UNITED STATES OF AMERICA July 11, 1983

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

[

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Glenn O, Bright
Dr, James H. Carperter
James L. Kelley, Chairman

In the Matter of 2
Dockets 50-400 OL

CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT CO. et al, ) 50-401 OL

(Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant, )

Units 1 and 2) )  ASLBP Yo, 826%6,8-01
)

Motion to Compel Discovery
re Eddleman 29 and 37 B
(and note re 7§ and 83/84)

is motion to compel is filed within 10 days of the breakdown of
negotiations with Applicants over the issues discussed herein, as noted
on the accorpanying certificate of negotiations. Generzal Interrogatories
8 and 9 are objected to by Applicants, but we have agreed that they will
be governed %y the decision in another motion which will follow (unless
negotiations succeed), re Eddleman 64f and €7 and general interrogatories thereon.
Therefore, these objections are not discussed further here, The agreements are
set out in the accompanying certificate of negotiations, re Zddleman 75, 83/84,
29 abd 37B. As noted in that certificate, Interrogatory G-8 re Eddleman
75 and 80 and B3/84 is objected to, and Applicants counsel and I have agreed
that for Eddleman 75 ancd 83/84 that dispute will be governed by the decision
on the above-referenced moution to compel also.
General Discussion

10 CFR 2,740(b) provides that parties may obtain discovery regarding

2ny matter not privileged which is relevant to the subject matter of the

proceeding, including not just the clain(s) or defenses of the party seeking
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11ascovery but also those of any other party. Avpplicants state
- AfRA =l e . ) P s + 2 T
(June 17, 1983 Reemnonse to man G 1 Interropgatories and
- ) " "
Interrogatories on contentions 378, hereinafter "resnonse")
pp l=2, that their provision of answers "shou 10t be deemed

admission of relevancy wil

th regard to the 1formation provided
Applicants or
Yet rtually & A ( s ! to relevancy,
Considering that all 1form n which d les the discovery
of admissible evidence
sunplied in resvonse to
position is 1llogical. First, 18 w for each srecific
information sought 1is ? nt o ould lead to
Second, if Applicants are claim'ng (as thevy do)
answer is NOT an admission of relevancv, then
irrelevancy do not apvnear to be nsible, pvarticularly
cants possess 1e requested information,
to the General Interrogatories
of the Annlicants! resnonse,
to int ogat 2 hich seeks the "model number,
manufacturer and

or davice for det

install, or have 1 d i " and the on and purpose

cants 11y object » providing the 3 hey state that

the information icerni h \ \ 3 8 ot available

in the form requested,” Surelvy Aoplicant: - Y the maker,

model number, tvpe, location and use of the radioiodine monitors
in the plant. Thev should be compelled to answer the cuestion,

If thevy don't know the answer, or nart of it, that surelvy 1is
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relevant. Since Applicants reference the FSAR, theyv should provide
the answer to these questions (which are not answered but also not
objected to) to the extent they are not answered In the FSAR
at Chaoters 11 and 12 (thelr reference), Annlicants are not
willing to provide this information as I understand 1it,
With resvect to cost, Anplicants object that cost of the
devices is irrelevant to the accuracy, function!ng or abllity
of the devices to perform their allotted tasks, I disagree for
two reasons, First, more costly devices mar te better able to
perform these tasks, may function more relilably, may be more accurate,
and may have other abilities (e.g. to datect radiolodines accurately
under humid conditions), than the monitors Annlicants have installed.
There certainly are better detectors that cost more. Higher quality
and capabilities in radiation monitoring equipment often cost more.
Second, by knowing the cost of the item. Avnlicants chose,
I can compare those costs with the cost of other avallable detectors,
monitors and samplers which do have better or more extensive
carabilities, and determine whether more costlv equivment would
be able to improve radlolodine release estimation, Appendix I
compmliance, radlo!odine release control, timely warning of radilo-
{odine releases and other relevant matters to this contention,
Avoplicants do not object that they do not know the cost of
the equimvment they installed. I belleve the cost data 1s able
to lead to adnissible evidence as described above, and therefore
Applicants should be made to orovide thils data, which thev have
or should have, Rad!oiodine monitoring equioment 1is obviously
important to safety and thus all such eguipment should be well
documented as to manufacturer, QAZQC, purchase, date of receint,

installation, maintenance etc. What i1s sought 1s part of this

information which Avplicants clearly should have, If theyv don't
have it, as noted above, that's also relevant, since thev should.
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Avplicants position that "cost of menltors can't lead to any

information relevant to the contention” should be rejected,

The next objection (response at 23-24) is to providing answers

to the last 3 parts (11, 111, iv) of interrogatory 29-1(J), which

asks (1n.all cases, the request is for information known to Apolicants)
ror (11) whether monitoring at other nuclear nlants for radio-

{odines 1s continuous, at what pvoints it 1s continuous for other

PWwRs, (111) the accuracy and testing for accuracv of any detectors,
samplers, monitors or other radioiodine detect!on devices at other
plants, and (iv) what parts of questions (1),(I1) and (111) in this
interrogatory Applicants do not know the answers to.

Aoplicants stand on the!r stated objections !n the resnonse
(pp 23-24). Basically, they say the practices of other plants
are irrelevant to Harris,

However, these nractices mav well be correlated with the
amounts of radioiodine released at other plants, Certalnly if
other plants have continuous radiolodine monitors and Harris does
not, the reasons why Harris does not are relevant, Wwhether Harrils
has better, worse, or the same monitors for radiofodines as do
other nlants is surely relevant to Harris' ability to control
radioiodine releases, at least as comnared to those other nlants'
ability. The locations monitored at other nlents mav be different
than for Harris -- if more are monitored at other nlants, that
is relevant, The accuracy and testing of radiciodine monitoring
devices in use at other plants i1s surely relevant: it tells how
accurate the devices are in oractice, whether other plants are
using more accurate devices than Earris 1s (or will), and how

other plants test their radioliodine detection devices.



In all these areas, comparison of the practices of other nlants
to Harris cen shed light on the adequacy of the radiolodine detection
set-up, devices and systems at Harris. Please note thet 1 am not
asking Aoplicants to research this cuestion, but only to tell me
what they'knou elready about this. Avpplicants state that rroviding
tnformaticn does not mean they admit it 1s relevant, so thev might
as well provide it under their logic.

also

But thev shovlqAbe cormelled to provide the informaticn they

know about radiolodine monitoring devices, testing and accuracy

at other nuclear plants (as asked in 29-1(3)(i1-iv) and what they
don't know (which gives an indicaticn of how ther went about setting
up their system, e.g. if they den't know the best practices at

other plants, what's working well and what isn't, that's surely
relevant to the adequacy of what thev are planning to do re radfo-

fod’nes at Harris), because the information is relevant,

The next objection is tec answering 29=li(0o) (r.t6 of resnonse)
which asks for information regarding Robinsorn 2 (Anplicants' only
PWR overating). Applicants object that Robinson 2 is of & dissimilar
rlant design to Earris and they did not iase Pobirsen 2 data in
calculating releases or Avnendix I corrmliance at Harris, Avplicants'
counsel stood on these objections in negctiatians.

I find the objection of different plant design surprising
in view of Avplicants' claims that Haerris would have a cenacity
factor about like Rob!nson's marly one (70%) because the des!gns
are similar, Harris and Robinson are 3-loop Westinghouse PWRs
and Applicante state no design differences that render the questions
about technical specifications, leak rates, falled fuel fractions,

and so on irrelevant.
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The specifications for the Robinson plant are relevant to
two immcrtant areas re contention 29: first, anv violations
of them or inadecuacies in them (esvecially as found by comparison
with radfcolodine release date which Apnlicants are nrovidirg),
is relevant to whetlier Avnlicents will actua’ly carrv out ororer
control of radiolcdines at the next PWR they onerate (Earris),

If thev have falled to do so at their other PWR (Robinson), that
is surely important. If ther have insisted on weaker tech snecis
at Robinson, that is imnortant to the issue of thelr comnliance
at Harris,

Second, the Robinson plant has had problems (e.g. steam
generator leaks, primarv coolant opumn seal fallures) which could
lead to high rediciodine releases. Such problems could occur
at Harris (e.g. trhe joint contenti>n on stear generatcr nroblems
was stipulated to -- steam generator leaks could release radiolodines
into secondary coolant and thence to atmosnhere, e.g. through steam
dump valves), If the Robinscn specifications were not {or were)
sufficient to control redlolodine releases during such events,
or if the radiolodine releases therefrom were not srecifically
monitored, that 1s relevant to the adequacy of srecifications

of leak rates, testing, etc., for a similar PWR, Harris,

The next objection (resrconse at 63) 1s to vrovidine information

re radioliodire trans, filters and removel systems, as to (111)
component marufacturers, (iv) component dimensfons, (x111) design
1ife,(xiv) revlacement schedules, ard (xv and xvi) personrel
exrosures., Appllcants' counsel stocod on these objections, not
further specified, ¥n negotiations, I have attermted to exnla‘’n

why these items are relevant in negontiations, and committed to
detalling the reasons in this motion to compel.
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The i1dentity of the manufacturexrs is relevant as to the
quality, QA/QC, reliabiltty and design of the equinment, Clearly
if this equivment is beirg used to contrcl and clean up radio-
fodivies, who made it is relevant, The source, QA/CC and design
information on such equirment which is i=nortant to safety of
the public is information Applicants should have. If any make_r
has QA/QC problems, or if their equtvment in general has design
problems, reliabil!ty problems, etc, that surely is relevant to
the ability of their equioment at Harris to funct!on adecuatelv,

The component dimens!ons are relevant because fit-un, sealing,
expansion-contraction and emhrittlement problems are affected
by the dimensions. I have detailed these concerns more in my
resnonses to Aoplicants' interrcgatories; generallvy I am concerned
about radlolodines escaning frcm the cleanun svstem through
joints around fittings, detectors, filters, connect!ons, etec.,
or through sealers in ducting or fittings in pinirng or other
transmfer systems, I cannot evaluate the adequacy of such sygtems
without knowing the dimensions of the equipment involved, which
is particularly critical for exvansion-contraction nroblems,

embrittlement of sealers, and sealer fit, Obviously
wavs in which radio!odines can escave the normal cleanun svstem
are relevant to the question of whether the Harris nlant can 1limit
their release eadequately., The dimens!on informationr, like ttre
identity of comnonent makers, 1s needed to assess the adequacy
of the Harris vlant's radiolodine control system,

The design life of components 1s verv relevant., CP&L has
had problems at Bbunswick due to fallure to chlorinste the RER

system's heat exchangers on schedule, due to fa!lure to celibrate
instruments frequéntly enough, and so on, It is reasonable to
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want to know how often parts of the rad!olodine control svstem

at Harris need to be rerlaced, including monitors and filters,
because of CPAL's past fa'‘lures at orerating nlants to take

needed actions on schedule. The shorter the co—nonent lives

and the more frequent rerlacement recuired, the more critical

this issue becomes, I need the design lives to evaluate this
aspect of radioiodine control, Design life for equipment exposed

and other factors, e.fFf. Oxvgen

to radiation is obviously affected by radiation exnosuhaﬂflso, levels
and the design lives need to be compared with the radiatfén to
wr.ich the equipment might be exrosed, Deteriorat!on of cables
and sealers comnosed of materials like those used in €P4#L's Harris
radlolodine control system sealers, gaskets and cebles to moniitors
has been described -- see e.g.NURPTG/CR-2157, NURFC-CR-2877 etc
Obviously such considerations are relevant tc design life of

the commenents and systems used to contrcl radiolodines at Harris--
thev are a "life shorten’ng effect” of such systems. Desigr life
data will reveal whether these nroblems (material embrittlement

due tc radiation and other factors, e.g. lack of oxvgen) are
being properly taken into account in the Harris radf‘oiodine control
systems or not.

Rerlacement schedules are relevant for the same reasons

design lives are: when equipment wears out or canrot work, it must
be revlaced to keep the radiolodine removal /contrcl system working,
Proper replacement schedules will take into account de$lgn 1liv_es,
testing of equimment, etc., Without knowirng the renlacement
schedules, I ‘an't tell if they are adecuate to keer the radlio-
todine removal/control system at Harris working well enough

to hold exrosures within the Avpendix I 1limits, esveclally

if an accident were to occur, nutting stress on the radfo-iodine
removal/control system's canabilities,
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The radiation exposure levels are relevant because 1f ecuinment
replacement schedules are not cerefully set, equinment mav have
to be replaced with the nlant "hot" radf‘oactively, resulting
in higher exnosures. The higher exrosures might then lead to
doferraliof needed repaire, and renlacements of esculpment or
components, in the radfolodine control systems, Unless the
radiation exnosure levels anticipated are known, T cannot evalu-te
how this factor will affect the reliabllity and canabllity of
the radiolodine removal /control systems at Har»is, If Applicants
have not estimated radiation exnosure tc those rerlacing such
components of the radiocliodine system at Harris, thet 1s alsc
relevant, since this lack of knowledge means there is an Iimortant
factor (when can vou renlace comnonents that wear out or don't work)
insufficiently analyzed to assure operabllity of the radlolodinme
control/removal systems will be maintained so that fallures will
not occur in it that allow additional unolanned releases of radio-
lfodines (beyond normal releases), which cculd violate the Arpendix
I limits,

For the above reasons the infcrmation recuested in interropgatory
29«6 which Applicants object to providing is relevant, Thev should
be cornelled to vrovide this fnformation,

Applicants object to answering 2608(d) through (g) re effects
of Harris plant fires on materials in the rad‘olodine control/
removal system. I have agreed to ask more quest!ons on these
issues and try to explain their relevance further to Anplicants.

I do not hereby waive any right to file a motion to commel if
they cbject again to such questions after having had the relevance

spelled out, Avprlicants and I agreed to this course
for these questions to prossibly save time and effort for all concerned,



ants first object

(resnonse at 6R)

nformation they nossess which

ouesti

exYmosure +r

error/under-

extensive

" "
none

’

'Q-J* T rarman 4+

these aquesti

ion more relevant to my cl:s than information
3 :
v suggests or says such un estimates

occur.,
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Arplicants mav be suggesting they cannot check all their
{nformation to f!nd out the answer to th!s cuestion., If so,
thev could have sald so more clearly., I do not belleve they
have sald that answering is unduly burdensome, but 1f it is,
I would accent access to thelr information to do research mvself,
orovided they can !ndicate what information thev possess contalns
the requested information.

For the above reasons, the information sought !n interropatories
£8 37-B-1(d) and (c) is relevant and Annlicants shou1ld be made
to answer those interrogatories. If Annlicants can show !t Is too
burdensome to answer, thev should be comnelled to nrov!de me access
to their information so I can ascertain what !nformatifon they

possess which i1s res~onsive to these questicons,

The objection to 37-8-2 1s not comnlete; Apnlicants amend
1t to say irrelevant to the 1ssue of health effects, not of
radto'odine releases (that's a typo), I am not asking for
studies bv lawyers for Aoolicants, but for 2 things: any studies

by Aprplicants
made (before or after receint of such documents by Anrnlicants) of
the documents I identified as sunnorting my contention 37 B (and
{nformation about those studies and their results, who made them etc);
and any studies made for them by anyone else of same, before or
after thev were received by Aprnlicants,

It is certainly relevant to know whether Annlicants have
studied the documents or which I rely in “ormulating and in
defending my contention., I need to know the content/results of

such studles because I canrnot afford extens!ve assistance by

experts (due to the high cost of same) and have no volunteer

exverts willing or able to put in large amounts of time on these
issues.
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I am not seeking attornevy work-oroduct; but as to exnert
studies, I believe the above 1s a showing that it is Iimnractical
for me to obtain the equivalent of the Information sought by
other means, end thus, under the federal rules of evidence, the
studies Apnlicants o» others have made (whicl Annlicants know of
or nossess) should be made available tc me since the iInformatfon
is relevant and I have a substantial need to know the results of
such studies in order to defend my vosition on this contention,
Aoplicants may, for example, have made studies which indicate that
the contention or some vart of it is correct, but under their objection,
such information, vital to defending my contention, would not
be discoverable, I certainly need information as tc analvses of
the documented basis of my contention (and documented basis of
defenses of it) more since I do not have extensive exvert time
avallable to me to produce the eguivalent of such analyses,
what exvert time I can get 1s clearly best snent on evaluating
the analyses Applicants have or rely on or know of, This is
the ‘nformat!on sought in thils interrogatory,

As to the timing of receipt o such documents (a lesser 1ssue),
it 18 relevant to know which of them the7 rossessed before I
provided them, but if thev provide the information as to thelr
analyses of such documents and when 't 1s made, that information
is of much less importante. Therefore, i1f discoverr is comnelled
on parts (i11) thru (v) of this interrogatory, rart (i) need not
be answered:; but if the other parts are not answered, I need to
know what info the A»nlicants had, eand »hen, that is relevant to
this contention, That is relevant to the question of how much

and how well they have considered the 1ssues raised in 37-B,
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Resronse at 70,

Applicants object partly to 37-B(3). They stnod on the
objections as made in negotiations. Theyv have not answered 37-3(39)
(¢) and (d) at all, nor objected to them, Thev have not answered
as to diseases which can be contributed to or made more severe
by radiation or radioactive meterlals,

I have no problem with thelr not oroviding a 1list, nrovided
their enswer exnlains the information asked, 7T believe this does
say that radiation causes only cancer and genetic dlseases, but
low-level radiation/radioactive materfal exnosure causes no
prompt (non-stochastic) effects,

I belleve the other specifics asked, 37-B-3(c),(d),(a)(whatis
considered in the BR), and (e)(1i) through (e)(v!i) should be
answered. If I understand Applicants' nosition correctlv, it
should be easy to answer these, about one sentence each, and often
the word "none" or "none but those identified above" will suffice.
I see no reason to ask stralghtforwardly relevant cuestions twice
to get answers, especially when it 1s possible that the second
resnonse would be "already asked and answered”", Avnnlicants!
consideration of health effects of radiation, and thelr vosition
on what those health effects are, are clearly relevant to my
contention that they and NRC staff have underestimated such effects,

and do not include all diseases caused/contributed to/made more severe
by radiation. Applicants should be compelled to answer the above
relevant parts which they have not answered, nor objected to.
No lists are needed where descrintions can be made, It certainly
fsn't too much to ask answers to these few questions of an cutfit
with thelr staff and resources, Over 90 attornevs are listed on

their D.C., counsel's masthead.
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Aoplicants object to 37-B-3(g) and (h). T *he extent they call
for a 1ist, but Applicants could provide a succincat descrintive
answer, I find their object!on reasonable, However, they do not
agree to provide such an answer, but stand on their objectlons
as stated in resnonse, op 72=73.

Ap~licants object that 1f a disease or genetic defect
cannot be caused by radiation, 1t is outside the scone of the
contention., This is a mistake: it 1s relevant to contention 37-B
which diseases or genetic defects can or cannot be caused by
radiation., The cuestion of which can be is whet 37-B 1is about
i{n substantial part. I cont. nd there are more besides cancers
as dlseases. I contend there are many genetically linked diseases
and nroblems radiation causes. What I ask hers is which, 1f any,
Applicants think cannot be caused by radiation. The definition
of which diseases can, or cannot, be so caused is very relevant
to 37-B. Applicants could have answered more succinctly, I think,
by saving "None but those described above in answer to 37-B=3(e)"
for diseases, and "We don't know anv" for genetic diseases, 1f I
understand their position correctly., I do not sugrpest that these
must be the answers, only that short answers are nossible. I do not
tnsist on a 1ist where a descripntive enswer is rossible, but T do
think I am entitled to an answer, Apnlicants should be compelled
to provide a descriontive answer In lleu of a 1list, as I 414 for
them concerning & list of organisms affected (re Eddleman 83/84).

There is another reason for getting an answer to these vpawts:
37-B=3(k) (resoonse at 73) asks why Aonlicents think each such
disease of genetic d«fect"listed or defined" in responce to

or
parts (g) {v) above cannot be caused by radiation, Th's is

clearly relevant -- 37 B asserts many other diseases are caused



or contributed to by radiation, besides cancer, Avplicants'
contributed

position on which diseases can be so caused or Eoxtimubtmd to

i1s clearly relevant to the contention, The basis of such rosition,

as inquired about in 37-B-3(k), is very relevant, It is why

they disagree with a major part of the contention, Assuming

they do disagree, the reasons why are surely relevant., If they

agrees instead, that 1s alsc relevant,

Therefore, the answer to 37-B-3(k) is relevant; 1t denends
on a 1ist or definition in resnonse to (g) and (h) preceding 1it,
so a definitional answer to those questions i1s also reguired,
For these reasons 37-B-3¢k)should be answered; responses to (g
and (h) should also be made, since they lead to the relevant
information reauested in 37-B-3¢k). I respectfully ask that
Applicants be cormvelled to answer (k) and alse (g) and (h)
therefore, to provide relevant information I need about their
position re my contention,

Avplicants stood on thelr stated objectfon to 37-B=3(k)
in negotiations (resmonse at 73) that (g) and (h) are irrelevant
so (k) 1s also., If that's true, then the contention must not
exist, since it 1s substantially about what dlseases are caused
or contributed to by radiation. For the reasons stated abcve,
Anplicants are wrong and discovery should be compmelled on 37-B-3
(g),(h) and {k).

The above are all the cbjections krown to me in the resnonse;
all were negotlated with Applicants' attorney Bauser on 7-1-83
and we agreed further negotiations would not be oroductive, I
therefore ask the Board to corpel discovery as requested above,

and order that documents identified in resronse to discoverv so

P %y
compelled also be made avallable to me. 7 C 447
L S A aman
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

July 11, 1982

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOAERD

Glenn 0. Bright
Dr, James F, Carpenter
James L. Kelley, Chairman

In the Matter of }
Dockets 50-400 OL
CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT CO. et al, ; 50-401 OL
éﬁ?::rgn‘g;r§§s Nuclear Power Flant, ] ASLaP wo. B2-L6E-01
) oL

Notice of Negotiations re Staff responses to Eddleman Interrogatories

This is to give notice that on June 28, 1983, NRC Staff counsel Charles
Barth und I began discussion and negotiation re the Staff's responses to
my interrogatories of May 6, 1983, Staff counsel and I are seeking to
resolve objections and requests for information by informal discovery, and
anticipate contimuing this process,

Staff counsel advised me that he does not object to filing this notice,
which tolls the time for any possible motion to compel re these Staff resvonses,
or filing a motion to compel, outside the times required by the rules, so long
as such filings are made within a reascnable time.

we have agreed to centinuing discussion, negotiation and informal
discovery in order to resolve all outstanding issues re these interrogatories

and responses if possible. 0 N
41/, V0 2448

This 1lth day of July, 1983
Wells Eddleman



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA July 11, 13987
NUCLEAR BREGULATORY COMMISSION

BEYORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Glenn O, Bright
Dr, James H. Carperter
James L. Kelley, Chairman

In the Matter of }
Dockets 50-400 OL
CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT CO. et al, g 50-401 OL
‘("Sl?::rgn.::r;%s Nuclear Power Plant, 826';‘6’ 801
)

CERTIFICATE OF NEGOTIATIONS

wells Eddleman hereby certifies that, subject to the availability of
counsel for Applicants and of myself, we have negotiated as follows:

On June 17, 1983, I negotiated with Hill Carrow re Eddleran 75 and 83/84,
He agreed to supplement certain responses and to consider whether others needed
to be supplemented. We agreed that negotiations were not over until I reviewed
those responses and discussed therm with him, which was done on July 7. All
differences are resolved except General Interrogatory 8, which we agreed could
be decided according to whatever decision is rendered on G8 and G9 in a motion
to compel following completion of other negotiations with Aprlicants' counsel
John Q'Neill,

On July 1, 1983, I negotiated with Applicants counsel Deborah Bauser re
Eddleman 29 and 7 B, I agreed to rewrite interrogatory 29-1(d) in my next set
of questions. Otherwise, we reached impasses, with Applicants generally standing
on their objections as written. All objections raised by Applicants were
discussed specifically, but counsel and I agreec that further negotiations

on all these matters would not be procuctive. e also agreed that the issue

of interrogatories G8 and G9 re these contentions 29 and 778 can be resolgﬁil

according to the decision in the motion to compel referrec to avoe, which
follow the completion of negotiat‘ons thereon with counsel O"Neill.
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Applicants clarified the meaning of the resrmonse to 29-L(e)
to be "None anticipated, for the reascns given irn the

answer", fcllowed by the answer on vage 52 of the resronse.

Applicants declined to 1ist the information asked in 29.6(b)
(page 56 of resrmonse) but w!ll accent another !nterrogatory on it
and decide whether to answer it., Avplicants have not stated the
{nformation which these documents conta’n (rer 29-6{(a) which asks

to state which info they conta’n), and may object to answering that

/ ai
,W;///ﬂ /

July 11, 1983 VLGNS
Wells Fddleman

if asked again,

% v—



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISEION

Yithe matter of CANOLINA POWEP & LIGHT CC. Bt al. ] Dockets 50-400
Shearcn Harris Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2 ) and 50kL01 O.L.

CERTIFICATEOF SERVICE
I hereby certify that coples of Certihcate Dﬁeﬂﬁf_"_‘/ tof (uohaw 4o

Comgel Discover ve Edllewds 5,53%4,2643%8,  aud of Nohce of

Nesonantops ve C+nfFf yvespowses jf» C dd|ema~ nvierragad»mes
HAVE been served this 11~ day of u M 196 3 , by depdsit in

the US Muill, first-class postage prepaid, upon all parties whose

names are listed below, except those whose names are marked with

an asterisk, for whom service was accomplished by

Judges James Kelley, Glenn Bright and James Carpenter (1 eopy each)
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