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<Toust Lettrvenors’
Wells Eddlgjp's Ing:{x)-ogatoriu to NRC Staff

Wells Eddleman hereby requests the KARC Staff to answer the following
interrogatories before fioni Ly 1984 or such other date as counsel for the Staff
and I agree on. These interrogatories are subrditted under 10 CFR 2.720(h)(11)
and inquire into the studies, information, and knowledge of KiC staff with
respect to my contentions on which discovery is now open. Since I cannot read
the minds of the staff, and this information 4s not contained in documents
which the staff has provided to me, I an unable to obtain this information by
ether means, where the information is contained in a document I can obtain
fror NRC (Public Document Room, etc), I still need the identification of the
document in order to obtain the information. The staff has resources and
information which exceed what I have, and as a party, their position and
information are necessary to making my case in this proceeding. These interroga-
tories are continuing in nature and should be supplenented when answers change.

GENERAL INTERROGATORIES (FIRST SET)

For each of contentions ToT I, T awe Eddleman contentions 7 4567
q,H, ng 132(c)(2),8 :
please provide wne rolfows.n; Anformation by answering each of these questions.

] 'a \s
1. What is NRC nuf'fﬁmfanQf‘ the subject matter of this
contention?

2. Bas MnC stactasbe aiy iy ST Olnto, (a) this contention (b)

the subject metter of this contention ¢) the allegation(s) 4n-this contention
(4) the basis of this contention (e) the information relied upon by {ntervenor(s)
4n support of this contention?

3. For all parts of your response to Interrogatory 2 above for shich your
ansver is affirmative, please provide the following information: who made
the analysis, inquiry, study or investigation; what was being econsidered in
such analysis, inquiry, study or investigation ("AISI"); the content of the
AISI, the results of the AISI, whether the AISI has been compleéed, whether

a date for completing the AISI has been established if it is not co lete
what that date is, :'h docunents used in the AISI, all persons consﬂurgtod ;
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4n the ocourse of the AISI, all documents containing information discovered
or analysis or study or information developed during or as a result of the
AISI (identify each such docunent and state what information or results
4t contains), whether staff believes additional analysis is warranted,
or further AISI needs or may need to be undertaken on this eccntention,
and whether any persons participating in the AISI are to be called as
witnesses fcr the Staff in this case,and what questions the staff AISI is
4ntended to answer and what information it seeks to develop 4f At is not complete.

&, For all responses to parts of (2) above for which NRC staff's
answer is other than affirmative, please state (a) whether KRC staff
plans to perforn any AISI on this contention, (b) whether anyone on
NRC Staff has stated that AISI of any kind is warranted for this contention
(even though it has not been made) (c) whether NRC staff plans for AISI
on this contention include & date for beginning or for ending such AISI,
(d) those dates, for all affirmative answers to (c) abdove, (e) what AISI
NRC staff will undertake on this contention (f) what AISI NRC staff desires
to undertake on this contention (g) all reasons why no AISI is planned on
this ecntention if none is planned (h) all reasons why no AISI has been
done yet on this contention if none has been done (i) what the responsibilities
of NRC staff with respect to this contention are.

s, ldentify a1l documents the Staff relied on in opposing the admission
of this contention, and any specific facts pnot stated in the Staff's opposition
to adrmission of such contention (already filed in this case) upon which Staff
relied in making such opoosition,

6., Identify all documents not sdentified in Staff's interrogatories to
Wells Sddleman or to Joint Intervenors (to present -- & continuing interrogatory )
upon which the staff relied in making each such interrogatory.

7. Ildentify by name, personal or business address, NRC staff position
or title (if any), and telephone nurber (4f known) each person on NEC staff
or consultant to KRC staff or known to NRC Staff or consulted by NRC staff
4n the staff's analysis of the subject matter of this contention prior o
(a) its filing (b) its adrission; state for each such person what analysis
was performed by that person.

8. State all professional qualifications of each person identified in
response to interrogatories 7,. 3.4 .

i
T r

9. Provide arny statements of the analysis made by persons identified
in response to {nterrogatories 3,4, or 7= above, and identify all documents
containing such information or statements not previgusly identified.

10. Give the identifier mnber, date, source, and title of all documents
identified in response to interrogatories above, which are availatle through
¥RC PRIR (Public Document Room).

71, Will KRC Staff make available copies of documents identified in
response to the above {nterrogatories to wWells tddleman for inspection
and ocopying, for documents not availatle through NRC's PIR?

12, Identify by name, NRC staff position if any, address and telephone
mrber each person whom NRC staff intends to mxm use or call as a witness
in this proceeding.

13. State fully the professional qualifications of each person identifiec
4n response to interrogatory 12 above.



34, Summarise the position (or planned testimony) with respect to
each contention on which such person is expected to testify, for each
person identifiod in response to interrogatory 12 above.

15. Has NRC Staff, any witness ddentified in response to interrogatory
12, or anyone acting in behalf of the Staff or such = witness or at thelr
direction, made any calculation or analysis (not 4dentified in response to
interrogatories 1 through & above) with respect to this contention?

16. If the answer to interrogatory 15 above is yes in any ocase, provide
the nare, business or personal address, telephone nunber and professional
qualificitions of each person who has made such calculation or analysis,
stating for each what contention it relates to, what person (or Staff)
4t was nade for or at the direction of, and identifying all documents
containing such calculationor anzlysis and all docurents used in making
tuc!; :alculuuoa or arilysis or relied upon in it or supplying information
used in it.

17. Provide a sumary of each AISI, ecaleculation or analysis fdux Jor
which the answer to interrogatory 15, or interrogatory 2 above, 1s yes.

18, Please give the sccession nu-ber, date and originator of each
docurent identified in response to interrogatory 16, which is available
at the KRC PIE.

19, W21l NRC Staff make available to Wells Eddleman for inspection and
copying all docurents identified in response to interrogztory 16 above which
are not evailable through the PIXY

20. JIdentify each person, including telephone mumber, address, and fielc
of expertise and qualifications (corplete) (Af any) £8 who answered

interrogatories with respect to this contention; if =ore than one person
contrituted to an answer, 4dentify each such person, providing the inforwation
rejuested above in this interrogatory for each such person, and state what
each such person's contribution to the answer wes, for each answer,

21. Identify all docunents wvhich the Staff proposes or intends to use
as exhibits with respect to this contention during this proceeding, including
exhibits of Staff witnesses (1dentifying the witness for each, if such &
witness has been dcsimltcd). and exhitits to be used during ecross-exatination
of witnesses of any party {stating for each shich witness 4t is to be usec
in eross-exa~ination of), and identifying for each the particular pages
or chapters to be used as exhibits.

22, Identify all documents which NRC staff relied upon in answvering
dnterrogatories with respect to this contention, which have not been
4dentified in response to interrogatories 1 through 21 above, stating for
sach which answer(s) re which contention(s) 4t was used for, and each
specific fact and page mu-ber therein on whish NRC staff relied or which
KRG staf! used in answering such interrogastic-y.

23, ¥iease give the accession munber, date, and eriginator of each docuzment
4dentified in response to interrogatories 21 or 22 above which is available
threugh the NRC PDR.

24, WAll NRC Staff provide Wells Eddleman with copies of the documents
§dentified in respoase %o interrogatory 21 or 22 above which are not availatle
at the PIE, for inspection and copying?
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25. 1ldentify any other informetion or source of information not
identified in resvonse to the the above interrogatories 1 thru 24

upon which any member of NRC staff reliefd, or wnich any such

member of staff used, in answering each !nterrogatory with respect

to this contention, naming the contention and resvonse In which

each such source was used, and the location of the information

ueed or relfef on ‘n such source (e.g. page number, section, chaonter, etc).

26 (a) Does the Staff now agree with the contention? (b) Does the
Staff now agree with any part of the contention?

27. If answer to (b) above is affirmative, which part(s) and why?
INTERROGATORIES ON JOINT SEVEN (Steam Generators)
128, Identify each tube fallure analysis which (a) the Staff relies on

(b) you rely on (c) the Staff allows CP&L/NEEMPA to rely on, for the
Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant steam generators, Identify all
documents (d) containing (e) concerning each such analysis, and (f)
concerning Aoolicants' reliance on each analysis.

129, Identify each tube failure analysis you bellieve Apnlicants

(a) rely on (b) have used, re Harris steam generators, Please identify
all documents containing each, and all documents re Staff AISI re each.
157. Identify all constituents of the Harris loose parts monitoring
system(s) for each Harris steam generator., Indicate which are safety
grade, Provide a cony of each dlagram, bluecrint, safety analysis,
analysis, or other AISI concerning each constituent or component of
each such systerm.

131, Please identify all studies you possess, or which have been

dene by or for the NRC or its staff, concerning (e) corrosion

in steam generators with AVT water chemistry (b) comrrosion in

steam generators with cerbon steel support plates, where (1) the

steam generator uses Inconel-600 tubes with the same heat treatment
used on the steem generator tubes at Herris (11) the steam generator
uses Inconel-600 tubes (111) the steam generator 1s & West!nghouse D=l
(1v) the steam generator uses Inconel-600 tubes and the condenser

uses alaminum bronzexx components (v) the steam generator uses
Inconel-600 tubes and the plant is not cooled bv salt or brackish water,
or (vi) the steam genemstor 1s a Westinghouse Dl and the plart s

not cooled by brackish water, Please sevarately identify eack document
which apolies to each of (1) thru (vi) above,

NSSS

132. The VC Summer plart is similar toc Haerris in design and steanm
generators, (&) Dom you ezree with this statement? (b) What i3 VC
Summer's present lifetime cepacity factor in commercial operztion?

(c¢) How long 41d VC summer spend in testing between receiving a
fuel load license or low pvower license, and beginning commercial
overation? (d) How much of the time of testing was attributable to
tests ordered on the steam generastors at Summer? (e) What are the
model numbers of each steam generator at VC Summer (!1.,e. are they
D-4s, D-3s, D=5s, or what?)

133 (a) What do you consider the maximum credible accident involving
stean generators at Harris? (b) What do vou consider the maximum

credible accident involving steam generetor tube (1) leaks (11) ran
' 4 . ¢ flures
at Harris (Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plént)? Please state &ll reasons



for your answer and identify all documents concerning each such
asccident and/or any Staff AISI or such an accident either at Harris
or at any other plant with simllar steam generators. Please also
identify any generic analysis in your possession or of which you
know, concerning each such accldent,

134. Please identify all documents in vour vosgsession concerning
steam generator tube cracking (1) at any plant with Viestinghouse
D-4 steam generators (i1) at eny olant with Westinghouse steam
generators and AVT water chemistry (at any time) (111) at eny
plant using AVT water chemistry which has carbon steel tube support
lates and Inconel-600 tubes (iv) at anv vlant with Westinghouse

-li steam generators, AVT water chemistry, and Inconel-H00 tubes
sub jected to the same heat treatmert the Inconel-602 in the Harris
steam generators was subjected to.

135, Kave you made any analysis of (&) the amount of radiatfon
exposure (b) the total person#rem, (1) actually (1i) projected,
which would be incurred or is incurred in (c) insvecting (d)
cleaning (e) maintaining (f) flushing (g) repairing (h) rlugeing
tubes in (Jj) replacing, steam generators made Oy Westinghouse,
e.g. D=ls, at (k) Harris (1) any other nuclear plant. Please
{dentify each such analysis and each plant it apnlies to. If you
have made eny generic studies of radlation exnosure associated
with steam generators re any of the items (c) thru (J) ebove,
please 1dentify each such study. If you poesess any generic
studies of the matters inguired about above, please identify
each such study.

136. wWhat projection, if any, was made re radiation exposure

to personnel working with steam generators for (a) Krsko (b) Ringhals 3
(¢) McGuire 1 (d) McGuire 2 (e) Catawba 1 (f) Catawba 2 (g) VC Summer
(h) Byron 1 (1) Byron 2 (J) Herris 1, prior to each such unit's

actual or planned commercial operation? Please state which of the
above projections you consider accurate, and why each 1s accurate

or inaccurate in vour opinion. For those where the estlimates are

considered inaccurate, please provide eany estimate you belleve 1is
more accurate,

137. Please identify each revort ofr document bv Selence Apnlications
INC (SAI) concerning steam generators or prcblems with them, which

you possess., Please state which, 1f any, of the recommendations in each
such renort the Staff will recuire H &arris to imnlerment prifor to
commercial operetion, Please state, for each such recommendation,

all reasons why vou (1) will, or (11) will noct, or (1iil) are not sure

if you will, require such recommendation to be implemented at Harris.

138, Please identify all documents concerning the kinds of forelgn
objects (1) that have been found in steam generators or asscclated

iving at nuclear power plants in the US (i11) that cer be detected
by the loose parts monitoring devices to be installed at Farris (%41)
thet have been found in steam generators where monitoring devices of
the same *vpes or models to be used gt Harris are in place, particulerly
those found without being detected by the locse parts monitor (iv) which
cennot or probably would not be detected by the loose nartms mohitering
devices or systems now planned to be installed at Harris,

}3?. Please state what the effect of SGC xkmmm tube exvadsion per yyU=p

1014 will be on tube (a)wall thickness (b) residual stress (c) integ=ity
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(d) resistance to corrosion (e) resistance to cracking, in vour
oninion., Please give all reasons for each such answer.

(f) Please state sll modifications Applicants have stated they

(1) have performed (1i) will perform on harrls steam gererators,
the date for each, and which dates are prior to expected commercieal
overation.

140, Please identify all analyses of tube vibration in Westinghouse

D-LL steam generators with which you ere fahilier or which you know of,
Please state which are based on actual observations, and which are
theorextical. Please state which of these analyses, if any, would

be appliceble to Harris. Please identify any analvsis of tube vibration
in +he Fa»~!s steam rerercto»s wh'’ch hes dbeen mede by anyvone,

Please state vour opinion as to the (1) val!dity (11) reliadblility,

of each s=ucli analysis.

Interrogatories on Joint I

141, Please identify all documents in which NRC has incuired of
its insvectors concerning the carcdllity of CP&L manapgement to
safelv or properly manage (a) Harris (b) Brunswick (c) Robinson 2,
Please produce a covny of each answer to each such inquiry, giving
the date of each and the name of each insmector resvonding, if
knowr. (Joint Intervenors will consider measures to orotect the
privacy or identity of suckL versons if Staff so desires).

14,2. Please state each fine (a) prorosed (b) levised against

CP&L for nuclear operations, Please i1dertify all documents
concerning each such fine, including the reasons for !t, CP&L's
resnonse to the notice of violation involved, CP&L's response

to the provosed fine, any appeals of the fine bv CP&L, and/or

any changes in the fine. (c) Please state your oninion of the
quality of management that each such fine indicates. (d) Do vou
have any ob!nion as to whether (1) the number (11) the severity
(111) the number and severity (iv) ell aspects of, these fines

casts any doubt upon the capablility of CP&L manegement to assure
that its nuclear plants are overated safely at all times? 1If so,
please state your ooninion and give ell reasons for it,

(e) Do you have any ovinion concerning whethe» any or all asvects

of the=e fines cas*t any doubt upon the capabllity of CP&L management
to operate Har~is safelv at 2l tf~es 1° Harris 1 1s l!censed to run?
If so, please state your oninion and give all reasons for it.

1,3, Please 1list all the things that ere necessar»y in vour view to
safely axX manage the operation of a nuclear plant. Please l1list for each
any doubts any member of the Staff has concerning CP&L's cavabllities

re that thing for operating Harris., (See J.I. interrogatories to
Apvlicants, 2/23/8L, at I-48, for examples of what we're asking about,)

14y, Has CP&L ever had a problem at a nuclear plant in orerstion

that relates to or was partly or entirely caused by inadequate (a) QA/QC
(b) design (c) maintenance (d) management? Please identify each problem
and the plant it occurred at and the date(s) it occurred,

1,5, Has anyone on the Staff done any followup on the problems identified
br F.S, Cantrell in his testimony in the Earris CP remand of 19797
If so, identify each such person and stete all results of each such
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followup. Please identify a2ll documents concerning each.

146. Please identify all documents, including SALPs, in whlch
the Staff identifies & need for immrovement in management of any
CP&L nuclear facilities or facility.

147. Please state how many times NRC Staff has met with CP&L

(a) plant management (b) senfor management (VPs or higher-ranking
officdrs), concerning problems at CP&L nuclear vlants. Please gilve
the date of each such meeting, who met with whom, which were the
CP&L peovle, whether a transcript or notes of the meeting exist,
the identification of all documents concerning what went on &t
the meeting, including transc»ipt(s) or notes or recordings, end
please also state whether management or imorovements needed in
management and/or mehagement attention were discussed. Tlease
identify all documents giving the agenda of each such meeting,
and state what problem(s) were discussed in euch such meeting,

148, Please identify all documents in your vossession corncerning
(a) Staff turnover at Brunswick (b) Staff turnover at Robinson 2

(¢) Staff turnover at Harris (d) turnover in CP&L nuclear management
at corporate headquarters. (e) Please state when, 1f ever, NRC
staff or any member of it has congmsidered turnover in staff at

(1) Brunswick (11) Robinson 2 (1i1) Harris (iv) CP&L corvorate
nuclear management, to be (aa) a problem (bdb) a serious problem

(ce) a amxxx cause of problems (dd) a factor cormounding other
problems,

149, Please state if there is any nuclear management in the US
involved with commercisl nuclear power plants, concerning which

(1) the Staff (ii) anyore on the Steff, Lolds the opinion that

that management 1s (aa) unqualified to operate nuclear power plants
safely (bb) doubtfully qualified to operate nuclear power plants
safely.

150, Does the NRC Staff or anyone on it rave any documents concerning
management weaknesses at nuclesr power plarnts or management weaknesses
of nuclear power utilities (or any nuclear utility)? If so, please
identify all documents containing such information, most sveciffcally
any such information concerning CP&L not identified in resmonse to

the above inter~ogatories, anv information comparing management of
nuclear utilities and/or nuclear power vlants, or assessing the

maragement competence of any nuclear utility (e.g. Metrovolitan
Edison, GPU Nuclear, CP&L).

151, Please state ell reviews NIC Staff has undertaken of the (a)
?ualifications (b) actual competence, of (1) engineering (11) operating
111) maintenance (iv) management personnel at any CP&L nuclear plant,
For each plant please identify all documents concerning each such

review., Please state the results of each such review.

152. Has NRC Staff ever done the analysis of the 1limited apvearance
statement of Wells Eddleman in the Harris CP remand hearing of 1979
which ASLB Chairm Ivan Smith stated to Staff attorney Reis would be

sought by the Boerd? If so, please identify all documents concerning
such anaiysis,



-B-

153, Is there any member of NRC Staff who belleves that CP&L

(a) 1s incapable (b) mgay not be capable, of stfely managing,
building, engineering, operating, and maintaining the Harris 1 plant
over its entire expekcted operating 1ife? & If so, please

identify eacn such peramon (perscn) and produce that person as

a witness in the management hearing acheduled for September 198)

(or any other hearing on menagement cavability o= rescheduling cf
that hearing).

154. Has anyone studied the number of severity of core-damage eccident
precursors which have occurred at CP&L's nuclear nlants? If so,

state who, when the study was done, and what precursors were {dentified
and what hazard(s) each posed. Please state your oninion of the
adequacy of CP4L management, design, end overatior. and maintenance
related to each such precursor. Please state your orinion of the
adequacy of CPil, senior management's resnonse to each such precursor,
Please identify all documents containing or concerring each of the
things inquired about above, in this interrogatory.

155, Do you know of any nuclear-related management in this country
which 1s sufficiently incompetent that NRC (1) wculc not suonort
(11) might not supvort, issuing a ruclear operating license to

such management, or issuing an order allowing such management to
orerate o nuclear power plant? If so, identify each suck management
and compare it with CP&L &s to its adeguacy and charczcteristics.

156. HKas NRC Staff undertaken any review of the statements made

by CP&L witnesses in the 1579 Harris CP remand hearinrs on management
canability? If so, vlease identify each such review, when 1t vas

made, and identify all documents concerning it, who wrote 1t, and

what use, if any, NRC Staff has yet made of it, 1Indlcate if it

has been shown to anyone working to CP&L and, if so, wiether that
person or persons were or included senior management (ie those

with rank of Vice President or higher), and when it was shown to
eachh, Please identify each person at CP&]. you hewve sen* a cooy

of each such review to,.

157. Heve you ever ceught & nuclear utility other than CP&L
irmroperly disposing of low-level redicactive wastes offsite in

(a) landfrills (b) scrav yard (c) scren recycling overaticns? If so,
please identify eaclh such utility. If nct, please indicete what
your oninion 1s as to CP&L management's cavnabllity in 1light of the
i~oroper disvosal of LLRJ at Brunswick,

Interrogatories or Eddlerern 9§

15€. (a) Does ¥3C Staf’ state on pp 3-49 thru 3-51 of the Harris SER,
cdrtalir ‘nformation it will require CP&L to submit re ervironmental
quelification of electrical equipment? (b) For each ftem of Information

{z¢ed on pp 3-49, 3-50 or 3-51 of the Harris SER, have vou stated all
the reasons for requiring that item to be sudbmitted? If not, pleace
state all additional reasons, including eny rule or nolicy o= reguletion
which requires tlie subnission of thLe informatlch, why you rejulre each
such item(s) of information to be submitted.

159, Has CP&L submitted any lists of equipment identified urder
item (1) on p.3-50 (tor item (1)) of the Harris SER? Please rrovide
a copy of each such 1list,
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160. When does the Sta®f estimate its review of the environmental
qualification of electrical equipment at Harris will be completed?

161. Does the resolution of the case UCS V. NRC, DC Circult Court

of Appeals 6-30-83 (this is the correct date, not fall 12983 as
stated in past interrogatories to Apnlicants) have any effect

on your review of the environmental qualification of electrical
equipment at Harris? If so, please state what effect, reasons for it,
and please identify all documents concerning each such effect.

162. Is there any item of electrical equipment at Earris which,

in your opinion, has not Yyet been demonstrated to be environmentally
qualified as required bHy“*NUREG-0553 (b) 10 CFR 50.49 (c) 10 CFR 50
Appendix A, General Design Criterion 1 (d) 10 CFR £ 50 Arpendix A,

GDC § 4 (e) any other NRC rule or regulation (specify)? If answer

to any part above is affirmative, please state whether you can identify
(1) all such parts (1!) any such part or item (1i1) ell such items,

and identify those you can readily identify.

163, HEas KRC Staff itself tested or had tested ary of the e cuipment

used as electrical equivment at the Harris plant? If so, please identify
what equipment, who tested it, when, with what results, according to

what procedure, who avproved the procedure for the test(s), who ordered
the tests, who evaluated the test reqults, what the evaluastion of

the test results was, whether anyone else has evaluated the test
result(s), and identify sll documents concerning the tests, test rrodce-
dire(s), test result(s), analysis of tle result%s), aré adequacy of

the tesfs) or results,

164, Hes anyone other than CP&L esnd NRC Staff tested cr had tested
eny of the electrical equiovment to be used at Harris 1?7 1If so,
please answer all parts of the second sentence of interrogatory 163
above corcerning each such test,

165. Please identify all deficlencies vou are aware of in CP&L's

(a) submissions (b) date (c) testing (d) testing rerorted in submisalons,
concerning environmentel qualification of electrical equipment at

narris. Please identify wiiich equipment each such deficlency applies to,
Please idencify all documents concerning each such deficiency.

166, Has anyone expressed any ccncerns re the adequacy of NRC's

(a) review (b) enalysis (c) programs, re environmental quelification

of electrical equipment for (i) nuclear power plants (i1i) Harris?

(e.g. Sandia National Labs personnel). Please identify each such

person and all documents expressing such concern(s), Please identify

all documents written by the Staff resnonding to any such corcern(s), *o
(ttodes so PWOEL 055 pr OCF-5Y

167. 1Is there unqualified electrical equipmentiin (&) the Brunswick

plant, Unit 1 (b) the Brunswick nlent, unit 2 (c) the Brunswick plant

common facflities (d) HB Robinson unit 2 (e) other facilities at Robinson,

at present, in your opinion? If so, what assurences can be given that

Exahiex all mmx electrical equipment at Harris will be qualified

prior to (and/or during) operation? Please give all reasons for
each of your answers,

168. Has CP&L stated any length of time 1t will take to submit thre
information requested in the SER ppn. 3=49 thru 3-51? If so, whatdate

is the lest for submission of such information? HKas CP&L resisted
providing any information requested in the Harris SF® pp 3-49 thru 3-51°7
If so, what information and why? Is the Staff still seeking any of this



information? If so, what, and why?

169, Ifs there any other information not identified in the SFR for

Harris which CP&L must submit to NRC to dermonstrate environmental
qualification of electrical equipment at Harris prior to commercial
operation? If so, what ixs that information, and has it all been
submitted? If not, wiy not? Is the Staff exvecting to receive

any of this information? If so, which information do you expect,

and when? Is there any required information which you do not

expect to receive from CP&L? 1If so, what informatioh. If you know

why CP&L haxxtixm»y is not providing it or hasn't provided it, please

state why and identify all documents concerning such non-provision of into,

170. Eeas the Staff applied any of the questions or eoncerns in Union
of Concerned Scientists (UCS) February 7, 198L sunrlemental vetition
concerning environmental ocualificati‘on of elactricel ecuinment to

its review of enmvironmentel qualification of electrical eguipmert

for Harris 1? If so, which, and how and whxy? If not, for each which
you have not applied, why not?

171. Please identify all documents in which you review the environmental
qualificetion of electrical equipment for Harris 1, including work
vapers, summ:ries and other reviews.

172, Please state whether you consider the FSAR for Herris to have
comrletely documented adequete environmental qualification of
electrical equipment for Harris 1 at oresent. Please give all
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172#k Please identify all studies of accelerated degradation of
insuleting materials including (1) polykethylene (11) neoprene,
when exposed to radiation et lower domse rates instead of high
dqomse¢ rates, with walchh you are familiar, particularly any

cn ducted by any group including Ken Gillen or R. Clough or anyone
else working for Sandia National Laboratories.

173. Please state whet concerns, if any, anyone working with (a) NRC

(b) Sandia Netional Laboratories (c) anyone else, has expressed re

the effect of more ranid deterioration of insulating materials exnosed

to the same total dose at low dose retes, cormared to the deterioratiokn
resulting from the same total dose at high dose rates, as it applies to
insuletion uced in safetyv-related eouivment and ean’nment thet cen

affect safety-related equioment in nuclear vower vlants, Pleesse identify
all documents in which such concerns are expressed and any documents

in which NRC staff analyzes or resvonds to such concern(s).

17,;. Do you know where at Harris polyethylene insulat‘on is used on

(a) cable (b) wiring (c) electricel equipment, as insuletion, at Harris?
If so, please state where, including which elevations, which bulldings,
which radiation zones, etc, to the extent vou know.

175. Hes (a) the Staff (b) ar
yone, conducted any study or anal
gge :fg;;tezzqmiii z:nidrd:terio?aginn (e.g. as qulaiied innzlgiésaggve
me r safety at (c) Harris (d) an 1
Nuclear plants In general. ‘Plea B o oar SIARS o)
se identify gl) documents concerning

or conta‘n
ing each such study and/or any Staff AIST opr resvonses
re each,
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176. Please describe all forms of degradation of oroperties or

of the substance of polyethylene which occur when it is exnosed to
nuclear radiation. Please identify all documents vou know of
concerning such forms of degradation (a) at low dose rates (b) at
high dose rates (d) at any dose rates.

177. Please describe all forms of degradation of properties

or ¢f the substance of neoprene which occur when it is exnosed
to nuclear radiation, Please identify all documents you know of
concerning such forms of degradation (a) at low dose rates (b)
et high dose rates (c) et any dose rates (d) at the dose rates
described in NUREG/CR 2156, 2157, 2763 or 2877.

173. Has the Staff made any AISI of the effect of the degradation
errects described in (a) NT®EG/CR 2156 (b) NURraG/ CR 2157 (c) NURYG /CR
2763 (d) NURFG/CR 2877 on (1) insuletion at Earris (11) safety of the
HEarris plant (111) safety of any nuclear plent (iv) safetv of nucmlear
power or nuclear vower plants? If so, please identify each such

AIST, who did it, who ordered it done, when 1t was done, and all
documents containing any of the AISI.

179. Hes the Staff retained cometent scientists to analyze the
cable insulatirn &t Herris? If so, have ther analvzed any cable
tnsulation vet? Have they reviewed the rediation sources inside
the Eerris plant? If so, what reviews have thev done so fear,

and what have beer the results. Please identify the documents
concerning (1) the qualifications of each such scientist (11)

the enalysis or review(s) done by each. (CF your interrcgatory 55)e

180. Is vklvethylene covolymer used in ary insulaticn at Harris

on electrical wiring or cable (e.g. in Anaccnda flexible corduit)?

If so, what do you know about the degradation of ndlyethvlene co-
polymer under conditions of long-tern radiation exvosu-e at varlous
dose rates including those described in WU®EG/CR 2156, 2157, 2763, or
28777 Please identify all documents you know of concerning the
degradation by radlation and/or other factors of polvikekthrlene
ccpolymer,

181, Do you krow what actions, if any, CP&L has taken in response

to NRC IN 83-72 of 10-18-83, re Anaconds flexible gondult?

I¢ so, please state all suck actions et¥Srunswick, Rebinson 2, (c¢) Harris,
and identify all documents concerning eack such action,

182. Has (a) N2C Staff (b) CP&L (c) anyone else, to vour knowledge,
mede any study of radietion dose rates exrected during (1) normal
overation (11) accidents, at any locations 1inside the Harris nlant
where insulcted cakXkmxmxble or mmt wiring i1s used, or where
polyethylene or neoprene insulatlior is used? If so, which of these
studies (please identify them ell) takes any shlelding effects into
account, and how? Which give actusl measured dose retes to ceble or
wiring insulatfon irn similar situations in other nuclear volants?
Wrnich deal with radiation doses (111) at various reector vpower levels
(1v) during shutdowns once the system 1= past initlal criticelity
(v) during refueling or other outages .

183, Eas (a) NRC Staff (b) anyone else, ever examined samnles of caibrle
er wiring insulation fro= ectual gpernting nuclear power vlants for
degradation? 1If so, pleasc 1ldenti z all documents concerning such exam-
ination (or testing’ of insulation including nolyethylene or neoprene.
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Interrogetories on Eddleman L1 (not relating to welder info just received)

184. Has CP&L completed its 100% reinspection of vine Lhangers at
Harris? If not, when does CP&L tell you they expect to commlete 1t?

185. Have you inspected any more pipe hangers at Herris since you
last answered interrogatories? If so, which ones, with what results?

186. Please identify all documents pertaining to the matters and
inspections inquired about in interrogatories 184 end 185 above.

187. Has any (1) wxelder (11) wielding inspector, ever been fired

or discharged or asked to resign from Harris because of (aa) making
(bb) apnroving, defective welds or defective pive hangers? If so,

please i1dentify each such person,

188, Eas any (1) welder (11) welding inspector (i111) other nerson,
ever been (aa) disciplined (bb) laid off (cc) sent for retraining
(dd) required to be pvetrained or to take further tra‘ning, because of
(A) maving (B) avproving, defective (iv) welds (v) pive hangers,

at Harrlis? If so, please identify each suck person,

189. Have you ide.tified any defective pipe hangers &t Herris
which have not yet been repaimred? If so, which ones?

190, Lave you writlen any evaluation or recommendaticns for
improvement (or has snyone working for NRC Staff or CF&L done so0)
for CP&L Harris QA or QC concerning thelr insvection of pive hangers
(a) ever (b) since 9/1/1980?7 1If so, plezse identify each document
containing eacl. such eveluat’on and/or recommendat!on.

191. Have you contacted any of the welders identified to Wells
Eddleman by CP&L in response to his interrogatories served in 19837
If so, please describe the nature of each such contact and the
infornmation (&) you gave to (b) you received from, each such welder.
Please 1dentify or state any statements, questions, or other things
vou have communicated orally or in writing to each such welder, and
all response(s) you have received to each.

162. Please laentify ell documents concerning reinspection of pipe
hangers at Harrils wnich have occurred since June 1, 1983.

193. Please ident!fy all docunents concerning defects in vpine hangers
at Harrls found since 1 June, 1983, which (a) you vossess (b) you
know someone else vossesses (please identify who possesses it, if vou know),

194, Has (&) CPXL (b) Daniel Internatifonal (c) anvone else including
emmloyees of CPAL or Danlel, who worked et the Harris site, ever (1)
made any false statement to NRC concerning pive hangers at Harris (11)
made eny statement to NRC concerning ripe hangers at Harris, which was
later shown to be false (111) mude any statement to NRC concerning the
txt pipe hangers or eny pive hanger et Harris, which was later shown to
be inaccurate, misleading or incorrect? Please give ell detaills

and identify all documents concerning each such statement.

195, How serious do you believe "OK" tagg! of defective pive hangers
1s"{a) as a breach of faith with NRC (b)egsnﬁ violation of NRC regzgationa

(c) as a threat to safety of the Earris plant

for each of your answers, ? FPlease give all reasons
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Interrogetories on EdZleman LS

196. Please 1dentity 8]} water hammer incidents in PWRs since 1-1-83
that (a) caused damege (b) caussd a safety problem (c) were reported
by NRC to Congress az significant svents (d) were required to be
reported tc Congress by the NRC. Please state the relevance of each
such incident to Harris and 8]l Information suvporting your answer,
197. Have you evaluated the cormlete start-up test program for
Harris 1 as it invclves water hammer in the systems mentioned in
Eddleman L45? If not, why not? If so, please {identify all documents
which (a) are drafts of your evaluation (b) contain your evaluation
(¢) contain information which would contradict or cast doudbt on
vour evaluation, If CP&I has not submitted a cormlete starteup
test program fzor H arris concerning weter hammer in the systems
mentationed in Eddleman L5, when will they do so?

198. Identify all open items re Harris that relate to (a) water
hammer (b) effects of weter harmers (c) deftection of water hammers
(d) detection of situations in which water hammers could occur o_r
are likely to occur (e.g. formation of voids, leaking pives, etc).
Please identify all documents relating to each such open item.

199, If there are any (a) confirmatory iterns (b) concerns exoressed
or held by any member of NRC Staff, re water hammer or its effects
(e.g. &8 inquired about in items (a) thru (d) ir 198 above) at Herris,
please state each and identify all documents concerning each.

Please state if the person(s) whc hold the concerns stated will
appesar as witnesses if Eddleman LS goes to hearing.

Interrogatories on Eddleman 67

200. Has the Congress ratified the Southeast Interstete Low-Level
Radloactive Waste Commact? (hereinafter, "the Compact")

201. Has South Carolina or any other state attermted to withdraw
from the Compact ?

202. Has any state attempted to withdraw from any other Li.. compact?

203, Identify ell states for which the enswer to 202 or 203 above 1is
atfiwmative and ‘dentifv all documents concern’ng ecch such withdrawsal
attemct.

204, Has the Staff or anyvone on it conducted any review of violatlons
of LLRW shivping regulations by CP&L? If so, who did, when. and with
what results? Identify all documents used in this review or containing
statements of this review.

205, Are you aware of any legislation pronosed or pessed s in South
Carolina concerning prohibition of disvosal of wastes in S.C. from
states which have no disnosal g site for hazardous wastes?

205-B. Do you know that NC has no onerating landf!lls for hazardous
waste disposal?

206, Does NRC possess cories of any CP¢L contingency planks for
{%) gﬁ”"" sbz alternate disvosal (c¢) alternate treatment of LLIW
e event that the SE compact 1s not ratified, or NC o» SC withdraws

from 1t, or offsite disvosal of Harris LLRW 18 otherwise not allowed?
% wed?
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Interrogatories on Lddleman 116.

207. Has the Steff conducted &ny reviews of CP&L's Harris fire
protection program other than those whose results are stated n
the Harris SER pp 9.45 through 9-55? 1If so, please identiry
each such review,

208. For each area (i.e. each item underlined) in the SER PD

9-45 through 9«55, please provide a cony or identify all documents
containing the actual work meners or review (including drafts or
notes) made by the staff to reach the conclusions stated,

203. Please state which of the onen items identified or SE® page 9-5¢
have been resolved, and for each state how and identify all documents
concerning the resolution of the item,

210. Isn't it true that photoelectric smoke detectors are able to
detect combustion products from cable fires earlies than lonization

smoke detectors such as sre to be used at Harris? Please state all
bases for your answer and i1dentify all documents containing infomrmation
you used (a) ir your enswer (b) as any basls for your answer,

211, For each excertiorn summarized on page 9-55 of the RR4&R SFR
for Harris, please ident!fy all documents (including workpavers and
notes and drafts ) concerning Staff's aporoval of an exeption for
each such deviation (seven deviations are 1isted),

212, Has the Staff or anyone else ever actually tested the fire
resistance of fire barriers inside an operating nuclear power prlant?
If so, please give all details of each such test. 1Identify all
documents concerning eech such test and its results,

213. Have any of the (a) fire barrier materials (b) fire barriers, of
the tyoe(s) CP&L proposes to use at Harrlis, ever failed at any nuclear
plant? If you don't know, please stete whether you heve ever tried to
find out, If you do know, please 1dentify all documents concern’!ng
such failure(s) or the lack of therm, identifying each plant at which
such a failure has occurred,

214, 1Isn't safex shutdown in the event of a fire required to be

& cavabllity of the H arris plant? Please 1ist all NPC rules, regulations
Oor requirements which require such a capabllity. Please state how much
redundancy in the safe shutdown eguibment to be kept overable in the

event of fire is required. Flease identify all ecuipment which 4s
required for safe shutdown in the evert of fire, which might be or

is allowed to be inoperable during nlent overation (a) by any N®C rule,
regulation, or policy or staff positicon (1dentify each such rule, reg,

policy cr positiorn) (b) by any CP&L procedure, or technical svecification
presently orovosed for Harris,

215. when does the Staff plank to complete its review of each open

item re fire protection at Harris which 1t does not have resolved?

What does CP&L have to do to allow vou to cormlete your review of each such
item? what actlon(s) would crar have to do to close each such onen item?
Please identify all documents concerning your revicw of each suck open
item, the schedule for comrleting it, and what C»&7, may need to do to

close the item or allow you to complete your review o it
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216. Please identify all items (by number and paragravh) in NU® EG-0800,
ofr in 10 C¥R 50 Appendix R, which CP&L has not yet fully commlied with,
If CP&L hes been granted any exception from any such item or requirement
not identifled or discussed in your responses above, please identify

the item or requirement, and identify ell documents discussming the
excevtion, the reascns for it, and reasdns not to allow an excertion re
that item, If CP&L has been excused from compliance in any way you

do not call an exception, please identify all documents concerning

such excuse from compvliance, the reasons for it, and/or any reasons
agalinat 1t.

217. Please identify all documents listed in your interrogatories
dated 15 March, 1983, pp S and 6, numbers 74 through 82, which

(a) the Staff has completed its review of entirely (b) the Staff

has not yet comoleted its review of. For each documert which tke
Staff has not completely reviewed, state what else you have to do

to complete your review, what problems you have identified In your
review so far concerning CP&L's fire protection for Harris, and when
you articinate finishing your review and what you need to finish 1it,

218, If a fire occurred during an accident while the conte!nment wae
132lated (a) Is there any rule or regulation of the NRC requiring

Co&L to be &bvle to (1) fight the fire (11) prevent the fire from
interfering x with the safety function of equinment requived for

(aa) skutting down Harris 1 (bd) maintaining Harris 1 ir safe shutdown?
Plezase identily each such rule or regulation. (b) Dces the Staff or
anyore cn it believe that CP&L should be able to fight the fire?

Pleas~ state wi.o bellieves so and unon what busis, identifying all
documents supportingik thet bellef and indicating which person(s)
holding that beliexf will be avallable as witnesses should Eddleman 116
go to trial (hearing).

219. Has (a) NRC sStaff (b) anyecne else, evaluated the actual
performance of {1) fire barriers (1!) "five resicst’ve" materials

(111) fire resistangt materials, in actual fires, for those barriers
and materiels to Yte used at harris? If so, whet were the results
and=s pleese icentify all documents concerning the evaluaticn of the
nerformance of encli such barrier or mmterial ir anv actual fire,
cescribing the actual fire end the corditions under which i1t occurred,
end/or containing eny etalysis of the fire and/or the performance

of the particular barrier(s) or material(s) that were exnosed to it,

220, Has NREC Staff or unyone else enalyzed fallures or feflure modes
of the automatic firefighting equipment at Harris? If so, please
identify all documents containing such anelysis.

221, HKes NRC Staff or aryone else analyzed the locat‘on of fire
detection instruments, the resronse times of such instruments and/er
systems containing them, and/or the failure probabilities and/or

failure modes of fire detect!on instrurents and/or systems to be used

at Harr!s, for the effects of these mutters crn (a) fire detection times
(b) fire detection orobadbllity (c) fire drigede resvonse times (4d)

soread of fires (¢) zeverity of fires (f) causing nuclear accidents or
making nuclear accidents mors severe, at Harris? If so, please midentify
all documents conteining such analysies, all reasors for the conclusions

f ch A >4 ) :_ -
.ﬁucﬁuina!§:iif1" end &ny Iirnformaticn v:ed in making or suprorting each
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222. Has NRC Staff or anyone else done an enelyel!s of what could
happen if fires initiated at Harris actually spread? If so, plecre
identify all documents concerning such analysis, and/o» the influence
control of combustible materials could have on fire spreading at
Harris., Please also identify all documents concerning control of
combustible materials at Harrlis, and all information corcerning
improper control of combustible materials at CP&L's Robinson 2
and/or Brunswick plents (or any other nuclear power plent) in your
possession and/or of which you know.
222=A, Identify all documents concerning Harris' abllity to fight
nterrogatories on 132(c)(2§‘] s‘multaneous fires, that vou know of,

223. Do you possess readable document:c or drawings which show what
instrumentation is on the front of control room panels 1,2,3,L4,5,6,7,
8,9,10,11,12,13,1L,and/or 15 at Harris? If so, will vou nrovide
covies of same?

224, Has the 3taff commleted its DCRDR for Harris 1? If not, when

do you exBeﬁt to co?glete it? 51?‘38 ldentiiv all documents and work
papérs yol have so r generated In this review,

225. Kas the Staff analyzed the uses that must be made during any

(or all) credible Harris accidents, of thg information appearing on
any vanel listed in Eddleman contention 132(c)(2)? If so, which
accidents, and which information on which panels? Please identify all
documents concerning each such analysis,

226, FKas the Staff any opinion concerning the aqualificetiorf of the
veople who did the DCRDR for CP&L (the "human factors exverts")?

Does your ovinion of the adeguacy of these versons' quelifications
incorporate the views of the Licensingz Board in Byron (198L)?

Pleuse state your view of the adequecy of these persons' qualifications
if you have one,

227. What EEDs and HERSs for Harris has the Steff reviewed? Please
ider tify all documents giving the results of your review of each,

223, what information needed by operators in accidents et Harris,

which eopears on any of the panels contentior 132(c)(2) says cannot

be seen from each other (or by versons stand’rg near each, whose view

may be blocked by other vanels), cen be seen from a distence of (r) £ feat
(b) 10 feet (c) more than 10 feet (d) more than ? feet, witk sufficient
reliabllity for accurate interpretation end read’ng under high stress
conditions such as would orevall ir an sccident, In vour oninfon?®

229. Hes the Staff made any review of the visual blockapes vossible

in the Harrls control room layoub? If so, what documents contaln

the results or your review? Please identify all work papers used in vour
review,

230. Does the Staff believe CP&L was (a) right (b) resvonsidle, when it
set into concrete In the Harris 1 control room floor the rositions of

the cabinets reco s ded by its DCRDR consultants, orior to Staff complet-
ing its control roc -~ design review for Harris 1? Please give all reasons
for your answer and identify all documents informetion from which was

used to make or support your ancswer,

PRODUCTTION OF DOCUMFNTS
Wells Eddleman and Joint Intervenors hereby reouest NRC staff to
make avallable for irspection end coPying al) documents idertified in

resoonse to any of the adbove interrogateries, /e PeSe Gy Tewk e



