
UNIT D STATES OF AliiERICA
NUCL AR REGULATORY COIiKiiISSION

B ORE TH ATOl'iIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In'he b'~atter of
FLORIDA PO's~>R AND LIGHT COSY'ANY

(Tu-key Point Nuclear Generating
Unit Nos. 3 and 0)

Docket Nos. $0-250'O-251
'(Proposed Amendments to Facility
Operating Licenses to Permit

') Steam Generator Repair)

INTERVENOR NARK P. ONCAVAGE'S
INTERROGATORIES TO, 'AND REQUEST

FOR THZ PRODUCTION OF DOCUFMNTS FROID,
L1CENSEE FLORIDA PONER AND LIGHT COIPAIK

Pursuant to 10 CFR 8 2.740{b), Intervenor Yiark P. Oncavage

. reouests that the following interrogatories be answered fully, xn

vz'iting, and under oath or affirmation by licensee Florida Power
'I

k Light Company.

For each response to the 'interrogatories listed below, identify
the person or persons who prepared, or substantially contributed to the
preparation of, the response.

Objection. \

Xrrelevant and immaterial. Overly broad, oppressiveburdensome. Interrogatories are directed to a cor-poration. See 10 CPR 5 2.740(b).
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2'he interrogatories attached are to 'be considered licensee's

tcontinuing o'bli~~tion. Accordingly, if, af ter these interroga ories

have 'been answered, additional in ormation comes to attention of the

licensee with respect to one or more of the answers, the answers

should be amended in a timely manner to provide such additional

information.'bjection.

Supplementation of responses is governed by
l0 CFR 2.740(e). This paragraph would unduly
broaden and substantially change th'e duty of a
party to amend or supplement responses.



Intervenor further requests that licensee, pursuant to l0 CPR
4 ~

5 2.741, provide copies of, or make available for inspection and

copying, the documents designated by licen ee in response to these

int rrogatorie within 30 day of service.

Objection. Responses to discovery requests -are to be
filed at the time set forth in the Order of

'eptember25, 19'79.





For each response to these interrogatories:'.

Identify all documents, reports and studies, and the

particular parts thereof, relied upon by the licensee;"now or in the

past, which serve as the basis for the answer. In lieu thereof, at
1icensee's option, a copy of each such document and. study may be -.

attached to the"answer.

Objection — See attached page.

B. Identify all documents, reports and studies, and the

particular parts thereof, examined but not relied upon by %he licensee,
which pertain to the subject matter questioned. In lieu thereof,, at
licensee's option, a copy of each such document and study may be

attached to the answer.

Objection — See attached page.

Identify by name, title and affiliation each 1icensee

employee or consultant that has the expert knowledge required to support
the answer to the question.

0 Objection - See attached page.



A. Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad,
oppressive, and burdensome. Traditionally,
a request for the production of all rele-
vant documents has been held to be invalid.
Illinois Power Co. (Clinton Power Station,
Unit Nos. 1 and 2), ALAB-340, 4 NRC 27, 34
(1976) .

B. Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial to the issues and
subject matter. Not.designed to lead to dis-
covery of admissible evidence. See 10 CFR
2. 740 (b) (1) .

This interrogatory is overly broad,
oppressive, and burdensome. Traditionally,
a request for the production of all rele-
vant documents has been held to be invalid.
Illinois Power Co. (Clinton Power Station,
Unzt Nos. 1 an 2), ALAB-340, 4 NRC 27, 34
(1976) .

C. Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial to the issues and
subject matter. Not designed to lead to dis-
covery of admissible evidence. See 10 CFR
2.740.

This interrogatory is overly broad,
oppressive, and burdensome. Traditionally,
a request for the production of all rele-
vant documents has been held to be invalid.
illinois Power Co. (Clinton Power Station,
Unxt Nos. and ), ALAB-340, 4 NRC 27, 34
(1976) .





.D. Z~lain whether licensee is presently engaged in or
'ntendsto engage in any further planning, consultation, research,

or work which may affect licensee's answer. Identify such planning,"

consultation„ research or work.

Objection — See attached page.

Z. Identify any person or persons, if any, whom licensee

.intends to have testify as expert witnesses, or otherwise, on the

'ubject matter questioned. Provide the names, addresses, educational

background, and. professional qualifications of each such person.

Objection — See attached page.

'. Provide summaries of the views, positions or proposed

testimony from all personq identified in E above that licensee intends

to present during the proceedings.

Objection — See attached page.

G. Ident',fy by author, title, date of publication and

publisher, all books, documents, and papers that licesee intends to.
~ \

employ ' or rely upon in presenting a direct case on the subject

matter questioned and provide copies of, or make available for
intervenor's inspection and copying these items.

Objection — See attached page.



D. Objection. This interrogatory requests trial
preparation material without making
the requisite showing set forth in
10 CFR 5 2. 740(b) (2) .

E. Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable
to the extent that it requests
the identity of non-expert witnesses
and the positions of -those witnesses.
United States v. Proctor & Gamble Co.,
25 F.R.D. 252 D.N.J. 19 0

This interrogatory is objectionable
to the extent that it requests the
identity and positions of expert wit-
nesses, because the Commission's rules
do not contemplate permitting such dis-
covery. Cf . Rule 26 (b) (4), Fed. R. Civ.P.,
which has no analogous provision in 10
CFR Part 2. Such information will be
supplied with the filing of prepared written
testimony.

F. Objection. See objection to E above. Oppressive
and burdensome. Information will be
supplied with the filing of prepared
written testimony.

G. Objection., This interrogatory is objectionable
because it requires the Licensee
to submit every item of evidence it
intends to introduce at the hearing.
United States v. Renault, 27 F.R.D.
23 S.D.N.Y. 1960

This interrogatory is overly broad,
oppressive, and burdensome. Traditionally,
a request for the production of all relevant
documents has been held to be invalid. Illinois
Power Co. (Clinton Power Station, Unit Nos.
lanca2T, ALAR-340, 4 NRC 27, 34 (1970) .

See objection to E above. Oppressive
and burdensome. Information will be
supplied with the filing of prepared
written testimony.

See also objection to D above.



H. Identify by author, title, date of publication and

publisher, all books, documents,,and papers that licensee intends to

employ or rely'upon in conducting cross-examination of prospective

intervenor witnesses testifying on the subject matter questioned.

Objection. This interrogatory reques'ts trial
preparation material without the
requisite showing of 10 CFR 5 2.740(b)(2).

See objection to G above.

General Objection to Paragraphs A through H:

This entire series of interrogatories
consists of 69 pages, 276 numbered paragraphs,
and multiple lettered subparagraphs which total
more than 2,200 separate questions or requests
for documents. Paragraphs A through H are then
to be applied to ". . . each response to these
interrogatories," which has the immediate
effect of multiplying the series of 2200 discovery
requests by 8, for a total of more than 16,000
requests. That is patently burdensome, and
oppressive, and the paragraphs should be
eliminated for that reason alone.



Contention 1

1-1. State in detail what assurances licensee can provide
that upon completion of the steam generator repairs the nuclear units
3 and 0 at Turkey Point will provide maintenance free operations for
the remaining life of the units.

A. State the basis for any such assurance proffered.
~ y

3. Provide all data and calculations, testing results,
and consultation reports that support the bases for any .such assurance.

Objection - See attached page.

~ ~ ~1-2. Does licensee forsee any '
. major repairs or mayor

maintenance to the nuclear reactor units 3 and 4 at Turkey Point in
the next ten years of operation of the units?

A. If so, what?

3. - If not, why not?

Objection — See attached page.





Contention 1

Objection.

All of these interrogatories involve,
directly or indirectly, the Intervenor's
Contention ll(a), which pertained to the
"cost of future recurring steam generator
repairs." However, the Board's Order of
September 27, 1979 rejected ll(a).
Consequently, discovery of any issues related
to this Contention is improper. Hartford
Accident and Indemnit Co. v. Vil~la e o Milan,
176 Supp. 84 S. D. Ill. 1959) .

All such interrogatories are irrelevant to
whether the proposed repairs significantly
affect the quality of the human environment,

. and require the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). To the extent such
interrogatories request information which may
be relevant to an EIS cost-benefit analysis,
they are not relevant or material to Contention 1,
because such an analysis is necessary only after
it. has been determined that an EIS must be
prepared. Since Contention 1 pertains only
to the necessity of preparing an EIS, and not the
contents of the EIS, these interrogatories are
not, relevant. 10 CFR 5 2.740(b).
Allied-General Nuclear Services (Barnwell Fuel
Receiving and Storage Stat>on), LBP-77-13,
5 NRC 489, 492 (1977) .

1-2 ~ Objection.
See objection to Interrogatory 1-1.

This interrogatory is overly broad and
not relevant to the steam geneiator" repairs,
to the extent that the interrogatory requests
information on further repairs and maintenance
"to the nuclear reactor units". To the extent
that the interrogatory seeks information about
future repairs and maintenance related to the
steam generator repairs, this interrogatory is
also not relevant to Contention 1 for the
reasons set forth in objection to Interrogatory
1-1.



1-3. State the details of, or produce any guarantees or warranties,
contractural or otherwise, that exist or will exist between the

manufacturer of the replacement steam generator assemblies and licensee
0 ~

which insure that the redesigned assemblies will fulfilltheir intended
function without break:dove and further tube degradation.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1-1.

This interrogatory is also objectionable
to the extent that it requests the production
of contracts which may contain confidential
business information. 10 CFR g 2.740(c).
See Lenerts v. Ra idol Distributin Cor
3 F.R.D. N.D.N.Y. l942

1-4. State when the steam generator .assemblies which mill
serve as replacements in the proposed repairs were ordered 'from the.
manufacturer.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1-1.

1-5. State the dates of the fabrication.and construction of the

replacement steam generator assemblies.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory l-l.





4
1-6. Do the replacement steam generator assemblies incorporate

the most recent i.:.provements in steam generator design?

A. If so, state in detail the nature of those

3. f not, state details of all modifications

improvements.

or improvements

made 'by the manufacturer in steam generator design since manufacture

of the replacement steam generator assemblies.

Objection. See objection to Xnterrogatory l-l.
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1-7. State the bases relied upon by licensee that the replacement

steam generator assemblies v>ill perform vjxthout tube'egradation for
the remain'ng 3.~fe of the units. Provide all test data in support of.

any such bases..

Objection. See objection to Tnterrogatory l«l.



l-8 ~ Estimate any potential tube degradation after installation
of the steam generator assemblies upon resumption of reacto operation.

Pxovide data and, calculations supporting any such estimates.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1-1.

Moreover, this interrogatory is objectionable
to the extent that it requires the Licensee
to perform new calculations, conduct new
analyses, or generate new data in response
to the interrogatory. See objection to
Interrogatory 1-29.





1-9. State. whether there is any corrosive chemical material
in the steam generator system left from phosphate treatment system

that vill not be removed by the replacement of the steam generator

'lower assemblies.

A. If none, explain how such material was removed.

B. If there is, provide details on each chemical substance

present. Include:
(1) Identification of each such

substance.'2)

The amount present.

(3) Iocation in the steam generator system.

(0) The estimated effect. on operations of the steam generators

after the repairs are completed.

(5) Test data, measurements, calculations, and any other
4 ~

analysis made in determining the presence and significance of any such

substance.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1-1.

Moreover, this interrogatory is objectionable
to the extent that it requires the Licensee
to perform new calculations, conduct new
analyses, or generate new data in response
to the interrogatory. See objection to
Interrogatory l-29.



l-3.0. Describe in detail the chemistry oX the coolants that
v'ill be used in the primary and secondary coolant systems in the

replacement steam generator assemblies vhen operational.

Objection. See objection to Znterrogatory 1-1.





-6-
1-11 'tate whether licensee has or is considering or has

been directed by the hVC Staff to consider any retrofitting or

bacLfitting to incorporate safety features,vrhich the. KilC Staff has

determined as being necessary since review of'the Three I'lile Island

acciden , while the units to be repaired. are shut down.

A. Xf not, why not?
~A

3. Xf'o, provide 'details of any such considerations.

C. if by HRC Staff direction, provide details of any

correspondance or communication transmitting such direction.

Objects.on.'his
interrogatory is not relevant to 'Contention

1, or to the steam generator repairs, and is
not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence.

l-l2. Describe in detail or provide all data, calculations
and any other information used in licensee's analysis and evaluation

of the cost effectiveness of total decontamination of the defective

steam generators and work areas prior to initiation of repairs as a

method for reducing the total operational .exposure required by the

repairs'. .Describe in detail the procedures that were considered.
'bjection.See objection to Interrogatory 1-1.

This interrogatory is not relevant to Contentionl. As stated in the objection to Interroga-
tories l-l to 1-10, cost effectiveness is only
relevant to a cost-benefit analysis, not to
whether the repairs require the preparation of an EIS.
This interrogatory is objectionable to'he extent
that it requires the Licensee to perform new

(continued on attached page



Contention 1

1-12. (continued)

calculations, conduct new analyses, or
generate new data in response to the
interrogatory. See objection to
Interrogatory 1-29.

This interrogatory is not designed to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.



0

0



1-13. 1'Pat is meant by "uncertainties in estimating job man-

hou-s and radiation intensities" stated in the ZIA on page 4-2,

A. Provide data and calculations for estimating the range

for job man-hours.

3. Provide data and calculations for estimating range of

radiation intensities.
C. Provide the ranges of radiation field intensities.

Objection. The EIA is an NRC staff document. This
interrogatory calls for a conclusion or
an interpretation of that document and
to that extent is not designed to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence.
This interrogatory is redundant of many of
the interrogatories submitted on Contention 2.
Repetitious or redundant interrogatories are
improper. Pa er-Hewitt 6 Co. v. Bellanca
Corp., 26 F.R.D. 219 D.Del. 1960

This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requires the Licensee to
perform new calculations, conduct new analyses,
or generate new data in response to the
interrogatory, See objection to Interrogatory
1-29.

1-14 Describe in detail all testing and inspect>on that >rill

be performed

A.

to assure:

Meld quality for all welds done during repairs.

Tube integrity'.

C. Containment building integrity.



- ~
D. Primary loop integrity.
Z. Secondary loop integrity.
F. All other inspections needed prior to the generation

of electricity at full power per reactor.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1-1.

The focus of thi.s interrogatory is upon
quality assurance, which is not the sub-
ject of Contention l.

l-l5. Provide task descriptions, man-hour requirements, radiation
r t

intensity data, and man-rem exposure incurred for all tasks associated
~ g

with all testing and inspections that will be performed; prior to the

generation of electricity at full power per reactor.

Objection. This interrogatory is redundant of many of
the interrogatories submitted on Contention 2.
Repetitious or redundant interrogatories are
improper. Pa er-Hewitt 6 Co. v. Bellanca Cor
26 P.R.D. 219 D.Del. 1960
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1-16. State the names, addresses and telephone numbers, and

job titles of all individuals vrho prepared or substantially cont 'buted

to the preparation of the SGRR and identify he s ctions of the SGRR.

each person or persons worked, including all amedments to the SGRR.

Objection. Burdensome and oppressive. 'rrelevant
and immaterial.

This interrogatory is overly broad, and there-
fore is not permissible. Win v. Challen e
Machiner Co., 23 F.R.D. 669 (S.D. Ill. 1959) .
Only t ose individuals who prepared portions of
the SGRR which pertain to environmental issues
are subject to discovery under Contention l.
This interrogatory requests information which
is not relevant to Contention l.
This interrogatory is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

P

1-17. State whether'any firms or corporate entities other than"

PPL contributed to the preparation of the'GRR or any amendments there-

to ~

A. G-ve the name, address and telephone number of any

such irm or corporation that contributed to preparation of the SGRR.

3. Give the name of any person or persons responsible

for the preparation of any such firm or corporation's contribution to

the SGRR..

C. Specify which firm or corporation contributed to which
l ' ~

sections of the SHIRR>

Objection. Burdensome and oppoessive.

This .interrogatory is overly broad, and there-
fore is not permissible, Win v. Challen e

Only those individuals who prepared portions of
the SGRR which pertain to environmental issues are
subject to discovery under Contention 1. .These
interrogatories request information which is not
relevant to Contention l.
This interrogatory is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.



1-18. "Is there at the present time or any time in the last three

I
month„ that local contamination procedures are being or were employed

at Turkey Point'? If so, 'describe in detail:

location.

A. 4inat local decontamination is being done.

3. The system or structure being decontaminated. and its

C. The employees or workers who are implementing local
decontamination. Include their race, place of geog aphic origin,
rate of pay, training, previous skills, and knowledge of nuclear labor

technioues and attendant dangers, their sex, their age and how and by

whom they were recruited, for the employment.

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 1, to the steam gen'eratorsg or
to the steam generator repairs in general.

This interrogatory is not designed to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.
Furthermore, the composition of the present work-
force, as requested by 1-18(C), .is not relevant
to Contention 1 and. is not designed to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence. 10 CFR
5 2. 740 (b) .



1-19. Describe in detail all contingency plans prepared by

licensee to safeguard the repair project and/or to protect the puolic
~rom releases of radioactivity, in the event of a major hurricane

occurring during the time projected for the repairs to the steam

generators. Include all plans considered but not prepared.

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention l, to the steam generators, or
to the steam generator repairs in general.

This interrogatory is not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is argumentative, speculative,
and factually without basis.

Burdensome and oppressive.
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1-20. Describe in detail all plans prepared 'by licensee or

considered 'by 1'ensee to protect the public and the environment

fro~ radioactive contamination, in the even~ of a major hurricane,

failure of the steam generator storage building, rupture of seals or

casings of stored steam generator assem'blies, and immersion of those.

assem'blies in sal . water.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 1-19.

1-21. Describe in detail how licensee intends to dispose of all
solid radioactive waste generated during the repair project in he

event that all waste disposal sites that receive radwaste from nuclear.

power plants are closed.

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial to the issues'nd
subject.,matter of this proceeding or
Contention 1; argumentative; speculative;
not reasonably calculated to lead to.
the discovery of admissible evidence.





1-22. mesc ibe in detail how licensee intends'o dispose of

defective steam generator assembl'es, in the event tha ~ licensee xs

prohibited from or dec'des not to store such assemblies onsite as

proposed in the SCRUB. 'or any disposal method stated, provide:

i ashy Dy tasE

Fne amount of occupational ez~osure that will be incurred,

o the method of disposal to be used.

The ~ount of time that will be reouired.

C. The cost break:down fo all aspects of the disposal method.

The location of the ultimate disposal site the assemolies

will be transported to.
Z. 2'he form of transportation that v:ill be used.

t

Objection. irrelevant and immaterial to the issues and
subject, matter of this proceeding or Contention 1;argumentative; speculative; not reasonablycalculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.





3.-2). Sta. under 7vha conditions ~s cooling v~a ~er *rom toe

coo1ing canals a11ov<ed or permitted to be direct y discharged into
Card Sound.

1-24. Does 1icensee contend that water, chemical effluent, and

liauid radioactive vwste contained in the cooling .canals does not

reach Card Sound or Biscayne Bay other than through controlled

releases to the Card Sound canal?

A. If so, state why.

B. If not, why not?

Ob j

ection�.

Argumentative; irrelevant
to the issues and subject
proceeding or Contention;.
not reasonably calculated
of admissible evidence.

and immaterial
matter of this
vague; speculative;
to lead to the discovery
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1-25. Nhat .study, research, analysis, measurement and testing
P

has licensee made to assess the potential impact on the environment,
including all life forms present, of all forms of pollution generated
as a result of construction activities and materials for the proposed
steam generator repairs, construction of the steam generator storage
building, and installation and construction of buildings to house the
condensate polisher demineralizer system. Provide all data, calculations,
and all reports, studies, memorandum, and any forms of correspondance
used in making such an assessment. If no assessment has been made,

state vrhy not.

1-26. Has licensee assessed the potential impact on the

environment and all its life forms of the cumulative and synergistic
effect of pollution generated as a result of the combined construction

activities and materials for the. repair project, additional levels'f
effluent from installation of the condensate polisher Cemineralizer





-10-

system discharged into cooling canals, further radioactive releases

during repairs and upon resuming reactor operations, and the residual

concentrations of radioactive nuclides already present in the environment

as a result of plant emmission or discharge. Provide all records,

data, and calculations and documents considered in making any such

assessment. If no assessment has been made, state why not.

1-27. State whether or not there are any endangered species,

as listed in the Federal Endangered Species Act; living onside or

in the vicinity of Turkey Point. If so:

A. Identify the species present.

3. The numbers of each 'species present.

C. Describe the location and nature of each species

habitat.
D. Describe in detail any plans prepared or considered. by .

licensee which insure any endangered species present 'are not threatened

or their habitat endangered by any aspect of the steam generator repairs
or installation of the condensate polisher demineralizer system.

E. If a~y species are present, state why potential impact

of the repairs on them was not addressed in the SGRR.



1-28. Has licensee assessed the potential impact of the repairs

on the surrounding communities, as to:

A. The effect of an influx of transient.workers.

3. Any incre'ased demand on services both public and private.

C. Effect on traffic in the area.

D. The effect on the availability of housing during the

farming season v~hen large numbers of migrant wor}ters are present.

E. Provide any data, reports, and calculations used to ma3ce

any such assessment.



0



-11-

1-29. Describe in detail any assessment made by licensee of

p i
the environmental impact of providing replacement power during the

repair outages at Turkey Point by reactivating decommissioned fossil
fuel plants. If none has been made, provide such an assessment, to
include:

A. Nhich generating plants will provide replacement power,

their location"."nd capacity, and the fuel used to generate electricity.
3. An assessment of such plants potential for environmental

degradation from thermal, air, and water discharges.

C. The effects of the use of nonrenewable fuels on cost, and,

availability of energy supplies.

13. blether such plants are fitted with doubl'e injector
fuel systems to allow for the burning of oil or gas. If so, whicM

E., The generating capacity for each
plant.'.

The amount of replacement power each plant will provide
I

~<

during the outage for repairs.
G. The service area for each plant.
H. The effect of recommissioning on .employement in the area.

I, A complete cost analysis for the recommissioning of any

. plants,and for any plant providing replacement power a cost analyses

for its operation during the outage time. Specifiy the date used for
I

. "establishing costs of recommissioning and operation.

Z. If any of the above information is contained in already

prepared reports or other documents, please provide such documents and

repol ts e





1-29.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.I.
J ~

Objection. This interrogatory is irrelevant
and immaterial to the subject .matter
of the proposed repairs, is beyond the
scope of Contention 1, and is not
reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is improper to the
extent that it requires the Licensee to
make an assessment if none has previously
been made by the Licensee. Not only is
this request overly broad, oppressive,
and unduly burdensome, it also requires
the Licensee to analyze information
to which the Intervenor can be given or
has access to conduct his own assessment.
Thus, the Intervenor is'"asking the Licensee
to perform studies on behal f of the
Intervenor. Discovery cannot be used for
such purposes. See United States v.
216 Bottles, More or Less, 36 F.R.D. 695
E.D. N.Y. ; Strut ers Scientific and

International Cor . v. General Food Cor
45 F.R.D. 375 (S.D. Tex. 1968); and
Porter v. Montaldo's, 7 F. Supp.

372'.D.

Ohio 1946).

Subparts (C) through (I) are not
relevant to Contention l. Each of these
subparts pertains to economic or non-
environmental issues, and it is therefore
irrelevant to whether an EIS must be
prepared. See objection to Interrogatoriesl-l to 1-10.
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1-30. Provide a complete cost analysis of the steam generator

repairs and the installation and housing of the condensate polisher

demineralizer system 'based on l979 cost data for all aspects of the

project.

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention l. It pertains to economic
or non-environmental issues, and it
is therefore irrelevant to whether an
EIS must. be prepared. See objections to
Interrogatories l-l to 1-10.

This interrogatory cannot lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is also objectionable to
the extent that. it requires the Licensee
to perform new calculations, conduct new
analyses, or generate new data in response
to the interrogatory. See objection to
Interrogatory 1-29.

l-3i ~ State the methods which licensee intends to employ to raise





capital to finance the steam generator repairs and installation of the

condensate polisher demineralizer and for replacement power during thet
trepair outages.

i%at will be the interest rates on loans made oy licensee

to obtain capital financing/
B. VEhat will be the costs for bonds used to obtain capital'
C. Did licensee ascertain the .effect the cost of the proposed.

projec ~ wi11 have on the availability of capital. If so, what will be

the effect.
Objection. I

This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 1. It pertains to economic
or non-environmental issues, and it
is therefore irrelevant to whether an
EIS must be prepared. See objections to
Interrogatoxies l-l to 1-10.

This interrogatory is objectionable becauseit requests confidential commercial information.
I

See also objection to Interrogatory 1-32.

~ 1-32. Does licensee intend to pursue a, rate increase .from the

'.Public Service Commission of the State of Florida as a result of the

project to repair the steam generators7 Provide data and calculations

on any plans to increase rates to consumers based on the repair costs,

or any other costs related to the repair project.
Objection. This interrogatory is not .relevant-t~

Contention l. It pertains to economic
or non-environmental issues, and it
is therefore irrelevant to whether an
EIS must be prepared. See objections to
Interrogatories l-l to 1-10.

(continued on attached page)
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Contention 1

1-32. (continued)

This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 1 and to an EIS cost-benefit,
analysis. Whether or not the Licensee
will seek a rate increase as a result of
the repairs has absolutely no bearing on
the actual cost of the repairs. Additionally,
the focus of both this interrogatory and
Interrogatory 1-31 are upon financial is-
sues which are outside of the jurisdiction
of the NRC. Consequently, these interroga-
tories cannot. lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is objectionable
because it requests confidential
commercial information. See 10 CFR
5 2. 740 (c) .





33 ~ Provide a cost analysis of the costs to o crate Turkey Point

nuclear reactor units 3 K 4.

Objection.- This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 1. It pertains to economic
or non-environmental issues, and it.
is therefore irrelevant to whether an
EIS must be prepared. See objections to
Interrogatories l-l to 1-10.
This interrogatory is objectionable to
the extent that it-requires the Licensee
to perform new calculations, conduct new
analyses, or generate new data in response
to the interrogatory. See objection to
Interrogatory 1-29.
Vague and ambiguous; unlimited in scope as to time.

1-34. Provide details on:

A. The total generating capacity of Turkey Point units 3 5 4 .

3. Licensee's total generating capacity.
C. The total amount of electricity sold, and the amount

of electricity supplied'by 'units 3 & 4 for those sales.

D. Licensee's pricing and rate structure for the sale of
electricity.

E. Any'contracts for the sale of electricity to any other

public utility. Include the amounts of electricity contracted for.
F. Any demand/need estimates, predictions or studies through

the year 2000 A.D.

G. All previous unit 3 5 0 shutdowns.

H. 'Costs of all previou's shutdowns and for all other
major maintenance repairs.

Ob jection - See attached page.
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Contention 1

1-34.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

Objection. This interrogatory and each subpart
is not relevant to Contention l.
Each interrogatory pertains to economic
or non-environmental issues, and it is
therefore irrelevant to whether an EIS
must be prepar'ed. See objections to
Xnterrogatories 1-1 to 1-10.

Xnterrogatory 1-34 (A) is ob jectionable
because the information is equally
available to Intervenor as to Licensee.

Xnterrogatory 1-34(B) is objectionable
to the extent that it is vague, overly
broad, and irrelevant to Contention 1
and to an EIS cost-benefit analysis.

'Interrogatory 1-34(C) is vague and
ambiguous, unlimited in scope as to time.

Interrogatory 1-34 (D) is irrelevant
and immaterial to Contention 1 or the
subject matter of this proceeding; argu-
mentative; vague and ambiguous; not
reasonably calculated to lead to dis-
covery of admissible evidence.

Xnterrogatory 1-34(E) is objectionable
to the extent that it requests the production
of contracts which may contain confidential
business information. 10 CFR 5 2.740(c).
See Lenerts v. Ra idol Distributin Cor
3 F. R. D. 2 N. D. N. Y. 1942

Interrogatory 1-34 (E) is also vague
and ambiguous; unlimited in scope as to time;
not, designed to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.

Interrogatory 1-34(F) is vague and
ambiguous; non-specific; not reasohably
calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence; burdensome and
oppressive.

Interrogatory 1-34(G) is overly broad,
non-specif ic; burdensome and oppressive,
and not, designed to lead to discovery of
admissible evidence.
Interrogatory 1-34(H) is objectionable
for the reasons set forth in objection
to Interrogatory 1-34(G).



1-35. Descri'be in detail any planning, research, consultation,
and any other study which licensee has made, is making, or will make in
the future for implementing conservation measures and/or technologies

other than nuclear for the generation of electricity as alternatives
to the proposed 7;epairs of the steam generators, or as alternatives
for future generation of electricity. Include:

A. The division or department. at FPL responsible for
conservation planning and for alternative technologies.

B. Any firms, corporate or otherw'ise, providing consultation

or design information on conservation an'd any alternative technologies.

C. The, person or persons responsible for and most'knowledgeable

about conservation measures and alternative technologies. Provide

their names, addresses, telephone numbers, and their job titles.
.D. With regard to conservation measures, state:

(1) 'llplans to develop consumer incentives to encourage

conserva ~ion of electricity. Provide any reports, data or documents

used in consideration of any plan.
4

(2) The amount of energy savings that would accrue were any

conservation plan to be implemented. Provide data and calculations on
'

any such analysis.

(3) Details of any proposals made to either the Federal
'I

Department of Energy or'he State of Florida agencies having authority.
E. Nith regard to alternative technologies for generating

electricity, state:

(1) Any plan, research or study concerning the implementation

of solar photovoltaic cells for the generation of electricity.
(2) Any plan, research, study and report considered by

licensee for implementing the generation of'lectricity by production
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of methane.

(g) Any plan, research, study, or report considered. by

licensee for implementing the generation of electricity by the

production and combustion of'yd ogen.

(0) Any plan, research, study, or report considered by

licensee for implementing the generation of electricity through the
~4

development of'.Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion.

(5) Any plan, research,,study, or report of any other

alternative technology for the generation of electricity presently
under consideration, or that has been considered by licensee.

F. Does licensee have under co~sideration any plan for
aiding consumers to finance the purchase and installation of solar
hot v:ater heaters. Ef so, provide details:

G. For any conservation plan or alternative technology under

conside'ration by licensee state the amount of re&arch funds and

development funds expended for each in the last ten years. and the

amount budgeted for each for the next ten years.

Objection — See attached page.



Contention 1

1-35.
Ao
B.
C.
D-(1) (2) (3)
E-(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
F.
G.

Objection. This interrogatory is addressed to the
Intervenor's Contention 10, which
pertained to alternatives to the
proposed repair. The Board's Order of
September 27, 1979 rejected Contention 10.
Consequently, discovery on this issue is
improper. Hartford Accident and Indemnit
Co. v. Villa e of Milan, 176 F.Supp. 84

S.D. I . 1

Furthermore, alternatives to the proposed repair
are not relevant to the issue of whether the .

preparation of an EIS is required. Although
a discussion of reasonable alternatives may be
essential in an EIS, Contention 1 only addresses
the need for preparation of an EIS.

Moreover, information regarding Licensee's
consideration of any plan to aid the financing
of solar hot water heaters (1-35F), or the
amount of research funds expended or to be
expended (1-35G), is clearly irrelevant and
immaterial and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.



l-36. State whether or not licensee is presently obligated to

~ any contracts for the steam generator repairs and installation of the
~ *

condensate polisher demineralizer system, to include, but not limited to,

contracts for
A. Materials.

B. Labor.

C. Component fabrication and construction.

D. Engineering and design.

E. Remote tooling and other equipment.

:-'' P. Replacement fuel.
If so, provide a copy of any such contracts.

Objection. The existence and terms =of any contracts
is not relevant to the need for preparation
of an EIS under Contention l.
This interrogatory is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is also objectionable to
the extent that it requests the production
of contracts which may contain confidential
business information. 10 CFR 5 2.740(c).
See Lenerts v. Ra idol Distributin Cor
3 F.R.D. 42 (N.D.N.Y. 1942





Contention 2

7)hat are the tasks involved in the
preoperetional'esting

program for placing a unit. back in service
'xth modified steam generators 7



2-2 <'ihat y>„".ll be the radiation intensity fields ~or each'L

of the following tasks:
a. Unload entire core.

b. Survey containment svorL areas, perform local
decontamination, and shield areas mhere necessary.

c. Install cover over the reactor cavity to provide

protection to the reactor vessel and associated

eouipment end to provide a contiguous work area.

d. Assemble special. prefabricated sca folding to
permit access to all work areas.

e. Remove biological shield wall and transport debris

from the. containment.

Remove insulation from steam generators, feedcvater

piping, steam 5,ine piping, reactor coolant piping, and

other components and transport debris from the

containment.

.g. Install local control structures, such. as tents,

ducting, temporary filters, etc.

h. Install the steam generator transport system, e.g.,

rails, inside the containment and on ecuipment hatch.

i. Enlarge and/or xeinforce ecuipment hatch platform

outside of the containment.





Inspect and test containment polar crane.

Remove miscellaneous small pi ing, such as b owdovm

piping, and instru-ents and controls, such as level
transmitters, to facilitate removal of the steam gen-

erat or's.

Cut steam line piping at the steam nozzle on the

upper shell and dov,nstre~ to allov; a section o the

piping to be removed so that the upper and lover shells
can be fitted.
m. Cut feedv~ater piping at it,s junction with the upper

shell and upstream from the junction to allow a s'ection

of the piping to be removed so that the upper and low r
shell can be removed.

n. Cut and remove reactor coolant in"et and outlet
piping. A section of the hot leg(inlet) piping (an elbov:)

va.ll b removed by cut ing the pipe at. the steam generator

nozzle and on the outlet side of the reactor coo"ant

system isolation valve. J larger section of cold leg

(outlet) piping, consisting of two elbov;s and 'tv:o

straight sections, will be removed by cuttin~.ihe pipe

at the steam generator nozzle and ups ream f"o the

reactor coo"ant pump.

o Cut steam g nd'rator vivapper and internal blov,'dove

piping to facilitate lifting of the uppe shell.

p. Cut steam generator shell on the transit'on cone.





c. Lift off the upper shell of the steam generator

v:i h'the pol"r cr"ne and stor in the containment.

r..inspect arid remove moisture separation ecuipment,

feedring> and other associated eouip ent.

s. Disa semble and/or remove the steam generator

supports to allow the lovrer steam generator assembly

to be lifted by the polar crano.

Li t the steam generator lovrer assembly from its
supports using the polar crane.

u. Remove the steam generator, louver shell a sembly

from the containment through the ecuipment hatch..

v. During removal and thereafter, clean and decontaminate

the containment wor> area to the extent practicable.
vi. Zollov'ing the transport of the-steam generator

louver'ssemblies

through the ecuipment hatch, remove the from

the ecuipment hatch platform by mean of mobile cranes

and transport them to an interim storage location.
z. i?emove cutav;ay pipe sections from. containment.

'y. Dispose o ~ steam generator.

z. Deliver replacemen steam generator lov,er assenbly

by barge.

aa. Lift the 'steam generator lov,er assembly from the

transporter onto. the eouipment hatch platform by means

of mobile cranes. Iiove it through the ecuipment hatch

and into the contair~ent using the containm nt tran port

system.



bb. Transport the assembly to a designated location
v;ithin the containment and upend it using the polar
c ane. Lift the assembly vertically and move it, to a

position over the stea~ generator supports. Lower the

asse b „ into place over the supports. Temporary

positioning devices (e.g., jac1:s) may be installed
to facilitate the positioning .of the lov'er assembly

without the use of a polar crane.

cc. 2?eassemble and/or reirstall the stem generator

support system.

dd. Install nev< moisture separation ecuipment, ~ edring

and other interral components in the upper shell.
prepare mating surface of upper she11 for vrelding

to lov;er assembly.

ee. Lift, u per steam generator shell into place and
P

align vzth 3.ov~er assenbly. Temporary positioning
devices may be used to facilitate alignment without

~ the use 'o the polar crane.

ff. ",Ield the upper and lower assemblies together,

stress-relieve, end inspect.

gg. ',7eld the steam generator vrrapper to the upper

internals and inspect.

1>. Install t¹ z'eactor coolant piping.
~ ~ Zitup w lc and inspect the mair. st am piping.

Pitup, v~elc, and inspec the eedv'ater piping.



Tns all miscellaneous pi ing (e.g., blov:dovn)

ins«mentation and contro' v.hich v.ere removed.

11. Cons.ruct biological shield v:all, repair crane

v'all and other concrete stzuctures that v'ere chipped.

Clean af ~ ec'.ed systems and v~or~ areas.

nst all 3.nsulat3.on

oo. Remove scaff oldirg.
pp. Remove cavity cover.

GQ ~ Reload core ~

rr. Radiation survey mentioned at 5 2.6.1.1 of h~BC

Saf etyvaluation Report.

ss, Local deconta-in™tion'entioned at 9 2.6.1.1 of

hZC Sa ety "valuation Report.

tt. Removal of sections of containment internal
structures mentioned at 5 2. 6. 1. 1 of lsRC Safety

-velu tion Report.

uu. l~ove stea generator to storage or cutup facility
deposit and seal acility.

L'.onitoring of steam generator in sealed storage

facility for about SO years

vi'.'ach o the tasks d scribed in ansvrer to

interrogatory 2-1..

3hsposal or decontamination of temporary sh~eldzng.

yy. Y(aiting in lov. background radiation areas.

zz. ingress and egress to work location.
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2-3 Zoz'ach of the tas>s listed in auestion 2-2,

describe hov; each radiation field intensity rate
1

v'as computed, providing:

a. Isotopical nature of the material.

b. Quar;tity of radioactive material.

c. Nature of emitted radiation.
d. Nature of the shielding between the source and.

the receptor.

e. Geometry (e.g. distanc'es and dimensions).

Intensification due to high temp ratures,

volagisation, and particulate suspension.

g. Zzposure rate (2/hr) .





2-4 For each of the tasks listed in cuestion 2-2,

please list:
a. The number of times monitoring measurements were

tRen for computing field intensity rates.

b. The dates on v.hich monitoring measurements were

taken for computing field intensity rates.

c. -ach measurement.

d..The location of each measurement device.

2-5 Has the Licensee made future projections of field
9intensity rates for any of the tas}cs listed in

Guestion, 2-2

2-6 If the answer to cuestion 2-5 is yes,'escribe for
each projection:
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a. The task.
b. The pro„-'ection date.

c. Tne projec. ed field intensity rate.
d. The procedure employed for determinig the rate.

2-7 Describe the procedure and provide calculat,ions and

data for determining the radiation field intensity
rate. reductions that vrill occur due to v;eter being

kept in the steam generators, for each item listed
in cuestion 2-2 to vrhich this procedure " s applicable.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that. it requires the Licensee to
perform new calculations." See objection
to interrogatory 1-29.





2-8 Zo each tas'isted in cuestion 2-'2, ~vhere, applicable,
describe the shielding that v>ill be used for each

v~ozl'er and provide the calculations and data Nor

determining the reduction in radiation intensity
fields due to th shielding.

Objection. This inter'rogatory is obj'ectionable 'to the
extent that it requires'he Licensee to
perform nev calculations. See objection
to Interrogatory 1-29.

'2-9 For each of the tasks described in,cuestion 2-2r

state the nunber of v~or3cers performing each tas~.





2-10 For each v:orker performing a task, as listed in the

answer to ouestion 2-9,. state the number of hours

that each worker vrill be perforzing each task.

2.-11 For each worker described in the answer to question
2-10, list the total man-rem exposure for,that vorker.

2-12 For each of the tasks described in question 2-2,

state tl~ total number of man hours required for each

task.
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2-labor each task described in cuestion 2-2, state the

total man-rem exposure for that .task.

~ ~

2-14 Provide a detailed explanation, including calculations

and data, for determining that th post repair

operate:on occupational dose for inspection and repair

of degraded steam gen rator tubes v<ill be reduced

to 100 man-rem per year, for the two Turkey Point

units combined for the life of the plant.

Objection. Thi's inteirogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it, requixes" the Licen'see'o
perform new calculations. See objection. to
Interrogatory 1-29.

Thi,s interrogatory is not relevant to Contention
2. Contention 2 only per'tains to occupational
exposures during the repair,'ot to subsequent
occupational exposures.

Additionally, this interrogatory is not relevant
to Contention l. Although the requested informa-
tion may be relevant for a cost-benefit analysis,
Contention 1 only pertains to the need for pre-
paration of an EIS, and not to the contents of
the cost-benefit analysis contained in the EIS.
See'objection to Interrogatories 1-1 to 1-10.
This interrogatory is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admiss'ible evidence.





2-1S Provide a detailed explanation, including calculations

and data, for the assumption that the replacement

steam generator tubes v:ill .maintain their integrity
during the remaining operating lifetime of the plants.

Objection. See objections to,Interrogatories
1-1 to 1-10; see also objections
to Interrogatory 2-14.

2-16 Provide man-rem doses for th inspection and repair

of degraded stear. generator tubes for the years 1974,

197S, 1976, 1977, and 1978 for each reactor.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 2-14.

2-17 Has the Licensee established criiteria for restricting
cuestion 2-2, based

wo-3cers from any tas}:s lasted in

upon the age or sex of a ivorRer 7



If the answer to cuestion 2-17 is yes, describe fully
the nature of those restrictions, including a list of
each tash to which the restriction will be applied and

the age group and/or sex that will be restricted from

performing that tasL.

Describe attempts that will oe'ade to screen out
radiation workers who may be more susceptible to
radiation induced problems.

Objection. Vague and ambiguous; non-specific;
terms such as "more susceptible"
arid "radiation induced problems"

'are undefined.



- ~
2-20 For each of the tasks listed in question 2-2,

describe in detail the pre job planning and the

prejob training that will be provided to perform

each task, including the number of hours of training
that 'ia.ll be provided for each worker performing

each tash, as listed in the answer to ouestion 2-9.

h

2 21 Describe the procedure and provide calculations and

~ ~

data for determining the reduction zn man-rem

exposure for each talc listed in ouestion 2-2, =dueexposure,

to job training and „'ob planning.

Objection. Thi's interrogatory is'bjectionable to
the extent that it requires'he"Licensee
to perform new calculations. See objectionto Znterrogatory 1-29.





2-22 r or each ask listed in ouestion 2-2; list the
reduction in man-rex ezoosure dye to job training
a 10 job pla 1113.ng

2-23 Describe the procedure for hiring each of the
v;or~-ers described in the answer to cuestion 2-9.

2-24 Has the Licensee contracted vrith any p rson, either
corporate or individual to hire or to provide viorkers

to perform the tasks listed in question 2-2 '?



2-25 lf the ansv.er to cuestion 2-24 is yes, attach a copy

of that .contract to the answers of these interrogatori'es.

Objection. This document request is irrelevant
and immaterial to Contention 2, and
is not designed to lead to the dis-
covery of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is also objectionable
to the extent that it requests the
production of contracts which may contain
confidential business information. 10 CFR
5 2.740(c). See Lenertg v. Ra idol
Distributin Cor ., 3 F.R.D. 42
N.D.N.Y. 19 2

2-26 . 1)'escribe the procedure the Licensee wi~1 use Ko

obtain the reports of each wor>er's previously

accumulated occupational doses.





2-27 Describe the proceoure that will be useo to obtain

a certif'icate or Form 1;RC-'4 ~rom non-english

spea'=ing viorkers.

2-28 For each tasL described in ouestion 2-2, provide an

expl'aration, vrith calculations and data, as to hov>

automated tools and ecuipment are to be used in
reducing the occupational exposure recuired Xor

cutting, removal, and welding.

Objection. These interrogator,es are 'objectionable to theextent that they require the Licensee to per-form net calculations. See objection toXnterrogatory 1-29.
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2-29 For each tash listed in cuestion 2-2,. state the

reduction in man-rem ezposure due to automated tools

and ecuipzent being used in cutting, removal and

we lding

2-30 Specify what is meant by "Some small sections of
containment internal structures..." as mentioned in
the HEC Safety ~ ra3uation Report 6 2.6.1.1.

Objection. The Safety Evaluation Report is
a NRC staff document which is not
a proper subject for interrogatories
to the Licensee. This interrogatory
requests information calling for an
interpretation or conclusion by Licensee
of this document, a nd is not designed
to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.

2-31 ]describe procedures if the upper assembly of a

steam generator fails to mate satisfactorily with

the new lov, r assembly, due to deformation of one

of the asse bly halves.

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial to Contention 2;
vague and ambiguous in that, the term ."procedures"
is undefined; speculative; not designed to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence.



Provide a Health Z?grsics Llanual describing

monitoring and protection procedures ~or corkers

in radiation i'ields.
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COhTEFZIOH 3

3-1 State in, detail the exact 'steps which will be used in
(a) handling
(b) processing
(c) storing

el(d)''p eventing the discharge of

the primary coolant during the course of the proposed
repairs.

3-2 . State the names, addresses and telephone numbers of, each
person employed, retained or consulted by the licensee
in preparing the plans for handling, processing and
storing the primary coolant,

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial to issues and
subject matter of Contention 3; burdensome
and oppressive; not designed to lead to dis-
covery of admissible evidence.





3 "3 S tate the educational background of each of the araonalisted above. o e persons

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.

Xdentify the documents utilized by each of those persons
in preparing the plans for handling, processing and
storing the primary coolant.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.

Did any of the persons named above disagree, to any
extent, with the method ultimately decided upon by the
licensee for the handling, processing and storing of the
primary coolant during the course of the proposed repairs'?

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.





3-6 X,f so, please state: (a) the names of e
so, p . ach of those

persons and (b) the bases for their difzerences of

opinion with the submitted p1an.

Objection. See objection to Znter'rogatory 3;2.

3 &7 State in detail the exact steps which will be used to
monitor the release of laundry.waste water during the
proposed repairs.

Ob jection.
This interrogatory is improper because it is
redundant of interrogatories on Contention 13
which will be answered.
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3-8 State in detail the exact steps which will be used to
measure the amount of radioactive material in the
discharged laundry waste water;

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-7.

3-9 State the names, addresses and telephone numbers of each
person employed, retained or 'consulted by the licensee
in establishing the methods for monitoring the release
of laundry waste water .a'nd measuring the radioactivity
of the material in that water.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.

3-10 State the educational background of each person listed
above.'

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.



Identify the documents utilized by each of those persons
in establishing the methods for monitoring and measuring.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.

Did any of the persons named above disagree, to any extent,
~ith the method ultimately decided upon by the licensee
for .the monitoring and measuring discussed above'? If so,
please state their names and the bases of their differences
of .opinion.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.



State the method by which it was determined that any
release of radioactive material during the handling,
processing, storing or discharging of the primary co'olant,
or the discharge of laundry waste water will be as low
as reasonably achievable within the meaning of 10 CFR,
Parts 20 and 50.

3-14 State the names, addresses and telephone numbers of each"
person employed, retained or consulted by the licensee
in making those determinations.

Objection. See objection to Xnterrogatory 3-2.

3-15 State the educational background of each person listed
above.

Objection. .See objection to. Interrogatory 3-2.
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3-16 Identify the documents utilized by each of those persons

in making determinations regarding the level of radio-
activity that vri3.1 be released.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.

3-17 Did any of the persons named above disagree, to any
extent, with the method ultimately decided upon by the
licensee for the monitoring and measuring discussed above?
If sc, please state their names and the bases for their

1,difrerences of opinion.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-2.
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3.-28 Specify the volume of primary coolant, in liters
present in:
a. Unit S.

b. Uni'4 4.

3-19 Provide calculations and data for determinig tl:e

amount of primary coolant to be drained, f'r steam

generator repairs, from;

a. Unit S.

b. Unit 4.

Objection. These interrogatories are objectionable to the
extent that they request the Licensee to per-
form. new calculations and generate new. data
in response to the interrogatory. See objection
to Interrogatory 1-29.



'h



3-20 For the storage tanks that v:ill be used to store

primary coolant during steam generator repairs state:

a. location of each tank.

b. Saf e capacity for each tank.

c. Composition of tank wall of each tank.

3Yall thickness of each tink.
e. Description of any additional biological shielding

for each tank.

Objection. Interrogatory 3-20 (e) is not
relevant to Contention 3 which
pertains to the release of radio-
active material to unrestricted areas,
not to shielding for, or radiation
fields of, radioactive material stored
on-site. This interrogatory 'is not
designed to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.

~ 3-21 Provide calculations and data used to determine the

radiation intensity field (3/hr) on the outside

surface of each tank storing primary coolant..

Objection. This interrogatory is'not relevant to
Contention 3 which pertains to the release
of radioactive material to unrestricted areas,
not to shielding for, or radiation fields of,
radioactive material stored on-site. This
interrogatory is not designed to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requests Licensee to perform
new calculations and generate new data in
response to the interrogatory. See objection
to Interrogatory 1-29.





3-22 Provide, current psych (NHC approved) practices for

storing primary coolant.

Objection. This interrogatory requests infor-
mation which is equally available to
Intervenor and Licensee in that it
is public knowledge or contained in a
public document to which the Intervenor
has access. It is not proper to compel
one party to perform research or in-
vestigations for other parties as
discovery. See objection to
Interrogatory 1-29.

3-23 rovide current FSJ 3 (NRC approved) practices for

discharging primary coolant.

Objection See objection to Interrogatory 3-22.





~ 3-24 Zf primary coolant is to be discharged, f'r each

filtering and/or decontaminating device,

a. ITame of device.

specify:

b- I'.anufacturer.

c.- I",odel.

d. Capacity
1

e. Zfficiency.
Incumber of devices used, per unit.

Specify amount of radioactivity, in curies, for all
isotopes that vri11 be. present in discharged primary

II

. coolant:

e- Provide half-life. of each isotope listed
b Provide calculations and. data.

Objection to a.

Objection to b.

This interrogatory requests information
which is public knowledge or contained in a
public'ocument and to which tne intervenor
has access. Discovery cannot be utilized
for the purpose of compelling one party to
perform research or investigations for other
parties. See objection to Xnterrogatory 1-29.
This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it. requests the Licensee to per-
form new calculations and generatenew data
in response to the interrogatory. See objection
to Xnterrogatory 1-29.



3-26 For the pri ary coolant presently in unit 8, provide:
a. Jn inventory of all isotopes.
b. >mount of radiation, in curies, for each isotope.
c. Falf-life of each isotope.
d. Pate measurement was recorded.
e. Time interval between last operation of unit 8 and

date isotopical measurement was tMen.
Objection to 3-26 c. This interrogatory requests

information which is public
knowledge or contained in'
public document and to which the
Intervenor has access. Dis-
covery cannot, be utilized for the
purpose of compelling one party
to perform research or investigations
for other parties. See objection
to Interrogatory 1-29.

These interrogatories are objectionable
to the extent that they request the Licensee
to perform new calculations and genera'te new
data in response to the interrogatory.
See objection to Interrogatory 1-29.

'-27 For the primary .coolant presently in unit.4, provide:

a. An. inventory of all isotopes.

b. Amount .of radi~act'ivity, in curies, for each isotope.

c. Half-life of each isotope..

Objection to 3-27 c. This interrogatory requests
information which is public
knowledge or contained in a
public document and to which the
Intervenor has access. Dis-
covery cannot be utilized for the
purpose of compelling one party
to perform research or investigations
for other parties. See objection
to Interrogatory 1-29.
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d; 3)ate ~e asurement was recorded.

e. Time interva1 'between la .t o"er'ation o'f unit '4,'

and date isotogica1 measur ment was taken.

Objection. These interrogatories are objectionable
to the extent that they request the Licensee
to perform new calculations and generate new data
in response to the interrogatory. See objection
to interrogatory 1-29.

3-28 jf'-answer to cuestion 3-.9, d, is a date'r5.or
to'une

.1, 1979, provide answers to .cuestion 3-9

,Xor prima~ coo1ant as oS October 22 1979.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable be-
cause, it contains references to questions
which are non-existent. Vague and indecipher-
able interrogatories need not be responded to.
Tsan arakis v. Panama Steamshi Co., 41 F.R.D.
219 (E. D. Pa. 1966

3-29 'f answer io cuss%ion 3-10, d, is a' ta'prior'.to
June. 1, '1979, yrovic.e answers to 'ouestion 3-10

Xor prim~ coo1ant as o~ October 22, 1979.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable be-
cause it, contains references to questions
which are non-existent. Vague and indecipher-
able interrogatories need"not"be"responded to.

anama Steamshi Co., 41 F. R, D.
219 (E. D. Pa. 1966) .





Movide calculations. and data for a pro ject'ion.

of radioactive 3.sotopes in pr32nary coo3.ant as of

September .1, 1979, specifying:.
a. inventory of all isotopes

b. 'Mount of radioactivity; in curies,'for each.isotope.

c. 1denti~ication of 'each unit for the projection.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requests the Licensee to
perform new calculations and generate
new data in response to the interrogatory.
See objection to Interiogatory 1-29.

'I

For unit 3, since January. 1, 1975, .for all net fuel

z ods, specify:

a. The rvumber of types, of fuel rods haviaj di
ferent'sotopical

aa'-eup.

b. M isotopic'. inventory for each type of fuel rod.

c. The amount of radioactivity, in curies, for each

isotope.

d. The half-. life of each isotope.

e. The nuz:ber of fuel rods, of each type, used..

See attached page



Contention 3-31

a
b
c
d
e

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial; redundant;
burdensome and oppressive; not reasonably cal-
culated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Contention 3 involves alleged releases
of radioactive material to unrestricted areas
during the repairs as a result of (a) the
handling, processing, storing or discharging of
primary coolant or (b) the discharging of
laundry waste. water.. Other interrogatories
propounded under Contention 3 seek'nformation
concerning levels of radioactivity in the primary
coolant and laundry waste water. Information
concerning levels of radioactivity, or inventory
of isotopic fission products, in fuel rods
inserted in burned up and extracted from each
unit since January 1, 1975, including those to
be removed from each unit during the repairs,
is irrelevant and immaterial to Contention 3,
and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

In addition, this interrogatory requests
information which is public knowledge or contained
in a public document and to which the Intervenor
has access. Discovery cannot be utili.zed for
the purpose of compelling one party to perform
research or investigations for other parties.
See objection to Interrogatory 1-29.





For .unit 4; since January 1,.1975, for all nev~ fuel
rods, speci y:

'I

a.. The number of types,,of''uel rods having different
isotopical makeup.

b. An isotopical
c. The amount of

i'sotope.

inventory for each type of fuel rod.

radioactivity; in .curies, f'r each

d. The .half'oafe of'ach isotope.
p ~

e.. The number of fuel rods, of each type, used.

Objection. See objection to interrogatory 3-31.



~ 3 33 Eo'r unit. S, since Jenuery 1, 1975, f'r ell burn d up

fuel rods extracted, specify'.

a. The number of types, of fuel rods having different.

isotopical makeup

b. An isotopicel inventory for each type of fuel rod.

c. The half-life of'ach isotope.

d. The amount of
r

isotope.

radioactivity, in curies, *or each

e. The number of.f'uel rods of'ach type, extracted

frOIL unit 3e

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 3-31.

3-34 For unit 4 since January 1, 1975, for all burred up

fuel rods extracted, specif'y:

a. The number of types, of fuel rods having different

3.sotoplcal mRceupe

b. An isotopical inventory for each type of fuel rod.



S



c. The haM-lif'e

d. The amount
of'sotope.

of' ach isotope.

radio activity, in curie s, f'r each

e. The number of''ue1 rods of'ach type, extracted.

f'rom unit 4.

Objection. See objection to Znterrogatory 3-3l.
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Contention 6

B-I a. What spacifi'c standards sst cat in IG UP3 Pert 20

and 10 UFR Part G does Licensee contend were considered

in the Steam Generator Repair Report (SGRR) and the

final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) concerning the

integrity of he steam generator storage facility 7

b- identify, specifically, vhere such standards stated

in ouestion 6-1, a, were considered in the SGHR and FSAR.

c. What is the name, title, employer, .and educational

.background of'he person, or persons, who drafted the

specific sections of'he SGRR mentioned .in ouestion.6-1, b,.2

.d. State all documents, papers, research reports, and

testimony relied upon by„ the draf'tsman of'he sections

qf the SGRR mentioned in ouestion 6-1, b.

e. Give the name, title, employer, and educational

background of'he person, or persons, who wrote and

researched each item listed in ansv)er to. question 6-1, d.

Objection — See attached page.





Contention 6

6-1.
a 0

b.
c
d.
e.

Objection. This interrogatory and each lettered
subpart seeks information irrelevant
and immaterial to the subject matter
of Contention 6 and is not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence. The
interrogatory seeks information
concerning the inadequacy and in-
completeness of the SGRR and the
FSAR, and the extent to which they
considered 10 CFR Parts 20 and 50.
However, incompleteness of the SGRR
and .FSAR is not at issue under Contention
6. That contention addresses the
alleged likelihood of releases from
one or more stored assemblies to un-
restricted areas in violation of 10
CFR Parts 20 or 50 under certain
postulated circumstances.

Proof of the inadequacy of the SGRR
or FSAR is not relevant or admissible
to prove the issue(s) to be litigated
in Contention 6. Moreover, to the
extent the interrogatory requests
that Licensee identify sections of
the SGRR or FSAR (Interrogatory 6-l(b))
which contain information, the interroga-
tory is improper, for the document speaks
for itself. To the extent the interroga-
tory seeks information concerning the
identity of persons who prepared the
SGRR or FSAR (Interrogatory 6-1(c)), or
the identifications of documents relied
upon by them (1nterrogatory 6-1(d)), or
the identity of persons who prepared
those other documents (Interrogatory 6-1(e)),
the request is burdensome and oppressi:ve.
Such information would not be probative
of the issues contained in Contention 6, and
the interrogatories ar'e not rea'sonably cal-
culated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.





6-2 a.. Z)oes applicant contend that the SGRH adeouately
4

outline the specif'ics of'he storage faci1ity and

.demonstrate the f'acility's compliance with 10 CZR
Part'0

as it re1ates to the'ossibility of'adioactive
8releases into unrestricted areas, as advanced in

Contention 6'7
b. If'es, state the specific sections of'he SGBR

that do in fact adeouately cover the ouestions raised
'n

this. contention and show compliance with -10 CFH Part 20.

c. State the name, title., employer, and educational

background of'he person or persons who wrote this
section of'he SG33 mentioned in. 6-2, b.

d- State a11 documents, papers, research reports, and

testimony relied upon by the draf'tsman of'.the sections

mentions 5 .in 6-2, b.

e.. Give the meme, title, employer, ano educational

bacRgr'ound of the person, or persons, who wrote and
/

researched each i„tern listed in 6-2, d.

Objection — See attached page.



6-2.
a 0

b'.
c
d0
e.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 6-1.
The adequacy of the SGRR is not at
issue under Contention 6.

An inquiry by interrogatory as to whether
Licensee now contends that the SGRR adequately
covers the questions raised in this contention
is burdensome and oppressive, is not relevant,
and is not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence to
prove or disprove the issues to be liti-
gated under Contention 6.



a. 3)oes Licensee contend that the SGHH adeouate+

outlines the specifics of the storage facility and

demonstrates the f'acility's compliance with 10 C:ZH

Part 20 as it, relates to the possibility of radioactive
releases which are not as is reasonably achievable 7

, b. State the. specific sections of'he SGHH that do, in .

. fact,'decuately cover the ouestions raised in
contention 6 and show compliance with l0 6;FH Part 50.

c. State the 1'i~arne, title, employer, and educational-

background of'he person; or persons,. who wrote the

sections'of the SGHH mentioned in auestion 6-.3, b..

d. State all the documents, papers, research reports

and testimony relied upon by the draf'tsman of',the

sections mentioned in cuestion 6-3, b.

e.. State the name, title, employer, and educational

background of the person or persons who wrote and

z'esca ched each item listed in ouestion 6-3, d.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatoxy 6-2.





6-4 a.'..List 'all sections and titles of'eports and papers

wherein the Licensee considered substantial immersion

of the steam generator lower assemblies in sea water,

for each grade of'rade one through five. hurricanes.,

. re spe ctively.
b. 'State. the name, title, employer, and educational

haMground of the person, or persons, v:ho vaote'and

researched each item listed in ouestion 6-4, a.

c. State all documents., papers, research reports, and

testimony relied upon by the draftsman of the sections

mentioned in 6-4, a.

d. State the name, title, employer, and educational.

background of the person, or persons who vaote and

researched 'the items listed in 6-4 c.

Objection - See attached page.



6-4.
a@

b.
c ~

de

Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad,
unlimited in scope as to time, burden-
some and oppressive, vague and ambiguous,
seeks trial preparation material without
the requisite showing of 10 CFR 5 2.740(b)(2),
and is not reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence.

The interrogatory seeks the identity ofall reports and papers which the Licensee
considered, without limitation as to
purpose or time. Traditionally, a request
for the production of all relevant
documents has been held to be invalid.Illinois Power Co. (Clinton Power Station,
Una.t Nos. an ), ALAB-340, 4 NRC 27,
34 1976). To the extent the request
seeks documents considered by Licensee
in preparation for litigation of
Contention 6, no showing as required by
10 CFR 5 2.740(b) (2) is contained in the
request for obtaining the discovery of
such trial preparation materials.

Similarly, the interrogatory requests,
'naddition to the identity of all reports

and documents, the identity of persons
who authored same, the identity of
other reports relied upon by the authors
of the reports, and the identity of the
persons who authored the reports relied
upon by the persons who authored the
reports which were considered by the
Licensee. (Subsections b, c, and d of
the interrogatory.) This portion of the
request. is patently burdensome, oppressive,
time consuming, expensive, and would
require Licensee to devote substantial
effort to compile information for which
there has been no showing that it is
xeasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

moreover, the terms '~grade one through
five hurricanes" are not defined.



6-5 a. list all sections and titles of reports and papers

where the, }.icensee considered movement of the steam

generators, while immersed in sea water, during 'each.

grade hurricane.

b. State the name, title, employer, and educational

bac}:ground of the person or persons who vr ote and

researched each item listed in 6-5,'.
c State all documents, papers, research reports, and

testimony relied upon by the draftsman of the sections

mentioned in 6-5, a.

d. State the name title, employer, and educational

background of the person, or persons vho vaote and
'

~ ~researched the items in 6-5, a.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 6-4. In addition,
6-5d. is redundant in that it requests the identical
objectionable information sought in 6-5b.



e ~ ~

6-6 a. List all s ctions and titles of reports and papers

where the Licensee considered the" impact of such
'I

moving steam generators upon the walls of the storage

structure, or upon another object or ob jects.
b. State the name, title, employer, end educational

background of'he person or persons who wrote and

researched each item listed in 6-6, a.

c. State all documents, papers, research xeports, and

testimony relied upon by the draf'tsman of'he sections
I

'entioned in 6-6,. a.

d. State the name, title, employer, and educational

background of'he person, or persons, .who wrote and

researched the items listed in 6-6, c.

Objection. See ob jection to Interrogatory 6-4.



a. List all sections and titles of'eports and papers

where the Licensee consioered corrosion of steam

generator lower assemblies in the storage facility
as a result of moisture, sea water, condensation, or

salt spray.

b. State name, title, employer, and educational

background of'he person, or persons, who wrote. and

researched.each item listed in 6-6, a.

c. State:hll documents, papers, research reports,. and

testimony relied upon by the draftsman of the sections

mentioned in 6-6, a.

d. State the name, title, employer, and educational

background of the person, or persons,.who wrote and

researched the items listed in 6-6, c.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 6-4. In
addition, Interrogatories 6-7b., 6-7c., and
6-7d. are redundant, in that they seek the
identical'-objectionable information sought:
by Interrogatories 6-6b., 6-6c., and 6-6d.



ID '



a. List all sections and titles of'eports and papers

xiherein the Q.censee considered ea3=age containing

radioactivity through the earthen f'loor o~ the storage

f'aci li ty.
b- State the name, title, employer, and educational

background o~ the person, or persons, v:ho vaote and

researched each item listed in 6-7, a.

c. State all documents, papers, research reports, and

testimony relied upon by the draftsman of'he sections
mentioned in 6-7, a.

d. State the name, title, employer, and educational

background of'he person, or persons, v;ho vaote and

researched the items listed in 6-7, b.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 6-4.
In addition, this interrogatory is confusing
in that subsections b, c, and d seek ob-
jectionable information related to, but
inexplicably not sought in previous Interrogatory
6-7.



6 9 a'. State the documents .where the Licensee considered

a breach of the integrity. of'he storage facility and

the environmental conset;uences of'uch a breach.

b- State'the name, title, employer, .and educational

background of the person or persons who vaote and

reseMched each item listed-iz 6-8, a.

c. State all documents, papers, research reports, and

testimony relied upon by the draftsman of the sections

mentioned in 6-8; a.

d. State the name title, employer, and educational

background of the person, or persons, who wrote and

researched the items listed in 6-8, c.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 6-4.
In addition, this interrogatory is confusing
in that subsections b, c, and d seek objectionable
information related to, but inexplicably not sought
in previous Interrogatory 6-8.



Provide names end job titles of'ersons responsible

for submitting f'inal design f'r Licensee's steam

generator storage facility

Provide guidelines f'olio+ed in designing steam

generator storage facility





~ 6-12 Specify distance from ground surface to ground water
table at steam generator storage facility site:
a. ~t mean high water.
b. ~S:mean lour water.

6-I3 Specify porosity of ground under steam generator

storage facility site.





6-14 Zf'mmersed in salt v~ater, ~ v;ill sealed steam

generator lower assemblies afloat ?

6-15

I

Pr.oduce blu.eprints Xor the steam generator storage

Tacx13.tp~

6-16 X)escribe the f'unction oZ "stop logs"





6-17 Z)escri be the nature of'top logs specifying:
a. Their material composition.

b The dimensions of'ach stop log.
c. The breaking strength of'ach stop log.
d. The. method used to af'iz each stop log in place.

e. The breaking strength oZ. each f'astener holding

stop logs in place.





Describe the roof'f'he steam generato storage

f'acility specif'ying:

a. Xt's composition.

b. The support geometry.

c. Zt's brewing strength at cente point.
d. The methods and materials which will af'ix it (roo~)

to the walls.

e The methods and materials which wi11 af'ix it (roof')

to the. stop logs.
The breaking strength o~ the f'astenings between

the roof'nd the stop logs.

6-19 Specif'y the distance between the proposed storage

f'acility site and the closest shoreline point
of'outh

Biscayne Bay at mean 'high water.





~ 6-20 })escribe the process for placing the steam generato

lower assemblies in the steam generator storage facility.
a VVhat device will lift the lower assemblies off the

transporter 7

b Vfhat device will position the lower assemblies

in the steam generator storage facility 7

c. Yihat portions of the steam generator storage

facility will remain uncompleted while lower

assemblies are. being delivered and positioned 2

Objection. These interrogatories are not relevant
to Contention 6 to the extent that they
request information regarding the
process for placing the steam generators
in storage. " Contention 6 pertains solely
to releases of radioactivity during storage,
and not to the process of storing. Only
those activities which have a bearing upon
actual storage, such as 6-20(d), (e), and
(f), are relevant.
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d. Y(hat is the proposed time interval (in days)

between the delivery of the first steam generator to

the. storage facility and first complete closing of the

facility with all stop logs and roof in place 7

e. Specify the distance between the floor of the

storage facility and .the inside ceiling of'he
storage facility

Specify the distance between the top of the in
position steam generator and the inside ceiling.

~ 4

6-2Z. Describe the provisions for the collection of.

condensation inside the steam generator storage





6'-22 Provide the calculations and data demonstrating the

rate that water would flood into the storage

'acilityif a storm surge measuring 18'bove msl

were to occur at the Turkey Point Site.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable
to the extent that it requests the
Licensee to perform new calculations
and generate new date in response to
the interrogatory. See objection to
Interrogatory l-29.

6-23 Describe the means of anchoring steam generators in

p3.ace, in the storage facility.



6-24 Describe the methods'hat will be employed to inhibit
corrosion of'he. seal welds while the lower assemblies

are. in the s.orage f'acility.

6-25 Specif'y the composition of'he plates sealing the

ends of the lower assemblies.





6-26 Specify the composition of the lower assembly ends

to which the seal plates will be welded.

6-27 Provide calculations and date describing the

consequences affecting the seal weld plates of a

postulated drop 'of a lower assembly off a transporter.

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 6 to the extent that it requests
information regarding the process for placing
the steam generators in storage. Contention 6

pertains solely to releases of radioactivity
during storage, and not to the process of
storing. Only those activities which have
a bearing upon actual storage, are relevant.

This interrogatory is also objectionable to
the extent that it requests the Licensee to
perform new calculations and generate new
data in response to the interrogatory.
See objection to Interrogatory l-29.

6-28 Provide a survey of all isotopes present in the

effective steam generators.

a. Specify the amount of each isotope, in curies,

that has been deposited in each lower assembly.

b. Specify the amount of each isotope, in curies,

that is present, in the structural members of the

lower assembly due to neutron radiation.





Specify the date by which the steam generetor lovrer

assemblies will be. removed from the Turkey Point site
after the. long term storage period.

6-3Q Specify whet radioactive materials will be stored

in addition to the lov,er assemblies,. in the storage

facility.

- Ob jection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 6. Contention 6 pertains solely to
releases from one or more stored assemblies,
not from the storage of other radioactive
material.

6-3l Specify what radioactive materials v;ill be stored

in the storage facility, after the lower assemblies

have been removed

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 6-30.



6-32 specify the date (month and year) the steam generator
storage i'acility will be removed f'rom the lurhey
point site.

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 6 to the extent that it treats
the storage facility independently of the
stored steam generators. Thus, it is
irrelevant to Contention 6 when the storage
facility will be removed if the stored steam
generators are removed prior to removal of
the facility itself. Calls for speculation.
Not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.





6-33 Provide calculations and data demonstrating the

number of hurricanes that ere likely to strike

the Southeast 9'lorida coast, During the time the

steam generator stoz'age facility vill be storing

radioactive materials.

Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad, in that
Contention 6 is limited to "stored assemblies".

This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requests the Licensee to
perform new calculations and generate new
data in response to the interrogatory. .See
objection to Interrogatory 1-29.

This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it seeks published information
equally available to Intervenor as to Licensee

~ prepared by others, such as NQOA

6-34 Provide calculations and data demonstrating the

number of maximum probable hurricanes that are

likely to strike the Southeast Florida coast,
~ ~

during t e imeri " th t the steam generator storage faczla.ty

vri11 be storing radioactive material.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 6-33.





6-3S Provide calculations and data demonstrating the
integrity of the earthen foundation to the steam
generator storage facility, in the event of a
maximum probable hurricane striLing the Turnkey
Point site.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable. tothe extent that it requests the Licenseeto perform new calculations and generate
new data in response to the interrogatory.
See objection to Interrogatory 1-29.

Specify the three nearest sites of'round water

use to the steam generator storage facility stating:

a. Location of. each site ..
b D tance of. each site from the storage facili'ty.
c.'irection of each site from the storage facility.
d. Particular use of'round water at each sate.





CONTENTION 7

7-1 What is a fu" l-flow.condensate polishing de-mineralizing
system?

7-2 %ho manufactures such systems? (including addresses)

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable
because it requires the Licensee to under-
take research and investigation of information
which is not .fully within its possession,
United States v. 216 Bottles, More or Less,
36 F.R.D. 695 (E.D.N.Y. 1965); Struthers
Scientific and International Cor . v.
General. Ford Cor ., 45 F.R.D. 375 (S.D. Tex.
1968), and which information is equally
available to Intervenor as to Licensee.

4

%%at are the estimated costs of such systems?

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 7-2.



4l

iS



7-4. Who installs sucn systems?

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 7-2.

PM'dec state the places in which such systems are
presently in use and. describe ~y operating problems
occurr" ng in those places.

Ob jection. See objection to interrogatory 7-2.

4

7'-6 Identify all ciocmaents which e~~lain the operation and us

of such sys tems.

Objection. See objection to interrogatory 7-2.
overly broad; burdensome and oppressive.





7e 7 What are the estimated costs of installation of a full-
flov, condensate polishing system?

7-8 Zs any data available concerning the repair needs of such
a system? If so, please identify that data and summarize
it.

4

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 7-2.
vague and ambiguous in that "repair needs"
is undefined and unlimited in scope as to time;
irrelevant and beyond the scope of Contention 7;
objectionable to the extent that it requires
the Licensee to summarize data. Porter v.

7-9
'I

State the names, addresses and telephone numbers of all
persons who have been consulted, employed or retained'by
the licensee for the purpose of determining the need andutility of such a system.

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial because the need
and utility of the system are not at issue
under Contention 7; not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.





7-10 Did any of those persons recommend against the needfor and use of such a system? If so, please state
their names and the reason for their advice.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 7-9.

7-11 Has any estimate been made of the effluent release or
environmental degradation caused by a full-flow

. condensate polishing de-mineralizing"system?

Objection. This interrogatory requests trial preparation
material without. making the requisite showing
set forth in 10 CFR 5 2.740(b) (2) .





7.-22 Z so please state the ames, addresses and telephone
numbers o the persons m~>ing those.es iz:a es and

tho se e st imat e s.

Objection. See objection to Interr'ogatory 7-11.

,aid Ma Licensee coziduct a water. analysis of their
E

present water 'chemistry to see if the demineralizing
sy

tern

was needed 7

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 7-9.



7-14 What chemicals or elements will such a system take

out of the water and put back into the wa'ter'?

'I

7-15 Produce the purchase agreement for the demineralizer

and other new water 'chemistry support equipment.

Objection. The purchase agreement for the demineralizer
is irrelevant and immaterial to Contention 7,
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible'vidence.
Moreo'ver, Contention 7 does not involve "other
new water chemistry support equipment".

This interrogatory is also objectionable to
the extent that. it requests production of
contracts which may contain confidential
business information. 10 CFR g 2. 740 (c) .
See Lenerts v.Ra idol Distributin Cor
3 P.R.D. 42 (N.D. N.Y. 1942).

7-16 Specify location for demineralizer and support

equipment for unit no. 3, and;

a. Unit'o. 4;

Objection. Irrelevant. and immaterial to subject
matter of Contention 7; not reasonably
calculated to lead to discovery of
admissible evidence.



Cl
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7-1 7 '~ OQuce coiitract for
E

de~~'eralizer.
OD L. 3.u~iig 7'or> force for inst~ll in

~ ~ c

Objection. The contract for obtaining the work force
is irielevant and immaterial to Contention 7,
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

See also objection to Interrogatory 7-l5.

7-,. l8 Provic.e sp cifications for the facility housing.the
Qe i neral" zer RnQ neve support e oui pnent .

Objection. The specifications for the facility housing
the demineralizer and undefined "new support
equipment" are irrelevant and immaterial to
Contention 7, and not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

7-1o Specify chem~'cM compositioxi of all effluent for each
recharge cycle,

d'or

each unit.



1



7-20 Specify emoun s of each chemical composition as recuested
2.n oue stxon 7-19 ~

7-21.. Specify volume discharge amount per recharge, per unxt.

7-22 . Specify nurbe of recharges per unit, per year.



S
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7-23 ~oduce a Rational Pollutant Discharge ~ limination
System amendment or permit authorizing demineralizer
effluent.

7-24

P

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to Contention 7
or to any contention in this proceeding involving
proposed license amendments authorizing the repairs,
and it is otherwise outside of the jurisdiction of
the Board. See Board's Order of September 25,1979, p.l

ovide calcu ations and data demonstrating the
effect o de~~'neralizer effluent on the cooling
canal biota for the projected life of the.,plant.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requests the Licensee to perform
new calculations, conduct new analyses, or
generate new data in response to the interrogatory.
See .objection to Interrogatory 1-29.

7-25 . Movide data and calculations demonstrating the

effect, of demineralizer effluent on the biota found

v'ithin one mile of the junction of the Card Sound

CanEl and Card Sound.

Objection. See. objection to Interrogatory 7-24 ~

7-26 Provide costs
and operating

~ ~

associated va.th personnel maintain.ning

demineralizer on a yearly basxs, per uni..

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory No.7-24.





7-27 ~ovide analysis of 'salinity and suspended solids
xates of cooling canal water a ter:
a. One year's operation of demineralizers or units
3 and 4o

b. Thirty years operation of demineralizers or units
3 and 4.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 7-24;
overly broad; non specific as to
period of time of analysis; use of
term "rates" makes question unintelligible.

'7-28 V(hat is the percolation rate o eater containing
demineralizer effluent through;

The bottom'f the cooling coals.
,,b. The sides of the cooling canals.





Contention

9-1. i ist all procedures for monitoring, surveillance, measurement

and testing used by licensee and/or its agents to determine levels
of radioactivity in the'impact environment resulting from airborne

or solid waste emissions and liquid vwste discharges from the ~x 'key

Point nuclear power plant.
A. Describe in detail all.such procedures .used.

B. The frequency with which all such procedures are employed.

C. The date of the most recent employment oT any procedure listed,
to measure concentrations of radioactiv'ity in the environment./

D. The locations where all monitoring procedures are .employed,

samples taken, and measurements made.

Z. The person or persons or corporate entities who have conducted

all such monitoring, measurement, and testing procedures, including
all those. who.,are under contract with. licensee to perform such functions,
or who perform such functions under the authority of the State of Florida

(1) identify all such persons or corporations by name,

address, telephone number and job title.
(2) Provide where .applicable the contracts under which all

1

such persons or corporations conduct monitoring procedures.
~ ~

~ P. Provide all reports, surveys,'emorandum, letters and any .

other correspondance which contains the data or test results of all
monitoring, surveillance, measurement and testing done since Turkey

Point began nuclear operations.

Objection. See attached page.



Contention 9

9-1.

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

F.

(1)
(2)

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial to Contention 9;
vague and ambiguous; burdensome and
oppressive; not reasonably calculated to lead
to discovery of admissible evidence. Contention 9
is addressed to cumulative off site radiation
releases, as a result of all activity at the
site, during the proposed repairs.
This interrogatory seeks information about
procedures used for monitoring, surveillance,
measurement, and testing "to determine levels
of radioactivity in the impact environment"
resulting from unspecified releases. The term
"impact environment" is undefined. The term
"releases" is not limited to off site "releases".

Subsection C makes clear that the thrust is
to determine procedures "to measure concentrations
of radioactivity in the environment", and that
the entire interrogatory seeks information concern-
ing matters irrelevant to the amount of cumulative
off site radiation releases during the repairs.
This interrogatory is redundant of those
asked under Contention 13. The interrogatory
is oppressive and burdensome in that 9-l(F)
requests the production of all reports, surveys'tc. generated since the beginning of operation
of Turkey Point. See Illinois Power Co. (Clinton
Power Station, Units Nos. 1 and 2), ALAB-340,
4 NRC 27, 34 (1976) .



'-2.. List by radioactive isotope and/or nuclide all 'cumulative
residual concentrations of radioactivity which persists in the

I
environment as a result of airborne and solid vmste em'issions'and

liquid v'aste.discharges from Tur}."ey Point. For each isotope or nuclide

listed- state:

A. The amount of radioactivity measured.

B. Its half-life.
C. Its location in the environment.

D. Attribute its Presence to which i'orm of release.

: E.'escribe its probable effect on the life forms in the

environment and on .human health and the manner in v'hich it may impact

'on human health.

Objection .. See objecCien-to Interrogatory 9-.3 ..Zhese .interrogatories
are not relevant to Contention 9. Contention 9 pertains

to cumulative offsite releases during the repairs. The
presence of cumulative residual concentrations of radio-
activity in the environment from prior operation and its
effect on life forms and human health has absolutely no
relation to releases predicted during the repairs. These
interrogatories are also objectionable to the extent that
they require the Licensee to perform new calculations,
conduct new analyses, or generate new data in response to
the interrogatory, or to provide information equally available
to Intervenor.





9-g. State whether residual concentrations oi'adioactivity ir'om

airhorne, liauid.and solid waste releases rom Turhey Point have oeen
1

';measured on or in
A. Any vegetable crop grown in South Dade county area.

3. Any fruit harvested in the area.

C. Any catch of marine life for human food, or in any organisms

which are part of the food chain for marine life used for consumption

by humans as'ood.
D. Any dairy product produced in the area.

E. 'Zn meat from livestock raised in the area.

F. Zn drinking water supplies, both of well and municipal
nature.'.

Zn human mother's milk.
H. State whether. licensee or -its agents have conducted any such

testing.
I. Zf radioactivity has been found on or in any substance listed

in 9-g A-G, please list:
(l) the radioactive isotope and/or nuclide present.

(2)'he substance sampled.

(3) The half-life.
(0) The date sample was taken.

($ ) The person or corporation making the measurement.

(6) The location the sample was obtained.

(7) Provide all reports, surveys, memorandum, letters,
or any other correspondaAce which contains date, teqt results, and

t calculations of al'1 such monitoring, surveillance, testing or measux ement

conducted since Turkey Point began nuclear operations.

Objection. See objection —to—interrogatory'9-2.





9-4. Using the procedures in Regulatory Guide 1-109, specify the

amount of radioactivity in curies that may 'be released from each of

~ the following sources:

A. The operating reactor.
B. The reactor 'buildings.

C. Steam generators in ~ ansit.
D. Gaseous emissions.

Construction dust.

P. Airborne particulates.
G. Cooling canal water.

H. Decontamination liquids.
J

Liquid construction effluent.
J. Laundry wastes.

K... Primary .coolant.

Processed. primary coolant.

Stored primary coolant.

N. Puel movement.

0.

P.

Spent fuel movement.

Spent fuel pits.
Q. Resins.

R. All fi;lters.
S, P1ant-wide =un off.
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T. Secondary coolant.

U. Storage tanks.

V. Ducts.

N.. Radwaste building.
.X. Concrete.

Y. TooZ.s.

Z. Clothing.

AA. Scaffolding.

33. Protective shields.
'C.

DD.

Nork .eavelopes.

Clean rooms.

ZEe Postulated work accidents.

Postulated spills.

Objection. These interrogatories are objectionable
to the extent that they request the, Licensee.
to perform new calculations, condu'ct new
analyses, and generate new data in response
to the interrogatory. See objection to
1terrogatory l-29.



0 5 Describe the procedures that will be tMen to insure .he residual
radioactivity on/in the steam generator lower assemblies will be

insoluble.

o-6. State the estimated. auanity of residual radioactivity in the

lower assemblies.
I

A. State the

3. State the

lower assemblies.

e ef residual radioactivity in the. lower assemblies

estimated auantity of removable radioactivity in the

C. 'State the ice of removable radioactivity in the lo~er assemblie

Objection. This interrogatory is ob jecti onabl e to
the extent that it is redundant of
interrogatories on Contention 6. Itis also vague and ambiguous in that the
term "removable radioactivity" is
undefined.



9
1 Describe disposal methods for removable .radioactivity in the

'lower assemblies.

Objection. Vague and ambiguous in that the
term "removable radioactivity"
is undefined.

9-8. Show calculations and data that demonstrate the amount of radio-

'activity 'in curies in each lower assembly.

Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requests the Licensee to
perform new calculations, conduct new
.analyses, and generate new data in response
to the interrogatory. See objection to
Xnterrogatory l-29.

This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it is redundant of interrogatories
on Contention 6.





9-9. State method of derivation of decontamination estimates given
~or:

A. Mixed bed demineralizer.
B. Boric acid recovery process.

Objection. Vague, ambiguous, unintelligible.

9-10. State the total volume of primary coolant, per reactor to be':

A. Stored and reused.

B. Processed and .discharged.
1

9-11.. State the fate of the drained primary coolant.



0,



9-12. 1&at is the nature of the ground water within one mile of the

plant?
Objection. This interrogatory is objectionable on

three grounds. Piist, it is not relevant — —--
to Contention 9 or to releases of. radioactive
material during the repair. Second, it, requires
the Licensee to undertake investigations of
conditions not within its control. Finally, the
interrogatory is vague in that the term "nature"
is ambiguous and undefined.

9-13. 1v'hat is the depth of the groundwater below the plant?

9 14 S ate method of calculations of radioactivity in primary coolan

based on 1976 sampling.

. ~

Objection. This interrogatory is vague and unclear.
The reference to a "1976 sampling" is
undefined. Additionally, this interrogatory
is objectionable to the extent that it requires
the Licensee to make new calculations 'based
upon this sampling.



9-15. Show calculations and. data demonstrating how radioactivity in
primary coolant would change since 1976.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 9-14.

This interrogatory is objectionable to
the extent that it requests the Licensee
to perform new calculations, conduct new
analyses, and generate new data in response
to the interrogatory. See objection to
Interrogatory 1-29.

9-16. hanna types of airborne radioactivity are EZPA filters unable

to eliminate?

9-17. h'ill the plant purge system be operating during all phases of
the repair using plant purge filters2 Zf not, why not2



~ o-18. i/illmisters be used in front of all HEPA filters
?'.

Zf not, which filters will have misters?

33. . Zf rot, which ilters will not have misters?

. 9-19. Mill airborne particulates generated during welding, cutting

~d grinding be totally contained within the work envelope?

9-20. Mill a perfect seal be formed between filter and work

envelope?

'9-21. Mill all lower assem mesbl be ready for.removal from. containment

before the equipment hatch door is opened and enlarged?

A X not will cutting operations be permitted while door zs

0 oven?



t 9-22 What is the length of time the cut away concrete will be

stored at the plant. site before being shipped to final
disposal

Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad.
Contention 9 pertains solely to releases
during the repair. To the extent that the
interrogatory requests a length of time
which may be longer than the duration of
the repairs, it is not relevant to the
Contention. Also, irrelevant and immaterial
to Contention 9 in that it deals'with solid
wastes and not off site releases during
repair.

9-23 Describe nature of storage containers that will be used

for cut, away concrete.

Objection. Irrelevant, and immaterial to Contention 9

in that it deals with storage of solid
wastes and not off site releases during
repair.

9-24 Describe handling and disposal of decontimination fluids

during repairs.





9-25. Describe handling and disposal of construction liquid
effluent during repairs.

9-26. Describe handling and disposal of sludge from lower

assemblies during repairs.

9-27. Describe in detail licensee's contingency plan for protecting

the environment from radioactive liquid waste contained in the

cooling canals,. in the event of a major hurricane which

floods and overflows the water in the canals?

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 9. Contention 9 pertains solely
to releases of radioactive material during
the repair. This interrogatory seeks infor-
mation regarding the Licensee ' contingency
plans for a post-release hurricane. These
contingency plans have no relation whatsoever
to the issue of whether the cumulative releases
during the repair will violate 10 CFR Parts 20 and 50.

Additionally, this interrogatory is objectionable
because it is argumentative and factually unobjec-
tive. See Rhodes v. Houston, 258 F. Sup'p. 546
(D. Neb. 1966); aff'd 418 F.2d 1309, cert. den.
397 U.S. 1049. TTTrs interrogatory assumes that
the level of radioactive liquid waste water
contained in the cooling canals is high enough
to warrant a contingency plan for protecting the
environment. This assumption is'ithout basis.





the environment after release of liquid radioactive waste

from the cooling canals as postulated in question 9-27. ~

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 9-27.



CONTENTION 11

11-1 State the method by which the figure of @00,000 per day
per unit for replacement power costs for reactor ou tage
was determined.

11-2 State the names, addresses and telephone numbers of the
persons who were employed, retained or consulted by the
licensee to determine that figure.

13.-3 Does the licensee still believe that figure to be

accurate?

If the answer to th above question is "no", state: (a)
what"you believe the accurate figure to be; (b) the method

used to arrive at the new figure; (c) the names, addresses
and telephone numbers of the persons who- determined the c

new figure.



1 ~

P
~ ~

11-5 State: (a) the number of days of estimated outage time;
(b) tne method of determininI th t time; (c) tne names,

addresses and telephone numbers of the persons making
that estimate.

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention ll(b). Contention ll(b) pertains
solely to the accuracy of the figure of
$ 300,000 per day outage cost, and not to the
total outage time or the total outage cost.

11-6 Mhat additional land resources vill be utilized for the

storage of the defective steam generators?

11-7
L

Have you.provided any analysis of the economic and

environmental costs for the use of the land ~which vi3.1 be

utilized for the storage of the defective steam generators?

11-8 Zf so, please provide the names, addresses an pes and tele hone

numbers of the persons responsible for that analysis.



11-9 How long w>ill ihe building housing the defective steam
generators remain on the premises?

Objection. See'objection to Interrogatory 6-32.





How much will the building cost to construct?

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to Conten-
tion ll(d). Contentention 11(d) pertains solely
to the additional commitment of land for storage,
and not to the building on that land. 'This
interrogatory requests information which might be
relevant to a cost-benefit analysis. However,
the contents of a cost-benefit analysis are not
at'issue in this proceeding.

How much will the building cost, to dismantle, if it is
to be dismantled?

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 11-10.
I

Have those costs been considered in arriving at the
overall repair costs?

Ob jection. See ob jection to Interrogatory 11-10.

What kind of tubing will be used in the condenser re-
tubing process?

If titanium is to be used, please state the projected
availability and cost, of titanium over the, next 30 years'?

Objection. Overly broad, argumentative, irrelevant to
Contention ll, and not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

This interrogatory is objectionable to the
extent that it requires the Licensee to perform
new calculations, conduct new analyses, generate
new data, or research information not in its
possession, in response to the interrogatory.
See objection to Interrogatory 1-29.

y

How much will condenser retubing cost?.



Cl
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~

11-16 7ino p ovided the estimate of that cost?

11-17 7ihat is the breakdown between cost of materials and of
installation for condenser retubing.

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial, not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence, burdensome and
oppressive.

Please list the names, addresses and telephone numbers of
the per on e~~loyed, retained or consulted to deterL'ne
the procedures and the cost of condenser retubing.

I

Objection. Irrelevant and -immaterial, burdensome and
oppressive; not reasonably calculated to lead
to discovery of admissible evidence. In
particular, "procedures" for condenser re-
tubing are not an issue in Contention 11.





11-1 7%o vill supply the materials for condenser r t b ?on.enser retu ing?

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 11-17.

11-20 Please state the prior installations in the United States
of condenser retubing and the operating problems vhich
have occurred -in those prior installations.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 11-17.
Neither "prior installations" nor "operating
problems which have occurred in those prior
installations" are at issue under Contention 11.

~ ~ ~

11-21 Have any updates of costs been made since the an~ teal
estimate for the repairs made by the licensee?





Zl-22 1 ~ so, please state: (a) the names, addresses end

telephone nu™bers of th persons xna3=ing those

estimates-„and ('b) the methods by v;hZch those

estime e;s v:ere made.

~ ~11-23 Specie'y v,het¹r 8 300,000 a day is a purchase price
for replacement electricity or a fuel deferential
cost b tv»een nuclear fuel and fos il fuel.

K
I

11-24 ; Specify fu 1 casts per

1979, for.:

barrel, as of november 1,

a. I,ov;.'ul er oil.
h. High sulfer oil
Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial and not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.





11-25. Moject cruel costs per 'barrel,, for the Fall on 19BO,

.for..
a. Tov; sulfer oil.
b 51 jh sulfer 021+

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory No. 11-24.
These interrogatories are also objectionable
to the extent that they require the Licensee to
perform new calculations, conduct new analyses,
generate new data, or research information not inits possession, in response to the interrogatory.
See objection to Interrogatory 1-29.

Zl-25 P"oduce cu-rent contracts shov;in'il purchase 'price.
Objection. .See objection to Interrogatory No. 11-24.

This interrogatory is overly broad,. unrelated in
scope, and objectionable to the extent. it
requests production of contracts which contain
confidential business information and proprietary.
clauses which prevent disclosure.

ll-27 Specify nuclear fuel costs, per fuel cvcle, per
reactor

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory
interrogatory is overly broad,
scope as to time, or as to any
reactor, and is,not reasonably
to the discovery of admissible

11-24. This
unrelated in
particular'alculated to lead
evidence.

1I-28 Mocuce pre 1979 contract for nuclear Me3. v6th the

V,'estinghouse Corporation.

Objection. - See objection to Interrogatory 11-26.



11-29 Produce settlement terms of License/westinghouse

nuclear fuel suit.

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial to Contention 11..
Licensee has been ordered not to disclose
settlement terms by the U.S. District Court.If the terms become a matter of public
record, they are equally available to
Intervenor as Licensee; not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.

'11-30 Specify costs and produce fuel contract which will
be in effect for obtaining nuclear fuel from 1'980

to 2000.

Objection. Irrelevant and immaterial to Contention 11.
See objection to Interrogatory 11-25 and 11-26.



«Q7» ~

if''00,000 a day is a fuel differential cost, specify

which generating units will supply replacement

electricity during steam generator repairs.

Specify the costs for purchasing 666,000 Ewe..from

the Sou heastern Reliability power grid for:

a. 1iovember 1, 1979.

b. i:all 1980 (projected)

Provide a job description, task by task, for the

skilled and unskilled labor utilized in the condenser

retubing effort.
Objection. This interrogatory is irrelevant to Contention ll(e) .

Contention ll(e) pertains to the cost of condenser
retubing, not to procedures performed by the labor
force working on the retubing effort; burdensome
and oppressive, not reasonably calculated to lead
to discovery or admissible evidence.





1I-34. Provide 'man bours reouired for a11 tas3 s listed in

11 33 ~

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 11-33.

3.1-35 Speci y ~ount of titani~ reouired for condenser

retubing, in ki1ograns.

Objection. Burdensome and oppressive; redundant,
see, e.g., Interrogatory 11-15; not
reasonably calculated to lead to discovery
of admissible evidence.





11-36 a. S ate peci ic percentage rate of increase of costs

for repa'rs, fuel, materials, md labor in J~ovember

1979, from 1977 estimated costs of the repair project.
b S ate estimated percentage rate increase for repairs,
fuel, materials, and labor from Fall 1979 to Fall 1980.

c. If 11-36, a, is different than 11-.36, b, state
reasons for chape and provide calculations.

11-37 Specify all costs for bringing replacement generating

electr'ci'ty plants from cold standby to on-line

generation.

Objection.. Irrelevant and immaterial; unlimited in scope
as to time; burdensome and oppressive; requires
Licensee to perform new calculations, conduct
new analyses, generate new data, or research
information not, in its possession; not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.





Contention 13

3 ring the rep"ir of the steam generators, describe
1

the monitoring procedures that vsill be 'used zncludxng:

a. Wovisions or monitoring ivorhers in multiple
I

~4

radi'aii on fields.
b. The type of monitoring eouipzent that vill be used.

c,. The use of permanent monitoring systems.

d. The frequency of measurement for all zozu.torzng

eouipzent and systems.

e, The areas that v;i» be monitored.





13-2 State the frecueacy at vdzch the herbal l~~nescext
dosi~e ers vali be recharged.

13-3 Z)ascribe the procedures to be used to measure the

accuracy of the TLDs.

13-.4 3)ascribe the procedures. that vrill be used to noaito=

the daily e~~osure rates for each worl-.er.

C
13-5 3)escribe the procedures tha. v~i3.1 b usec to

maintain a record of the cumula i:e ooses for each

v;ore.er.

Objection. This interrogatory is irrelevant'to-Contenti.
13. Contention 13 pertains solely to radiation
monitoring, not to record keeping of cumulative
doses for workers.





l3-6 d'or handling, processing, and storing primary coolant

aescribe the radiation monitoring procedures, stating:
a- All locations of the radioactive material

b- The loca.ion of all monitors in relation to the

radioactice ma erial.
c. which -onitors will be continuously monitoring.

d. V)&ch monitors v'ill be continuously providing a

permanent recora of raaietion intensity levels.
e. 7,'hich monitors v,ill produce an alarm when a

I
specific radiation level is encountered.

The'. set point for each instrument named in l3-6, e.
'I

g. The name of the person, job title, and telephone

number or the. specific location and telephone number

where monitoring alarms are'uarded.
h. The name of the person, job title, ana telephone

'number @<ho has the responsibility of overseeing,

this monitoring operation.

Objection. As to 13-6 (g) and (h), these interrogatories
are not relevant to Contention 13. The names,titles, and telephone numbers of
persons involved in the monitoring operation
have absolutely no bearing on. whether the
monitoring procedures will comply with 10 CFR
Parts 20 and 50.

To the extent that interrogatories 13-7 to 13-18
reference to 13-6(g) & (h), they are also
irrelevant to Contention 13.



13-7 For monitoring the the handling, proces ing and

discharging of primary coolant, state ell information

reouested in question 13-6, a-h.

Ob jection. This interrogatory is redundant and seeks the
same information requested in Interrogatory 13-6.
See also objection to Interrogatories 13-6(g)
and (h) .

13-8 For moni oring the handling, processing, and

discharging of laundry ivaste v:ater, state all
information reouested in ouestion 18-6, a-h.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatories 13-6 (g)
and (h) .

13-9 For'monitoring releases of radioactivity during the

transport of each'steam generator lov~er assembly,

state all information es reouested in cuestion 13-6, e-h.

Objection. See ob jection to Interrogatories 13-6 (g)
and (h) .



13-10 For the storage of all steam generator lower assemblies,

state all information a's reauested in ouestion 13-6,. a-h.

Ob jection. See ob jection to Interrogatories 13-6 (g)
and (h) .

13-11 For the handling, storing, processing, and discharging

of liquid construction effluent, state all information

as recuested in cuestion 13-6, a-h-

Objection; See ob jection to Interrogatories 13-6 (g).
and (h) .



13-12 For the han ling, processing, storing and di schwa ging
of'econt~~'ation Fluids, state all 'inf'ormation as

re ou e st ed in cue stion 13-6, a-h.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatories 13-6(g)
and (h) .

13-13 For monitoring, construction dust during repairs,
I

state."all information as reouested in euestzon 13-6, a-h.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatories 13-6(g)
and (h) .

'13-14 E'or monitoring smoke and f'umes, state all inf'ormation
as eouested in ouestion 13-6, a-h.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatories 13-6 (g)
and (h) .





13-16 For'monitoring the packaging and transportation of

solid avast,e., state all information as recuested in
ouesMon 13-6, a-h..

Objection. This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 13, to the repairs in general, or
to the Licensee to the extent that it requests
information regarding the monitoring of the
transportation of wastes outside of'he
Turkey Point site.
See also objection to Interrogatories 13-6(g)
and (h) .

13-16 Z'or monito";ing the storage of solid vraste. on site,
State all information as reoue ted in ouestion 13-6, a-h.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatories 13-6(g)
and (h) .

13.-17 F'r 'mono.torzng

which meg lea)=

v)os envelopes and filter'istings

during construction, state all
inform tion as recuested in ouestion 13-6, a-h.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatories 13-6(g)
and (h).





13-19'or monitoring radiation that may be released 'during

an accidental fire at the work site, state all
information as request'ed in question 13-6, a-h.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 13-6(g)
and (h); vague and ambiguous; not
specif ic ~

,13-]9 Describe procedures and equipment for monitoring

ingested radioactivity by all plant personnel.





Qont en73.on 14

5 eci the ezperience each member of the Sir'e

brigade tee has gained, other than zn t¹
ERDloyaent of the licensee, st a ing:

a. The amount of firefighting experience..

b. The location of the firefighting ergerzence.

c. The amount of firefighting'raining.
~ ~

d The location of the firefighting trav.ning.

e. The type of firefighting training.

Object. Zrzelevant and immaterial; burdensome and
oppressive.

This interrogatory is not relevant to
Contention 14. Contention 14 pertains
solely to the additional specific fire
protection measures to be taken during, the
repairs to ensure compliance with 10 CPR
Parts 20 and 50. The Licensee's existingfire protection system is not at issue in
Contention 14, and is beyond the scope ofthis proceeding.





14-2 a. State the nu ber of individuals presentlv on the
fire .brigade terna.

b. I=.ov. many of'hose individuals have received a

Florida Certificate in Fire Training (200
hours).'bjection.

See objection to Interrogatory 14-l.
Not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence.

14-S -List the fire training procedures implemented af,

Tur'~ey Point, including:
a. 'Pho v;ill conduct the training of personnel.

I

b. ZducationaZ. background and cualifications of the

trainer.
c. ',Chat firefighting procedures are covered.

d. Identify books, documents, and papers used in
training by Autl or, title, date of'ublication, and

'publisher.

e. Freouency of training classes.

Total hou s of each class;
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g. List duties of ire brigade members during:

1. Postulated fires.
2. Announced fire drills.
3. Unarm'ounceo fire drills.

h. Specify freouency of announced fire drills.
i. Specify frequency of unannounced fire dri11s.

Speci y if brigade members are trained in first
a).d o

1. Xf so, list areas covered in first aid training.
2. lf so, give educational bac3cground and

qualifications of trainer.
3. Zf not, specify regulations or guidelines that

permit fire brigade members not to be trained in
'irst aid.

Objection. See objections to Xnterrogatories 14-1 and
14-2.



a. List the available exits from the containment

building during the repair operation.

b. Describe the accessibility of these exits during
the different major repair operations where large
workforces will be in the containment.

C. List approximate times needed to evacuate
personnel from containment during repair operations:

1. Under normal situations.
2. Under emergency situations.

Objection. Vague and ambiguous; use of generalized,
unspecified. terms such as "accessibility",
"large workforces", "approximate times",
"normal situations", and "emergency
situations" demonstrate the imprecision
used in formulating this interrogatory;
the information sought is not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.
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14-5 7,'ill the PRC regulatios of June 8, 1979 concerning

fire safety, brigade size, and training be implemented

for th proposed repairs 7

a. lf so, state name and job title of person

responsible'or implementing procedures.

b. $'(hieh of the June 8, 1979 regulations ~vill not

apply to the repair project.

.Objection. Vague and ambiguous; Licensee
is unable to formulate further
objections or any response without
a more precise reference to or
citation for "the NRC regulatios (sic)
of June 8, 1979".



14-6 ',Pill the portable foam unit be stored inside the

containment curing the repair effort 7

a. V<here v:ill it be located 7

b. Describe hov, it. is transported o a fire location.
c. Fov; mm™y persons v~ill transportation of the

portable foam unit recuire, to move to ire locations.
-d.. Y>ill the persons involved in this transportation
be fire brigade menb rs 7

e. Zf 14-6, d, is yes, describe the duties of the

remaining members of the fire brigade team should a

major fire exist.

Objection.

Vague and ambiguous; use of unspecified
terms relating to an unidentified
"portable foam unit" or generalized
terms such as "major fire" demonstrate
the lack of pxecision used to formulate
this interrogatory, require Licensee to
make conclusions to respond to it; and
indicate that the information sought is
not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.



0



14-7 List all fire eztingui.'shers available during cutting,
gr3.nd3.ng ) andri ivelding operations, 3.:1cluQ1.ng:

a Location

b. Size.

c. Type.

Range.

e. duration o< discharge.

Y)eight v.hen fully chargeo.

g. Extinguishing agent,

h. Z)ate of last recharge.
i. Travel distance to the conteinnent.
J. Tr"vel time o the containment.

Ob jection.
Burdensome and oppressive; not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.





Provide information and documentation in answering
the following ouestions pertaining to the "specially
designed envelopes" to be used ivhen cutting, grinding,
and v.elaing. State:

a. The fire retardant agents in the material of these

envelopes.

b. Th pzincipal material composing these envelopes.

c. Ised.ting temperature of these envelopes.

-d. ignition temperature.

e. The toxic agents in fumes v.hen ignited.
The potential danger to a worl:er caught inside an

envelope in a flash fire
Mocedures for ingress and egress.

h. whether a mister v;ill be used on the F~PA filters
on these envelopes.

Objection. As to Xnterrogatories 14(c), 14(e),
14 (f) and 14 (g), the information
sought is irrelevant and immaterial
to Contention 14 and the Commission's
regulations govexning radiological hazards
associated with fire; burdensome and oppressive;
argumentative not reasonably calculated to
lead-to the discovery of admissible evidence.



2)ascribe tl'e aangers o accidental radiation ezaosure
if a majo fi e should encompass a cut steam

generator v;.ith its internals exposed. State:
a An inventory o he exposed isotopes.

b. I'azi~ concentration of radioactivity airborne

in containment.

c. I'ezimum amount of airborne radioactivity that
can pass hrough a respirator per minute.

Objection. A description of "dangers of accidental
r'adiation exposure" due to a fire postulated
under the circumstances set forth, or anyfire, is irrelevant to Contention l4; argu-
mentative; calls for speculation and con-
clusions; subsection a. is redundant of
information sought under Contention 6;
subsection b. is vague, ambiguous, un-
limited in scope as to time, and non-specific;
subsection c. is similarly vague, non-specific;
not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

l~-'10 Describe procedures for venting smoke from

envelopes.

Objection. Uague and ambiguous; argumentative;
non-specific; calls for speculation
and conclusions; incapable of a mean-
ingful answer; not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.





describe procedures for veating
from contaiameat caused by:

sxo'-e ead f~es

a., Cuttiac v~elding aad griading operations.

b. >ccideatel fire.

Objection. Interrogatory 14-lla. is irrelevant and
immaterial to Contention 14 which relates
to fire, not smoke and fumes unrelated to
fire. As to Interrogatory 14-lib., see
objection to Interrogatory 14-10.

14-12 Specify cualificetioas fo fire v'etch personnel

during cutting, v.elding, and griadiag operations.

a. 'iVhat other cuties N'i11 the fire v;atch persoa

assume duriag cuttiag, weldiag and grinding
'oper atioasP

b. X)escribe in detail the fire v>atch procedure.

c. A~ill the fire v~atch person also be a member of

the fire brigade team 2





Staie the flashpoint of the radiation protective clothing.

e. Specify he composition of any toxic fumes that
ma» bo given off when the radiation protective

c1othing catches fire.

Object,ion. See objection to Interrogatory 14-1.

Moreover, this interrogatory is not
relevant to Contention 14. The
Commission's regulations only govern
radiological hazards associated with
fire. Therefore, the toxicity of the
fumes is beyond the scope of this
contention.

i

State the flashpoint o* the breathing apparatus thai
will be in use during cutting, velding, and

grinding operations.

a. Specify the composition of'ny toxic fumes that

may be given off when the breathing apparatus

catches f'ire.
b. Specify the composition of any toxic fumes that.

may .b'j given off when the breathing apparatus melts.

Objection. See objection to Interrogatory 14-13.



14-15 est the available fire breathing apparatus units

available during steam generator repairs. State:

a. The type.

b. The ouantity.
c. The capacity.

d. The' eight.
e.- The, size.

The locations v.here stored.

g.'h travel distance from the'various locations to

the con ainment.

h. The travel time from the various locations to the

containment.



14-16 List all ~irehose. nozzles available during stea~

generator repa'rs. State:
a. The.oueniity of'ozzles tha't. can be used inside the

1

contain~en

b. The ouantity o nozzles that cannot be used insic e

the contairwent..

c. The locations o~ botn types of'ozzles.

d. Th ~low rate f'r each type of'ozzle.





14-17 List all firehoses available. during steam

generator repairs. State:

a. Th location of the hoses.

b. T$e ouentity of hose at each location.
r

c- The capacity of the hoses.
'

d. The pounds of pressure and flow rate for each

hos.e, with fire. water pumps operating.
E ~ I

e.. The pounds of pressure and the flov: rate for each

hose without the fire water pumps operating.

14-18 Are all hose and nozzle coupling threads

interchangable

a. Zf not, state reasons for. not being interchangable.



14-19 Describe the system of fire. signals in use during

steam generator repairs. State:

a. Locations of phones v;ithin the contair~ent.

b. avocations of ~re pull boxes vrithin the containment.

c. The other methods of reporting fires within th

containment.

d; The person or place that, receives tWie fire signaIs.

e. The procedures that follov~ after a fire signal

has been received.

14-20 Are special suits, for fighting

cfires

containing

radioactivity, available at 'Turkey Point 7

a. List cuantities and locations where suits are

'stored.

b. Do, local fire units assigned to aid Turkey Point

posses radiation fire fighting suits

lf not, state. reasons for negative answer.

Ob jection. See ob jections to Enter rogatori es
14-1 and 14-7.





14-21 State most recent date the commanders of Fire

station 5, 6, 16, and Fomestead L7B toured Turf:ey

point.
a. YIhat is the; freouency of familiarization tours

for the corn-anders of assisting fire stations2

Objection. See objections to Interrogatories
14-1 and 14-7.

Z4-22 State. the information and procedures the Licensee has

transmitted to the; co~~anders of the assisting fire
stations.

Objection. See objections to Interrogatories
14-1 and 14-7.



l4-23 Do the assisting f'ire stations have a written plan

of the Licensees f'ire fighting procedures

Objection. See objections to Interrogatories
14-1 and 14-7.

l4-24 Describe the procedures the L censee will employ in
assisting outside fire personnel once they arrive.
a. What person will'oordinate the fire fighting
Bffort o

Objection. See objections to Interrogatories
14-1 and 14-7.

14-25 State reas'ons for'ot installing a "Standpipe System"

within the containments.

Objection. Argumentative; see objections to
Interrogatories 14-1 and 14-7.





14-26 Zn the letter of June 5, 1978, from the l<RC to the
Lzcens e zt is stated, "All personnel assigned to thefire brigade would have to fulfill 11 1a app zcable
training reouirements".

a. State the reouirements.

b. How often are they implemented '?

c. Y,'hat portions of the reouirements must be

fulfilled before'an individual can be assigned to
the"fire brigade..
Objection. See objections to Interrogatories 14-1 and 14-7.

Respectfully submitted,
BRUCE S. ROGON
JOEL V. LUr'fiER
RICHARD A. MARSHALL, JR
Counsel for the Intervenor
3301 College Avenue
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33314
(305} 587-6660

Rl.chard A., Mars a, Jr.
18450 S.Yf. 212th Street
Miami, Florida 33187
(305) 233-8104

X)ated at miami, Florida
this2T th day of October, .1979.
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