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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of )
)

COMMONWEALTH EDIS0N COMPANY ) Docket Nos. 50-454 OL
) 50-455 OL

(Byron Station, Units 1 and 2) )

NRC STAFF AMENDED FIRST SET OF INTERR0GATORIES
TO INTERVENOR ROCKFORD LEAGUE OF WOMEN V0TERS

_

The NRC Staff, pursuant to 10 CFR 62.740b, serves the following

interrogatories to Intervenor Rockford League of Women Voters.to be _

answered in writing under oath or affirmation within 30 days'. See

Memorandum and Order, dated August 30, 1982, at 3,.
.

As stated in the Licensing Board's Order of August 18, 1981, all

parties have a continuing obligation to reply to interrogatories.

Order, dated August 18, 1981, at 11. Accordingly, if additional

information comes to light after the Intervenor has answered ti(esex

interrogatories, the responses should be supplemented or amended as

necessary to keep them currently accurate.

The Staff notes that these interrogatories are identical to

interrogatoriespropoundedbytheStaffon02tober9,19b1; addition'a1.

interrogatories contained in the October 9, 1981 set which related to
,

contentions since dismissed have been eliminated.
~
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All League Contentions

A-1. For each of Contentions IA, 8, 19, 22, 28, 32, 34, 39, 41, 42, 47,

53, 54, 61, 62, 63, 71, 77, 106, 108, 109, 111, and 112, list the

following:

a. the identity of each person expected to be called as a witness

at the hearing:

b. the substance of the witness's testimony.

c. the witness's professional or other qualifications to testify

on the subject matter on which the witness will testify.

.

A-2. For each response to the interrogatories hereinafter propounded,

identify the person or persons who prepared, or substantially

contributed to the preparation of, the response.
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Contention 8

8-1. Identify by title, publication date and NUREG number, if any,

each and every one of the "[s]tudies carried out by the NRC"

referred to in the second sentence of Contention 8.

8-2. Identify by title, publication date and NUREG number, if any,

each and every one of the "NRC Staff studies, which are not

common public knowledge" referred to in the fif t.h sentence of

Contention 8. .

8-3. Identify by title, publication date and NUREG number, if any,

the " secret NRC study" referred to in the sixth sentence of

Contention 8. ,

,

8-4. Identify by author, title and publication date the " General

Accounting Office report" referred to in the ninth sentence of

Contention 8.

Contention 19 ,

19-1. Describe with particularity the "[r]ecently discovered

information" referred to in the first sentence of Contention 19

and identify the source thereof.

19-2. Describe with particularity the "[i]nformation gathered by
.

C.E." referred to in the third sentence of Contention 19 and

identify th.e source thereof.

19-3. State in detail the factual basis underlying Contention 19.
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Contention 39 ,

39-1. Specify which radionuclide/ sediment transport models allegedly

have not been field-verified and which are allegedly not

acceptable to determine the effects of sediment and aquifer

materials on radionuclide transport. Describe in detail what

would be acceptable field verification.

39-2. Is a model the only method to determine or envelope the effects

of sediment and aquifer materials on radionuclide transport

through the hydrosphere? If the answer is affirmative, provide

in detail the bases for the judgment, i.e., list all other

methods and the specific reasons they are unacceptable. -

j 39-3. Describe in detail the " proper NEPA analysis" referred to in
,

Contention 39.

39-4. What specific provisions of Regulatory Guide 4.2, any oth r

Regulatory Guide,10 CFR El 50.57 (a)(3)(1), and 50.57(a)(6)

have allegedly not been fulfilled at the Byron site with respect

to field verification of radionuclide/ sediment transport?
i

39-5. What specific Byron facilities are the source of the ,

radionuclides which are of concern in Contention 39?

39-6. Explain in detail the extent to which experience gained in a
t laboratory on the ion exchange and transport of radioactivity,

as field verified at other sites, is not applicable at the
.

Byron site as alleged in Contention 39.
-

39-7. Define specifically what is meant by "a radionuclide/ sediment
,

transport model."

_ _
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39-8. Describe in detail what would constitute proper

field-verification,of such'a model.

39-9. Define in detail the term " hydrosphere" as used in the first

sentence of Contention 39.

39-10. Define in detail the term "effect" as used in the first
-

sentence of Contention 39.

39-11. State over what specific time periods the "effect of sediment

and aquifer materials on radionuclide transport through the

hydrosphere" is allegedly expected to be manifested.

Contention 41
-

41-1. Describe with particularity each relevent fact with respect
,

to " extreme cold weather and ice buildup, of the kind which has
,

'

occurred during each of the past two winters" in the area of

the Byron site as referred to in Intervenor's Contention 41,

including but not limited to:

a. the range of air and water temperatures involved;

b. the first and last dates of ice buildups;

c. the maximum amount by which water flow was diminished on
~

account of cold weather or ice buildups.
I

41-2. Identify the particular paragraph (s) and page number (s) frotn

NUREG-0410 and- the Black Fox testimony that specifically

identify ice buildup as a problem (not a consideration)-at the

Byron Nuclear Plant or site.

41-3. Describe the specific alleged ice buildup problems at the Byron j

Station and explain why the specific provisions of 10 C.F.R.

ll 50.57(a)(3)(1) and 50.57(a)(6) cannot be met due to these ,

specified ice buildup problems.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Contention 42

42-1. Describe with particularity and identify by author, title,

publisher, and date of publication the references for the "new
.

infomation on low-level radiation effects" referred to in the

third sentence of Contention 42.
/,

42-2. Define the tenn " low-level . radiation" as used in Contention 42.

42-3. State what specific aspect of occupational radiation exposure

to station and contractor personnel has been increasing and

state the specific total person-ran per plant and the average
-

dose per worker.
,

'

42-4. State in detail the basis for the allegation that C.E. has used

transient workmen rather than " devoting adequate effort to

reducing radiation exposures." Define in detail what is meant

by " adequate effort". Describe in detail what " adequate

effort" C.E. should make.

42-5. State specifically what "other things" you allege in Contention 42

will result from the practice of using transient workers at

( nuclear power plants. .

_

42-6. State in detail the basis of your allegation that using

transient workers will increase the risk of sabotage and

operator error.

42-7. State specifically what "similar safety-related liazards" you

allege will result fran the use of larger numbers of workers

at nuclear power plants. Explain in detail why the use of
,

transient workers will increase the risk of these hazards. How
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does this new information indicate that the Byron design basis

will not provide safe operation as alleged in Contention 427

42-8. Define with particularity the tenn " safe operation" as used in

Contention 42.

.

Contention 62
,

62-1. State in detail the factual basis underlying Contention 62.'

62-2. Describe in detail the " Class 9" accidents which you allege

the design of the Byron plant does not provide protection

against. State in detail the basis for such an accident.
.

*

.

Contention 77

77-1. Identify each and every area in which "[n]either the nuclear

industry nor the NRC Staff has yet established methods . . .
i

to demonstrate equipment qualification" as alleged in Contetnion 70.

77-2. Identify by title, page(s) and paragraph (s) the specific portion

or portions of the Black Fox testimony referred to in Contention 70.

Contention 106

106-1. Identify and describe with particularity the " serious seismic

related site problems discovered subsequent to the

construction pennits" as referred to in the first sentence of

Contention 106-

106-2. Describe with particularity the "[r]ecent infonnation Twhich]

indicates that the Plum River Fault should be considered a ,

capable fault" as referred to in Contention 106.
'

-
. . _. _ _ __
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106-3. Identify the specif.ic existing legal and regulatory

requiranents regarding seismicity which you allege in

Contention 106 are not and cannot be met. State in detail

the basis for your assertion that such requirements are not

or cannot be met.

106-4. Describe with particularity the "new facts" regarding

seismicity which Intervenor alleges in Contention 106

have becane knwn since the construction pennit decision.
.

Contention 108

108-1. Specify the social and econanic costs referred to in -

'

Contention 108(b) which you allege should be taken into -

account by Applicant's emegency plan.

108-2. Specify those snegency facilities referred to in

Contention 108(d) which you' allege "are not situated far

enough fran the Byron site . . . ."

108-3. Identify the specific existing legal and regulatory

requirenents regarding emegency planning which you allege

in Contention 108 are not and cannot be met.' State in

detail the basis for your assertion that such requirenents

are not or cannot be met.

108-4. Describe with particularity the "new facts" regarding emegency

planning which allegedly have become known since the

construction pennit decision.
~

Contention'109 -

1 09-1 . Describe with particularity the "recent events [which] .

indicate that C.E. has not ccmplied with its commitments" as

referred to in the first sentence of Contention 109. -

.

. .- . . -- . - - - .. _ - - . . __
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109-2. Identify the specifje existing legal and regulatory

requirenents regarding the hydrological impacts which you

allege in Contention 109 are not and cannot be met.

1 09-3 , Describe with particularity the "new facts" regarding hydrology

which you allege in Contention 109 have become known since the

construction pennit decision.

109-4. Provide a list of the specific Byron Nuclear Plant Construction

License conmitments (related to hydrology) with which C.E. has
.

.

not complied.

109-5. Provide clarification of the NUREG-0440 (NRC Liquid Pathway
'

Generic Study) ref,erence. 'The number and title are no't -

consistent.

109-6. What precedents, as alleged in Contention 109(a), have

identified specific hazards to the health and safety of the

public from no-mal releases of radioactivity from existing

or proposed power plants and actual or potential radioactive

| contamination of surface or groundwater supplies to the extent

that they exceed the limitations of 10 CFR Part 207
!

109-7. Describe in detail the other areas that Intervenor indicates

are not listed in Contention 109 and related to the Byron Nuclear

Plant which are implicitly raised by Contention 109." State in

detail the basis for your assertion that these areas are of
.

( Concern.

109-8. 'Describeindetailthedifferencebetweentheissuesra{sedin
Contentions 39 and 109(a).

|

.-. . _ _ . _ _ ,_ _ . . _ _ . . _ _ _ . . _ _ __ _ .__________ _ _
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109-9. Identify by autnor, title, publication date and publisher the

reference for Rock River withdrawal rate of 30 mgd stated in

Contention 109(b). What is the location of withdrawal? How ,
.

much of the withdrawal is returned to the river?
"

109-10. What radioactive liquid releases (by nuclide rate and volume)

do you contend could be made to the Rock River during:

(a) routine operation?
,

(b) " design base" (sic) conditions?

(c) Class 9 accidents?

State in detail the basis for your assertions in this regard.
"

109-11. Identify the source of assumed radionuclide infiltration into
'

groundwater supplies and wells along the Rock River as alleged

in Contention 109(c) and provide the bases for your assertion

of infiltration from these areas.

109-12. Identify the specific locations along the Rock River Valley at
,

which you allege infiltration will occur.

109-13. What specific effects on the use and supply of water and what

specific location (s) are of concern in Contention 109(c)?
|

109-14. What groundwater models and from which specific sections of the

FSAR, environmental report, safety evaluation report, and

environmental impact statement are of concern in Contention 109(d)?

As to each model and report section identified, state in~ detail

your concerns and the bases for each concern. .

109-15. ' Explain in detail why the alleged omission of a groundwater

model is a basis for inadequacy as stated in Contention 109(d).

109-16. From which specific facilities do you postulate blockage in

Contention 109(e)?

- - -. . ,_
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109-17. Define in detail the meaning of " Plum River applicability" as
,

usedinContEntion109(e).

109-18. Explain in detail why the " Plum River applicability" is of

concern at Byron.

109-19. If contaminants were blocked as alleged in 109(e), specify what

contaminants would exist in terms of their chemical and

radiological composition and volume?

109-20. Define in detail the " quake potential" of the site as referred

toinContention109(e). 5 tate in detail the basis for your

assertion that such " quake potential" exists.

109-21. If contaminants were blocked as alleged in 109(e), what would

be the eventual disposition of contaminants?

Contention 111
~

111-1. Specify the. levels of radiation which you allege would properlyj

protect the health and safety of the public. State in detail
,

th'e basis for your, response.

111-2. State the types and additional numbers of monitoring devices

which you allege should be placed within and without the plant

site. State in detail the basis for your response.

111-3. Specify the frequency at which you allege the monitors should

be read. State in detail the basis for your response.

111-4. What specifications do you allege must be met to achieve the

requirement of "better monitoring devices?" State in detail
.

the basis for your response.

!
_ - -__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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111-5. State the purpose to be accomplished by measuring the
~

differences in alpha, beta, and gamma dose levels (as opposed

to the absolute values of these quantities).
,

111-6. What nuclides, in addition to I-129 and plutonium, fit into' the

category of " dangerous long lived radionuclides" which you

allege must be monitored and recorded? State in detail the

basis for your response. Are any of these currently not being

monitored?

111-7. Define "bioaccumulative testing in a tiered system." Describe

how this differs if at all, from the method of assessment =

~

proposed by the utility. ,

111-8. Identify at what locations you allege additional monitoring
'

devices should be placed within the plant. What is the basis

of your contention that these additional monitoring devices -

t

j will keep radiation levels as low as is reasonably achievable?

Contention 112
__

,

112-1. Describe with particularity every preventive measure (other

than those already listed) to " reduce radiation, including

I neutron exposure levtis to regular plant personnel and

transient workers" as referred to in Intervenor's Contention 112.

112-2. State in detail the basis for the allegation f. hat C. E. has not

adequately assessed the effect of radiation on plant workers.

Define specifcially what is meant by " adequately assessed."

| 112-3. Specify the "new evidence on low levels of radiation" referred

to in Contention 112(a).

|
'

_ ._ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ - - ---
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112-4. State in detail the basis for the allegation in Contention 112(c)
~

that transient or tertiporary workers will not have

experience equivalent to that of regular trained personnel. .
.

Define what is meant by " regular trained personnel."

112-6. Define specifically what is meant by "[b]etter education about

radiation dangers." State in detail how this education will

ensure co@eration of workers in keeping radiation exposures to

a minimum?

112-7. Define in detail what allegedly constitutes "high levels of ,

exposure".

112-8. State in detail the basis for the allegation that exposure of

individuals to radiation (presumably within NRC regulations)

should be limited to older workers and others incapable of
'.

reproduction.

112-9. Describe in detail all other preventative measures to reduce

radiation exposure levels that are referred to but not

specified in Contention 112(a)-(e).

112-10. What improved recordkeeping system can be used at Byron and

other facilities to reduce radiation exposure? How does this

system differ frcm the one currently used at Byron?

Respectfully submitted,

~

. Richard J. Rawson
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 15th day of September, 1982.

, -_ - - - .
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of )
)

COMMONWEALTH EDIS0N COMPANY ) Docket Nos. 50-454
) 50-455-

(Byron Station, Units 1 and 2) )

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of "NRC STAFF AMENDED FIRST REQUEST FOR THE
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS FROM INTERVENOR ROCKFORD LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS"
and "NRC STAFF AMENDED FIRST SET OF INTERR0GATORIES TO INTERVEN0R ROCKFORD
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS" 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, by deposit in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's
internal mail system, this 15th day of September, 1982:

*Morton B. Margulies, Chairman Region III
Administrative Judge U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Office of Inspection & Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 799 Roosevelt Road,

Washington, DC 20555 Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Dr. A. Dixon Callihan Mrs. Phillip B. Johnson
Administrative Judge 1907 Stratford Lane
Union Carbide Corporation Rockford, IL 61107
P.O. Box Y
Oak Ridge, TN 37830 Ms. Diane Chavez

608 Rome Avenue
*Dr. Richard F. Cole Rockford, IL 61107
Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Dr. Bruce von Zellen
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission c/o DAARE
Washington, DC 20555 P.O. Box 261

DeKalb, IL 60015
Paul M. Murphy, Esq.
Isham, Lincoln & Beale Doug Cassel, Esq.
Three First National Plaza Jane Whicher, Esq.
Chicago, IL 50602 109 N. Dearborn Street

Chicago, IL 60602
Myron M. Cherry, Esq.
Cherry & Flynn * Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

! Suite 3700 Panel
Three First National Plaza U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chicago, IL 60602 Washington, DC 20555

!
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* Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washington, DC 20555

* Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary of the Comission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washington, DC 20555

! Joseph Gallo, Esq.
Isham, Lincoln & Beale
Suite 840
1120 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

&W)hh- - -
Richipfd I Rawson"'

Counsel for NRC Staff

,

|

i

l


