April S, 1982

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA REluTm ry
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION HORRESPORD

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY & LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of
HOUSTON LICHTING & POWER COMPANY Docket No. 50-466

(Allens Creek Nuclear Generating
Station, Unit 1)

W W W W W wn

HOUSTON LIGHTING & POWER COMPANY'S
ANSWERS AND OBJECTIONS TO
DOHERTY'S SIXTH SET OF .NTERROGATORIES

In response to a document entitled "Intervenor
Doherty's Sixth Set of Interrogatories to Applicant With
Regard to TexPirg Contention 31 and Quadfex Mattegg", Applicant
answers and objects as set forth below. As stated in response
to Mr. Doherty's First Set of Interrogatories, Mr. J. H.
Goldberg, Vice President - Nuclear Engineering and Construction
will testify regarding the pertinence of Quadrex Corporation's
review of engineering work at the South Texas Nuclear Project
to the Allens Creek Nuclear Generating Station. Mr. Louis J.
Sas, Vice President - Engineering with Ebasco, will testify

regarding Ebasco's engineering organization for the Allens

Creek Nuclear Generating Station.
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proceeding. On the contrary, Applicant maintains that the
vast majority of the hundreds of obscure and pointless
interrogatories contained in the seven sets of interrogatories
thus far received from Mr. Doherfy are not relevant to the
reopened Allens Creek proceeding. Moreover, in answering

any questions hereinafter, Applicant does not admit the
accuracy or relevance of any assumptions made by Mr. Doherty
in posing such questions.

INTERROGATORY NO. 1

Is the Attachment A to this set of Interrogatories

the first HL&P recognition that B&R's ISI (in-service inspec-
tion) manual contained the entire Winter of 1975 Addenda to
ASME Section XI, in error?
(a) If not, indicate an earlier discovery and
give the identity of the memo, etc. and make it available.
(b) For how long had this "error been going on"?
(c) How will HL&P strengthen its organization at
ACNGS to prevent recurrence of a similar event?
ANSWER
49 Applicant objects to this interrogatory on
the ground that it is unduly vague and Applicant cannot
determine what information is sought. Moreover, Applicant
objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the informa-

tion sought is not relevant to the limited issues in this



reopened proceeding as identified in the Licensing Board's
January 28, 1982 Memorandum and Order (Granting The Doherty
Renewed Motion For Additional Evidence on TexPirg Additional
Contention 31)

l(a). Same objection as Interrogatory 1.

1(b). Same objection as Interrogatory l.

l(c). As described in PSAR Section 17.1.3A, HL&P
Project Engineering provides programmatic direction and
overview of Ebasco engineering activities to ensure that
such activities are conducted in accordance with approved
engineering procedures. HL&P Engineering performs reviews
of selected elemen?s of the completed design, design documents
and specifications to ensure that contractual requirements
are met. As stated in PSAR Section 17.1.18A HL&P QA audits
Ebasco activities to verify compliance with the QA Program.
In addition, the HL&P Engineering Assurance Department will
review selected elements of the design for technical adequacy.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2

(With regard to Applicant's reply to this Intervenor's
Interrogatory #22, in his Set #l1 of February 17, 1982,) how
does Applicant believe the fact that Quadrex had, "...[n]ot
observed other evidence sufficient to conclude that an
effective systems integration function existed in the B&R

wl/

design process, could be, a "Most Serious Finding"? (A

1/ Applicant's Answers, p. ll.
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Most Serious Finding is one "...that pose(s) a serious
threat to plant licensability because either (a) the finding
would prevent the obtaining of a license, or (b) the finding
could produce a significant delay in getting license, or
(c) the finding addresses a matter of serious concern to the
NRC at this time).2/
ANSWER

&5 Applicant objects to this interrogatory on
the ground that it is unduly vague and Applicant cannot
determine what information is sought. Moreover, Applicant
objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the informa-
tion sought is not relevant to the limited issues in this
reopened proceeding as identified in the Licensing Board's
January 28, 1982 Memorandum and Order (Granting The Doherty
Renewed Motion For Additional Evidence on TexPirg Additional
Contention 31).

INTERROGATORY NO. 3

Did Applicant hold any post-Quadrex Report conferences
with Quadrex Corp. in which this item was clarified? What
result?

ANSWER
- Applicant objects to this interrogatory on

the ground that the information sought is not relevant to

2/ Report, p. 3-1, Sec. 3.0(1l).



the limited issues in this reopened proceeding as identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum and
Order (Cranting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31). Moreover,
Applicant objects to this interrogatory on the grcund that
it is unduly vague and Applicant cannot determine what
information is sought.

INTERROGATORY NO. 4

Did Quadrex maintain it should have been able to
observe such evidence?
ANSWER

4. Applicant objects to this interrogatory on
the ground that the information socught is not relevant to
.th; limited issues in thid reopened proceeding as identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum and
Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31). Moreover,
the question is unduly vague and applicant cannot determine
what information is sought.

INTERROGATORY NO. S

What prompted the cre=ation of the "B&R System
Design Assurance group...created in February 1980"2/? L
Applicant prompted the formation of this group, when did

Applicant first request or demand it?

3/ Applicant's Answers, p. 1ll.
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ANSWER

2, Applicant objects to this interrogatory on
the ground that the infqrmation sought is not relevant to
the limited issues in this reopened proceeding as identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum and
Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31).

INTERROGATORY NO. 6

Wasn't the Attachment 1 to "Applicant's Answers to
Doherty's First Set of Interrogatories Re Quadrex", ques-
tioning of Mr. Goldberg by Mr. Reis of the NRC Staff?
ANSWER

6. Yes.

INTERROGATORY NO. 7

Won't the two lines mentioned in Interrogatory No.
7, of this Intervenor's Set No. 5, require Augmented Inservice
Inspection? What is "augmented in-service inspection"?
ANSWER

7- Applicant objects to this interrogatory on
the ground that it is unduly vague and Applicant cannot
determine what information is sought. Moreover, Applicant
objects to this interrogatory on the ground that the infor-
mation sought is not relevant to the limited issues in this

recpened proceeding as identified in the Licensing Board's



January 28, 1982 Memorandum and Order (Granting The Doherty
Renewed Motion For Additional Zvidence on TexPirg Additional
Contention 31).

INTERROGATORY NO. 8

When did HL&P first begin its recruitment of the
position or need eventually filled by Mr. J. H. Goldberg?
ANSWER

8. HL&P's recruitment of Mr. Goldberg to fill
the position of Vice President-Nuclear Engineering and Cons-
truction began in the Spring of 1980. HL&P had recognized
previously the need for additional senior level management
with nuclear construction experience and had hired Mr. Jack
Ferguson in mid-1979 to act as a consultant to Mr. Ed Turner,
the Vice President of HL&P who then had responsibility for
STP.

INTERROGATORY NO. 9

(Referring to Attachment B, an HL&P office memo-

randum, what is meant by the statement:

The problems we have, and are experiencing today
are due to the identical problems Ebasco had with
access engineering on the Allens Creek Project.

(?)
ANSWER

9. To the extent that this interrogatory seeks
information concerning STP, Applicant objects to this interroga-

tory on the ground that the information sought is not relevant



to the limited issues in this reopened proceeding as iden-
tified in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum
and Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31).

Te the extent that this interrogatory seeks informa=-
tion concerning Allens Creek, see answer to Interrogatory l4.

INTERROGATORY NO. 10

Who lacked program management?
ANSWER

10. To the extent that this interrogatory seeks
information concerning STP, Applicant objects to this interroga-
tory on the ground that the information sought is not relevant
to the limited issues in this reoboned proceeding as identi-
fied in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum
and Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 2Ly

To the extent that this interrogatory seeks informa-
“ion concerning Allens Creek, see answer to Interrogatory 14.

INTERROGATORY NO. 11

Who lacked program plan and scheduling?
ANSWER

b % To the extent that this interrogatory seeks
information concerning STP, Applicant objects to this interroga-
tory on the ground that the information sought is not relevant

to the limited issues in this reopened proceeding as identified



in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum and
Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31).

To the extent that this interrogatory seeks informa-
tion concerning Allens Creek, see answer to Interrogatory l4.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2

Who lacked staffing?
ANSWER

12. To the extent that this interrogatory seeks
information concerning STP, Applicant objects to this interroga-
tory on the ground that the information sought is not relevant
to the limited issues in this reopened proceeding as identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum and
Ord;r (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31).

To the extent that this interrogatory seeks informa-

tion concerning Allens Creek, see answer to Interrogatory 14.

INTERROGATORY NO. 13

Who was unclear and inconsistent in interpretation
of the scope of access design review?
ANSWER

33, To the extent that this interrogatory seeks
information concerning STP, Applicant objects to this inter-

rogatory on the ground that the information sought is not



relevant to the limited issues in this reopened proceeding

as identified in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982

Memorandum and Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion

For Additional Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31).
To the extent that this interrogatory seeks informa-

tion concerning Allens Creek, see answer to Interrogatory 14.

INTERROGATORY NO. 14

What problems did Ebasco have with access engineering

on Allens Creek Project?

(a) When did Applicant first become aware of
these problems?

(b) What steps, if any, has Applicant taken to
mitigate these "problems"?

(c¢) Please list any documents, report;, or memos
which show HL&P was taking steps to alleviate this
problem at ACNGS, indicate if this covers the entire
period until close-out of the problem, and make these
available to this Intervenor.

ANSWER

14. L&P's concerns with respect to Ebasco included
a lack of emphasis on the ISI program management, the need
for an explicit or separately identified ISI Access Engi=-

neering Program Plan and Schedule, the need for an evalua-

tion of guality and quantity of staffing required for Ebasco

elle



IST work, a concern that Ebasco's interpretation of the

scope of work was not consistent with HL&P's interpretation,

and a concern that existing verification and documentation

of ISI Access reviews wore not being performed as anticipated.

These problems were described in a letter from P. A. Horn

(HL&P) to R. K. Matzelle (Ebasco) on May 16, 1980 (AC-HL-ES-2928).
l4(a). HL&P first became a.are of these problems

approximately in early 1980.

14(b). In early June 1980, HL&P and an independent
consultant conducted an engineering review of Ebasco's ISI
Access Engineering activities to date. On June 12, 1980
(mtg. minutes AC-ES-HL-7404) a meeting was held between HL&P
and Ebasco to discuss the ISI Access Engineering Program and
to respond to HL&P's concerns. These concerns were documented
in AC-HL-ES-2928 (See Answer to #l14) and AC-HL-ES-3063 (an
engineering audit of Ebasco's previous ISI Access work).

In order to resolve the problem with program
management and staffing, Ebasco improved its ISI program
management by providing a new organizational arrangement and
a full-time ISI Engineer.

In order to resolve the problem with the program
plan, scheduling, and scope, Ebasco presented a new scope
and plan for ISI Access Review. In recognition of the

differing interpretations of ISI scope of work, a document,



"Design Review and ISI Support Services for Allens Creek,"
was prepared to assurs consistent interpretations. Ebasco
also provided a format document for the schedule of ISI
activities.

In order to resolve the problem with verification
and documentation, Ebasco provided an ISI Review Document
List which tabulates the drawings and documents to be reviewed
concerning ISI activities.

14(c). The following documents cover the approximate

period from problem identification to the determination of a
mechanism for problem resolution concerning Ebasco's Access
Engineering Program:

AC-ES-HL-3456

AC-HL-ES-1423

AC-ES-HL-6939

AC-ES-HL-7174

AC-HL-ES-2928

AC-ES-HL-7303

AC-HL-ES-3063

AC-ES-HL-7404

AC-HL-HL-8890

AC-HL-ES-3113

AC-HL-ES-3110

These documents will be available at HL&P's Bay-
brook offices, 19435 Glenwest, Friendswood, Texas 77546.

Arrangements for reviewing these documents may be made by

contacting Mr. Thomas A. Petersen at 486-3859.

-



INTERROGATORY NO. 15

Referring to Question E-8 of the Report, what did
Quadrex mean by a "logic choice"?

(a) Did they indicate it is industry practice, or
good practice to have documentation or analysis of
logic choices?

ANSWER

15. Applicant objects to this interrogatory on
the ground that the information sought is not relevant to
the limited issues in this reopened proceeding as identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum and
Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31).

15(a). Applicant objects to this interrogatory on
the ground that the information sought is not relevant to
the limited issues in this reopened proceeding as identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum and
Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31).

INTERROGATORY NO. 16

Referring to Question E-16 of the Report, what is
the process radiation monitoring system in a PWR?
(a) Was it the job of B&R nuclear analysis to
determine the amount of radiation to be metered at

various points in this system?

e



(b) Was it the job of B&R I&C to prcvide instru-
ments that met those ranges of radiation?

(c¢) If the answers to (a) and (b} abore are "Yes"
and "Yes", wouldn't Applicant say their communication
would be essential?

(d) What organizational steps will Applicant take

to be certain analagous groups at ACNGS have adequa e

communications?
ANSWER
16. Applicant objects to this interrogatory on

the ground that the information sought is not relevant to
the limited issues in this reopened proce«ding as identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Meworandim and
Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 2% )

l6(a). Same objection as Interrogatory 16.

l6(b). Same objection as Interrogatory 16.

16(c). Same objection as Interrogatory 16.

16(d). Applicant objects to this interrogatory on
the ground that it is unduly vague and Applicant cannot

determine what information is sought.

18w
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reopened proceeding as identified in the Licensing Board's
January 28, 1982 Memorandum and Order (Granting The Doherty
Renewed Motion For Additional Evidence on TexPirg Additional
Contention 31).

INTERROGATORY NO. 24

Prior to Quadrex, did Applicant notice that Speci-
fication 2Q-003, and its Appendix A allow the use of PVC?
ANSWER

24. Applicant objects to this interrogatory on
the ground that the information sought is not relevant to
the limited issues in this reopened proceeding as identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum and
Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31).

INTERROGATORY NO. 25

Was STNP the first nuclear plant ‘R ever desiyned?
ANSWER
4 Yes.

INTERROGATORY NO. 26

Prior to Quadrex, did Applicant notice that B&R
had no documentation for defining separation barrier require=-

ments? (See: Sec.4.3.2.1(e))

o m
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ensure that contractual regquirements are met. As stated in
PSAR Section 17.1.18A HL&P QA audits Ebasco activities to
verify compliance with the QA Program. In addition, the
HL&P Engineering Assurance Department will review selected
elements of the design for technical adequacy.

INTERROGATCORY NO. 30

Did Applicant know prior to Quadrex that B&R was
using a part of the FSAR as a design input document? (See:
Sec. E-3, "Quadrex Assessment, paragraph 1).

ANSWER

30. Applicant objects to this interrogatory on
the ground that the information sought is not relevant to
the limited issues in this reopened proceeding as identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1932 Memorandum and
Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31).

INTERROGATORY NO. 31

Had Applicant been advised by B&R or noticed on
its own prior to the Quadrex Corp.'s work, that B&R had not
documentation for isolation devises to be used and the
appropriate circuit applications? (Refer to Question E-14)

(a) Did B&R have a procedure for documenting what

isolation devises were eventually used in construction?



(b) Are there currently installed isolation
devises in the STNP today, with no documentation of
their selection as to acceptability?

(c) 1If Applicant was aware of this prior to the
Quadrex Report, please give the date and identity of
any memo, report, etc., that shows this and provide it
to this Intervenor.

ANSWER
al. Applicant objects to this interrogatory on

the ground that the information sought is no‘. relevant to
the limited issues in this reopened proceeding as identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum and
Order (Granting The, Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence én TexPirg Additional Contention 31).

3l(a). Same objection as Interrogatery 31.

3l1(b). Same objection as Interrogatory 31.

3l(c). Same objection as Interrogatory 31.

INTERROGATORY NO. 32

On page 1-1 of the Quadrex Report on EBASCO, is
the date of May 1981, the date Quadrex was "asked to assist
HL&P in its review of EBASCO"?
(a) Did Mr. Goldberg suggest this study by Ebasco?
(b) Did either Mr. Goldberg or Mr. Oprea mention
the Quadrex Report on Ebasco in their testimony on

Allens Creek?

«29-
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the limited issues in this reopened proceeding as identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum and
Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Moticn For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31).

INTERROGATORY NO. 34

Referring to Question E-3 of the Report, Vol. II,
what is a "support" system as mentioned in the last sentence
of the "Quadrex Assessment"? What is the concern if no
basis or procedures existed for these systems?

ANSWER

34. Applicant objects to this interrogatory on
the ground that the information sought is not relevant to
the limited issues in this reopened proceeding as identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum and
Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31).

INTERROGATORY NO. 35

Was Applicant aware B&R did not consider Plant
Operating Procedures within the scope of its design work
prior to the Quadrex Report (Report, E-21)
(a) If so, please indicate the date and identity
of any paper, memo, etc., which shows this.
(b) If not, how will the ACNGS procedures and
organization be different such that this won't recur at

that site?

3l



ANSWER

3%. Applicant objects to this interrogatory on
the ground that the information sought is not relevant to
the limited issues in this reopened proceeding As identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum and
Order (CGranting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence cn TexPirg Additional Contention 31).

35(a). See Response to Interrogatory 35.

35(b). With respect to ACNGS, plant operating pro=-
cedures are outside the scope of the engineering design
services provided by the architect-engineer. However, as
necessary, HL&P will determine from its operating experience
feedback program if the architect-engineer should incorporate
certain design changes in order to enhance certain operating
activities. As discussed in ACNGS PSAR, Appendix O, Sec=-
tion 1.C.5, operating experience feedback to the architect-
engineer is a part of the design process.

INTERROCATORY NO. 36

Was Applicant aware that a large break in the
Emergency Cooling Water (ECW) svstem might not be promptly
detected and isolated because sump pumps are non-safety

related (and hence might fail)?

>332



(a) Where is the electrical system for detecting
a large ECS break located?

(b) Are the sump pumps at STNP classified as
non-safety related?

(¢) Prior to the Quadrex Report, was Applicant
aware of the lack of certainty of mitigation of an ECW
large break because of lack of detection and isclation
due to sump pump failure?

(d) If "yes" give the date of any correspondence,
report, etc. between Applicant and B&R which shows
this, please. Also identify the report, etc., and make
it available.

ANSWER
36. Applicant objects to this interrogatory on

the ground that the information scught is not relevant to
the limited issues in this reopened proceeding as identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum and
Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31).

36(a). Same objection as Interrogatory 36.

36(b). Same objection as Interrogatory 36.

36(c). Same objection as Interrogatory 36.

36(d). Same objection as Interrogatory 36.



INTERROGATORY NO. 37

At the time it was performing work at the STNP,
was the NUS Corporation owned by Brown & Root?

(a) If not who owned this company?
ANSWER

= v R Applicant objects to this interrogatory on
the ground that the information sought is not relevant to
the limited issues in this reopened proceeding as identified
in the Licensing Board's January 28, 1982 Memorandum and
Order (Granting The Doherty Renewed Motion For Additional
Evidence on TexPirg Additional Contention 31).

37(a). Same objection as Interrogatory 37.

Respectfully submitted,
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STATE OF TEXAS i
COUNTY OF HARRIS i

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this day personally
appeared J.H. Goldberg, Vice President - Nuclear Engineerina &
Construction for Houston Lighting & Power Company, who upon his oath
stated that the foregoing answers to "Intervenor Doherty's Sixth Set
of Interrogatories Re Quadrex" were prepared under his supervision
and direction, and that all statements contained therein are true
and correct to the best of his knowledge and belief.

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME by the said
J.H. Goldberg, on this _4%*h  day of April, 1982.
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