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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
before the

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter cf

Docket Nos. 50-443 OL
50-444 OL

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW
HAMPSHIRE, et al.

(Seabrook Station, Units 1 & 2)

T N - " ' '

APPLICANTS' ANSWERS TO
"NECNP FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES
AND REQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS
TO APPLICANTS ON CONTENTIONS
1.0.1, 1.D.2, 1.D.3, 1.D.4, 1.F,
1.6, 1.1, 1.L, 1.M, I.N, AND 1.U."

Pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.740b, the Applicants hereby
respond to the "NECNP First Set of Interrogatories and
Request for Documents to Applicants on Contentions
1.0.1, 1.0.2, 1.0.3, 1.D.4, 1.F, 1.6, 1.1., 1.L, 1.M,
I.N, and 1 U ," served on them by mail on October 29,

1982.
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GENERAL MATTERS

1. Definitiocns. The Applicants object to so much

of the definition "identify" as is set forth in
paragraph 2 under "Instructions for Use" as purports to
require the Applicants to set forth the content of
documents identified, inasmuch as, since NECNP has
requested (or may request) production of identified
aocuments for inspection and copying, an attempt to
summarize or duplicate the contents of the document in
an answer to an interrogatory is a patently
unreasonable and bootless waste of time and effort.

The Applicants object to so much of the same
definition as calls for "the present custodian . . . of
any and all copies of the document” on the grounds that
most of the documents to be identified are published
documents and all have been widely circulated, with the
result that this reguest would be unreasonably
burdensome and probably impossible to respond to and
that the information called for is not relevant to any
admitted contention within the meaning of 10 CFR
§ 2.740(b)(1).

The Applicants object to the definitions contained

in maragraph 3 and 4 under the heading "Instructions




for Use" on the grounds that these appear to be

incomprehensible and not to be related to any of the '
interrogatories actually propounded.

2. Production of Documents. The Applicants will

make the documents for which production is called for
available for inspection and copying at one or more
appropriate places at a time to be mutually agreed upon
by counsel for NECNP and the Applicants.

Please note that all responses to Requests for
Additional Information (RAl's) are on file in the

Public Document Room.



SPECIFIC INTERROGATORIES

Interrogatory No. 1.D.1-1

Question:

1. What is the Applicants' position with respect
to NECNP Contention I1.D.1.? State all facts and
opinions and identify and provide accests to all
documents on which that position is based.

Answer:

PSNH intends to test the reactor vessel welds
during pre-service and inservice examinations using the
requirements of ASME Section XI as specified in the
PS1/1S! program and per the r guirements of Regulatory

Guide 1.150 as amended in Recommended Changes to

Regulatory Guide 1.150 prepared by the "Ad Hoc

Committee of Electric Utility Industry" and presented
to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission in August
1982.

The specific implementation of the Regulatory Guide
will be detailed in the "Reactor Vessel Examination
Plan" which is in the course of preparation by PSNH's
PSI contractor.

PSNH, therefore, contends that it does comply with
GDC 1 with respect to pre-service and inservice

examinations.



Interrogatory No. 1.D.1-2

Question:

2. 1ldentify all individuals whom Applicants expect
to call as witnesses with respect to NECNP Contention
1.D.1., and identify all documents on which Applicants
expect to rely at the hearing with respect to this
contention.

Answer:

Applicants have not yet determined which, if any,
witnesses they will call nor have they identified the
documents on which their testimony will be based on for

the above contention.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.1-3

Question:

3. List all provisions of Reg. Guide 1.150 which
Applicants have implemented or intend to implement.

a. Describe in detail Applicants' program for
implementing those provisions.

Answer:

See Recommended Changes to Regulatory Guide 1.150

prepared by the "Ad Hoc Committee of the Electric
Utility Industry" presented to the USNRC in August

1982.



Interrogatory No. 1.D.1-4

Qgestion:

4. List all of the provisions of Reg. Guide 1.150
which the Applicants have not implerented or do not
intend to implement.

a. Of those items, which do Applicants
consider to be not viable within the current state
of technology? State the basis for this
conclusion.

b. Stete any other reasons supporting
Applicants' cdeclsioi. hot to comply with Reg. Guide
1.150.

Answer:

See Recommended Changes to Regulatory Cuide 1.150

prepared by the "Ad Hoc Committee of the Electric

Utility Industry" presented to the USNRC in August

1982.
Interrogatory No. 1.D.1-5
Question:

S. Wheze Applicants do not meet the reguirements
to Reg. Guide 1.150, describe all aliternative measures
which have beer *aken or will be tzken to monitor the
integrity of re&actor vessel welds, under both
preservice and inservice conditions.

a. T1s it Applicants' position that the
implem:ntalion of these measures provides an
assurance of safety which is equivalent to that
cbtained by compliance with Reg. Guide 1.150?
State the reasons supporting your conclusion.



Answer:

PSNH intends to meet the reguirements to the extent
and in the manner set forth in theil response to
Interrogatory 1.D.1-1. There will be no alternate
measures reguired.

a. Yes. The measures described in Recommended Changes

to Regulatory Guide 1.150 satisfy the intent of the

Regulatory Guide and, further, since the original
guide was th~nght tc be unusable by a large portion
of the industry, the PSNH position to use this

Recommended Change enhances the assurance of safety

over the original Regulatory Guide.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.1-6

Question:

6. Do Applicants believe they must comply with any
or all provisions of Reg. Guide 1.150 in order to
satisfy General Design Criterion 1 of Appendix A to 10
CFR Part 507

a. For each provision Applicants believe is
required, state the reasons supporting this
conclusion.

b. For each provision Applicants believe is
not required, state the reasons supporting this
conclusion.



Answer:
No. The Applicants believe that compliance with
the provisions of Regulatory Guide 1.150, as amended as

set forth in Recommendsd Changes to Regulatory Guide

1.150 is sufficient to demonstrate satisfaction of GDC
1. The Applicants have not determined whether
compliance with either the amended or unamended
provisions of Reg. Guide 1.150 is the only way in which
GDC 1 may be satisfied.

a. & b. The format of Section 3 of Recommended Changes

to Regulatory Guide 1.150 provides the

original and alternate positions on the guide.
Section 4 provides the justification for the
changes.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.1-7

Question:

7. Describe and provide the test results for all
tests performed to date on reactor vessel welds.

Answer:
No PSI or 1SI has been performed on the vessel to
date. Other examinations performed on the vessel are

documented in the manufacturer's data package.



Interrogatory No. 1.D.1-8

Question: o
8. ldentify and provide access to any and all

documents relied upon or referred to in preparing the

response to the interrogatories regarding Contention

:.0.3.

Answer:

1. Recommended Changes to Regulatory GCuide 1.150

prepared by the "Ad Hoc Committee of the Electric
Utility Industry" and presented to the USNRC in
August 1982.

2. USNRC Regulatory Guide 1.150 - June 1981.

3. SB FSAR.

4. The manufacturers data package referred to in
response to Interrogatory I1.D.1-7.

Interrogatory No. I1.D.2-1

Question:

1. What is the Applicants' position with respect
to NECNP Contention 1.D.2.? State all facts and
opinions and identify and provide access to all
documents on which that position is based.

Answer:

The Applicants disagree with the contention that

the proposed testing of protection systems and

actuation devices fails to meet the requirements of GDC

21. NUREG-0737, Task 11.D.1, Performance Testing of



Boiling-Water Reactor and Pressurized-Water Reactor
Relief and Safety Valves, does rot apply to periodic
testing of protection systems and actuation devices.

See FSAR 1.8 (discussion relating to conformance
with Regulatory Guides 1.22 and 1.118), Sections
7.1.2.5, 7.1.2.11, 7.2.2.2(¢c), 7.2.3. and 7.3.2.2(e)
for a discussion of the testing program and
justification for not testing the actuated equipment
listed on FSAR page 1.8-9. Note that page 1.8-9 was
revised in Amendment 45 and only contains 11 items that
are not tested at power.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.2-2

Question:

2. Ildentify all individuals whom Applicants expect
to call as witnesses with respect to NECNP Contentio=w
1.D.2., and identify all documents on which Applicarts
expect to rely at the hearing with respect to this
contention.

Answer:

Applicants have not yet determined which, if any,

witnesses they will cal)l nor have they identified the

documents on which their testimony will be based on for

the above contention.
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Interrogatory No. 1.D.2-3

Question:

3. For each of the twelve functions described at
FSAR 1.8-9 which are not to be tested at full power,
state the reasons the function is not to be tested at
power, and provide the justification in each instance
for the failure to test at full power. Identify and
provide access to all documents relied on in support of
these positions.

Answer:
See FSAR Section 7.1.2.5.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.2-4

Question:

4. Define testing at the "device or system level"
as Applicants use the term. Identify other levels at
which protection functions can be tested and state
whether any of the twelve functions are tested at these
levels.

Answer:

"Device and/cr system level"” refers to the
classification of the equipment being tested. Items 1
through 5 are considered system level equipment; Items
6 through 11 are considered device level eguipment.

See the response to Interrogatory 1 for testing

being performed.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.2-5

Question:

5. For each of the twelve functions, state whether
it is the "actuation device" and/or "actuated

3]s



equipment” (as the terms are used in Reg. Guide 1.22)
which is (are) not tested.

Answer:

In Items 1 through 5 the actuation device/system is
not tested; in Items 6 through 11 the actuated
egquipment is not tested.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.2-6

Question:

6. For each of the twelve protectio functions,
state whether any of the alternative means of testing
actuation furctions described in Reg. Guide 1.22
Section C., naragraph 3 will be applied. For those
functions wh2re the alternative measures are not taken,
describe the reasons and state the justification
therefor, and identify any and all documents relied
upon in making that determination. '

Answer:
See the response to Interrogatory 1 for testing
being performed.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.2-7

Question.

7. For each of the twelve protectinn functions,
state whether the Applicants consider the reasons for
not testing them at full power to be compelling, and
state the justification for that position.

Answer:

See the response to Interrogatory 1 for

justification for not testing certain functions.
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Interrogatory No. 1.D.2-8

Question: “

8. State whether Applicants believe that Task
I11.D.1. of NUREG-0737 requires testing at power of any
of the twelve functions listed at FSAR 1.8-9.

a. If so, state which of those functions must
be tested and describe Applicants' reasons for not
complying with the reguirement. Identify and
provide access to all documents relied on in
support of this determination.

b. If not, state the reasons supporting
Applicants' conclusion that Task 11.D.1. does not
apply. Identify and provide access to all
documents relied on in support of this

determination.
Answer :

No.

a. N/A.

b. See the response to Interrogatory 1.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.2-9

Question:

9. State the reasons for Applicants' conclusion
that "There is no practicable system design that would
permit operation of the equipment without adversely
affecting the safety or operability of the plant.”
FSAR at 1.8-9. Identify and provide access to all
documents supporting that conclusion.

a. Define the term "practicable" as used by
Applicants.

b. Describe the adverse effects of testing
each function.

=15



Answer:
See the response to Interrogatory 1 for
justification for not testing certain functions.
a. The Applicants have not used the term "practicable"
in any specialized fashion.
b. See the response . . . .

Interrogatory No. 1.D.2-10

Question:

10. State the reasons for Applicants' conclusion
that "The probability that the protection system will
fail to initiate the operation of the equipment is, and
can be maintained, acceptably low without testing the
equipment during reactor operation. FSAR at 1.8-10.
Identify and provide access to all documents relied on
in reaching this conclusion.

a. Describe Applicants' definition of
acceptably low probability.

Answer:
See FSAR Section 7.1.2.5.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.2-11

Question:

11. Describe any means other thar testing at full
power by which Applicants have tested or evaluated or
intend to test or evaluate the reliability of the
twelve safety functions listed at FSAR 1.8-9.

a. Do Applicants consider that these measures
provide an assurance that protection systems will
operate when called upon? State the justification
for this conclusion and provide access to all
documents relied upon.




b. Do Applicants consider any such
alternative measures to provide an assurance of
safety equivalent to that achieved through
compliance with Reg. Guide 1.22? Describe the
reasons supporting this determination and identify
and provide access to all documents relied upon.

Answer:

See FSAR Section 7.1.2.5.

a. Yes, see FSAR Section 7.1.2.5.

b. The alternative testing methods described in
FSAR Section 7.1.2.5 are in conformance with
the guidance provided in Regulatory Guide
1.22, see FSAR Section 7.1.2.5.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.2-12

Question:

12. Do Applicants believe that compliance with
General Design Criteria 20 and 21 requires satisfaction
of any and all of the terms of Reg. Guide 1.227?

a. For each term Applicants believe is
required, state the reasons supporting this
conclusion.

b. For each term Applicants beli=eve is not

required, state the reasons supporting this
conclusion.

=15=



Answer:

The Applicants believe that compl!iance with the
guidance of Regulatory Guide 1.22 is sufficient to
demonstrate satisfaction of GDC 21 &nd 22. The
Applicants have not determined whether compliance with
this guidance is the only way in which such
satisfaction may be demonstrated.

a. Regulatory Guide 1.22, in its entirety, has
been used for guidance on testing of actuation
functions for over 10 years and is accepted by
the NRC and the nuclear industry as an
adeguate method for testing these functions.

b. N/A.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.2-13

Question:

13. Describe and provide the results of all tests
performed to date on protection system actuation
functions.

Answer:

No testing has been performed as Seabrook is under

construction.
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Interrogatory No. 1.D.2-14

Question:

14. Identify and provide access to all documents
referred to or relied upon in preparing the response to
the Interrogatories on NECNP Contention 1.D.2.

Answer:

The documents referred to or relied on in preparing
the response to the interrogatories regarding
Contention 1.D.2 are identified in the various
responses. These documents will be available for
inspection and copying at one or more appropriate
places at a time to be mutually agreed upon by counsel

for NECNP and the Applicants.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.3-1

Question:

1. What is the Applicants' position with respect
to NECNP Contention 1.D.3.? State all facts and
opinions and identify and provide access to all
documents on which that position is based.

Answer:

GDC 21 deals with the reliability and testability
of protection systems. No portion of the Leakage
Detection System initiates automatic control and for

that reason no such portion is properly classified as a

protection system as defined by GDC 20.

17>



The Leakage Detection System is implemented using
the guidelines of Regulatory Guide 1.45, including
provisions for testing, which describes acceptable
methods of compliance with GDC 30. See FSAR Section
5.2.5 and response to RAI 420.55.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.3-2

Question:
2. 1Identify all individuals whom Applicants expect

to call as witnesses with respect to NECNP Contention
1.0.3., and identify all documents on which the
Applicants expect to rely at the hearing with respect
to this contention.
Answer:

Applicants have not yet determined which, if any,
witnesses they will call nor have they identified the
documents on which their testimony will be based on for

the above contention.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.3-3

Question:

3. 1Ildentify the location and function of all
components of Applicants' reactor coolant pressure
boundary leakage detection system. Identify all
inst.uments used for leakage detection, and the
parameters which they measure.

Answer:

See FSAR Section 5.2.5.

=18~




Interrogatory No. 1.D.3-4

Question:
4. Ildentify all provisions of Reg. Guide 1.45 with

which Applicants comply, and explain how compliance is
achieved.
Answer:

The Leakage Detaction System is implemented in
accordance with the guidance of Regulatory Guide 1.45,

and is in general conformance with each of the items

jdentified in the regulatory position (Section C) of

the guide.
a. Item 1 is discussed in FSAR Subsection
D.4,8:%.
b. Item 2 is discussed in FSAR Subsections

5.2.5.2, 5.2.5.3 and 5.2.5.5.

c. Item 3 is discussed in FSAR Subsection
5.2.5.3.6.

d. Item 4 is discussed in FSAR Subsection
$.2.5.4.

e. Item 5 is discussed in FSAR Subsection 5.2.5.5

and Table 5.2-8.
L. Item 6 is discussed in FSAR Subsection

5.2.5.6.
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g. Item 7 is discussed in FSAR Subsection
$.2.5.7.

h. Item 8 is discussed in FSAR Subsection
$.2.5.8.

$. Item 9 is discussed in FSAR Subsection 5.2.5.9
and in Chapter 16.

(Please note that FSAR 5.2.5.6 is under

consideration for revision or supplementation.)

Interrogatory No. 1.D.3-5

Question:

5. Identify all provisions of Reg. Guide 1.45 with
which Applicants do not comply. Explain your reasons
for noncompliance. Identify any alternative measures
employed by Applicants to satisfy General Design
Criterion 30 of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50.

Answer:

As per the discussion for Interrogatory I1.D.3-4
above, the Leakage Detection System conforms to the
guidelines of Regulatory Guide 1.45.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.3-6

Question:

6. Identify which components of the reactor
coolant pressure boundary leakage detection system must
be tested or calibrated under 1EEE-279-71. Of these,
identify components which must be tested and/or
calibrated at power.

=20



Answer:

Those systems which must be periodically tested and
their respective testing interval are detailed in the
plant Technical Specifications. FSAR Chapter 16,
Section 3/4.4.7.1.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.3-7

Question:

7. Ildentify all provisions of 1EEE-279-71 with
which Applicants' reactor coolant boundary leakage
detection system complies, and explain how compliance
is achieved.

Answer:
1EEE 279-1971, Reguirement 4.10 is complied with as

discussed in FSAR Section 5.2.5.8.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.3-8

Question:

8. Ildertify all provisions of IEEE-279-71 with
which Applicants' reactor coolant pressure boundary
leakage detection system does not comply. E«plain your
reasons for noncompliance. Do Applicants believe that
in spite of any noncompliance with IEEE-279-71, the
design of the reactor coolant pressure boundary leakage
detection system complies with General Design Criterion
30? Explain the reasons for your answer.

Answer:
As has been previously indicated, no portion of the

Leakage Detection System is classified as part of a

» 3=



protection system thus compliance to the criteria of
IEEE Standard 279-1971 other than that for Paragraph
4.10, as indicated in Regulatory Guide 1.45, is not
dictated.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.3-9

Question:

9. Do Applicants believe that compliance with Reg.
Guide 1.22 requires testing of the reactor ccolant
pressure boundary leakage detection system at power?
Explain the reasons for your answer.

Answer:

No. Regulatory Guide 1.22 deals with the testing
of protection systems. Since no portion of the Leakage
Detection System is part of a protection system,
conformance to the guidelines of Regulatory Guide 1.22

is not required.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.3-10

Question:

10. Describe any and all components of the leakage
detection system which are to be tested at power.
Describe all components of the leakage detection system
which are not to be tested at power. Explain for each
of these the reasons for not testing them at power, and
identify any alternative means of testing them.

Answer:
The testing of the various constituents of the

Leakage Detection System is described in FSAR

33w



Subsection 5.2.5.8. Those systems which require
periodic calibration and functional testing and their
respective testing interval are detailed in the plan
Technical Specifications, FSAR Chapter 16, Section
3/4.4.7.1.

Interrogatory Neo. 1.D.3-11

Question:

11. Explain the following statement made at FSAR
page 1.8-17:

The response time of containment airborne
particulate radioactivity monitoring devices to
detect a one gpm leakage rate may vary from the
given requirement, depending on equilibrium
conditions in containment at the incertion of the
leak.
In particular, describe the parameters of the response
time; the time requirement and its source; and the
causes and effects of changes in eguilibrium conditions
in the containment at the inception of a leak.
Answer:

The ability to detect a leakage rate of 1 gpm
across the reactor coolant pressure boundary via the
use of the containment airborne particulate
radiocactivity monitor is recommended by Regulatory
Guide 1.45.

The response time of this method of monitoring is

dependent on a large number of parameters, and is

=23



generally determined for the worst case or near worst
case situatiorn by optimizing these various parameters.
Among the important variables are the primary coolant
source terms, the length of power operation, the
containment conditions (i.e., use of atmospheric

cleanup systems), and the operational parameters of the

Detection System. An analysis to obtain the response

time would use:
a) A minimized ‘ralue for the reactor coclant
source terms,
An equilibrium value for the activity already
in the containment atmosphere (this is termed
the background), and
c) Fixed values for the leak rate, detector
specifications and other pertinent parameters.
Under these conditions, the response time obtained
may be considered a maximum. Any change of these
parameters would result in a faster response time.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.3-12

Question:

12. Identify and provide access to any and all
documents referred to or relied on in preparing the
response to the interrogatories regarding Contention
1.0.3.




Answer:

The documents referred to or relied on in preparing
the response to the interrcgatories regarding
Contention 1.D.3 are identified in the various
responses. These documents will be available tor
inspection and copying at one or more appropriate
places at a time to be mutually agreed upon by counsel
for NECNP and the Applicants.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-1

1. What is the Applicants' position with respect
to NECNP Contention 1.D.4.? State all facts and
opinions and identify and provide access to all
documents which support that position.

Answe r:

The Applicants disagree with the contention in that
compliance with IEEE 338-1975, as endorsed by
Regulatory Guide 1.118, Revision 1, is sufficient to
demonstrate satisfaction of GDC 21. These documents
formed the basis for the design of Seabrook at the
construction permit stage and are considered adeguate
for operation of Seabrook.

The Standards and Regulatory Guides are guidance

documents that describe one acceptable method for

.28~



performing periodic testing. These documents will be
used when preparing the Seabrook periodic testing
program. The procedures that implement the testing
program will be available for review three months prior
to fuel loading.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-2

Question:

2. ldentify all individuals whom Applicants expect
to call as witnesses with respect to NECNP Contention
1.D.4., and identify all documents on which Applicants
expect to rely at the hearing respecting this
contention.

Answer:

Applicants have not yet determined which, if any,
witnesses they will call nor have they identified the
documents on which their testimony will be based on for

the above contention.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-3

Question:

3. Identify and describe each and every system
which Applicants believe must comply with GDC 18, GDC
21, 10 CFR § 50.55a and Criterion XI of Appendix B to
10 CFR Part 50.

Answer:

FSAR Appendix 3H lists the safety-related

electrical eguipment (Class 1E) that must comply with

GDC 18, GDC 21, 10 CFR § 50.55a or Criterion XI of

-



Appendix B to 10 CFR § 50. The FSAR describes the
system that these eqguipments are part of.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-4

Question:

4. Describe the BOP electric power and safety
system testing.

Answer:

The Preoperational Test Program is described in
detail in the FSAR, Chapter 14.

Operational testing requirements are dictated by
Section 3/4 of Technical Specification. Procedures to
be used to satisfy these requirements are presently
being prepared and will be available for review 50 days
prior to core load.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-5

Question:

5. Describe NSSS electric power and safety system
testing.

Answer:

The Preoperational Test Program is described in
detail in the FSAR, Chapter 14.

Operational testing requirements are dictated by
Section 3/4 of Technical Specification. Procedures to

be used to satisfy these requirements are presently
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being prepared and will be available for review 60 days
prior to core load.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-6

Question:

6. Identify the standards with which Applicants
have complied in order to provide acceptable methods
for the periodic testing of electric power and
protection systems, to satisfy GDC 18 and 21, 10 CFR
§ 50.55a, and Criterion XI of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part
50. With regard to each such standard identified
above, state clearly where that standard can be found,
whether in IEEE-338-1975, I1EEE-338-1977, Regulatory
Guide 1.118, or in any other publication or code.
Ansver:

Protection systems periodic testing is discussed in
Chapter 7 of the FSAR as well as the Technical
Specifications. The standards are listed in Table 7.1-
1, Chapter 7 and conformance to listed standards is
discussed in Section 7.1.

The Electrical Power System testing is discussed in
Chapter 8 of the FSAR as well as the Technical
Specifications. The IEEE Standards are listed in

Section 8.1.5.2 of Chapter 8.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-7

Question:

7. 1ldentify all differences between IEEE Std. 338-
1975 and IEEE Std. 338-1977.

-



Answer:
Our response to RAI 430.3 provides a comparison of
the differences between IEEE Standard 338-1975 and IEEE

Standard 338-1977.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-8

Question:

8. Identify all ways in which Applicants meet the
design and operational criteria for performance of
periodic testing of safety systems. State whether or
not Applicants have provided an alternative method for
complying with the NRC regulations and requirements
cited in Interrogatory No. 6 above, and describe in
detail any such alternative methods.

Answer:

The design of the safety systems (as defined by GDC
21) is discussed in FSAR Sections 7.1, 7.2, 7.3, 8.1
and 8.3 and meet the requirement of IEEE 279-1971.
Additionally, conformance to IEEE 338-1975 is discussecd
in FSAR Sections 7.1.2.11 and 8.1.5.2.

Periodic testing of Engineered Safeguards Features
Actuation System and Reactor Trip System is described

in FSAR Subsections 7.2.2 and 7.2.3 and complies with

Regulatory Guide 1.22 as described in Seciion 1.8.

-



Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-9

Question:

9. Identify the NSS supplier. Explain all
instances in which the NSSS supplier will not guarantee
that it will comply with the recommendations contained
in 1EEE-338-1975, or any superseding IEEE Standard.
Answer:

The NSSS is supplied by Westinghouse Electric
Corporaticn. Compliance with IEEE 338-1975 is
discussed in Section 7.1.2.11 and 8.1.5.7. Refer to
response to Question 7 for a reference to the

differences between IEEE 338-1975 and 338-1977.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-10

Questicn:

10. Identify all systems which Applicants define
as safety systems and therefore subject to periodic
testing as reguired by GDC 21.

Answer:

GDC 21 addresses "Protection Systems" which is
limited to 1) Reactor Trip System, 2) Engineered
Safeguards Features Actuation System. Periodic testing

is expanded to include those systems identified in

Technical Specifications, Section 3/4 (see Answer 4).
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Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-11
Question: ol

11. State whether or not each such system will be
tested under conditions that simulate the performance
required of the system in the event of a design basis
event. If the answer to the guestion above is no,
explain why not.

Answer:
They will be.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-12

Question:

12. Identify all cases in which Applicants intend
to simulate design basis accident conditions for
testing purposes. Describe the accident conditiocns in
full, state why they were chosen, and describe how
Applicants intend to simulate those conditions, with
specific reference to ail differences between simulated
and actual accident conditions.

Answer:

Environmental conditions such as seismic events,
radiation fields, temperature and moisture conditions
are addressed in design qualification tests, and are
not simulated for periodic testing. Qualificaticn
tests are discussed in detail in Section 3.11 of the
FSAR. System conditions are simulated by injecting
test signals into the process sensors. Refer to the

response to Interrogatory I1.D.4-4 for details of test

procedures.
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Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-13

Question:

13. Describe how, if at all, the design of the
safety systems provide[s] the capability for periodic
testing simulating the performance required of the
system in the event of a design basis event.

Answer:

Compliance of the system's design to IEEE 279-1971
and 1EEE 308-1971 is discussed in detail in Chapters 7
and 8 of the FSAR. The referenced chapters also
address capability for testing of Reactor Trip System

and Engineered Safeguards Features Actuation System.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-14

Question:

14. Describe how, if at all, the safety systems
were designed so as to lessen, to the greatest degree
wossible, the impact of testing on plant availability
and operation.

Answer:

See response to Interrogatory I1.D.4-13.

Interrogatory No. I1.D.4-15

Question:
15. Describe how, if at all, the test eguipment

will not cause a loss of independence between redundant
ch:nnels or load groups.

v



Answer:

System design prohibits the testing of more than
one channel at a time, in that a tripped condition will
result if more than one channel is in the test mode.
(See FSAR Section 7.2.2.2.) This design meets the
requirements of I1EEE 279-1971.

Interrngatory No. 1.D.4-16

Question:

16. Describe how, if at all, there is sufficient
redundancy within each safety system to provide
redundancy even when degraded by a single random
failure.

Answer:

Chapter 7 of the FSAR, Section 7.2 describes in

detail redundances within the safety systems and the

design criteria for the systems.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-17

Question:

17. Describe how testing may be carried out in all
instances when Applicants cannot practicably initiate
protective action.

Answer:

See response to Interrogatory I1.D.4-4.
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Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-18

Question:

18. Describe all categories of tests tc be used by
Applicants, as, for example, instrument checks or
functional tests. Identify the systems to which these
different categories of tests will be applied.

Answer:

Technical Specifications, Section 3/4, dictate the
type of test and the freguency to be performed. Tests
to be used to satisfy these reguirements are presently
being prepared and will be available for review €60 days
prior to core load. These tests will meet the
requirements of IEEE 338-1975, Sections 6.3.]1 and
§.&.4:

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-19

Question:

19. Describe, for each system to be tested, the
specific test procedure developed for that system, and
the manner in which it meets the standard criterisa
contained in IEEE St. 338-1977, 6.4.

Answer:

The applicant has not committed to the 1977 issue

of 1EEE 338. The minimum requirement for procedures is

IEEE 338-1975, Section 6.4. However, during the

preparation of test procedures, the 1977 revision of
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1EEE 338 will be reviewed, and complied with if it is
reasonably achievable.

Test procedures are presently being prepared and
will be available for review 60 days prior to core
load.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-20

Question:

20. 1ldentify the test intervals and whether or not
Applicants anticipate 1at the test intervals will
change over the life of the two Seabrook plants.
Describe the method by which Applicants calculated
these test intervals.

Answer:

Test intervals are specified in the Seabrook
Technical Specifications which is mandated by the NRC
in the form of Standard Technical Specifications
(Nuclear Regulatory Suide 452). The test intervals may
not be lengthened without an approved license change.
They may, however, be modified in the conservative
directi~u if the Applicant feels that any protection
function appears marginal, or requires more frequent

adjustment. We anticipate no change in test intervals

at this time.
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Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-21

Question:

21. Describe all test procedures according to
which the periodic tests will be conducted. Identify
and provide access to all documents containing or
summarizing these test procedures.

Answer:
See response to Interrogatory 1.D.4-4.

interrogatory No. 1.D.4-22

Question:

22. Explain why the NSSS supplier considers
status, annunciating, display and monitoring functions
to be control functions. Define a "reasonability
check" and how these checks will be conducted for the
above so-called "control functions."

Answer

These systems do not perform active safety

functions. They are, therefore, considered "Control -

Functions."

Reasonability checks are defined in IEEE
378-1975, Section 6.3.1. See response to Interrogatory
1.D.4-4.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-23

Question:

23. Explain why response time testing will not be
performed for control functions operated from
protection system sensors or nuclear instrumentation
systems detectors.
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Answer:

A. Applicant's response to RAI 420.17 addressed this
question and stated in part, "Response time testing
will be performed only on those channels having a
limiting response time established and credited in
the safety analysis." In no case in the safety
analysis is credit taken for the response time of a
control system.

B. Nuclear instrumentation sensors are exempt from
time response testing since "their worst case
response time is not a significant faction of the
total overall system response (i.e., less than
5%)." This exception is permitted by 1EEE 338-
1975.

Capacitance tests will be performed on detector-
cable assemblies to detect changes in detector response
characteristics.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-24

Question:

24. Explain why the "expected environmental and
mechanical configuration of the actual installation"
will not be duplicated for the testing of sensors which
must be removed to do response time testing. Describe
any alternative method Applicants intend to adopt to
ensure that sensor time response will be adequately
tested.




Answer:

Response time tests of process sensors will be
performed in situ. See response to RAI 420.17 for
discussion of proposed response time testing program.
Environmental conditions such as seismic events,
radiation fields, temperature and moisture conditions
are not simulated during testing. These conditions are
addressed in design qualification tests which are
discussed in detail in FSAR, Section 3.11.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-25

Question:

25. Explain why the standard NSSS supplier scope
protection system does not include design provisions to
permit in situ testing of processor Nuclear
Instrumentation System sensors.

Answer:

FProcess and nuclear instrumentation sensors are
tested in situ, except where the state-of-the-art
limits this practice. At this time, the only sensors
that are removed for calibration are temperature
sensors. It must be noted that the "Instrument Checks"
required by Section 3/4 of the Seabrook Technical

Specification are always performed in situ for all

sensors.
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Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-26

Question: v
26. State all instances in which actuated

equipment will be simultaneously tested with associated

protection system eguipment, and state all instances

where overlap testing will be substituted for such

simultaneous tests.

Answer:
Refer tc FSAR 1.8 for discussion of compliance with

Regulator' Guide 1.22, Revision 0, "Periodic Testing of

Protection System Actuation Features."

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-27

Question:

27. Describe all substitute tests Applicants
propose to conduct when perturbing the monitored
variable will not be practicable.

Answer:

The Applicants do not consider perturbing of the
monitored variable to be a practicable method of
performing periodic tests. Tests are performed by
injecting a test signal (i.e., pressure, temperature,

etc.) at the input of the process sensors. See

response to Interrogatory 1.D.4-4.
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Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-28

Question: o

28. Describe how, if at all, the design cf safety
systems provides means to prevent the expansion cf any
bypass condition to redundant channels or load groups
during testing operations.

Answer:

Chapter 7 of the FSAR Section 7.1.2.5, "Conformance
to Regulatory Guide 1.22," and Section 7.1.2.6,
"Conformance to Regulatory Guide 1.47," describe the
design to prevent the expansion of any bypass
conditions.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-29

Question:
29. Describe how, if at all, the design of the

particular systems permit redundant components to be
tested independently where redundant components are
used within a single channel or load group.
Answver:

Safety systems (as defined by GDC 21) design does
not utilize redundant components within a single

channel.

Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-30

Question:
30. Describe Applicants' proposed testing relating

to neutron detectors and how, if at all, such testing
will confirm neutron detector response time
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characteristics and at the same time avoid undue
radiation exposure of plant personnel.

Answer:

In conjunction with the detector-cable capacitance
tests outlined in the answer "o Interrogatory 1.D.4-23,
the neutron de’ectors will be introduced to a neutron
source, and neutron response verified. The results of
these two tests will establish the base-line data for
all future detector-cable capacitance tests. The
performance of the neutron response test will be under
the constant supervision of Health Physics personnel.
Additionally, procedures to be used in the performance
of this test will receive an "As Low As Reasonably
Achievable" (ALARA) review prior to approval.

Interrogatory No. I1.D.4-31

Question:

31. Describe whether temporary jumper wires
Applicants propose to use meet all requirements of IEEE
Std. 338-1977.

Answer:
The use of temporary jumper during the performance

of testing is discussed in the Applicant's response to

RAI 420.17.
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Interrogatory No. 1.D.4-32

Question:

32. 1ldentify and provide access to any and all
documents referred to or relied on in preparing the
response to the interrogatories regarding contention
1.D.4.

Answer:

The documents referred tc or relied on in preparing
the response to the interrogatories regarding
Contenti~n 1.D.4 are identified in the various
responses. These documents will be available for
inspection and copying at one or more appropriate
places at a time to be mutually agreed upon by counsel

for NECNP and the Applicants.

Interrogatory No. I.F-1

Question:

1. What is the Applicants' position with respect
to NECNP Contention 1.F.? State all facts and
opinions and identify and provide access to all
documents on which that position is based.

Answer:

The Seabrook Station complies with Regulatory Guide
1.9 and with I1EEE 323-1974. FSAR Sections 1.8, 8.1 and
8.3 describe compliance with Regulatory Guide 1.9.

FSAR Sections 3.11 and 8.1 describe compliance with

1EEE 323-1974.




Interrogatory No. 1.F-2

Question:

2. Identify all individuals whom Applicants expect
to call as witnesses with respect to NECNP Contention
1.F. and identify all documents on which the Applicants
expect to rely at the hearing with respect to this
contention.

Answer:

Applicants have not yet determined which, if any,
witnesses they will call nor have they identified the
documents on which their testimony will be based on for

the above contention.

Interrogatory No. I.F-3

Question:

3. State with particularity in what ways, if any,
the diesel generator design fails to comply with Reg.
Guide 1.9. State the justification for noncompliance.

a. For those areas of nonconformance,
describe any alternative measures which Applicants

have employed to meet General Design Criterion 17

of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50.

Answer:

Compliance with Regulatory Guide 1.9 is discussed
in FSAR Sections 1.8, 8.1 and 8.3. Justification for
any apparent areas of non-compliance 1is provided in
these sections of the FSAR.

a. The design complies with all the requirements of

General Design Criterion 17.




Interrogatory No. 1.F-4

Question:
4. Describe the tests conducted by Applicants to

environmentally qualify the diesel generator units at
Seabrook. Describe the results of all such tests and
identify all documents containing the results.
Answer:

The diesel generator egquipment qualification file
contains a description of all tests conducted to
qualify the diesel generator units. The results of the
tests are provided in the egquipment qualification file

presently at UE&C's Philadelphia oftices.

Interrogatory No. I.F-5

Question:

5. Describe all tests the Applicants have not yet
conducted but intend to conduct to environmentally
qualify the diesel generator units at Seabrock.
Answer:

No additional qualification tests are envisioned.

Interrogatory No. 1.F-6

Question:

6. Describe the type, model, and capacity of the
diesel generator units at Seabrook.

Answer:
The Seabrook diesel generator sets are Colt-

Pielstick PC2 diesel generator units rated at 603 kW
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continuous. Additional details are provided in FSAR
Section 8.3.

Interrogatory No. 1.F-7

Question:

7. State whether o»r not Applicants have met the
requirements of IEEE-323-1974.

a. If the answer to Interrcvjatory No. 7 is
no, identify each and every aspect of
noncompliance.

b. 1f the answer to Interrogatory No. 7 is
no, describe any alternative method by which
Applicants intend to comply with the regquirements
of GDC 17. State the justification for each.

Answer:
The Seabrook Station mests the requirements of IEEE

Standard 323-1974.

Interrogatory No. I.F-8

Question:

8. Do Applicants comply with IEEE-323-1977 in
every respect?

a. ldentify any and all aspects of
noncompliance.

b. For items of noncompliance, describe any
alternative method by which Applicants intend to
comply with the requirements of GDC 17. State the
justification for each.

Answer:

1EEE Standard 323-1977 does not exist.




Interrogatory No. 1.F-9

Question:

9. Describe all differences between I1EEE-323-1974
and IEEE-323-1977.

a. Do Applicants believe that compliance with
1EEE 323-1977 provides an eguivalent assurance of
safety as compliance with IEEE 323-1974? State the
reasons for your answer.

Answer:
IEEE Standard 323-1977 does not exist.

Interrogatory No. I.F-10

Question:

10. ldentify and provide access to any and all
documents referred to or relied on in preparing the
;e;ponse to the interrogatories regarding Contention

The documents referred to or relied on in preparing
the response to the interrogatories regarding
Contention 1.F are identified in the various responses.
These documents will be available for inspection and
copying it one or more appropriate places at a time to

be mutually agreed upon by counsel for NECNP and the

Applicants.
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Interrogatory No. I1.G-1

Question: A

1. What is the Applicants' position with respect
to NECNP Contention 1.G.? State all facts and opinions
and identify and provide access to all documents which
support that position.

Answer:

The Applicants disagree with the contention as the
Seabrook wide range pressure transmitters (RC-PT-403
and 405) are located outside the containment and are
not subject to the high energy line break environment
that caused the inaccuracies addressed by IE
Information Notice No. 82-11. Drawings 9763-M-506635

and 506636 show the location of subject transmitters.

Interrogatory No. 1.G-2

Question:

2. 1ldentify all individuals whom Applicants expect
to call as witnesses with respect to NECNP Contention
1.G. and identify all documents on which Applicants
expect to rely respecting this contention.

Answer:

Applicants have not yet determined which, if any,

witnesses they will call nor have they identified the

documents on which their testimony will be based on for

the above contention.
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Interrogatory No. 1.G-3

Question: by
3. ldentify and describe the function ancl/or use
of the wide range pressure instruments supplied to

Applicants by Westinghouse and used at the Seabrook
plants.

Answer:
The wide-range pressure transmitters (RC-PT-403 and

405) ar= used to:

Verify vessel NDT criteria,

- Maintain primary inventory subcooled
(particularly with loss of off-site power),

- Establish correct conditions for RHR operation,

- Determine whether RCP operation should be
continued,

- Determine whether high head safety injection
should be terminated or reinitiated,

- Provide pressure input the power-operated relief
valve controls for normal and low pressure
operation, and

- Provide pressure interlocks for RC-V-22, 23, 87
and 88.

Interrogatory No. 1.G-4

Question:
4. Describe and provide copies of any test results

conducted by Applicants on any such instrument
identified in Interrogatory No. 3 above.
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Answer:
The qualification of these transmitters is
discussed in FSAR Section 3.11.

Interrogatory No. I1.G-5

Question:

5. Identify any remedial or corrective measures
taken by Westinghouse and/or Applicants to remedy
problems identified in IE Information Notice No. 82-11
(April 9, 1982). For each such corrective measure
identified, state the expected remedial or corrective
effect and whether or not such measures have been
tested.

Ancswer:
No action is required for Seabrook.

Interrogatory No. 1.G-6

Question:

6. For any instrument identified in Interrogatory
No. 3 above, state zll tests, analyses or evaluations
Applicants have conducted or intend to conduct on that
instrument. Identify and provide copies of all results
of such tests, analyses or evaluations.
Answer:

The qualification of the transmitters is discussed
ir FSAR Section 3.11.

Testing of the installed equipment will be
performed as part of the Preoperational Test Program
discussed in FSAR Chapter 14 and as part of the

Periodic Surveillance Test Program to meet Criteria XI

of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B. Copies of the applicable
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test procedures will be available three months before
fuel loading.

Interrogatory No. I1.G-7

Question:

7. 1ldentify the function of the wide range
pressure instruments in preventing an accident and in
mitigating the conseguences of any possible accident.
State how, if at all, the deficiencies identified in IE
Information Notice No. 82-11 will prevent the
instruments from funciioning properly in preventing an
accident or mitigating the consequences of any possible
accident.

Answer:

The functions of the wide-range pressure
transmitters are discussed in the response to
Interrogatory 1.G-3. The deficiencies identified in IE

Information Notice No. 82-11 do not apply to Seabrook.

Interrogatory No. 1.G-8

Question:

8. ldentify and provide access to any and all
documents referred to or relied on in preparing the
response to the interrogatories regarding Contention
1.G.

Answer:

The documents referred to or relied on in preparing

the response to the interrogacories regarding

Contention 1.G are identified in the various responses.
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These documents will be available for inspection and
copying at