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BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD
Glenn O, Eright
Dr, James H. Carperter
James L. Kelley, Chairman

In the Matter of 2
Dockets 50400 OL
CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT CO. et al, ) go-uo1 oL

Shearon Harris Nucl Power P
l‘hitl 1 .u?"é') T YT T ASLBP No, 8261:;‘63-01

MOTICON TC COMPEL DISCOVERY and CE®TIFICATE CF WEGOTIATICNS
RE INTERROGATORIES ON EDDLEMAN 29/37B (24 round);
bv Wells Eddleman
Negotiations: On 8-19-83 Applicants served resmonses to
my second round of discovery on Eddleman 29 and on Eddleman 373,
Attorney Baxter end I agreed to negotiete our disnutes on these on
8-29, Dean Aulick joined in the negotiations and progress was mede

on many of the objections, Those unresolved which I have decided

are worth pursuing are the subject of the following Motion to Comnel.

I hereby certify that the above is true. m%9-9-93,

MOTION TO COMPEL
Concerning my interrogatory 29-10(z2) (p.2% of 8-19 resrornse),
I believe Applicants are required to answer pavrte (1),(%1) anc (111)
under the Board's 8-2li Order. Part (iv) is dropred; Aprlicants say
a future resmcnse will cover this; if resronse 1s not mede, ore
should be compelled; as we are not negotiating this row, I must move

to compel at this time 1f at all,
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e 29/373 24 round
motion to comnel

Concerning 29-16(c) thru (e), peges 35-36 of 8-19 resnonse,
Applicants should reveal, or glve me access to, the svecifications
for radiolodine detecting and removing equipment which they have
made to thelr vendors, If the informatifon is proprletary, a
protective order can be entered, or I can agree to not disclose 1t

.except for use in the hearings/apreals of this case.

The svecifications of this eaquinment are clearly relevant

(see at 11)

under the Board's 8-2L-83 Ordep‘ and A?plicants sho'1ld supply thenm
or make them avallable. Si-ice they don't have the wendors' own
specs for the equipment, thelr specifications TO the vendors for
i1t 1s my next best source of informatlion.

29-23(s)(t) and (u) are relevant because Applicants!
claim of holding falled fuel to 1% of the total is an important
base of thelr red’olodine release estimate. (see £-19-83 resp. at 51
for the questions; objection 1s clted thereon)

I understand Ap»licants operated their Brunswicl nucleer
plant (which has & similer 1% planned maximum failed fuel fraction)
in 1978 and perhaps at other times with much higher levels of falled
fuel =- around 15%., Aonlicants!' willingness to operate with such
levels of falled fuel is clearly relevant to whether they can be
trusted to operate Harris in accord with the 17 fa'led fuel 1limit
for Harris., If not, radiolodine releases could exceed the Apmendix I
1imits -- CP&lL's dose estimate 1s about 1/3 the 1imit or more already,
so only 3-4% failed fuel could do for putting doses over the limit,

These parts (s)(t) and (u) eare the most relevant of the
ones objected to re 29-23, and should be answered for the reasons

given above.
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29-25(b) (8-19 resp at Sh)‘ShoulJ be answered, per 8-2l; Board Owder,

except as to (xv) end (xvi). (see 8-24 Order at 11, 12)
SECOND 37-B-5(h) (8-19 resp at 71) means to ask about the

works of the listed authors, which works concern the health effects

mentiored in 37B. That's literally what it says. Applicants,
‘ tnformed of this meaning, stand on thelr answer of £-19,
However, if they have made or had made for them any studies
of the works of the authors ii;::din 37B, which works concern the
health effects cited in 378, that is surely relevant to 37B.
Applicants should be compelled to disdose whether they have
mede any such studies (obviously relevant), and to ldentify the
documents containing eny such studies (es asked in Interrogatory
37-B - 5 (0) (1) (bb) on page 72 of the resvonse).
3786(r), page 75 of B8-19 response, asks for a description
of health effects Aprlicants believe are outside the score of 37B.
They have sald they think many health effects are, but thevr haven't
been willing to give a descriptive answer to the question. It 1s
clearly relevant what health effects are covered in 37B and what
health effects are not, Applicantes haven't answev»ed elther question yvet.
378 8 (b),(c) end (d), page 80 of 8-19 resp, should be answered
es asked: the signiricance to health, to persons, and to thelr well-
being i1s inquired about. Applicents may answer that there 1ls not
a "statistical significance” in their view, but ther may not avold
answering whether reople think it 1s significant, and whether
Aprlicants think it is significant to people, to have canmrcer
or genetic damage.
SECOND 37B-8(a) thru (c), p.8L, ask if Apnlicants know the

value persons place on their lives. This 1s not e perception of risk,

It 1s a value of an environmental effect (death or genetic disesse leading
to death, from emissions of the Harris plant), This is »elevant in
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weighing the costs and benefits of the health effects of the Harris

plant. Applicants should be compelled to tell what ther know,
1f they knuw anything ebout this.

Second 37-B-8 (d) thru (t), 8-19 response &t 8c.87, objection
on 87 thru 89 , are clearly relevant to welghing Harris electricity
;gainat health effects., Apnlicants, i1f they krow answers to these
questions, which are quite specific in an effort to pin down
their opinions, should answer them, If the Steff 1s a more ennropriate
group to ask these questions of, I'11 be glad to ask them., What
Apvnlicants know, though, 1s relevant to 37B. The velue of life
1in terms of electricity, end the values of health effects in
terms of elentricity, are exactly what 1s belng balanced in
licensing Harris to overate, from a NEPA standpoint,

CONCLUSIOCON
For the above reasons, Applicants should be compelled to

above-clted
respord to the items of discovery on 29 and 37B in my second

round of discovery . % £=6@
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