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appropriate interrogatory or request to produce.

The term "document” shall include any writings, drawings, graphs, charts,
photographs, and other data compilaticns from which information can be obtained.
CPG/GANE requests that at dates to be agreed upon, the Applicant meke available for

inspection and copying all documents subject to the requests set forth below.

Requests for Documents

Pursuant to 10 CFR Section 2.741, CPG/GANE requests Applicant, by and through
its attorneys, make available for inspection and copying, at a time and location to
be designated, any and all documents of whatsoever description identified in the
responses to the Intervenors' interrogatories below, including but not limited to:

(1) any written record of any oral communication between or among Applicant,

its advisors, consultants, contractors, agents, attorneys, and/or any other

persons, including but not Timited to the NRC staff, the Intervenors, and their
adviso;s. consultants, contractors, agents, attorneys and/or any other persons;
and

(2) any documents, correspondence, letters, memoranda, diagrams, reports,

charts, photographs, or any other writing of whatsoever description, including

but not limited to work papers, prior drafts and notes of meetings.

If Applicant maintains that some documents should not be made available for
inspection, Applicant should specify the documents and explain why such are not
being made available. This requirement extends to any such document, described
above, in the possession of or available to the Applicant, its advisors,

consultants, agents or attorieys.

Interrogatories

Pursuant to 10 CFR Section 2.740(b), CPG/GANE requests the Applicant by and

through its attorneys .nswer separately and fully in writing, under oath or



affirmation, by persons having knowl
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3. Applicants refused to respond to the following Intervenors' guestion in

Intervenors' Second Set of Interrogatories: Has any contractor, including but not
limited to Westinghouse Corporation and Bechtel, taken officiais of the Applicant on
trips to Europe or provided other benefits to them? Please provide details.
Contrary to the Applicants claims, this question is entirely within the scope of
Contention 8 as admitted by the Board; if Applicants selected vendors based on any
criteria other than quality assurance, then the selection process has an impact on
the éssurance of quality. Please answer this question fully.

4. Please describe in detail each citation for viclation of NRC rules, requlations
and procedures at Plant Vogtle since the construction permit was issued.

5. Applicants refused to respond to the following Intervenors' question in
Intervenors’ Second Set of Interrogatories: Have there been any allegations of
harassment or intimidation of inspectors &t Plant Vogtle? If so, list each such
incigent and provide details. Contrary to the Applicants claims, this question is
clearly within the scope of Contention 8 as admitted by the Licensing Board. Please
provide a complete response to this question.

6. Applicants refused to respond to the following Intervenors' question in
Intervenors' Second Set of Interrogatories: List every act of vandalism directed at
the structure of Pian. Vogtle or components thereof, giving the date, extent and
location of each incident, and explain how the vandalism was discovered. Contrary
to the Applicants' claims, this question is entirely within the scope of Contention
8 as admitted by the Board., Please vrovide a complete response to this question.

7. Applicants refused to respond to the following Intervenors' question in
Intervenors' Second Set of Interrogatories: Have any workers been fired for any
reason by the Applicant ard/or its contractors/subcontractors following allegations
of poor construction or QA practices at Plant Vogtle they made to the NRC, news
media, or any other person or entity? Provide details. This question is entirely

within the scope of Contention 8 as admitted by the Board. Please respond to this



question in full.

8. Applicants refused to respend to the following Intervenors' question in
Intervenors' Second Set of Inte-rogatories: Does the Applicant or any of its
contracturs or subcontractors maintain any quota or target system for dismissing
workers? Provide details. Contrary to the Applicants' claims, this question is
entirely within the scope of Contention 8 as admit.ed by the Board. Please respond
in full to this question,

9. Applicants refused to respond to the following Intervenors' question in
Intervenors' Second Set of Interrogatories: What vendor provides core drilling at
*the site? What experience does this vendor have in this field? What training do
its workers have in core drilling? Provide details.Contrary to the Applicants'
claims, this question is entirely within the scope of Contention 8 as admitted by
the Licensing Board. Please provide a complete resporse.

10. Appljcants refused to respond to the following Intervenors' question in
intervenors' Second Set of Interrogato.ies: What tests have bean conducted on the
lifting eyes of concrete ha*-h covers? Provide details of the testing, including
results. Contrary to the Applicants' claims, this question is entirely within the
scope of Contention 8 as admitted by the Board. Please respond fully to this
question.

11. Applicants refused to respond to the following Intervenors' question in
Intervenors’ Second Set of Interroguiories: What measures have been taken regarding
unqualified motors in Limitorque motor-operated valves? Please j ovide details of
the problem and the Applicant's response thereto. Contrary to the Applicants'
claims, this question is entirely within the scope of Contention 8 as admitted by
the fbioard; please provide a complete response.

12. Applicants refused to respond to the following Intervenors' question in

Intervenors' Second Set of Interrogatories: Describe in detail any problems the




Applicant has experienced with the residual heat removal system, including potential
consequences and measures to correct each problem. Contrary to the Applicants'
claims, this question is entirely within the scope of Contention 8 as admitted by
the Board. Please provide a complete response.

13. Describe all deviations from design specifications and procedures at Plant

Vogtle.

U. Requests to Pruduce Relating to CPG/GANE Contention #3

1. Applicants refused to respond to the following Intervenors' request to produce
in Intervenors' Second Set of Interrogatories and Requests to Produce: Provide
copies of all contracts with A & W 0il. This request is within the scope of
Contention 8 as admitted by the Board and Intervenors request compliance with this
request.

2. Applicants refused to respond to the following Intervenors' request to produce
in Intervenors' Second Set of Interrogatories and Requests to Produce: Provide a
copy of the contract for the Westinghouse NSSS. This is within the scope of
Contertion 8 as admitted by the Board; Intervenors request that Applicants provide
this information.

3. Applicants refused to respond to the following Intervenors' request to produce
in Intervenors' Second Set of Interrogatories and Requests to Produce: Provide a

copy of the contract with Bechte.. This is relevant to Contention 8: Intervenors

request a copy be provided.

4. Applicants refused to respond to the following Intervenors' request to produce
in Intervenors' Second Set of Interrogatories and Requests to Produce: Provide all
informaticon relating to the "inadequate core cooling svstem” as discussed at the
meetings June 12 and June 27, 1984, This question is within the scope of Contention

€ as admitted by the Board. In fact, Applicants acknowledge the relevance of this

information as they request that Intervenors provide "each and every document which




has been received...in response to a freedom of information act request made to the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission pertaining to doecuments regarding the adequacy of the
core cooling system of Vogtle Nuclear Power Plant" (p. 84, "Applicants' Fourth Set
of Interrogatories and Request for Production of Documents") which the Applicants
state is "on Contention 8" (ibid., p. 1). Please provide a complete response to
this request.

5. Applicants refused to respond to the following Intervenors' request to produce
in Intervenors' Second Set of Interrogatories and Requests to Produce: Provide all
documents relating to core drilling into rebars at Plant Vogtle. Contrary to
Applicants' claims, this is entirely within the scope of Contention 8 as admitted by

the Board. Plense respond fully to this gquestion.

Respectfully submitted, this, the 11th day of March, 1985,
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Tim Johnson Doug Tepe#

Campaign for a Prosperous Georgia Georgtans Against Nuclear Energy

175 Trinity Avenue, S.W. 1253 tenox Circle, N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30303 Atlanta, Georgia 30306



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

'BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of
GEORGIA POWER CO., et al.

Docket Nos. 50-424 and 50-425

(Vogtle Electric Generating Plant,
Units 1 and 2)
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that copies of the foregoing Campaign for a Prosperous
Georgia/Georgians Against Nuclear Energy Fourth Set of Interrogatories and Reguests
to produce were served by deposit with the U. S. Postal Service in the City of
Atlanta with first class postage attached to be delivered to the 3ecretary of the
Commission, the members of the Licensing Board and all others listed below, this
e'eventh day of Marcn, 1985,
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Tim Johnson o Doug Teper .
Campaign for a Prosperous Georgia Georgians ‘Against Nuclear Energy
SERVICE LIST
Morton B. Margulies, Chairman Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal
Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Board Panel
U.S. Nuciear Regulatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C, 20555 Washington, D.C. 20555
Dr. Oscar H. Paris Docketing and Service Section
Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Office of the Secretary
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 washington, D.C. 20555
Mr. Gustave A. Linenberger Bernard M. Bordenick, esq.
Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Office of the Executive Legal
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Director
Wachington, D.C. Z0555 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
Atomic Safety & Licensing Boarc Panel Ruble A. Thomas
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commiszion Southern Company Services, Inc.
Washington, D.C. 20555 P. 0. Box 2625
Birmingham, Alabama 35202
George F. Trowbridge et al.
Shaw, Pittman, Potts & Trowbridge Bradley Jones, esq.
1800 M Street, N.W, Regional Counsel, U.S. NRC
Washington, D.C. 20036 101 Marietta Street, Ste, 3100

Atlanta, Georgia 30303




