ooLxeTEn

August 10, 1982
UNITED STATES OF AMTRICA e
NUCLFAR REGULATORY C OMIISSION A50 13 A iod

AETIAS aee aw.

Before the ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING 3CARD WEALT I & SER

Re: CP&L and NCIMPA, Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant,
Units 1 and 2, Dockets 50-400 and 50-401 O.L.
POST-HEARING SUBMISSION OF WELLS EDDLEMAN, AUGUST 10, 19821
Contention BAls straightforward, especially in light
of the DC Circult Court's refusal to rehear the YRDC v. N=C
case. I understand that Court hes 1ifted its star of the
original Order, and thus Table S-3 1s invalid. 83 likewise
hes basls in NRC translation 520 and Cohen's radiotoxicitv-
of-nuclear-fuel-cycle-products being above that of the parent
ores for 11 m!llion years is now referenced to the ®igford
article (the best reference I could get from the Sierra Club
ﬁadioactive Waste Campalgn, my source) ver rmv July 22 letter
to George F. Trowbridge. 8(c)4$;tails the fallings of the AE C
modeling. I d1d not feel it necessarr to provide more cites s’nce
NRC admitted these models were used, in the 11.11.79 Washingten
Post article re N3C translation 520. 8(15‘):;13 clear -- the ¥®C
used the lower absorotion values for radionuclides, not the highest
or higher ones, which would be the conservative evoroach. Again,

NRC translation 520, particularly the tables and figures, show

1&3 authorized by pages L11-412 of transcript of special
prehearing conference July 3kx 13-14, 1982 and Judge Kellev's
transmittal of same dated July 27, 1982, served July 28, 1562
(to my former address), Docketing & Service copy received July
30, 1982; original not yet received as of August 9, 1982.

—%Ref 8C p.37 end sec.5.1; "Tutorium Umweltshhutmz" Parametaw
study of 1978, IFEU, Heldelberg, as cited,and refl. at o.1lLL
*+Ref '8D above. Sec. 6.2 pp 37-55,opll-112; pp 91,51,L1,LL,L8.
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this. Re BE I provided Aprolicants attorneys, Staff attornersx,
and each Board member with a copy of Gofman's Redilat’on and Fumarn

2
Health (1981) for their use.” 1, sum, 1% baffles me how th's

highly specific contention 1s so unacceptable to Staff and Aovlicants,
Contentlon 8 relates to nuclear fuel cvcle effects as a whole,
not Just the operating effluents (Contention 37) and srent fuel
(ccggzzgézgzniuiEEAdég'mgggg.be deferred til the emergency plans exist,

Contention 1 goes to the inadequacy of offsite rmonitoring,
especially as 1t relates to informing emergency planners of what
radicactive material 1s escaping offsite and where 1t !s. XC
DiR, as cited, i1s having to cut back emergency responder traxining,
CP&L has a vice president on the radiation protection comission
("RPC) of North €Garolina and has done nothing to correct or imnrove
thls situation, I think that's enough basls, fhe rest has logic:
the TLD's offsite can't give real-time information., E an if CP&L's
mobile monitors work as they argue, they can't be but one or two
vlaces at a time,

inadecuate

Cuntentlon 2 1s that the Harris vlant monitors are Pt furkfky
and refers to po TMI-60-62 in Vol 20 of the FSAR, since amended

(or equivalent) isotove identification canabllityr has been urged
on the NRC by its own consultatimnt s and I assumed it was a
matter of cormon knowledge not requiring additional documentation.
I am nowa handicaoved in digging uo my files on these noints

after the contention was filed. The pressurized-ionization
since I am under doctor's orders not to 11ft asvthing of s!ignificant

welght, which includes most of my files I am unable to search.

Sster whe had basw Hipvg s, 1S oyl ,f faww T heb Lamibt@d Assigkani@ from 0"'(1[“1

2 MNOAGbOr T was ajie 4o provt &4 horst ui
At the end of the svecial prehearing conference each of them | eG

sald they had access to it indevendently, and returned thelr conles &l
to me, though I made 4t clear they could keevp them and welcome. ol

Min
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I must therefore rely on memory and wbat's cn tcp of the flles.

If the Board desires more information I will be glad to suovly

1t as soon as I can. I recognize that more specific references

are desigrable, but this oroblem cambe on me suddenly. I not’ced
1t about 7 om 7/29, saw riy doctor 7/30 and the surgeon leter

that morning and had the overation 8/2, the earllest noss!ble date,
Prior to this time I had been taking care of other nressing worl,
including the CP&L rate case and other work deferred to work more

on this NRC proceeding orior to the svecial vrehearing ccnference. |
Thus, I was disabled just at the time I had planned to do most

of the research (pulling exact cites from files, etc) for this |
submission. I am comlying with the order the best I can and nct
asking extension of time to submit this since the dector's orders
now expire Seotember 8 or thereabouts, which is a long delav,

I respectfully move and ask tue Board to inquire where & more |
svecific cite to a document already cited wculd helv them and

make a difference in their judgment on admissibility of anyT

con‘!:e-rg".m:x(j.).J:"geé s orve's baw &; W;_sed.ﬂw“ywwd ?{‘E
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Contention 7 is straightforward, with basis cited. The APS
revort referenced therein 1s cited better at p 225 re ccntention 115,
Contentions 31 and 7L orovide basis that the N3IC Staff 1is
not living up to 10 CFR 0,735 ams cited in July 22 '82 letter
to Trowbridge. L0 CFR sect zero is cited at v.37 of the contentlons
at o. 97. The Sholly & Pollard testimony in surmrvort of same
is clearly referred to. The Staff's fa'lure to adecuately check
seismic installations, blueprints and modeling at D!ablo Canvon
1s clearly referred to; the Avex meeting transcriot frem L/7/82
was not avallable to me when the contentlons weve filed, but
is easy to look up == questions of Dr, W!lson 1s where it 1is,
This matter deserves alring.
Contentions 117 and 118 might be defer*ed.unt‘l there !s
an evacuation pvlan., If thev are not, I only noint out that
maps of the 10 mile mne around Herris take in US 64 and
(subject to check on my memory) parts of US 1, both me jor
highways on which hazardous substances are trans»orted.
No one can be exvected o list them all, and some, e.g. gasolin
and explosives, are obvious. That wrecks can “‘nterfere with
evacuations, and do occur, is obvious. Most of the roads are
two-lane at least at manT voints, as can be seen from the men,
Contention 11, amended since Ear~'s has no PV(C, Ras bagis

in the cited work of Gillen & Clough, and logic. The FSA= and

other documents do not address this nossibllity.(as noted, ».69
of contert’nrs)
The Gillen-Clough work 1s new Inxformation since CLI 229Y0-21
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and the other rules Ap3licants clte (ATTT »np» 117 £°) were adrpted,
Please note thut re Contenticre 135-23,41-L2,%45,65,10%,11., %5 t;é(;

125, 128X, 129 and cthers as the subject matter of the=m affects

costs ard denefits, a petition end affildaveits under 10 CFR 2.7%°
wilese Cowenions & pg 2Uq-16 ¥ 5
is in »renaration. I stand by my discuscion cf N"PA ard fte 1a (&)

requirements for full and falr Learing on effects >ncluding
envircnnental degradat’on, unintent’onal or accldertz? effects,
and costs, of onerating or continulng to bduild SEP2, In rerticular,
Zarrls 2 1s not "substantlally cormpleted” by the criteries of Mclulre,
9 NRC LCS (see LS1 & note L, 513). At p. 513 that 3oard steted
that kikichiiiiin comnletlion of 52 and €99 :: of sprirg 1976 was
the evidence, and found the units "substantlally cormleted"
as of that declslon date, -18-1979 (3 yvears later).3 Harrts 2
1s L% complete (NUREG-0030, vel. 5 #L) and CP&L chaeirman Smith
Just recently testified to NCUC (Docket E-2 sub LLL, July 1982)
that CP&L didn't need to make major exvenditures on that unit
thils year, and needed to retain the flexibility to bulld it,
He descrlbed Harris 3 and L in s’milar statements in T-2 sub L1g%
in 1981 prior to those units' cancellaticn within a week of the
notice granting the E-2 sub L16 rate increase.

Indeed, I do not concede that Earris 1 is "substantlally
completed" when most of the TMI actlon vplan has not been ernlied
to 1t and it 1s only sald to be 60% commlete. This is far shr
of the 52 to 697 complete 3 years ago standard of McGuire, suvra,
Completing Harris 1 will cost in excess of 8500 million addat ional,

These matters will be addressed 4n the petition & affidavits,

31t is worth noting those ccmletion nercentares were based
on $939 million for both units, 1bid at S1l, Duke testifled (7rre
Docket E-7 sub 31L, Aug-Seot 1981) that the 2 units had b7 then
cost $1842 million. McCuire #1 by itself was ratebased at &
total cost of $962,692,000 in that case, see Order of NCUC,

Feb 11 or 12, 108;,
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'I'E:e Siilflfo :.rrése sﬁ i%iiée ?.'ryt % e?‘li{:l i!%:i%%esr:.ane £ rb%e ri&;%;se B, I refer
you to pages 1l-12 of my 5-1L suoplement, »,21 (I) and p.2L8 (3B).
This amounts to about 3 pagzes of infbrmation as to why and how
the definitions and addenda and ‘ncorporations by reference are
intended to be used, and that such 1s common pract’ce o° lawrers,
The FSAR 1s such a document, es ;;QCP&L's dx contrects with NCE =4
(NCUC Dockets E-2 sub L36 and F-LL, 1981) obviously relevant here
since they make NCTI'”A co-Apnlicents, are another. The FSAR contalns
"references”" which do not even speclfy any document or anrv author,
e.g. ARTE says Yp.123) % re steam generstors "the extens!ve
testing and favorable operating experience described ‘n the FSA®" ==
wnich, when vou look in the FSAR, turns out to be statemerts
that operations and current evaluations are favorable, withcut
nanming the autlors or tiltles or anything else about most 4f not all
of sald "documentatlion" referenced. My pages 22-27 and 2,0-2L.8
contain the bulk of my definitlons and addenda. Cross-reference
to numbered contentions was 211 I could do under time nressure,
but an index to contentlons was provided on 5-1L. I intend that

to be useful and see no reason why CP&L and ¥N2C Staff can ‘ncormorate

by reference and define things and I can't,

Re contentions 24-28, 6L, 65 and others on radloactive waste
transvort, I adopt the arguments of CHANGE/ZLP/Read and CCXN
as my own% They show the NRC has taken sabotage serfously in
other cases. You should here. And the costs aovly under NEPA.

I suprlied more detalled references re info on waste accidents
& k i d v - Bl " . 2 P
solries” B8 Sek o A8 8T FPa ERUBTASERL AR, OT8Ey TheRC 7R A0 LI00)

Joingt "Brief on Spent Fuel Transvortation" L August 1982
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Contention 80 1s straightforward and logical: Ra‘nout means
mogre of a plume of radiocative material (routine or accidental
release) car fall onto a given point (or be washed br 4t) than
N°C ard CP&L mocdeling assume, Thewafore, compliance with 10
CFR 20,106 exposure limits 1s not assured,

Contention 30, re radiolodine doses and the need for notass’um
lodide (KI) avallable to nearby ponulation, may be deferred. If not,
it should be adnitted based on Takesh! Seo's estimate of radio=-
iodine releases possible (per what he analyxzes tc have harpened
at TMI -- what ™y have hanvened !s surely possible). The logic
of oroviding KI ovrotection toc day care centers, hosnitals, prisons,
schools and work crews in light of the cited ER-based wind sneeds
and times to cover 10 and 50-mile distances (for direct exposure
and fer food exposure) respectively, 1is clear. If the posgsidle
radiolodine release occurs and such protection 1s not already

excessive
in place, mxmem* radiation exnosure to pooulat’ons at higher
risk (e.g. Infants, those in day care) or who carnot be evacueted
fr the short times availehle (e,g, peeanle n hosrkitals & nrisons)
Is a realistically likely consequence., This 1s no challenge to
the 10- and S50~ mile distances. Nor is CP&L's monitoring ecuirment
(ARTZ p 1L9) relevant. What gets out is relevant. The section
beginning "dc not assure that active and effective (KI)"... (cor*ns
P. 95) is ancther part separate from inadequate monitoring. I.e.
this contention i1s that CP&L hasnot done a,b,c,d,e etc. Even if
CP&L did a,b,c that's irrelevant to d,e etc. The contenticn
clearly talks about radiolodine releases with resvect to the ¥T

issue,
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Although Tom Baxter for Aprlicants says it's OK to defer
Contentions 9 and L3, Staff says they lack basis, 9's vague and
43 has no issue to litigate. So if not deferred,

electrical

#9 should stand since 1t snecifies thﬁﬂequinment qualification
problem (wiZll the safety equioment dom its Jjob & the isoletion
of containment be effective?) and noints out thet the FSAP is
inadequate on these points. Re the SE®, etc, this contention
can be deferred until they ere issuecd.

#.3 can readily be rearranged to say "CP&L lacks safc management
cavabllity for Harris because of the comrany's insufficlent
acts to assure environmental qualification of safety-related

(L3 may have been me=ged

electrical equioment and testing thereof." if so vlease ignore tl!?

Contenticn L4 is similar to L3 and refers svecifically to C.F,
"Doc" Murphy's 8-20-7L memo re inadequate fire protection/cable
installation at nuclear plants Iinclud?ng Brunswick, noncommnliance
with CLI-81-12 (I umderstand the Court of Appeals for DC heas
upheld the NXIC, which then gave CP&L a commliance delay Esince
CP&L had not complied while suing IMMC. This is in contrast to
the "rules and rules and you're bouné by them until the court
orders the N3C to overturn them and the WPC acts on suck order"
standard usually aoplied to Intervenors. Applicants are allowed
to not comoly with safety standards wkhlle sulng to overturn same.).
My point 1s that CP&L's fallure to upgrade fire protection at
Brunswick, and to see that it was bullt properly in the first nlace
casts doubt on CP&L's ability to and comitment to safely build
and overate SENP®. CPikL's O-year delay since Murohv, corst-uction

inspection chief of Reglion II, N2C, noted the problem, shows what

the problem is with CP&L.

)
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Re contention 136 (bald eagles/ endangered svecles act)
Anolicants raise information they sent the YRC June 3 ag an
objection to my June 5, 1982 filing of this. Given the L to 6
weeks 1t takes the access’on lists telling thet such Info even
exists to get to the LPDR (3 to 6 weeks to the PDER In Washingten
for Harris, as I observed June 9 and 10 personally), how could
I know seme? Avpplicants noint out that SectiZon 7D of the
Endangered Species Act was adcpted in 1978 (after the Harrls
CP issued) but say the time to consider 1t was at the CP stage,
That 1s warped logic, and the Staff's argument 1s identical.
They clai= it's a site sultability issue, when T asked that
habitat be provided elsewhere to make un for the loss. (I've
tried to settle scie ccntentlions with CP&L re effects on fisk
from heat, for sinllar» adjustuents they could wmake, but they
have declined tc make anv chenges.)

Hartsville, 7 W3C k3L1l, see at 342, (ALAB-Ij63) reguires

taat Federal agenciles (e.g. NRC) take such sct!oh necessery
to insure that actions author!zed by them (e.g. constructing
SHNPP) do not jeonardize the continued existence of endangered
snecles (e.g. ba.l eagles). Tke Anpeal 3Board goes on to require
that all effects be considered (on endangered species) regardless
of whether a party ralses them, to requlire consultation with DI
(Intericr) and other agencles. All of tlis is after the CF,
and this case 1s the first ormortunity I know of to deal with 1t,
Re contention #87, WRC's July 16, 1982 Statement of Policr
on osycholegical stress (which Judge Kelley sent to me) seems to
say that you can't consider fear of rnuclear accldent unless a_n

accident like TiI has already happened at a given site. Since

Harris is not yet operating, if you exclude the decision tc bulld



the plant, no majfor nuclear accldent has occcurred there Tet,

A spent fuel handling accident could hapnen before commercial
operaution begins, 1f ti.ls Soard suoculd epprove shipment of highs
level nﬁclear waste as spent fuel rods tc the Harris site.

The NRC appears to be ordering ites Boards to igrore psychelegical
stress everywhere except at Three !Mile Island. 7T think, fowever,
that stress here was induced by TMI also (as steted in Contention
87) and that such ar accident could "recur" elsewhere w!th equal
seriousness. (Surely the NRC dces not mean to sav that orly an
acclident identical to the TMI-2 acclident need be feared.) 1Inr
tils regaurd, the Soard Notifizatior introduced at the 1579 remard
Harrls hearings on CP&L management capabllity has a gravh of
rankings of each nuclear unit in variocus areas. CP&L's Brursw!clk
vlant ranks significantly lower than ™ I#2 eand is one ¢f the
tmwoxtrn  lowest In the natlon. If NRC reallr intended tc devote
more resources to preventing accldents, its July 16 position
migit wmuve basls. Lvidence, e.g. ti.e diversion ¢f rescurces

from safety work and TiT-action work to licensing ‘n 1981-82,

the UCS testimony cited re contention 7L, tells me otherwise.
N=PA provides for consideratfon of unintended effects ==

nuclear accldents and psychological stress are Just suckh.

I presume I'm being invited to withdraw #87, but I'd rather

have 1t ruled on and appeal if necessary,

The arguments advanced against #53 (that Harris 1s ‘nimical
to the com:on defense and security because it's a tempting target)
lead me to question whether there can be an meaningful reccrd on,
or Judgment for, a finding that the plant's overstion 1is CK
under lo CFR Z.EEESPdix A VIII(D)(6) if such contentfons are

inadmissible. Sﬂhy I note here my great disturbance at Y3C's

recent guldance e.g. in Summer to Boards not to
conduct sua spontesrevieﬁ‘BT’!hrety issues?
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The point 1s that 1xf &n obvious defense/security issue like
contention 53 cannot be raised, how can there be ary meaningful
findings that Harrls s not iZnimical to the corrmon defense ar4
security? The & Falklands conflict, or Vietnam or Korea for
that matter, make clear that attacks hennen without belngs celled
wars. among nations technically nct at war.

Re contention #102: The radiation level exvected (pre-TI)
for a lesign basls (Class VIII) accildent wes 108 R per Lour,
CP&L's TlMI-actlion plant rediation monitors ton out of their range
at 108 Réhour, The contention is, this range isn't high encuskh,
sc CP&L can't adequately assess an accldent of great severity,
even though simple stevs like lead shielding could cure the pooblem.

#108 hes been misinteroreted as saying you have to stage a Clase
IX accident to test SENPP componerits under con.itions such eas
you would reesonably expect In a Class IX acc’dent. Herdly,
but you need a good test facility and careful testing of Harris
ccponents not yeat installed, or commonents identical to those
there (e.g. at VC Summer, or at manufacturing plants) under severe
radilation, and other exvected accldent stresses. The technical
parameters thet need testing are lald out (p.215 «ss) and once
the relevant parameters of the devices are known, verification
on-site (e.g. that the frequency resvonse of a pump for seismic
and other loads, e.g. water harmers, 1s comparable as-installed
to such response as-tested) cen be accomplished, That 1s, the
equipment should be qualified to assure shutting the plant down.
Note the "or" at the Lth line on vege 216, If testing fecr Class
IX conditions violates the rules, OK. But test'ng for Class VIII

and lower would not violate the rules, and that part of the

contention should still be admitted.
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The second section of #102 (pv2l4-2l7) concerns the fa’lure
to collect coerating exverience information on named systems
in order to avold contrcl systems interactilons that could ceause
severe accidents up to and including Class IX. Contention 107
s incorporated bmy reference here: see esneciallv 107(L) at
pp 21L4-215 which gives a clear basils In Basdekas' L-29-82 presentation
to the NRC. The statements of contentlons L7-51 2re incornorated
by reference in #107, and the withdrawal of those content‘ons or
purts thereof was not intended toc say they are invalid as besis
for other contenticns., Specific reference is also made
here to NUREG-0606 Task A-17, systems interaction. Since Harris
i1s so old, 1t will necessarily reculre and be subject to more
backfitting and more backfitting Judgment, glven its deslgn pre-1971
and fabrication of components then and since, Qnd constructicn,
in an ever-changing regulatory environment, That is the specilsl
relation of Harrls to this overall problem., I believe Ha»ris' 1L
years fronm announcement to oredicted in-service dete, and its long
delay (untll 1978) in beg’nning construction, known facts, back
thls up. But my noint 1s 1t's just logical that Earris, being
so o0ld, 1s almost uniquely subject to more backfits anéd thus to
more systems Iinteracticn problems. (That covers #107 too.)

#111 has basis in the statements of Dr. Hanauer of N=C,
end NURZG-0585., That 1s, there s not assurance the safety
systems at Harris will work, due to interactions. Again, Harris'
being designed so long ago and much backfitted commound the problem
and make the question particulsrly avolicable to this plant.

#10 1s, I believe, straightfowward, These WCAPS are not

"f1llustrative™” as Applicants blithely claim tc the 3oard, but

in most cases are the basis or hidden source of safety cle’ms
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throughout the FSAR. The problems cn p.53 thet Westinghouse
can have are loglical, based e.g. on T Xamx consulting exnerlence.
Sut there 1s another ma jor part of this contention: that
NRC staff hasn't comleted its review of most of these WECAPS.
The result 1s that non-arproved enalysiz 1s nut into some of
the mcst imortant partsiof the FSAR, e.g. re acc’dent cond?t?rrs
(top of p.54). Sirce the 3oard w'll not generslly cversee the
Staff's work unless 1t concerns ar {ssue ralsed b7y an lntepvenor,
I have ralsed this issue. Certainly the status of N°C review of
these documents and NBC's conclusions &s to thelr validity are
important to the safety of SHNPP. E.g. YPC may disanprove some
of them. Or there may be dissenting N3C staff oninlons of
importance, which my erperience with FOTIA leads me to doubt
the abllity uf eny Iintervenor to uncover, If you ask, NPC rerlies,
identify the specific documments vou thirk we're covering un (in
effect)., 3ut if the bas!s of the FSAR ard Westinghouse's own
design enalysis (i.e, these WCAPs) haven't passed N°C muster,
the whole "safety amalysis" is a house of cards on ar unknown
foundation, This is certainly insuffliclent to su»port a reasornesble
finding thet the Earrls plant can overate safely. So the issue
should be heard in the interest of & sound record in this oroceed’rg,
References to making t&is more spec! ic br discoverv are
not admissions 1t lacks adequate basis (the bas’s !¢ right in
the FSAR) but rather references to FRC's proBcedure for making
cententlions more specific after dlssovery, amending or revising then.
FSAR 15.6 1s referenced as basis for the fact that the "safety
analysis" for Harrls which is (there & elsewhere ‘n Sec. 1°5)
often Just a description of the WCAP conclusions. I lay out
on p.55 some of the questions thet need answers re this matter,

I now know I didn't have to say how I'd oursue 1t, but the »lan looks
OK to me, and I'4d provose to get on with it.
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#120 1s a straightforvard charge that the accldent missile
analysis insufficiently addresses the oroblems of damaging or
severing insulation, wiring, power sunnlles &nd other contrels
(1ike air, it's obvious). I read CP&L's FSAR analysis and
based this corntention orn it. I also suggest a solutfonm,
energy absorbing devices to protect the contrels, wiring and
power supplies and contrcl lines. The reason there is this
problem is thet a lot of the control lines, vower suvvlles,
tnstrument lines etc whose fallure can cause ar accident,
are not considered safety-related equipment, Thus CP&L's
analysis inadecuately addresses these (igroring them as non-
safety). It also falls to assure that the rower sumvlles and
controls to trings like the control rods will work uncder shxraprel
conditions inside con*tal‘nment. The proposed scaluticn would much
reduce the nroblem . I think this i1ssue should be heard --
1t has &ll the elements of a contention, ard is i-mortant to safety.

#130 1s like #L7 but hes not been w’thdrawn.

#131 I belleve was discussed., If not, CP&L's nlars to never
let borated water reach the bolts/holes are not the same &s saring
it won't hanven. The scenariox provided 1s loglcal.

#119 I believe has galred some relevante since the 'FC
released ‘ts study on meltdown orecursors in Julr 1982, Thie
contenticn might have 1te last nart defe-red unt’l there s
oserating experierce at VC Sumer. Or it =ght all bYe defe-rel®
until the Staff puts out its Envirornmental state~ent.

I belleve tile Joint steam gemerztor contentionx elready
admitted includes the subject matter of I&E Info Motice £2-29
of July 23 '82 (mismulled by "™RC to my former eddress) sc that
ne new contentlicn besed on its revelation (p.2) that lcose CRD

gulde tube suocport pins etc cun damege stean generators by
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circulating through steam , . nerators, &5 cccurred at
anna 1 (& plant similar to zarris, see a. Faal) In sy l9eE
and can darmage as much as 757 of the tube ends before belng

detected. tlirk 1t's eppropriate to get this on the record
rather than flle a sevarate cubmilssion on it. I w1l not conose
anr late resnorse by Apnlicarnts or Staf® 1 they don't notlce this
part. There 1s no Iintent %o get this by then w/o notice.6

#61A 1s on health effects of radon emics’ors from uranium
mining to get fuel for Harrls, has a very clear basis in Gofmen
(cited to page L69) and Iepfurd's Feb 19, 1979 resvonse as clted.
Damage to lungs from radon exnosure (and alvha irradiation generally)
1s obvious and orovides the link to lung diseases,

#62 says CP&L isn't in omnliance with ALARA re radlonuclide
releases from talRings. Tk ;7 have the simmle option to recuire
such minimizaticn in their ranium contracts, since the Harris
contracted uranium supply ‘s only into the mid-to-late 19f0s.
ALARA 1s referenced to Appendix B of NURDG-0859.

#55 and tne 6-20-82 amendment cover Deniel Internationul's
fallures elsewhere, wnich are relevant &s are CPkL's failures

P CPrL's monagenent capab.liy.
at other planta{ You don't  bemcome a new company when you work

°n a new plant. Rather, Dan.el's base mat and other voild defects

record showms a pattern of foumlups, This should be litigated
to establ!sh a sound record.

6'I'o be sure, I am noting this section by mostcard tc Charles
Barth, lead counsel for IMC Staff, and George F, Trowbridge, lead
counsel for Applicants, at thelr addresses of record in thls
oroceeding.
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#67: CP&L says there i1s no basis because there is likmikelv
to be a disposal site. That's arguing the evidence., #67 1is
gakag clear: There 1s n> present assurance that NC will have
a site or be in a compact when Harrlis pegins operating, producing
low-level radwaste which must be safely disnosed of.

#68: One part 1s the lack of assured disposal for radio-
active steam generators from Harris., That can stand on its own
(pp 172-73). Arother is the filters and resins (n. 173). The
section on page 174 gives basis and more than enough deta!l
on the problem of leakage from high-level waste disnosal sites.
If this 1s viewed as en attack on the "waste confidence" rulemaking,
best to defer 1t untll a rule comes out.

#59 addresses the health effects of leakage from radwaste
disposal. It is not an attack on e rulemakiné, but rather seeks
to litigate the health effects of effluents from waste disvrossl,

in the manner allowed re Table S-3 in the nast.

#71 1s a test of how much analyeis you need. Avrlicants'
vaunted Appendix 3.11 B consists of an assumed ton temperature,
basis termmerature, name of a commuter code, diagram of certalin
fittings and cables, an "illustrative" temperature curve, ard
e statement that the actual values for Harris are "in the vprocess”
of being worked out. That isn't analysis. That's engineering 3.8.
This contention is clear, its basis is that CP&L hasn't got enough
basis for their claims, and it snould be admitted so that tkils
question (including the effect of accident conditions in addition
to heat, as specified in the mcontention re Class VIII conditions)
can be explored, and the evidence (if any) CP&L can prnduce

to show specifics of analysis for these imvortant safety svstems!

viabllity at Harrisz can be subjected to cross-examination and
/or counter evidence.
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#73 1s clear enough. t should probably ve deferred until
CP&L submits a complete resncnse tc the TMI Actlon Plan.

#'s 85 and 86 go together and are sufflclently clear.
It 1is t that CP&L's analrsis doesn't exist., 1It's that 1it's
incomplete, and condlticns have changed since the CP stage, and
CP&L hasn't taken sufficlent measures to minimize fish kills,
which can occur based on its own data. Deflclencles !n CP&L's
modeling are specified, e.g. at page 193.

#88 may be deferred until the I3 exists.

#92, say Applicants, does not demonstrate an ECCS deficlency
with respect to 10 CFR 50 Avpendix K. But Appendix K (C.I,) says
that a "spectrum of possible pipe breaks shall be considered”

No uoper end 1s placed on this spectrum, but it shall include
breaks and cracks with areas as la~ge as the c~ors-sect’on ¢o*
the largest pipe in the system (primary coolant system). The
reactor vessel head ajar !s the equivalent of such a break in
a different locat’on. Nor does Aprendix K set an uvver limit
on the temperature or pressure causing such an accident. Aprend!x
K does not make a break of the largest primary coolant srstem
pive the upver end of the spectrum of breaks to consider. If it
meant this, 1t could have sald so.

#95 should be déferred until the ES issues.

#101 has enough basls and specifics in 1t to stand. Recall,
it doesn't have to be proved at this stage.

#137 in part points out that training of SHNPP versonnel

for emergency resvoonse 1s deficlent. Applicants gloss over that

while arguing against the rest of the contentlon. \oGR

#138, re the electrical drawings, addresses aga’r *hre éQQU'.
1Md - 1 p ¢ o Ly
: equate onf:rn::é:g gnw;gﬁ FS§jheggmgghfigegoaohxsgﬁ;toggei.
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