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Wells Eddleman's Motion Concerning DCRDR Information

As detalled In the addit’onal DCRDR contentlons filed herewith,
and the other contentions based solely on CP&L's "DCRDR" and NUREG=-0737
Rev. 1, the earliest of which I saw 1s 12-1,;-82, the information in
CP&L's so-called "DCRDR" 1s inadequate to evaluate control room design.
The revort 1tself has a body of 1v+ll vages, and the arpendices, -
glve only 2 of some 35 HERSs referred to in it. However, the "DCRDR"
appendix xA lists a huge amount of Information 4n the vossassion of
C®&L which has not been nrovided to me, or to other intervenors.

Now here's a Catch=22: I can get that irformation by discoverv on
my contentfon 132, but NRC rules won't let me formulate a contention
based on Information which must later be obtained bv discoverv,
Therefore, I Join w'th Dr., Wilson's mot!rn ("Resncnse” dated Jan 6 '83)
that late-f!1ling of content!ons not be considered to annly to these based -
specific HEDs, HERS, DER f!le, and other records listed in sald Apnend’x.
CP&L has conceded that the DCRDR is & document not available to

intervenors nrlor to the deadline for submitted content’ons in this case.
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And the fallure to include and suonly Information 1s clearly CP&L's
and thelr contractor Essex Corvoration's, not mine.

If in the alternative the Board decides to aonly the late-filing
criteria to such contenticns, I argue (based solelvy on that assurotion)
that under 10 CFR 2.71L(a)(1) there is good cause for fa'lure to flle
on time, because Avovlicants withheld the informatinn necessarv to
formulate the contentions, and are still withnolding it so far;
further, the YUP3G-0737 Rev. 1 and other bas!s did not exist £-1L-82;
There are no other means to protect my interest 'n this matter
since no other party has more rights than I do to f*le contentions
based on deficiencies in the DCRD® and the control room's comnliance
with NRC rules, and intervenors fle cortentions as a matter of right,
Staff review is no substitute for this right, nor for litigation.

See ALAB-2938, Perry, 2 WoC 730 at 736-7 (1575). Control rooms dmimmm
design and »orocedures, and emergency nlanniné concerns tied to the
control room and accurate renorting of nlant data, are too comnlex
to allow a & simple judgment b7 the Staff as to whether the Annlicants

meet NRC licensing requirements. Perrv, surra, ibid,

Given the svarse nature of what CP&L has filed so far re DCRDR
and the cualifications of its control room reviewers, it is clear that
litigation of this fssue cen helv in develovning a sound record.
I have training in systems and can ask good questions on these vnoints,
But the basic heln to the record 1s getting the Information before
the Board. The Board acknowledges tke control ~com 1s an important
fssue, and has admitted mv contenticn 132 thereon.

As shown above, no other nartv can represent mv Iinterests !n

this unless they have rights I don't, Anplicents are clearly adverse
to my !nterests 'n *his mattar, nd shown e.g. by their slowness to file

even the thin documentation thev have re control roon deslgn review,

(See MacDuffie CPEL letter to Denton NRC 7 Dec '82 saying CP&L was
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filing this now, th~upgh 1% had bHeen revised last ‘n Sent 1681,

to Mexnedite" this case,) Staff, as noted above, carnot renresent
my interests under the test of Perry.

This matter of additionel cortentions re control room design
will not broaden the 1lssues much, If at all, since a contreol roon
contention is alre#éy adnitted, Indeed, contentions based on later
revealed documents may focus and narrow the control room issues to
be heard. Moreover, we are 20 months from hearing now, according
to NRC's new iarris licensing schedule of December 1982, so the
admission of such contentions cannot act to delay the nroceeding
significantly.

Pinally, such contentions skould be allowed because to do
otherxwise wo'ld encourage anvlicants in this and cther licensing
proceedings to withhold Information frem intervenors in the hone
of oreventing them f»om fwaming contentions uvon !rmortant safety
and environmental concerns, such as the adequacy of control room
design for accldent conditlons (public health and safety) and

for providing data for emergency resnonse (ditto).

Written this 8th day of Jaguary 1983
éZ%iL/ 222%5%22%7?&a&v~
Wells I’ddleman
Attached: contentions based solely on new information vecelved on &
after dxx December 1L, 1982 re contrd) room des!gn, Note that

CP&L distribution of the document 1:s spread over 10 davs. The

LPDR In Ralelgh did rot Lave the DCRDR document cs late as 12=22-82

according to my search and to the reference l!'brartan, I.. Hickman.
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Additlonal contenticns of “ells Fddleman based on DCRDR T got 12-14-82
1323 The deksign of the Harris Unit 1 cortrol room does not cornly

with the requirements of NUREG-0737, revision 1, dated 12-17-82,

particularly the Safety Parameter Displey System (SPDS) requirement,
BASIS: the Detalled Control Room Design Review and its recormendattcns,

prevared by Fssex Corn. for CP&L in 1980-81, including the detalls

thereing of CP&L/ Tbasco's control room design for Harris 1, €8

Figure 1, p.10, make no reference to the SPDS and show no SPDS e uivment

nor location for same. Thus, 't is clear the S®DS isn't in the design

as of 1980 by Ebasco, nor in the design as be’ng updated in accord

with the Essex DCRDR of 1981,

132C Anolfcants have not establ!shed that the Fssex Corp review
team had the approoriate multidisciplinarr qualifications required
gxrx sectfon 5.1.b.(1)
by NUREG-0737, Rev. 5«0f 12-147-82 and the ability £o use accented
human engineer!ng princinles, mkimkxkx In the DCRDR.

BASIS: the 12-7-82 dated document CP&L styles a DCRDR , section 1.1
(p.1) makes no reference to any established (or other) human engineering
orincinles used In thls review., Yor does the rest of Sect‘on 1.

l.2's complete
Section ImEnzormibmtemmibm descrintion of the teams qualifications
1s as follows: "The evaluation team was comrosed of six Essex Corvoration
.employees permanently located in Raleigh and two CP&L emnloyees. The
Raleigh Fssex steff were human factors specialists made up of two
research sclentf=t and four research associates. CP&L versonnel
functioned as contract administrators, onerat'ons sveclalists, vnlant
liaison, and evaluation nrocess exvediters.” This says nothing of
the OP&]L nennle's qualifications, if ary, and does not address the

questlion of anpronriate multidiscinlinary qualifications excent to

say that all the Fssex veonle are "human factors sneclalists". This

-~

says nothing of their svecific cualifications of multidiscinlinary
"
knowledge or abilities. Nothing further on this is in the "DCRDR".




132C CP&L's "DCRDR" and control room design fail to cormly with
MNUREG-0737, Revision 1, sections S5,1(b)(11),(111)n(iv), S.1(c) and
5.1(d) !n at least the following wavs:

(1) no functifon and task enalysis was verformed in the DCIDR,
wnicn itself states (p. 111, item f) "The procedures for SEVPP-1
have not been developed; ..." Section 2,0, v.x 3, begins with
this: "2,1 For a »nlant under corstruction, suck as SENPP.1, certa'n
control room and equilpment narameters cannot be evaluated. These
parameters Include such elements as rolse, light, control board
componenis yobt to be acquired, and nrocedures vet to be written.”
By contrast, NURXEG-0737 Rev 1 5.1.b.(11) recuires the use of function
and task analysis that had been used as the basts for develoning emer=-
gency ovnerating »rodedures technical guidelines and nlant snecific
emergency ovnerating procedures. Yet CP&L's "DCRDR" sec 6.3 n. 12 states,
(end of part (b)) "None of the nmoblems mentfoned in nevapwanh 6,2b
were identifled from these task flows", Mo other part of the"DCRDAR"
states that such functlon and task analysis was used to identify
problems,

(2) Yo comparison of the disvlay and control room reculrements
of NRC with any inventory is !n the"DCRDR". Sec. 2.1 quoted above
-says this hasnot been done.

(3) the "DCRDR" does not address the usefulness of audible alarm
systems, Informat!on recordin: and recall capability at all., With
respect to luyout, the nrovosal arranges control and disrlay cabinets
such that they block or irpede view of some others. (See Flg. 2, .12,
where view of/ from panels 3,9,10&11 1= obscured by #s 12,13,1L and 15
from #'s 6,7, and 1,2,3,; and §, #6 and 7 are hidden from onerators
by 1 and 2 {as well es my 3,L, and 5) #'s 16 and 17, the incore
Instrumentation and tmxm»m nuclear !nstrumentat?er evetem pwve almnst

totally bekh!nd the 2 blocks 1 thvu § and 6-7 with reanect to the
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radlation monitor eaquinment penels 12 thru 15, tke 8211 block

(startup and generator) and the 1=5 block's sectfons 1 thru i and

Operator inabllity to see, read accurately, or 'ntegrate
the info on these ranels can i-wer'l nudlic safety &Pceaent

The "NCaNR" does not nrovide the HERS (snecifications) for

possioly 5.

lighting and visual alarms, though section 2.3 savs there are 17 of
them (p.3): P.L 1s missing from the cony of the "DCPDR" I have to

make these contentilons from, but Anvendix G, the HERS for emergency
procedures (and for procedures), the only ones gfven 'n the"DCRDR",
are mainly tvpesetting and format guides and do not exrcla’n how
accented human factors princinles are incornorated into them,

This 1s a basis for nresum’ng the other 15 hZPS are likewlise deficient
in explaining the accented human factors princ!ples Involved in then,
Without seefng them it is silly to ask me to onredict this, so more
contentions may follow if the other 15 HERS are produced by CP&L,

(4L) the "DCRDR" fails to select deksign imorovements that will
correct discrepancies that are significant Iin human engineering terms,
E.g. section 3,2(f) and (g), p.5, orovide that concerns were evaluated
using the Harris g!rmulator checklists, as deemed appnlicable to SHNPP-l,
but were referred to engineering or startup versonnel ir rnot resoclved,
At p, 6 (3.3 ¢) a total of 13 HED renorts are noted, 25 of which
became HERSs and ig of wnich were judged Iinanplicable since thev refer
to the simulator., That leaves 88 unaddressed. In all of this and
throughout the "DCRDR" there 1s no Indicatlon of how significance of
human engineering concerns re the control room were determined, or 1f
they were, or how the voronosals wiil correct the discrevancles,
Referral to startup, or mking a recommendation, !s rot enough;
and there are 88 H"D revorts (not 1listed or described further in the
"DCRDR")that seem to have fallen through the cracks.

(5) the "DCRDR" does not Ve§1fy that each selected design

Imorovement will nrovide the necessa»vy correction, as NURNG=0737
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Rev, 1 5.1(d) requires, Indeed, the renort by Essex has as its
first result, quoted above (1, supra, ref. sectlion 2,1,n 3) that

this has rnot and cannot be done for several irmortant areas.

132 D The "DCRDR" for SHNPP utterly falls to comnly with
the requirements of NURTNG-0737 Rev, 1 with resnect to Harris Unit 2.
The design of the Harris 2 contrel room does not cormly with the
reouivramanta of that document.

BASIS: BP&L's "DCRDR" a ddresses unit #1 onlv., No mentfon of
unit 2 is made in 1t, CP&L has not :unnlied a DCRDR for Untt 2 yet.
However, NURTG-0737 Rev. 1, section 5.2f nrovides thut for anpvlications
with an SSER dated after June, 1983, Control Room Design Review
will be required prior to licensing. According to N®R(C's 12-28.82
"Schedule Change Milestones for Shearon Harr!s Un't 1", the SSER
for Unit 1 was scheduled for Jan 9, 1988L, now 's slated for L-2-8l,
& 3 month ilipoage. Both these dates are beyond June 1983, and Unit
2 canmnot be f!nished hamfimm before Unit 1. Xo schedule of Untt 2 S°rw»
has yet been provided by NRC, but it muet be after Unit 1's.

Although emergency nlanning content!ons are deferred, I think

it nrudent to file the following emergencyv nlan content!orsnow alsok
based on NUR®G-0737, Rev. 1 of 12-17-82:

Contention 142: CP&Ls meteorological monitoring et SHNPP 1s unable
to accurately renresent meteorologilcal condit'ons within 19 miles of
the nlant,

BASIS: Wind natterns, patterns of rafirr, snow ard other nrecinitation
differ considerably between SEVP® and nearby s!tes, e.rr. NC State U
end Rale'gh-Durha= airport, uwhere meteorologlical data is taken regularly,
The SHNPP site is charadterized by highly variable winds wlth & neerly

circular wind rose and frequent chirges of w'nd d!'vection,




Contention 143: CP&L's Emergency Overatfons Facility, alternate
EOF, Emergency Overations Procecdures (EOPs), Teclinicsl Sunnort Center
(TSC), Operational Suovort Center Y(03C) end required communicat’ons
between and among these are inadequete to orotect the nublic health
and safefy adequately and do not coply with the recouirements of
NURTG-0737, RDV. 1,12-17-82, particularly those of Table 1, and
section; 7,6 and 8 thereof,

BASIS: These fac!litfes are elther ‘rncomnlete or unbuilt now,
the communication lines do rot exist and have not been tested, anid
NRC has not assessed CP&L's compliance with NURIG-0737 Rev. 1 as

required nrior to SHNPP ovneration.

Contentfon 1hl: CP&L's emergency and security nersoﬁnel
levels do not meet the requirements of NURYG-0737, RUV. 1, Table 2.’
BASIS: The secur!ty nlan isn't commlete, and 1s unava’lable for
review unt!il security exverts have been qualiried, which is being
held up by Apvolicants' objectlons. The staffing levels shown in

the FSAR are Insufficlent tc meet the requirements for m one damaged

T .

Wells Eddleman

and cm one undamaged unit,

written Jan 8 '83, served Jan 10
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I hereby certify that coples of _".I, motfon concernine DCRN® info
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arter lZ=]lli=0/7
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Judgpes James Kellev, Glenn Bripght and Jarmes Carpenter (1 conv each)
Atomic Safety and Licensing 3Board

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington DC 20555

George F, Trowbridge (attorney for Aoplicants)
Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbrlidge

1800 M St. XNW

Washington, DC 20036

Office of the Executive Legeal Director Phyllis Lotchin, Ph.D,
Attn Dockets 50-400/L01 9°L. 10% 8ridle Run
USNRC Chavnel Hill NC 2751l
Washington DC 20555
Dan Read
Docketing and Service Sectlon CEANGT /FLP
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CAYP
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