.

sections of the SGRR,
Objection. Burdensome and opp@essive. .

- This -interrogatory is overly broad, and there-
fore is not permissible, Wing v. Challenge
Machinery Co., 23 F.R.D. 669 (S.D. Ill. 1959).
Only those individuals who prepared portions of
the SGRR which pertain to environmental issues are
subject to discovery under Contention 1. -These
interrogatories request information which is not
relevant to Contention 1.

This interrogatory is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.




1-18. 'Is there at the present time or any time in the last three

,‘I’ ~ months that local contamination procedures are being or were employed
at Turkey Point? If so, '‘describe in detail: '
A. Vhat local decontamination is being done. .
B. The systeém or structure being decontaminated and its

location.

Cemos i v m v we e A fand
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C. The employees or workers who are 1mplement1ng local

decontamination. Include their race, place of geographic origin,

rate of pay, training, previous skills, end knowledge of nuclear labor
technigues and zttendant dangers, their sex, their age and ﬁow and by
whom they were recruited for the employment. .

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 1, to the steam geﬁerators, or
to the steam generator repairs in general

This interrogatory is not designed to lead to the °
discovery of admissible evidence.

Furthermore, the composition of the present work-
force, as requested by 1-18(C), .is not relevant

to Contention 1 and. is not designed to lead to )
the discovery of adm1ssmble evidence. 10 CFR

§ 2.740(b).

-~




1-19.- Descrn.be in detail 21l con‘t:mgency plans prepared by

 — vt—— . w a

.‘ licensee to safeguard the repair project and/or to protect +the public

»

Irom releases of radiozctivity, in the event of a2 major hurricane
occurring during the time projected for the repairs to the steam

generators. Include 211 plans considered but not prepzared.

4 B YR e m—— e
c—

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 1, to the steam generators, or

) to the steam generator repairs in general.

This interrogatory is not reasonably

calculated to lead to the dlscovery

of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is argumentative, speculative,
and factually without baszs.é

Burdensome and oppressive.
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1-20. Describe in detzail 211 plans prepared by licensee or

considered by licensee to protect the public and the environment

{ I
from radioactive contamination, in the event of z major hurricane,

failure of the steam generator storage building, rupture of seals or
has : )

casings of stored steam generator assemblies, and immersion of those-

assemblies in salt water.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1-19.

« v - mm—— o —— ot

1-21. Describe in detail how licensee intends to dispose of all

solid radioactive waste generated during the repair project in the

~+  event that all waste disposal sites that receive radwaste from nuclear:

power plants are closed.

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial to the issues’ and .
subject .matter of this proceeding or
Contention 1; argumentative; speculative;
T ' * .not reasonably calculated to -lead to-
the discovery of admissible evidence.
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‘. 1-22. Describe in detail how licensee inténds’to dispose of

defective sieam generator assemblies, in the event that licensee is

pronibited from or decides not to store such gssemblies onsiie as

d
proposed in the SGRR. ' For any disposzl method stzted, provide:

k. The zmount of occupational exposure that will be incurred,

Task by task for the method of disposal to be usegd.
B, The zmount of time that will be required.

‘ " C. The cost brezkdown for 21l aspects of the disposal method.
D. The location of the uvltimate disposal site the assembdlies

will be transported to.

. E, The form of transportation that will be used.

4 "
.a . »
3

.

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial to the issues and

subject matter of this proceeding or Contention 1;
argumentative; speculative; not reasonably

‘ calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
. evidence. B ’
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orngitions is codling water irom the

1-273. T8tate Whder what~

" e

.coolr‘ag canals a2llowed or permitied 1o be directly discharged into_.

*,
"L; .

Caréd Sound. ".

.
- iy

1-24 Does llcensee contend that water, chemical efflueﬁ%:iéﬁa

liguid raaloaculve vaste contalned in the cooling canals does not

reach Card Sound or Biscayne Bay other than throusn controlled

rélezses 1o the Carg Sound ‘canal?
A, If so, state why.
?. I not, why not?

Objection. Argumentative; irrelevant and immaterial
to the issues and subject matter of this
proceeding or Contention;- vague; speculative;
not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence. .







™\

LT [T * A ) b . A o ow e - ¢ ST m mavmwe -

1-25. Vhat study, research analysis, measurement and testlng
has llcensee made to assess the potential impact on the env;ronment
including all life forms present, of all forms of'pollution generated -
as a result of construction activities and materials for the proposed
steam generator repairs, construction of the steam generator storage
building, and installation and construction of buildings to nouse ‘the
condensate polisher demineralizer system. Provide all daia, calculatlons,
and all reports, studies, memorandum, and any forms of correspondance

used in making such an assessment. If no assessment has been made,

state why not.

- ~s o -

hem myremee -

1-26. Has licensee assessed the potential impact on the

environment and all its life forms of the cumulative and synergistic

effect of pollution generated as a result of the comblned construction

'aColvmtles and materials for uhe repalr proaect addltlonal levels’ of

effluent from installation of the condensate polisher demineralizer

F
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system discharged into cooling canals, further radioactive releases
during repairs and upon resuming reactor operatiéns, and the residua}
concentrations of.radioactive nuclides already present in the environment
as 2 result of plant emmission or discharge. Provide all records,

data, and calculations and documents considered in making any such

assessment. If no assessment has been made, state why not.

® -
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1-27. Sté%e whether or not there are any endangered species,
as listed in the Féde;al Endangéred Sppcies‘Act; living onsite or
in <the vicinify of Turkey Poin%. If so:

A. Identify the species present.

B. The numbers of each ‘species preseﬂt.

C. Describe the location and nature of each species
habitat. : . . ‘

D. Describé in detail any plans prepared or cdﬁsidered by .
licensee which insure any endangered species present are not threatened
or their habitat éndangered by any aspect . of the steam generator repairs
or installation of the ¢ondensate polisher demineralizer system. i

E. 1If any species are present, state why potential impact

of the repairs on them was not addressed in the SGRR.
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1-28. Has licensee assessed the potentlal impact of the repalrs

4

on the surroundlng communltles, as to.

A. The effect of an influx of tran51ent workers.

B. Any increased demand on services both publlc and prlvate.'

C. Effect on trafflc in the area.
D. The effect on the availability of housing durlng the
farming season when large numbers of migrant workers are present.

E. Provide any data, reports, and calculations used to make

\

any such assessment.
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1-29. Describe in detail aﬁ& assessment made by licensee of
g . the environmental impact ,oi‘ providing replacemen‘i: power during the
repair outages at Turkey-Point by reactivating decommissioned fossil
fuel plants. If none has been made, provide such an assessment, ta
include:
| A, Which generating plants will provide replacement power,
their location@énd capacity, -and tpe fuel used to generate electricity.
B. An assessment of such_plants potential for environmental
degradation from thermal, air, and water dischafges.
C. :The effects of the use of nonrenewadble fuels on cost, and
évailability of energy supplies. ) ,
D. Whether such plants are fitted with double injector
fuel systems to allow for the burning of oil or gas. If so, which?
’ E.. The generating capacity for each plant.:
F, Th; amount of replacement power each plantigill provide

r

during the outage for repairs. CL,

,

-

G. The service afea for each plant. . . .

H. The‘effect of recommissioning on employement iﬂ the area.

I. A complete cost analysis for, the recommissioning of any

T blanﬁs,and for any plant providing replacement power a cost anzlysis

for its operation during the outage time. Specifiy the date useé for
“estab}ishing costs of recommissioning and operation. ‘ ,

J. If any of the above information is contained in alrea@y
prepared reports or other documents, please provide such documents and
"reports. A . |

-~y -y -~ -

K' | '







Contention

1

1-29.
A.
B.
c.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.
J.

Objection. This interrogatory is irrelevant

and immaterial to the subject .matter
of the proposed repairs, is beyond the
scope of Contention 1, and is not
reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is improper to the
extent that it requires the Licensee to
make an assessment if none has previously
been made by the Licensee. Not only is
this request overly broad, oppressive,

and unduly burdensome, it also requires

the Licensee to analyze information

to which the Intervenor can be given or

has access to conduct his own assessment.
Thus, the Intervenor is-~asking the Licensee

. to perform studies on behalf of the

Intervenor. Discovery cannot be used for
such purposes. See United States v.

216 Bottles, More or Less, 36 F.R.D. 695
(E.D. N.Y. 1965); Struthers Scientific and
International Corp. v. General Food Corp.,
45 F.R.D. 375 (S.D. Tex. 1968); and

Porter v. Montaldo's, 7 F. Supp. 372

(S.D. Ohio 1946).

Subparts (C) through (I) are not

relevant to Contention 1. Each of these
subparts pertains to economic or non-
environmental issues, and it is therefore
irrelevant to whether an EIS must be
prepared. See objection to Interrogatories
1-1 to 1-10.







- -
o p—— S sass Seer . - e . -y esem—e = e b — &t o

‘. 1-30. Provide a complete cost analysis of the steam generator
repairs and the installation and housing of the condensate polisher
demineralizer system based on 1979 cost data for all aspects of the

project.

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention l. It pertains to economic
or non-environmental issues, and it
is therefore irrelevant to whether an
EIS must be prepared. See objections to
Interrogatories 1l-1 to 1-10. .

This interrogatory cannot lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is also objectionable to
the extent that it requires the Licensee
to perform new calculations, conduct new
analyses, or generate new data in response
to the interrogatory. See objection to -

. Interrogatory 1-29.

L

1-31. tate the metpods which licensee inte

AN 00T 00 6 s s s e e 4 - -

nds to employ to raise







capital %o finance the steam generator repzirs and installation of the
condenéate polisher demineralizer and for replacement power during the
‘ repair outages.
A, Vhat will be the interest rates on loans made Dy licensee
0 obtain capital financing? ) ' '
B. What will be the costs for bonds used to obtain capital?
c. Did llcensee ascertain the .effect the cost o; the proposed

project will have on the availability of capital. If so, whav will be

tﬁe effect.

Objection. This interrogatozy is not relevant to
Contention 1. It pertalns to economic
or non-environmental issues, and it
is therefore irrelevant to whether an .
,EIS must be prepared. See objections to
Interrogatories 1l-1 to 1-10. .

This interrogatory is objectlonable because
. it requests confidential commercial information.
. See generally 10 CFR § 2.740(c).

Seé also objection to Interrogatory 1-32.

—0 ome - e
Y = e e S A et ee - wme— . B —— 18 €3 S P S e o 4o s -

- 32 Does licensee intend to pursue a rate increase .from the
'-P;bllc Service Comm1531on of the State of Florzda as a result of the ’
proaeCU to repair the steam generators? Provzde data and calculations
on any plans to increase rates to consumers based on the repair costs,

. or any other costs related to the repair project.

"eiws=- - . Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant-te—-—--~
Contention 1. It pertains to economic
or non-~environmental issues, and it
. is therefore irrelevant to whether an
\. EIS must be prepared. See objections to
Interrogatories 1-1 to 1-10. '
(continued on attached page)




Contention 1

1-32. (continued)

This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 1 and to an EIS cost-benefit
analysis. Whether or not the Licensee
will seek a rate increase as a result of
the repairs has absolutely no bearing on
the actual cost of the repairs. Additionally,
the focus of both this interrogatory and
Interrogatory l1-31 are upon financial is-
sues which are outside of the jurisdiction
of the NRC. Consequently, these interroga-
tories cannot lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is objectionable
because it requests confidential
commercial information. See 10 CFR
§ 2.740(c).
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1—33.-w;;;v1de a cost analysis of the costs to operate Turkey Point

. nuclezr reactor units 3 & 4.

Objection.: This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 1. It pertalns to economic
or non-environmental issues, and it
is therefore irrelevant to whether an
EIS must be prepared. See objections to
Interrogatories 1-1 to 1-10.

This interrogatory is objectionable to

the extent that it requires the Licensee
to perform new calculations, conduct new
analyses, or generate new data in response
to the interrogatory. See objection to
Interrogatory 1-29.

_ Vague and amblguous, unlimited in scope as to time.
1-34. Provide details on:

teme e f —— w—

A. The total generating capacity of: Turkey Point units 3 & 4.
B. Licensee's total generating capacity.

C. The total amount of electricity sold, and the amount

of electricity supplled by 'units 3 & # for those sales.

D. Licensee's pricipg and rate structure for the sale of
electricity. ¢
' ‘ E. Any:contracfs for the sale'of electricity to any other
public utility. Include the émouﬁfs of electricity contracted for.

F. .Anyodemand/heed estimates, predictions or studies through
the year 2000 A.D. |

6. Al previous unit 3 & 4 shutdowns.

‘ T H. ‘Costs of 2ll previous shutdowns and for all other .

major maintenance repairs.

Objection - See attached page.







Contention

1-34.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

Objection.

This interrogatory and each subpart

is not relevant to Contention 1.

Each interrogatory pertains to economic
or non-environmental issues, and it is
therefore irrelevant to whether an EIS
must be prepared. See objections to
Interrogatories 1l-1 to 1-10.

Interrogatory 1-34(A) is objectionable
because the information is equally
available to Intervenor as to Licensee.

Interrogatory 1-34(B) is objectionable
to the extent that it is vague, overly
broad, and irrelevant to Contention 1
and to an EIS cost-benefit analysis.

‘Interrogatory 1-34(C) is vague and
ambiguous, unlimited in scope as to time.

‘Interrogatory 1-34(D) is irrelevant
and immaterial to Contention 1 or the
subject matter of this proceeding; argu-

_mentative; vague and ambiguous; not

reasonably calculated to lead to dis-
covery of admissible evidence.

Interrogatory 1-34(E) is objectionable

to the extent that it requests the production
of contracts which may contain confidential
business information. 10 CFR § 2.740(c).

See Lenerts v. Rapidol Distributing Coxp.,

3 F.R.D. 42 (N.D.N.Y. 1942).

Interrogatory 1-34(E) is also vague .

and ambiguous; unlimited in scope as to time;
not designed to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.

Interrogatory 1-34(F) is vague and
ambiguous; non-specific; not redsohably
calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence; burdensome and
oppressive.

Interrogatory 1-34(G) is overly broad,
non-specific; burdensome and oppressive,
and not designed to lead to discovery of
admissible evidence.

Interrogatory 1-34(H) is objectlonable
for the reasons set forth in objection
to Interrogatory 1-34(G).




R 1-35. Describe in detail any planning, research, consultation,
. and any other study which licensee has made, is making, or will make in
| - the future for implementing conservation measures an&/or technologies
other than nuclear for the generation of electricity as alternatives
to the proposed repairs of the steam generators, or as alternatives
for future generauion of electricity. Incluge:
A. The division or department.at FPL responsible for
conservation planning and for alternative technologies.
B. Any firms, corporate or otherWise, provzding consultation
or design information on conservation and any alternative technologies.
C. The person or persons-responSible for and most'knowledgeable

about conservation measures and alternative technologies. Provide

‘- ©  their names, addresses, telephone numbers, and their job titles.

-
4

D. With regard to conservation measures, state:

(B All plans to develop consumer incentives to encourage

conservauwon of electr101*y Provide any reports, data or documents

used in conSideration of any plan. _ .

(2) ‘The amount of energy savings that would accrue were any

conservation plan to be implemented. Provide data and calculations on

-
-

any such analysis.
(3) Details of any broposals made to either the Federal .

Department of:Ene“gy ox the State-of Florida agencies having authority:
E., With regard to alternative technologies for generating
electricity, state: ' .
(1) Any plan, research or study concerning the implementation

of solar photovoltaic cells for the generation of electricity.

(2) Any plan, research, study and report considered by

. licensee for implementing the_genera'tion of' electricity by production

................................................................................................................................
............................................................................................................................
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of methane.

(3) Any plan, research, study, or report considered by
licensee for implementing the generation of electr1c1ty by -the

productlon and combustion of hydrogen.

(4) Any plan, research, study, or report considered by
licensee for 1mp1emenu1ng the generatlon of electr;c;ty through the
development of" Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion.

(5) Any plan, research,‘study, or report of any other
alternative technology for the generatién of electricity presently
under consideration, or that has been considered by licensee.

F. Does licensee have under consideration any plan for
aiding consumers to finance the purchase and installation of solar .'

hot water heaters. If so, provide details:

G. For any conservatlon plan or alternative technology under
cons1derat10n by licensee state the amount of reg%arch funds and +
development funds expended for each in the last ten years, and the

amount budgeted for each for the next ten years.

Objection - See attached page.




Contention 1

1-35.
A.
B.
c.

D. (1) (2) (3)

F.
G.

Objection.

E. (1) (2) (3)(4) (5)

This interrogatory is addressed to the
Intervenor's Contention 10, which
pertained to alternatives to the

proposed repair. The Board's Order of
Septembexr 27, 1979 rejected Contention 10.
Consequently, discovery on this issue is
improper. Hartford Accident and Indemnity
Co. v. Village of Milan, 176 F.Supp. 84
(s.D. Ill. 1959).

Furthermore, altexrnatives to the proposed repair
are not relevant to the issue of whether the .
preparation of an EIS is required. Although

a discussion of reasonable alternatives may be
essential in an EIS, Contention 1 only addresses
the need for preparation of an EIS.

Moreover, information regarding Licensee's
consideration of any plan to aid the financing
of solar hot water heaters (l-35F), or the
amount of research funds expended or to be
expended (1-35G), is clearly irrelevant and
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
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any contracts

condensate polisher demineralizer system, to include, but not limited to,

contracts for:’

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

USRS L

If so, provide a copy of any such contracts.

' _Objection.

&

;—36. State whether or not licensee is presently obligated to

for the steam generator repairs and installation of the

N

Materials. ] . v

Labor.
Component fabrication and construction.
Engineering and éesign.

Remote tooling and other equipment.

"Beplacement fuel.

The existence and terms -of any contracts
is not relevant to the need for preparation
of an EIS under Contention 1.

This interrogatory is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is also objectionable to
the extent that it requests the production
of contracts which may contain confidential
business information. 10 CFR § 2.740(c).

See Lenerts v. Rapidol Distributing Corp.,
3 F.R.D. 42 (N.D.N.Y. 1942).
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Contention 2

2-1 /bat are the tacks involved in “the préoperational'

testing progrem for placing a unit back in service

"vith modified steem generators 7




2-2

Whét g%ll be the'raqiation intensity fields for each
of the following taskss

a. Unload entire core.

be Sgrvey_containmeni work areas, perform locel
decontaﬁination, and shield areas where necessary.
c. Instell c&ver over the reactor cavity~%6‘provide
protection to the reactor vessel end associated
eouipment end to provide a contiguous work erea.

d. Assemble special, prefebriceted scaffoléing to

permit access to all work sreas.

e. Remove biologicel shield wall and transﬁort debris

from the,containment:

f. Remove insuletion from steam generetors, feedwater
piping, steem line piping, reactor coolent piping, and
other components &nd transport debris from the

containment.

B Inst¥all locel control structures, such.as tents,

ducting, temporary filters, etc.

“h. Instell the steem generator transport system, e.g.,

rails, inside the contazinment-end on ecuipment hatch.
i. Enlerge end/or reinforce eqﬁipment hatch platférm

outside of the containment.







j. Ipnspect &nd test containment polar crene.

v

X, Remove miscellansous s=zll piping, such as blowdovnm

piping, endé instruments end controls,.- such as level

X8

trensmitters, to fecilitzte removal of the steem gen-
erators. A ‘"

1. Cut steem line piping at the steam nozzle on the
upper shell znd Gownstresm to allow & section of the
piping to be removed so that the upper end lovier shells

can be fitted.

m. Cut feedweter piping at its Junctition with the upper

shell and upsireem from the junction to allow a section

of *he piping to be removed so that ithe upper and lowsr
shell cen be removed. |

ri. Cut and remove reactor coolant inlet and outlet
pipiné. 4 section of the hot leg(inlet) piping (&n elbow)
will be removed by cutting the pipe at. the steam.generator
nozzle énd on the outlet sic¢e of the reactor coolant

system isoletion velve. A learger section of cold leg

(outlet) piping, consisting of two elbows ané two .

straight.sections, will be removed by quttin;.?he pipe
et the stezm generstor nozzle &nd upstiream froz the
reector coolant pump.

0. Cut steam genérstor wraprer-esnd internzl blowdowvn
piping to facilitate'lifting of the upper éhell.

fg s
p. Cut steam generetor shell on the transition cone.
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G. Lift off the upper shell of the steam generatior

vith‘the polar crene and stors in the containment.

r..Inspesct ané rexove moisture geparqtion_eéuipment,
feedring, and other associated equipzent.

s. Disgssemble cnd/or remove the steam generator

-0-~

suppor»s to zllow the lower stezm generetor assembly
t0 be 1lifted by the polar crene.

t. Lift the steam generstor lower assembly from its
supports using the polar crene. ‘

u. Remove the steam genératon“}owe; shell assembly
from the cohtsinment through tﬁ; écuipment hatch..

v. Daring removel end thereafter, clean and decontaminaté
the containment worg area to the extent practi0351e.

vi. Following the transport of the—-steam generztor lower’
essexblies through the ecuipment hatch, remove thex from
the ecuipment hetch pletform by mesns of mobile cranes
ané trensport them to en interim storage locatiion.

». Remove cutaway pipe sections frox. conteinment.

‘v, Dispose of steem generstor.
y g

. 2. Deliver replacement steam generstor lower assembly

by bargs. . ) ."

ga. Lift the steam genereator lower asseably from the
transporter onto .the equipment ﬁatch platform by Zeans.
of mobile cranes. love 1t through the ecuipment hetch

end into the containment using the conteinment trenspori

«

system.




k!

X =l

bb. Trensport the essezmbly to a2 designated locetion
within the contzinment and upend it using the polar
crene. Iift the essembly verticeally ané move it to a
position over the steem generstor supports. lower the
asseg@%y into plece over the supports. Temporery
positibning devices (e.g., Jjacks) mey be installed
to facilitate'the positioning ‘of the lower assembly
wifhput the use of a polar creane. .

cc. Reessemble and/or_reinstall the steém generztor

support system.

_dd. Insteall new moisture seperation ecuipment, fesedring

and oither internel components in the -upper shell.

prepare mating surface of upper shell for welding

to lowexr assembly.

ee. Lift upper steam generator shell into place and L

»

a2lign with lower assenbly. Temporery positioning

Gevices mgy be used to FTacilitate 2lignment without

-the use 'of the polar crene.

'ff. Weld the upper and lower zssemblies together,

stress-relieve, ané inspect. - )

'
*

. 32ld the steem generztor wrapper to the upper

m

g
internsls end inspect.

hh. Instell the reactor coolant piping.
ii. Pitup welé 2nd inspect the mein steazm piping.
3j. Fitup, weld, end inspect the feedwater piping.
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Y¥, Instell niscellaneous piring (e.g., blowdown)
nsiruzeniztion ené controls which were removed.

1l. Construct biologiczl shield weall, repair creane
well and other concreie si&uctu;es ihat were chippszé.

gan affected systems and work areeas.

E.
=

nn. IAstell insulation.
oco. Remove scaffolgding.
pp. Remove cavity cover.
qq.-ﬁeload core.

rr. Redistion survey mentioned at 8 2.6.1.1 of NRC
Safety Zvaluztion Report. .

ss., Lccal decontamination mentioned st § 2.6.1.1 of

WRC Sefety Zvaluation Report.
tt. Removal of -sections of conteinment internsal

structures mentioned a2t § 2.6.1.1 of NRC Sefety

=veluation Report.

»

uu. Nove steam generator to storege or cutup facility

Geposit end seal fecility.

.vv, konitoring of steam generetor in sesled storzge

Tacility for about 30 years

‘ww. Bach of the tesks described in answer to

‘

interrogatory 2-1.

>x. Disposal or deconteminetion of temporary shielding.

yy. Weiting in low background radiation areeas.

zz. Ingress and@ egress to work locetion.
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For each of the tasks listed in question 2-2,
describe how each rediation field intensity rate
wes computed, providing: ‘
a. Isotopical nature of the materiel.

b. nggtity of radioactive meteriel.

C. Nat;re of emitted radiation.

d. Neture of the shielding between the source and
the receptor. ‘

e. Geometry (e.g. distences and dimensions).

f. Intensifiéation’due to high temperstures,

volatizetion, end pearticulate suspension.

g. Exposure rste (R/hr).
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2-5

o e ey an
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For each of the tasks listed in cuestion 2-2,

please liséz
2. The number of times monitoring measurements were
teken for computing field intensity rates.

b. The dates on which monitoringmﬁeasufements were
taken for computing field intensity rates.

c. Bach measurement.

v

d. .The location of eech measurement device. - -

e

(.13 smim o -a o

Ees the Licensee made future projectioné of field
* ' a / o
intensity rates for any of the tasks listed in

question,z—zv? ..

.~

£ +the enswer to cuestion 2-5°'is yes, describe for

each projection:

-rmr =
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" e. The task.

b. The projection dete.
c. The projected field intensity rate.

d. The procedure employed for Geterminig the rete.

* caweesuesen oo ne -
- .

C 2-7 bescripg the proceéﬁre end provide calculations end
data fér determining the radiation field intensity
~‘;r'a'l:e.:c.'edt:m'l:ions that will occur due to weter being

" kept in the steem generetors, for each item listed

in cuestion 2-2 to which this procedure is applicable.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requires the Licensee to
-perform new calculations.” See objection
to Interrogatory 1.-29.
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. 2-8 Fov each tas> llsted in cuestlon 2 2 where appllcable,

describe the shleldlng that will be used for each
worker and provide the calculations and data for

determining the reduction in rediation intensity

" fields due to the shielding.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requires the Licensee to
. perform new calculations. See objection
to Interrogatory 1-29.

A —— S— & G- —— 1, — —— "
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2-9 For each of the tasks descrlbed in .question 2—4,

stete the number of workers performing each tesk.

AW W s Pe MENmm NS sees s we st asras - n -
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2-10 For esch worker performing a task, es listed in the
ansver to question 2-2, state the number of hours

thet each worker will be performzing each task.

——r e e e mae

-vss

2-11 For each worker descrlbed in the enswer to question

2-10, list the totel man-rem exposure for.that worker.

LT N vt teg e 2 ¢ e ¥ e

2-12 TFor each of the tasks described in questlon 2-2,

state tlg totel number of man hours reguired for each

task.




-

2-18 For each task described@ in cuestion 2-2, state the

+toiel men-rem exposure for that task. .

elculetions

2-14

provide a detailed explenation, ingluding c
and'data, for determining thet the post repair
operation occupetionel dose for inspection &nd repair

of degraded steam generetor tubes will be reduced

to 100 man-rem per year .for the two Turkey Point

units combined for the life of the plant.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requires the Licensee to
perform new calculations. See objection. to
Interrogatory 1-29. .

This interrogatory is'not relevant to Contention
2. Contention 2 only pertains to occupational . - .
exposures during the repair, not to subsequent

occupational exposures.

Additionally, this interrogatory is not relevant
to Contention 1. Although the requested informa-
tion may be relevant for a cost-benefit analysis,
Contention 1 only pertains to the need for pre-
paration of an EIS, and not to the contents of
the cost-benefit analysis contained in the EIS.
See objection to Interrogatories l1l-1 to 1-10.

This interrogatory is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

- ———————

-







| . T 2-15 Provzi.ée e deteiled explenation, incluéing calculations
end data, for the assumption that the replacement
steem génerstor tubes will mzintein their integrity e

during the remeining operating lifetime of the plents.

Objection. See objections to.Interrogatories
1-1 to 1-10; see also objections
to Interxrogatory 2-14.

- .l m—" . S—— . ae ¥ ———

s 2 16 Provide mean-rem doses for the 1nspectlon and repalr
_of Qegraded steam generator tubes for the years 1974,
1875, 1976 1977, end 1978 for each reactor. .-

——— S ——— | v ———— . § 00

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 2-14.

i o

B

| ' _ .
| . . .
- 2-17 H;;“;he 1icensee esteblished criteria for restricting
‘ workers from eny tasks 1isted in cuestion 2-2, besed

upon the age or sex of a worker ? . /

.
P st bltetadindd
- ovw w  ww seem m
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2-18 If the enswer to cuestion 2-i7 is yes, descriﬁé~£dlly
the neature of thése restrictions, including a list of -
each task to which the restriction will be epplied ané
the 2ge group and/or sex that will be restricted from

performing theat task. . - ) . ,

G B et e o

LEITY AV,

2-12 Describe attexpts that will be made to scréen"dut

radietion workers who mey be more susceptible to

("'\

radiation induced‘broblems.

' Objection. Vague and ambiguous; non-specific;
terms such as "more susceptible"
arid "radiation induced problems"
"are undefined.

o
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2-20 For each of the tasks listed in guestion 2-2,
describe in detell the prejob plenning and the
preJjob ?raining'that will be providéd to perform
each task, including the number of hours of training
thet W31l be provided for each worker performing

each tesk, ds listed in the enswer to cuestion 2-9.

b erve A am et @

- ————— .

$2—21' Déscribe the procedure end prévide calculetions and
dete for determining the reduction in man-rem
exposure, for each task listed in cuestion 2-2,- due

to job treining ané job planning.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable to
the extent that it requires the  Licensee
to perform new calculations. See objection *
to Interrogatory 1-29.
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2-283

224
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For each task listed@ in question 2-2; list the
reduction in men-rem exposure due to job ireining

end job plenning. -

» eupommny vy

s

» > . —-—

S ————

Describe the procedure for hi;iﬁg eéch ofmgﬁé“

corker er o s
workers described in the answver to cuestion 2-9

reemgr o

Nosemer e - e wsoae -arwene

Bas the Licensee contracted with eny person, either

»

to perform the tesks listed in question 2-2 7

- ww - e me [

corporete or individual to hire or ito provide workers

- a ee
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2-25 If the enswer to cuestion 2-24 is yes, attach a copy
‘of thet contract to the enswers of thesé intefrogatoriés.
Objection.

This document request is irrelevant
and immaterial to Contention 2, and
is not designed to lead to the dis-
covery of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is also objectionable

to the extent that it requests the

production of contracts which may contain

confidential business information. 10 CFR
{ § 2.740(c). See Lenerts v. Rapidol ’

Distributing Corp., 3 F.R.D. 42

(N.D.N.Y. 1942).

“rerma mmes sme  we

2-26 . Describe the proceéure the Iicensee will use to

obtain the reports of each worker's previously

‘- L3
eccunulated occupationel doses:
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2-27 Describe the procedure that will be used to obtein
e certificate or Form NRC-4 from non-english

speeking workers.

m cmlmreieees se  w-

P ormaeiiteemrue B 4 smmishe mie . -

2-28 TFor eech tesk described in questioﬁ 2—2;'brovide en

explenetion, with celculations and data, as to how
sutomated tools znd eguipment are to be used in
reducing the occupational exposure recguired for

cutting, removal, end welding.

N W s s wa e

S areve

Objection. These interrogatories arxe objectionable to the
extent that they require the Licensee to per-
form new calculations. See objection to
Interrogatory 1-29. ,







’

2-29 For each task listed in cuestion 2-2,.state the

reduction in man-rem exposure due to esutomated tools
end ecuipment being used@ in cutting, removal and

welding.

2-30 Speéify whet is meant by "Some smsll sections of
-containment internsl structures..." as mentioned in

the NRC Safety Eveluation Report & 2.6.1.1.

3 8 - ————

Objection. The Safety Evaluation Report is
a NRC staff document which is not
a proper subject for interrogatories
to the Licensee. This interrogatory
requests information calling for an
interpretation or conclusion by Licensee
of this document and is not designed
to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.

MEmcer % Bl P sascemimiee @ e se s

2-31 Descrlbe procedures if the upper assembly of a

steam generato‘ falls ‘to mate satlsfectorlly with

the new lower assembly, due to deformation of one

of the assembly halves.

- e - ¢ e ¢ — s & 2w m G

Objection. Irrelevant and 1mmater1al to Contentlon 2;
vague and ambiguous in that the term "procedures"
is undefined; speculative; not designed to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence.
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2-32 Provide a EHealth Physics Ienual descriSng

monitoring &and protection procedures for:workers

in rediatign fields.
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CONTENTION 3

3-1 State in-detail the exact steps which will be used in
(a) handling
(b) oprocessing
(c). storing
(d)f;breventing the discharge of .

the primary coolant during the course of the proposed
repairs. : :

- S —y -G —— . DTN

3-2 . State the names, addresses and telephone numbers of each
person employed, retained or consulted by the licensee
in preparing the plans for handling, processing and
storing the primary coolant.

" s amse e cv—— fe IESANa AN Or o ey SR S AR e ————. -
Iy

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial to issues and
. subject matter of Contention 3; burdensome
- and oppressive; not designed to lead to dis-
covery of admissible evidence.
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State the educational’background of each of the persons
listed above. | :

-~

3-3

v - - - .
——, - - o TomAmrtr vy met et mim o m————

See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.

Objection.

3-4 Identify the documents utilized by each of those persons

in preparing the plans for handling, processmng and )
T storing the primary coolant. .

LETT T

P p— g

Objection. See objection to-Interrogatory 3-2.

Ot it n o -

- Did any of the persons named above disagree, to any

3 extent} with the method ultimately decided upon by the
) licensee for the handling, processing and storing of t@e ,
i primary coolant during the course of the proposed repairs?

o waman o wem -

- e 000 S r———————

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.







=
¢
.

state: (a) the names of each of those
and (b) the bases for their differences of

- ewaasw

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.

State in detail the exact steps which will be used to’

3-6 If so, please

persons, :

opinion with the submitted plan.
3':'7

. apemmiw 8 R A8 wssmm e T

22 mp e masia

monitor the release of laundry waste water during- the
proposed repairs.

- —

Objection.

This interrogatory is improper becausé it is
redundant of interrogatories on Contention 13
which will be answered.

-
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3-8 State in detail the exact steps which ‘will be used to
measure the amount of radioactive material in the
discharged laundry waste water .~ .

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-7.

3-9 State the names, addresses and telephone numbers of each
person employed, retained or consulted by the licensee
in establishing the methods for monltorlng the release
of lzundry waste water -and measuring the radioactivity
of the material in that water.

Object{bn. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2,

- boE o wa

3-10 State the educational background of each person listed
above.' . . )

- -

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.
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3-11

| mmsmemiswe e st e W

3-12

A mm A Gm——n A e imme meanememe

Identify the documents utilized by each of those persons
in establishing the methods for monitoring and measuring. -

ey

.
msemie g w st memue- - v se are e g

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.

.’

Did any of the persons named above disagree, to any extent,
with the method ultimately decided upon by the licensee .
for .the monitoring and measuring discussed above? If so,

please state their names and the bases of their differences

" of .opinion.

- &

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.
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3-13 State the method by which it was determined that any
release of radioactive material during the handling,
. : processing, storing or discharging of the primary coolant,
or the discharge of laundry waste water will be as low
as reasonably achievable within the meanlng of 10 CFR

-~ "Parts 20 and 50. -

~ e o —

3-14 Staté the names, addresses and teiéphone numbers of each-
pexrson employed, retained or consulted by the llcensee

in making those determinations.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.

State the educatlonal background of each person llsted
above.

e s eme . —nan  »

.See objection to. Interrogatory 3-2.

Objection.
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3-16 Identify the documents utilized by each of those persons
in making determinations regarding the level of radio-
activity that will be released.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.

e . 02 MG S S W ¥ A SN KIS AREeG—————— e mey oo smem maw e

3-17 Did any of the persons named above disagree, to any
extent, with the method ultimately decided upon by the
licensee for the monitoring and measuring discussed above?
If sc, please state their names and the bases for their
differences of opinion. ’

=

v e sacsime am - -

PR

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.
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@
8;18 Specify the volume of primary coolent, in liters
present in:
a. Unit 3. .
b. Unit 4. N

[y
- - -

om——a
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3-19 Provide celculations and data for dégerminig the
emount of primery coolent to be drained, for steeam
_generator repeirs, from: | i
a. Unit 3. '
b. Unit 4.

S0 - - tase ~eom e m —a FTI A e Nerm e . cman. ey - i E Vewm
. .

Objection. These interrogatories are objectionable to the
extent that they request the Licensee to per-
form. new calculations and generate new. data
in response to the interrogatory. .See objection
to Interrogatory 1-29.







3-20 TFor the storege tenks that will be used to store
' . primary coolent during steem generator fepairs state:
a. Iocation of each tank.
b. ‘Safe cepacity for each tank. |
c. bomposition of tenk wall of each tenk.’ . -
a. well thickness of each tank.
e. Description of any additional biological shieléing

for eech tank.

B W tw ememm— i Wee ¥ srewm

Objection. Interrogatory 3-20(e) is not
relevant to Contention 3 which
pertains to the release of radio-
active material to unrestricted areas, - .
not to shielding for, or radiation
fields of, radioactive material stored
on-site. This interrogatory is not
designed to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.

v 3-21 Provice celculetions and data useé to determine the

" rediastion intensity field (R/hr) on the outside

¢ W e e G ot e -

sarfece of each tank storing primery coolent.

Objection. This interrogatory is 'not relevant to
Contention 3 which pertains to the release
of radioactive material to unrestricted areas,
not to shielding for, or radiation fields of,
radioactive material stored on-site. This
interrogatory is not designed to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is objectionable to the
' extent that it requests Licensee to perform
‘ new calculations 'and generate new data in
response to the interrogatory. See objection
“to Interrogatory 1l-29.

.
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3-22  provide.current FSAR (NRC approved) practices for

R 3 ‘-
storing primery coolant.

Objection. This interrogatory requests infor-
mation which is equally available to
Intervenor and Licensee in that it
is public knowledge or contained in a
public document to which the Intexvenor
has access. It is not proper to compel
one party to perform research or in-
vestigations for other parties as

e discovery. See objection to

Interrogatory 1-29. ’

’

- memmad e

o wem tom ———— i CW 7 e

3-23 Frovide current FSAR (KRC eapproved) practices for

discherging primeary coolant.

Objection See objection to Interrogatory 3-22.
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‘ 3-24

B R e L)

3-25

IT primery coolant is to be discharged, for each

filtering and/or decontaminating device, specify:

e

b.

Neme of device,
Menufacturer.
lodel.

Caﬁécity
Efficienc&.

»

Kumber of devices used, per unit.

D m e S A SOt W WALy S Tt A AR P R u S ————— 5 ¥ - - - o o

_ Specify emount of redioactivity, in curies, for ell

isotopes that will be present in dischargéd primary

. coolent:

e. Provide half-life.of each isotope listed. -~ . -

b. Provide celculations and date.

————— -

Bbjecéion to a. This interrogatory"requests information

which is public knowledge or contained in a
public’ document and to which the Intervenor
has access. Discovery cannot be utilized

for the purpose of compelling one party to
perform research or investigations for other
parties. See objection to Interrogatory 1l-29.

Objection to b. 7This interrogatory is objectionable to the

extent that it requests the Licensee to per-
form new calculations and generatenew data

in response to the interrogatory. See objection
to Interrogatory 1-29.




3-26

' 8-27

E mmi A% G e wmmed e mow -

For the prlmary coolant presently in unit 2, provide:
a. An inventory of 211 isotopes.

b. Amount of radietion, in curies, for each isotope.
c. Eelf-life of each isotope. ' |

d. Date measurement waswrecorded.

e. Time intervel between last operation of unit 2 end

. Gate.isotopical meesurement was taken.
Objection to 3-26 c. This interrogatory requests
. information which is public
knowledge or contained in'a -
public document and to which the
.Intervenor has access. Dis-
covery cannot be utilized for the
purpose of compelling one party
to perform research or investigations
for other parties. See objection
to Interrogatory 1-29. ’

These interrogatories are objectionable

to the extent that they request the Licensee
to perform new calculations and generate new
data in response to the interrogatory.

See objection to Interrogatory 1-29.

e fr s 44 e 1 N s e e e = e e e c emna ———

For the pzlmary coolent presently in unlt 4, provide:

&. An 1nventory of all isotopes.

‘b. - Amount -of. radivcactivity, in curies, for esdch isotopé.

c. Ealf-life of each isotope. .

Objection to 3-27 c. This 'interrogatory requests
. information which is public

knowledge or contained in a
public document and to which the
Intervenor has access. Dis-
covery cannot be utilized for the
purpose of compelling one party
to perform research or investigations
for other parties. See objection

to Interrogatory 1-29.
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. »

d. Dete meesurement was recorded.

e. Time interva] bBetween last oération of uhit e’

end dete isotopicel measursment wes teken.

Objection. These 1nterrogator1es are objectlonable

' to the extent that they request the Licensee

to perform new calculations and generate new data
in response to the lnterrogatory. See objection

to Interrogatory 1-29.

1 88 s——
e

e e L

If-eznswer to guestion 5-9, 4, is 2 date prior to ° © -
June 1, 1979, provide answers to .cuestion- 3-9 .

. for primery coolent as of October_ 22; 1979.

Objection. This intexrogatory is objectionable be-
cause. it contains references to questions
which are non-existent. Vague and indecipher-
able interrogatories need not be responded to.
Tsangarakis v. Panama Steamship Co., 41 F.R.D.
219 (E.D. Pa. 1966).

* If enswer to question 8-10, d, is & date prior-to
" June 1, 1879, provide enswers to ‘duestion 3-10

for primery coolant as of October 22,.1979.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable be-

cause it contains references to questions

which are non-existent. Vague and indecipher-

able 1nterrogator1es need.not.be.responded to.
anama Steamship Co., 41 F.R.D.

219 (E.D. Pa. 1966)







-

3-30

~—,

-

ETovnde calculetions.and -data for e progec»zon
of redioactive isdto opes “in primery coolznt as of
September 1, 1879, specifying:f

a. Inventory of 211 isotopes

b. Amount of radioactivity;'inncuries,'for pach-isotépe._

L ]

e somm———— [ TR S o —

- 3-31

c. Identl;zcatlon of each unlt for the proaectlon.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requests the Licensee to
perform new calculations and generate
new data in response to the interrogatory.
See objection to Interrogatory 1-29.

fqr_upii 3, since Jenuaxy 1,.1975, ;or ell new fuel
rods,'specify: ‘ . .
g. The number of types, of fuel rods having @ifferent-

lSOtOchal meakeup.

" b. sh isotopicel 1nventory for ‘each type of fuel rod.

c. The amount\pf radioec?ivity, in curies, for each“‘
isotope. ' '

de. The half~1ife of each isotope.

e The nucber ‘of fuel rods, of eech type, used.

See attached page




Contention 3-31

oOQ UM

Objection.

Irrelevant and immaterial; redundant;

burdensome and oppressive; not reasonably cal-
culated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Contention 3 involves alleged releases
of radioactive material to unrestricted areas
during the repairs as a result of (a) the
handling, processing, storing or discharging of
primary coolant or (b) the discharging of
laundry waste, water. Other interrogatories
propounded under Contention 3 seek’ information
concerning levels of radioactivity in the primary
coolant and laundry waste water. Information
concerning levels of radioactivity, or inventory -
of isotopic fission products, in fuel rods
inserted in burned up and extracted from each
unit since January 1, 1975, including those to

be removed from each unit during the repairs,

is irrelevant and immaterial to Contention 3,

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

»

In addition, this interrogatory requests
information which is public knowledge or contained
in a public document and to which the Intervenor
has access. Discovery cannot be utilized for

the purpose of compelling one party to perform
research or investigations for other parties.

See objection to Interrogatory 1-29.
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53-32 For unit 4; 'since Jenuary ‘1,.1975, for ell-new fuel
rods, épecifyfl
a.. The number of types, of fuel rods havihg diéféréﬁt;“
isotopical mekeup. ‘

b Anf;sot?pica}_ipvpnto;y for eagh type of fu?l rod.
[ Thé amount of radiqactivity; in.éurées,=for';ach )
isotope.

a. The:half-lifé'bf each isotope.

' e. "fhe number of fuel rods, of each type, used.

‘Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-31.

. @&
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' , 3_33 For uni{. 3; since Jenuery 1, 197%:, for all burned un
- fuel rods extracted, specify: _ .
e. The number of types, of fuel rods havz:.ng different
.~ disotopical n;e:keup. ’ ' |
b. 4An istlb'to,p‘ical iﬁventéry'foxi each"ty;.:;e of fuel rod.
- c. The half-life of each isotope.
d. The emount of radioactivity, in curies, for each
is'otope. _ '
e. The number o;f‘.fuel rods of each ty;iae, extéc'actec,i

from unit 3.

——tat mwse W -

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-31.

ase  cmmlm- v e

-

s-34 For unit &, since Jemuery 1, 1575, for. 21l burned up

fuel rods extracted, specify:

. a. The number of types, of fuel rods having different -

isotopicel mexeup.

b. An isotopicel inventory for each type of fuel rod.







c. The helf-life of each isotope.

d. The smount of radioactivity,in curies, for each ~

.’

isotope.

e. The number of fuel rods of each type, -extracted. .o

from unit 4. . .

. ) Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-31.
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Contention 6

6-1

a. What specific standerds set out in 1C CFR Pert 20

and 10 CFR Pert ?9 does Licensee contend were considered
in the Steam Generator Repair Report (SGRR)iand the
Finel Safety Anaslysis Report (FSAR) concerning the
integrity of the steam generator storagé;facility 7.

b. Identify, specificaliy, where such standerds statead
in question 6-1, a, were consideréed in the SGRR and FSAR.

c. What is the neme, title, employer, end educetional

.backgfﬁﬁﬁé of the person, or persons, who drafted the
specific sections of the SGRR mentiohned in:questioﬁ.s—l,.b.f

d. State 211 documents, papers, reSearch reports, and

testimony relied upon by the dreftsmen of the sections
of the SGRR mentioned in cuestion 6-1,.b.

e. Givé the neme, title, empléyer, and educational
background of the.person,"or persons, who wrote and

researched each item listed in enswer to cquestion 6-1, 4.

- - B ——— ——
. oms . CF amsw eam

'objection - See attached page.







Contention 6

. 6-1. Objection. This interrogatory and each lettered
a. subpart seeks information irrelevant
b. and immaterial to the subject matter
c. of Contention 6 and is not reasonably
d. calculated to lead to the discovery
e. of admissible evidence. The

interrogatory seeks information -
concerning the inadequacy and in-
completeness of the SGRR and the
FSAR, and the extent to which they
considered 10 CFR Parts 20 and 50.
However, incompleteness of the SGRR
and FSAR is not at issue under Contention
6. That contention addresses the
alleged likelihood of releases from
one or more stored assemblies to un-
restricted areas in violation of 10
CFR Parts 20 or 50 under certain
postulated circumstances.

Proof of the inadequacy of the SGRR

or FSAR is not relevant or admissible

to prove the issue(s) to be litigated

in Contention 6. Moreover, to the

extent the interrogatory requests

that Licensee identify sections of

the SGRR or FSAR (Interrogatory 6-1(b))
which contain information, the interroga-
tory is improper, for the document speaks
for itself. To the extent the interroga-
tory seeks information concerning the
identity of persons who prepared the

SGRR or FSAR (Interrogatory 6-1(c)), or

the identifications of documents relied
upon by them (Interrogatory 6-1(d)), or

the identity of persons who prepared

those other documents (Interrogatory 6-l(e)),
the request is burdensome and oppressive.
Such information would not be probative

of the issues contained in Contention 6, and
the interrogatories aré not reasonably -cal-
culated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.







-
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6-2

2.. Does applicant contend thet the SGRR adecuately
ouulzne the specifics of the storage facmlzty angd

.demonstrate the facllzty s compllance with 10 CFR Part

- 20 as it relates to the’ p0551b111ty of Iadloactlve

e
releases into unrestrlcted erees, &s advanced in

Contentlon 67
b. If yes, stete the specific sections of the .SGRR

. that do in fact adeouetely cover the ouestlons ralsed

in thlS contentidn and show complzance -with -1C CFR Pert 20.
c. State the neme, tltle, employer, and educatlonal
beckground of ‘the person or persons vho wrote thls

section of the SGRR mentioned in. 6~2, b.

d. étete ell documents, papers, research reports, and
testlmony relled upon by the draftsman of .the sections’
mentloned.ln 6-2, b. ‘

‘e. Give the.neme, tltle, emoloyer, and educatzonal
background of the persan, or persons,_who wrote and

‘researched eech jtem listed in 6-2, d.’

Objection - See attached page.




‘ Contention 6

6-2. Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 6-1.
a. The adequacy of the SGRR is not at
b. issue under Contention 6.
c.
da. An inqguiry by interrogatory as to whether
e. Licensee now contends that the SGRR adequately

covers the questions raised in this contention
is burdensome and oppressive, is not relevant,
and is not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence to

prove or disprove the issues to be liti-

gated under Contention 6. ~




g. Does Licensee contend that the SGﬁR adeguately
outlines the specifics of the.storage facility and.
demonstrates the fecility's complience with 10 (¥R
Pert 20 as it relates to the possibility of raéioactive

releeses which are not as is reasonably achieveble 7.

. b. State the specific sections of the SGRR that do, in.
. fact, adecuately cover the cuestlons razsed in .
conuentlon 6 angd show compliance with 10 CFR Part 50
- 'c. State the Pame, tltle,-employer, and educatzonal

bacvground -of the person, or persons, who wrote tbe

sections’of the SGRR mentioned in question 6-3, b.,

- d. Stete 211 the documents, papers, research reports

ené testimony relied upon by the dreftsman of the

sections mentioned in cuestion 6-3, b.
e. State the neme, title, employer, and@ educetional - -
background of the person or persons who wrote and

o
reseerched each item listed in guestion 6-3, d.

Objéction. See objection to Interrogatory 6-2.
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al Iist 'all sections end titles of reports and papers
wherein the Iicensee considered substantisl immersion

o * i - . *
of thé steem generetor lower assemblies in sea water,

for each grede of grade one through five. hurricanes,

.respectively.

b. ‘State the neme, title, employer, end educational
bhackground of the person, or persons, who wrote and
researched each item listed ir question'6-4, a.

Ce stere‘eli documents, papers, reseerch reports, and
testimony relied upon by the draftsmen of the sections
mentioned in 6-4, a.

d. Stete the name, tltle, employer, and educetzonel
background of the person, or persons who wrote and

A

researched ‘the ltems llsted 1n 6-4, c.

T ., v ————— -

Objection - See attached page.




Contention 6

6-4. Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad,
a. unlimited in scope as to time, burden-
b. some and oppressive, vague and ambiguous,
c. seeks trial preparation material without
d. the requisite showing of 10 CFR § 2.740(b) (2),

and is not reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence.

The interrogatory seeks the identity of
all reports and papers which the Licensee
considered, without limitation as to
purpose or time. Traditionally, a request
for the production of all relevant
documents has been held to be invalid.
Illinois Power Co. (Clinton Power Station,
Unit Nos. 1 and 2), ALAB-340, 4 NRC 27,

34 1976). To the extent the request

seeks documents considered by Licensee

in preparation for litigation of
Contention 6, no showing as required by

10 CFR.§ 2.740(b) (2) is contained in the
request for obtaining the discovery of
such trial preparation materials.

Similarly, the interrogatory requests, -

in addition to the identity of all reports
and documents, the identity of persons

who authored same, the identity of

other reports relied upon by the authors
of the reports, and the identity of the
persons who authored the reports relied
upon by the persons who authored the
reports which were considered by the
Licensee. (Subsections b, ¢, and 4 of

the interrogatory.) This portion of the
request is patently burdensome, oppressive,
time consuming, expensive, and would .
require Licensee to devote substantial
effort to compile information for which .
there has been no showing that it is
reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

Moreover, the terms "grade one through
five hurricanes" are not defined.
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g. list 211 ‘'sections znd t1t1es of reports end papers_

where the. Licensee considered movement of uhe steam

generetors, while immersed in sea water, during each

grede hurricene. ] -

b. State. the nsgme, title, eﬁployar, end educetional
background of thg,persbn or persons who wrote and
researched each item listed in STS; a. )

C. étaie 211 documents, papers, reseerch reports, and
testimony relied upon by the dreftsmen of the sections
mentioneé in 6-5, e. -

d. State the neme title, employer, and educationeal

background of the persoﬁ, or persons who wrote and

.
-t B -

researched the items 1n 6-5, a.

Objection. See objectlon to Interrogatory 6-4. In addition,
6-5d. is redundant in that it requests the %dentlcal

objectionable information sought in 6-5b.
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6-6 e. List ell sections and titleé,of reports end papers
“where the,Licensge considered the” impact of:such
moving steam generetors ufon the walls of the storzge

" Structure, or upon another object or objects.
b. Stete the neme, title, employer, and educationalﬂ

- background of the persoﬂ or persons who wrote and

researched each item listed in 6-6, a.

c. Stete a2ll documents, papers, research reports; and

testimony relied upon by the draftsmen of the sections
“mentioned in 6—6,.a.t i

da. Sfate the name, title, employer, and edﬁcational
-background of the person,“or persons, .who wrote‘and

‘researcheé the items 1isted in 6-6, c.

A eress cememg ———

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 6-4.
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6-7 a. List ell sections end titles of reports and pepers
where the Licensee considered corrosion of steam
generator lower Eésenblies in the storage facility
as a result of maisturé, sea water, condensation, or
salt sprey.

b. State naﬁe, title, employer, and educational
background of the person,'of persons, who wrote and
researched .each item listed in 6-6, a.

c. State-all documents, papers, reseerch reports,.and

R ~ "testimony relied upon by the draftsman of the sections

mentioned in 6-6, a. .
d. State the neame, title, employer, end educational

- : . background of the person, or persons, who wroté and

reseerched the items listed in 6-6, c.

- 5 o rmrmmsemnn - AW 4

" Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 6-4. 1In
addition, Interrogatories 6-7b., 6-7c., and
6-7d. are redundant, in that they seek the
identical-objectionable information sought
by Interrogatories 6-6b., 6-6c., and 6-~6d.
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a. List 211 sections and titles of reports and papers
wherein the Iicensee considered lezkgge conteining
radioactivity through the eerthen floor of the sterage
fecility.

b. State the name, tztle, employer, and ecucatlonal
backgrouna of the person, Or Dersons, who wrote and
researched each iteﬁ listed in 6-7, =a.

c. State 211 documents; papers; ;eseereh feports,-and
testimony relieé upon by the draftsmen of the sections

mentioned in 6-7, e.
d. State the nezme, titie, employer, and educationel
background of the person, or persons, who vwrote and

reseerched the items-listed in 6-7, t. .

OBjection. See objection to Interrogatory 6-4.

In addition, this interrogatory is confu51ng

in that subsections b, ¢, and d seek ob-
jectionable information related to, but
inexplicably not sought in previous Interrogatory

6-7.
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a. State the documents:where the licensee considered
a breach of the integrity.of the storege fecility and

the environmentel consecuences of such a breach.

" b. Sta%éwthe neme, title, employer, .and educationel

background of the person or persons who vwrote and

resestthed each item listed-in 6-8," a.

-,

. c. State eli documents, papers, }esegrch reports, end

_%estimony relied upon by the draftsmen of the sections .

mentioned in 6-8, a.

4. State the neme title, employer, and educational

" background of the person,*or bersons, who wrote and

researched the items listed in 6-8, c.

- reme s - ( ————— cr— ot — &

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 6-~4.
' . In addition, this interrogatory is confusing
in that subsections b, ¢, and d seek objectionable
information related to, but inexplicably not sought
in previous Interrogatory 6-8.
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.5_10 . Provide nemes esnd job titles of persons responsible
. for submitting finel design for Licensee's steem

~ we

generator storage facility.

e LR et e e L L G ————

-

o 6-11 Provide guidelines followed in designing steem

generator storage facility.
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L Spééifj‘diétance from ground surface to ground water

“r e W e ey 4 -

table at steam generstor storage facility site:

a. At meen high water.

b.ﬁAi;mean low water.

-—

Specif;m;orosity of ground under steam generator.

storage facility site.

- eeear ®
e
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6-15
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. ename v

If immersed in salt water,-wiil sealed steem

generator lower assemblies Ffloat 7

rere rme: e

.
ity m e ¢ wes ¥ -

Produce blueprints for the steem generator storage

facility.

w ‘

AT SIS MNEGNT BY A cvr At fm 4 Ges e e A o deer s ¢ L Y s v e

Describe the function of "stop logs".

"
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6-17 "Describe the nature of stop logs specifying:

2. Their meteriel composition.

b. The dimensions of eacp.Stop log.

c. The breakiné §treﬁgth sf eaéh stop log.
d. The method used to afix each stop iog in place.
e. The breaking strength of. each fastener holding -

. stop logs in place.

o i  ® was—
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6-18 Describe the roof of the steem generator storage
facility sﬁécifying:

a. It's composition. , .

b. The support geometry.

c. It's breaking strength at center point.

d. The methods and meteriesls which will afix it (roof)r
to the walls. .

e. The methods and materials which will afix it (roof)
toéggg.stop logs. :

f. The bresking strength of the fgstenings between

the roof end the stop logs. '

o ————es A B v e & ——

> s - - M e eem R
.

6~19 - Specify the distence between the proposed storage

facility site and the closest shoreline point of

South Biscgyne Bey at mean "high water.

4 o







' 6;—20. Desi:l:ibém'f:-l'{e”ffz'sgédss for placing the steem generetor
lower assemblies in the steam generator storage facility.
a. What device will lift the lower assemblies off the
trensporter 7. . . ‘

b. What device will positiofi the lower assemblies

in the steam generator storage facility 7 o

c. What portions of the steam generator storage

facility will remein uncompleted while lower

assemblies ere. being delivered and positioned %7

Objection. These interrogatories are not relevant

~ to Contention 6 to the extent that they

- request information regarding the
process for placing the steam generators
in storage. ® Contention 6 pertains solely
to releases of radiocactivity during storage,
and not to the process of storing. Only
those activities which have a bearing upon
actual storage, such as 6-20(d), (e), and
(£f), are relevant.
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d. What is ?he proposed time interval (in days)
between thé delivery of the f;?st‘s?eam"generator[to
the storege feecility and first complete closing of the
fecility with all stoé logs and roof in place 7

' e. Specify the distance between the floof of the
storage?facility and .the inside ceiling of the
storage facility. :
f. Specify the distance between the top of the in

position steam generator and the inside ceiling.

. ime ® smmamt

Describe the provisions for 'the collection of"-

condensetion inside the steam generator storage

€9 - — o ————————
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- 6-22 -~ ©Provide the calculations and data demonstrating the
: " rate that weter would flood intc the storage’
facility if a storm surge measuring 18' above msl

were to ocecur at the Turkey Point Site.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable
to the extent that it requests the
Licensee to perform new calculations
and generate new date in response to
the interrogatory. See objection to
Interrogatory 1-29.

- 6-23 Describe the means of enchoring Steem generators in

place, in the storage facility.

. . ‘___‘.-—-—\
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6-24 Describe the methods that will be employed to inhibit
corrosion of the seal welds while the lower assemblies

2 em w ewme

ere in the storasge facility.

o

. -a - -

6-25 Spec1fy the comp051t10n of the plates seallng the

ends of the lower assemblzes.







6-27

6-28

Specify the composition of the lower assembly ends

to which the seal plates will be welded.

Provide calculations and date describing the

consequences affecting-the seal weld plates of a

postulated drop 'of a lower assembly off a transporter.

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 6 to the extent that it requests
information regarding the process for placing
the steam generators in storage. Contention 6
pertains solely to releases of radioactivity
during storage, and not to the process of
storing. Only those activities which have
a bearing upon actual storage, are relevant.
This interrogatory is also objectionable to
the extent that it requests the Licensee to
perform new calculations and generate new

data in response to the interrogatory.
See objection to Interrogatory 1-29.

Provide a survey of all isotopes present in the
effective steam generators. '

a. Specify the amount of each'isotope, in curies,
that has been deposited in eéch lower assembly.

b. Specify the amount of each isotope, in cﬁries,
that is present'in the gtructural members of thgi
lower assembly dué to neutron radiation. o

o







6-29

~ Specify the dete by which @he steem generetor lower

essemblies will be removed from the furkey Point site,

aefter the long term storage period.

e gy A mes Seeam

o

P

Specify what radiocactive meaterials wgil be stored,

in addition to the lower assemblies, in the storege

facility.

- -

6-31

* wimmyy v bam o e -t e et

_Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 6. Contention 6 pertains solely to
releases from one or more stored assemblies,
not from the storage of other radioactive
material.

Y

» — cmw i m -
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e

Specify what radioactive meteriels will be stored
in the storage facility, after the lower assemblies

have been removed.

- ma W & wEaa

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 6-30.
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© §=32 Specify the date (month and year) the steem generator

storage facility will be removed from the rurkey

. point site.

Objection.

This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 6 to the extent that it treats
the storage facility independently of the
stored steam generators. Thus, it is
irrelevant to Contention 6 when the storage
facility will be removed if the stored steam
generators are removed prior to removal of

“the facility itself. Calls for speculation.

Not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.
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Provide celculations end data demonstrating the

number of hurricenes thet ere likely to strike

the Southeast' ¥loride coest, During the time the

steem generator storage fecility will be storing

redioactive materials.

Objection.

B e —

l

»

This interrogatory is overly broad, in that
Contention 6 is limited to "stored assemblies".

This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requests the Licensee to
perform new calculations and generate new
data in response to the interrogatory. .See
objection to Interrogatory 1-29.

This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it seeks published information
equally available to Intervenor as to Licensee

prgparngpzuothers, such as _NOQOA.... .-.

provide calculations and data demonstrating the

number of meximum probeble hurricenes that are

likely to strike the Southeest Florida coast,

durifig the time the steem generator storage facility

will be storing rediosctive material.

e mame tm e w e

dbjection. " See objectioﬂ to Interrogatory 6-33.

o
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Provide calculations eng data demonstreating the
integrity of the earthen foundédtion to the steam
generator storgge facility, in the event of a

meximum probabile hurricene striking the Turkey
Point site, | . .

e b s rvao s

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable, to
the extent that it requests the Licensee
to péerform new calculations and generate
new data in response to the interrogatory.
See objection to Interrogatory 1-29, :

o s
- -

Specify the three nearest sites.of ground watgr
use to the steem generator storage facility stating:

e. Locetion of each site. .

o .
-

b. Distence of.each -site from ‘the storage facility.
c. Direction of each site from the storage facility. -
)

d. Perticular use of ground weter at each site.
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CONTENTION 7

7-1 Z?::eii a full-flow. condensate polishing de-mineralizing - ,
7-2 Who manufactures such systems? (including addresses)

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable .
because it requires the Licensee to under-
take research and investigation of information
which is not .fully within its possession,
United States v. 216 Bottles, More or Less,

36 F.R.D. 695 (E.D.N.Y. 1965); Struthers
Scientific and International Corp. V.
General .roxrd Corp., 45 F.R.D. 375 (S.D. Tex.
1968), and which information is equally
available to Intervenor as to Licensee.

- -
s mas e, s wme mre it S o mesemsemieme a -

7-3 What are the estimated costs of such systems?

-
’

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 7=-2.







7-4

7-5

Who installs such systems?

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 7-2.

P —— — —— S @@ e -
.

Plezse state the places in which such systems are
presently in use and describe any operating problems
occurring in those places. .

. Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 7-2.

-

‘7;6“

'Identify all documents which‘exPlain'the'ope:ation and use
of such systems.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 7-2.
overly broad; burdensome_and opp;essive.

»







I 77 What are the estimated costs of installation of a fulli-
flow condensate polishing system? )

* v

%
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7-8 Is any data available concerning the repair needs of sgch
a system? If so, please identify that data and summarize
it. ‘ ) '

o - — et V2% ® Eete ¥ | S S S vamarn, $8 Wie emmn  twwsy " raan w . . Tt S S et ¢ 3 k4 v R
Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 7-2.

vague and ambiguous in that "repair needs"

is undefined and unlimited in scope as to time;
irrelevant and beyond the scope of Contention 7;
objectionable to the extent that it requires

the Licensee to summarize data. Porter v.

Montaldor, 71 F. Supp. 372 (S.D. Ohio 1946).

7-9 State the names, addresses and telephone'nqmbers of all
persons who have been consulted, employed or retained' by
thg %lcensee for the purpose of determining the need and
utility of such a system.—-

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial because the need
‘ and utility of the system are not at issue
- under -Contention 7; not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.







Did any of those persons recommend against the need
for and use of such a system? If so, please state
their names and the reason for their advice.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 7-9.

Has any estimate been made of the effluent release or
environmental degradation caused by a full-flow

.condensate polishing de-mineralizing system?

Objection. This interrogatory requests trial preparation
material without making the requisite showing
set forth in 10 CFR § 2.740(b) (2).







7-12

Pl

L)
b

If so, pleese state the nzmes, zddresses end telephone

b

numbers of the persons meking those.estimates end
those estimetes: |

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 7-11.

. C—— t—— c—

7~13

‘pid the Licepsee conduct a wetier. enelysis of their
present weier ‘chemistry to see if ihe deminerslizing.

_system wes needed 7

Objection. See objéction to Interrogatory 7-9.




7-14

What chemicals or elements will such a system take

out of the water and put back into the water?

Produce the purchase agreement for the demineralizer

and other new water chemistry support equipment.

Objection. The purchase agreement for the demineralizer
.. is irrelevant and immaterial to Contention 7,
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence.

Moreover, Contention 7 does not involve "other
new water chemistry support equipment”.

This interrogatory is also objectionable to
the extent that it requests production of
contracts which may contain confidential
business information. 10 CFR § 2.740(c).
See Lenerts v.Rapidol Distributing Corp.,

3 F.R.D. 42 -(N.D. N.Y. 1942).

3}

Specify location for demineralizer and support
equipment for unit no. 3, and;

Qe . Unit.. nO . 4 o.

‘

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial to subject
matter of Contention 7; not reasonably
calculated to lead to discovery of
admissible evidence.







.

ontraet for optziuapg work force for instelling

Objection. The contract for obtaining the work force
is irrelevant and immaterial to Contention 7,
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

. as . -

See also objecéion to Interrogatory 7-15.

— e &
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7+-18 Provide so°c1f1catlons Zor the feacility hous:ng »he
demineralizer gnd new support eouwpmen».

Objection. The specifications for the facility housing
the demineralizer and undefined "new support
equlpment“ are irrelevant and immaterial to,
Contention 7, ‘and not reasonably calculated
to lead to the QLscovery of admissible evidence.

7-12  Specify cne~lccl comp051tzon cf a’l effluent for each

" recharge cycle, for each unit.

QISMSIN P 8 e ) et TR S N 4 20 e e 00 g
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7-20 Specify emounts of eech chemicel composition as requested
in oquestion 7-1°.

- ———— e wew -t 2 memw e

§
o —:  © S f— i ST S . D — - 1§ 2 > b o St Sy, = 45 W

7-21. Specify volume.diséharge emount per recherge, per unit.

c— .

7-22 . Specify number of recharges per unit, per yeer.
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7-23  Produce & KNationel Pollutent Discharge Eliminztiohn
System emendment or permit euthorizing éemineralizer

effluent. < . .
Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to Contention 7
or to any contention in this proceeding involving
proposed license amendments authorizing the repairs,
 and it is otherwise outside of the jurisdiction of
= - the Board. See Board's Order of September 25,1879, p.l

«

7-24 Drovvoe calcu“atzons end date cemonstratlng the
effect of Geminerelizer effluent on the cooling
canal biote for the progected 1ife of the. plant.

.
. ——————
~

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requests the Licensee to perform
. new calculations, conduct new analyses, or
¢ . generate new data in response to the interrogatoxy.

See objection to Interrogatory 1-29.

Provide data end celculations demonstretlng the
effect of Geminerglizer ed f’uent on the biota Tfound
within one mile of the junction of the Card Sound

e - - cmas .o
-

i Cengi &nd Ccard Sound.

Objection. - See objection to Interrogatory 7-24.

B vau s « o mEmE ¢ e e rmmwen (2 EmE——hC
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ated with personnel painteining
per unit.

1}

7-26 ProviGe coOsStS associ
gnd operating demineralizer on & yearly basis,

-
oM B S S Gn——— S 8 | o o
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. Objection. See objection to Interrogatory No.7-24,







7-27

Provicde enalysis of “salinity end suspended solids
rates of cooling canel weter efter: .

2. One yeer's opersition of deminerelizers for units

3 engd 4. ' ]

b. Thirty yeers operetion of Geminerelizers for units
3 and 4.

PR T e —— R

- —————— T ot g mn o n @

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 7-24;
overly broad; non specific as to

period of time of analysis; use of

term "rates" makes question unintelligible.

»

What is the percoletion rete of weter conteining
demineralizer effluent through:

&. The bottom' of .the codling canels.
"b. The sides of the cooling canals.

- .
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Contention 9

. 9-1. List 21l procedures for monitoring, surveillance, measuremén"a
and testing used by licensee and/or its ggents_to.determineglevels
of radioactivity in the‘impact environmé;t reéulting from 2irborne
or solid waste emissions and liquid waste discharges from the Turkey
Point nuclear power plant.
A. Describe in detail all. such procedures used.
B. The frequency with which éli sugp procedures are employed.
C. *The date of the most recent employment of any procedure listed,
to measure cggggntrations of radioactivity in the environment.

\ 3
ﬁ D. The locations where all monitoring procedures are .employed,

Eamples tzken, a2nd measurements made.
E. The person or persons or corporate entities who have conducted
*all such monitoring, measurement, and testing procedures, including
" 211 thoSe. who.are under contract ﬁith,licensee to perform such fuﬁctions,
or who perform such functions under the authority of the State ofrFléfida

- (1) Identify all such persons or:corporations by name,

" address, telephone number and job title.
\

(2) Provide where applicable the contracts under which 21l

R

such persons or corporatlons conduct monloorlng procedures.

v 4 ~ .

-F. Provide all reports, surveys, memorandum, lettérs and any
other correspondance which contains the data or test results of all

monitoring, surveillance, measurement and testing done since Turkey

Point began nuclear operations.

- S D e S— . ® @ — =

o e sme 08 cmmw

. ‘ Objection. See attached page.




Contention 8

9-10

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Objection.

Irrelevant and immaterial to Contention 9;

vague and ambiguous; burdensome and

oppressive; not reasonably calculated to lead

to discovery of admissible evidence. Contention 9
is addressed to cumulative off site radiation
releases, as a result of all activity at the
site, during the proposed repairs. )

This interrogatory seeks information about
procedures used for monitoring, surveillance, .,
measurement, and testing "to determine levels

of radioactivity in the impact environment"
resulting from unspecified releases. The term
"impact environment" is undefined. The term
"releases" is not limited to off site "releases"”.

Subsection C makes clear that the thrust is

to determine procedures "to measure concentrations
of radioactivity in the environment", and that

the entire interrogatory seeks information concern-
ing matters irrelevant to the amount of cumulative
off site radiation releases during the repairs.

This interrogatory is redundant of those “
asked under Contention 13. The interrogatory
is oppressive and burdensome -:in that 9-1(F)

‘requests the production of all reports, surveys
‘etc. generated since the beginning of operation

of Turkey Point. See Illinois Power Co. (Clinton
Power Station, Units Nos. 1 and 2), ALAB~340,
4 NRC 27, 34 (1976).




- A e a—

' 9-2.. .List by radioactive isotope and/or nuclide all ‘cumulative

Tesidual concentrations of radioactivity which persists in the
!.

+ environment as a result of airborne a2nd solid waste emissions 'and

liquid waste discharges from Turkey Point. For each isotope or nuclide

listed. state:

The amount of radioactivity measured.

A.
B. Its half-life.
C. Its location in the environment.
\ - D. -Attribute its dresence to which forﬁ of.releage.
“E.* Describe its probable effect on the 1life forms in the

environment and on human health and the manner in which it may impact

‘on human health.

Objection. -See objeciionuto-Interrogatery 9-1l. ..These_interrogatories

are not relevant to Contention 9. Contention 9 pertains
to cumulative offsite releases during the repairs. The
presence of cumulative residual concentrations of radio--
activity in the environment from prior operation and its
effect on life forms and human health has absolutely no
relation to releases predicted during the repairs. These
interrogatories are also objectionable to the extent that
they require the Licensee to perform new calculations,
conduct new analyses, or generate new data in response to
the interrogatory,or to provide information equally available
to Intervenor.
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. 9-3. State whether residuzl concentrations of radiocactiviiy from

airborne, liguid.and solid waste releases Ifrom Turkey Poini have been

!

LY .
imeasured on or in:

A. Any vegetable crop grown in South Dade county area.
B. Any fruit harvested in the area.

C. Any catech of marine life for human food, or in any organisms

which are part of the food chain for marine life used for consumption

b& humans as food.
- D. Any dairy product produced in the area.
E. 'In meat from livestock raised in the area.
F. In drinking water éupplies, both of well and municipal nature.’

G. In human mother's milk.

o

H. State'whethen licensee or-its agents have conducted any such‘

testing. . ' . )
I, If rédioactivity has been found on or in any substance listed
in 9-3 A-G, please list:

(1) +the radioactive isotope and/or nuclide present.

- _ (2)° The subsiance sampled.
. ' (3) The half-life. - " .
oo (#) The date sample was taken. - |

(5) The peréon or corporation making the measurement.

(6) The location the sample was obtained.

’(7) Proviéé éll reports, surveys, memorandunm, letéers,
or any other correspondarice which contains date, test results, and
calculations of all such monitoring, surveillance, testing br measurement

conducted since Turkey Point began huclear operatioﬂs.

'Objection. See objection—te-Interrogatory 9-2.
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9-4, Using the procedures in Régulatory Guide 1-109, specify the

amount of radicactivity in curies that may be released from each of

'

. the following sources:
$ »
L)

.
.

ISt

. The operating reactor.
. The reactor buildings.

A
B
C. Steam generators in transit. .o )
D. Gaseous emissions.

E

. Construction dust. - ]
. Airborne particulates.
. Cooling canzl water.

. Decontamination liquids.

F

G

H

I. ILiquid construction effluent.

J. Lawndry wastes.

K... Primafy:coolant.' . ' o .

L, Processed primary coolant.

M. Stored primary coolant. M
. Fuel movemen<t. : .’ .

. Spent fuel movement.

¢ " RQSinS .

N

0

P. Spent fuel pits.
Q

R. A}l filters.

S

. Plant-wide run off.







T.
U.
V.
W,
X
Y.
Z.

gy
BB.

' ¢C.
DD.
EE.
FF,

-50-
Secondary coolant.
Storage tanks.
Ducts.

. Radwaste building. - -

Concrete.

Tools.
Clothing.

Scaffolding.

Protective shields.
Work_envelopes.

Clean rooms.

Postulated work accidents.

Postulated spills.

[l

Objection. These interrogatories are objectionable
to the extent that they request the Licensee,
to perform new calculations, conduct new
analyses, and generate new data in response
to the interrogatory. See objection to
1@terrogatory 1-29.
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©-5. Describe the procedures that will be t2ken to insure the residual

radiocactivity on/in the siteam generator lower assemblies will be

>~
r

insoluble.

- > S m———— ot

State the estimated quanity of residual radioactivity in the

o-6.

lover assembl%es. N
a. Suaue the type of res;dual radloact1v1ty ln the lbwer assemb
B. Suaue <the eSulmated auantlty o; removable radioactivity in the

lower assemblies.

State the type of removable radioazctivity in the lower assemblie

. ol
G. she By
. -
-

.
"

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable to
the extent that it is redundant of
interrogatories on Contention 6. It *°
is also vague and ambiguous in that the
term "removable radioactivity" is

undefined.
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9-7. Describe disposal methods for removable radioactivity in <the

lower assemblies.

1

Objection. Vague and ambiguous in that the
term "removable radioactivity"
is undefined.

e e m— -
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3

. 9f8' Show calcwlations and data that demonstrate the amount of radio-

‘activity *in curies in each lower assembly.

»

. Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requests the Licensee to
perform new calculations, conduct new
.analyses, and generate new data in response
to the interrogatory. See objection to
Interrogatory 1-29.

This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it is redundant of interrogatories

on Contention 6.







9-9. tate method of derivation of decontamination estimates given

L)

for: . .

A. DMixed bed deminerzlizer. -

B. Boric acid recovery process.

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, unintelligible.

9-10. State the total volume of primary coolant, per reactor to be:.

9

——————rie e e ceE 4 .~ -

. B. Processed and .discharged.

A, Stored and reused.

- xmw et emeny —a— - PETYYI=S . . -

-
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-11. State the fate of the drained primary coolant.
. _ I

N = .. a—







9-12. What is the nature of the ground water within one mile of the

plént?' : .

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable on
three grounds. First, it is not-relevant-- -——
to Contention 9 or to releases of.radioactive
material during the repair. Second, it requires
the Licensee to undertake investigations of
conditions not within its control. Finally, the
interrogatory is vague in that the term "nature"
, is ambiguous and undefined.

g-13. 'ﬁhat is the dep%ﬁ of the groundwater below the plant?

o-1k4,
based on 1976 sampling. ) .

3
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Objection. This interrogatory is vague and unclear.
The. reference to a "1976 sampling" is
undefined. Additionally, this interrogatory
is objectionable to the extent that it requires

|
|
+=te method of calculations of radiocactivity in primary coolant

. . the Licensee to make new calculations ‘based
upon this sampling.
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9-15. Show calculations and data demonsirating how radioactivity in

primary coolant would change since 1976.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 9-14.

This interrogatory is objectionable to

the extent that it reguests the Licensee

to perform new calculations, conduct new
analyses, and generate new data in response
to the interrogatory. See objection to
Interrogatory 1-29. .

N .
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9-16. What types of airborne radioactivity are HEPA fiiéérs unable

*»

to eliminate?

.
~ . . - rie =
* as

)

9-17. Will the plant purge system be operating during-all phases of

tThe repair using plant purge filters? If not, why not?




. 9-19. Will airborne particulates generated

9-21.

_ip

. ©-18. Will misters ve used in front of all HEPA Tilters?

A, If not, which Tiliers will have misters?

B. .IT not, which filters will not have misters?

wa -

during welding, cutting

and grinding be totally contained within the work envelope?

+ 4 omemc Fwnw

Temascmiren wa
a8 —— . —
—— .. G imem e Vet g .
.

. — -

9—ZO: Will 2 perfect seal be formed between filter and worﬁ

-envelope?

-t

{

wha % met & © e emess —

removal from containment
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Will all lower assemblies be ready for

hatch door is opened and enlarged?

vefore the equipment
4. If not, will cﬁtting operations be permitted while door is
’ !

open? -~




9-23

What is the length of time the cut away concrete will be

stored at the plant.site before being shipped to final

disposal.

Objection.

This interrogatory is overly broad.
Contention 9 pertains solely to releases
during the repair. To the extent that the
interrogatory requests a length of time
which may be longer than the duration of
the repairs, it is not relevant to the
Contention. Also, irrelevant and immaterial
to Contention 9 in that it deals with solid
wastes and not off site releases during
repair.

Describe nature of storage containers that will be used

for cut away concrete.

ijection.

Irrelevant and immaterial to Contention 9
in that it deals with storage of solid
wastes and not off site releases during
repair.

Describe handling and disposal of decontimination fluids

during repairs.







9-25.

9-26.

9-27.

Describe handling and disposal of construction ligquid

effluent during repairs.

Describe handling and disposal of éludge from lower

assemblies during repairs.

Describe in detail licensee's contingency plan for protecting

the environment from radioactive liqgid waste contained in the

cooling canals,. in the event of a major hurricane which

floods and overflows the water in the canals?

Objection.

This interrogatory is not relevant to

Contention 9. Contention 9 pertains solely

to releases of radioactive material during

the repair. This interrogatory seeks infor-

mation regarding the Licensee's contingency

plans for a post-release hurricane. These
contingency plans have no relation whatsoever

to the issue of whether the cumulative releases -
during the repair will violate 10 CFR Parts 20 and 50.

Additionally, this interrogatory is objectionable
because it is argumentative and factually unobjec-
tive. See Rhodes v. Houston, 258 F. Supp. 546

(D. Neb, 1966); aff'd 418 F.2d 1309, cert. den.
397 U.S. 1049. This interrogatory assumes that
the level of radioactive liquid waste water
contained in the cooling canals is high enough
to warrant a contingency plan for protecting the
‘énvironment. This assumption is without basis.







»

9-28.

Describe in detail licensee's contingency plan for restoring
the environment after release of liquid radioactive waste

from the cooling canals as postulated in guestion 9-27.:

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 9-27.
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CONTENTION 11

11-1 State thé method by which the figure of $800,000 per day
per unit for replacement power costs for reactor outage
was determined. .

MM yErre w4 pme e =
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11-2 Stafe the names, addresses and telephone numbers of the
persons who were employed, retained or consu‘ted by the
llcensee to determine that figure.

- 0 - . » s cmans -—

11-3 Does the licensee still believe that figure to be
accurate? |, ) .

OLe WL o e & twmmasp it At@ES .-
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11-4 If the answer to the above question is "no'', state: (a)‘

what. you believe the accurate figure to be, (b) the method
used to arrive at the new figure; (¢) the names, addresses

and telerhone numbers of the persons who determined the «
new figure,
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11-5 State: (a) the number of days of estimated outage time;
(b) the method of determining that time; (¢) the names,
addresses and telephone numbers of the pexrsons making
. that estimate. n -

TRE T

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 1l(b). Contention 11l(b) pertains
solely to the accuracy of the figure of
$300,000 per day outage cost, and not to the
total outage time or the total outage cost.

st -

11-6 What additional land resources will be utilized fox the .
storage of the defective steam generators? ..

. ———

‘ «

.
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11-7 Have you.provided any analysis of the economic and
) . environmental costs for the use of the land which will be

utilized for the storage of the defective steam generators?

.
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11-8 If so, please pxo
numbers of the persons e

vide the names, addresses a@d telephone
sponsible for that analysis.
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11-9 How long will the building housing the defective steam
generators remain on the premises?

Objection. See'objection to Interrogatory 6~-32.







11-10

11-11

11-12

11-13

11-14

11-15

How much will the building cost to construct?

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to Conten-
tion 11(d). Contentention 11l(d) pertains solely
to the additional commitment of land for storage,
and not to the building on that land. This
interrogatory requests information which might be
relevant to a cost-benefit analysis. However,
the contents of a cost-benefit analysis are not
at'issue in this proceeding.

How much will the building cost to dismantle, if it is
to be dismantled?

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 11-10.

Have those costs been considered in arriving at the
overall repair costs?

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 11-10.

What kind of tubing will be used in the condenser re-
tubing process? g

If titanium is to be used, please state the projected
availability and cost of titanium over the next 30 years?

Objection. .Overly broad, argumentative, irrelevant to
Contention 11, and not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requires the Licensee to perform
new calculations, conduct new analyses, generate
new data, or research information not in its
possession, in response to the interrogatory.
See objection to Interrogatory 1-29.

»

How much will condenser retubing cost?.







A
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11-16
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Who provided the estimate of that cost?

- asss o

11-17

.an v ame

Objection.

11-18

Objection.

What is the breakdown between cost.of matefialé'and of

j.nstallation for condensexr retubing?

Irrelevant and immateridl, not reasconably
calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence, burdensome and
oppressive. )

St mEmEmes W sme a2 m

Please list the names, addresses and telephone numbers of

the persons employed, retained or consulted to determine
the procedures and the cost of condenser retubing.

Irrelevant and immaterial, burdensome and
oppressive; not reasonably calculated to lead
to discovery of admissible evidence. In
particular, "procedures" for condenser re-
tubing are not an issue in Contention 1l.

LY
- w——







11-1¢ Vho ‘will supply the materials for condensér retﬁﬁing’

11-20

11-21

ame - " P - %2

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1l1-17.

LAt ey mmraummn v cmewers ve

.

Please'state the prior installations in the United States
of conienser retubing and the operating problems which
have occurred «in those prior installations.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 11-17.
Neither "prior installations" noxr "operating
problems which have occurred in those prior
installations" dre at issue under Contention 1l1.

e ¢ W
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Have any updates of costs been made since the initial
estimate for the repairs made by the licensee?







11-22

1i-23

11-24

ey

-56~

If so, pleasse state: (a) the nemes, anreéées endé
telephone numbers of the persons meking those
estimetes; and (b) the methods by which those

estimetes were made.

T |
-~ -~

-
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Specify whether $ 300,000 a dey is a2 purchase price
for replacement electricity or a fuel differeﬁfial

cost between nucleaer fuel end foésil fuel.

A re Theaw WA > 98,00 mamm .
; AV Gt s teoer (0 e -

- ————————— -
- Ame 4 i " — —-

;Speéify fuel casts per barrel, as ©of Tovember 1,

1979, for:
a. Lov sulfer oil.

b. Bigh sulfer oil.

B praf cew semmmes mawecew = —— s ma— -y

Irrelevant and immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.

Objection.







11-28.

‘T1-25

-

‘ . 11"'27

o5 R

11-28

Project fuel costs per ‘berrel, for the Fell on 1986;
.1 0T
sulfer oil.

a. Low

b. Bigh sulfer

See objection to Interrogatory No. 11-24.

These interrogatories are also objectionable

to the extent that they require the Licensee to
perform new calculations, conduct new analyses,
generate new data, or research information not in
its possession, in response to the interrogatory.
See objection to Interrogatory 1-29.

Objection.

- s WIe & memmn o e

PmOdUCu current contracts showing oil Durchese prlce.

T A amss s s semu e big oy

.See objection to Interrogatory No. 1l1l-24,

This interrogatory is overly broad, _unrelated in
scope, and objectlonable to the extent it
requests production of contracts which contain
confidential business information and proprietary-
clauses which prevent dlsclosure. )

Objection.

Specify nuclear fuel costs, per fdel cycle, per

reactor, and is not reasonably
to the discovery of admissible

reactor, .

Objection. See objection to Interrxogatory 11-24. This
interrogatory is overly broad, unrelated in
scope as to time, or as to any particular

calculated to lead
evidence.

Produce pre 1979 contract for nucleer fuel with tbe

»

Westinghouse Corporation.

LY

Objection. . See objection to Interrogatory 11l-26.




11-29 Produce settlement terms of License/Westinghouse

nuclear fuel suit.

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial to Contention 11. -
Licensee has been ordered not to disclose
settlement terms by the U.S. District Court.
If the terms become a matter of public
recoxd, they are equally available to
Intervenor as Licensee; not reasonably"
calculated to lead to the discovery of

‘ admissible evidence.

*11-30 Specify costs and produce fuel contract which will
be in effect for obtaining nuclear fuel from 1980

to 2000.

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial to Contention 11.
See objection to Interrogatory 11-25 and 1l1-26.




@ :-::

11-32

———— e €iar

11-38
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I£ & 800,000 e dey is a fuel differential cost, specify
which generating units will sﬁpp;y replecement

electricity durxng steem generator.repairs.

B S 8 E— AL - SN Aem § T Y EumEmsEe A

Specz;y the costs for purchGSLng 666, OOO Kwe, from
the Southeastern Reliebility ‘power grid for:
e. lovember 1, 197S.

b. Fell 1980 (projected).

S aememe ey

Provide a job gescription, task by tasL for the
skilled end unsLllled lebor u»lllz&d 1n the condencser

retubing effort.

» se samm s —rw A% mesw

Objection. Thls -interrogatory is lrrelevant to Contentlon 1l (e).
Contention ll(e) pertains to the cost of condenser
retubing, not to procedures performed by the labor
force working on the retubing effort; burdensome
and oppressive, not reasonably calculated to lead
to discovery or admissible evidence.







(
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1I-34 Provi@e'man hours recuired for ell tasks listed in

11-33.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 11-33.

tmirms  eus s e tam @ B

11-35 Specify emount of titanium 'reqpireﬁnf6}"30ndenser

retubing, in kilogrems. )

Objection. Burdensome and oppressive; redundant,
see, e.g., Interrogatory 11-15; not
reasonably calculated to lead to discovery
of admissible evidence.







11-36 e. Stete specific percentege rate of increase of costs
for repesirs, fuel, materigls, and labor in November
1978, from 1977 estimeted costs of the repeir project.
b. State estimated pefcentage rate increese for repairs,
fuel, meterials, and labor from Fell 1979 to Fall 1980.
e, If 11-86, e, is different then 11-36, b, stete |

reasons for change and provide celculations.

Ay N - x
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11-237  Specify ell costs for bringing replacenment éenerating
electricity plents from cold stehdby to on-line

generation.
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Objection.,

Irrelevant and immaterial; unlimited in scope

as to time; burdensome and oppressive; requires
Licensee to perform new calculations, conduct

new analyses, generate new data, or research
information not-in its possession; not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible

evidence.
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Contention 13

13-1 During the repezir of the steem generestors, describe

v
-

the monitoring procedures that will be 'used including:

a. Provisions For monitoring workers in multiple

L)

.
(¥

radisfion fields. °
b.: The type of monitoring ecuipment thet will be used.
¢c. The use of permanent monitoring systems.

é. The frecquency of measurement for all monitoring

ecuipment end systems.

e, The areas that will be monitored.

.







AY

the frecuency at which the thermel luminescent

Gosimeters will bs recharged.

measure the .

18-8 ©Describe the procedures to be useé to

accuracy cif the TIDs.

w15 ¢ wnmy

o——s . cmses - imaewm

18~4 Dasc
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the Geily exposure reztes for eacn worker.

-

o . :
13-5 Describe the procedures that will be used fo =7 T7C

maintain & record of the cumnlstive Goses for each

vorker. .
Objection. This inferrogatory is irrelevant-to-Contentiofa— ———
13. Contention 13 pertains solely to radiation
monitoring, not to record keeping of cumulative

doses for workers.

7 |






]
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13-6 For henollng, pVOCe351n5,,and s»ovlng orl eIy coolent
oescrlbe the razdiztion monitoring procedures, stating:
a. 411 locations of the radioactive meterizl.
b. The location of ail monitors in relation to the

radioactice material.

c. Which monitors w111 be contimaousl y monitoring.

»

d. Which monitors will be continuously prov 16 Gin ng a
permanent record of redistion intensi%y levels.

e. VWhich monitors will produce en 2larm when a

specific redietion level is encountered. .

. £. Th& set Qoiﬁt for- each instrumeni named in118—6, e.

g; The neme of the person;, job ti%le, end telephone

number or the. specific location 2né telephone number

where monitoring slasrms are’ guerded. '

h. r“hb neme of the person, JOb title, end teWepﬁOﬁe

: ‘numbcr who hes the responszblllpy of overseeing .

this monitoring operation.

.
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Objection. As to 13-6(g) and (h), these interrogatories
are not relevant to Contention 13. The names,

titles, and telephone numbers of

persons involved in the monitoring operation
have absolutely no bearlng on.whether the
monitoring procedures will comply with 10 CFR
Parts 20 and 50.

To the extent that interrogatories 13-7 to 13-18
reference to 13~6(g) & (h), they are also
irrelevant to Contention 13.




13-7 For monitoring the the handling, processing and

discherging of primery coolant, stete e11 informztion .

P

reouDSLeo 1n cuestion 13 é, e-h.

- memaawaiam e
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Objection. This interrogatory is redundant and seeks the
same information requested in Interrogatoxry 13-6.
See also objection to Interrogatories 13-6(g)
and (h).

13-8 For monitoring the hendling, processing, end

discherginé of leundry waste water, state all

informetion reouested in question 138-6, &-h. s .
Objection. See objection to Intefrogatories 13-6(g)
and (h).
13-9 For monltorlng releases of redioesctivity durlng the .

transpor» o; gech .steam generator lower assembly,

stete ell 1nformatlon es recuestec in cuestlon 1° 6

......

Objection. See objection to Interrogatories 13-6(g)
and (h).




v N

13-10 For the storege of 2ll steam generaior lower assemblies,

state 211 information &s requested in ouestion 13-6,. a-h.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatories 13-6(g)
and (h). ;

L]

-

13-11 For the hLandling, storing, processing, and discherging

. of licuié construction effluent, state all informetion

Objection. - See objection to Interrogatories 13-6(g)
and (h). - “

o




13-12 Fror the hendling, processing, storing and discharging
of decontemination fluids, state &1l information éas

requestied in guestion 13-6, a-h.

Objection. Seg ?ggectéon to Interrogatories 13-6(g)
an *

- moaw R - ne mvame em e

13-13 For monitoring construction dust during repeairs,
stete."gll information as recuested in cuestion 13-6, a-h.

L] arm o - v msas

Objection. . See ?b;egtion to Interrogatories 13-6(g)
and (h).

. \ - ~' » - . - - wdw ~ - . * S - 0 -
13-14 For monitoring smoke ané fumes, state all inforzation

as requested in question 18-6, a-h. ' "
Objection. See objection to Interrogatories 13-6(g)
and (h).







18-15 For monitoring the peckeging end transportetion of
solid waste, siste 211 informstion as recuested in

question 13-6, a-h.

aPISE tmrmammy memiem e

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 13, to the repairs in general, or
to the Licensee to the extent that it requests
information regarding the monitoring of the
transportation of wastes outside of' the
Turkey Point site.

See also objection to Interrogatories 13-6(g) °
- and (h)« - o ‘

-

13-16  For monitoring the storage of so0lid waste on Sife,

Statﬁ all informetion as recuested in cuestion 13-6, e-h.

" a P L L T
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Objéction. See objection to Interrogatories 13-6(qg)
and (h). -

'13-17. For ‘meonitoring work envelopes and filter fié%ings

-

' which may leel during construction, state &ll

information &s recuested in question 13-6, a-h.

\\ H Objection. See objection to Interrogatories 13-6(g)
and (h).







13-18 For monitoring radiation that may be released during

an accidental fire at the work site, state all

information as requested in guestion 13-6, a-h.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 13-6(g)
and (h); vague and ambiguous; not
specific.

V4

.13-19 _ Describe procedures and equipment for monitoring

ingested radioactivity by all plant personnel.
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Conteniion 14

14-1

Specify the experience each member of the fire
brigade teem has geined, cther then in the
employaent of the licensee, stating:

2. The emount of firefighting experience.

"b. The location of the firefighting experience.

Object.

c. The esmount of firefighting training.
d. The locetion of the firefighting treining.

e. The type of firefighting training.,

Irrelevant and immaterial; burdensome and
oppressive.

" This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 1l4. Contention 14 pertains
solely to the additional specific fire
protection measures to be taken during the

- repairs to ensure compliance with 10 CFR
Parts 20 and 50. The Licensee's existing
fire protection system is riot at issue in
Contention 14, and is beyond the scope of
this proceeding.




-
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e. State the nuzber of individuals pregenflv on the
fire brigede tean.
b. Iow many of those individueals have received a

FloridA Certlflcate in Fire Tralnlng (20C hours/.

T i e ey 4 v S

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1l4-1.
Not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence.

YW a AR e e mee

‘Iist the fire training procedures implemented at
Turkey Point, including: |

a. Who will conduct the training of personnel.

‘b. Educeational backéround and cuelifications of the
treiner.

c. Yhat firefighting procedures are covered.

d. Icéentify Boqks, documents, end -pepers used in
traihing‘by Au%hor, title, date of publicetion, end
"publisher. |

e. Frequency of ‘training clesses.

f. Total hours of each class:




h.
E
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List duties of fire brigede members during:
1. Postulated fires.

2. Announced fire drills.

3. Unennounced fire drills.

Speify freguency of announced fire drills.
Specify frequency of unannounced fire &rilils.

Specify if brigade members are trained in first

aid.

Objection. See objections to Interrogatories 14-1 and

.

1. If 50, list areas covered in first aid -training.

2. If so, give educational beckground and

qualificetions of trainer.

3. If not, specify regulations or guicdelines thet ,
permit Tire brigade members not to be trained in ‘

first aid.

14-2.




14-4

a. List the available exits from the containment
building during the repair operation.

b. Describe the accessibility of these exits during
the different major repair operations where large
workforces will be in the containment.

c. List approximate times needed to evacuate
personnel from containment during repair operations:

1. Under normal situations.

2. Under emergency situations.

"Objection. Vague and ambiguous; use of generalized,
unspecified terms such as "accessibility",
"large workforces", "approximate times",
"normal situations", and "emergency
situations" demonstrate the imprecision
used in formulating this interrogatory:;
the information sought is not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.
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Will the NRC reguletios of June 8, 1979 concerning
fire safety, brigade size, end treining be impleﬁented
for the proposed repairs 7

&. If so, state name and job title of person
respggé%b}e'for implementing procedures.

b. Which of the June 8, 1979 reguletions will not
applyuto the repeir project.

.Objection. Vague and ambiguous; Licensee

is unable to formulate further .

- objections or any response without
a more precise reference to or
citation for "the NRC regulatios (sic)
of June 8, 1979".



3

(
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Will the porteble foam unit be stored inside the
conteinment Guring the repeir effort ?

2. Where will it be loczated 7

b. Describe how it.is trensported to 2 fire location.

c. Fow many persons will transporiation of the

porteble foem unit recuire, to move to fire locations.

«

-@. Will the persons involved in this trensportation

. be fire brigade members 7
e. If 14-6, d, is yes, describe the duties of the

remeining members of the fire brigade tezm should e

major fire exist.

Objection. .

Vague and ambiguous; use of unspecified
terms relating to an unidentified
"portable foam unit" or generalized
terms such as "major fire" demonstrate
the lack of precision used to formulate
this interrogatory, regquire Licensee to
make conclusions to respond to it; and
indicate that the information sought is
not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.







*

Iist all fire -extinguishers sveileble during cutting,

[

grindéing, end welding operations, including:
e. Loceation.

b. Size.

c. Type. ..
d. Renge.

e. Duretion of discharge.

~ L. Weight when fully cherged.

gj
o

inguishing egent.

b o
(v

ck

ate of last recharge.

1.
.

Travel distance to the conteinment.

s,

Trovel time to the containment.

s
.

Objection.
Burdensome and oppressive; not reasonably .

calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.
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Prov;de 1 Tormation and documentatlon in answering

the following questions pertaining to the "specizally
designeG envelopes" to be used when cutting, grinding,
ené welding. State:

e. The fire reterdent egents in the ﬁaterial of these

envelopes.

b. The principzl meterial composing these envolopes.'

_C. lfelting tempe;aturg of these envelqpes.

-d.- Ignition temperature.

e. The toxic egents in fumes when ignitegd.
f. The potentiel denger to a worker caught inside an

envelope in a flesh fire

" g. Frocedures-for ingress and egress.

h. VWhether a mister'will be used on the EEPA filters

on these envelopes.

Objection. As to Interrogatories 1l4(c), l4(e),
14(f) and 1l4(g), the information
sought is irrelevant and immaterial
to Contention 14 and the Commission's
regulations governing radiological hazards
associated with fire; burdensome and oppressive;
argumentative; not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.



14-¢  Describe the dangers of accidentel redistion exposure
if 2 major fire should encompass a cut steem
generator with its internals exposed. State:

a. an inventory of the exposed isotopes.

- S ———————— . "8 & = — - - e [ ——

b. Meximum concentretion of radiosctivity airborne
in containment.
c. Meximum gmount of airborne radicactivity that

can pass through & respirator per minute.

Objection. A description of "dangers of accidental
radiation exposure" due to a fire postulated
under the circumstances set forth, or any
fire, is irrelevant to Contention 14; argu-
mentative; calls for speculation and con-
clusions; subsection a. is redundant of
information sought under Contention 6;
subsection b. is vague, ambiguous, un-
limited in scope as to time, and non-specific;
subsection c. is similarly vague, non-specific;
not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.
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14£i6" Descfibe iracedures for wventing smoke from :

envelopes. . . , _ - <.

Objection. Vague and ambiguous; argumentative;
non-specific; calls for speculation
and conclusions; incapable of a mean-
ingful answer; not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.
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14-11 Descﬂlbe procedures for venolng smo e end fumes

from containment caused by: .
a. Cutting welding ané grinding operations.

b. Acecidentel fire.

Objection. Interrogatory l4-lla. is irrelevant and
immaterial to Contention 14 which relates
to fire, not smoke and fumes unrelated to
fire. As to Interrogatory 1l4-1llb., see
objection to Interrogatory 14-10.

« simves. .
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14-12  Specify cLallflcatloﬁs for fire watch personnel’

during cutting, welding, and grinding operatiops.

. Whet other ¢éuties will the fire wetch person

" gssume during cutting, welding end grinding
‘operations?

b. Describe in Setail the fire watch procedure.

c. Will the fire watch person also be a member of

the fire brigade team 7
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14-13 tate the flashpoint of the redistion protective clothing.

e. Specify the composition of eny toxic fumes that
mey be given off when the radiation protective

clothing catches fire. -

- ———
Sime -

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1l4-l.

Moreover, this interrogatory is not
relevant to Contention 14. The
Commission's regulations only govern
radiological hazards associated with
fire. Therefore, the toxicity of the
fumes is beyond the scope of this
contention.

14-14  State the flashpoint of the breething apperstus thet

will be in.use during cutting, welding, end

grinding operstions.

a. Specify the composition of any toxic fumes that
mey be given off when tﬁe breathiné apparatus
cetches fire. "‘ |

b. Specify the comppsit%on of.any toxic fumes that.

may.pg_given off when the breathing apparatus melts.

-

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 14-13.

T—




¥ e e -

enmmevemissam v 2a WS

14~-15 1ist the'avaiiablé fire breesthing appafatus unitsy
aveilable during steam generator repairs. State:
2. The type. 1
b. The quantity.
c. The capacity.
d. The weight.
e. The. size.

- : £. The locations where stored.

‘g.’ The travel distence from the verious locations to

the containment.

h. The travel time from the various locations to the

conteinment.

.
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14-16 Iis

t 211 firehose nozzles aveileble during steanm

generator repeirs. Stete:

Tre. cuentity of-nozzles that. cen be used inside the

&-
contizinzent. _ .-
b.eThe guantity of nozzles theat cannot be used inside
the conteinment.”
c. The locetions of both types of nozzles.
The flow rate for each type -0f nozzle.

a.
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14-17 List el)l firehoses

v - e avamamyn ¢ mm e Geaaens Gt w-

é;ailable.during steeanm

generetor repairs. State:

a. The locetion of the hoses.

b. THe oquantity of hose at eech 1oqetion..

c. The capacity of the hoses.

d. Tke péunds of pressure and flow rate for each
‘hose, with fire weter pﬁmps operating.

e. The pounds of preséure and the flow rate for each

-

hose without the fire water pumps opereting.

"
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14-18 4re ell hose end nozzle coupling threads

interchangeble 7

a. If not, state reasons for not being intercﬁangable.

,
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14-20

" Ym men 48 B ee Ve m——

‘stored.

Describe the sysiem of fire signels in use during
steem generstor, repeirs. Stater

2. Locations of phones within the containment.

b. Locations'of fire pull boxes within the containment.
c. The other methods of reporting fires within the
conteinment.

d. The pérson or plece thet fegeives the fire signels.
e. The procedures theat follow‘after a fire signel

hes been received.

¢ tes Sus m
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Are speciel suits, for fighting fires conteining

radioactivity, aveileble at Turkey Point 7

*
.

e. List cuentities ené locations where suits ere

.

b. Do. locel fire units assigned to aid Turkey Point

posses radiation fire fighting suits 7

IvIf not, state reasons for negative enswer.

- s ;o mm. - wsam aF

Objection. See objections to Interrogatories
14-1 and 14-7.







‘ 14-21 State_xnz;gs‘:t'recent dete the commznders of FiTre
stetion 5, 6, 16, and ‘Fomestead AFB toured Turkey
Point. "

a. Vhat is the freguency of familierization tours

for the comzanders of assisting fire stetions?

‘Objection. See objections to Interrogatories
14-1 and 14-7.

\
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‘ . I4-22 State the informetion and pracedures the Licensee hes
} | trensmitted to the commenders of the assisting fire

stations.

H - m. e m——

. Objection. See objections to Interrogatories
14-1 and 14-7.




14-23 Do the assisting fire stations have a written plen

" of the Licensees fire fighting procedures ?

farr swrmn - emm aeE W e e erew— ——— ey -

Objection. See objections to Interrogatories
14-1 and 1l4-7.
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14-24 Deéscribe the proceéﬁ;és the Licensee will employ in

assisting outside fire personnel once they arrive.

e. Whet person will coordinate the fire fighting

effort.

Objection. See objections to Interrogatories
14-1 and l4-7.

[ St

14-25 State reasons for not installi3§ a "Stendpipe System"

.
-

within the containments.

Objection. Argumentative; see objections to
Interrogatories 14-1 and 14-7.







14- . ) 2 e
26 In the letter of June S, 1978, from the NRC to the

Licensee it is é%ated, "A1l1 personnel assigned to ‘the
fire brigade woul@ heve to fulfill 2311 eapplicable

training requirements".

a. Stete the reguirements.
b. How often are they implemented 7

c. What portions of the requirements must be

fulfilled before ' an individual cen be assigned to

the Tire bfigade.-

Objection. See objections to Interrogatories 14-1 and 14-7. .

Respectfully submitted,

BRUCE S. ROGOW

JOEL V. LUMER

RICHARD A. MARSHALL, JR.
Counsel for the Intervenor

3301 College Avenue

Fort Lauderdale, Floride 33314
(308) 587-6660

oy St A7 AL L
- e Richard A.. Marshall, Jr. |/
' 18450 S.V. .212th Street
- oL _ Miemi, Florida 33187 g
(305) 233-8104 :

Dated et liemi, Florida
this2 7 th day of October, .1879.
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