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Wells Fddleman's New Contentiecns ano Amended Deferred
Contentions 4n Resnonse tc Staff SFER

“nm

n 15 Decamber 1983 I recelved the Staff's "Safety Tveluation

: 0 r
Renort® (SER) for the Harris nuclear nlafit, Today being 30 davs from

that date (Jen. 15 being a Lunday),

v
81s - doay @ xteasion VK'Y 116 67
contentions based »n new information 1

hereby file new and aﬂnrﬂed/
Barnt, (Stats), Batiay (Cee) +Tudge Kalley
n the SER; the nrobhlems caused

for Eddleman 107 (deferred, 9/22/82 Board order at 66-67) by the

Staff's fallure to comply with ATAB-LLL (recuiring the Staff to set

forth its "percerticn of the nature

and extert of trhe relationship

between each significant unresolved generic safety question and the

" LAl
eventual overation of *he reactor under scrutiny” in the "SFR 1tself

without the need to resort to extrinsic documents", are addressed

in a separate motion filled today.

400
PDR

Tne five factors (2.71Lh of 10 CFR) for contentiorn 107 andtthoze
se ¢ -9

devending cn it are basically the same &s those filed 7-?0-93/“ﬂ“ mv

DES contentiona, Under the Board's 9.22.82 order deferring contentior

107 to the SER stage, I'm allowed to file now, and that's

ADOCK 05000

Fpood cause,

Under the Board's 3-1C-83 Order (P,15) I can revise the

8401230443 840117

PDR

G

cortentior

in the 1ight of the SER, and that's also good cause. Yo one else 1is
E ’

pursuing generic unresolved safety issues content'or

Q




-lw-

can represert my !‘nterests on these matters (ditto for other matters

raised in rew contentiors bezed ¢n the SER), nor are there other meens

whereby my interests on any of these matters "will be represented,”
Eddlemar. 107 wa:s raised at the outset of this rroceeding so !t cennot
broaden the issues; admitting any of the new cententfors at this time
{s not likely to significantly delav the proceeding since these are
gafety i1ssues, and discoverv on safety issues (other tkanr those

Avrlicents mav seek summarr disvositior on) hes onl: uet begun,

Without a cortention on these i1ssues, there ‘s no record,

and without & record there 18 no sound record, Issues Imnortant to
safety, which the Staff SER has inadecuatelv addresced

resolved to provide a sound record, My varticinat!

discoverv andceroscs-examination on these issuee, which

9 - ~ o~ 1 ~ 1 Y 4
strated the abi’ !ty to corduce, | possit wit

tLhe!r avalladility and my finarnc

As to new ccntentions, cd cause fc new

SER, why i1t could: filed earll matters

the 4 fectors or nther reculired 1us ; admitsirg

ntentions now may diffe» from the . 11 be discussed

. / & var - 1
e contention(s) ‘rvolved. he t1

proceed! contributior to 2 sound

¢f such contenticns by other narties and

protect my interests, for new content!

shown above, with verhars a
CONTENTICON 107-X: Hgrris SEP Avrendix C
with ALARLUlL'Ss reculirement to make clear from thre

without reference to extrinsic documents -« the

sta
onn the relationsh!n of generic unresolved safetv 1=

E.g. on Task A-40 (p.C=11l) they reference the FSAR,

NUREG-1014 (P. C=9) For task Ae-l, the Steff g’

g ves

ror shows any of !ts A-l analvsis tc support the




.

ter hammer be!ng low. For task A=17

€

reference Syndia siudies but n't tell how these relate tc
Contention 107-Y: The sane noncemplience with ALAR.)

elleged in Conterticr 107«X also applies to the Staff's dis

of task A-43 (citing YURFG 0897 and YUPFG.0R69 and

guide); A-Ll (staff review not to be cecrmplete un

before fuel losd, r.C=13); A<4S (reference to "certa!

) Yy vy T
rejuired per NURFG-0L4F, not snecifying anv of then,

A=L7 n g th "detalled"studles to support ti

not be: rf ) ’«2=18) and that "add!tlons

.
irec fo resolution « cfis 1ssue; A4S

'

raqgu
’

Guthrie in SECY 82-465 section 2,3,

“r BN
Maine Yankee water I ammer even of early

significant v problem, 1983

Task | Wa t rp C=7/58
scuseion there of

requires 188% of feedw

reiates to causation or effect Harris,

sl " | s nam Y e
118 analysis 1s inadecuate to assure thsat aterhammanra

11 . 5 - S, . .
will not occur at Harr»!s and that c y ! and RCS bounde rvy

’ - - N
integrity w! be adequate with weterhammers,

New contention 173: The SER (section 8,2.1 pp B.1/Ra2) fa'ls

-

nalyze common causes of fallure of all rowe» 1inee supnlvirg Harris
s earthquakes, tornado.s, ice storms, hurricanes, extraordinary
terrorism or transformer fires in the Harris switchyard.,
CP&L edmitted to the ACRS 1«12«84 that they have c¢nl
toernados among common cauaes . of fallure.cof all
to Harris, Terrorism or earthouake in »narticu

disable the Harris dilesels and knock batteries

both backun power sources, leaving the




alie

WHA™'s NEW: Utter fallure of Staff to consider these common-moie
the SER, : 1-12-84 adnissior that thev have
considered one of them (tornados)., The SFR should leave
as open items those matte»s not adequately taken care of by Applicants
(or by Staff analysis to
this, The SI?'s Loss of 0Offsite
on the accuracy of analveils
is faulty,
WHY COULDN'T FITE FARLII bas! Ve
the faultw analysis !
analyzed common-cause
probabllfty estimated at ¢
information, a content
have been rejected for lack
{f2city als cf. 9/22/%3 T at §), Staff?
1failure

L safTety avaluation

.

avallable 1 5 \ , unt?l the SFR in mv hands,

WA 2

s_\.-‘pl.'. 1’4‘ ~ :A,.¢p4 or r‘("- Q"‘“‘ "?‘?C‘)CQH"‘,

the issues,

lready at issue,
rnaragranh directly abtove,
afates 1aal . . Imd 2 Ay PSS N
safetvy 1: : s admiss 0 his
in significant delay, On balance, the
3 1 ) ¥
outwelgh the minor nossible delav and mine» broadenirg

hat admitting contention 173 now would e :tall,

Contention 174 CF . X part V savs "The . vibratory

ground moticn at the site snhould be determin uming that

the ves locations of highe ! ralt ) | sarthauakes=

are situated at the noint on

. ! rovinces nearest the

site"(cf. 10 2FR 100 App A, V(1)(111)). . F shows that




'L“-

M.
the 18B6 Charleston quake 9ﬂn?“aili X) 13 in ¢ ! tectonic

province to the locaticn of the Harries plant, not assoclated with
particular geologic features at Charleston, SER falls to analyvge

an MM X quake occuring at the SH site or closer then Charleston,
andrioyuraxmthatr ixnrdzmzaemehthatandanxBf¥: non-comnliarce wity

10 CFR 100,

Contenticn 175: ¢ { he US Geological Survey position
taken in SER Appendix F, occurrence modifiled Mercall! intensity
X earthquake (li%e tnat at Charlesaton at or near the Harris

U5GS msavs tectonic featurca2 of the Charleston
0 those in other regions of the Fastern seaboard,
mekes no reference to the nrobab!lity o cuakes
the most severe historic
the pvoint 1t he t tonic orovince nearest the

. T

E of MM X or close tc the SER doesn't

of
Survey position taken in SER Appendix ¥, the Harris operating basis
earthouake (OPF) analyzed in the SER is nnt severe enough 10 CFR

Ml

Appencdix A V (2) requires that tre OBEEK have at lesst hal® the

motion of the SSE (Safe 3Lutdown Farthaouake), which
letter is Modified Mercall! X at or near the
plant sit The 3SER falls to analyze such an 787 for Harris
or show that the plant can safel withstas
177

Content‘on 1 t The SR fails teo establ trat Farris

A A

can withstand safely ar STE consisting of a Modified Mercall! X

earthquake at or rear the Harr'’s site i , 48 what compnliance
App V requi; | 1t of the US Geological

Survey position in SER Appendix F., USGS srows that the same tectovie

province

des Harrts sty My ‘)
the 1886 : i

\ 1 4
quake which %z not related to




specific geologic structures therein, Withstanding an SSF !s necescary
for Harris to be szafe againat severes nuclear accidents,e.pg, multinle
pipebreaks with RCP's breaking loose, inoperable, with containment
fallure,

NOTE: I've ¢ried my best to hold these under 100 words, but

things 1ike™10 CFP 100 Append’x V(1)(111})" are necessarliivy long
and need to be quoted for snecificity,

& fectors for contentions 174 thru 177 as they d4iffer frem
those on pp 1-2 above): These contentions do broaden the 1ssues
now belng litigated. tho the earthouake !ssue was raised at the
outset ‘n narts of r=jected contention: L dr - of these,
since thev are safetv issues, w! o s antly delay the
procaeding since discovervy on aa bty 1ss g has just beern ovened,

Good cause for failure tc rile on . : het the basis, the

SER's violating the analysis recvfrements o CFR 100 aa cited

-

in the contentions 1l74«177 i1¢ not exist 1t41 tre 3ER came out,
14 heve reauired narvy clairvovance to foresee not

~ o

letter (10-1982) bu QTR's fa’lure to use

requirements in addreasing ! ! la~y 19«

content!ons were due for this case,
WHAT's NEW: SER fellure

V requirements for SSE or OBF

WHY COULDN'T FILF FARLIFR: Basis d1d rot exist, How wae

I to know that the Staff would ignore NRC regulations® Tre rules

do not 3av anv*hing about probabilities, just the mnost severe earthaouale

assoclated with the tectonic orovince harris !s
aquake 13 the most severe quake associated wi'th the tectonic
hich. according to the USGS letter in SFP Apvendix F, comprizes the

US Easterr. seaboard. Thus it should have Leer used at the

(nearest point of that province to Harris) to set the

-l

Without the SER {teelf,

no valid basis




existed to show that the STafi would screw up in Such
a contention formulated before the SER could thus have been rejected
as mere speculaticn, The Harris plant be!ing designed for a recurrence

the Charleston quake at Charleston (in terms of seismic desien),

a closer cuake can clesarly daraze 1t severely, so the Staff i1s logfcelly
recuired by 10 CFR 100 to analy:ze nt in ites Harris SEPR,
When they falled to do so, content'ons 177 become pocssible

to specify with basis, the sne 4 vy ¢ tue fa’lure alleged

P - .

+
-

n each of these conteunclions by the Staff, derends directly on the
SER and Arvendix F's use of raticnalizations and nrobahilistic
arguments as tc why the Staff doesn't lonk at more Iintense quakes

as they affect tha H 3 [ Bu 0 CFR 100 Apvendix A V does

.

not depend on orcbabilit : pcific fallure, which i1s included

In svecifving eachi of the contanticns 174 thru 177, could

- &\
heve been predicted in advance of end certeinly

adequate b

the pettern
violaticns and deficiencles adeacur.te dvynamic

cracking of cvlinder

-

inadecuate materials and work

.

n Transamerice Delaval Inc diesel generatores at Ha»ries w'll not

make the dilese)es unable to operete when ne=ded for emerpencr

power

(e.g. after ccmmcnemode AC powerline fallures caused by fce, wind,

tornado, eartnquake), thu:z deprivin; long-term

emergency power, beyond approx 5 hour | ters y, No power,

or coolant pumping: ri aevere accidert without

AT

TW: SER fallure to analvze these f¢
have imvacE?t on Harris,

WY COULDN'T FILY EARLIZR: Basis




5 factors as thev differ from those or pp 1-2: Wont broeden

{ssues much since so many safety problems ave alreadv at lssue,

was raised earlier (ckontention 134) as general dlesel construction

spec\ACs, frpove spec Fcs oy
end operation problem, rejected for lack oTA;l-ll. Basis In TDI

fallure record was not known 5-14-82; until I rece‘ved Th
M. Novak NRC's letter (rec'd Dec 19 '83, dated Dec. 1) to

S. Mautthews of TDI with Harris service list attached, I ha

so0lid basis to relate the TDI fel!lure pattern cdirectly to

Those are tr=> reasons m this contention wasn't fi1

.

drn't be with 2cceptable basis and snecific

1fety contentlion disce rv fust beginnir

i
.

n being admitted wr significantly

. - ¥

proceedin factors favor admiss

YR N 1q latter +
Delaval , ¢ 12-1 : iat 1¢ : TDI's rec

L % 1
"'.f““ 01

o -2
ALl ectl

generators,
38 and GDC 1

of emevrgency

ce
arA RO 18

ccencerns abou 5 8 1a d n't st Y ¢ mnly with

the abbve NRC rax regulations, needed to | he ¢ cooled,

containment ixxmgx sealed, and meet 10 CFR Ax : [, X,XI and XTV

A LidgVy

requirements,

or
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not filing on time, basic d!d not exist, see end of vege 8 precedirp,
No other parties nursue this issue or w!ll revresent my *nterests
on it (Staff cannot make it a contentlon); there are no other

means whereby my interest will be rrotected. I can assist in
develovning a sound record (1) by ensuring there is a reco»d on

this issue (2) by technical cross-examination and dbv d!scovery

(2) possibly by retaining exrert witnesses or» witness,

This w!ll broaden the issues now, though diesel concerns (not based
on TDI's record) were raised at the outset *n rejected certentton 134,
which lakked basis. The Board rejected 1t for lack of sreci’!cfty,
but the TDI fa’lures concerning the NRC in the bas's for contention
179 now could not have been snec!fled ©-14-82 (this case's filing
deadline) beceuse the information was rot ava’lable, esvecially

not the letter received 12-19-83 which relates these fafluves to
Harris, This contention will not significantly delav the proceeding
as safetv contention discovery is oniv now beginning. It will not
significantly brecaden the issues s!nce sc many safetyr issues are
already admitted, On balance these 5 factors welgh !n favor of
admitting contention 179 now, as adecuacy of dlesel generators

i1s vital to vlant safety (and thus assessing *t 15 vitel to a sound
record), and the snecific busis of this cortent’orn was not in my
hands before 30 days ago.

SER centention 180: SER 15,6,3 shows that the ab'lity of
steam generators to isclate in the event of steam tube runtures
within 30 minutes is not established, Thet leaves Table 15,F
a forest of blank spaces. The need for such 1solatm?oun !s clear
in light of the Ginna accident, which released +;d'ocactivity to

tre Public. The SEP fails to document that similar unccidents
or fallures to control radiatfon release through stea=m generatonr

tube ruvntures are x reasonably assured not to hannen at Fawnris,
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WHAT's NEW: SER fa!ls to provide needed I!nformat‘’on Lo assure
safety of the nublic in view of nossible steam tube rmuntures,
There is no good reascr whry the SFR should not do so, e:cept that
Applicants have falled to provide the needed !nformation,

WHY COTLDN'T FILE EARLIER: How could I know that CP&L would
file deficient resnonse to an open item and Staff wouldn't pet
the ‘nformation to sunmnort a proper safetv analysis of steanm
generator tube runture and the S.G. 1solat!on needed 'n case
of a runture, before the SER came out and documented i1t? Rasis
did not ex!st earlier, i1.e, Staff not having the needed ‘nfo by
the time of issuing the SER., SFP should have resclved sz‘ety
issues like this, and I had no basis to prove with srecificity
that it would not on this issue unt!’l it came out,

S factors: Same as those on pp 1-2 as modified bv trose
discussed for contention 173 on vage 4. Since thev are the same
I won't reveat them here, but incornorate them bv reference, as i1f here,
Contention 181: The SFR, pege 18.2 (top) shows that Staff
has not commleted its review of control room design recuilrements:
This i1s due to Arvplicents' not vroviding a program plan showing
Low each DCRDR activity was accomnlished (p.18-1) and to fallure
to address several areas and items (p,18-2) in violation of NURTG.0737,
supplement 1's recuirements for documentatf!on, N®BC idert!fies 3 open
items Iincluding items not reviewed and corrective actions for F¥Ds,
Until all requirements of NUREG-07£37 Supplcement 1 are completed,
Applicants and the SFR fa!l to assure adecuate human factors
design impnlementation at Harris,
WHAT'S NEW: SER specification of Applicants' fatlures to
comnly with NRC documentation recuirements, and Staff's analvsis

being 1n~0ﬂeletg existed,
COULDN'T PILE ?AWLIEQ' No snecific bas's mxmtixs

S factors: same as for contention 180 above,




