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Walls Fddleman's Response to Baxter Letter of L-18
and Motion for Leave to Take
Depositions

Wells Eddleman hereby responds to the letter of Apnlicants!

attorney Tom Baxter dated L4-18-84:1.He alleges the notice does not

comply with 10 CFPR 2,7L40a, but cites no provision thereof not
comolied with, The notice was served on the yurties and on the
persons named at the address CP&L had supplied.

2. The vosition that depositions based on information
delivered after March 15, 1984, because (due to Arplicants' delaying
tactics) the information was not delivered unt!l after that date
i1s a classic Catche«22, makes no sense and should have no forece.
Information uncovered in the Response served March 23 and in documentse

produced pursuant to it (mostly from the documents) is the basis for

PDR

noticing these depositions.
3. Baxter's 3d point is a rehash of #2, responded to above,
Therefcre, in Applicants' "tradition" of changing their positions, T think

it arpropriate to file the motion below:
MOTION
Due to the discrevancies and problems outlined in discovery docu-

ments received from “pplicants, after the March 15 cutoff date for
discovery in this proceeding on safety contentions, Wells Eddleman
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hereby moves the Board to allow depositions of the persons named

in the notice of depositions at filed in this docket on 9 Aoril 1984
and other versons whoses names or identification or info reasonably
i{dentifying same (e.g. concrete !nspector on pour (number)) was received
after L4-9-84.

In survort hereof I point out the contradiction between Applicants!
discovery response that no pours were identified as difficult orior
to placement, and the infom on the nreplacement rerort ICBXW\l}001
which savs "an espactfallv di1¢ficult plecement” o» words to that effeect,

There are also numerous fleld changes, PW's and rebard
discrepancies and deviations in numbers of the reports oroduced;
some are referred to repeatedly. Numerous orocedures, changes
and so on have not been produced. Therefore these devositions
might reasonably be delayed until such documents are produced
and T and/or my exvert(s) have time to examine them,

It 1s the ovinion of my consulting expert that a pour
with surface honeycombing or voids is very likely to have internal
honeycombing and/or voids. Since only visual inspection was used
on the Harris base mat vour that had surface ‘ndications, this
indicates a potentially serious problem, It should not be dismissed
lightly., Depositions, as this Board has noted, are a more efficient
way to obtain information.

As an example of the information that needs followup, pour
ICBXW290001 had a concrete test with two criteria, one of which was
average of m 3 consecutive samples not below minimum strength., This
criterion was violated; but the second criterion, no sample more than
500 ps!i below minimum strength, was also violated with a 4105 psi
test with 5000 required., This anpears to not have been followed up %
at all by CP&L, u(,Z‘{’%
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