T LiTED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATCRY CCMMISSION

afety and Licensing Board

-

In the Matter
LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT CCMPANY

(Waterford Steam Electric
Station, Unit )

OQur Wetlands, Inc.

Shell Alliance, Inc. ("Joint Intervenors"). In accordance with

- h

paragraph 3 of the September 25, 1979 Disccvery Stipulation,

hese interrogatories relate to new information in the NRC

Jpe
bearing on allowed contentions.

Discovery Stipulation,

8190220 810813
ADODCK 05000382
FDR




be made within 15 days. Answers and objections must be served

on all parties and the Licensing Board.

INTERROGATORIES CN CONTENTICN 2

2-1. Table 20.1 of the SER states that the Waterford

3 capacity factor is estimated to be as follows:

1983 (partial year) - 41%

1984 65%
1985 - 70%
1986 - 75%
1987 - 75%
1988 - 75%

State whether Joint Intervenors contend that these estimates

are inaccurate.

2-2. If the answer to the preceding interrogatory is
affirmative, state in detail all the facts that support Joint

Intervenors' contention that these estimates are inaccurate.

2-3. If the answer :o0 Interrogatory No. 2-1 is
affirmative, identify by date, title anc¢ author all documents
that support Joint Intervenors' contention that these estimates

are inaccurate.

2-4. 1if the answer to Interrogatory No. 2-1 is
affirmative, identify all persons whom Joint Intervenors expect
to testity on their behalf concerning the accuracy of these

estimates.

2-5. If the answer to Interrogatery No. 2-1 is

affirmative, state in detail:



(a) Joint Intervenors' estimate of the capacity
of Waterford 3 for its firsc full five years of

operation;

(b) The method by which Joint Intervenors

calculated their estimates of the capacity factors;

(c) The date, title and author of each document
upon which Joint Intervenors relied in making their

estimate of the capacity factors; and

(d) The name, address, employer, position and
qualifications of each person who assisted in making

Joint Intervenors' estimate of the capacity factors.

2-6. Table 20.1 of the SER states that the annual
cost of operation, including all costs associated with the
capital investment and operation and maintenance, including
nuclear fuel, of Waterford 3 is estinated to be as follows (in

millions):

1983 (partial year) - $296.3

1984 $398.7
1985 - $389.4
1986 - $388.1
1987 - $384.8
1988 - $379.1

State whether Joint Intervenors contend that these cost

estimates are materially inaccurate.

2-7. 1If the answer to the preceding interrogatory is
affirmative, state in detail all the facts that support Joint

Intervenors' contention that the estimates are inaccurate.



2-8. the answer to Interrogatory No. 2-6 1is

affirmative, fy by date, author and title all cdocuments

that supp t Intervenors' contention that the cost

al (S e

estimates are inaccurate.

-9, If the answer to Interrogatory No. 2-6 1is

=
affirmative, identify all persons whom Joint Intervenors expect
to testify on their lehalf concerning the accuracy of the cost

estimates.
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employer, position and qualifications of the person or persons
drafting the answer and, if different, of the person or persons

supplying information upon which the answer was based.

INTERROGATORIES ON CONTENTICN 12

12-1. The SER (§ 11.2.3.3) states that "[t]he
packaging and shipping of all wastes will be in accordance with
the applicable requirements >f 10 C.F.R. Parts 20 and 71, and
49 C.F.R. Parts 170 through 178." State whether Joint

Intervenors disagree with this Staff finding.

12-2. If the answer to the preceding interrogatory
is affirmative, state in detail all fac‘s that support Joint
Intervenors' contention that Licensee will not comply with the

referenced regulations.

12-3. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 12-1 is
affirmative, identify by author, title and date all documents
upon which Joint Intervenors rely in contending that Licensee
will not comply with the regulations referenced in § 11.2.3.3

of the SER.

12-4. 1If the answer to Interrogatory No. 12-1 is
affirmative, identify all persons whom Joint Intervenors expect
to testify on their behali concerning their contenticn that
License will not comply with the regulations referenced in §

11.2.3:.3 of the SER.



12-5. State separately for each answer to the
preceeding interrocatories on Contention 12 the name, address,
employer, position and qualifications of the person or persons
drafting the answer and, if different, of the person or persons

supplying the information upon which the answer was based.

INTERROGATORIES ON CONTENTION 17

17-1. The SER (§ 13.3.2.10) states that the
Waterford 3 Emergency Plan contains provisions for recommending
offsite protective measures, including evacuation, depending on
projected dose to the environs and includes maps and informa-
tion regarding evacuation routes, areas, shelters and area
population distribution. Do Jeoint Intervenors contend that
these recommendations make inadequate provision for the
evacuation of individuals located within the emergency planning

zone?

17-2. If the answer to the preceding interrogatory
18 affirmative, state in detail all “acts that support Joint
Inter-enors’ contention that inadequate provision has bee» made
for the evacuation of individuals within the emergency planning

zone.

17-3. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 17-1 is
affirmative, identify by author, title and date all documents
upon which Joint Intervenors rely in contending that inadequate
provision has been made for the evacuation of individuals

located within the emergency planning zone.
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to provide a workablie solution to the problem of fuel element

assembly guide tube wear.

19--3. JZ the answer to Interrogatory No. 19-1 is
affirmative, identify by author, title and date all documents
upor which Joint InL -venors rely in contending that these
modifications are inadequate to provide a workable solution to

the problen of fuel ¢lement assembly guide tube wear.

19-4. 1If the answer to Interrogatory No. 19-1 is
afficmative, identify all persons whom Joint Intervenors expect
to testify on their behalf concerning their contention taat
Applicant has not provided a workable solution to the problen

of fuel element assembly guide tube wear.

19-5. State separately for each answer to the
preceding interrogatories on Contention 19 the name, address,
employer, position and qualifications of the person or persons
drafting the answer and, if different, of the person or persons

supplying the information upon which the answer was based.

INTERROGATO [ES CN CONTENTION 21

21-1. The SER (§§ 2.4.1 and 2.4.2.1) states that the
Nuclear Plant Island Structure ("NPIS"), which contains all
safety-related components, is flood protec.ed to an elevation
of 30.0 feet MSL and that the external flood levels estimated

for the three design basis flooding scenarios would be below



this elevation. State wrether Joint Intervenors contend that

thes: es+’- s are materially inaccurate.

21-2. 1If the answer to the preceding interrogatory
is affirmative, state in detail all facts that support Joint
Intervenors' contention that the maximum flood level estimates

are inaccurate.

21-3. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 21-1 is
affirmatite, identify by author, title and date all documents
upon which Joint Intervenors rely in contending that the

maximum flood level estimates are inaccurate.

21-4. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 21-1 is
affirmative, identify all persons whom Joint Intervenors expect
to testify on their behalf concerning their contention that the

maximum flood level estimates are inaccurate.

21-5. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 21-1 is

affirmative, state in detail:

(a) Joint Intervenors' estimate of the maximum

flood level;

(b) The method by which Joint Intervenors

calculated theic estimate of the maximum flood level;

(c) The date, title and author of each document
upon which Joint Intervenors relied in making their

estimate of the maximum flood level; and



(d) The name, address, employer, position and
qualifications of each person who assisted in making
Joint Intervenors' estimate of the maximum flood

level.

21-6. The SER (§§ 2.4.3 and 2.4.5) states that a
system of dry and wet cooling towers, which is not dependent on
Mississippi River water for its safety function and which
contains an adequate supply of water to provide sufficient
cooling in vider to permit safe shutdown and cooldown of the
plant, will be used for heat removal during normal and
emergency condit? ns. State whether Joint Intervenors contend
that additional backup cocoling systems, whi:h are dependent
upon Mississippi River water, or modifications to the existing
system which is independent of the M.ssissippi River, are
required for heat removal in order to permit safe shutdown and

cooldown of the plant.

21-7. 1If the answer to the preceding interrogatory
is affirmative, describe in detail all the facts that support
Joint Intervenors' contention that modifications to or systems
other than the dry and wet cooling towers are required for heat
removal in order to permit safe shutdown and cooldown of the

plant.

21-8, If the answer to Interrogatory No. 21-6 is

affirmative, identify by author, title and date all documents

il



upon which Joint Intervcnors rely in contending that
modifications to or systems other than the dry and wet cooling
towers are required for heat removal in order to permit safe

shutdown and cooldown cf the plant.

2.-9., If the answer to Interrogatory No. 21-6 is
affirmative, identify all persons whom Joint Intervenors expect
to testify on their behalf concerning their contention that
modifications to or systems other than the dry and wet cooling
towers are required for heat removal in order to permit safe

shutdown and cooldown of the plant.

21-10. State separately for each answer to the
preceding interrogatories on Contenticn 21 the name, address,
employer, position and qualifications of the person or persons
drafting the answer and, if different, of the person or persons

supplying the information upon which the answer was based.

INTERRCGATORIES ON CONTENTICN 23

23=1. Do Joint Intervenors contend that the SER (§
2.5.5) is incorrect in finding that the stability of the levee
is not at issue, in that the ultimate heat sink is contained
entirely within the NPIS and, further, that there are no slopes
in the vicinity of Waterford 3 whcie failures could adversely

affect the plant?

23-2. If the answer to the preceding interrogatory

is affirmative, state in detail all facts that support Joint

w]le



Intervenors' contention that failure of the levee and/or other
slopes within the vicinity of Waterford 3 could adversely

affect the plant.

23-3. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 23-1 is
affirmative, identify by author, title and date all documents
upon which Joint Intervenors rely in contending that failure of
the levee and/or other slopes within the vicinity of Waterford

3 could adversely affect the plant.

23-4. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 23-1 is
affirmative, identify all persons whom Joint Intervenors expect
to testify on their behalf concerning their contention that
failure of the levee and/or other slopes within the vicinity of

waterford 3 could adversely affect the plant.

23-5. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 23-1 is

affirmative, state in detail:

(a) The specific slope failures that Joint

Intervenors contend could adversely affect the plant;

(b) The method by which Joint Intervenors
identified those specific slope failures which they

contend could adversely affect the plant;

(c¢) The author, title and date of each document
upon which Joint Intervenors relied in identifying
those specific slope failures which Joint Intervenor:

contend could adversely atfect the plant; and

-]2=



(d) The name, address, employer, position and
qualifications of each person who assisted or
contributed in identifying those specific slope
failures which Joint Intervenors contend could

adversely affect the plant.

23-6. The SER (§ 2.5.1) states that "[n]o capable
faults are known to exist within the plant area." S*ate whether
Joint Intervenors contend that this statement is materially

inaccurate.

23-7. 1I1f the answer to the preceding interrogatory
is affirmative, state in detail all facts that support Joint
Intervenors' contention that capable faults exist within the

plant area.

23-8. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 23-6 is
affirmative, identify by atthor, title and date all documents
upon which Joint Intervenors rely in contending that capeble

faults exist within the plant area.

23-9. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 23-6 is
afiirmative, identify i1ll persons whom Joint Intervenors expect
to testify on their behalf concerning their contention that

capable faults exist witliin the plant area.

23-10. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 23-6 is

affirmative, state in detail:

»]l3e



(a) The identity of each capable fault which

Joint Inte.venors contend exists in the plant area;

(b) The method by which Joint Intervenors
identified capable faults which Joint Intervenors

contend exist in the plant area;

(¢) The author, title and date of each document
upon which Joint Intervenors relied in identifying
those capable faults which Joint Intervenors contend

exist in the plant area; and

(d) The name, address, employer, position and
qualifications of each person who assisted or
contributed in making Joint Intervenors' identifica-
tion of those capable faults which Joint Intervenors

contend exist in the plant area.

2.-11. The SER (§ 2.5.2.4) states that Applicant's
proposed safe shutdown earthquake ("SSE") acceleration level cf
0.2 g is a conservative representation of the SSE and,
further, that gro'nd motion would not exceed the SSE response
spectrum. Do Joint Intervenors contend that these statements

are materially inaccurate?

23-12. 1I1f the answer to the preceding interrogatory
is affirmative, state in detail all the facts that support

Joint Intervenors' contention that these statements are

inaccurate.
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23-16. The SER (§ 2.5.2.5) states that the
2pplicant's proposed acceleration level of 0.03 g for the
operating basis earthquake ("JBE") acceleration level is
adequately conservative for the Waterford 3 site. State
whether Joint Intervenors contend that the proposed OBE

acceleration level is materially inaccurate.

23-17. If the answer to the preceding interrogatory
is affirmative, state in detail all the facts that support
Joint Intervenors' contention that the OBE acceleration level

is inaccurate.

23-18. If the answer t. Interrogatory No. 23-16 is
affirmative, identify by date, author and title all documents
that support Joint I~+tervenors' contention that the OBE

acceleration level is inaccurate.

23-19. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 23-16 is
affirmative, identify all persons whom Joint Intervenors expect
to testify on their behalf concerning the accuracy of the CBE

acceleration level.

23-20. I1f the answer to Interrogatory No. 23-16 is

affirmative, state in detail:

(a) Joint Intervenors' estimate of the OEE

acceleration level;

(b) The method by which Joint Intervenors
calculated their estimate of the OBE acceleration

level;

=16~



(c¢) The date, title and author of each document
upon which Joint Intervenors relied in making tueir

estimate of the CBE acceleration level; and

(d) The name, address, employer, position and
gualifications of each person who assisted in making
Joint Intervenors' estimate of the OBE acceleration

level.

23-21. State separately for each answer to the
preceding interrogatories on Contention 23 the name,‘;ddress,
employer, position and qualifications of the person or persons
drafting the answer, and, if different, of the person or
persons supplying the information on which the answer was

based.

INTERRCGATCRIES CN CONTENTIONS 24 and 25

24/25-1. The SER (§ 22.2 at 22-57, 58) states that
Applicant will install two in-containment radiation level
monitors which meet the specifications of Item II.F.1-3 of
NUREG-0737. State whether Joint Intervenors contend that these
in-containment :adiation monitors are inadequate to measure the

radiation levels inside the Waterford 3 containment.

24/25-2. 1f the answer to the preceding inter-
rogatory is affirmative, state in detail all facts that support

Joint Intervenors' contention that the radiation monitors

=1Te



described at pages 22-57 and 22-58 of the SER are inadequate to

measure the radiation level inside the Wacerford 3 containment.

24/25-3. 1f the answer to Interrogatory 24/25-1 is
affirmative, identify by author, title and date all documents
upon which Joint Intervenors rely in contending that the
radiation monitors described at pages 22-57 and 22-58 of the
SER are inadequate to measure the radiation level inside the

Waterford 3 containment.

24/25-4. 1If the answer to Interrogatory No. 24/25-1

is affirmative, state in detail:

(a) The additional instrumentation, and
specific parameters to be indicated, which Joint
Intervencrs contended are necessery in order to

detect radiation levels inside containment;

(b) The authcr, title and date of each document
upon which Joint Intervenors relied in determining
the additional instrumentation contended to be
necessary in order to detect radiation levels inside

cortainuzsnt; and

(c) The name, address, employer, position and
qualifications of each person who assisted or
contributed in making Joint Intervenors' determina-

tion of addit.onal instrumentation contended to be

-18~-



necessary in order to detect radiation levels inside

containment.

24/25-5. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 24/25-1
is affirmative, identify all persons whom Joint Intervenors
expect to testify on their behalf concerning their contention
that the radiation monitors described at pages 22-57 and 22-58
of the SER are inadequate to measure the radiation level inside

the waterford 3 containment.

24/25-6. The SER (§ 5.2.5) states that pressurizer
safety valve leakage to the quench tank is monitored in the
main control room by temperature indicators and alarms on the
pressurizer safety valve discharge line and the level and
temperature indicator on the quench tank. Further, the SER
concludes that the overall reactor coolant pressure boundary
leakage detection systems provide reasonable assurance that
primary system leakage will be detected and meet the require-
ments of General Design Criterion 30 and Regulatory Guide 1.45
and are, therefore, acceptable. State whether Joint
Intervenors contend that the measurement of the parameters
described in SER § 5.2.5, is inadequate to indicate the
existence of fluid flow and high temperature in the discharge

pipes of the safety relief valves.

24/25-7. If the answer to the preceding interroga-

tory is affirmative, state in detail all facts that support

-19-



Joint Intervenors' contention that Applicant has not provided
adequate instrumentation to indicatz the existence of fluid
flow and high temperature in the discharge pipes of the safety

relief valves.

24/25-8. 1f the answer to Interrogatory No. 24/25-6
is affirmative, identify by author, title and date ali docu-
ments upon which Joiat Intervenors rely in coatending that
Applicant has provided inadequate instrumentation to indicate
the existence of fluid flow and high temperature in the

discharge pipes of the salety relief valves.

24/25-9. 1If the answer to Interrogatory No. 24/25-6
is affirmative, identify all persons whom Joint Intervenors
expect to testify on their behalf concerning their contention
that Applicant has provided inadequate instrumentation to
indicate the existence of fluid flow and high temperature in

the discliarge pipes of the safety relief valves.

24/25-10. If the answer to Interrogatory lo. 24/25-5

is affirmotive, state in detail:

(a' The additional instrumentation, and
specific parameters to be indicated, which Joint
Intervenors contend are necessary in order to detect
fluid flow and high temperatures in the discharge

pipes of the safety relief valves;

«20=



(b) The author, title and date of each document
upon wiiich Joint Intervenors relied in determining
the additional instrumentation contended to be
necessary in order to detect fluid flow and high

temp. ratures in the discharge pipes of the safety

relie® valves; and

(c) The name, address, employer, position and
qualifications of each person who assisted or
contributed in making Joint Intervenors' determina-
tion of additional instrumentation contended to be
necessary in order to detect fluid flow and high

temperatures in the discharge pipes of the safety

relief valves.

24/25-11. The SER (§ 22.2 at 22-€1, 62) describes
the hydrogen analyzer system portion of the Waterford 3
combustible gas control system and concludes that the hydrogen
analyzer system is in full compliance with the requirements of
Item II.F.1-6 of NUREG-0737. State whether Joint Intervenors
contend that the hydrogen analyzer system will not provide
sufficient information for the control room operators to infer

that there may be a hydrogen burn or explosion in the contain-

ment.

24/25-12. 1f the answer to the preceding inter-

rogatory is affirmative, state in detail all facts that suppcrt
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Joint Intervenors' contention that the hydrogen analyzer system
will not provide sufficient information tor the control room
operators to infer that there may bte a hydrogen burn or

explosion in the containment.

24/25-13. 1If the answer to Interrogatory No. 24/25-
11 is affirnative, identify by author, title and date all
documents upon which Joint Intervenors rely in contending that
the hydrogen analyzer system will not provide sufficient
information for the control room operators to infer that there

may be a hydrogen burn or explosion in the containment.

24/25-14. 1If the answer to Interrogatory No.
24/25-11 is affirmative, identify all persons wheom Joint
Intervenors expect to testify on their behalf concerning their
contention that the hydrogen analyzer system will not provide
sufficient information for the control room operators to infer
that there may ve a hydrogen burn or explesion in the contain-

ment.

24/25-15. 1f the answer to Interrogatory No.

24/25-11 is affirmative, state in detail:

(a) The additional instrumentation, and
specific parameters to be indicated, which Joint
Intervenors contend are necessary in order for the
control room operators tc infer tuat there may be a

hydrogen burn or explosion in the containment;

-



(b) The author, title and date of each document
upon which Joint Intervenors relied in determining
the additional instrumentation contended to be
necessary in order for the control room operators to
infer that there may be a hydrogen burn or explosion

in the containment; and

(¢) The name, address, employer, position and
qualifications of each person who assisted or
contributed in making Joint Intervenors' determina-
tion of additional instrumentation contended to be
necessary in order for the control room operators to
infer that there may be a hydrogen burn or explosion

in the containment.

24/25-16. The SER (§ 22.2 at 22-36, 37) idescribes
Applicant's program to ensure that all operating personnel are
trained in the use of installed plant systems to control or
mitigate an accident in which the core is severely damaged.
State whether Joint Intervenors contend tu«* the training
program described will not provide sufficient information fer
the control room operators to be aware of and remedy fuel rod

cladding failures and/c¢r melting.

24/25-17. 1If the answer to the preceding inter-
rogatory is affirmative, ce in detail all facts that support

Joint Intervenors' coucention that the training program
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described at pages 22-36, 37 of the SER will not provide
sufficient information for control room operatcrs to be aware

of and remedy fuel rod cladding failures and/or melting.

24/25-18. If the answer to Interrogatory No.
24/25-16 is affirmative, identify by author, title and date all
documents upon which Joint Intervenors rely in contending that
the training program described at pages 22-36, 37 of the SER
will not provide sufficient information for control room
operators to be aware of and remedy fuel rod cladding failures

and/or melting.

24/25-19. If the answer to Interrogatory No.
24/25-16 is affirmative, identify all persons whom Joint
Intervenors expec: %o testify on their b. alf ~oncerning their
contention that the training program described at pages 22-36,
37 of the SER will not provide suffiicient information for
control room operators to be aware of and remedy fuel rod

cladding failures and/or melting.

24/25-20. 1I1f the answer to Interrcgatory No.

24/25-16 is affirmative, state in detail:

(a) The additional training or instrumentation,
and specific parameters to be indicated, which Joint
Intervenors contend are necessary in order for
control room operators to be aware of and remedy fuel

rod cladding failures and/or melting;

-



(b) The author, title and date of each document
upon which Joint Intervenors relied in determining
the additional training or instrumentation contended
to be necessary in order for control room operators
to be aware of and remedy fuel rod cladding failures

and/or melting; and

(¢c) The name, address, employer, position and
qualifications of each person who assisted or
contributed in making Joint Intervenors' determina-
tion of additional training or instrumentation
contended to be necessary in order for cont.ol room
operators to be aware of and remedy fuel rod cladding

failures and/or melting.

24/25-21. State separately for each answer to the
preceding interrogatories on Cnntentions 24 and 25 the name,
address, employer, position and qualifications of the person or
perscns drafting the answer and, if different, of the person or
persons supplying the information upon which the answer was

based.

INTERROGATCRIES ON CCNTENTION 26

26-1. Trke SER (§ 13.3.2.1) describes the func-
tions and responsitilities of each state and local organiza-
tion, 2s well as the functions ané responsibilities of

Applicant, in response to emergency conditions at Waterford

-



3. State whether Joint Intervenors contend that the
allocation of decision-making capability as described in

Section 13.3.2.1 of the SER is inadequate.

26-2. If the answer to the preceding interrogatory
is affirmative, state in detail all facts that support Joint
Intervenors' contention that the allccation of decision-making
capability during an emergency condition at Waterford 3 is

inadequate.

26-3. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 26-1 is
affirmative, identify by author, title and date all documents
upon which Joint Intervenors rely in contending that the
allocation of decision-making capability during ar. emergency

condition at Waterford 3 is inadequate.

26-4. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 2€6-1 is
affirmative, identify all persons wrom Joint Intervenors expect
to testify on their behalf concerning their contention that the
allocation of decision-makirg capability during an emergency

condition at Waterford 3 is inadequate.

26-5. State whether Joint Intervenors disagree with
the statement in the SER (§ 13.3.2.5) that the Waterford 3
Emergency Plan and associated procedures establish and describe
a notification and verification system which is consistent with

Appendix 1 to NUREG-0654.

-



26-6. If the answer to the preceding interrogatory
is affirmative, state in detail all facts that support Joint
Intervenors' contention that the Waterford 3 Emergency Plan
does not provide for an adequate notification and verification

system.

26-7. 1If the answer to Interrogatory No. 26-5 is
affirmative, identify by author, title and date all documents
upon which Joint Interverors rely in contending that the
Waterford 3 Emergency Plan does not provide for an adequate

notification and verification system.

26-8. If the answer to Interrogatory No. 26-5 is
affirmative, identify all persons whem Joint Intervenors expect
to testify on their behalf concerning their contention that the
Waterford 3 Emergency Plan does not provide for an adeguat.

notification and verificatiocn system.

26-9. The SER (§ 13.3.2.6) states that Applicant has
provided primary and back~up communication links which include
provisions for 24-hour-a-day notification of Federal, State,
and local emergency response organizations within the ter-mile
eme-gency planning zone. State whether Joint Intervenors
contend that this communications system will not provide
adequate communications between Applicant,. State and local

authorities and the NRC.

26-10. 1If the answer to the preceding interrogatory

is affirmative, state in detail all facts that support Joint
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Intervenors' contention that Applicant's communications system

will not provide adequate communication between Applicant,

State and local authori s and the NRC during emergency
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Emergency Pian "describes the offsite monitoring program which
includes, but is not limited to, capability and resources for
field monitoring within the plume EPZ. The Plan also describes
activation, notification means, field team composition,
transportation, communication, moaitoring equipment, deployment
time, and capabkility to detect and measure radioiodine in the

plume EPZ as low as 10'7 uCi/cc under field conditions.”

27-2. 1If the answer to the preceding interrogatory
is affirmative, state in detail all facts that support Joint
Intervenors' contention that Applicant has not presently
indicated how it plans to provide for adequate radiation

monitoring in the area surrounding the facility.

27-3 If the answer to Interrogatory No. 27-1 is
affirmative, identify by author, title and date all “ocuments
upon which Joint Intervenors rely in contending that Applicant
has not presently indicated how it plans to provide for
adequate radiation monitoring in the area surrounding the

facility.

27-4. 1If the answer tc Interrogatory No. 27-1 is
affirmative, identify all persons whom Joint Intervenors expect
to testify on their benalf concerning their contention that
Applicant has not presentlv indicated how it plans to provide
for adequate radiation monitoring in the area surrounding the

facility.
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27-5. State separately for each answer to the

preceding interrogatories on Contention 27 the name, address,

employer, pcsition and qualifications of the person or perscns

drafting the answer and, if different, the person or persons

supplying the information upon which the answer was based.

DATED:

August 12, 1981.

Respectfully submitted,

SHAW. PITTMAN, POTTS & TROWBRIDGE
1800 M Street, N.W.

wWashington, D.C. 20036

(202) 822-1000

BY: 2;avf%t.ﬁﬂéﬁﬁujl.

Ernest L. b.ake, Jr.
James B. Hamlin

Counsel for Applicant
Louisiana PFower & Light Company
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August 13, 1981

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of
LOUISIANA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY Docket No. 50-382

(Waterford Steam Electric
Station, Unit 3)

N Nt Nt St St S

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of Applicant's Interrogatories
To Joint Intervenors (Third Set), dated August 13, 1981, were
served upon those persons on the attached Service List, by deposit
in the United States mail, postage prepaid, this 13th day of

August, 1981.

Swa? F. Ht g,

Ernest L. Blake, Jr.

DATED: August 13, 1981.
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SERVICE LIST

Sheldon J. “c¢lfe, Ee=quire
Chairman, Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
Washington, D.C. 20755
Dr. Harry Foreman
Directocr, Center for
Population Studies
Box 395, Mayo
University of Minnesota

Minneapclis, Minnesota 55455
Dr. Walter H. Jordan

881 West Outzr Drive

Qak Ri“Age, Tennessee 7830

Joseph R. Gray, Esquire

Office of the Executive
Legal Director

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
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Docketing and Service Section (3)

Qffice of the Secretary

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

wWashington, D.C. 20555

Lyman L. Jones, Jr., Esquire
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Stephen ri. Irving, Esquire
Louisiana Consumers League, Inc.
535 No. 6th Street

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70802
Luke B. Fontana
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New Orleans, Louisiana 70116

Atomic Safety and Licensing
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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Board Panel
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