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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 

In the Matter of 

CONSUMERS POWER COMPANY 
(Palisades Nuclear Power 

Facility) 

) 
) 

) 
) 

Docket No. 50-255 
(Civil Penalty) 

NRC STAFF'S SECOND ROUND OF INTERROGATORIES 
AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Staff hereby requests that 

Consumers Power Company, pursuant to 10 CFR 2. 740b, ans\'1er separately and 

fully in writing under oath or affinnation the following interrogatories 

within 25 days after service hereof. For each response to the interroga

tories listed below, identify the person or persons who prepared or con-

tributed to the preparation of the response. For all documents that are 

identified in response to the interrogatories, please identify the document 

by author, title, the date on which it was written, the general subject 

matter of the document, and the place where a copy of the document may be 

obtained. When the interrogatory asks that Consumers Power Company identify 

persons, please state the person's full name, his or her business address 

and telephone number or other address and telephone number where he or she 

may be reached, his or her fonner or current position with or relationship 

to Consumers Power Company. 

The NRC Staff further requests that Consumers Power Company, pursuant 

to 10 CFR 2. 741, provide copies of, or make available for inspection and 
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copying by the Staff, the documents identified by Consumers Power Company in 

response to the interrogatories below. 

1. In Consumers Power Company's (CPC) response to interrogatory 4 of the 

Staff's first round of- interrogatories, CPC states that Richard D. 

Story installed the replacement HEPA filter in penetration 4a. on 

April 5, 1978. 

a. Describe 'the steps Mr. Story took when he replaced the 

filter. Your description should include an identification 

of the administrative approvals of the proposed replacement, 

the physical acts he undertook in replacing the filter, and 

the administrative concurrences in or approvals of the 

completed replacement. 

b. Did Mr. Story functionally test the replacement filter in 

order to demonstrate its operability? If Mr. Story did not 

so test the filter, identify the person who did test the 

filter. 

c. Describe the steps taken by the person who functionally 

tested the filter to demonstrate its operability. This 

description should identify the manner in which the air 

flow required for the test was provided. 
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Identify the documents which refer or relate to the matters 

described in response to a. and c. above. 

e. Provide a copy of all documents identified in response to d. 

above. 

2. In CPC's response to subparts (b) and (e) of interrogatory 7 of the 

Staff's first round of interrogatories, CPC states that 11 [e]xisting 

documentation would suggest that valves were opened and closed on 

April 6, 1978. 11 

a. On what basis does CPC conclude that the valves were closed 

after being opened on that date? 

b. In what manner do the documents identified in response to 

interrogatory 7(e) indicate that the valves were closed on 

April 6, 1978? 

3. If the two manual containment isolation valves were not left in a 

locked-open condition on April 6, 1978, on what date does CPC contend 

that the valves were left in a locked-open condition prior to the 

discovery of the valves in this condition on September 11, 1979? If 

CPC cannot identify the specific date on which the valves were opened, 

then identify the time period before August up to September 11, 1979, 

during which CPC believes the locked-open condition of the valves 

existed. 
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a. On what basis does CPC conclude that the valves were left in 

a locked-open condition on that alternative date or during 

that time period? 

b. Identify all documents which show or on which CPC relies to 

show that the valves were open on this alternative date or 

during this time period • 

c. Provide a· copy of all documents identified in response to b. 

above. 

4. Identify and describe all operations, including but not limited to 

repairs and tests, that were conducted in penetration 4a between April 6, 

1978 (the date by which the HEPA filter in the line had been replaced 

and the new filter tested) and September 11, 1979. 

a. Identify all documents which concern such operations. 

b. Provi.de a copy of all documents identified in response to a. 

above. 

5. In CPC's response to interrogatory 5 of the Staff's first round of 

interrogatories, CPC states that James McEwen inspected the test port 

in penetration 4a. during completion of Containment Integrity Checklist 
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C.L. 3.3. CPC also states Mr. McEwen's inspection of penetration 4a. 
11 may have been done on April 1 or 2, 1978, between 10: 00 a.m. and 

4:00 p.m. 11 

a. Identify the documents which indicate that Mr. McEwen inspected 

the penetration on April 1 br 2, 1978. 

b. Provide a copy of the documents identified in response to a. 

above. 

c. Provide a copy of the checklist which Mr. McEwen completed. 

6. Identify all occasions after April 1, 1978, but before September 11, 

1979, on which CPC completed a containment integrity checklist that 

included an inspection of penetration 4a. 

a. Identify the persons who inspected penetration 4a. during 

completion of any such checklist. 

b. Provide a copy of the checklists that were actually c001pleted 

on the dates so identified. 

7. Identify the facts on which CPC will rely in support of the position 

that the manual containment isolation valves were not in a locked-open 

condition between April 6, 1978, and September 11, 1979. 
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Identify each witness, and describe the matters to which he or she will 
?~ 

testify that CPC will present with respect to whether or not the valves 

were in a locked open condition between April 6, 1978, and September 11, 

19 79. 

9. Identify the evidence, factors, 'or criteria on which CPC will rely and 

which CPC wil,l present in support of its position that the noncompliances 

cited in Item 1 of the Notice of Violation should not be classified in 

the 11 violation 11 category under the Commission's enforcement criteria. 

10. Identify each witness and describe the matters to which he or she will 

testify in support of CPC's position that the noncompliances cited in 

Item 1 of the Notice of Violation should not be classified in the 

11 violation 11 category under the Commission's enforcement criteria. 

11. Identify the evidence, factors, or criteria on which CPC wil 1 rely and 

which CPC will present in support of its position that civil penalties 

should not be imposed for each day of the breach of containment integrity 

cited in Item 1 of the Notice of Violation. 

12. Identify each witness and describe the matters to which he or she will 

testify in support of CPC's position that civil penalties should not be 

imposed for each day of the violation of containment integrity cited in 

Item 1 of the Notice of Violation. 
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13. Iden~ify the evidence, factors, or criteria on which CPC will rely and i 
which CPC will pr~sent in support of its position that Item 2 of the 

Notice of Violation should not be classified in the "violation" category 

under the Commission's enforcement criteria. 

14. Identify each witness and describe the matters to which he or she wil 1 

testify in support of CPC's position that Item 2 of the Notice of 

Violation should not be classified in the "violation" category under 

the Commission's enforcement criteria. 

15. Identify the evidence, factors, or criteria on which CPC will rely and 

which CPC will present in support of its position that the civil penalties 

imposed under the Director of the Office of Inspection .and Enforcement's 

Order of December 20, 1979 should be mitigated or remitted. 

16. Identify each witness and describe the matters to which he or whe will 

testify in support of CPC's position that the civil penalties imposed 

under the Director's Order should be mitigated or remitted • 

. 17. If any of the persons identified in response to interrogatories 8, 10, 

12, 14 and 16 will be presented as expert witnesses, identify the 

following with respect to each witness: 

a. The witness' field of expertise and the facts which qualify 

the witness as an expert in that field; and 
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b. any other administrative or judicial proceeding in which the 
f 

witness has been granted status as an expert witness. 

18. If CPC intends to present witnesses other than those identified in 

response to interrogatories 8, 10, 12, 13 and 16, identify each such 

witness and the matters to which he or she will testify. If any such 

witness will be presented as an expert witness, provide the information 

requested in interrogatory 17 as part of the identification of any 

additional expert witness. 

19. Identify and describe all of the evidence, documentary or otherwise, 

which CPC intends to present at the hearing. 

20. Identify the document referred to as MARU 63-79 in CPC 1 s internal 

document RWS 168-79, dated December 5, 1979. Provide a copy of the 

\ document identified as MARU 63-79. 

I. 
21. Provide a copy of the document identified as CPC internal memorandum 

JLB 74- 79, dated December 5, 19 79. The reference is made in CPC 1 s 

answer to interrogatory 3 of the Staff 1s first round of interrogatories. 

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland 
this 9th day of September, 1980. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Stephen G. Burns 
Counsel for NRC Staff 
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CERTIFICATE OF.SERVICE 

I hereby certify that copies of the NRC STAFF'S SECOND ROUND OF INTERROGATORIES 
AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS in the above-captioned proceeding have 
been served on the following by deposit in the United States mail, first class, 
·or as indicated by an asterisk, through deposit in the Nuclear Regulatory 
Corrmission's internal mail system, this 9th day of September, 1980. 

Hon. Ivan W. Smith* 
Administrative Law Judge 
Atomic Safety & Licensing Board 
U. S. Nuclear .Regulatory CollJllission 
Washington, D. C. 20555 

Paul Murphy, Esq. 
Isham, Lincoln & Beale 
One First National Plaza 
Suite 4200 
Chicago, Illinois 60603 

Alan Bielawski, Esq. 
Michael Miller, Esq. 
Isham, Lincoln & Beale 
Suite 4200 
Chicago, Illinois 60603 

Judd Bacon, Esq. 
212 W. Michigan Avenue 
Jackson, Michigan 49201 

Docketing & Service Section* 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20555 

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Panel* 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20555 

Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Panel* 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory ColTITlission 
Washington, D. C. 20555 

Stephen G. Burns 
Counsel" for NRC Staff 




