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Wells Eddleman's Response to Summary Disvosition on 15-A2

CP&L (and the!r loyal ally the NRC Staff) would have you
believe that 55% 1s a conservative estimate of the Harris vlent's
opersting capacity factor. Thnat capacity fector is, of course, not
known now, Applicants argue (2-28-84 Motion for Summary Disposition
on 15AA, p.5) that not "the most pessimistic estimates" but reasonable
estimates of Capacity Pactor are what NWPA requires.
But neither Applicants' nor Staff's estimates are reasonable
beyond material fssues of fact, as shown estensively in the accompanting
affidavits of Charles Komanoff (with attschments) and Wells Fddleman,
and in the sccompanping Statement of Material Pacts In Dispute on 15AA,
Applicants' affiant Koppe, who they claim is "eminently qualified"
(motion, p.6 middle), interestingly gives no credentials imnvolving
3 his record in Pndictiw capacity factors. By contrast, Komanof'f 1s
g well-known for making bytter canacity factor predictions thank the
Sx nuclear industry. Even I have managed to out-predict CPAL and Duke Power
ﬂg before the NC Utilities Commission, Based on the information avallable

to Komanoff (and me), there is no basis to conclude that Harris will
outdo a 55% capacity factor as Applicants and Staff elaim,
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There i1s actually a large negative immact on Brunswick's capacity

factor that is not associated with saltwater cooling. Komanoff finds
this impact to be a drop of 9.2 to 11.5% in two of h's statistiocal
analyses. I found an overall immact of about 15% by nonstatistical
methods,

T believe the negative Impacts thus founA avre esasnciated with
CP4L mismanagement and theilr involvement in design and oneration of
Brunswick. The NC Utillities Commission has twice penalized CP%L for
mismanagement responsible for 70-plus day outages at Brunsw!ck.
Outages, or course, reduce capacity factor.

CP&L was even more involved in designing and buillding Harris,
than in Brunswick.

Kovpe undermines his own credibility by taking the approach
that all weszinghouso PWRs are the same statistical ponulation, and
thus appropriate for comparison to Herris, Actually, as Komanoff shows,
the odds of small (under 600-MWe) and larger W PWRs being the same
ponulation is statistically about 1 in 1000,

Koope nowhere analyzes the Beaver Vallevy 1 and North Anna 1 and 2
plants' differences from (or similarities to) Harris, He ignores (and
may not know that) CPAL's own 1dantification nf thoss units as s'm!lap
to Harris max which is the basis of my us‘ng those 3 units for
comparison panOIOI. These 3 units average less than 554 lifetime C.F.
and the oldest unit (B, Valley 1) has the lowest C.F., contrary to Koope's
claim that in time units will come closer to a statistical norm or average

The attached affidavits ind supporting documents clearly show
that virtually everything CPAL claims on this contention is in dispute.
CP&L twists my answer to an interrogatory (p.B8, Motion) from what T would
recommend the Staff do, Lo a characterization of the "reasonable estimate"

standard that 1s different from my own. In characterizing the benefits
of things not yet done, I think it is reasonable to be conservacive,
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Indded, the whole commercial nuclear industry anpears to be
foundering at this point because they did not adhere to such a rule,
But that's their problem.

CP&L omits from its critique of my comparison of plants
(Motion, p.9) that neither CPAL nor MRC Staff made much (if any)
more detalled answers on discovery from me about what they saw
as similarities between Harris and other plants.

CP&L resorts to the outright lie on page 10, savinge T am
unable or unwilline to orovide any basis for commaring CP&I's
Harris plant to those very units (Beaver Valley 1, N.Anna 1 and ?)
which CPXL itself characterized as similar to Harris at the time
they sought an NCUC certificate to build Harris. They are sim!ilar
in design and in time-frame of design., CP4L knew this bacause I had
told them, And they should know what their own peorle had said,
particularly when I was asking them about 1t on discovery.

CP&L omits Koppe's discussion of addiftional Harris problems
that may arise from the!r discussion on vage 10, If the problems
involved in operations had been solved so effectively, the Confederscy
would no doubt have won the civil war, But a commany like CPRIL, with
its record of mismanagement, having been twice penalized by the NC
Utilities Commission specifically for screwing up akat Brunswick,
with the lowest-performing BwWRs in America (the 2 et Brunswick) has
a credibility problem when they m say thevy will solve rroblems,

CP&L says I "rely heavily" on steam generator problems for
my judgments. Not so, Steam generators are only an addit‘onal
problem that CPLL 1s far from guaranteed of solving as far as long-
term effects on capacity factor are concerned, FEven if Harr!s had

no steam generator problems, it still would not have solutions to

the CPAL involvement in 1t (and managing 1t), nor would 1t have a
grest advantage over plants its size with AVT water chemistry
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(e.g. the North Anna units). Lest CP&L cleim that North Anna is
doing all that well, note that Komanoff found a deterioration
in Westinghouse plant performance after about the 12th year.
This is directly contrary to Koppe's claims (affid p. 10) of better
or sim!lar verformance in later years,
Korpe himself, however, found that 'n years G-1x4, Westinghouse

3 loop PWRs had a capacity factor (average) of SL.8%. That's under
55%. See Exhibit RHK-2, p.21,

The detalls of the other disputes are in the affidavits
and statement of material facts in dispute, T won't waste your
time repeating them here, I would simply point out that capacity
factor is a complex matter involving many influences, It is very
difficult to rule out the influence of one or another thing on
K capacity factor. And the naclear industry and NRC Staff don't
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Wells Fddleman

seem to be very good at predicting 1t.

Note: This response is timely filed under an extension
granted by oral order of Judge Kelley, changing the time from
April 13 to April 16 (Mondgay).



