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APPLICANTS' ANSWERS TO JOINT INTERVENORS
INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF

DOCUMENTS TO APPLICANTS ON JOINT CONTENTION [ (FIRST SET)
Applicants Carolina Power & Light Company ("CP&L") and North

Carolina Eastern Municipal Power Agency, pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.740b, hereby
submit the following responses to "Joint Intervenors Interrogatories and Request
for Production of Documents to Applicants on Joint Contention I (First Set)." The
provision of answers to these interrogatories is not to be deemed a representation
that Applicants consider the information sought to be relevant to the issues to be
heard in this proceeding.

ANSWERS TO GENERAL INTERROGATORIES
ANSWER Gl:

(a) The followiig list identifies those persons who provided
information upon which Applicants relied in answering the interrogatories on Joint

Contention | and indieates the particular interrogatory answer for which such
person provided information:
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INTERROGATORY

I-1 through 9

I-10

I-11 through 12

I-13 through 15

I-16 through 21
1-22

1-23
I-24
1-2§
1-26

1-27

[-28 (a & b)
(ef)
(g)
(h)

1-29

SR

TECHNICAL CONTACT(S)

Sherwood Zimmerman
Ronnie Coats

Joe Harness

Blaine Rieck

Bill Hindman

John Eads

Wayne Ennis
Ron Brown
Ronnie Coats
Mike Jones

Ronnie Coats
John Eads

Ronnie Coats

Henry Oehman
Joe Harness
Blaine Rieck
Bill Hindman

John Eads
Ronnie Coats
Henry Oehman

John Eads
Ronnie Coats

Ronnie Coats

Joe Harness

Blaine Rieck

Bill Hindman

Wayne Ennis/Mac Harris

Ron Brown
Ron Brown
Jim Deaton
John Eads

Joe Harness
Henry Oehman
Ronnie Coats



1-30 (a-e)
(d)
(e)

(f-g)
(h-m)

(r) i=xxvi

(r) xxvii-xxix

(r) xl-end
1-31
1-32 through 33
1-34 through 37
1-38

1-39 (a<h)
(i=§)

(k-1)
(m-n)

(o-s)
(u=x)

1-40

1-41

1-42
1-43

1-45

1-46 (a-f)
@

(h)
4Y

John Eads
Joe Harness
Joe Harness
Ronnie Coats
Ray Hanford
Joe Harness
Jack Hammond
John Eads
Joe Harness
Ronnie Coats
Ronnie Coats
Ronnie Coats

Ron Brown
Bob Stancil
Ron Brown
Bob Staneil

Jim Deaton
Maleolm Holmes
Bob Staneil
Bob Staneil
Wayne Ennis
John Eads
Manley Pope
Manley Pope

Ronnie Coats
Joe Harness

Ronnie Coats
Sam MeManus
Ray Hanford
Ronnie Coats
Joe Harness
Ronnie Coats
Fred Tollison
Ronnie Coats
Dave Fleshood
R. B. Richey

Ronnie Coats
Ronnie Coats



1-47 (a-b)
(e-end)

1-48 through 49
1-50

1-81
1-62 through 65
166 through 67

1-68 through 69
=70

1-71

1-72 (a=e)
(d)
1-73
I-74 through 75
I-76
1-78

1-79

John Eads
Ronnie Coats

Ronnie Coats
Bill Hindman
Jim Nevill
Peggy Morris
Ronnie Coats
Murray Johnson
Henry Oehman
Joe Harness
Ronnie Coats
Joe Harness
Ronnie Coats
Joe Harness
John Eads

Bill Hindman

Joe Harness

Joe Harness
Ronnie Coats

John Eads
Joe Harness

John Eads
Dr. Tom Elleman

Ronnie Coats
John Eads
Fred Tollison
Bob Staneil
Ron Brown
Wayne Ennis

Wayne Ennis



1-80 John Eads

Henry Oehman
John Walker
1-81 through 83 Ron Brown
-84 Bill Hindman
1-8% Dr. Tom Elleman
1-86 Joe Harness
1-87 John Walker
Joe Harness
1-38 John Walker
Joe Harness
1-89 through 95 Murray Johnson
1-96 Dr. Tom Elleman
1-97 through 99 Mucray Johnson
=100 Bob Staneil
Lynn Farmer

(b) See Answer Glia)
| ANSWER Gi2:
() Applicants have not yet identified the expert or other witnesses
they expect to call in this proceeding regarding Joint Contention |, When and if
| such witnesses are identified, Applioants will supplement this response in a timely
‘ manner.
(b) See Answer G2(n).
ANSWER G3
(a) Documents relied upon by Applieants are either identified within
ench response to the speeific Interrogatories or will be provided for Joint
Intervenors inspection upon re juest as stated in the various responses.
(b) See Answer (i3(a).



ANSWER Ga:

(n) See Answer G(a).

(b) See Answer G3a).
ANSWER O%

(a) Applicants have not at this time identified which documents, if
any, they intend to use In cross-examination of witnesses presented by Joint
Intervenors and/or the NRC Staff on Joint Contention 1.

ANSWER Gér
Applicants have no such information.

ANSWER I-] through -5

The following documents, which pertain to regulation of Applieants’
nuelear units by the US. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and which contain
information responsive to these Interrogatories, will be made available for Joint
Intervenary' (napection at CPAL's General Office upon request:

Document Deseription Dates
nu((:“l.mp:mn Reports and CPA&L Responses 1978 to present
r
NRC Inspection Reports and CP&L Responses 1976 to present
(Brunswicok)

NI‘(: lnpm’q Reports and CP& L Responses 1975 to present

SALP Reports and CP&L Responses mﬁ rm‘
T/80-13/81y
1/82-1/8

Licensee Lvent Reports (Brunswick) 1978 to preasent

Lisensee Event Reports (Robimson) 1976 to present

under 1978 1o present

of oecurrences
10 CFR § 50.55(e) (Harris)
Reports of ocourrences reportable under 1976 to present



10 CFR §50.55(e) (Brunswick)

of oceurrences under
10 CFR Part 21 (Harris) 1978 to present
of oceurrences reportable under 1976 to present
10 CFR Part 21 (Brunswick)
of occurrences reportable under 1979 to present

lO Cll Part 21 (m

mmdn‘ under 1976 to present
l. cn 20.407

Summary ure Reports required under 1978 to present
10 CFR §20.407 (Robinson)
Semiannual Radioactive Effiuent Release 1976 to present
| required under Reg. Guide 1.21
(Hrunswiok)
Semiannual Radionctive Effluent Release 1974 to present

Reports required under Reg. Guide 1.21
(Robinson)

Documents relating to eivil penalties levied agninst Applioants since
1982 by the State of South Caroline under regulations pertaining to radioactive
waste shipments will also be made available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at
CPAL'S Ceneral Office upon request. Additionally, documents relating to
exoeedences of NPDES permit effluent limitations sinee 1979 pertaining to the
Harrls, Robinson and Brunswiek Plants will be made avallable for Joint
Intervenors’ inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.
ANSWER 1-6 theough |-

Applioants interprat these Interrogatories as referring to occurrences
related to operation of thelr nuclear units, To the extent that any sueh
aeourrences are (1 flected in the documents provided in response to Interrogatory
Nos. =1 through I-8, reference should be made to the doouments themselves, In
addition, the finel orders of the North Carolina Utilities Commission and the

South Caroline Publie Serviee Commission in the following dockets contain
langunge that aan be interpreted as responsive to these Interrogetories:



NCUC ORDERS

Case Doeket No.

1981 N.C. Rate Case Docket E-2, Sub 416

1982 N.C. Rate Case Doeket E-2, Sub 444

1983 N.C. Rate Case Docket E-2, Sub 461

October 1980 N.C. Fuel Clause Case  Docket E-2, Sub 402

SCPSC ORDERS

Case Docket No,

1982 $.C. Rate Case Docket 81-163-E,
Order No, §2-284

1983 8.C. Rate Case Docket 82-328-E,

Order No, 83-583
August 1981 8.C, Fuel Clause Case &.::‘N:.'-:I-"“
September |982 8.C, Fuel Clause Case Docket 79-7-K,

Order No, §2-680

Copies of these orders will be made available for Joint Intervenors'
inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.
ANSWER -9

Applieants have no knowledge of any occurrences tht' were required
to be reported to the NRC that have not been reported. (See response to
Inter~ogatory No. 1-30(f-g)).

ANSWER I-10:

The design basis for Brunswiek and for Robinson is different from that
of Harrls and different from one another. The applieabllity of safety
requirements, reg ilations or restrictions to the Brunswiok, Robinson, and Harris
nuelear plants s detailed in their respective Final Safety Analysis Reports
(FSAR), copies of which will e made available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at
CPAL'S General Offies upon request. As part of the reguiatory procass, the NRC
has required baekfitting of selected requirements for already built plants. The
NIC may, at any time, require backfitting of a facility in secordance with 10



CFR 50,109 if sueh action "will provide substantial, additional protection which is
required for the public health and safety or the *ommon defense and security.”
w - 1-

The following list identifies testimony that contains discussions
relating to problems at Brunswick and Robinson from 1979-1984. The transeripts
and prefiled testimony of these witnesses will be made available for Joint
Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

N.C. Rate Cases
Case Witnesses
E~2, Sub 431 (1984) P.W. Howe, J.M. Davis, M.A. McDuffie, S.H. Smith
E~2, Sub 444 (1982) L.W. Eury, M.A. MeDuffie, B.J. Furr, S.H. Smith,
R.M., Coats
E-2, Sub 416 (1981) S.H. Smith, L.W. Eury, B.J. Furr
E-2, Sub 366 (1979-80) S.H. Smith
N.C. Fuel Cases
Case Witnesses
E-2, Sub 446 B.J. Furr
'-" “ ‘J‘ Lo" l',
E-2, Sub 420 B.J. Furr
E~2, Sub 18] B.J. Furr/J.B. MeGirt
E~2, Sub 380 B.Jd. Furr
S.C. Rate Cases
82-328-E (1983) S.H. Smith, R.M, Coats
81-163-E (1982) S.H. Smith
#0-69-E (1980) S.H. Smith, R.B. Starkey
8.C. Fusl Cases (79-7-E)
Care Witnesses
Marah 27, 1984 R.M., Coats
September 27, 1983 R.M. Conts
Maroh 29, 1983 T.8. Elleman
September 28, | 982 RM. Conta



August 24, 1981 L.W. Eury

September 23, 1980 R.A. Watson
Other Hearings
Case Witnesses

HBR Steam Generator -  J.J. Sheppard

Docket 50-261-OLA T.F. Timmons (Westinghouse)
Harris ASLB Remand E. E. Utley

50-400,50-401,50-402 M. A. McDuffie

50-403 J. A. Jones

Applicants will also make available copies of press releases (Company

statements generally mailed or released (o the media), media inquiry forms
(internal News Services documents that reflect information given to a reporter(s)
in response to a specific question or questions), and Infobulletins (informational
bulletins prepared and distributed to CP&L offices which generally reflect
Company statements or positions given to the media), which contain information
about problems at Brunswick or Robinson Unit 2 for Joint Intervenors' inspection

at CP&L's General Office upon request.

ANSWERS [-13 and [-14:

The Company's organization with respect to nuclear plant design,
construction and operation through March 1979 was discussed in detail in the
Harris ASLB remand hearings and is set forth in the record of that hearing.

Since March 1979, the Company's organization with respect to nuclear
plant engineering, construction, operation, and support has been described in
detail in a series of Management Capability Reports which were submitted to the
NRC and dated August 1979, September 1980, July 1981, August 1983, and
January 1984, respectively.

Copies of these reports will be made available for Joint Intervenors'

inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

-]0-



In addition, organizational changes have been discussed in rate case
testimony before the South Carolina Public Service Commission and North

Carolina Utilities Commission. The following witnesses discussed organizational

changes:
N. C. Rate Cases
Case Witnesses
Docket E-2, Sub 481 (1984) M. A. MeDuffie
Docket E-2, Sub 461 (1983) L. W. Eury, S. H. Smith
Docket E-2, Sub 444 (1982) M. A. McDuffie, B. J. Furr, L. W. Eury
Docket E-2, Sub 416 (1981) L. W. Eury, B. J. Furr
S. C. Rate Case
Docket 82-328-E (1983) S. H. Smith

Copies of these transcripts and prefiled testimony will be made
available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

Over the years of CP&L's involvement in nuclear power, CP&L's
organization has experienced significant growth. The structure of CP&L's
organization has been modified when appropriate to accommodate that growth as
well as changes occurring in the nuclear industry. In developing and implementing
any reorganizations or reassignments during this period, CP&L's major objective
has always been that of maintaining and/or improving its ability to engineer,
construct, operate, and maintain its nuclear plants in a safe, reliable, and
efficient manner and in full compliance with applicable regulatory requirements.
In developing and implementing organizational changes, CP&L has been attuned
not only to immediate organizational needs but also to the need to develop its
organization and personnel in an orderly and logical manner in order to facilitate

future growth.
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Each manager/supervisor has an inherent responsibility to develop his
assigned organization and personnel in a manner that provides for satisfactory
accomplishment of assigned responsibilities now and in the future. Thus, the need
for organizational changes may be identified at various levels of responsibility
within the Company. The Company provides for review and approval of changes
at succeeding management levels up to and including the Company's Senior
Management. The approval level will vary depending on the change being
proposed.

ANSWER I-15:

Company records regarding approval of organizational changes since
January 1981 will be made available fo- the Joint Intervenors' inspection at
CP&L's General Office upon request. Records relating to the years prior to 1981
are not accessible without undue burden.

ANSWER I-16:

Attachment 1-16 provides the information requested in the first
sentence of Interrogatory No. I-16 for the years 1977 through 1983. Records of
outages prior to 1978 are not accessible without undue burden.

Whenever a nuclear unit is taken out of service, appropriate general
office management personnel are notified. The timing of such reporting depends
on the reason for the outage. Because scheduled outages are planned,
management personnel up to and including the Executive Vice President - Power
Supply and Engineering & Construction are aware of the outage in advance. In the
case of a forced outage, notification to the general office is normally made by
phone as soon as reasonably possible. The notification sequence may vary
depending on personnel availability and the nature of the outage. In any case,

during normal working hours, the Senior Vice President Nuclear Generation and/or

13-



the Executive Vice President Power Supply and Engineering & Construction are
normally advised of a forced outage within a few hours of its occurrence.

In addition, daily reports (Monday - Friday) that document the status
of all of our units are provided to other management personnel.

ANSWER I-17:

CP&L files a monthly report with the North Carolina Utilities
Commission that documents the reasons for off-line outages and the remedial
action taken. These reports were initiated in May 1978. Copi=s of these reports
will be made available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office

upon request.
ANSWER I-18:

See Attachment I-16 for the definition of planned outages and
identification of plannec outages since 1977 for each of CP&L's nuclear units.
Attachment 1-18 compares the scheduled versus actual duration of these planned
outages and summarizes the reasons for any extension of the original schedule.

Copies of the outage reports for those planned outages identified in
Attachment I-18 for which outage reports were written will be made available for
Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

ANSWER 1-19:

Limitations on plant output can occur due to various reasons such as
(1) unit outages, (2) routine equipment related limitations (such as a pump out of
service for maintenance), (3) other plant conditions (such as condenser cooling
water temperature or fuel preconditioning limits at Brunswick), and (4)
restrictions due to regulatory limitations.

Limitations relative to (1) above are included in response to

Interrogatory No. I-16. Limitations related to (2) and (3) are routine operating
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occurrences. ldentification of such limitations as requested is not practical and
would be extremely burdensome. Limitations associated with item (4) are
discussed below:

Robinson Unit 2

During the period from May 16, 1973 to July 25, 1973 Robinson Unit 2
was limited to approximately 95% power due to a generic concern related to fuel
densification. The limitation was removed when special core surveillance
equipment was installed and approved for use. This concern was fully resolved at
the end of eyele 2 by replacing core regions 2 and 3 with new fuel not subject to
the densification phenomenon.

During the period from September 2, 1981 to November 6, 1981
Robinson Unit 2 was limited to a power level of approximately 50%. This
reduction was established in order to reduce steam generator hot leg temperatures
to reduce the rate of tube corrosion. During the period of November 6, 1981 to
November 15, 1981 the unit was shut down to make instrumentation set point
changes. Following this outage, the unit was limited to approximately 80% power
until it was chut down on January 26, 1984. Steam generator replacement is
currently in progress.

Brunswick Unit 1

During the period from August 30, 1979 to September 1, 1979, Unit 1
was limited by approximately 10% due to a rotated fuel bundle. The limitation
was lifted after analyses were completed to verify the acceptability of operation
with the rotated bundle.

Brunswick Unit 2

During the period of August 1981 through April 24, 1982, output from

Brunswick Unit 2 was limited to comply with technical specification limits on off-
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gas activity releases. The off-gas releases were due primarily to leaking fuel
bundles in the originally installed 7x7 fuel bundles that remained in the core at
that time. Reductions ranged from 10 - 30% at various times during this period.
The remaining 7x7 fuel bundles were removed during the outage that began on
April 24, 1982.

ANSWER [-20:

Documents relating to the limitations discussed in Applicants' response
to Interrogatory No. I-19 will be made available for Joint Intervenors' inspection
at CP&L's General Office upon request.

ANSWER [-21:

See response to Interrogatory No. I-13.

ANSWER [-22:

CP&L maintains an Employee Handbook for all employees. This
handbook identifies 14 personnel policies that apply to all employees of the
Company. In addition, the Company maintains a Standard Personnel Practices
Manual which further amplifies and helps explain the 14 Company policies. The
first manual covering Compeny policy and personnel practices was published in
January 1947. Since that time it has been revised and reprinted 13 times. CP&L
does not routinely maintain any of the prior printings of the manual; however,
some copies of previous manuals may be available from individuals in Employee
Relations or other departments. Those known to exist will be made available for
Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request. In October
1981 the Company developed a separate policy manual for construction ecraft
employees. This manual became part of the Construction Craft Employee
Handbook published for craft employees. The use of the Construction Craft

Handbook has been discontinued and all employees are covered by the Standard
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Personnel Practices Manual. These manuals will be made available for Joint
Invervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

In addition to these two manuals, two programs, which are
amplifications of Company policy, should be mentioned. The first is the Drug and
Alcohol Abuse Procedure. This procedure explains the details of the poliey
statement in the Employee Standard Personnel Practices Handbook on drug and
alcohol abuse as applied to all employees working at a nuclear project and those
other employees requiring unescorted access. In addition, the Company maintains
a procedure of personnel screening for unescorted access to the protected and
vital areas of the nuclear plant. This procedure identifies the sereening
requirements for employment of applicants and the screening prior to placement
of employees into a nuclear unit. Both of these procedures are designed to
enhance the security of the nuclear plants by assuring the reliability,
trustworthiness, and stability of employees working within those nuclear units.
Copies of these procedures will be made available for Joint Intervenors' inspection
at CP&L's General Office upon request.

The Conduet of Nuclear Operations Manual was prepared in 1982 and
1983 in support of CP&L's management's desire and direction to achieve greater
consistency at CP&L's nuclear facilities with respect to programs, methodology,
and practices to be utilized in the management of the nuclear facilities.

The manual contains a codification of the philosophy and executive
directives regarding performance, responsibilities, management, and operations.
It further defines nuclear operations programs and methodology that are instituted
to achieve consistency in practices within the three nuclear plants and defines

organizational functions and interfaces.
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Chapter 4 of the manual was developed in futherance of CP&L's belief
that an essential part of nuclear operations management control is that the
intentions, desires, and opinions of management be articulated through specific
management concepts, statements, and policy interpretations. Examples of the
subjects that are covered in this section are safety, housekeeping, responsibilities
and accountabilities, management attitudes, control room discipline, discipline of
operators, nuclear operational consistency, and integrity.

ANSWER 1-23:

See Applicants' Management Capability Reports dated August 16,
1979, September 22, 1980, July 31, 1981, August 4, 1983 and January 10, 1984; in
addition, see Section 13.1 of the FSAR.

ANSWER [-24:

Attachment 1-24 is a summary of the staffing levels for the Brunswick
and Robinson plants operating staffs for the period 1978 to July 1983. The
summary cetails the authorized level of employees by major functional
classifications and presents the actual number of employees on a total plant
basis. Data necessary to respond in the detail requested is not readily available
and would be burdensome to retrieve.

In the fall of 1983, CP&L instituted a computerized Personnel
Inventory Tracking System (PITS) that can provide the type of detail requested. A
copy of the PITS report for year-end 1983 will be made available for Joint
Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request. Historical data
that existed prior to the implementation of PITS has not been backfitted into the
system. The PITS report referenced above provides the detail requested for each
of the Nuclear Projects, which includes the operating organization.
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ANSWER [-25:

CP&L does not maintain records in the form requested in Interrogatory

No. I-25.

ANSWER [-26:

The following reports are nonroutine, formal management studies

concerning the safety or operation of Applicants' nuclear units which will be made

available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request

(see response to Interrogatory No. [-51):

United Engineers & Constructors, Ine. — "Brunswick Steam Electric Plant
Units |1 & 2 Design Decisions"

A. Ronald Jacobstein — "Investigation of Carolina Power & Light Company
Brunswick Steam Electric Plant"

Analysis & Technology, Ine. — "An Evaluation of Carolina Power & Light
Company's Nuclear Operator Training Program"

Lapp, Inc. — "Assessment of the Health Physics Program at the Brunswick
Steam Eleetric Plant"

General Eleetric — "Management Team Review of the Brunswick Site
Operations"

Management Analysis Company — "An Evaluation and Audit of the Carolina
Power & Light Company Quality Assurance Program and I[ts
Implementation During Construction and Operation of Its Nuclear Power
Plants"

NRC Performance Appraisal Team Report

INPO Evaluation Reports for the Robinson and Brunswick plants for the
years 1981-1983 and the Harris Self-Initiated Evaluation Report dated
December 10, 1982.
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ANSWER [-27:

(a-d) Statements 1-51 were made by Messrs. Jones, McDuffie, Utley,
or Banks as identified in the transcripts of the Harris Remand Hearings. These
statements were made under oath. All of these individuals, with the exception of
Mr. Jones, are currently employees of CP&L. Mr. Jones retired on October I,
1982 and has contracted with CP&L to perform various consulting functions in the
area of corporate nuclear activity since his retirement. The three remaining
individuals all hold different positions now than they did at the time of the Harris
Remand Hearings. In 1979, Mr. McDuffie was Senior Vice President - Engineering
and Construction; currently, he is Senior Vice President - Nuclear Generation.
Mr. Banks was Manager - Nuclear Generation in 1979; currently, he is Manager -
Corporate Quality Assurance. Mr. Utley was Senior Vice President - Power Supply
Group in 1979; currently, he is Executive Vice President - Power Supply and
Engineering and Construction.

(e-h) These statements were made in an open regulatory proceeding.
The transcripts and exhibits for the proceeding support the statements. Each such
person was employed with CP&L in such a position as to serve as spokesperson for
CP&L.

Applicants acknowledge that statements numbered 52 through 117
were contained in various news publications. Their accuracy has not been
verified.

(i-1) Details of follow-up action are outlined below:

Item 21 - See the Management Capability report which addresses
organization and staffing at Harris.
Item 22 - Appropriate inspections of work at Harris have been

conducted as part of our Quality Assurance Program.
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Item 27 - See the testimony of CP&L witnesses in hearings before the
North Carolina Utilities Commission. See response to Interrogatory No. I-11.

Item 28 - Does not require CP&L follow-up.

Item 29 - See response to Interrogatory No. I-30(r Xviii).

Item 22 - See the testimony of CP&L witnesses in hearings before the
North Carolina Utilities Commission. See response to Interrogatory No. I-11.

Item 37 - See the Management Capability report for a discussion of
Applieants' current Quality Assurance Organization.

Item 40 - Based upon modifications made to the fire protection system
at Brunswick, the NRC issued a final Fire Protection Safety Evaluation Report on
June 11, 1980. On November 19, 1980, the NRC issued Appendix R to 10 CFR 50
which established new and additional fire protection criteria. Additional
modifications to the fire protection system are planned and/or in progress in
response to the revised criteria.

Item 50 - Does not require follow-up.

ANSWER 1-28:

(a) Mr. Shearon Harris, 1969-1980 - resume provided as Attachment
[-28A.

Mr. Sherwood H. Smith, Jr., 1980 - Present - resume provided as
Attachment 1-28B.

(b) Education and professional experience are identified in the
resumes provided. Through the Chairman/President's involvement in the listed
nuclear industry organizations, he is continuously informed of and involved in
nuclear-related activities and issues critical to the industry.

(e) With the exception of expense records and a record of nuclear
plant visits, CP&L does not retain any other records of the Chairman/President's
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past appointments, travel, telephone calls, daily activities, ete in a form that
would permit Applicants to respond to this Interrogatory without undue burden. A
record of the Chairman/President's visits to the nuclear plants has been
maintained since 1981. A list of these visits is provided as Attachment [-28C.
(d) See response to Interrogatory No. [-28(c).
(e) See response to Interrogatory No. [-28(c).
(f) See response to Interrogatory No. [-28(a and e).
(g) Under the Agreements between CP&L and North Carolina Eastern
Municipal Power Agency (NCEMPA), CP&L has full responsibility for
constructing, operating and maintaining jointly-owned facilities. NCEMPA has
the right to have an observer at each plant in which it has an ownership interest
and CP&L keeps NCEMPA informed about matters relevant to the construction,
operation and maintenance of jointly-owned facilities. Pursuant to the
agreements between CP&L and NCEMPA, NCEMPA pays its proportionate share
of the costs of constructing, operating and maintaining jointly-owned nuclear
plants. Only in this sense does NCEMPA have a role in item (iv) "financing
nuclear plants” and item (viii) "finaucing repairs needed to assure safety of
nuclear plants it co-owns."
(i) The terms of the Agreements between CP&L and NCEMPA were
arrived at through negotiations between the parties.
(i) Not applicable.
(iii) Not applicable.
(h) Attached are resumes for the senior management executives other
than the Chairman/President who have responsibilities regarding CP&L's nuclear
facilities: Mr. E. E. Utley - Executive Vice President, Attachment 1-28D; Mr. M.

A. MeDuffie - Senior Vice President, Nuclear Generation, Attachment [-28E; and
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Mr. James M. Davis, Jr. - Senior Vice President, Operations Support, Attachment
[-28F. Education and professional experience are identified in each resume,
Other than expense records and the record of nuclear plant visits for Mr. Utley,
CP&L does not maintain any records of the executives' past appointments, travel,
telephone calls, ete. The record of nuclear plant visits for Mr. Utley is provided
as Attachment [-28G.

A copy of CP&L's Management Capability Report as filed with the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission for the Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant in
Docket No. 50-400 and 50-401 will be made available for Joint Intervenors'
inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request. This document detai: CP&L's
organization and personnel qualifications in all nuclear activities.

ANSWER [-29:

(a-d) CP&L does not possess a list of each person who has been hired
as an operator or trainee at our nuclear plants since commercial operation of
those plants. A list of current operators and trainees will be made available for
Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

(eX1-4) In compliance with NRC requirements, reactor operators must
be licensed by the NRC at the plant at which they work. Based on an individual's
background, varying levels of training and experience are required prior to taking
the NRC licensing exams. CP&L does not tender applicants for the NRC
examinations unless they have satisfied the applicable training and qualification
requirements for our plants.

Details of CP&L's training and qualification requirements, including
retraining, and requalification, are discussed in the following references which
will be made available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office

upon request:
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1. Plant Final Safety Analysis Reports (FSARSs)

2. Training Instruections contained in the Plant Operating Manuals
3. Plant Technical Specifications
4. Training Manual for Nuclear and Fossil Operations Personnel

All licensed CP&L operators have passed their licensing exams in
accordance with NRC ecriteria applicable at the time of their licensing. Current
NRC requirements specify that each candidate tested must achieve a minimum
total score of 80% with a score of 70% or greater on each section of the test.

(eX5-6) CP&L Management is not aware of any CP&L operators
cheating on an NRC exam.

(eX7) CP&L policies pi. ‘e for disciplinary action for various
reasons. There have been instances in which disciplinary action has been taken
against operating personnel. Such action, when taken, has been in accordance
with company policy. When employee action results in a violation of NRC
regulations, disciplinary action taken as to the employee may be discussed in
CP&L's response to the NRC's Notice of Violation which would, in turn, be
provided in response to Interrogatories I-1 through I-5. Any additional details
regarding such actions are considered confidential. At no time has CP&L allowed
an individual to remain in an operating position if there were questions regarding
that person's fitness for duty (see response to Interrogatory No. I-39(p)).

(eX8-11) Periodic retraining is required by the NRC. See response to
(e)(1-4) above.

(f) See responses to (e)1-11) above.

(gXi-ii) In addition to the documents referred to in response to (e)X1-4)
above, CP&L requirements for employment of personnel, including testing

requirements, are contained in policies established by the Company's Employee
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Relations Department. Documents containing these requirements will be made
available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

(gXiii) At all times the role of senior management with respect to
selection of power plant operators has been to ensure that appropriate
qualification and hiring criteria and training programs are established such that
personne’ placed in an operating position are qualified for the position in
accordance with company policy and regulatory criteria. The criteria and
programs so developed have been revised from time to time as required in order to
ensure continued compliance with applicable regulations and company policies.

(h) See response to (a-d) above.

() No.

(k) Not applicable.

(1) CP&L's pay schedule for operators is established to be competitive
within the industry. The pay schedule is reviewed at least annually and revised as
appropriate in order to maintain.Applicants' competitive posture. ‘

(mXi-v) Applicants' response to Interrogatory No. I-24 identifies the
number of reactor operators at Brunswick as of year-end 1983. Applicants do not
possess a list of the number of operators who have left Brunswick, Robinson, or
Harris, for any reason.

(mXvi) Many of the operators or operator trainees at Harris were
hired for the Harris Plant but received training at either Robinson or Brunswick.
These personnel have been transferred to Harris on a schedule consistent with the
schedule for completion of Harris and in a manner that has not adversely affected
the availability of operators at Robinson or Brunswick. As of March 30, 1984,
there were 8?2 operating personnel at Harris (Auxiliary Operators (AO), Control

Operators (CO), Senior Control Operators (SCO), and Foremen). Of these
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personnel, 20 have had experience at Brunswick (eight were licensed at Brunswick)
and 18 have experience at Robinson (seven were licensed at Robinson).

(mXvii) See response to (eX7) above.

(n-p) Applicants have established security and background
requirements for personnel who work in Applicants' nuclear pilants. These
requirements are included in Applicants' Security Plan which has been approved by
the NRC. A copy of Applicants' screening program will be made available for
Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request. Operators
are included in this program and therefore have been appropriately screened.
ANSWER [-30:

(a) Copies of the testimony of CP&L witnesses in the Harris
construction permit hearings and remand hearings will be made available for Joint
Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

(b-e¢) Since 1979, CP&L has made numerous communications to NRC
under oath pursuant to NRC regulations. Some of these commmic_ations eould be
viewed as responsive to this interrogatory. It would be unduly burdensome,
however, to locate and examine each such document to determine its content.

(d) The issue of the High Pressure Coolant Injection (HPCI) door
annunciators was discussed extensively in the Harris Remand Hearings. A copy of
the hearing record will be made available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at
CP&L's General Office upon request.

As discussed in those hearings, when the issue of the HPCI doors was
initially raised, CP&L took action to implement administrative requirements to
keep the doors closed. The hearing record further indicates that when
administrative controls were found to be inadequate, additional measures were

taken in the form of adding annunciators to the doors that would alarm in the
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control room, thus alerting the operators if the doors were open. This
modification was scheduled as part of the ongoing fire protection upgrade work.
Actual completion of the modification was accomplished in the spring of 1979.

(e) The watertight doors between the HPCI compartment and the RHR
compartments are designed for normal access between the compartment and,
therefore, are opened several times daily. In addition, plant procedures allow that
one of these doors may be left open when maintenance and other functions are
taking place in the HPCI compartment provided personnel are available to shut it
in a fire or flood situation.

The opening of this door for other than normal passage makes the
HPCI CO, fire suppression system inoperable due to opening up the compartment;
therefore, ¢ Limiting Condition for Operation (LCO) is established to assure its
return to service and to monitor the time it remains open. In addition, routine
tours are made to assure that the Joors are maintained in the closed position as
required by procedures.

The NRC is not routinely informed of the opening of these doors as
this is a routine operation governed by the plant's license.

(f) There have been events at Brunswick which the NRC has
determined to be reportable but for which CP&L had not submitted an LER. Upon
reevaluation of these events by CP&L, CP&L determined they were reportable
and reported them in accordance with appropriate regulations. In addition, where
these events were identified by the NRC, a violation was usually issued by the
NRC and a nonconformance report (NCR) may have been issued by QA. NRC
correspondence regarding such events is included in the documentation discussed
in response to Interrogatory Nos. I-1 through [-8.

(g) There have been reportable events at Brunswick for which an LER




was not submitted within the required time frame. Upon determination of the
reportability °,f the events, CP&L notified the NRC and filed appropriate reports
per applicable regulations. In addition, a violation may have been issued by the
NRC or a nonconformance report may have been issued by QA on these events.
NRC correspondence regarding such events is included in the documentation
discussed in response to Interrogatory Nos. I-1 through i-9.

(h-j) CP&L Nuclear Plant LER totals are as follows:

Robinson 2 Brunswick 1 Brunswick 2
1970 13 - -
1971 18 - -
1972 19 - -
1973 21 - 2
1974 32 - 1
1975 20 - 35
1976 21 9 165
1977 33 118 70
1978 32 95 83
1979 37 118 107
1980 29 92 120
1981 33 94 145
1982 19 152 144
19835 31 63 98

(k) CP&L does not segregate LERs into safety significant categories,
such as those having "unusual safety significance". The LERs are reported in
accordance with the criteria, format, and time limits specified in NRC
regulations. CP&L's actions to correct problems and prevent recurrence is
addressed in each LER. The NRC and CP&L's Corporate Nuclear Safety Section
review the appropriateness of the corrective actions.

(1) See response to Interrogatory No. [-30(k).

(m) See response to Interrogatory No. I-30(k).

(nXi) Brunswick has experienced some instrument drift with various

types of instrumentation. Evaluations of the instrument drift occurrences do not
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indicate that the drift problem is out of line with industry standards or
experiences. When trending indicates that instrument drift may be a problem with
a particular instrument or type of instrument, an evaluation is normally performed
to determine appropriate corrective actions which may include:

1. more frequent calibrations

2. establishment of a more conservative setpoint to assure safe
actuation
3. replacement of the instrument.

Where instrument drift problems cause limiting conditions for
operations as outlined in the technical specifications, an LER is generally
required. LERs on instrument drift are included in the documentation made
available in response to Interrogatory No. I-1.

(ii) There have been problems identified at Brunswick where
moisture/corrosion caused instrumentation to become inoperable. These events
occurred meinly in the -17' elevation of the Reactor Building or other high
moisture areas. As required by technical specifications, appropriate reports
and/or LERs were submitted. These reports will be made available for Joint
Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request. In addition, an
extensive program has been initiated by CP&L in accordance with IL Bulletin 79-
0IB to assure the environmental qualification of designated equipment.
Completion of this program should minimize moisture/corrosion problems.

(iii) In accordance with the Brunswick Technical Specifications,
several instruments may be taken out of service simultaneously as long as
appropriate designated actions are taken. At certain times, this is done in a
planned sequence for planned evolutions (testing, preventive maintenance), while

at other times it may be caused by either failed equipment or a combination of
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failed equipment and planned testing. Individual events which fall into these
categories are reported to the NRC as required by technical specifications and
NRC regulations. These reports/LERs will be made available for Joint
Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

(0) The moist climate at Brunswick was considered in design,
installation, and procurement specifications by specifying the humidity the
equipment would be exposed to. Special humidity conditions independent of the
site itself, such as saturated steam conditions or water spray, were also specified
when appropriate.

Moist ambient conditions at the site have not of themselves, to the
best of Applicants' knowledge, given rise to any unusual problems.

(p) General design criteria for electrical, instrumentation. and air
handling equipment at Brunswick are detailed in the FSAR for the Brunswick
plant. Specific criteria are aiso contained in the design specifications for such
equipment, A copy of the FSAR and equipment specifications will be made
available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

A review of the equipment specifications to specifically identify
design requirements related to salt or salinity in the environment at Brunswick has
not been performed. During the design of Brunswick, however, CP&L's general
approach was to tailor equipment specifications to reflect the environment in
which the equipment was expected to operate. Material requirements were
specified based upon the process flui‘d with which the parts would normally come
into contact. General environmental criteria such as humidity and temperature
were also specified. Other general provisions, such as painting, galvanizing, or
other protective coating were specified as deemed appropriate based on the

specific equipment and its location within the plant.
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During construction, equipment was stored in accordance with
established storage procedures and criteria. Specific storage requirements ranged
from outdoor storage to storage in environmentally controlled enclosures
depending upon the particular equipment.

Additional information regarding corrosion problems that have been
experienced at Brunswick is contained in response to Interrogatory No. I-41(d-g).

(g) CP&L was aware of the salinity and corrosive nature of the cooling
water at Brunswick. The corrosiveness was a major consideration in the selection
of the materials for the condenser. The original materials of construction for the
Brunswick condensers were 90-10 copper-nickel for both the tubes and tube
sheets. Copper-nickel materials were selected based on recommendations by
CP&L's architect/engineer and independent evaluations by CP&L. At the time the
material was selected, copper-nickel was considered to be state-of-the-art
material and was used extensively in seawater applications. The United Engineers
evaluation and recommendation will be made available for Joint Intervenors'
inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request. In selecting the materials for
the Brunswick condensers, no specific consideration was given to the question of
radiation exposure during replacement. As indicated above, the material selected
was state-of-the-art at the time, thus the potential for replacement was deemed
to be no greater than that for other materials considered. CP&L recognized that
condenser retubing might he required, however, and appropriate provisions were
made in the plant design to facilitate such work when and if required. -

CP&L upper management was aware of the use of copper-nickel in the
original condensers. Messrs. J. A. "Ott" Jones and W. B. Kineaid approved that
decision based on the fact that copper-nickel was the unanimous choice of experts

in industry and other utilities for salt water service.
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In May of 1981 an evaluation was completed on replacement of the
Brunswick condensers. Modification of the condenser was considered necessary to
minimize the potential for condenser in-leakage. In-leakage had been a problem
at Brunswick and was due to several factors such as tube inlet and erosion, sulfide
corrosion, and tube-to-tubesheet leakage. The modifications involve retubing the
condenser with titanium tubes, which are more corrosion resistant than copper-
nickle, and replacement of the tubesheet with a recently developed integrally
grooved tubesheet that provides increased protection against leaks at the
tube-to-tubesheet joint.

CP&L management was aware of and gave approval to the
replacement decision. Any testimony by Mr. Smith as to the Brunswick
condensers is contained in the transcripts referenced in response to Interrogatory
No. I-11.

(r) (i-vii) Applicants refer the Joint Intervenors to the testimony
and exhibits in the record of the Shearon Harris Remand *Hearings wherein the
subjects of the Augmented Off-Gas (AOG) System, problems related to explosions
in the system, and NRC limits with respect to the system were reviewed in detail.

(viii) CP&L decided to install new hydrogen recombiners on the
front end of the off-gas system at the steam jet air ejector discharge. Installing
the recombiner at this location reduces the hydrogen and oxygen concentrations at
the earliest possible point and thus minimizes the potential for explosions in the
system. In addition, CP&L decided to replace the cryogenic distillation system
with a charcoal absorption system. These modifications were completed in 1983
on Unit 1 and are being completed in 1984 on Unit 2. Documents regarding the
regulatory und design history of the AOG System will be made available for Joint

Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.
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(ix) The AOG System is not needed to maintain the amount of
gaseous radicactive effluents released within 10 CFR 20 limits and 10 CFR 50
design objectives. Upon review of the Brunswick Semi-Annual Environmental and
Effluent Release Reports for the period 1976-1983, the highest annual calculated
whole body exposure (utilizing the methodology contained in NRC Regulatory
Guide 1.109—Calculation of Annual Doses to Man From Routine Releases of
Reactor Effluents for the Purpose of Evaluating Compliance with 10 CFR 50,
Appendix 1) to 2 member of the general public was 4.34 mrem (1983). The 10 CFR
50, Appendix I design objective for the Brunswick Plant is 20 mrem.

(x) An AOG System will reduce the amount of gaseous radioactive
effluents by increasing the radioactive decay time from the reactor to the
effluent release point. As discussed in response to Interrogatory No. I-30(rXix),
gaseous effluent releases from the Brunswick Plant have not exceeded 10 CFR 20
limits nor 10 CFR 50 design objectives during the operating history of the plant.

(xi) The NRC has never imposed a license amendment or
condition on the Brunswick Plant which limits operation based upon an estimated
or calculated amount of failed fuel.

(xii) In 1978, as part of the discussions between CP&L and NRC
regarding the proposed modification and operation of the AOG System, CP&L
committed to meet the numerical guidelines of i0 CFR 50, Appendix I in the
interim period prior to the operation of the AOG System. As part of this
commitment, an amendment was made to the Brunswick Technical Specifications,
Appendix B, to provide somewhat more restrictive gaseous effluent release
limits. No violation of these limits occurred during this interim period.

(xiii) The Brunswick Plant has never operated with one percent or
greater failed fuel.
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(xiv) The highest percentage of failed fuel that Brunswiek Unit 1
has operated with was approximately .003 percent.

The highest percentage of failed fuel that Brunswick Unit 2 has
operated with was approximately .041 percent.

These figures are based on the results of fuel inspections (sipping)
at the Brunswick Plant. Documentation relative to the failed fuel determination
will be made available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office
upon request.

(xv) A small amount of contaminated material was inadvertently
shipped to the Brunswick County landfill and loeal serap dealers between 1978 and
1980. Plant administrative controls have been strengthened to prevent a
recurrence of this event.

CP&L senior management was made aware of the presence of
these small amounts of low-level radioactive material at these locations within
one day of its discovery.

(xvi) Inadvertent shipments of slightly contaminated material
from the Brunswick Plant occurred from mid-1978 through April 1980 until its
discovery at the Brunswick County landfill.

(xvii) The presence of contaminated material at the local landfill
and scrap dealers was first noted by a CP&L foreman and an NRC inspeector, who
promptly reported this information to management personnel.

(xix) No.

(xx) Approximately 0.0000038 curies of activity was recovered
from the landfill. Somewhat less activity was recovered from the loecal serap
dealers.

(xxi) All low-level radioactive waste generated at the Brunswick
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Plant is accounted for. This material is disposed of at state and NRC-licensed

facilities in accordance with CP&L and NRC procedures.

(xxii) The following is a summary of measures which CP&L has
taken in response to the landfill concerns:

1. staff increases in the plant Health Physics organization

2. expansion of the [ealth Physies training program for all plant

employees

3. a lowering of plant background radiation levels

4. purchase of new Health Physies survey equipment and

upgrade ol existing equipment

5. institution of additional administrative controls to reduce the

volume of low-level radioactive wasle generated at the
Brunswick Plant

(xxiii) CP&L believes that the prompt and thorough corrective
action with respect to the low level radwaste disposal incidents was indicative of
good management. See the response to Interrogatory No. [-30(rXxxii) for a
summary of corrective actions resulting from this event,

(xxiv) The person in charge of record keeping at Brunswick as it
relates to records required to be maintained by the NRC is the Document Control
Supervisor. This position was established in 1983. Prior to that, it was the
Administrative Supervisor, but with a position reporting to the Administrative
Supervisor having direct accountability, Generally the same individual has heen
directly accountable for record keeping although he has held different titles

during the period.




Some temporary record keeping has occurred in various locations
at Brunswick but all required by the NRC to be retained ultimately are delivered
to the Records File Room (Vault) and maintained under the control of the
Document Control Supervisor.,

(xxv) Ensuring that NRC-required tests are carried out is
ultimately the responsibility of the Plant General Manager; however, speecific
responsibility assignments for various tesis are made on a functional basis. In
other words, the operating staff is responsible for operational testing, the
maintenance staff is responsible for maintenance testing, ete. This functional
responsibility assignment has been followed since the unit began commercial
operation.

(xxvi) Maintenance controls related to testing are contained in
the Plant Operating Manual procedure RCI-02.4. The Technical Specifications
Surveillance Test Scheduling and Tracking System provides the details of these
procedures and references several other procedures that spell out detailed
procedures in various area. Before 1984, the key procedures in this area were
found in Al-21, Technical Specifieations Surveillance Test Seheduling.

Additional controls are provided by the Quality Assurance
Program via audits to ensure compliance with established procedures and testing
schedules.

(xxvii-xxix) The Containment Testing Program for the Brunswiek
Plant involves numerous tests ranging from tests of individual lines and valves
(Local Leak Rate Tests) up to and ineluding a total containment test (Integrated
Leak Rate Test). During the period of 1979-1982, Integrated Leak Rate Tests that
measure the leak tightness of the containment and penetral.uns as a whole were
performed as required. Applicants assume that Interrogatory No. [-30(r)xxvii-
xxi%) Is directed at the failure to perform local leak rate testing of certain valves



which was identified in July 1982, Reasons for the failure to test these valves has

been documented in the testimony of CP&L personnel in regulatory proceedings
before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, the South Carolina Public Service
Commission, and in CP&L's May 2, 1983 response to the NRC concerning this
event, Copies of transeripts covering this issue and the May 2, 1983 response to
the NRC will be made available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's
General Office upon request.

Pursuant to CP&L's Corporate Nuclear Safety Program Poliey
Statement, it is a function of Senior Management to ensure that appropriate
procedures and adninistrative controls are in place enabling operation of its
nuclear units in compliance with applieable regulations. When CP&L determined
that the procedures and administrative controls in place at Brunswick had not
been sufficient to prevent this event from oecurring, CP&L's senior management,
in accordance with this poliey, instituted the comprehensive corrective measures
which are described in detail in CP&L's May 2, 1983 response to the NRC and in
the Brunswick Improvement Program.

(xl=xlvii) The issue of the turbine bearing failure that occurred in
July 1981 on Brunswick Unit | has been exhaustively discussed in proceedings
before the North Carolina Utilities Commission and the South Carolina Publie
Service Commission. The following CP&L witnesse: liscussed the turbine bearing

failure:
NCUC Cases Nitnesses
M.‘ “" “ ‘“ 'o Jo '\lf
M.‘ B". ” m Lo 'o l"” uo AQ ucm.'
B. J. Furr, R. M, Coats
M“ "’| " ‘“ Lo 'o m
Docket E-2, Sub 425 L. W, Eury



Docket E-2, Sub 416 L. W, Eury, B. J. Furr

SCPSC Cases Witnesses
Docket 7¢-7-E L. W. Eury
Copies of the transcripts and prefiled testimony for these hearings will
be made available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon
request.

(xlviii) A total of 2.26 man-rem was received in repairing the
Brunswick turbine in 1981 as measured by self-reading pocket dosimeters.
Additionally, each individual's exposure was measured by thermoluminescence
dosimeters. The exposure received is documented in the 1981 ALARA Job
Exposure Tracking Log.

(xlix) Given the need to repair the turbine, the radiation exposure
could not have been avoided. Work in radiactively contaminated areas at
Brunswick is performed under a Radiation Work Permit system. A Radiation Work
Permit issued by Health Physies personnel establishes a prior assessment of
radiation exposure levels, surface and airborne contamination levels, and
protective equipment requirements for worker protection. Completed Radiation
Work Permits will be made available for the Joint Intervenors' inspection at
CP&L's Brunswieck Plant upon request.

(I-li) The general nature of outage and modifieation work in any
generating plant is such that there is a potential for some piece of equipment or
component to be damaged during the course of modifieation and/or repair. Such
events would normally be documented through various sources such as equipment
maintenanece records, inspection reports, and QA reports. Review of these various
records systems to produce a list as requested would be burdensome and would not
provide the kind of detail requested. Based on a general review of activities at
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Brunswick since 1981, Applicants believe that the most significant event related
to equipment damsge was the Brunswick Unit 1 turbine bearing failure which is
discussed in the testimony referenced in response to Interrogatory No. I-30(rXxl-
xlvii).

While damage to equipment is not desirable, it is inherent in the
nature of the work regardless of the degree of planning and caution used.
Reasonable precautions are taken in the planning and conduct of Applicants’ repair
activities to prevent or minimize the potential for damage. However, when
damage to equipment occurs, appropriate action is taken to repair the damage and
restore the equipment to a safe and proper operating condition.

(i) CP&L is opposed to using capacity factor goals for
establishing rates it may collect from its customers. It does not oppose capacity
factor goals for the Brunswick Plant or any of its nuciear plants as an internal
management tool, however. CP&L utilizes annual capacity factor goals for its
nuclear plants as part of its corporate plannigg efforis. Such a goal, however, is
always subservient to an even more important objective which is to operate and
maintain our nuclear units safely. At no time has the existence of capacity factor
goals resulted in the unsafe operation of Applicants' nuclear plants.

Capacity factor goals are documented in CP&L's corporate and
department goals, and performance with respeect to those goals is monitored on a
quarterly and annual basis.

ANSWER [-31:

Copies of portions of CP&L Minute Books covering Annual Meetings,
Meetings of the Board of Directors, and Veetings of the Executive Committee of
the Board of Directors which concern the nuclear matters inquired about in
Interrogatory No. [-31 will be made available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at
CP&L's General Office upon request,
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ANSWER [-32:

Copies of the requested documents for the period from January 1965
through March 1984 that have been filed with the SEC will be made available for
Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request. In
accordance with SEC rules and regulations, thes filings are not made under oath.

ANSWER [-33:

A copy of each prospectus or official statement related to the sale of
(a) CP&L common stock, (b) CP&L preferred stoek, (¢) CP&L bonds, (f) CP&L
nuclear plants or interest(s) therein, e.g., to NCEMPA, and (g) CP&L overseas
finance notes will be made available to the extent possible for Joint Intervenors'
inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

Generally, prospectuses or o_fﬁcial statements are not prepared for (d)
CP&L notes, (e) CP&L commercial paper, (f) CP&L nuclear fuel trust(s), or @
CPXL nuclear fuel.

ANSWER [-34:

Set forth below is a listing of testimony and statements of the officers
designated in response to Interrogatory No. [-34 to committees of the U. S.
Congress dealing with nuclear matters. The texts will be available for Joint
Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

DATE ITEM COMMITTEE/ORGANIZATION UNDER OATH

03/12/84 Response to Questions Subcommittee on Energy No
Research and Production

02/09/84 Testimony Subcommittee on Energy Yes
Research and Production

02/09/84 Summary Testimony Subcommittee on Energy Yes
Research and Production

03/02/83 Statement Committee on the Judiciary Yes
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05/25/82 Statement Senate Agricultural Committee on Yes
Rural Development, Oversight
and Investigations

06/10/82 Statement Subcommittee on Energy, Yes
Conservation & Power
10/21/81 Response to Senator James A. McClure and No
Questions Senator Alan K. Simpson
10/06/81 Statement and Summary Committee on Energy and Yes
Statement Natural Resources
07/09/81 Statement Subcommittee on Energy Yes
and the Environment
07/09/81 Summary Statement Subcommittee on Energy Yes
and Environment
07/25/80 Statement Subcommittee on Energy Yes
and Power
04/01/80 Statement Subcommittee on Energy Yes

Research and Development

04/01/80 Summary Statement Subcommittee on Energy Yes
Research and Development

03/14/80 Statement Subcommittee on Energy Yes
and the Environment

ANSWER [-35:

The Chairman/President, Mr. Sherwood H. Smith, Jr., has presented
testimony before committees of the U.S. Congress. Such testimony is identified
in response to Interrogatory No. [-34. All such testimony was given voluntarily.

ANSWER [-36:

(a) Yes.

(b) 3004 Sandia Drive, Raleigh, North Carolina 27607.

(e) Yes.

(d) Yes.

(e) Yes. It has been CP&L's policy that its executives will retire at

age 65.
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(f) No.

(g) Mr. E. E. Utley.

(h) Yes.

(i) Yes.

(j) Mr. Jones has contracted with CP&L to perform various consulting
functions in the area of corporate nuclear activity since his retirement in
October 1, 1982. Mr. Jones has been paid for his consulting work.

(k) No.

ANSWER [-37:

(a) Yes.

(b) It is unduly burdensome to review every document within those
files to determine its content. By virtue of his position with the Company, it
seems reasonable to infer that some of the documents relate to nuclear matters.

(e) As stated in (b) ahove, this would be unduly burdensome. It would
be very difficult to segregate those items responsive to the interrogatory.

(d) No.

(e) Not applicable.

(f) Not applieable.

ANSWER 1-38:

(a) Many departments within the Company are involved in the
corporate decisions astociated with the planning of a new plant. The decisions
regarding the planning of the Harris plant were made at the highest level of the
Company. In 1971, when the Harris plant was announced, the following officers of
the Company held positions having responsibilities with regard to the planaing of
the Harris plant: Shearon Harris, Chairman/President; J. A. Jones, Senior Vice

President, Engineering and Operations; Sherwood H. Smith, Jr., Senior Vice
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President and General Counsel; R. S. Talton, Vice President, System Engineering
and Construetion; and Edward G. Lilly, Jr., Senior Vice President, Finance.

(b) CP&L contracted with the architect/engineer firm of Ebasco
Services, Ine. to perform the detailed engineering and design of the Harris Plant.
The initial contract with Ebasco was signed by CP&L on September 1, 1970. At
that time, the persons in CP&L management who had responsibilities for the
design of the Harris Plant were as follows: Shearon Harris, Chairman/President;
Paul S. Colby, Senior Vice President, Operating and Engineering; J. A. Jones, Vice
President, Power Supply; W. B. Kincaid, Manager, Power Plant Design; and Sam
McManus, Manager, Nuclear Plant Engineering.

Due to the on-going nature of the plant design process and as a result
of organizational changes within the Company, the following persons in CP&L
management have also had responsibility for the design of the Harris Plant:
Sherwood H. Smith, Jr., Chairman/President; E. E. Utley, Executive Vice
President; M. A. McDuffie, Senior Vice President, Nuclear Generation; Alan B.
Cutter, Vice President, Nuclear Engineering & Licensing; and R. A. Watson, Vice
President, Harris Nuclear Project.

(e) A contract with Westinghouse Electrie Corp. for the nuclear steam
supply systems (NSSS) was signed by CP&L on April 23, 1971. At the time the
NSSS contract was signed, the following persons in CP&L management had
responsibilities with regard to the contract: Shearon Harris, Chairman/President;
J. A. Jones, Senior Vice President, Engineering & Operations; W. B. Kincaid,
Manager, Power Plant Engineering & Construection; and Sam McManus, Manager,
Nuclear Plant Engineering.

(d) See response to subpart (b) above.
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(e) CP&L has provided the construction management for the Harris
Plant; however, the Company did contract with Daniel Construction Company on
September 1, 1972 to provide the necessary labor force. At the time the contract
with Daniel was signed, the following persons in CP&L management had
responsibilities for selecting the prime contractor: Shearon Harris,
Chairman/President; J. A. Jones, Senior Vice President, Engineering & Operations;
and W. B. Kineaid, Vice President, Power Plant Engineering & Construction.

(f) There have been numerous subcontractors involved in the Harris
plant. The subcontractors identified in subpart (f) of Interrogatory [-38 were
selected through the architect/engineer with approval by CP&L. Generally, the
persons in CP&L management who have, over the duration of the project,
participated in subcontractor selection for the Harris Plant were: Shearon Harris,
Chairman/President; Sherwood H. Smith, Jr., Chairman/President; J. A. Jones,
Executive Vice President; E. E. Utley Executive Vice President; M. A. MeDuffie,
Senior Vice President, Engineering & Construction; W. B. Kincaid, Vice President,
Power Plant Engineering; Alan B. Cutter, Vice President, Nuclear Engineering;
Sheldon D. Smith, Vice President, Power Plant Construction; and R. A. Watson,
Vice President, Harris Nuclear Project.

(g) In 1974, following approval by the ASLB of an exemption for
certain site work, the following persons in CP&L management had responsibilities
with regard to on-going work at the site: Shearon Harris, Chairman/President; J.
A. Jones, Executive Vice President, Engineering, Construction & Operations; and
M. A. MeDuffie, Vice President, Power Plant Construction.

(h) In December 1973, the Company requested an exemption from the
AEC to allow certain site preparation activities. The exemption authorizing

limited site work was granted in January 1974. At that time, the following
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persons in CP&L management had responsibilities with regard to preject licensing
and site work at the Harris site: Shearon Harris, Chairman/President; J. A. Jones,
Executive Vice President, Engineering, Construction & Operation; W. B. Kineaid,
Vice President, Power Plant Engineering; Darrell V. Menscer, Vice President,
Special Services; and M. A. MeDuffie, Vice President, Power Plant Construction.

(i) At the time the Company received a Construction Permit, the
following persons in CP&L management had responsibilities with regard to
construction at the Harris site: Shearon Harris, Chairman/Chief Executive
Officei, Sherwood H. Smith, Jr., President; J. A. Jones, Executive Vice President;
M. A. MeDuffie, Senior Vice President, Engineering & Construction; and Sheldon
D. Smith, Manager, Power Plant Construction.

Due to the on-going nature of the plant construction activities and due
to organizational changes within the Company, the following persons in CP&L
management have also had responsibility for construction at the Harris site: E. E.
Utley, Executive Vice President, and R. A. Watson, Vice President, Harris Nuclear
Project.

(j) The Company arnnounced cancellation of Harris Units 3 and 4 on
December 16, 1981. Decisions such as the cancellation of a generating unit
require the participation of many departments within the Company. Decisions of
this nature are made at the highest level. At the time of the announcement, the
following executive officers of the Company had responsibilities with regard to
the decision: Sherwood H. Smith, Jr., Chairman/President; J. A. Jones, Vice
Chairman; Edward G. Lilly, Jr., Executive Vice President; William E. Graham, Jr.,
Executive Vice President; and E. E. Utley, Executive Vice President.

(k) Harris Unit 2 was cancelled on December 21, 1983, The following

executive officers of the Company had responsibilities with regard to the
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cancellation of Harris Unit 2: Sherwood H. Smith, Jr., Chairman/President;
Edward G. Lilly, Jr., Executive Vice President; William E. Graham, Jr., Executive
Vice President; and E. E. Utley, Executive Vice President.

() At this time, the executive officers of the Company who have
responsibilities with regard to the Company's constuction program are as follows:
Sherwood H. Smith, Jr., Chairman/President; Edward G. Lilly, Jr., Executive Vice
President; William E. Graham, Jr., Executive Vice President; and E. E. Utley,
Execulive Vice President.

The documentation "concerning" each of these decisions is extensive
and was developed over a period of several years. Identifying all such documents
would be unduly burdensome.

ANSWER [-39:

(a) During the period that the Harris Plant was being designed,
Mr. Talton was Vice President - System Planning. In that position, he was
responsible for the design of the transmission system associated with the plant.
He was also consulted about the type of cooling system that might be used for the
plant. The Company chose the cooling lake concept. The Company selected the
present site for the plant, in part, because it allowed a cooling lake to be
construected.

(b) CP&L does not have records available in a form that would enable
Applicants to respond to Interrogatory No. I-39(b) without undue burden.

(e) Mr. Talton is employed as a consultant to CP&L. He is paid a fee
by CP&L. His work involves negotiating with other entities for the possible
acquisition by those other entities of interests in CP&L facilities.

(d) Yes, Mr. Talton did work for CP&L in negotiating the sale of an

ownership interest in the Harris Plant to NCEMPA. The Purchase, Construction
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and Ownership Agreement between CP&L and NCEMPA contains a number of
provisions which express the understanding of the parties with respect to CP&L's
completion of Harris Units 1, 2, 3 and 4, including Sections 2.1, 7.2, 9.2, 12.],
25.1, 25.2, 25.3, 25.4. The Agreement will be made available for Joint
Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

(e) Not at this time.

(f) No.

(g) No.

(h) No.

(i) CP&L is not aware of any complaints or charges that CP&L or any
agent or person working for CP&L misrepresented what CP&L was doing in
acquiring land for the Harris plant. CP&L's acquisition for the Harris project
began in June 1970 using an undisclosed agent. During that period of time no
representation was made as to CP&L aequiring the land. Approximately 7,622
acres were purchased in this manner prior to the public announcement in April
1971.

The North Carolina Utilities Commission conducted a publie inquiry in
1978-79 entitled "In the Matter of Investigation of Carolina Power & Light
Company's Land Requirements, Acquisition, and Disposal at the Shearon Harris
Nuelear Power Plant — Doecket No. E-2, Sub 333." That proceeding is a matter of
public record and sets forth therein CP&L's land acquisition policies or practices
for the Harris site. Any complaints relative to these policies or practices
generally involved issues of market value for land or damages to land arising out
of a taking of a portion thereof.

CP&L maintains files of its land acquisitions for the Harris project and

contacts with respective owners. Tnese files will be made availavle for Joint

.
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Intervenors' inspection during regular business hours at their place of storage —
either at CP&L's General Office or CP&L's Warehouse in Garner, N.C., upon
specific request.

(j) Yes.

"Carolina Power & Light Company v. Philip P. Ragan and wife,
Mary Frances H. Ragan"
75 SP 353 - Wake County Clerk of Court's Office
CP&L Attorney: Andrew McDaniel
Attorneys for CP&L: Bailey, Dixon, Wooten, MeDonald &
Fountain
(Kenneth F. Wooten)
Commenced: April 23, 1975
Voluntary Dismissal filed: May 23, 1975

This Court proceeding is a matter of public record (75 SP 353),
which record sets forth all hearings and dates.

"Carolina Power & Light Company v. C. P. Ragan and others”
75 SP 376 - Wake County Clerk of Court's Office
CP&L Attorney: Andrew McDaniel
Attorneys for CP&L: Bailey, Dixon, Wooten, McDonald &
Fountain
(Kenneth F. Wooten)
Commenced: April 24, 1975
Consent Judgment filed: November 16, 1977

This Court proceeding is a matter of public record (75 SP 376),
which record sets forth all hearings and dates.

"Carolina Power & Light Company v. Irma R. Holland and others"
75 SP 377 - Wake County Clerk of Court's Office
CP&L Attorney: Andrew McDaniel
Attorneys for CP&L: Bailey, Dixon, Wooten, MeDonald &
Fountain
(Kenneth F. Wooten)
Commenced: April 24, 1975
Judgment filed: May 24, 1978

This Court proceeding is a matter of public record (75 SP 377),
which record sets forth all hearings and dates.

"Carolina Power & Light Company v. Lydia C. Ragan and others"
73 SP 375 - Wake County Clerk of Court's Office
CP&L Attorney: Andrew MecDaniel
Attorneys for CP&L: Bailey, Dixon, Wooten, McDonald &
Fountain
(Kenneth F. Wooten)
Commenced: April 24, 1975
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Consent Judgment filed: August 11, 1977

This Court proceeding is a matter of public record (75 SP 375),
which record sets forth all hearings and dates.

No CP&L attorney or attorneys for CP&L ever made any statement or
argument in any proceedings named above that CP&L had not decided whether
Harris would be a nuclear plant or a coal plant, or said any words to that effect.

CP&L adopted the title "Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant" on
March 17, 1971.

Nucleer fueled units were chosen because they were projected to be
the most economical when compared to both coal and oil-fired units.

See the response to Interrogatory No. [-38(c) as to when CP&L ordered
the Harris nuclear steam supply system.

CP&L received an Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessity for Harris as a 4-unit nuclear plant from the North Carolina
Utilities Commission, which was dated February 29, 1972.

CP&L considered coal conversion in connection with the Harris 3 and 4
units cancellation study. Relevant documents will be made available for Joint
Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

(k) (i-x) CP&L has a corporate policy on business conduct, contained in
the Company's Supervisors' Manual, which states that "The Company is dedicated
to honesty, integrity, and impartiality in the conduct of its business both in fact
and in appearance." As a basic guideline to this policy, Company employees are
not authorized to achieve any Company objective directly or indirectly through
the violation of generally accepted business standards or the laws, rules, and
regulations to which the Company is subject. Such policy would include
truthfulness and accuracy of Company statements to all persons or business

entities,
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(1) Not to our knowledge.

(m) Yes.

February 22, 1980 - Brunswick Steam Electric Plant. Copies of

statements released by CP&L to the media concerning the release will

be made available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General

Office upon request.

(n) See response to Interrogatory No. [-39(m).

(0) Applicants are not aware of any employee having been fired for
any of the reasons contained in Interrogatory No. [-39(0).

(p) The following incidents involved employee termination or a
resignation where events with possible safety significance were investigated by

CP&L. The Company is not aware of the exact reasons for those employee's

resignation.
Date of Incident
or Action Description of Incident Action Taken Plant
prior to 'i/ 29/82  improper inspection of employee resigned Harris
welds before action could
be taken
4/82 suspected of improper employee resigned Harris
initialing of seismic | while investigation
inspection reports being conducted
prior to 2/3/82 evidence of use of cocaine terminated Harris
5/83 improper performance of employee sent home; Robinson
valve lineups resigned before
further disciplinary

action could be taken

2/83 conviction of possession terminated Robinson
of controlled substance off
the job (on his own time)

(g) See response to Interrogatory No. 1-39 (o-p). Applicants do not

intend to make further information available due to its confidential nature.
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(r) Disciplinary actions related to NRC regulation violations are
attached as Attachment [-39(r).

(s) Disciplinary actions related to known technical specification
violations are indicated with an asterisk (*) on Attachment [-39(r). Applicants are
unable to determine which, if any, of the other disciplinary actions contained in
Attachment 1-39(r) are technical specification violations without review of all
documentation related thereto. Applicants have not performed such a review.

(t) CP&L has not taken disciplinary action against any employee of
the rank of Vice President or higher due to management or safety problems at a
nuclear facility. As indicated in response to Interrogatories I-13 and I-14, CP&L
has modified its organization from time to time as appropriate to accommodate
growth, to maintain and improve its organizational capabilities, and to develop
organizations and personnel to facilitate future needs. As a result, reassignment
of responsibilities of personnel at the rank of Vice President or higher have
occurred but not specifically for the reasons stated in the Interrogatory.

(u) See response to Interrcgaroy No. [-30(r-s).

ANSWER 1-40:

(a-f) The issues raised in these questions were discussed extensively
during the Harris Plant Construction Permit Remand Hearings (Docket Nos.
50-400, et al.) which were held in March of 1979. Applicants' positions on these
issues are set forth in the testimony of E. E. Utley, H. R, Banks, J. A. Jones, and
M. A. MeDuffie in that hearing. Transeripts of this testimony will be made
available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request.

(g) Between January 1, 1979, and the present, there have been times
when employee turnover at the Brunswick plant has been higher than Applicants

would desire. As discussed in the response to Interrogatory No. I-47e(xii-xiii),
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there have been periods when the staff levels were lower than CP&L considered
desirable. Applicants do not believe, however, that employee turnover at
Brunswick has posed a threat to the safety of the Brunswick plant operation or
reduced the margin of safety in Brunswick plant operations. Employee turnover at
Brunswick is not considered to be a problem at the present time.

(h) It is CP&L's policy to maintain wage and benefits programs that
are competitive with neighboring utilities, with other industry within our service
area and for certain positions within the nation., The maintenance of this
competitive posture is essential in recruiting and retaining the numbers of skilled
personnel that are necessary to operate and maintain nuclear plants. In
accordance with this policy, several enhancements have been made to CP&L's
wage and benefit program since 1979. Significant changes are listed below:

l. Foreman supplement pay was initiated in mid 1979.

2. Rate ranges have been adjusted for various classifications as
necessary to resolve salary compression problems for foremen,
engineers, health physies technicians, and operating personnel.

3. In mid-1980, a nuclear supplement was implemented for nuclear
plant personnel.

4. Reactor operator and senior reactor operator supplement pay has
been reviewed and revised each year since 1977, The net effect of
these reviews has been to maintain competitive salaries for these
personnel.

5. Improvements have been made since 1977 in the insurance
program. These improvements have involved inereased basie life
coverage, inereased contributory life coverage, the adoption of
dependent  life coverage for family life coverage, the



implementation of a dental insurance program, and overall
reductions in employee costs for the benefit programs.

6. CP&L's policy with respect to moving expense reimbursement has

also been revised several times since 1977. CP&L has maintained
a policy that is consistent with the practices of other utilities and
industry in its service area. These changes have facilitated the
transfer of personnel within the Company and improved CP&L's
recruiting posture for employees outside the Company.

7. Employee Relations personnel have been placed on-site to provide

direct assistance in reeruiting plant personnel.

Applicants believe that policies and improvements such as those listed
above, have been effective in allowing Applicants to recruit and retain personnel
necessary to safely operate and maintain all of their nuclear units. These
improvements in the wage and benefit program were approved by senior company
management. The growth in Applicants' staff, as mmut?d by the response to
Interrogatory No. [-24, points to the success of these policies.

(i) Documents regarding employee turnover will be made available for
Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request. Prior to
1982, data on turnover by classification was not routinely maintained. However,
data by eclassification has been maintained to CP&L's Employee Relations
Departments for 1982 and 1983,

The Brunswick Site Personnel Director has participated in monthly
Nuclear Plant Senior Management meetings since late 1980. Information
regarding turnover and other personnel related matters has been reviewed with
Senior Management personnel during these meetings.



(j) As discussed in the Harris Remand Hearings, the NRC did have
concerns with respect to personnel turnover at the Brunswick plant during the
period from 1975 to 1977. The NRC's witnesses' transcripts from those hearings
will be made available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office
upon request.

Applicants are not aware of any specific NRC concerns with
respect to the employee turnover at the Brunswick plant since the events
discussed during the Harris Remand Hearings.

(k) The report of A. Ronald Jacobstein, prepared for the NCUC Public
Staff, dated February 1982, discussed staffing levels at the Brunswick plant (see
response to Interrogatory No. [-47e(xii-xiii)).

The "Management Study of Carolina Power & Light Company"
prepared for the North Carolina Utilities Commission by Cresap, MeCormick, and
Paget, Inc. dated December 1982, discussed staffing of operators at the Brunswick
Plant. (Also see the response to Interrogatory No. [-68.)

(I-m) Applicants are not aware of any concerns expressed by anyone
else with respect to employee turnover at the Brunswick plant.

(n) Applicants do not consider that there presently exists any problem
with respect to employee turnover at the Brunswick plant. Applicants do,
however, plan to maintain a policy of providing competitive wage and benefit
programs as discussed in response to Interrogatory No. 1-40(h).

(o-p)  Strategies for recruiting, employment, compensaiion, and
development of personnel are developed by senior management. As these
strategies have been developed and implemented over the years, one may assume
that these have been recommendations proposed that were not adopted. The final
strategies adopted by senior management were those that were deemed to be the
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most effective in allowing us to reeruit, employ, develop, and retain qualified
employees at CP&L, including the Brunswick plant. A listing of any
recommendations not adopted has not been maintained.

(9 CP&L management does not consider there is a problem with
employee turnover at Brunswick. The basis for this position is the fact that
turnover for the Brunswick plant operating staff for 1983 was approximately 5.6
percent. Execluding clerical personnel, the turnover rate was 3.7 percent.
Applicants consider these turnover rates to be reasonable for an organization the
size of the Brunswick plant.

ANSWER I-41:

The general design practice followed by CP&L in the design of
Brunswick was to specify equipment to be compatible with the process fluids with
which the equipment or its parts would normally come into contact. Thus the
parts of equipment or components that were normally exposed to the brackish
cooling water (such as the circulating water side of the condenser and the service
water side of the RHR heat exchanger) were specified to be compatible with that
application. As indicated in our response to 1-30(p), design specifications for the
Brunswick equipment are available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's
General Office upon request.

Since startup of Brunswiek Unit 2, the cooling water at the Brunswick
site has, however, caused a number of problems due to corrosion and/or fouling of
equipment. Such problems were brought to the attention of Senior Management
once they began to be identified. Senior Management has been very involved in
the resolution of these problems. For example, in December, 1975, in response to
continuing corrosion problems being experienced at Brunswick, the metallurgical
engineering staff of the Quality Assurance Engineering Seetion was commissioned
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to provide a detailed study of corrosion problems at Brunswick. Personnel from
this Section performed a comprehensive study during the first half of 1976. This
study entailed design reviews of components and systems against plant
environments and extensive visual examinations of plant components which were
accessible. Parts were examined while in operation and dissassembled when
appropriate. The results of this study were reported in two reports issued in the
fall of 1976. Copies of these reports will be made available for Joint Intervenors'
inspection at CP&L's General Office upon request. The studies identified
problems associated with the operating environment, galvanic corrosion, crevice
corrosion, material selection, stagnant areas resulting in oxygen concentration,
coating failures, ete. The studies also included suggested corrective measures.

Based upon these early studies and our continuing experience at

Brunswick, the most significant corrosion and fouling problems at Brunswick have
been:

(1) Corrosion/erosion of condenser tubes

(2) Corrosion of cement lined piping in the Service Water System

(3) Fouling problems caused by shell growth in the service water and
circulating water systems.

(4) Radwaste problems caused by leakage of brackish water which
ultimately had to be processed via the radwaste system.

(5) Corrosion of aquipment not designed for brackish water service
but which eame into contact with brackish water due to leakage
from other equipment.

(6) Blockage of the RHR Heat exchanges due to the shell buildup.

As a result of our initial evaluations and our continuing experience

with the brackish water at Brunswick, corrective actions have been taken to
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minimize problems due to corrosion and fouling at Brunswick. Corrective actions

have involved changes in materials, equipment replacement, improved coatings,

improved control of leakage, etc. as appropriate to resolve each problem. Some

of the more significant corrective actions are:

(1)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Condenser modification to replace the 90-10 copper-nickel tubes
with titanium tubes and to install in integrally-grooved tube
sheet. The titanium tubes are more corrosion resistent than
copper-nickel and the integrally-grooved tube sheets provide
increased protection against condenser leaks at the tube to
tubesheet joints. This modification was completed on Unit 1 in
1983 and is currently in progress on Unit 2.

Debris filters were installed on the circulating water system in
1980 and 1981. These filters prevent debris such as shells from
getting to the condenser where they can cause tube corrosion.
Portions of the service water piping have been replaced with more
corrosion resistant material and a continuing program of
inspections/replacement is in place.

Changes have been made in the radwaste system to more
efficiently process brackish water.

A condenser tube cleaning system was installed in 1981. This
system is desig'ned to maintain condenser tube cleanliness.
Provisions have been made to provide for differential pressure
monitoring on the RHR heat exchanges to provide advance
indication of shell buildup which ean result in blockage of the heat

exchanges.




Documentation regarding the problems discussed aboy: will be made
available for Joint Intervenors' inspection at CP&L's General Office upon
request. To the extent that problems associated with fouling and/or corrosion
have resulted in any events reportable to the NRC, they would be discussed in the
documentation provided in response to Interrogatory Nos. I-1 through I-8.

ANSWER 1-42:

CP&L did not review Mr. Jacobstein's report prior to its issuance to
the Public Staff of the NCUC. CP&L initially was provided a copy of the report
in a meeting with Mr. Jacobstein and representatives of the Public Staff. The
report was in final form at that time, and no efforts were made to change any
portion of the report. With respect to Item C, CP&L management has no
knowledge of any present or former emplovee making any effort to prevent Mr.
Jacobstein from getting other consulting work, to have any of his consulting work
terminated, or to have him fired or relieved of duties for any employer including
the Public Staff.

ANSWER 1-43:

Minor personnel contamination events involving construction workers
have occurred at the Brunswick plant. These events are normally associated with
maintenance on reactor systems containing radioactive material. Upon
completion of work in a contaminated area, all persons are thoroughly
monitored. [f external contamination is found, the individual is directed to a
personnel decontamination area where the contamination is removed from the skin
or personal article using warm water and mild detergent.

In April 1980, two construction workers ingested measurable quantities
of radioactive material while cleaning up a construction work area. The event

was attributed to a build-up of contamination levels in the work area since the
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last contamination survey, and a failure on the part of the workers to recognize
the seriousness of causing dust to become airborne in a contaminated area. Once
contamination was detected, the workers received a thorough external
decontamination prior to receiving a whole body count. These counts indicated
the presence of small amounts of radioactive material in each worker. Subsequent
whole body counts were made during the following days. Based upon the results of
these counts and utilizing the calculational techniques presented in the
International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) Publication 10, the
cumulative 50-year organ dose for the highest exposed individual was 1198
millirem to the gastrointestinal tract. The current CP&L annual administrative
exposure limit is 4000 millirem.

As a result of this incident, the following corrective actions were

undertaken:

1. The incident was reviewed with the Health Physies technicians to
alert them to the possibility of contamination during future clean-
up activities.

2. Additional radiation safety training was initiated for Brunswick
contractor employees.

3. The location of the incident was decontaminated in order to
sigificantly lower the contamination limits.

4. Additional Health Physies technicians were brought to the
Brunswick site to increase job coverage in work areas.

5. A special radiation safety training course was developed for
personnel performing decontamination and clean-up work in

contaminated areas.
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6. General Employee Training (GET) has been increased to 16 full
hours (GET I and II) which includes dressing out and removal of
protective clothing, monitoring for personnel contamination, and
the use of portable radiation detection instruments. CP&L
first-line supervisors who direct activities in contaminated arens
or radiation areas are also required to attend a 40-hour (GET III)
course on advanced health physies practice and knowledge.

The results of this investigation were documented in an Operating
Experience Report and reviewed by the two individuals involved, the Plant
Management Group, Plant Nuclear Safety Committee, and the Vice President-
Nuclear Operations.

At Brunswick, contamination events are handled in accordance with
procedure No. E&RC-0210 which is in the Plant Operating Manual. Appropriate
notification of management personnel is accomplished in a timely manner;
however, logs of when management personnel are notified are not maintained.
The management level to which reporting is made depends on the significance of
the contamination event.

ANSWER [-44:

Conordination problems are inherent in any large undertaking such as
the construction, operation, or maintenance of a nuclear power plant. During
CP&L's experience with nuclear power, such problems have occurred :a many of
the areas referenced in this question. The Company does not maintain lists of
such problems. To the extent that any coordination problem may have led to an
event that was reportable to the NRC, it would be identified in the documentation

provided in the response to Interrogatory Nos. I-1 through I-8.
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The management response to coordination problems when they are
identified is to take appropriate action to resolve the problem. The action
required will vary depending upon the nature and significance of the problem and
the organizational units involved.

One of the Company's primary tools for resolving coordination
problems is the staff and project review meetings that are periodically held at
various levels within the organization up to and including Senior Management
meetings. Such meetings, regardless of the level of personnel involved, provide
the opportunity for managers and supervisors to review the status of work, to
interface that work with other personnel and organizations, and to discuss and
resolve any coordination and interfacing problems that may be evidenced at the
time.

Resolution of coordination probiems, when identified, can range from
clarifying work functions and job responsibilities to making organizational
changes. For example, one of the objectives of the organizational changes at
Brunswick in the fall of 1983 was to improve coordination among the operations,
engineering, and construction organizations that were working at the site.

ANSWER [-45:

(aXi-ii) Yes.

(b) Not applicable.

(e) CP&L senior managers have been and continue to be involved in
identifying and ensuring effective training for all nuclear power plant personnel,
including Shift Technieal Advisors (STAs). As part of this involvement, CP&L has
appointed & manager at the section level, who is responsible for effective
implementation and evaluation of nuciear plant personnel training. This manager
reports directly to the Vice President - Operations Training & Technical Support.




In addition, senior management requires reviews of training programns
by plant management, training advisory committees, and quality assurance, and
requests periodic outside agency reviews (such as INPO) of training. QA and INPO
reviews are forwarded directly to the Executive Vice P<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>