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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAK REGULATORY COMMISSION '
g4 IPR-6 MO

BEFORE THE ATUP.C SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

DUKT POWER COMPANY, et al.

Docket Nos. 50-413
50-414

(Catawba Nuclear Station,
Units 1 and 2)

Applicants' Response To "Palmetto Alliance and Carolina
Environmental Study Group's Interrogatories and Requests To
Produce Documents on Diesel Generator Contentions to
Applicants and NRC Staff" and "CESG's Interrogatories to
Duke Power Regarding Emergency Diesel Contentions
Admitted By Atomic Safety and Licensing Board."

In accordance with the Licensing Board's Order dated
February 23, 1984, as amended in the telephone conference call of
March 14, 1984 (Tr. 12,620-22, 3/14/84), Applicants hereby file
their responses to the interrogatories, identified in the caption,
filed on March 26 by Palmetto Alliance and the Carolina
Environmental Study Group (CESG).

1.

These interrogatories deal both with Intervenors' contention
on the Catawba crankshaft issue and the issue admitted by the
Board on its own motion dealing with certain Catawba-specific

problems (Memorandum and Order (Referring Certain Diesel Generator

Issues to the Appeal Board), February 23, 1984, pp. 4-6;

Memorandum and Order (Admitting a Board Contention Concerning

Certain Diesel Generator Problems), February 27, 1984, pp 2-3).
In admitting these two contentions, the Board limited their

focus to matters peculiar to Catawba, explicitly rejecting matters
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of generic import. More specifically, though Intervenors had
sought in their proposed contention to have the Board accept as
issues for litigation the generic issues of deficiencies in
quality assurance at TDI and the operating pertormance of 1DI
generators at other nuclear facilities (February 23 Memorandum at
p. 4), the Board refused to accept these generic issues, admitting
only the "crankshaft" portion of Intervenors' proposed contention
(February 23 Order, pp 5-7). The Board stated that such issues
were rejected for several reasons, including the fact that liti-
gation of the generic matters would inevitably lead to delay of
the proceeding. Chief among its reasons for refusing to litigate
these generic matters on the Catawba docket is the fact that, as
generic issues, they may affect some fifteen different facilities
and identical, or substar‘ially identical, contentions had been
admitted in at least three other cases. (Id. at pp. 6-7).
Clearly, then, under the Board's February 23 Memorandum and Order
there is no warrant for discovery on the generic issues of either
TDI quality assurance o1 the operational history of TDI diesel
engines in marine applications or at sites other than Catawba.

Nor does the Board's order of February 27 expand the scope of
the issues markedly. The Board issued that order, and admitted a
limited contention on its own motion, based on a letter to it from
Applicants' counsel which outlined several problems which had only
recently been discovered. (February 27 Order, p. 2) The Board
went on to say that:

The contention we now admit is site-specific in the
sense that it focuses on problems that hive actually

been experienced at the Catawba facility. inceea it is
because of its site-specific aspect that we felt obliged



to raise this issue on our own motion, even at this late

date. We recognize, however, that this Board contention

also has generic aspects because its thrust is more

toward operation:él rel.ability than design consid-

erations. As the Applicants' letter points out, "these
matters are similar i1n nature to matters found with
other TDI diesels." We expect, therefore, that
litigation of this cuntention may invulse us in proof of
diesel cperating histories from other nuclear plants

with diesels of the same design. As we indicated in our

referral order, we think it would be preferable to

litigate the generic aspects of present concerns about

TDI diesels in a lead or special proceeding, rather than

in many individual operating license cases. [Id. at

p. 3] (emphasis added)

Thus it is clear that, at most, the Board's own contention,
and the discovery permitted thereunder, may involve some aspects
(identified in Applicants' letter of February 17) of diesel
operating history at other nuclear plants with diesel engines of
the same designs and to that extent may legitimately be said to
involve aspects of the generic contention. It does not, however,
involve any aspect of the generic issue of TDI QA, and thus
discovery is not permitted on that issue, nor does it give license
for unrestricted inquiry into matters beyond site-specific issues
at Catawba.

One final point should be mentioned. The term '"diesel
generator” encompasses two separate components, 1) a diesel
engine which powers 2) a generator which produces electricity.
Both Intervenors' and the Board's contentions concern themselves
with the diesel engine as opposed to the generator. No issue has
been raised, let alone admitted, respecting any alleged problem
with the generator portion of the diesel generator. Therefore

discovery is not permissible on any such matter.



The two contentions now at issue in this proceeding are:

r PA/CESG Contention

The Applicants have not demonstrated a reasonable assurance
that the TDI emergency diesel generators at the Catawba Nuclear
Station can perform their safety function in service because of:

(1) Inadequate design of the crankshafts.

The Board Contention

Whether there is reasonable assurance that the TDI emergency
diesel generators at the Catawba Station can perform their
functions and provide reliable service because of the problems
reported in the Applicants' letter to the Board of February 17,
1984,

II.

Requests to Produce

Applicants will make available for inspection and copying by
Palmetto Alliance and CESG those documents, not subject to
privileges or objections asserted by Applicants in the responses
to individual interrogatories, identified in the responses :o
individual interrogatories. Such documents will be available to
Palmetto Alliance and CESG on and, for a reasonable period of time
after, April 2, 1984 at Duke Power Comj \ny's offices at 422 South
Church Street, Charlotte, NC.

III.

Responses to Palmetto Alliance Interrogatories

A. General Interrogatories

1. Please state the full name, address, occupation and
employer of each person answering the interrogatories
and designate the interrogatory or the part thereof he
or she answered.

The initials of the person or persons providing the primary

information used in the answers to interrogatories will be

indicated in parentheses following each answer.



The business address, occupation and employer of each such
person will be provided in the attachment to these responses that
contains each such person's affidavit.

- Please identify each and every person whom you are
considering to call as a witness at the hearing in this
matter on this contention, and with respect to each
such person, please:

a. State the substance of the facts and opinions to
which the witness is expected to testify;

b. Give a summary of the grounds for each opinion;
and

e. Describe the witness' educational and professional
background.

(a) Applicants presently plan to call as witnesses on the
PA/CESG Contention Eugene W. Thomas and/or Peter J. Carrato, both
of whom are employed by the Bechtel Power Corporation. Their
testimony will support the document entitled "Evaluation of
Crankshaft Streises, For Duke Power Corporation, Catawba Nuclear
Station, by Bechtel Power Corporation, March 19, 1984"
(hereinafter "Bechtel Analysis").

The substance of the facts and opinions to which they will
testify, and the grounds for each opinion, is set forth in that
document. The Bechtel Evaluation is available for inspection and
copying in accordance with Part 11, supra.

Should applicants decide not to call one of these gentlemen
as witnesses, or to add an additional witness, Intervenors will be
notified.

(b) Applicants have not yet identified the witnesses to
address the Board contention. When such witnesses ore identified,

Intervenors will be notified.'



3. Is your position, claim or defense regarding the
contention based on one or more calculations? If so:

a. Describe each calculation and identify any
document setting forth such calculation.

b. Who performed each calculation?

e, When was each calculation performed?

d. Describe each parameter used in such calculation

and each value assigned to the parameter, and
describe the source of your data.

e. What are the results of each calculation?

£ Explain in detail how each calculation provides a
basis for the contention.

Applicants’' position, claim or defense on Intervenors'
contention is contained in the Bechtel Evaluation. That document
contains the information with respect to the calculations and
parameters relied upon by Applicants. The evaluation is based
upon Bechtel calculations 1984-1 through 1984-6 which contain the
pertinent parameters. These calculations have been provided to
Applicants. The calculations in the "Evaluation of Crankshaft
Stresses” dated March 19, 1984 were performed by Bechtel; the
calculations in its Appendix, "Torsional and Lateral Speed,
Engine Numbers 75017/20, Delaval-Enterprise Engine Model
DSRV-16-4, 700C KW/9770 BHP at 450 RPM, for Duke Power Company,
Catawba Nuclear Station" da’ed October 22, 1975, were performed
by the Engine and Compressor Division of Transamerica
Delavel, Inc. These documents are available for inspection and

copying in accordance with Part II, supra. (EWT, PJC)

4. Is your position, claim or defense regarding the
contention based on one or more experiments or tests?
If so:



a. Describe each experiment or test and identify any
document setting forth such experiment or test.

b. Who performed each experimen: or te.,.?

c. When was such experimentc or test performed?

d. Desrcribe each parameter or variable measured n
such experiment or test.

e. What are the results ot each exvecriment or test?

- Explain in detail how each experiment or test

provides a basis for your position, claim oux
defense regarding the contention.

Applicants' ©position, claim or defense on Intervenors'
contention is not based upon an experiment or test.

Applicants’ position, claim or defense with respect to why
the ability of the Catawba diesel generators to provide reliable
backup power is not compromised by the problems set out in the
Board contention will be based upon Applicants' test and
inspection preogram.

Applicants’' testing program is described in the attachment to
the February 22, 1984 response to NRC Staff questicns, as well as
in handouts (previously provided to Palmetto Alliance and CESG)
accompanying a presentation made to the NRC Staff in Bethesda on
March 21. Applicants have committed to provide to the NRC Staff a
rore detajled description of the test and inspection program by
April 4. A copy of that document will be served upon Palmetto
Alliance and CESG. As the procedure is developed further
submittals will be made to the NRC Staff; those submittals will
also be served on PA/CESG. The program of the Owner's Group is
described in several Board Notifications sent out by the NRC

Staff. Copies of all those documents have been served on Palmetto



Alliance and CESG. The information sought in parts c. d and e of
this Interrogatory is and will be contained in the described
documents.

The results of Applicants' test program will demonstrate that
the Catawba diesel generators are capable of providing a reliable
source of backup power. (GWH)

- Is your position, claim or defense regarding the
contention based upon conversations, consultatiors,
correspondence or any other type of communication with
one or more individuals? 1If so,

a. Identify by name and address each such individual.

b. State the educational and professional background
of each such individual, including occupation and
institutional affiliations.

e Describe the nature of each communication with
such individual, when it occurred, and identify
all other individuals involved.

d. Describe the information received from such

individuals and explain how it provides a basis
for the issues.

e. Identify each letter, memorandum, tape, note or
other record related to each conversation,
consultation, correspondence, or other

communication with such individual.

Applicants object to this Interrogatory. In Applicants’' view
it is directed either to the position which Applicants have taken
with respect to the PA/CESG and Board contentions before the
Licensing Board in this proceeding, or the manner in which
Applicants have interpreted the PA/CESG Interrogatories and
furnished thesc responses thereto. In either event, any
conversations, correspondence or any other type of communications

are privileged, and thus not subject to discovery.



With respect to the positions Applicants have taken on the
contentions before the Board, such are guided by legal strategy
developed in‘ anticipation of litigation after extensive
consultation among counsel for Applicants, and between and among
Applicants' counsel and members of Applicants' staff, to ascertain
the factual matters necessary to formulate that strategy. The
positions Applicants have taken with respect to answering the
PA/CESG 1Interrogatories were formulated on the basis of
discussions among counsel for the Applicants. Such positions were
then communicated, during telephone conference <calls and
conferences, to members of Applicants' staff to guide and aid
those persons in preparing initial drafts of responses to the
Interrogatories.

In short, these positions, and thus the communications
between and among Applicants’' counsel and staff underlying those
positions, are a direct result of Applicants' counsel, while
preparing the case for litigation, "[A]lssembl[ing] information,
sift[ing] what [they] consider [ ] to be relevant from the
irrelevant facts, prepar[ing] [their] 1legal theories and

plan[ning] [their] strategy. Such preparation includes
"interviews, statements, memoranda, correspondence, briefs, mental
impressions, personal beliefs, and countless other tangible and
in.cngible [actions]." Hickman vs. Taylor, 329 U. S. 495, 511-512
(1945). Applicants' counsel are entitled to conduct this process
"without undue and needless interference" and any communications

and/or conversations conducted during that process are subject to

protection under the attorney work-product privilege. Id. at 511;
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see Consumers Power Company (Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2)
ALAB-691, = NRC ___ (September 9, 1782) slip op. at 33-35.

Thus, Applicants object to this Interrogatory in that it
calls for information which is privileged under the attorney
work-product doctrine.

Applicants would note, however, that to the extent members of
Applicants’ staff have communicated with one another, and with
other organizations or persons, regarding the subject matter of
these contentions, and those communications are reflected in
documents, su.h documents have been made available in accordance
with Part I, above, and have been addressed in some Interrogatcry
responses. See pp 50-58, infra. Those documents are indexed and
a copy of the index has been provided to Intervenors. They range
from notes of conversations to final reports of consultants.
Therefore Applicants believe that whatever obligation exists under
this Interrogatory has been discharged, and object to providing
further information in response to it. For Aprplicants to provide
any further information in what could be a myriad of conversations
with wvarious individuals would be to impose a substantial and
unnecessary burden upon them, which is unwarranted in light of the
voluminous information made available to Intervenors.

Therefore, for the reasons set forth above, Applicants object
to providing further information in response to this
Interrogatory. To respond further would <cause Applicants
annoyance, oppression, undue burden and expense. Further, such

information is not relevant to the subject matter of the
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contention, nor would its disclosure be reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

6. Is your position, claim or defense regarding the
contention based upon one or more NRC Staff documents?
1f so, please identify such documents and make them
available for inspection and copying.

Applicants believe that this interrogatory is addressed to
the NRC Staff; Applicants would note that NRC Regulatory Guides
1.108, 1.137, 1.41, 1.68 and 1.9 are generally applicable to
diesel generators. These Regulatory Guides will be available for

inspection and copying in accordance with Part II. (RPM)

B. Specific Interrogatories

Identify what you believe to be the relevant design
standards which apply to diesel generator crankshaft
design. Identify any and all documents upon which you
base your response.

We believe "Standard Practices for Low and Medium Speed
Stationary Di<sel and Gas Engines" published by the Diesel Engine
Manufacturers Association, is an acceptable and relevant standard
which applies to stationary diesel generator crankshafts.
Although indicated in the foreword of this standard "It is not the
purpose of this book to attempt to set forth basic design criteria

"

for engines , it provides design objectives and criteria for
crankshafts made of conventional materials subject to torsional
vibratory conditions. These design objectives and criteria are
generally accepted by the industry and are used to evaluate
crankshaft torsional vibratory stresses. (EWT, PJC)
2. What data, experiments, calculations or operational
history do you rely upon to support your position,
claim, or defeuse that the Catawba crankshaft design is

adequate? State with particularity those data,
experiments, calculations or operational history which

- 3% =



sou believe to be directly applicable to the Catawba
Nuclear Station diesel generator crankshafts.

The adequacy of the Catawba crankshaft design is demonstrated
by the Bechtel Evaluation, and its Appendix, beth of which are
specific to the Catawba crankshafts. Those analyses demonstraie
that the stresses are shown to be less than the recommended
allowable stresses published by DEMA. (EWT, PJC)

. State the differences between the data, experiments or
operational history identified in the previous answer
to that which characterizes the Catawba diesel
generator crankshafts. State further the assumptions
used to apply this data to the Catawba diesel generator
crankshaft.

The analyses in the response to Interrogatory 2 are
specifically for the Catawba diesel generator crankshaft. (EWT,
PJC)

4. What are the Diesel Engine Manufacturers Association

(DEMA) standards? Are the DEMA standards applicable to
diesel generator design for use in nuclear power plant

application?

a. If so, are they adequate for such use? Identify
and specify the basis for your response.

b. If not, explain in detail the basis for your
conclusions; ~~4 identify the standards you
believe should be applicable and the basis for
their application.

"Standard Practices for Low and Medium Speed Stationary
Diesel and Gas Engines", published by the Diesel Engine
Manufacturers Association indicates in its Foreword that it is
" to serve as a reference for consulting engineers,
government agencies, wusers, suppliers, power plant super-
intendents, and engine operators. It provides generally accepted

standards for nomenclature, installation, application, operation,
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and maintenance of engines and accessory equipment in various
types of stationary engine installations."

This book of standards was originally published chiefly for
the application of diesel engines to generator sets. It has been
refined over the years to reflect improvements in engines and
their application to stationary service. As such this standard is
applicable to diesel generators in any stationary application,
including nuclear. The Foreword states that "it is not the
purpose of this book to attempt to set forth basic design criteria

for engines ; however, it does provide design objectives and
criteria for crankshafts made of conventional materials subject to
torsional vibratory conditions. These design objectives and
criteria are recognized as authoritative by the industry and are
used to evaluate crankshaft torsional vibratory stress. The
adequacy of this standard is demonstrated by its continued

publication and revisions for more than forty years. (EWT, PJC)

3. How do the counter weights on the Catawba V-16
crankshaft compare to those on the Shoreham crankshaft?

Catawba has counterweigh*~ on crank throws 3, 4, 5 and 6.
Each counterweight weighs 828.21 pounds, as shown in "Torsional
and Lateral Critical Speed", the Appendix to the Bechtel
Evaluation. Delaval drawing 02-310-09, Crankshaft and Bearing
Assembly - 13" Pins shows the tolerance on the counter:cights to
be 10 pounds for any given engine set.

We have no direct information concerning the wuse of
counterweights on the Shoreham engine. (EWT, PJC)

6. What is the fillet radius on the Catwaba crankshaft?

o 19 o



Both the crankpin and main journal fillet radii on the
Catawba crankshaft are .75 dinches. These fillets are of the
reentry type as described in the minutes of the November 30, 1983
Transamerica Delaval - Nuclear Plant Emergency Standby Diesel
Generator Users' Group Meeting. (EWT,PJC)

&' Has the Shoreham crankshaft been shot-peened in the
fillet area?

The only information we have regarding the fillets of the
Shoreham crankshaft is based on the "Emergency Diesel Generatcr
Crankshaft Failure Investigation Shoreham Nuclear Power Station',
prepared by Failure Analysis Associates, October 31, 1983. That
report indicates that the fillets of the Shoreham crankshaft were
neither shot-peened nor rolled. (EWT, PJC)

8. Please provide the specific documentary basis for your
answer to the three proceeding questions.

Documentation is as noted in the responses to questions 5, 6,
and 7. (EWT, PJC)

9. Have all DSRV-16 crankshafts in nuclear applications
been inspected by one common qualified individual? By
an inspection from Failure Analysis Associates? If so,
please identify ~=»y documents reflecting these
inspections.

Ne. There are no plans to use one common qualified
individual to inspect all DSRV-16 crankshafts. It has not yet
been decided if Failure Analysis Associates will inspect all
DSR"-16 crankshafts. (RPM)

10. Are the DSRV-16 crankshafts nominally identical? 1If
not, detail the differences in these crankshafts.

The DSRV-16 crankshafts used in all TDI nuclear installations
are nominally identical. We have no detailed information on all

DRSV-16 crankshefts. Data supplied by TDI, in the minutes of the
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November 30, 1983 Transamerica Delaval Nuclear Plant Emergency
Standby Diesel Generator User's Group Meeting, indicate that all
DSRV-16-4 crankshafts are dimensionally similar. (EWT, PJC, RPM)

31 What assurance is there that the conditions of the
Catawba DSRV-16 crankshafts are known as to:

metallurgy;

fillet radius;

shot-peening of fillet radius;

web design -- flat-sided or circular-shaped;
use of counter weights?

oRaNDO®

A metallurgical test on a sample block of the material used
in Duke Power's crankshafts was performed by TDI. This test
proved that the chemical composition of the shaft was indeed as
required by the specifications. In addition, an ultrasonic test
was performed by TDI, and a magnetic particle test was performed
by TDI.

Inspections by TDI assured that the Duke Power crankshafts
were produced within the specifications of the crankshaft drawing.
The inspections assured that the fillet radii are within
specification, that these radii were shot-peened and that the
crank webs are manufactured as ~<r the drawing.

Torsional critical speed and mass elastic system analyses
were performed for the Duke engine generator system. The number,
location and weight of the counterweights were determined from
these analyses. This system is tcrsionally identical to Grand
Gulf, which had a physical torsiograph test to verify system
design. (RPM)

iz, If the foregoing had been determined and are known, how

do they relate to best practice and DEMA standards for
each such condition?

38 »



"Standard Practices for Low and Medium Speed Stationary
Diesel and Gas Engines" published by the Diesel Engine
Manufacturers Association does not provide specific requirements
or recommendations for metallurgy, fillet radius, shot-peening,
web design or use of counterweights in crankshaft design. (EWT,
PJC)

& On the basis of the nine NRC inspections 2t Trans-

America Delaval, Inc. (TDI) by the NRC, see, 1/26/84,
Meeting on TDI diesel generators, (Tr. 15), what means
have been identified or will be emplcyed to effectively
correct TDI's performance, i.e., to '"shape them up" and
"make them fly straight?" How long will it take?
Please explain in detail basis for your answers.

Applicants object to responding to this Interrogatory on the
grounds that it is outside the scope of the contentions admitted
by the Board as issues in this proceeding. As nearly as we can
tell, Intervenors seek information relating to the TDi quality

Fi
assurance program, as reflected in NRC Staff insPections.—/ As
explained above (pp. 1-4, supra), that issue has been ruled out of
this proceeding by the Board, and thus no discovery may be had on
it, as the Commission's rules permit discovery only of information
or documents "relevant to the subject matter involved in the
proceeding” and further limit the term "subject matter" to the
contentions admitted by the presiding officer. 10 CFR

(Stanislaus Nuclear Project, Unit 1), LBP-78-20, 7 NRC 1038,

1040-1041 (1978); Pennsylvania Power & Light Company, t

—

(Susquehanna Steam Electric Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-613,
12 NRC 317, 330 (1980).

*® !
s

Intervenors have been provided with copies of the nine NRC
Inspection Reports, contained in Board Notification 84-021,
"Staff Inspection Reports of Transamerica Delaval, Inc., for
Inspections Conducted from 3/79 to 7/83."
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For the reasons described above, Applicants object to
providing the information sought by this Interrogatory. To
provide this information would subject Applicants to annoyance,
oppression, undue burden and expense. Further, such information
is not relevant to the subject matter of this contention, nor
would its disclosure be reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.f/

14, How long will it take for TDI to properly manufacture
diesel pgenerators or components? How will this point
be identified?

The fabrication of the diesel generators at Catawba began in
November of 1976 and the last engine was shipped in December of
1979. In Applicants' view these diesels were 'properly
manufactured.” That view will be confirmed by Applicants' test
and inspection program. (GWA)

Applicants object to providing further information in
response tco this Interrogatory. Though it is unclear on its face,
it appears to seek information related solely to TDI's QA Program,
and Applicants object on the grounds that it seeks information
outside the scope of the contentions admitted by the Board.
Therefore for the reasons given in the response to
Interrogatory 13, Applicants object to responding to this
Interrogatory. For Applicants to respond would be to cause them
annoyance, oppression, undue burden, and expense. Further, the
intormation sought is not relevant to the subject matter of these
contentions, nor would its disclosure be reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

=/

In any event it appears that this Interrogatory is more
properly directed to the NRC Staff.

0 -



15. Describe in detail, and produce for inspection and
copying, all documentation required by Applicants from
TDI regarding the Catawba diesel generators, including
vut not limited to those summarized in attachment 12-1 to
Applicants February 22, 1984 response to the NRC Starf.

Applicants object to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it
seeks information outside the scope of the contentions admitted by
the Board. Though the Interrogatory is unclear on its face it
appears to seek information related to TDI's QA program. For
exawple, though Applicants do not wunderstand what Palmetto
Alliance and CESG mean by "all documentation required by
Applicants from TDI", the documents summarized in Attachment 12-1
and referred to in the Interrogatory, relate to TDI and
Applicants' QA programs.f/

Therefore fecr the reasons given in the response to
Interrogatory 13, Applicants object to responding to this
Interrogatory. For Applicants to respond would be to cause them
annoyance, oppression, undue burden, and expense. Further, the
information sought is not relevant to the subject matter of these
contentions, nor would its disclosure be reasonably expected to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

16. Identify in detail, and make available for inspection
and copying any and all records of Applicants'

surveillance performed at TDI with respect to the
Catawba diesel generators.

With respect to the Applicants' QA progr=~m, discovery is
clearly not permitted. Not only is it n>- a part of the
contentions admitted by the Board, but the subject was not
even raised in Intervenors' proposed contention. Such an
asserticn does appear to be a part of an amended or new

- diesel generator contention served by Intervenors on
March 23; however, that contention has not yet been ruled on
by the Board, and clearly discovery related to it is not
permissible at this time.
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Applicants object to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it
seeks information outside the scope of the contentions admitted by
the Board, that is, information relating solely to TDI's and/or
Applicants' QA programs.

Therefore, for the reasons given in the responc~ "0
Interrogatories 13 and 15 Applicants object to respondir
Interrogatory. For Applicants to respond would be to cau . .hem
annoyance, oppression, undue burden and expense. Further, the
informatior sought is not relevant to the subject matter of these
contentions, nor would its disclosure be reasonably calculated to
lead te the discovery of admissible evidence.

¥ 4 Identify in detail all records reflecting shop testing,
qualification testing, or generic testing with respect
to the Catawba diesel generators, including but not
limited to the testing identified in attachment 6-2 to
the above-referenced submittal. Make available such
records for inspection and copying.

To the extent that this Interrogatory is directed toward
admitted contentions, Applicants' answer to Interrogatory 49 is
responsive. Applicants object to providing further response to
this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks information
outside of the scope of the contention admitted by the Board. The
Interrogatory 1s unrclear, but it appears to seek information
relating solely to TDI's and/or Applicants’' QA programs.

Therefore, for the reasons given in the responses to
Interrogatories 13 and 15, Applicants object to responding to this
Interrogatory. For Applicants to respond would be to cause them

annoyance, oppression, undue burden and expense. Further, the

information sought is not relevant to the subject matter of the



contentions, nor would its disclosure be reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

18.  Identify in detail, and make available for inspection
and copying any records of inspections of the Catawba
diesel generators at TDI as well as after receipt at
Catawba.

Applicants nbject to this Interrogatory on the grounds that
it seeks information outside the scope of the contentions admitted
by the Board. The Interrogatory is unclear, but it appears to
seek information relating solely to TDI's and/or Applicants' QA
programs.

Therefore, for the reasons given in the responses to
Interrogatories 13 and 15, Applicants object to responding to this
Interrogatory. For Applicants to respond would be to cause them
annoyance, oppression, undue burden and expense. Further, the
information sought is not relevant to the subject matter of the

contentions, nor would its disclosure be reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

19. Identify any components of the Catawba diesel
géenerators not manufactured by TDI and describe in
detail the surveillance and inspection records
applicable to each component. Please make available
such records for inspection and copying.

All components of the Catawba diesel engines which are the
subject of the contentions admitted by the Board were supplied by
TDI. All such components were manufactured by TDI with the
exception of the turbochargers (manufactured by Elliott
Corporation) and the fuel injection pump (manufactured by Bendix

Corporation). (GWH)
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Applicants object to supplying further information in
response to this Interrogatory. As explained above, pp. 1-4,
supra., the subject of the PA/CESG contention and the Board's
contention is the diesel engine, not the generator. Therefore
discovery on the generators is not permitted.

Consequently, Applicants object to providing further
information in response to this Interrogatory. To respond further
would cause Applicants annoyance, oppression, undue burden and
expense. Further, such information is net relevant to the subject
matter of the contention, nor would its disclosure be reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

20. With respect to the Catawba diesel generators were any
inspection, audit, surveillance or testing hcld points
or check points missed? Please specify.

Applicants do not understand the Interrogatory. Applicants
do not understand the reference to "testing hold points or check
points missed” and therefore cannot determine what response, if
any, 1is appropriate. However, it appears that the requests

regarding "inspection, audit, surveillance," hold points or check
points may seek information related solely to TDI's and/or
Applicants' QA programs. Therefore, for the reasons given in the
responses to Interrogatories 13 and 15, Applicants object to
responding to this Interrogatory.

- 4 3 Why did you operate the engines lacking a full QA
record? What failures or deficiencies have Applicants
or the NRC Staff identified in the Catawba engines in
procurement, vendor surveillance, or receiving
inspection programs? For other DSRV-16 engines?

Applicants object to this Interrogatory on the ground that it

seeks information outside the scope of the contentions admitted by
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the Board. The Interrogatory seeks information relating to TDI's
and/or Applicants' QA programs.

Therefore, for the reasons given in the responses to
Interrogatoxies 13 and 15, Applicants object to responding to this
Interrogatory. For Applicants to respond would be to cause them
annoyance, oppression, undue burden and expense. Further, the
information sought is not relevant to the subject matter of the
contentions, nor would its disclosure be reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

22. A file was found in the generator associated with one

TDI diesel engine during early operation. Could it
have been discovered before that point? If so, in what
inspection? By whom? Why wasn't it?

23, A second file was found in another generator. Was this
found during a QA inspection? If not, how was it
found? Why?

24, How did files 1 and 2 come to be in the generators?
what has been done to determine the cause of this
occurrence? Was this a common cause? What corrective
steps, if any, have been taken? Please specify. 1In
how many other generators have files been found?

p i P Have any other extraneous items been found in the TDI
diesel generators or associated equipment? Please
specify circumstance~ articles, and consequences.

Applicants object to supplying the information sought in
Interrogatories 22-25 on the grounds that it is outside the scope
of the contentions admitted as issues in this proceeding by this
Board. Interrogatories 22-24 focus on two files found in the
generator portions of the diesel generators during testing.
Interrogatory 25 seeks information regarding whether "any other

extraneous items"” have been found in the "TDI diesel generators or

associated equipment."”
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Applicants base their objections on two grounds. First as
noted above (pp. 1-4, supra.), the generator portion of the diesel
generator is not a part of the diesel engine which is the sole
subject of the contention admitted by the Board. The Intervenors'
contention and the Board's contention relate solely to the diesel
engine, not to the generator portion, of the diesel generators.
Thus, the sought discovery is not permissible. Second, the
questions appear to seek information as to Applicants' QA program.
For the reasons set forth in the responses to Interrogatories 13
and 15, the sought discovery is impermissible.

Therefore, for the reasons set forth above, Applicants object
to these Interrogatories. To respond to them would cause
Applicants annoyance, oppression, undue burden and expense.
Further, such information is not relevant to the subject matter of
the contcntions, nor would its disclosure be reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

26. The following statement was made in the Owners Group
1/26/84, presentation to the NRC:

. we had decided that as part of the design
review quality revalidation effort, the quality
engineers and indeed the specialists are evaluating the
need to perform either inspections or evaluations of
components on the basis of their function and their
real requirements as opposed to just doing quality
assurance program review.

(Tr. 27). Describe in detail, such inspections and
evaluations and identify the components and their
"function" and "real requirements" as applied to the
Catawba diesel generators.

The information sought is contained in Attachment 1. (RPM)
27. Identify all manufacturers of emergency diesel

generators for use in nuclear power plants. Identify
plant and type, and principal specifications including
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model number, cylinders, configuration, and number at
each plant.

Applicants object to this Interroguicory. The interrogatory
is unclear, but to address its first sentence, Applicants are not
aware, with any degree of certainiy, of the identity of "all
manufacturers of emergency diesels for use in nuclear power
plants.”" Tec¢ collect this information would require some sort of
survey of all manufacturers of diesel generators. So far as the
second sentence is concerned, it appears that Intervenors want an
identification, as well as other specific information, of the
diesel generators at each nuclear plant, whether operating or
under construction, in the country.f/ Applicants do not have this
information and cannot obtain it short of conducting an
industry-wide survey. Applicants do not intend to conduct such
surveys, nor are they obligated to do so. Such would constitute a
substantial and unwarranted burden upcn Applicants. This is
particularly true in light of the fact that the requested
information does not relate to the issues admitted for litigation
by this Board.

Therefore, for the reasons set forth above, Applicants object
to this Interrogatory. To respond would cause Applicants
annoyance, oppression, undue burden and expense. Further, such
information is not relevant to the subject matter of the
contention, nor would its disclosure be reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

*
-/ We assume, though the Interrogatory does not so state, that

the request is limited to this country.
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28. With respect to these diesels identify all fail.res,
deficiencies, incidents, licensee event reports (LERs)

or other significant operational occurrences. For
example, the bearing and shaft failure at Arkansas
No. 1.

Applicants object to this Interrogatory So far as the

Catawba diesel generators are concerned, the relevant information
is identified in the documents provided in the request to produce
and in the answers to Interrogatories 49 and 49A. Such
information with respect to diesels at other plants is beyond the
scope of the contentions admitted by the Board and Applicants
object to providing such on those grounds. However, Applicants
would point out that the requested information with respect to TDI
diesels is contained in the various Board Notifications, which
have all been served on Intervenors.

Therefore, for the reasons set forth above, Applicants object
to providing further information in response to this
Interrogatory. Such would cause Applicants annoyance, oppression,
undue burden and expense. Further, such information is not
relevant to the subject matter of the contentions, nor would its
disclosure be reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.

29. Identify the nuclear plant where high winds caused
damage to the transformer or switch yard. Was off-site
power lost? Was the facility operating? Were
emergercy uiesel generators used for a safe shutdown?

Applicants object to this Interrogatory. They have no
specific knowledge of s.ich an event and would be required to

conduct a survey of the industry to learn of it. Applicants have

no intention of conducting such a survey nor are they obligated to
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do so. In any event, the information sought is outside the scope
of the contentions admitted by the Board. .

Therefore, for the reasons set forth above, Applicants object
to this Interrogatory. To respond would cause Applicants
annoyance, oppression, undue burden and expense. Further, such
information is not relevant to the subject matter of the
contention, nor would its disclosure be reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

30. What instances have emergency diesel generators been
required to function in nuclear power plant
applications? Please identity in detail including
facility name, de¢te and description of circumstances.

Applicants object to this Interrogatory. Applicants do not
have this information available and to compile it would require
Applicants to survey the entire industry. Applicants have no
intention of conducting such a survey, nor are they obligated to
do so. In any event, the information sought is outside the scope
of the contentions admitted by the Board.

Therefore, for the reasons set forth above, Applicants object
to this Interrogatory. To ~espond would cause Applicants
annocyance, oppression, undue burden and expense. Further, such
information is not relevant to the subject matter of the
contention, nor would its disclosure be reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

J0A. Why is the measured crankshaft torque ten percent
higher than predicted acrording to Failure Analysis
Associates, 1/26/84 (Tr. 38)? What effect does this
prediction have on knowledge of the performance of the
Catawba crankshaft?

Since we were not involved in either the analysis or testing

of the Shoreham crankshaft, or have available details of this
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analysis or testing, other than the subject transcript and the
Failure Analysis Associates Report "Analysis of the Replacement
Cranishafts for Emergency Diesei Generators Shoreham Nuclear Power
Station", October 31, 1983, we cannot provide specific reasons why
the measured crankshaft torque is ten percent higher than
predicted.

The prediction of crankshaft torque on the Shoreham machine
has no effect on the knowledge of the performance of the Catawba
crankshaft. (EWT, PJC)

31. What replacement options for dlesel generators or
components are available or are under consideration by
the NRC, the Owners Group or any members thereof, or by
Applicants? Please describe each including time and
availability considerations.

Applicants de not presently have under consideration

replacement of the diesel generators.

Applicants object to providing any further information in
response to this Interrogatory. PA/CESG call on Applicants to
provide information to them respecting replacement options under
consideration by other organizations, e.g. the NRC, the Owner's
Group, or any members thereof. To obtain such information would
require Applicants to conduct 2 survev of the NKC, the Owner's
Group, and members of the Owner's Group. Applicants have no
intention of conducting such a survey and are under no obligation
to do so. In any event, the information sought is beyond the
scope of the contentions admitted by the Board.

Therefore, for the reasons set forth above, Applicants object

to this Interrogatory. Te respond would cause Applicants

annoyance, oppression, undue burden and e::pense. Further, such
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information is not relevant to the subject matter of the
contention, nor would its disclosure be reasonably,calcu}ated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. (GWH)

32. Is Long Island Lighting Company at Shoreham planning to
replace or supplement the TDI generators with others
supplied by a manufacturer such as Colt Industries?
What is the NRC Staff position on this actiQn?

Applicants object to this Interrogatory. It seeks
information beyond the scope of the contentions admitted by the
Board. Moreover, Applicants have no way of knowing what the NRC
Staff position might be on ~ licensing matter involving another
utility.

Therefore, for the reas'ns set forth above, Applicants object
to this Interrogatory. To respond would cause Applicants
annoyance, oppression, undue burden and expense. Further, such
information is not relevant to the subject matter of the
contention, nor would its disclosure be reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

33. Provide a listing of each 10 C.F.R. Part 21 report with
respect to emergency diesel generators.

The 10 CFR Part 21 Report information of which Applicants are
aware for TDI diesel generators, is prosided as a part of
Applicants' Response 4-1 to the NRC Staff, dated
February 22, 1984.

Applicants object to providing any further information in
response to this Interrogatory. Information with respect to 10
CFR Part 21 Reports for diesel pgenerators other than those
manufactured by TDI is clearly outside the scope of the

contentions adwitted by the Board. In addition, such information
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is not readily available to Applicants and to collect it would
impose an undue burden.

fhgretoré, for reasons set forth above, Applicants object to
providing "further information in response to this Interrogatory.
To respond further would cause Applicants annoyance, oppression,
undue burden and expense. Further, such information is not
relevant to the subject matter of the contention, nor would its
disclosure be reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evide ..e.

33A. With respect to the design review task descriptions,
1/26/84 meeting, (tr. 55), how many tasks were:

a. eliminated;

b. reduced;

e, left unchanged;
d. augmented

Identify the reviewers who participated in each change.

Task Descriptions prepared for use in Design Review and/or
Quality Revalidation activities for the Owners' Group member
utilities are subject to review and revision in accordance with
the Owners' Group Program Procedures prior to their release for
implementation. The extent of revision will vary, depending on
the specifics of the component and task in question. Statistics
for revision, elimination, reduction, expansion, etc., of Task
Descriptions in the review and approval process are not maintained
by the Owners Group. (RPM)

34. Which task will apply to all components? Or which

tasks will a population be sampled for qualification by
a sampled surrogate? Identify the number of surrogates
and the number of components in the total population in
each case. What assurance is there that the
populations are sufficiently homogeneous for randomly

chosen surrogates to be representative? See, for
example, 1/26/84 at (Tr. 77).

- 29 -



The extent and type of sampling required to validate
significant quality attributes for specific engine components is a
function of the criticality of the ccmponent's design function in
supporting the engine's operation, the margin of safety inherent
in the component's design, the availability of installed and/or
spare components for examination and testing, the known
operational history of the components in TDI engine applications,
and the judgment of the Owners' Group Technical Staff.

Due to the variances of one or more of the above
considerations from component to component, the sampling selected
may vary considerably, from very minimal sampling to 100%
sampling. Additionally, required sampling for "following" engine
components will be modified as appropriate, based upon results of
inspections conducted on "le<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>