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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 3 o gk j--
-

7

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSIN A b ,S
&Nzt

scy GIn the Matter of ) N

) Docket Nos. 50-41'3
DUKE POWER COMPANY, eti al. ) 50-414

)
(Catawba Nuclear Station, ) April 19, 1983
Units 1 and 2) )

PALMETTO ALLIANCE SUPPLEMENTARY RESPONSES TO APPLICANTS'
AND STAFFS' INTERROGATORIES REGARDING

'

CONTENTIONS 6 7 8 16, 27 AND 442 1 2

Interventor Palmetto Alliance herewith submits its
Supplementary Responses to discovery by Applicants and NRC Staff
as directed by the Board in its Order of September 22, 1982, and
its subsequent Orders of April 1, and April 13, 1983.

These responses are provided to Applicants' Interrogatories of
April 9, 1982, regarding Contentions 6 and 7; August 9, 1982,
regarding Contentions 16 and 27; August 16, 1982, regarding
Contention 8; and December 3, 1982, regarding Contention 44.
These responses are also provided to NRC Staff Interrogatories of
May 7, 1982, regarding Contentions 6 and 7; August 13, 1982,
regarding Contentions 8, 16, and 27; and, December 15, 1982,
re.garding Contention 44.

Accept as herein amen'ded, modified, or supplemented, Palmetto
Alliance hereby reiterates the following previous responses to
Applicants and NRC Staff: Palmetto Alliance responses to
Applicants of April 28, 1982, regarding Contentions 6 and 7;
August 30, 1982, regarding Contentions 8, 16, and 27; Palmetto
Alliance Reponses to NRC staff of May.26, 1982, regarding
Contentions 6 and 7; Palmetto Alliance Supplementary Reponses to
Applicants and Staff of November 5, 1982, regarding Contentions
8, 16 and 27; and, Carolina Environmental Study Groups March 17,
1983, Response to NRC Staff regarding Contention 44.

1
i

CONTENTION 6 ;

As recast by the Board and admitted in its December 1, 1982,
Order, at page 5, Palmetto Alliance Contention 6 now reads as I

follows:
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Because of systematic deficiencies in plant construction
and company pressure to approve faulty workmanship, no
reasonable assurance exists that the plant can operate

, without endangering the health and safety of the
public.

Applicants served their first set of Interrogatories April 9,
1982, regarding Contention 6, as originally filed. Palmetto
Alliance served its Responses to these Interrogatories on April
28, 1982. NRC Staff served its Interrogatories on May 7, 1982,
regarding Palmetto Contention 6, as originally filed, to which
Palmetto Alliance responded on May 26, 1982. Palmetto Alliance
hereby reiterates and supplements these previous responses.

A. GENERAL INTERROGATORIES I 21 3 AND 4t 2
- - . . . - . . . . - --~ ~ ~

. .. . ._ = _ _. .. . ._.
1. Please state the full name, address, occupation

and employer of each person answering the interro-

gatories and designate the interrogatory or the

part thereof he or she answered.

2. Please identify each and every person whom you are

considering to call as a witness at the hearing
in this matter on this contention, and with respect
to each such person, pleases

State the substance of the facts and opinionsa.

to which the witness is expected to testify;

b. Give a summary of the grounds for each opinion;
and

c. Describe the witness' educational and professional
background. .

3. Is the contention based on one or more calculations?
If son

Describe each calculation and identify anya.

documents setting forth such calculation.

1

-
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b. Who performsd each calculation?

c. When was each calculation performed?

d. Describe each parameter used in such calcu-

lation and each value assigned to the para-

meter, and describe the source of your data.

e. What are the results of each calculation?

f. Explain in detail how each calculation

provides a basis for the issue.

4. Is the contention based upon conversations, con-

sultations, correspondence or any other type of

communications with one or more individuals?

If so:

a. Identify by name and address each such

individual.

b. State the educational and professionalr

background of each such individual, includ-

ing occupation and institutional affilf.ations.

c. Describe the nature of each communication

with such individual, when it occurred, and

identify all other individuals involved.

d. Describe the information received from such

individuals and explain how it provides a

basis for the issue.

e. Identify each letter, memorandum, tape, note

or other record related to each conversation,

consultation, correspondence, or other com-

munication with such individual.

j Please see April 28, 1982, Response.

|
!
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B. Specific Interrogatories
|

1. What do you mean by the term " substandard workmanship"?

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.'

2. What standard do you contend has not been met?
-

!

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.j

3. How do you contend that standard has not been met by the

workmanship at the Catawba station?
~ ''

Palmetto is concerned that ' defic 5encies in Duke Power
Company's Quality Xssurance program, including company pressure

fon Quality Assurance Control Inspectors and others to approve
faulty workmanship, have allowed substandard work =anship in plant
construction to go uncorrected. Palmetto Alliance has not
determined and therefore cannot yet contend the specific manner !in which resulting workmanship.is below standard.

4. What " workmanship" is the subject of this contention?
.

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.
,

S.' ' Please specify the activities and areas of plant construc-
tion for which you contend the workmanship is substandard?

Please see. April 28, 1982, Response to Interrogatory 80
regarding the substandard workmanship observed by Nolan R.
Hoopingarner, II, and William R. McAfee. In Applicants'
February 28, 1983, Supplemental Responses to Palmetto Alliance
Interrogatories on its Contention 6, at pages 41 and 42, Duke
Power Company identifies the personnel exit interview and other
records of Mr. Hoopingarner which are believed to reflect
further details of substandard workmanship he observed. In their
IIarch 25, 1983, Responses to Palmetto Alliance follow-up
Interrogatories, at page 21, Applicants identify NRC Inspection
Report Nos. 50-413/80-8; 50-414/80-8 and 50-413/80-19; 50-414/80-
19 as prompted by complaints made to the NRC by Nolan R.
Iloopingarner, II, which are believed to reflect further his
observations of faulty workmanship. In a letter of April 12,
1983, Applicants by A. V. Carr, Jr., Esquire, identify, at page
2, further documents responsive to Palmetto Alliance
Interrogatories 23 and 25 on Contention 6. Attachment 3 to this
April 12, 1983, letter identifies, at page 3, a July 12, 1979,
Memo to File from one L. R. Davidson regarding exit interview
of Ron McAfee, which may further reflect Mr. !!c A f ee 's

|
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|

observation of substandard workmanship at Catawba. Neither Mr.
Hoopingarner nor Mr. McAfee have examined these documents or
others yet unknown which may refresh their recollection as to

g other activities and areas of plant construction for which
workmanship is substandard. On the basis of information made
available in subsequent discovery Responses, Palmetto Alliance
further contends that substandard workmanship exists in the
welding activities at Catawba.

,
.

6. Do you contend that the workmanship does not satisfy I
,

applicable NRC requirements 7 -

Yes. |

7. If your response to Interrogatory 6 is in the affirmative,
Please specify all NRC requirements which you contend have
not been satisfied.

.

'

Please see April 28, 1982 Response. /
/

8. For each of the NRC requirements identified in your re-

sponse to Interrogatory 7, please relate the particular

aspects of " substandard workmanship" to the specific
,

NRC requirements you contend have not been satisfied.

Palmetto Alliance contends that substandard workmanship
remains uncorrected at Catawba due to deficiencies in Duke
Power's Quality Assurance program. It can only relate this
substandard workmanship, the full details and extent of which
remain undetected, to Duke's failure to satisfy the NRC
requirements of 10CFR Part 50, Appendix B- " Quality Assurance
Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and Fuel Reprocessing Plants."
To the extent that such substandard workmanship exists in safety- (
related components or systems such faulty workmanship would I

likely also fail to satisfy 10CFR Part 50 Appendix A- " General
Design Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants."

9. What are your bases for your responses to Interrogatories
1 through 87 Id'entify all documents, testimony or oral

statements by any person and legal requirements on which

you rely in support of your position. | |
.

-5-
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/
Please see April 28, 1982, Response. Palmatto Alliance

also relica on Applicanto and Staff Responses to Discovery end
documents produced in connection with those Responsas,
particularly documents reflecting coaplaints of harrassment,
threats, pressure to approve faulty workmanship and faulty
workmanship as identified by a number of. Catawba Wdiding Quality
Control Inspectors in 1981 and 1982.,

/

10. What do mean by " poor quality control"? -

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.

11. Specifically, what do you contend constitutes " poor"
.

quality control?

Please see April 28, 1982,' Response. /

12. By " poor," do you contend that applicable NRC requirements

regarding quality control are not met?

Yes.

13. If your response to Interrogatory 12 is in the affirmative,

please specify those NRC requirements concerning quality i

!

control which you contend are not met. j
,

Based on the review of documents to date regarding the
complaints by Catawba Welding Quality Control Inspectors,
Palmetto Alliance believes that a number of the 10CFR Part 50,
Appendix B- " Quality Assurance Criteria"--are not being met by '

Duke Power Company, including: I. Organization, II. Quality
Assurance Program, X. Inspection, XIV. Inspection, Test, and
Operating Status, XV. Non-Conforming Materials, Parts, or
Components, XVI. Corrective Action, and XVII. Quality Assurance
Records.

14. With regard to Interrogatory 13, please specify in what

manner you contend those NRC requirements have not been
|

.

met.

Please see documents reflecting these atmplaints as identified in respcrise
'

to Interrogatory 9 above.

15. What do you mean by the term " quality control"?

- Please see April 28, 1982, Response.

-6-
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16. Do you contcnd thero ic on rolctionchip botwaan " poor
quality control" and "substandcrd workmanahip?"

7
n-

Yes.1
'

.

17. If your response to Interrogatory 16 is in the affirma-
|

tive, please specify what that relationship is.

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.
I18. If your response to Interrogatory 16 is in the negative, i

please explain the differences between " poor quality .

control" and " substandard workmanship" which you '

perceive.

19. What are your bases for your responses to Interrogator-
.

ies 10 through 187 Identify all documents, testimony
;

lor oral statements by any person and legal requirements ;

on which you rely in support of your position.

Please refer to Response to Interrogatory 9, above. !

20. What do you mean by "strongly suggest"? *

I

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.

21. Do you mean that NRC requirements have not been satis-

fied when you say "strongly suggest"?

No. .

..

.

22. If your response to Interrogatory 21 is in the affirma-

'

tive, please specify those NRC requirements which you
,

contend have not been met.

-
.

23. If your response to Interrogatory 21 is in the negative,
1

please explain what you contend must be litigated with
,

respect to this contention.
- - -

.
JPlease see April 28, 1982, Response.
|

-
.

.

!

1
'
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24. What aro your b2cGo for your rocponoco to Intorrogatorico f

'

( 20 through 237 Identify all documsnto, tactimony or oral
|
|

statements by any person and legal requirements on which

you rely in support of your conitirm.
Pleasesee.ReeponsetoInterrogatory9,above.,[

_ -- .-
_

25. What do you mean by " actual plant construction"?
t

( The way the plant is actually built.{ *

26. Does the term " actual" have any significance in terms of f

Jyour contention? __

. .

,

Yes.j .

27. If 'your response to Interrogatory 26 is in the affirmative, j
please explain what that significance is to your Contention.

It is the plant as "actually" constructed that must
operate such that reasonable assurance exists that the public 4

heal.th and safety will not'be adversely affected. Faulty

workmanship may impune the ability of even a safely designed
plant to safely operate as built. .

28. What areas of " actual plant construction" are the sub-

ject of your Contention?

Please see Response to In t er ro ga t o r y 5, abo ve . ;
I

-

29. For each of the areas identified in your response to

Interrogatory 28, please specify each instance of

" substandard workmanship" or " poor quality control"
'
.

which you contend has occurred.
Please see Response to Interrogatory 5, above.

30. For each instance identified in your response to Inter-

rogatory 29, please specify the location within the

plant at which you contend such workmanship took

place. .

Please see Response to Interrogatory 5, above.-
|

-

.

l
I
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Intorrogatory 29, plonco idontify tho dnto and tima
!

cf occurrcnco at which you contend auch workmanchip

took place.
_

,
, _u

Please see Response to Interrogatory 5, aboved*
-

- .- -

;

32. Have you identified any individuals who you contend |
\

performed such poor quality control or substandard |

I1 workmanship?- . - - . .
,

.

Yes./ i

3.3 . If so, please identify those individuals by name and
I

current address. -

The following persons have been identified by Applicants
in their April 12, 1983, letter, Attachment 1, pages 1 and 2,
complaining of poor quality control or substandard workmanship:
Dean Bentley, T. A. Gardner, William H. Burr, Boyce Coffin, C.
D. Crisp, B. Deaton, Harold Eubanks, A. S. Gantt, V. C. Godfrey,
Larry Jackson, Richard Jones, Kenneth W. Carriker, Ronald
Kirkland, John McCoy, John Rockholt, Ransom Sims, Mickey
Standridge, Lindsay Hovis, Beau Ross, and J. R. Bryant.
Current addresses for these individuals are likely known by >

Applicants.
, ,

!

34. Identify the particular occurrence which you contend

each individual identified in your response to Interro-
.

gatory 33 was involved with.

Each of these individuals is believed to be a former or
present QCfQA Inspector who has complained of quality control and
workmanship deficiencies, primarily involving welding, to Duke ,

Power Company management or the NRC Staff.
35. What are your bases for your responses to Interrogatories

!

25 thru 347 Identify all documents, testimony or oral,

,

statements by any person and legal requirements on which
f

you rely in support of your position. >

Please see Response to Interrogatory 9, above. Palmetto
has also based these responses on documents known to Applicants
and Staff and produced by them in Response to Palmetto questions

-

in Discovery, particularly those identified in Attachment 1 to
Duke Power Company's April 12, 1983, letter to Palmetto,t

! Attachment 1 " Descriptive Index of Documents Produced in Response
.

to Interrogatory 9 (Background;
, for Task Force)" and in documents

-9- i
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W , IP;%DJ , SnctuMEng a 3JDD6MM mamo 2or Cera g. QHWorcon, Ve

Director, Enforcement and Investigetion Staff froa P. K.
VanDoorn, Senior Resident Inspector, Catawba, reflecting
allegations to NRC by QC Welding Inspector personnel of
harrassment on the job, instructions to falsify records,
significant quality assurance program breakdowns, and " concern
that DPC would attempt to ' whitewash' their complaints."

a . .

2

|
36. What do- you mean by the term "substantially below"_?

1

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.

37. Do you mean that applicable NRC requirements have not

been satisfied?
' Yes.'

'

.

i 38. If your response to Interrogatory 37 is in the affirma 3
tive, please identify those NRC requirements.

,

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.'

39. What are the "NRC standards" which are the subject of

this Contention?
.

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.

40. Identify each instance of plant construction for which.

you contend a particular standard identified in your
*

response to Interrogatory 39 has not been met.

Please see Response to Interrogatory 5, above.
'

_

.

41. What are the " safety related areas" to which you con-

tend the NRC standards identified in your response

to Interrogatory 39 apply? -

Please see Response to Interrogatory 5, above. Documents
identified by Applicants and NRC Staff, particularly including i

those regarding complaints by Catawba Welding Inspectors identify
safety related systems components and areas for which NRC
standards may have been violated. ;

j
|
)

42. Identify separately each of the safety related areas

and the NRC standard which you contend applies to that

area. ,

Please see Response'to Interrogatory 41, above. |

-10-
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identified in your rcOpencoc to Intorrogatory 41

rolcto to tho omfo oporation of tha plant?

Palmetto Alliance presumes that the designation of
" safety related" implicates the safe operation of the plant.

.

44. Identify each construction activity which is involved

in those safety related areas which are the subject of I

this Contention. *'
:.

Please see Response to Interrogatory 5, above. 1,

-

:
45. What is the relationship, if any, between each example of ( |

substandard workmanship which you contend has occurred in
,

i

these safety related areas?

The common link contended by Palmetto to exist between .,

instances of substandard workmanship is the failure by Quality
Assurance to detect and correct a ', problem.

. . -.

46. What is the relationship, if any, between each instance'
,

of poor quality control which you contend has occurred in

these safety related areas? -

#

The instances of poor quality control which are of
concern to Palmetto stem from Duke Power Company Quality *

Assurance program failures particularly including pressure to
approve faulty workmanship. -

. ..
.

47. Do you contend that there are instances of substandard

workmanship that have not been corrected? If so,

please identify.
,

Yes. Please see Responses to Interrogat,ories 5 and 41,

48. Do you contend that there are instances of poor quality
control which Applicants have not cor'rected? If so,

h'please identify.

i

Yes. Please see Responses to Interrogatories 5 and 41, |

above. l
,

-1 F4
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tion which do not satiofy NRC otcndardo which tho

Applicanto havo not corrGetcd? If so, plesco identify.
,

' Yes. Please see Responses to Interrogatories 5 and 41 __
above. ,.

'
. .

_

50. If the response to Interrogatory 49 is in the affirmative,

please specify those instances of construction.
,

Please see Response to Interrogatory 5, above. !:,

51. Do you contend that there are instances of plant con,
stuction which do not satisfy NRC requirements which

Applicants have identified but have not corrected?

Yes.
I

52. What are your bases for your responses to Interrogator-

les 36 through 517 Identify all documents, testimony
,

or oral statements by any person and legal requirements

on which you rely on in support of your position.

.

Please see Response to Interrogatory 9, above.
,

!

.53. In what way do you contend Applicants have " failed toi

provide" a quality assurance program?

Please see April 28, 1982 Response.

54. Do you contend Applicants have not submitted an appropri-

ate quality' assurance program to the NRC?
.

No. .

,

55. Do you contend Applicants have not developed and imple-

mented an appropriate quality assurance program?

Yes.

56. If your responses to any of Interogatories 53-55 are in ',
the affirmative, please explain in detail the substance

of your contention for each such affirmative response.

Please see April 28, 1982 , ' R e s p o n s,e .
_,,_



. _ _ ._ - . _ , -

'

53 thrcugh 567 Idcntify oil dccumento, toctim:ny or crol

ototcm nto by cny porson ond logol requircmanto on which
,

. you rely on in support of your position.
I

Please see Response to Interrogatory 9, above.
\,

4 58. What is the " quality assurance program" which you

contend is the subject of this Contention?
|

Please see April 28, 1982, Response. /
59. Do you contend that the Applicants' policies for

;

implementing its quality assurance program are inade-

quate? If so, please explain your concern. {

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.|

i 60. Do you contend that the Applicants' procedures for

implement.ing ,its quality assurance program are inade-

; quate? If so, please explain your concern.

Please see April 26, 1982, Response.
'

61. Do you contend that the Applicants' instructions

for implementing its quality assurance program are

inadequate? If so, please explain your concern.

Please see April 28., 1982, Response.
: .

62. What are the specific requirements of 10 C.F.R. Part

50, Appendix B which you contend Applicants' quality

assurance program does not satisfy?

Criteria I, II, X, XIV, XV, XVI, XVII.
'

i

63. With regard to those requirements of 10 C.F.R. Part 50, '

Appendix B which you contend Applicants do not satisfy, |

identify the exact concern which you have and provide
,

the bases for that concern. Identify all documents,

testimony or oral statements by any person and legal

requirements on which you rely in support of your

E* "*j Please see Response' to Interrogatory 5. above.

. __ _. - .
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. , __

,

;

64. What esp 3cto of oporction of tho Catcwbo Station do you ;
,

'

. i

contend would be af fected by your allegations concerning
2 ;

the quality assurance program for Catawba? !'

t

.

Please see April 28, 1982, Response. ,

!

What is bases for your responses to Interrogatory :65. s

,r
Identify all documents, testimony or oral state-647 :

;
ments by any person and legal requirements on which '

r
1

you rely in support of your position.
. ,

! Please see Response to Interrogatory 9, above for bases.

66. With respect to the NRC " Systematic Assessment of ;

I
Licensee Performance Review Group" report, do you |

contend that that assessment demonstrates that Appli-

cants have not satisfied the requirements of 10 C.F.R.

*

Part 50, Appendix B7 i

fNo.
67. If your response to Interrogatory 66 is in the affirma-

tive, please specify the particular findings of that
,

report which you contend demonstrate that Applicants
:

have not satisfied the requirements of 10 C.F.R. Part

50, Appendix B.

\ 68. What portions of that report do you intend to rely '

.

'

upon in support of your position on this Contention?,

/ Please see April 28, 1982, Response. '

' '

69. Do you contend that the " management" aspects of

Applicants' quality assurance program mentioned in !
,
t

NUREG-0834 do not satisfy the requirements of 10
!

-

C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix B7 I

I

i No.
.

-14= i
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_ _ - - - _ -m- __ - y- - __ - . _ _ _ m-

tivo, plceso cp;cify thoco copecto of Applictnto'
quality assurcnco manogemont y u centend do nst cot-

isfy the requirements of 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix B. ,
' 71. For each of the management functions identified in your '

response to Interrogatory 70, please specify the precise |
concern which you have in this Contention.

72. Please define what you mean by the term " training"?-

Please see April 28, 1982, Response. / '

73. Please identify those " areas of quality assurance" /

concerning training which you contend do not satisfy /
NRC requirernents.

74. For each of the aspects of training identified in your
response to Interrogatory 73, please specify the

precise concerns which you have with that program.
I

75. What are your bases for your responses to Interrogator-
.ies 65 through 74? Identify all documents, testimony

.

or oral statement by any person and legal requirements
on which you rely in support of your position.
Please see Response to Interrogatory 9, above for bases.

|

76. How many "former Duke Power Company construction

workers" or other employees do you intend to rely upon
in support of your allegations in this Contention?

.

Please see April 28, 1982, Response. In response to
discovery by Palmetto Alliance Applicants have identified a
number of present and former employees who may provide support
for the allegations of Palmetto Contention 6. Many of these
employees are identified as Catawba Welding Q/C Inspectors who
have complained about systematic deficiencies in the Catawba Q/A
program. Applicants have also provided in discovery the names
and addresses for all present and former Catawba Quality '

Assurance employees. With the assistance of the Government
Accountability Project, Palmetto intends to solicit such
information from these employees and others which might support fthis Contention. However, at present, Palmetto only intends to
rely upon Mesrs. Hoopingarner and McAfee in support of our
claims in this Contention as identified in our April 28, 1982,

-

Responses. 3
i

)-

i
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tion workor or othar cmpicyoo en whom ysu intGnd to
,

roly in cupport of your pocition on thio Centention.
;

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.
.

.

78. Provide the term of employment for each construction

worker or other employee on whom you intend to rely in

support of your position on this contention. '

Please see April 28, 19'82, Response. ,
, , ,

79. Provide the position, or positions, held by each
,

,

construction worker or other employee on whom you.

intend to rely in support of your position on this

Contention.
, ,

April 28, 1982, Response.Please see
I

80. Provide the specific allegations by each construc-

tion worker or other employee on whom you intend to

rely in support of your position on this contention.
~

Please see April 28, 1982, Response, and Rcsponse to
Interrogatory 5, above.

81. What are the bases for your responses to Interrogator-

ies 76 through 807 Identify all documents, testimony

or oral statements by any person and legal requirements

on which you rely on in support of your position.

Please see Response to Interrogatory 5, above for bases.

82. Besides the statements of these construction workers or
other employees, is there any other information on

whic'h you intend to rely in support of their allega-
tions? If so, please identify.

Yes, Information produced in discovery.

83. Identify the " certified quality control inspector" on whom

you intend to rely in support of this contention.

William R. McAfee.
.,

- -



7. -

incpcetor. .

Please see April 28, 1982, Reoponse.

85. What was the term of employment of that quality control
I inspector.

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.j
..

86. What positions did that person hold during his term ofi

employment?'

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.f
,

87. What is the substance of the allegations of that

quality control Inspector on whom you intend to rely j
!in support of your position on this Contention?

Please see response to Interrogatories 5 and 80, above.

68. Is there any other information concerning the allega-

tions made by the quality control inspector which

support your position on this Contention? If so,
.

please identify.,

Yes. Corroboration by many other Catawba Quality Control
Inspectors as described in response to Interrogatory 5, above.

,

89. Did the identified construction workers or former
employees bring their concerns to the attention of

other Duke Power Company employees, Duke Power Company

supervisors, Duke Power Company manegement, NRC person-

nel, state personnel or personnel of any other local,
state or federal agency?

I
s

YeS.

90. If the answer to Interrogatory 89 is affirmative,
identify the specific individuals to whom concern

were expressed and their exact poistions.
Please see April 28, 1982, Response.

.
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91. If tho onowar to Intorregatory (JtT 110 oLSErmaHEva, w1Wn

was tho conccrn oxproceed cnd what was tho opecific

nature of the concern expressed?

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.
, .

! 92. If the answer to Interrogatory 89 is affirmative, what!
.

was the response of the specific individuals to whom4

concerns were expressed?
'

Please see April 28, 1982, Response.

i 93. If the answer to Interrogatory 89 is affirmative, was

there any subsequent action on the part of any of the I
individuals or organizations referenced that has a

{ bearing on this contention? If so, please identify.

I Please see April 28, 1982, Response.
i

j 94. With regard to Interrogatories 89 through 93, identify .

!

! all documents, testimony or oral stateme'nts by any
,

j person and legal requirements on which you rely on in ,

I support of your position.
'

'

Please see response to Interrogatory 9, above, for

do you mean by the term " systematic"?95. What

I
Common meaning. According to a system method or plan. >'

96. What are the " deficiencies" which you contend the

i
former construction workers and other employees have

alleged to occur?
' '

*

Please see response to Interrogatory 80, above.

97. For each deficiency identified in your response to*

Interrogatory 96, specify the exact location withini

the plant which you contend such deficiency occurred.
1;

Please see response to Interro8atories 5 and 80, above.
'

.

e e



.. _--
. . .

.

4

Intorrogatory 96, plocco opacify tho cacct timo at
!

I which you contend cuch doficient cctivitico occurrcd.
<

} Please see response to Interrogatories 5 and 80, above.
. -

99. For each deficiency identified in your response to ).

!
? Interrogatory 96, please specify the person or persons j
.

whom you contend performed deficient work. j
Please see response to Interrogatories 5 and 80, above.

.

!
4

1

100. For each deficiency identified in your response to -
,

;

|
Interrogatory 96, specify the particular NRC requirmnent'

k -

I which that deficiency fails to satisfy.

Pleaseseer'esponsestoInterroga[ories5and80, above.f
. .

;
101. What are your bases for your responses to Interrogatories

;

; 95 through 1007 Identify all documents, testimony or
!

! oral statements by any person and legal requirements on
!

which vou relv in support of your position. -

;

1

j Please see response to Interrogatory 9, above for bases. ;

102. Are all deficiencies in plant construction which you .

! allege have occurred at Catawba taken place in systems \
:i

.
\

| important to safety? No. -

I 103. If your response to Interrogatory 102 is in the affir-

! mative, please specify the particular safety system
,

i

i which you contend is af fected by the deficiency.

) 104. If your response to Interrogatory 102 is in the negative,

please specify the particular systems affected by the

alleged deficiencies and the impact which you contend,

i

such deficiencies would have on plant operation. |

| Please see response to interrogatories 5 and 80, above.

105. Have the deficiencies alleged in answer to Interrogator-
;

ies 103 and 104 b^een left uncorrected? If so, what is
.

the basis for your answer?
,,

- .
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ovvut3ogGImes 9 andFl@, cWove. l

I
' '106. Whct oro your becco for your rocponsos to Intorrogntorica

127 through 1287 Identify all documents, testimony or
oral statements by any person and legal requirements on f.

,

which you rely in support of your position. kPlease see response to interrogatory 9, above, for bases. \

107. What is the " company pressure" which you contend has
, ,

;

ccurred? Please see April 28. 1987. reannnse.,
.

108. Please specify each instance of " company pressure" and

by whom such " company pressure" was brought.

Please see April 28, 1982, response; and responses to |
interrogatories.5 and 80, above.

,

109. Please identify each individual on whom you contend such
d

.

crassurn was broucht en h==w

Please see reponses to interrogatories 5 and 80, above.

110. In what manner do you contend such pressure was brought?

Please see responses to interrogatories 5 and 80* above.

111." uo you contend that such alleged " pressure" affected the

q0ality of construction at Catawba? Yes.
.

112. If your response to Interrogatory 111 is in the affirma-

tive, plea'se spec,ify every instance of inadequate
construction which you contend resulted from such

alleged " pressure".

Please see responses to interrogatories 5 and 80, above,
|113. If your response to Interrogatory 111 is in the nega- '

tive, please specify the significance, if any, which

you perceive such alleged pressure has on construction.

114. What are your bases for your responses to Interrogatories
,

107 to 113? Identify all documents, testimony or oral

statements by any, person and legal requirements on which

you rely in support of your position.
-20-
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Plance see response to intorrogstory 9, above for besos. -,

115. Define what you mean by the term " faulty workmanship"?
|i

Please see April 28, 1982, response.
e

'

116. In what manner do you contend approval was to be given
for alleged " faulty workmanship"?

,

Please see April 28, 1982., ,r e s p o n s e . j '
s '

117. To whom was such approval to be given and how was such

approval to be given?

i

. e 4

Please see. April 28, 1982, response.j/
*

118. Do you contend that such approval was ever given?
,

Yes. *

119. If your response to Interrogatory 118 is in the affirma-

tive, please identify the person who gave such approval.

Please see responses to interrogatories 5 and 80, above.

120. If your response to Interrogatory'118 is in the affirma-
.

tive, please identify what approval was given for parti .
cular tasks. I'

Please see responses to interrogatories 5 and 80,
above./

121. What is your bases for your responses to Interrogatories
117 thru 1207 Identify all documents, testimony or oral

statements by any person and legal requirements on which

you rely in support of your position.
,

Please see response to interrogatory 9, above, for bases.
..

122. Identify each instance of " faulty workmanship" you con-

tend exists at the Catawba facility?
.

Please see responses to interrogatories 5 and 80, above.
*

.
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123. For orch inctenco of allogcd "fculty workm:nchip" [
|

specify the date and time of occurrence.
.

\
.

Please see responses to interrogatories 5 and 80, above., i

i,

124. For each instance'of alleged " faulty workmanship"

identify the person or persons whom you contend

performed such " faulty workmanship." -

Please see responses to interrogatories 5 and 80, above.

125. For each individual identified in your response to
:-

Interrogatory 124, please specify the address of

such individual and whether or not they are currently !

employed by Duke Power Company. f
'

3126. For each instance of alleged " faulty workmanship" '

identified in your response to Interrogatory 125, i

please specify the bases on which you rely to demon- I
!

strate that such workmanship occurred. In this
,

regard, see Interrogatories 89 through 94 and also

answer them as they pertain to Interrogatory 125.

STAFF INTERROGATORIES

NRC Staff served its first set of interrogatories and
document production requests on May 26, 1982, with respect
to Palmetto Alliance contention 6. Palmetto Alliance re-
sponded to this discovery on May 26, 1982 by noting that
this same contention was the subject of earlier Applicants
discovery and Palmetto responses:

Each interrogatory of the NRC Staff is either )
identical to one or more already propounded
by Applicants, or is substantially the same as
those already propounded, and in either event
all discoverable information sought now by

( staff has already been supplied in response to
'

discovery by Applicants.

Palmetto Alliance responser of May 26, 1982 at p. 2.

Palmetto Alliance further objected to providing additional
answers to Staff interrogatories beyond those answers already
given. Palmetto hereby reiterates this response and sup-
plements its responses to this NRC Staff discovery regarding
contention 6 with the responses provided above to Applicants,

which reiterate, modify and supplement earlier responses.

_??_
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CONTENTION 7

As originally filed and admitted by the Board in its
December 1, 1982, Order, at pages 5-6, contention 7 reads:

No reasonable assurance can be had that the facil-
ity can be operated without endangering the public''

health and safety because of Duke's consistent
failure to adhere to required Commission operating
and administrating procedures provided for in
Commission rules and regulations. "The Nuclear
Regulatory Commission has the statutory responsibil-
ity for prescribing licensing standards to pro-:i

tect public health and safety for inspecting the
industry's activities against the standards. The
Commission does not thereby certify to the in-
dustry that the industry's designs and procedures
are adequate to protect its equipment or operations"
Federal Tort Claim of General Public Utilites Corp. ,
et al., COI-81-10, 13 NRC 773, 775-776 (1981). At
both Oconee and Catawba facilities of Duke Power
Company the Systematic Assessment of Licensee
Performance Review Group found " weaknesses in per-
sonnel adherance to operating and administrative>

procedures" and " failure to follow procedures."
NUREG 0834, Licensee Assesments, August 1981,
pp. A-3, B-1. As long ago as 1977 Duke, licensee
for the Oconee facility, was assessed civil penal-
ties of $21,500.00 where "the history of repetitive
and chronic noncompliance, when considered in con-
junction with failure to institute effective -

corrective action and management controls, demon-
strated that management is apparently not conducting
licensed activities with adequate concern for the
health, safety or interest of its employees or the
general public." Ernest Volgennau, Director,
Office of Inspection and Enforcement, US NRC, to
Carl Horn, Jr. , President, Duke Power Company,
March 29, 1977, Docket Nos. 50-269, 50-270, 50-278."

In its April 9, 1982 Discovery Applicants propounded Inter-
rogatories regarding this " track record" Contention No. 7.
Palmetto Allia ce responded to these interrogatories in itsn
April 28, 1982 answers. Palmetto Alliance herein reiterates,
modifys and supplements these previous responses.

A. General Interrogatories

Please see April 28, 1982, response. In their December
31, 1982 responses to Palmetto Alliance discovery regarding
Contention 7 Applicants identify and make available for
inspection and copying in their Charlotte, N.C. office "2700
documents in response" to a single interrogat'ory on this
contention which documents are asserted to contain answers
to specific Palmetto Alliance questions on this contention.

.
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!
! Applicants have otherwise refussd to compile informntion
; or otherwise respond to specific questions beyond identifying
j documents. By its April 11, 1983 Motion to Compel Discovery
i From Applicants, Palmetto Alliance seeks to elicit, over

Duke's objection, instances of noncompliance "known to
senior management of Duke Power Company? whose attitudes,

i knowlege of compliance with NRC regulation and practices
in this area bear directly on proof of Palmetto Contention-

7. This Motion to Compel remains pending.
'

.

! A. General Interrogatories

! Please see April 28, 1982 responses. Copies of docu-
; ments relating to the 1977 civil penalty for violations

regarding radiation releases at Duke's Oconee facility
i and the October 19, 1982 NRC SALP report were provided to

! Palmetto Alliance by Applicants in response to discovery.
1
* B. Specific Interrogatories*

,

. - _ _ _

,

| 1. What are the operating procedures which you contend are
'

the subject of Contention 77 -
'

j Palmetto contends that the " operating and adminstrative
,

procedures" identified by,the NRC in NUREG 0834, the August
! 1981 Licensee Assessments are the subject of this contention.
j Reference to that report or response by NRC Staff would
; likely particularize the operating procedures which the NRC i

intended.
,1

i 2. What activities are these~ operating procedures intended '
;

-
.

| to govern?

! More appropriately directed to NRC Staff, or within the ! *

! knowlege of Applicants.

!

! 3. Who is to, have developed these operating procedures?

I Palmetto presumes that these operating procedures are.

| developed either by Applicants or NRC Staff. In either
,

event the answer to this interrogatory is within the know- |

lege of Applicants. l
;

4. Who is to have implemented those operating procedures?

Palmetto presumes that " adherence" means implementation
as the term is used by the NRC Staff in the 1981 SALP |

-

report; thus such adherence or implementation is a respon- |

| sibility of Applicants. A more particularized response |
,

may be available from NRC Staff.'

i

!

.

'

-74
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5. Are these operating procedures already developed and
implemented?

' |Palmetto presumes that the operating procedures :

referred to in the 1981 SALP report refered to those already, i

developed and implemented, or buplemented defectively, with i
'

respect to licensed facilities than in " operation".

'

6. If the response to Interrogatory 5 is in the affirma-
i

tive, please state where those operating procedures can

be found.

Answer is within the knowledge of Applicants and NRC Staff.,

When where these operating procedures developed and,8.

implemented? -

Answer is within the knowledge of Apolicants and MRC Staff.
'

9. Are these operati,ng procedures to be used at the Catawba

facility?

Palmetto presumes that analagous operating and adminis- '

trative procedures are to be used at Catawba; however, the |

1 particularized response is within~the knowlege of Applicants.
If the response to Interrogatory 9 is in the negative,f

'

10.

what is the applicability of this assertion to this

proceeding?

Generally this track record contention reflects Palmetto's
concern that past failures by Duke Power Company to adhere
to required Commission operating and administrative pro-
cedures impunes the assurance that the Catawba facility will
be operated safely. Since the Applicants are largely self
regulated and are entrusted by the NRC with compliance with
these standards, subject to the most modest Commission in-
spection of Applicants activities, a history of noncompliance
which has been characterized as " repetitive and chronic" by
the NRC causes Ralmetto great concern. Thus the failure to
adhere to operating and administrative procedures at one
facility is predictive of probable future failure at the
Catawba facility.

1

.

-25-
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11. Whct cro your baceo for your roepencco to Intorrogatorico I
1 through 10? Identify all documents, testimony or oral

statements by any person and legal requirements on which j
!

you rely in support of your position. , .

-

Please see the response to General Interrogatories,above. The March 29| 1977 letter from Volgenau to Duke '

asserts that a review of the enforcement history related
to the Oconee Nuclear Station demonstrates a history of

," repetitive and chronic noncompliance:"
l

The enforcement history of Oconee Nuclear Station
related to radiological controlse enclosed here-
with as Appendix C, shows numerous as well as

irepetitive or similar items of noncompliance. '

Specifically, Appendix C shows 41 items of ,

|noncompliance involving 30 basic require- '

ments over the past 3 years. Of the 30
basic requirements, it was found that in 7
instances the items were repetitive or Isimilar to items found during other inspec-

|tions. Further, item numbers 1,5 and 6 in
Appendix A to this letter are repetitive or
similar in nature to items found during
previous inspections.

'

March 29, 1977, letter at page 2. The items of noncompliance
identified in Appendix C to this letter from the period
January 1974 to January 1977 support Palmetto Contention 7.

The 1981 SALP Report, previously referred to in
answer to specific interrogatories fcund " weaknesses in
personnel adherence to operating and administrative pro-
cedurec" and failure to follow orocedures.",~at pages
A-3 and B-1. The most recent October 19, 1982 SALP
Report 141 violations during the 1980's or 1982 study
period including a June 25, 1982 proposed $44,000.00
civil penalty for failure to follow a surveillance

.

procedure resulting in a violation of containment integrity.
In its summary of results the SALP Review Board observed:

a significant weakness observed at all three
facilities was a lack of thorouah evaluation
or effective corrective action for personnel [
related errors. This problem is evident in '

reviews of Licensee Event Reports. Examples
at Oconee include failures to follow procedures
inadequate surveillance proceedures, and poor
communications between different site units.

.

.

.

- -
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Prior to startup of McQuira 1 num3rous erroro
related to poor communications and failure to4

follow procedures were identified. A review
i of Catawba noncompliance items revealed prob-
. lems associated with breakdowns in communica-
(' tions between utility divisions, and management

approval of inadequate evaluation.

Id., at page 2.

At Catawba itself the SALP review reflects, "the total
number of violations concerning welding program implementa-4

tion, storage, and general piping installation activities is; ,
t high." The report notes that "many concerns were expressed

to licensee management by Catawba QC welding inspectors in
the Fall of 1981." Id., at page 47. Mistakenly, Palmetto
believes,the SALP Board credits Duke with " responsiveness
to safety issues" in its internal task force review of these
QC Welding Inspector complaints. On the contrary,'as more
particularly reflected in response to interrogatories on .

Contention 6, above, Palmetto believes that these QC
Welding Inspector allegations of harrassment and pressure
to approve faulty workmanship demonstrates ongoing serious
failures by Duke Power Company to follow Quality Assurance
proceedures impuning the assurance that the plant can be
operated safely.-

, . -

12. What are the administrative procedures which are the sub-f
, ject of this Contention? ,

'

-

The administrative 7 procedures referred to by the NRC-
Staff in its 1981 SALP Report, NUREG 0834 are those which
are the subject of this contention. A more particularized,

,

description if these proceedures may be available from the
NRC Staff.

,

13. Have these administrative procedures already been

developed and implemented?
\

Palmetto presumes that the administrative proced res
referred to in the 1981 report had already been developed
and implemented, with deficiencies at that time.

14. What activities do these administrative procedures govern?

Answer to this interrogatory is within the knowledae
of Applicants and NRC Staff.

15. Who developed these administrative procedures? !
,

!

i

.

; -27-
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.

Answer to this interrogatory is within the knowledca
of Applicants and NRC Staff. ,

I

16. Who implemented these administrative procedures? ,.

Answer to this interrogatory is within the knowledge \
of Applicants and NRC Staff.

18. If the response to Interrogatory 13 is in the negative,)

please explain the substance of your objection.,
1__-

.

lAs in the case of the answer to interrogatory 10,
above, a " track record" of noncompliance with adminis- (
trative procedures at other facilities or in other li- I
censed activities impunes the assurance that Applicants !
will comply with administrative proc edures required fort
the safe operation of the Catawba facility.

19. When where these administrative procedures developed ,

and implemented?

Palmetto presumes these administrative proceddres
referred to by the NRC Staff in 1981 have been developed
and implemented, defectively by Applicants at that time

*

period. ,

.

20. Have these administrative procedures been employed at .

Catawba?

Palmetto presumes that analogous administrative pro-
cedures either,have been or will be employed at Catawba.

'

22. What are your bases to your responses to Interrogator ,

les 12 through 217 . Identify all documents, testimony .

or oral statements by any person and legal requirements

on which you rely in support of your position.

Pleace refer to the response to interrogatory 7, above,
for bases. N.

23. What do you mean by the Applicants' " consistent failure"?
\

Repetitive and chronic noncompliance, as stated in1'

April 28, 1982 response.

.

-28-
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24. By " consistent failure" do you mean that Applicants have

not complied with applicable NRC regulations?
I

Yes.
.

25. If your response to Interrogatory 24 is in the affirma-\
tive, please specify the NRC regulations which you

,

contend are not met, the activities which you contend

do not meet those requirements and the time of such j
noncompliance.

'

Palmetto contends that such " consistent. failure" by
Applicants represents noncompliance with NRC reculations,
most critically 10 CPR 50.57(a) (3) . The additional NRC

,

regulations not complied with in the activities rep-
resenting such noncompliance are identified, in part,

.

.

bytheNRCStaffinthereportsanddocumentssetforthjabove in response to interrogatory 11.
26. Do you maintain that Applicants remain in noncompliance

with applicable regulations?

Yes.

27. If your response to Interrogatory 26 is in the affirma-

tive, please specify those failures which cause Appli-

cants to remain in noncompliance with NRC requirements. *

It is Applicants " track record" of noncompliance
which represents a violation of 10 CFR 50.57 (a) (3n

29. Do you contend that such " consistent failure" occurred

at facilities other than Catawba? If so, identify *

those other facilities.
Yes, Oconee and McGuire.

-29-
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. .

30. If your response to Interrogatory 29 is in the affirma- )
tive, do you contend such " consistent failure" at other

0
'

facilities have application to the Catawba facility? '

If so, please explain the specific relationship.

'Please see response of April 28, 1982.

31. What are your bases for your responses to Interrogatories
23 through 30? Identify all documents, testimony or oral |
statements by any person and legal requirements on which

you rely in support of your posi, tion.

Please see response to interrogatory 11, above, for g

3 2,. In what way do you contend Applicants did not " adhere" to
operating and administrative procedures?

Please see April 28, 1982 response. -

33. Specify each instance which you contend Applicants have not
o

adhered to operating and administrating procedures.

Please see instances identified in response to inter-
rogatory 11, above.

34. What are your bases to your responses to Interrogatories

23 through 33? Identify all documents, testimony or oral

statements by any person and legal requirements on which

you rely in support of your position.

See response to interrogatory 11, above, for bases.

35. What are the Commission rules and regulations which you

contend provide for operating and administrative pro-

cedures to which you contend Applicants do not adhere?

_1 ri-
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The answer to this interrogatory is within the
knowlege of Applicants and NRC Staff. The rules and
regulations and operating and administrative procedures
are presumably identified by NRC Staff when noncompliance
is found. .

.

36. For each of the operating procedures identified in ,

\

your responses to Interrogatories 1 through 10, specify t

the particular regulations to which Applicants have not
.

adhered.
i

Answer to this interrogatory is within the kriowledge ,'

of Applicants and NRC Staff.

37. For 'esch of the adminis'trative procedures identified in

your responses to Interrogatories 12 through 21, specify I
#

the particular NRC regulations which apply to those .

..

procedures.

Answer to this interrogatory is within the knowledge
~

of Applicants and NRC Staff.

38. For each of the NRC regulations identified in your respon-

ses to Interrogatories 33 through 37, specify each instance f
.'

of failure to adhere to procedural requirements for each

regulation.

Answer to this interrogatory is within the knowledue
of Applicants and NRC Staff.

Do you contend that the allegations raised in the March 29,39.

1977 letter cited in your Contention applied to the

Catawba facility?

17 o .

.

8
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l
41. Do you contend that the allegations made in the March ,

29, 1977 letter cited in your contention have not been -

corrected to the extent they apply to catawba? -

so. !.
.a.

'

43. What are your bases to your responses to Interrogator-

ies 39 through 42? Identify all documents, testimony .

i
or oral statements by any person and legal requirements j

'

on which you rely in support of your position. '
,

Please see response to interrogatory 11, above, for '
bases.

.

44. What do you contend is meant by the share " weaknesses

in personnel adherance to operating and administrative

procedures"?
,

Please refer to response of April 28, 1982.
,

45. What are the particular " weaknesses" which you allege

are present at Catawba with respect to this contention?

Please refer to April 28, 1982 response.
.

.

46. What are the " operating and administrative procedures" \
\

referenced in NUREG-0834 on which you intend to rely in

support of this Contention?

All those operating and administrative procedures
intended by NRC Staff as that term is employed in NUREG
OR34. i

47. What are your specific concerns in regard to those

" operating and administrative procedures"?

.

,
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.

Please see response cf April 28, 1982.

e 48. What group of " personnel" do you contend have not -

adheredto"operatingandadministrativeprocedures"?{

The term " personnel" t,*as employed by NRC Staff.
Palmetto employs the term ac intended by NRC Staff.,

- ,

e

49. . What do you contend is meant by the term " failure to

follow procedures"?

Palmetto contends the term " failure to follow
procedures" has the same meaning as intended by NRC
Staff who first employed it.

50. What " procedures" are referred to?
*

.

" Procedures" are those intended by NRC Staff.

Whataretheparticular" failures"yourelyupon?f52.

Palmetto intends to rely on the particular " failures"
*

identified by NRC Staff as they have used the term.o
.

53. What are your specific concerns in regard to those

" failure to follow procedures"?

|See response of April 28, 1982.

55. What are your bases for your responses to Interrogator-

ies 44 through 547 Identify all documents, testimony

or oral statements by any person and legal requirements

on which you rely in support of your position.

Please see answer to Interrogatory 11, above, for
bases.

STAFF INTERROGATORIES |

NRC Staff served its first set of Interrogatories and |

document production requests on May 26, 1982, with respect
to Palmetto Alliance contention 7. Palmetto Alliance
responded to this discovery on May 26, 1982 by noting
that the same contention was the subject of earlier
applicants discovery and Palmetto responses:

.

. . .
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,

1

"each Interrogatory of the NRC Staff is either
identical to one or more already propounded by

' Applicants, or is substantielly the same as
those already propounded, and in either event.

i
all discoverable information sought now by ,

the staff has already been supplied in re- ''

sponse to discovery by Applicants"

Palmetto Alliance Responses of May 26, 1982 at page 2. ,

Palmetto Alliance further objected to providing additional
answers to Staff Interrogatories beyond those answers
already given'. Palmetto hereby reiterates this response
and supplements responses given to this NRC Staff discovery
regarding Contention 7 with the responses provided above
to Applicants which reiterate, modify, and supplement earlier
responses.

:

}

..

|

.

i

1

|
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CONTEFFION 8

Palmetto contention 8 reads: |

no reasonable assurance can be had that the i

. facility can be operated without endangering
!, the public health and safety because the -

Applicants Reactor Operators and shift ..
-

~

supervisors lack sufficient hands-on experience
with large pressurized water reactors. Resumes
of Catawba Plant Supervisors show that only a,

ver" few of these individuals who will have
primary management responsibility for safe
operdtion of the plant, FSAR, Table 1.9-1,
page 2, have experience at large PWRs like
Catawba. NUREG-0737, a clarification of
TMI Action Plan Requirements, I.C.3.
Resumes of Senior Reactor Operators and
Reactor Operators show similar lack ofi

experience.

On August 19, 1982, Applicants served interrogatories on
Palmetto Alliance regarding contention 8. Palmetto Alliance
responded to these interrogatories on August 30, 1982.
Virtually no substantive answers to Palnetto discovery on Contention 8 provida

by Appliamts until their February 28, 1983, Supplemental Responses were
filed pursuant to the Board's February 9, 1983 grant of
Palmetto's Motion to Compel. Applicants provided responses
to Palmetto Alliance Follow-Up Interrogatories on Conten-
tion 8 on March 28, 1983. By letter of April 12, 1983, at
page 2 and 3, Applicants first agree to provide complete
tests and coded test results for Catawoa operators. A
Request for access to tests and quizzes administered during
Operator Candidate Instruction rercins pending. Id. at

'

page 3.

On November 5, 1982, Palmetto Alliance provided
supplementary responses to Applicants Interrogatories
regarding Contention 8. By the following responses
Palmetto reiterates, modifys, and supplements further
previous responses to discovery on this contention.

A. General Interrogatories

Please see August 30, 1982' response. In response to
discovery requests Palmetto Alliance has obtained the
following additional documents which serve as a basis for
Palmetto's position on this contention: INPO Guidelines
82-008, September 1982 " Control Room Operator, Senior
Control Room Operator, and Shif t Supervisor Qualification";
ANSI /ANS-3.1-1981, "American National Standard for Selection,
Qualification and Training of Personnel for Nuclear
Power Plants;" Standard Review Plan, NUREG-0800 Section
13.2 " Training" NRC Staff October 1, 1982, " Summary of
Meeting on Cold License Examination Schedule of Catawba
Operators." Palmetto has also obtained a copy of Applicants
FSAR Table 13.1.3-1 " Qualifications of Key Plant Personnel".

.
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B. Spncific Interrogatorien

!

1. What do you mean by " hands-on operating experience?"
- . . ,

' /
'

j! See November 5, 1982 Supplementary Response. '
p

..

2. Specify each activity which you contend constitutes y or all aspects of i
Ithe term " hands-on operating experience" as you define it. -

10 CFR Section 55.4, " definitions" defines " operator"
as an individual who manipulates a control of a facility.,

" Controls" are defined to mean " apparatus and mechanisms
the manipulation of which directly affect the reactivity
or power level of the reactor. Palmetto believes it is'

the manipulation of controls as so defined which estab-

lishes the " hands-on operating experience" crucial to'

qualification of safe operation. The ANSI 1981 standard
lists the following control manipulations and plant
evolutions as efficient for meeting on-the-job training ,

requirements for retraining of licensed personnel: 1. j

Plant or reactor startups to include a range that reactiv-
ity feedback from nuclear heat addition is noticable and
heatup rate is established. 2. Plant shutdown. 3.
Manual Control of Steam Generators or Feedwater, or both,
during startup and shutdown. 4. Boration or dilution, or
both, during power operation. 5. Any signifi' cant (10%)
power changes due to manual changes in control rod position
or recirculation flow period. 7. Loss of coolant including:
A. Significant PWR Steam Generator tube leaks. B. I'nside
and Outside Primary Containment. C. Large and small, includ '

'

ing leak rate determination. D. Saturated reactor coolant .

8. Loss of instrument air ( if simulated plantresponse.
specific) 9. Loss of electrical power (or degraded power
sources, or both ) 10. Loss of core coc1. ant flow / natural
circulation.11. Loss of condensor vacuum. 12. Loss ofservice water is rcquired for safety. 13. Loss of shutdown
cooling. 14. Loss of component cooling system or cooling
to an individual component. 15. Loss of normal feedwater
or normal feedwater system failure. 16. Loss of all feed-
water (normal and emergency) 17. Loss of protective
system channel. 18. Mispositioned control rod or rods (or
rod drops) 19. Inability to drive control rods. 20. Con-
ditions requiring use of emergency boration or standby
liquid control system. 21. Fuel cladding failure or high

j activity reactor coolant or off gas. 22. Turban or genera-
tor trip . 23. Malfunction of automatic control systems
which affect reactivity. 24. Malfunction of reactor cool-
ant pressure / volume control system. 25. Reactor trip.
26. Main steam line break (inside or outside containment).
27. Nuclear instrumentation failures. Palmetto believes
actual performance of these activities represents " hands-
on operating experience".

,,_

e
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3. Do you conttnd that "hrnds-on epzrating cxp2ritnes" is n:cassary to>

satisfy applicable NRC requirements?

Yes.1
i

4. If your answer to Interrogatory 3 is affimative, identify those NRC
requirements. Provide specific reference to all provisions of statutes,
regulations, regulatory guides, or any other NRC regulatory requirement
upon which you rely.

10CFR 50.57(a)(3).'

I 6. What are the bases for your responses to Interrogatories 1 thru 57
Identify and submit copies of all documents, testimony or oral statements
by any person on which you rely in support of your position.

Please see responses to General Interrogatories, above,
;j and interrogatory 2, above for bases.

I
7. What do you mean by " sufficient"?

1

Please see November 5, 1982, Supplementary Response.
(

8. Specifically, what do you contend constitutes " sufficient" hands-on;

; operating experience?
Palmetto is not prepared to establish at this time a leve

4

of " sufficient" hands-on operating experience needed to assure
|

safe operation of the facility; but contends that t,he experience;

level asserted for Applicants' personnel is clearly inadequate.

! 9. Do you contend that NRC requirements have not been met when you say
" sufficient"?

I Yes. '
,

.

| 10. If your answer to Interrogatory 9 is affirmative, identify those NRC
requirements. Provide specific reference to all provisions of statutes,'

j regulations, regulatory guides, or any other NRC regulatory requirement
upon which you rely.i

The overriding Commission requirement that Applicants
i demonstrate reasonable assurance that plant operation can be

conducted without endangering the health and safety of the
j

public. 10CFR 50.57(a)(3).

With regard to Interrogatory 10, specify in what manner you contend each11.
|

of those NRC requirements have not been met.
| Lack of actual experience impunes the assurance that t[y
| plant can and will be operated safety.

.

J
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13. What ara th2 b:ses far y:ur respons:s to Int:rrogatori:s 7 thru 12?
Identify and submit copies of all documents, testimony or oral statements
by any person on which you rely in support of your position.

Please refer to response to interrogatory 6, above for
bases.

,

14. What do you mean by " lacks"?'

,
;

Please see November 5, 1982, Supplementary Response. I j

15. Do you contend that such a " lack" constitutes a violation of NRC I
'

'

regulatory requirements? |
,

Yes.''

16. If the answer to Interrogatory 15 is affinnative, identify those NRC
requirements. Provide specific reference to all provisions of statutes, *
regulations, regulatory guides, or any other NRC regulatory requirement '
on which you rely. ,

10CFR50.57(a)(3).)
17. With regard to Interrogatory 16, do you contend that Applicants have not

met such NRC requirements? If so, identify each such specific NRC
"

requirement which you contend Applicants have not met and, with regard
to each, explain why you contend Applicants fail to meet that;

requirement.
Yes. Lack of sufficient actual experience impunes the

reasonable assurance of safe operation. ,

19. What are the bases for your responses to Interrogatories 14 through 18?
Identify and submit copies of all documents, testimony or oral statements
by any person on which you rely in support of your position.

Please refer to the response to interrogatory 6, above,!

20. What do you mean by "large pressurized water reactore"?

Flease see November 5, 198,2, Supplementary Response.
21. Specifically, do you contend that Catawba Units 1 and 2 are "large"

pressurized water reactors?
'

Yes. ,

22. What do you mean by " reactor operators"?
Please see November 5, 1982, Supplementary Response.

23. Do you contend that " reactor operators" is defined by certain NRC
regulatory requirements? If so, identify those requirements. Provide
specific reference to all provisions of statutes, regulations, regulatory
guides, or any other NRC regulatory requirement upon which you rely.

l'0CFR Section 55.4 defines " operator" as "any individual
who' manipulates a control of a f acilit,y . An individual is deemed

,

.

.
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to, man'ipulate a control if he directs onpther to manipulate a ';*

c o n t'r o l .'"' Further, operators of'" nuclear reactors" are
distinguished from operators of other " facilities" at 10CFR;

Section 55.4(f). . -. ..*
1

24. What do you mean by " shift supervisors"? g.
_

, ,

Same meaning as employed by Applicants. Applicants FSAR$*

Section 13.1-4 describes shift supervisor" as:

;
' "A shift supervisor is responsible for the actual

operation
of the station on his assigned shift. He directs
the activity of the operators on his shift and is
cognizant of all maintenance activity being
performed while he is on duty. The shift,

supervisor on duty has both the authority and the
obligation to shut down a unit if, in his opinion,
conditions warrant this action." ,

25. Do you contend that " shift supervisors" is defined by certain NRC
regulatcry requirements? If so, identify those requirements. Provide
specific reference to all provisions of statutes, regulations, regulatory
guides, or any other NRC regulatory requirement upon which you rely. |

No.
.

26. With regard to Interrogatories 23 and 25, do you contend that Applicants' *

" reactor operators and shift supervisors" fail to comply with those NRC
regulatory requirements? If so, identify each such requirement and, with
regard to each, explain why you contend Applicants fail'so to comply.

By implication, ye's. A " senior operator" defined at
10CFR Section 55.4(e) as "any individual designated by a facility -

| licensee under Part 50 of this chapter to direct the licensed
activities of licensed operators." Since Applicants' definition
of the term " shift supervisors", as referred to in response to
interrogatory 24, above, falls within this definition of " senior
operator", such shift supervisors must be licensed as " senior
operators" under Part 55.

27. What do you mean by the tenn "can be operated"?
Please see N'ovember 5, 1982, Supplementary Response.

28. Specify each activity which you contend constitutes any or all aspects of
the . term "can be operated" as you define it.

Palmet to Alliance use of the term "can be operated" is \
intended to focus on those acti'vities to be authorized by the
operating license which involve Catawba Nuclear Reactor
Operation.

29. Do you contend that the tenn "can be operated" is defined by certain i
NRC regulatory requirements? If so, identify those requirements.
Provide specific reference to all provisions of statutes, regulations,
regulatory guides, or any other NRC regulatory requirement upon which

.

you rely.

No. ,
,

e 6

.
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| 30. What aro th2 b2s:s f:r ycur responses to Int:rregatori:s 20 through 29?
Id2ntify and subrit copiss of all docum:nts, testim:ny, er cral stetcaznts,

by any p2rsen en which y u rcly in support of ysur position.1

,

Please refer to response to interrogatory 6, above, for

h 31. Do you contend that " sufficient hands-on operating experience" with
; "large pressurized water reactors" is necessary to assure the public -

'

; health and safety?
*

Yes.| -

,

NRC requirements mandate that " reactor operators and shift supervisors"|
If your answer to Interrogatory 31 is affirmative, do you contend that32.,

:-

P have " sufficient hands-on operating experience" with "large pressurized.
,,

water reactors" to assure the public health and safety? If so, identify gI

| those requirements. Provide specific reference to all provisions of, i.
i statutes, regulations, regalatory guides, or any other NRC regulatory;
' requirement on which you rely. .

4 Palmetto contends that the general requirement for
| " reasonable assurance" should be applied to so mandate. 10CFR -

j 50.57(a)(3).
I33. If your answer to Interrogatory 32 is affirmative, do you contend that

i Applicants have not met such NRC requirements? If so, identify each
i such NRC requirement which you contend Applicants have not met, and,

with respect to each, explain why you contend Applicants have not met -

such requirements.
,

f Yes. 10CFR Section 50.57(a)(3).:

38. What are the bases for your responses to Interrogatories 31 thru 37? [!

Identify all documents, testimony or oral statements by any person on,

1 which you rely in support of your position.
,,

j Please refer to response to interrogatory 6, above, for-
; bases.

,

39. What do you mean by " Catawba Plant Supervisor"?
,

! Shift supervisors and assistant shift supervisors at the

| Catawba Plant as those terms as used by Applicants.
,

'j 40. Identify each resume of " Catawba Plant Supervisors" which you examined
in preparation of this contention. Provide the name of each such'

" Catawba Plant Supervisor."!

| Please see Palmetto's November 5, 1982, Supplementary
t Response. Palmetto's present copy of the FSAR Chapter 13
f reflects the same personnel identities.
,, .

41. Is each of these resumes contained in the Catawba Final Safety Analysis-

Report (FSAR)? ,If so, list the section where each is contained.
*

FSAR Table 13.1.3-1, pages 27-40.,

,

43. Identify each individual you consider to be a " Catawba Plant Supervisor,"
within the scope of your contention.'

j Please'see response to interrogatory 40, above..

: .

!
A1,
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44. Do you centand that " Plant Sup;rvisor" is defined by NRC regulations?
If so, id:ntify thosa requirtments. Provida sp:cific r:fercnce to all
provisions of statutes, regulations, regulatory guides, or any other NRC
regulatory requirement on which you rely.
Please see response to interrogatory 25, above.i

/

46. What are the bases for your responses to' Interrogatories 39-45? Identify i

and submit copies of all documents, testimony, or oral statements by any i

person on which you rely in support of your position.
Please see response to interrogatory 6, above, for [.,

bases. -

,., _

47. What do you mean by " primary management responsibility"?
. . . . .

Palmetto intends the term " primary management
responsibility" to mean the same as employed in NUREG 0737,
Clarification of THI Action ?lan Requirements, I.C.3. Such term
is apparently understood and employed by Applicants in
establishing the command duties of the shift supervisor.

, .
,

48. Specify each activity which constitutes any or all aspects of " primary .

management responsibility" as you define it.
Palmetto Alliance understands the core responsibility of

the shift supervisor to include "both the authority and
obligation to shut down a unit if, in his opinion, conditions
warrant this action." FSAR, Section 13.1-4.

49. Do you contend that " primary management responsibility" is defined by
certain NRC regulatory requirements? If so, identify those requirements.
Provide specific reference to all provisions of statutes, regulations ,
regulatory guides, or any other NRC regulatory requirement on which

'you rely.
No.

51. With regard to Interrogatories 49 and 50, do you contend that Applic'nts ~

a
do not comply with those regulatory requirements or otherwise fail to
provide " primary management responsibility"? If so, explain why with
respect to each such instance.

.

Yes. NUREG 0737 establishes such requirements.

52. What are the bases for your responses to Interrogatories 47-51? Identify
and submit copies of all documents, testimony, or oral statements by any
person on which you rely in support of your position.

Please refer to response to interrogatory 6, above, for
~

, bases.

53. What do you mean by " safe operation of the plant"?

Please see Palmetto's November 5, 1982, Supplementary
. Response.

,
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54. Speedy each activity which constitutes any or cll aspects of " safe r

operation of the plant" as you define it with respect to Contention 8. |

The activities involved in safe operation which are the
| focus of this contention are referred to in regulations defining
, operators and in the ANSI standard description of on-the-job'

training activities as. described above, in response to
,

interrogatory 2.'

55. Do you contend that " safe operation of the plant" is defined by NRC
provide specific reference to all provisions ofregulations? If so,

statutes, regulations, regulatory guides or any other NRC regulatory
requirement on which you rely.
No, not explicitly.

With regard to Interrogatory 55, do you contend that Applicants will not ,56. meet those NRC requirements? If so, specify in what manner you contend
each of these NRC requirements will not be met.

No, since Palmetto Alliance is unaware of an explicit
regulatory definition; but, concern expressed in the contention
remains for public health and safety. |

If your answer to Interrogatory 55 is negative, what do you contend57.
constitutes " safe operation of the plant" as you define it?
Please see response to interrogatory 53, above.i

.

58. Do you contend that Applicants will not meet the standards which you set
out in response to Interrogatory 57? If so, explain specifically why you
believe that Applicants will not meet each such standard.

-

No standards are set'out in resp'onse to interrogatory

57.
59. What are the bases for your responses to Interrogatories 53 through 587

Identify and submit copies of all documents, testimony or oral statements
by any person on which you rely in support of your position.
Please refer to interrogatory 6, above, for bases.

60. Do you intend the tenn "have experience" as you use it with respect to
" Catawba Plant Supervisors" to be synonymous with the tenn " sufficient
hands-on operating experience" as you use it with respect to " reactor
operators and shift supervisors"? If not, answer Interrogatories 61
through 64.

Not necessarily. ,

61. What do you mean by "have experience"?

Participation and operation.,

62. Specify each activity which you contend constitutes any or all aspects of
the term "have experience" as you define it.

See response to interrogatory 2, above. ,
,

.

0%
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63. Do you contend that the term "have experience" is defined by or
encompassed within NRC regulations? If so, provide specific reference to
all provisions of statutes, regulations, regulatory guides, or any other
NRC regulatory requirement on which you rely.

i

No.,

64. With regard to Interrogatory 63, do you contend that Applicants do not
meet those NRC requirements? If so, specify in what manner you contend
each of those NRC requirements will not be met.

*

No.i
. .

65. What are the bases for your responses to Interrogatories 60 through 64?
Identify and submit copies of all documents, testimony, or oral statements
on which you rely in support of your position.

*

Please refer to response to interrogatory 6, above, for
bases.

66. Do you contend that " Catawba Plant Supervisors" must have " sufficient
hands-on operating experience with large pressurized water reactors" to
assure the public health and safety?

Yes. .

67. If the answer to Interrogatory 66 is affirmaUve, do you contend that NRC
regulatory requirements mandate that " Catawba Plant Supervisors" must
have " sufficient hands-on operating experience with large. pressurized *
water reactors" to assure the public health and safety? If so, identify
those requirements. Provide specific- reference to all provisions of
statutes, regulations , regulatory guides, or any other NRC regulatory
requireme,nt upon which you rely.

Yes. 10CFR 50.57(a)(3).
68. Do you contend that " Catawba Plant Supervisors" do not meet those

requirements? If so, explain why, with respect to each such individual
and each such requirement, you contend those requirements are not met. |

Yes. William H. Miller, no hands-on operating
experience. James F. Beattie, no hands-on operating experience.
Gail B. Ice, 2 years e x p e r ie n c e-- !Mitire B. A. Sigmon, 10 |

nonths at MNS(?) as U.0.(?). John M. Eill, 2. years operating
e x p e r i e n c e -- McQuire N u c l e a r S t a t i o n . Reginard E. Kimray, 3 years

i

operating experience-- McQuire Nuclear Station. Michael J. Brady, 1

3 years operating experience-- McQuire. Nuclear Station . Phillip
J. Loss, 3 1/2 years experience--Oconee Nuclear Station. Thomas

i
Baumgardner, 4 weeks--Oconee Nuclear Station, 1 year "C0" (?)-- 1

M@uire Nuclear Station, 2 weeks--Three Mile Island Nuclear
,

Station. Robert W. Smith, 2 years Oconee Nuclear Station. Stacy
S. Cooper, 3 y ea rs opera t ing exEerience (?) - McQuire Nuclear Station *

ICharlie Skinner, no operating experience. Palmetto contends that
these levels of actual hands-on operating experience at large P WRs
are insufficient.

.

e

- , . p . - _ - , .-4



.

71. What cra the bsses for your rasponszs to Interrogatori:s 66 through 70? .

Identify and submit copies of all documents, testimony, or oral statements
by any person on which you rely in support of your position.

c Please refer to the reponse to interrogatory 6, above,

'

72. Identify each resume of " Senior Reactor Operators and Reactor Operators",
which you examined in preparation of this contention. Provide the name -
of each such " Senior Reactor Operator" and " Reactor Operator."

PleaseseePalmettoAlliance'sNovember5,1982,f~-i

Supplementary Response. .

~ 73. Is each of these resumes contained in the Catawba FSAR? If so, list the-
'

section where each is, contained. i

No.\ ,

'

74. If any or all of the response to Interrogatory 73 is negative, identify. -

each such resume which you obtained from a source other than the
Catawba FSAR, identify the individual, and identify the source of the

.

' resume.
Please see response to interrogatory 72, above. I

75. Do you mean by "similar lack of experience" that " Senior Reactor;

Operators and Reactor Operators" lack the " sufficient hands-on operating
| experience with large pressurized water reactors" which you contend'

Applicants' " reactor operators and shift supervisors" lack?
NE.

77. If the answer to Interrogatory 75 is negative, answer Interrogatories 78
through 83.

78. What do you mean by "similar lack of experience"?
See November 5, 1982 Supplementary Response.

79. Do you contend that NRC regulatory requirements specify a level of *

" experience" which must be met by " Senior Reactor Operators" and
" Reactor Operators"?

No, not explicitly. However, Palmetto Alliance contend
that the general safety requirement of 10CFR Section 50-57(a)(3)
mandates sufficient experience.

81. Do you contend that Applicants' " Senior Reactor Operators" and " Reactor
Operators" do not meet those NRC requirements? If so, state why, with I

respect to each such individual and each such requirement, you contend
those requirements are not met.

As the provisions of Applicants' FSAR referenced in
; earlier response to interrogatory 72 makes clear, Applicants plan

to license operators with "no nuclear experience", see license
variances, FSAR Section 13.2.4, and senior reactor operators with
only two years unspecified nuclear power plant experience of

i

.

|

n
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which no more than 6 months would be at Catawba facility. SeeFSAR 13.2.3.2. Palmetto Alliance contends that these levels of
actual operating experience are inadequate to assure public
health and safety.

s

82. If your answer to Interrogatory 79 is negative, state what requirements ~,

you believe should be met to provide what you contend to be the
requisite level of " experience."

Please refer to t'e response to interrogatory 8, ab'ove.

83. Do you contend that Applicants' " Senior Reactor Operators" and " Reactor
Operators" do not meet those requirements? If so, state why, with
respect to each such individual and each such requirement, you contend
those requirements are not met. .

Yes. Please see response to interrogatory 81, above.1

84. What are the bases for your responses to Interrogatories 72 through 84?
Identify and submit copies of all documents, testimony, or oral statements
on which you rely in support of your position.

Please refer to response to ipterrogatory 6, above, for
bases. *

STAFF INTERROGATORIES

On August 13, 1982, NRC Staff served interrogat'ories regarding
Palmetto Contention No. 8. Palmetto Alliance responded to these
interrogatories by its filing of August 30, 1982 and its .

Supplementary Response of November 5, 1982. Palmetto Alliance
hereby reiterates its observation made in both initial and
supplementary responses that " answers to interrogatories of the
NRC Staff are fully provided in the following answers to
Applicants' Interrogatories," November 5, 1982, Supplementary
Response at page 4 As acknowledged there, Staff had identified
in its Motion to Compel, dated September 15, 1982 at page 3, that
two interrogatories regarding Palmetto Contention 8 "are clearly
not included in Applicantr' Interrogatories." Id. Palmetto
Alliance hereby supplements further the responses provided
thereto to these two interrogatories of the NRC Staff.

6. Do you challenge the sufficiency of any requirement or acceptance l
criteria with regard to operator or senior operator experience set i

out in NUREG-0737, Item 1.A.2.17

Palmetto Alliance understands NUREG 0737, Item I.A.2.1 od
the Commission's Post TMI requirements, embodied later in a-

proposed rule change, to require for the first time as a matter
of regulation actual experience as an operator prior to licensing
of senior reactor operator by NRC. Palmetto does not challenge

| this requirement nor does it contend that Applicants do not plan
,

.

.
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to meet such a limited and imprecise experience requirement.
Further, Palmetto does not understand its contention to represent
a challenge to the sufficiency of this requirement per se.

,

However, it should be clear that Palmetto contends that
Applicants personnel including R0s and SR0s, as well as Shift
Supervisors, lack sufficient actual operating experience as
defined above to assure safe operation of the facility.

,

10' Do you contend that any plant employee not required by NRC !
regulations to have an operator or senior operator license is |

required to have the " hands-on" experience referred to in Palmetto :
Contention 8? Please explain the nature of that " hands-on" !

*

experience. j

No.'-
.

9
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CONTENTION 16

As amended by the Board in its Order of July 8, 1982,
Palmetto Contention 16 now reads:

" Applicants have not demonstrated their ability
safely to store irradiated fuel assemblies from
other Duke nuclear facilities so as to provide )reasonable assurance that those activities do
not endanger the health and safety of the
public."

In its application, Applicants seek authority to transship
and store non-Catawba spent fuel assemblies in a " cascade"
from spent fuel pools at its Oconee and McGuire facilities.
The licensing board has refused to consider Palmetto Alliance
and Carolina Environmental Study Group contentions regarding
the safety and environmental analysis of Duke's transshipment
plan; and has recast Palmetto Alliance Contention 16 as
above.

On August 8, 1982, Applicants served Interrogatories on
Palmetto Alliance with regard to Palmetto's Contention 16.
Palmetto Alliance responded to Applicant's interrogatories on
August 30, 1982, and with Supplementary Responses of November
5, 1982. Applicants' Responses to Palmetto Discovery on
Contention 16, served October 19, 1982, were narrowly limited
to focussing only on the physical differences in the,non-
Catawba fuels proposed for Catawba storage. See page 5 of
Applicants' Responses. Applicants responded to several
follow-up interrogatories regarding this contention by filing
dated March 25, 1983.

Palmetto Alliance hereby reiterates, modifies, and
supplements its previous responses to Applicants' Discovery
regarding this contention.

A. GENERAL INTERROGATORIES.
,

Pursuant to 10 CFR $2.740b, the Applicants request Palmetto

Alliance, by and through its attorney, to answer separately and

fully in writing under oath or affirmation, by persons having

knowledge of the information requested, the following interro-
,

gatories.

A. General Interrogatories

The following interrogatories apply severally to each of the

contentions admitted as issues in controversy in this proceeding.
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1. Stato tho full numa, addroco, occupation and cmployer of

each person answering the interrogatories and designate
ii the interrogatory or the part thereof he or she answer-,

ed.

2. Identify each and every person you are considering to

|, call as a witness at the hearing in this matter on this
.

contention, and with respect to each such person::

a. State the substance of the facts and opinions to

which the witness is expected to testifyr

b. Give a summary of the grounds for each opinion; and
c. rescribe the witness' educational and professional

background.

3. Is the contention based on one or more calculations? If

so:

Describe each calculation and identify a'ny docu-a.

ments setting forth such calculation.

b. Who performed each calculation?

c. When was each calculation performed?

d. Describe each parameter used in such calculation

and each value assigned to the parameter, and des-

cribe the source of your data.

e. What are the results of each calculation?
f. Explain in detail how each calculation provides a

basis for the issue.

4. Is the contention based upon conversations, consulta-

tions, correspondence or any other type of communica- |

tions with one or more individuals? If so

|
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c. Identify by nemo end cddroco onch auch ind'ividual.

b. State the educational and professional background

of each such individual, including occupation and
,

institutional affiliations.

c. Describe the nature of each communication with such

individual, when it occurred, and identify all
i

other individuals involved.

d. Describe the information received from such indi-

viduals and explain how it provides a basis for the

issue.

e. Identify each letter, memorandum, tape, note or

other record related to each conversation, consul-

tation, correspondence, or other communication with

such individual.

See response of August 30, 1982.
In addition Palmetto Alliance has obtained the NRC's safety
evaluation report related to the Catawba Station operation,
NUREG 0954 which includes an evaluation of the fuel storage
facility; Applicants April 2, 1982, letter from W. L. Parker
to Elinor Adensam of the NRC Staff transmitting additional
information relating to the storage of non-Catawba fuel at
Catawba; September 1976 Duke analysis of the " expanded Catawba
heat load on the spent fuel pool"; and FSAR Part 9.1.2 " Spont
Fuel Storage," which in part form the bases for Palmetto's
position on this contention.

B. SPECIFIC INTERROGATORIES.

1. What do you mean by "have not demonstrated?"

Please see Palmetto's November 5, 1982, SupplementaryResponse. Palmetto is particularly concerned that the safety

:

-
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of the greatly expanded Catawba spent fuel poils has not been
demonstrated in adjudicatory proceeding. The modified design

.

for Catawba spent fuel pools involvin8 the addition of
approximately 51 feet length to each pool expands it capacity
from some 662 assemblies to present design capacity of 1418
assemblies to accommodate Duke Power Company's cascade plan.
All was accomplished after issuance of the original
construction permit for the smaller pools and without an
opportunity for public participation in the licensing
process.

2. Do you contend by "have not demonstrated" that NRC regula-
tory requirements have not been adequately complied with?

No.i
l

5. If your answer to Interrogatory 2 is negative, state What
you believe to be the requisite elements for Applicants to
" demonstrate" their ability to store spent fuel safely. '"

Palmetto Alliance believes that it is encumbant upon
Applicants to shoulder the burden of proof that the present
desi n and construction of the Catawba pools and the manner of8
their operation including the storage of non-Catawba spent
fuel under Duke's cascade plan meets their overriding safety
obligation provided for by 10CFR Section 50.57(a)(3) such that

, Applicants demonstrate that reasonable assurance exists that
such spent fuel storage activities will be conducted without
endangering the health and safety of the public.

6. With regard to Interrogatory 5, specify in What manner you
contend Applicants have not met each of those elements.

Palmetto Alliance contends that the design of the
enlarged pools has not adequately accommodated the expanded
Catawba heat load being experienced from the more than
doubling in the number of assemblies to be stored including
the Oconce and McGuire spent fuels such that the 150 degree F.
heat limit on the design pool liner plate and the potential
for fuel ~ pool water boil-off with resulting potential fuel
element degradation, hydrogen gas generation and potential
radiation release remains a threat. A single train of the
spent fuel pool cooling system could likely not maintain water
temperature below 150 degrees F. Under the assumptions of
Duke's September 76 heat load study, pool water boiling could
occur in as little as 6.9 hours after loss of both cooling

'

|
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trains. Palmetto is concerned that loss of on-signt/off-sight
power could quickly threaten pool water boil-off. Palmetto
Alliance is also concerned about the potential for spent fuel
cask drop accidents both outside and into the spent fuel pool,
where the cask could crush spent fuel assemblies and threaten
criticality in the crushed arrays. Accidents involving
mishandling of spent fuel casks including inadvertent
unshielded removal of cask lids and cask drop accidents
involving the cask handling crane are made much more likely by
the massively increased volume of cask handling incidents
required under Duke Power Company cascade plan. Palmetto is'

also concerned about the potential for such external threats
to the facility as aircraft crashes from the nearby Douglas
Airport to threaten puPic safety and health in the design
construction and use oi ;he Catawba pool to store cascaded
spent fuel,

a

7. What are the bases for your responses to Interrogatories 1
through 67.

Please see response to General Interrogatories, above,

for bases.

8. With regard to Interrogatory 7, identify and submit copies
of all documents, testimony, or oral statements by any
person on which you rely in support of your position.

Palmetto has not identified any such person.

9. What do you mean by the term " ability"?

Palmetto Alliance contends the term ability to be
synonymous with the predictive use of the word "can" as
employed by the Commission in 10CFR 50.57(a)(3). By its
expression of concerns in response to interrogatory 4, above,
Palmetto represents the aspects in which it questions
Applicants' " ability" to safely operate the expanded Catawba
spent fuel pools as planned.

.
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11. Do you contond that "obility" 10 dofined by cartain NRC
regulatory requirements? If so, identify those require-
ments. Provide specific reference to all provisions of
statutes, regulations, regulatory guides, or any other NRC

j regulatory requirement upon Which you rely.
I

Palmetto has in mind the general safety requirement of
10CFR 50.57(a)(3) as well as the internal design criteria GDC
applicable to those aspects of the spent fuel pool design
construction and operation relevant to the concerns it has,

expressed including, GDC 2, 4, 44, 60-64

12. If your answer to Interrogatory 11 is affirmative, what
level of " ability" do you contend is necessary to satisfy
applicable NRC regulatory requirements?

.

Such level of " ability" as to represent " reasonable
,

13. With regard to Interrogatory 12, state Why you contend each
of those NRC requirements has not,been met.

See response to interrogatory 4, above.
.

16. What are the bases for your responses to Interrogatories 9through 157 Identify and submit copies of all documents,
testimony or oral statements by any person on Which you relyin support of your position.

Please see response to General Interrogatories, above,
for bases.

17. What do you mean by " safely"?

By " safely" Palmetto means in such manner as to provide
reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public.

will not be endangered.

,

e
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18. Specify each activity which you contend constitutes any orall aspects of the term " safely."
.f

See response to interrogatory 4, above.

19. Do you contend that NRC requirements have not been met when
you say " safely"?

,

No.

22. If your answer to Interrogatory 19 is negative, state What
you believe is necessary for Applicants to store " safely"
1rradiated fuel assemblies. Identify specifically each
element of the storage of such assemblies you contend is
necessary to store them " safely".

Palmetto Alliance contends that Applicants cannot
safely store irradiated fuel assemblies transshipped from its
other facilities in its proposed cascade plan.

i

23. With regard to Interrogatory 22, specify in what manner you
contend Applicants will not store irradiated fuel assemblies
" safely".

,

See response to interrogatory 4, above.

24. What are the bases for your responses to Interrogatories 17
through 23? Identify and submit copies of all documents,
testimony, or oral statements by any person on which you
rely in support of your position. .

Please see response to General Interrogatories, above,.

for bases.

25. What do you mean by the term " store"?

'

,
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See Palmetto's August 30, 1982, Response. '

11

26. Identify specifically each activity which you contend con-
stitutes any or all of the term " store," as you define it.

, -

Please see Palmetto's August 30, 1982, Response. ^

.

27. With regard to Interrogatory 26, identify all those NRC
regulatory requirements which you contend relate to any or
all elements of the term " store" as you use it. Provide

specific reference to all provisions of statutes, regula-tions, regulatory guidec or any other NRC regulatory
requirement on which you rely.

10CFR 50.57(a)(3) and the general design criteria of10CFR, Part 50, Appendix A identified in response tointerrogatory II, above.

28. What are the bases for your responses to Interrogatories 25 '

through 277 Identify and submit copies of all documents,
testimony, or oral statements by any person on which you
rely in support of your position.

Please see responses to General Interrogatories, above,
for bases.

.

29. What do you mean by the phrase " irradiated fuel assemblies"?

Palmetto intends the meaning reflecting Applicants',

'

plans and application and understands the term to be
synon:mous " spent fuel."

30. Specifically, do you contend that " irradiated fuel assem-
.

blies" are defined within applicable NRC regulatory requir-'

ements?

No.

..
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37. What are the bases for your responses to Interrogatories 29
through 36? Identify and submit copies of all documents,
testimony or oral statements by any person on Which you rely
in support of your position.

. _ . .

.

Please see response to General Interrogatories, above,for bases.
.

38. What do you mean by the phrase "other Duke nuclear facili-
,

ties"?

38. Palmetto intends the meaning of the term " reflecting
Applicants' plans and application" and understands the phrase,
therefore to refer to the Oconee and Mcguire facilities.

~

39. With regard to Interrogatory 38, identify each of those
"other Duke nuclear facilities" which is the subject of this
contention.

39. See response to interrogatory 38, above.

40. For each of the facilities identified in your response to
Interrogatory 39, explain Why you contend that their "irra-
diated fuel assemblies" might not be " safely stored" at the
Catawba facility.

See response to interrogatory 4, above.

41. With regard to Interrogatory 40, do you contend that "irra-
diated fuel assemblies" cannot be safely stored at Catawba
because the Catawba spent fuel pool facility is somehow
defective or inadequate?

Yes. See response to interrogatory 4, above.
*

.

.
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42. If your answer to Interrogatory 41 is affirmative, do you
contend that the Catawba spent fuel pool is somehow defec-
tive or inadequate because it does not meet NRC regulatory .

requirements applicable to the storage of spent fuel?

Yes./
I

43. If the answer to Interrogatory 42 is affirmative, identify
each of those NRC regulatory requirements. Provide specific -

reference to provisions of statutes, regulations, regulatory
guides, or any other NRC' regulatory requirement on which you
rely.

See response to interrogatory 11, above.
,

,
-

.

| 44. With regard to Interrogatory 43, explain why you contend
that the Catawba spent fuel pool fails to meet each of those'

NRC regulatory requirements. -

44 See response to interrogatories 4 and 11, above.
'

. .

46. With regard to Interrogatory 45, identify specifically those
circumstances which you contend demonstrate Applicants lack
of ability to safely store " irradiated fuel assemblies" from
"other Duke nuclear facilities" at the Catawba spent fuel
storage pool. For each such circumstance, explain Why you
contend it demonstrates Applicants lack the ability to
safely store " irradiated fuel assemblies" from "other Duke
nuclear facilities" at the Catawba spent fuel storage pool.

46. See responses to interrogatories 4 and 11, above.
Palmetto Alliance doubts that the improvements,in the Catawba
spent fuel pool would provide reasonable assurance that public
health and safety would not be endangered.
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What are the bases for your responses to Interrogatories 3848. Identify and submit copies of all documents,through 477
testimony or oral statements by any person on which you rely -

in support of your position.

above,see response to General Interrogatories,Please.

for bases.

STAFF INTERROGATORIES

NRC Staff served Interrogatories on August 13, 1982, with16. By its August 30, 1982,
regard to Palmetto Contention 1982, Supplementary Responses,Responses and November 5, the Staff Discovery.Palmetto Alliance provided answers to Interrogatories ofPalmetto generally asserted that Answers to
the NRC Staff are fully provided in the Answers to Applicants30, 1982, Responses at page 3.Interrogatories. See August
In its subsequent Motion to Compel the NRC Staff identified16 which isinterrogatory regarding Palmetto Contentiononecharacterized as " clearly not included in Applicants
Interrogatories." Id. at page 3. Palmetto Alliance hereby
supplements its response with respect to that interrogatory:

In light of. Applicants' representation in their April 2,1982 Response14.
3(b) to Eli'nor G. Adensam's letter of 3/8/82, do you still contend
that storage of spent fuel from Oconee or McGuire poses " increased
likelihood of harm, of risk" because of the source term of such spent
fuel? (Ref: Tr. pp. 165-166.)

Yes.

15. If the answer to the previous interrogatory is affirmative, please
explain the reasons for your answer.,

Palmetto Alliance still contends that the added source
from the additional irradiated spent fuel transshippedterm,

in the cascade from Oconee and McGuire represent an additional ,

risk of harm bsyond that associated with storing at the
Catawba facility only Catawba generated spent fuel. Nothing
in Applicants Response to the NRC Staff describing their ,

cascade plans alters this inescapable conclusion of additive
radiation inventory at Catawba.

-58-
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CONTENTION 27
.

|
.

Palmetto Alliance Contention 27 reads as follows:

"The Applicants should be required to place
real time monitors capable of reading gamma
radiation levels around the site in order to
provide emergency operations personnel with
information required to make decisions neces-
sary to reasonably assure the health and safety
of the public under conditions of radiological
release to the environment. Thermoluminescent
dosimeters are only accurate within about plus
or minus thirty percent and only provide a post
hoc assessment of conditions."

Applicants served Interrogatories dated' August 9, 1982,
upon Palmetto Alliance regarding Palmetto Contention 27.
Applicants Interrogatories were answered by Palmetto Alli-
ance response of August 30, 1982 and Supplementary Response
of November 5, 1982.

A. General Interrogatories.

Please see response of August 30, 1982. Palmetto has
obtained in discovery the following additional information which
provides a bases for its position on this Contention: FEMA--REP-
2 September, 1980, Guidance on Off Site Emergency Radiation
measurements Systems; Branch Technical Position "An acceptable
radiological environmental monitoring program, revision 1,
November 10'0; Duke Power Company Crisis Management Plan Imple-
menting Procedure, Environmental Monitoring for Emergency Con-
ditions within a Ten Mile Radius of McGuire Nuclear Station;
McGuire Nuclear Station FSAR 12.3.2.4; Duke Power Company
Crisis Management Plan Implementing Procedure, Oconee Nuclear
Station Procedure for Environmental Surveilance following a
Large Unplanned Release of Gaseous Radioactivity; McGuire
Nuclear Station Health Physical Manual, Section 18.2, Environ-
ment'al Monitoring for Emergency Conditions.

B. SPECIFIC INTERROGATORIES j

1. Palmetto Alliance intends the common meaning of
"should be required" in the context of this proceeding to
mean to be required as a license condition for otherwise by
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in order to operate the
facility.

2. Yes.
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3. 10CFR Szction 50.57 (a) (3) ; 10CFR 50.47 (b) .4. Palm tto
Alliance contends that without the requircment of a fixed
real time monitoring system around the Catawba site Applicants
cannot meet the reasonable assurance standard of NRC regula-
tions; nor can they comply with the regulatory requirements
for adequate emergency planning. Particularly standards 4
and 9 require such.a system to permit reliable and timely .

means for assessing and monitoring off-site releases during
a radiological emergency.

7. Please see response to General Interrogatories, above,
for bases.

8. Instruments for continuous measuring and recording of
'

radiation dose rates.

9. Continuous measuring and recording of radiation dose
rates.

10. Yes.

11. See response to interrogatory 3, above.

13. Not explicitly. However, under the circumstances,
Palmetto contends that regulatory requirements' mandate use of
such real time monitors as described in Palmetto Contention
8 for the Catawba facility.

14. See response to interrogatory 3, above.
.

18. Idformation sufficient to: 1) determine the direction
of movement of radioactive clouds and the spacial characteris-
tics of the cloud, 2) determine ground level dose rates in the
cloud and adjacent areas and anticipate the pathway and ground
level dose rates at points more distant from the site. 3)If
the above information determines whether the release warrants
action to protect the health and property of the public. 4)
Provide information from which subsequent remedial measures
may be based.

19. Yes. This information for example will be provided
by the system proposed by Applicants. However, this system
will be less effective than that proposed by Palmetto.

23. See response to interrogatory 19, above.

24. The principle advantage of using real time monitors
to measure off-site dose rate at Catawba during emergency
conditions is to provide immediate information.

25. Please see response to General Idterrogatories, above,
for bases.

26. See Palnetto's August 30, 1982, Response.
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27. Palmetto dono not hevo a mind an accuracy level in
its use of the term capability.

28. Again, Palmetto intends no specific level of accuracy
by its use of the term capability. However, for example, the
NRC branch technical position at page 9 footnote f references
proformance criteria for TLDs for use in environmental moni-
toring in Reg Guide 4.13. The Branch Technical position sug-
gests that real time instruments can be used in place of or
addition to integrated docimeters.2

29. See response to interrogatory 28, above.

31. Perhaps, but accuracy without the real time benefit
which Palmetto believes to be critical.

32. TLDs for example.'

33. Please see response to General Interrogatories,
above, for bases.

35. See response to interrogatories 26 and 27, above.

! 36. See response to interrogatory 28, above.

37. See response to interrogatory 29, above.
,

!

39. See response to interrogatory 32, above.

40. See response to interrogatory 32, above. -

41. See response to General Interrogatories, above, for'

bases.

| 42. Gamma omitting radionuclides that may be attributable
to affluence from the facility.

43. Yes.

44. See response to interrogatory 3, above.

46. See response to General Interrogatories, above, as
bases.

47. Palmetto Alliance intends by " place around the site"
the common meaning of the phrase, i.e. to install at various
points surrounding the Catawba facility dependent on empirical
data reflecting local conditions which would bear on emergency
planning.

48. Palmetto does not contend that a specific number of
real time monitors are necessary. However, for example, the
NRC S taff Branch Technical Position employs the recommenda-
tion for 40 TLD stations for off-site monitoring purposes and

.
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NUREG/CR 2644 auggests that as mony na 50 datector stationc !
msy bm required for cufficient cccurccy in plume detection, l

!

49. See response to interrogatory 48, above. )

l 50. Palmetto does not rely upon specific regulatory

] requirements for this answer.
.i

51. Palmetto Alliance is not prepared to specify a
particular configuration of monitors for the Catawba site at
this time.

i

52. See response to interrogatory 51, above.

53. See response to interrogatory 51, above.

54. Palmetto Alliance does not rely on specific regu-
latory requirement for answers to these interrogatories.

'
55. Location of the Catawba Nuclear facility.

i

56. That property owned and controlled by Duke Power
Company upon which the Catawba Nuclear Facility is located.,

57. Palmetto Alliance does not rely on specific regula-
tory authority for response to this interrogatory.

58. See response to General Interrogatories, above, for
bases.

.

59. Palmetto has in mind the Applicants, state and local
personnel responsible for evaluation of monitoring data and
decisions as to appropriate emergency protective action.

60. Palmetto believes that in ofder for effective pro-
tective action to be taken to minimize health and safety
effects to the surrounding population reliable and timely
information as to the magnitude and dispersion of an atmos-
pheric release of radiation in the event of an accident must
be available to these personnel. Palmetto believes that
Applicants proposed emergency monitoring system is inadequate
to provide such information.

61. Please see response to General Interrogatories, above,
for bases.

'6 2. See response to interrogatory 60, above.
1

63. See response to interrogatory 3, above.

65. As explained elsewhere, Palmetto believes that
Applicants proposed system is inadequate to meet these require-

,

ments.

.
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67. No.

69. As explained already, real time monitors provide
the information in a timely manner.

70. Please see response to General Interrogatories,
above, for bases.

71. Decisions to implement necessary protective actions
for affected populations.

.

72. In the most critical case, a decision to call for an
immediate evacuation of the endangered down-wind population.

73. Not effectively.
'

75. In the absence of a real ti e monitor system as
urged by Palmetto, affected down-wind population may have
already received the life-threatening or health damaging
dose before TLDs can be retrieved and read.

'

76. As already explained, the planned system cannot
provide sufficient information in time.

78. The term is employed in the same fashion as it is
used in NRC regulations.

79. Please see response to interrogatory 3, above.

! 80. Please see response to interrogatory 3, above.

81. Please see response to interrogatory 76, above.

82. No.

84. See response to interrogatory 76, above.

85. No. Palmetto Alliance contemplates conditions where
unplanned radiological releases from the Catawba facility are
of such severity as to cause measurable health effects for

i persons exposed to atmospheric radiation from the release.

86. Please see response to General Interrogatories,
above, for bases.

,

87. Palmetto Alliance is informed that the accuracy
of real time monitoring is superior to that of the TLD that

i the specific value for error band is unknown.

88. Yes.

89. Palmetto can only assert on the basis of its
information and believe.

.
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90. TLDs require significant time after exposure for |

retrieval and processing plus producing only an historic record
of exposure after the fact.

91. It is inconsistent with the need to take effective
and timely protective action in the event of an emergency.

92. See answer to interrogatory 3, above.

93. Palmetto contends that a timely assessment of con-
ditions is required.

94. Palmetto contends that real time monitors can pro-
vide a timely assessment of conditions.

100. Please see response to General Interrogatories,
above, for bases.

STAFF INTERROGATORIES

NRC Staff submitted Interrogatories to Palmetto on August
13, 1982, regarding Palmetto Contention 27. Palmetto responded
by responses of August 30, 1982, and Supplementary Responses
of November 5, 1982, to these Staff questions. Palmetto has
asserted and reiterates here that " Answers to Interrogatories
of the NRC Staff are fully provided in the following answers
to Applicants Interrogatories." See, Palmetto August 30, ,

1982, Responses. Palmetto supplements its answers to NRC Staff
interrogatories on Contention 27 with the supplementary answers
provided above to Interrogatories by Applicant.

CONTENTION 44

On July 8, 1982, the Board admitted Palmetto Alliance
Contention 44 (identical to CSG Contention 18) which reads:

The license should not be issued because reactor
degradation in the form of much more rapid increase in refer-
ence temperature than had been anticipated has occurred in
a number of PWRs including Applicants Oconee unit 1. Until
and unless the NRC and the industry can avoid reactor inbrittle-
ment, Catawba should not be permitted to operate.

Applicants submitted interrogatories to Palmetto Alliance
on December 3, 1982, covering Palmetto Contention 44 (CSG con-
tention 18). The NRC Staff submitted interrogatories to
Palmetto Alliance on December 15, 1982, regarding the same
Contention.

.
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On March 21, 1983, Carolinn Environm:ntal Study Group
responded to Interrogatories from the NRC Staff identical to
those served on Palmetto Alliance. Palmetto Alliance Conten-
tion 44 is identical to Carolina Environmental Study Group
Contention 18 and on the basis of consultation with CESG
authorized representative Jesse Riley and examination of the
CESG responses, Palmetto Alliance hereby adopts as its own the
responses made by CESG to the Staff questions as if such
responses were made at this time by Palmetto Alliance.

With respect to Interrogatories on Carolina Environmental
S Ndy Group Contention 18-Palmetto Alliance Contention 44 of
December 3, 1982, by Applicants, Answers to such Interrogatories
are fully provided in the answers to NRC Staff interrogatories
provided by CESG. Palmetto Alliance hereby reiterates the
answers given by CESG to the Staff Interrogatories, which it
has adopted as its own, response to the December 3, 1982, in-
terrogatories of Applicants on this Contention.

.

e
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD
.

In the Matter of )
) Docket Nos. 50-413

DUKE POWER COMPANY, et al. ) 50-414
)

(Catawba Nuclear Station, )
Units 1 and 2 ) April 19, 1983

AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL F. LOWE

I, Michael F. Lowe, do affirm as follows:

1. I am employed as Director of Palmetto Alliance,

Inc., at 2135 Devine Street, Columbia, South Carolina, 29205.

2. I am duly authorized to participate in answering

interrogatories and requests for production regarding Palmetto
,

Alliance contentions 6, 7, 8, 16, 27, and 44, and I affirm

that the responses given are true and complete to the best

of my knowledge.

G -

,

by41(ael F owe

AFFIRMED AND SUBSCRIBED

BEF ME THIS 19th DAY of APRIL, 1983.

|
-<

/ s
N tfry' Pth] SoutY Carolina .

My Commission Expires:

I
.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the matter of ) Docket Nos. 50-413
) 50-414

DUKE POWER COMPANY, et al. )
)

(Catawba Nuclear Station, )

Units 1 and 2) )
.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of Palmetto Alliance
Supplementary Responses have been served by Express Mail upon the

and
parties denoted by *#in the above captioned matter., have been served upon the follow-

ing by depositing same in the United States mail, postage prepaid,
19 0 -on this 20th day of April e

James L. Kelley, Chairman Chairman
Atanic Safety and Licensing Board Panel Atanic Safety and Licensina Aopeal Board
U.S. Nuclear Pegulatory Camission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Carlssion
Washington, D.C. 20555 Washincton, D.C. 20555

Dr. A. Dixon Callihan Henry A. Presler
Union Carbide Corporation Charlotte-Mecklenburg Enviromental Coalit@
P.O. Box Y 943 Henley Place .

Oak Ridce, Tennessee 37830 Charlotte, N.C. 28207

Dr. Richard R. Foster * J. Michael bkGarry, III, Esc.
P.O. Box 4263 Debevoise & Lihaman
Sunriver, Orenon 97701 1200 Seventeenth St. , N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

Chairman
Atanic Safety and Licensing Board Panel Jesse L. Riley
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cm mission 854 Henley Place
Washinoton, D.C. 20555 Charlotte, N.C. 28207

* George E. Johnson, Esc. Scott Stucky
Office of the Executive Lecal Director Docketing and Service Station
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