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Wells Eddleman's Irterrogatortes to NRC Staff
- Re B8F1, BF2 and 1524 (2¢ round: 3d set overall)

102, With respect to your answers to (1)_Intewrogatory 3
(11) Interrogatoryl? (111) Interrogatory 26 (iv) Interrogatories 61,
INTEZRROGATORIES

66, and 76 (re BF1 only) (vl85¢59,92,96, and 101 (re B8F2 only)

(vi) Interrogatories3l, 34, LL, 53,54,58 (re 15AA only), filed

12 October 1983, please answer the following: (Note that you
answer 3, 17 and 26 fouf times in the resvnonses, once each for
Contentions 8F1, 8F2, 15AA and 132)

(a) Boes the verson who prevared this answer know of any
dissenting ovoinlon (oninion differing with the answer given)
hdsld by anyone on the NRC Staff?

(b) does the supervisor or person in charge of the reviev
branch which prepered answers to this interrogatory know of
any dissenting ooinion (differing with the answer given) held
by anyone on the NRC Staff?

(¢) does anyone else who reviewed, revised, or annrovied

t
this snswer know of any dissenging oninion (differing with the

answer given) held by anyone on the NRC Staff? N TS
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(102 continued)
(d) If answer to any of parts (a),(b) or (c) above i1s affirmative
for any interrogatory for any contention &mong those listed above
under Interrogatory 102, please:
(1) 41dentify the person who holds the dissenting opinion
(and esch nerson who holds a dissenting opinion), and
(11) state, for each such person, the nature, ratifonale and
basis of the dissenting ovihion, including a statement of the
dissenting oninion itself.
103. Please state all significant bases, calculations, and
lines of reasoning used in your AISI re (1) Contention 8F1 (11)
Contention BF2 (111) Contention 15AA.

108, Does the Staff know anything about the health effadts
of particulate emissions from coal plants?

105. wWhat doxmcuments contain information known to the Staff
concerning health effects of particulate emissions from coal-burning
power plants? Please list all subh documents vou pnossess,

106, Has the Staff performed any specific analysis of the
health effects of the particulate emissions given in Table S-3?

107. Please state exactly what, if anything, was dne by
NRC Staff in order to assess the health effects of coal narticulate
emissions given ir Table S-3, Including but not limited to
(1) studies of toxicity of such particulates (11) studies of Interattion
of such particulates with gaseous coal emissions (e.g. the "gase
aerosol complex) which produce heaith effects (111) studies of
carcinogenicity of such particulates (iv) studies of the nathways
by wiiich such coal rarticulates enter the lung (v) studies of
uptake of materials from coal varticulate in the lung (v!)
other studies of the health effects of coal rewticulates

(vi1) any studles done in connection with orevaring Table S-x?
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(107 continued)

which concern the health effects of coal particulates

(viii) any comma:ison of the health effects o' coal pollution
(including varticulates) with health effects of nuclear pollution
(emissions from nuclear power plants)

108, Does the Staff or any verson on it who =~ - analyvzes
or answers this question bulieve that coal narticulates have nc
health effects?

109, Please state all basis for any belief that coal
particulates do not have health effects, (e.g. belief given re 108 above)

110, If you can't answer Interrogatory 76 (see p.18 of
Oct 12 1983 resnonse by NRC Staff), how can you say that the
health effects of coal particulates are taken sufficlently
into account in the DES for Harris?

Please state all basis for your answer to the above question,

health effects of

111, If you have no analysis o€4coa1 varticulates in the DFS
and FES (see resnonses to Interrogatories 27 and 66, oply and 16
of 10-12-83 responses), can you truthfully say that the DES or FFS
considers the health effects of coal pnarticulates?

112, Is there any concentration or amount of coal vnarticulates
in air that NRC Staff believes w1l result in zero health effects

if breathed? If so, what i1s thet concentration or amount?

113, Can coal pmarticulates cause health effects by
interacting with other environmental pollutants (e.g. (1) Sulfur
oxides (11) sulfur and nitrogen oxides (111) nitrogen oxides
(1v) acid precipitation), or not?

114, Has Staff analyzed health effects of cosl merticulates

in conjunction with typical levels of (1) sulfur oxides (11) sulmfur

oxides and nitrogen oxides (111) nitrogen oxides (iv) acidm precipitation?
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115. (ref resnonse to Inteerogatory 2, p.20, 10-12-83)
Does the Staff belleve thaﬁh level of (1) dose commitments
(11) health effects, resulting from radiation, is accentable
as long as it is less than that resulting from natural background
radiation?

116, What i1s the natural background level of alrha-emitting
elements in (i) air (11) fresh water (111) oceans, 1,e. the background
level not produced by uranium mining or the nuclear ruel cvcle?

1174 Please identify all documents which give Information
inquived about in Interrogatory 1146 above, which you vossess,

118, what is the natural background level of non-alnha-
emitting radioisotoves (excluding those vroduced by nuclear fizsion
initiated by humans) in (1) a typical American's body (11) a reference
person's body (111) the air (iv) the fresh water (v) the oceans
in the Unitéd States or its territorial 1limits, to vour knowledge?

119, In computing "natural background” in the analysis cited
from DES page C=7 (your resvonse to Interrogatory 2, v.20, 10-12-83)
did NRC Staff count (1) nuclear weavons fallout (11) venting from
underground testing of nuclear weapons (111) emissions from military
or weapons production reactors (iv) emissfons from uranium mining
for weanons (v) emissiens from nuclear bombs, nuclear power plants,
uranium mining, or - . rvclear activisies outside the US,
as "background" : which ones, and how?

120, How was "background" radiation measured or assumed
for the purposes of the analysis quoted at page C-7 in the DES?

Did i1t include any of the emissions inoulred about in interrogatory
119 above?
121, What i3 the Staff's "general knowledged of canacity

factors for PWRs" referred to in vour resvonse to ‘nterrogatorv 3L

(p.36 of 10-12-83 response)?
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~YA- (#'s 12x2-128 are on nage 5)
or anyone on it

129. 1Is the Stargaauare of any other NRC proceeding ‘n which
the health effects of (1) coal emissions of any kind (11) redioactive
emissions of any kina, as set forth in Table £-3, are or have been
at issue?

130, If answer to 129 1s affirmative, nlease identifvy each such
proceeding and state or produce a cony of each contention relating
to health effects of Table S-3 emissions (1) from coal-fired
power production (1i1) fhich are radioactive. Please state which
proceeding each such contention is from,

131. Has any decision been reached on anv of the contentions
identified in resvonse to 13C above? 1If so, please identify any
document(s) contalning each such decis!sn for each such rroceeding
in which the contention was at issue,

132, Vhen, if ever, does NRC idtend to issue a final document
(NUREG-0668 being a draft) concerning NRC translation 5207

133, To what extent io NRC's models of disversion of radionuclides
in the environment and their transfer to humans denend on

(1) uptake studies carried out in soil that had been baked
in ovens (or otherxkwise) before the exreriments were done?

(11) uptake studies carried out !n so!l that had been
sterilized by exnosure to ultravioiet light (or otherzéwise)
before the experiments were done?

(11!) uotake studies carried cut in so!ld which had been
previously shown to take up less, rather than more, of rad'oactive
materials devosited on them?

(1v) Studies involving plants grown from seed in soil® exnosed
to continmuous doses of radoiactive material or continuous denos®tion there
of?(v) Studies involving full-grown plants transnlanted into soil

exposed to radioactive material?

(vi) Studies in which olants in radiocactive-material -contaminated
soil were removed and analyzed after be’ng in the so'l less than (aa) a
week (bb) a month?
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122, 1s it correct to state that none of the Information
asked about in Interrogatory 3L, other than the Staff's "gereral
knowledge «f capacity factors for PWRs} and "data in NUREG-C ‘20
with respect to Westinghouse and EBASCO PWRs" was used in
making Staff's 55% CF estimate in the DES for Harris?

123, If answer to 122 1s other than affirmativs please state
in full all such information you used, oroviding all work naners
and documents containing any such in“ormation for insrection
and cooying.

12L. Whet 1s the averaga canacity factor of (1) Westinghouse
PWRs in the US (lifetime) (11) Westinghouse PWRS in the US large_r
than 690 MWe (DER) (144) EBASCO-buillt PWRS in tre US (iv) FBASCO-
built PWRs in the US larger than 690 MWe (DER) (v) PWRS bullt by
EBASCO outside the US (vi) PWRS bullt with Westinghouse equipment
(NSSS) outside the US (vii) Westinghouse PWRS over 690 MWe (DER)
built outside the US (viil) Westinghouse/EBASCO PWRS in the US
over 690 MWe DER?

125, Has NRC Staff or anyone on it calculated any of the above-
asked averages (in interrogatory 124 above) (1) at any time? (11)
since 1/1/837

126, Can NRC Staff guarantee that Harris 1's capacity factor
{n operation will be at least 55%7

127. Will NRC take any responsibility for Harris 1's canacity
factor being less than 55% 17 1t 1s below 55%?

128, Does NRC Staff have any documents giving ‘ts CF est!mates
(1) at the CP stage for Harris (11) at the OL stage for any PWRRs?
Please identify each such document you possess,

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS:

Wells Eddleman hereby requests NRC Staff to make eva'lable

documents identified in resnonse to the above interrogatories,
for inspection and conying at a time and place agreeable to me and them,




