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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COR11SSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF Docket Hos. 50-443 OL
NEW HAMPSHIRE, et al. 50-444 OL

(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2) )

HRC STAFF INTERROGATORIES AND
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO THE
NEW ENGLAND C0ALITION ON NUCLEAR POLLUTION .

NRC Staff hereby requests that the New England Coalition on Nuclear

Power (NECNP), pursuant to 10 C.F.R. 59 2.740b and 2.741, answer

separately and fully, in writing under oath or affirmation, the following

interrogatories and produce and permit inspection and copying of the

original or best copy of all documents identified in the responses to ~

interrogatories below, and that subsequent to filing answers to these

interrogatories and producing documents therein identified, NECNP file

supplemental re.,ponses and produce additional documents as required by

10 C.F.R. 6 2.740(e).

! Where identification of a document is requested, briefly describe

the document (M., book, letter, memorandum, report) and state the

following information as applicable for the particular document: name,

title, number, author, date of publication and publisher, addressee, date

writtenorapproved,andthenameandaddressoftheperson(s)having

possession of the document.
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As used in these discovery requests the term " document (s)" includes

publications of any format, letters, memoranda, notes, reports, analyses,
,

test results or data, recordings, transcriptions and printed, typed or

written materials of every kind.

I. INTERROGATORY I

For each contention listed in the Specific Interrogatories con-

tained herein (Contentions I.A.2, I.B.1, I.B.2, I.C, I.D.1, I.D.2, I.D.3
I.D.4, I.F I.G, I.I I.L. I.M I.N, I.U, II.B.1, II.B.3, II.B.4, and

II.B.5) state the following information separately for each contdntion:

Q.I(1) Upon what person or persons do you rely to substantiate in

whcle or in part the view (s) as stated in this contention?

Q.I(2) Provide the addresses and education and professionali

qualifications of any person (s) named in response to the above
1

interrogatory.
_

Q.I(3) Identify any person (s) you may call as a witness or

witnesses on this contention.

Q.I(4) Provide sunnaries of the views, positions, or proposed

testimony on this contention of all persons named in response to inter-

rogatories (1) and (3) immediately above that you may present during this

proceeding.

Q.I(5) State the specific bases and references to any documents

upon which the persons named in Interrogatories 1 and 3 immediately above

may rely or reference regarding this contention.

Q.I(6) List all documentary or other materials that you may use

during this proceeding to support this contention or refer to during ex-

amination of witnesses. The list should be by author, title, date of

_ _ . _ . . _ _ _ . _ . _ , . . _ . _ _ . _ . ~ . _ _ _ _ . _- - . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ ___
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publication (if applicable) and publisher (if applicable). In addition

to listing such documents, provide a copy of all documents (except for

those that are tiRC documents or. documents provided -to the NRC in this
.

proceeding, which need only be listed). If you are uncertain as to

whether a document was provided ,to the NRC, provide that document.
e

.

'
,

II.* SPECIFIC INTERROGATORIES

Contention I.A.2
7

. The Applicants have not complied with~GDC 4

. standards recarding qualification t%ts of electric
' valve operators installed inside the containment.

.
, c.

Interrogatory I(A)(2)(a) :,.} .i.

. . .
.

Provide and explaf tail the technical, regulatory, and other '
j

reasons for the staterrent that the qualification tests of electric valve '

'
operators installed inside the containment must comply with D0R guidelines

and NUREG-0588 rather than IEEE Standards 382-19 ? and 323-1974.
,

| Interrogatory I(A)(2)(b)
; . ,

Describe how the q'Jalification testing of electric valve operators

installed inside the containment to ensure complia'nh with IEEE Stan(brds

382-1972 and 323-1974 differs frem the; testing necessary to insure ,

4compliance with D0R guidelines and NUREG-0588.
'
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Interrogatory I(A)(2 M

State the exact requirements of 'he DOR guidelines and NUREG-0588c

with which you contend the qualification of the contain[nent electric

valve operators must comply and describe the steps that you contend the '

Applicants must take to satisfy these provisions.

-

Interrogatory I(A)(2)(d)

Provide the technical, regulatory, and other reasons for requiring

more rigorous environmental oualification testing since the TMI-2 incident

and describe the "more rigorous" testing you contend is required.-

Contention I.B.1

The Applicant has not satisfied the requirements of
GDC 4 and GDC 34 in that all systems required for

,

residual heat removal, such as steam dump valves,
turbine valves and the entire steam dumping system
are not safety grade and environmentally qualified.

_

Interrogatory I(B)(1)(a) '

List all the equipment required for residual heat removal that

you believe must be environmentally qualified to survive and function

in the accident environment under GDC 4

Interrogatory I(B)(1)(b)

For each piece of equipment identified in response to Interrogatory

I(B)(1)(a), state in detail the basis for the assertion that the

equipment must be environmentally qualified to survive and function in

the accident environment under GDC A.

. .
- , . - . . __
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Interrogatory I(B)(1)(c) '

Explain how the failure to qualify as safety-grade all systems that

can be used to remove heat from the steam generators during an accident

viciates GDC 3. Provide the steps which you believe the Applicant must

take to satisfy GDC 3.

!nterrogatory I(B)(1)(d)
/

Define " reliable decay heat removal system" as it is used in NECNP

Contention I.B.I.

.

t

Interrogatory I(B)(1)(e)

Do you assert that the decay heat removal system at Seabrook is not

" reliable?" If so, provide the bases for the assertion and identify the

measures you believe must be taken to make the system " reliable."

:
~

| Contention 1.B.2

The Applicant has not satisfied the requirements of
GDC 4 that all equipment important to safety be
environmentally qualified because it has not
specified the time duration over which the
equipment is qua1 Hied.

Interrogatory I(B)(2)(a)
i

Provide and explain the technical and regulatory bases for your

assertion that the time duration for which equipment is qualified must be

provided in order for equipment important to safety to be environmentally

qualified under GDC 4.

__ _ __

-
_ .
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Interrogatory I(B)(2)(b)

Identify the specific equipment at the Seabrook site that you assert '

is important to safety and must, therefore, have specified the time

duration over which the equipment is qualified.

Interrogatory I(B)(2)(c)

Provide the bases for characterizing each piece of equipment listed

intheanswertoInterrogatoryI(B)(2)(b)asimportanttosafety.

Interrogatory I(B)(2)(d) -

What do you contend are the minimum durational parameters that each

pieceofequipmentlistedintheanswertoquestionI(B)(2)(b)mustbe

qualified to meet? Provide the technical and legal bases for your answer.

Contention I.C
'

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATION--EMERGENCY FEEDUATER PUMPHOUSE HVAC

According to Table 1.3-2, Sheet 14, of the FSAR,
the Applicant has added a new heating, ventilating,
andairconditioning(HVAC)systemforthe
emergency feedwater pump house. Only parts of the
HVAC system are considered safety related and
environmentally qualified. NECNP contends that the
entire system and its function must be environmentally
qualified, and that the environmental qualification
must take into account 'he likely duration of an
accident during which the HVAC system would be
relied upon.

. _ . -
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Interrogatory I(C)(a)

Provide in detail the regulatory and technical bases for the
,

assertion that the entire amergency feedwater pumphouse HVAC system must

be environmentally qualified.

Interrogatory I(C)(b)

State the duration of accident for which you believe the emergency

HVAC system must be environmentally qualified.

Interrogatory I(C)(b) -

State the duration of accident for which you believe the emergency

| feedwater pumphouse HVAC system must be qualified to operate in an

; emergency sitaution? Provide the basis for your answer.

Interrogatory I(C)(c)

Do you have any reason to believe that the HVAC system would
~

currently be unable to maintain the necessary temperature range in the

emergency feedwater pump house over your projected accident duration or
:

any other pertinent time frame? If so, provide these reasons along with

their technical bases.

| Interrogatory I(C)(d)

Within what temperature range can the emergency feedwater pump house
,

equipment be relied upon to function? Provide the technical basis for
|

this range.

|

-_. . ._ . -. . - _ _ _ _ .. . . . . . _ _ .. . . ._
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Interr'ogatory I(C)(e)
.

How long do you believe the emergency feedwater pump house system

can be expected to operate if the temperature is outside the range stated

intheanswertoquestionI(C)(d)? Provide the technical basis for this

projection.

Contention I.D.1

The Applicants have not complied with GDC 1 with
respect to ultrasonic testing of reactor vessel
welds during preservice and inservice examination. -

Interrogatory I(D)(1)(a)

Explain in detail your assertion that the Applicants' ultrasonic

testing of reactor vessel welds during preservice and inservice ex-

aminations fails to satisfy GDC 1.

'

Interrogatory I(D)(1)(b)

State the provisions and precise language of GDC 1 with which you

contend the Applicants' testing program is not in compliance.

Contention I.D.2

The Applicant's proposed testing of protection
systems and actuation devices fails to meet the
requirements of GDC 21 and NUREG-0737, Task 11.0.1.
In particular, the Applicants do not provide for
the testing at full power of twelve safety

.
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functions (see FSAR at 1.8-9), justify that
omission, or provide for other reliable means of
testing them.

,

Interrogatory I(D)(2)(a)

For each of the twelve safety functions that you specify in this

contention, provide the technical and regulatory bases for the assertion

that Applicants' proposed testing of these functions does not comply with

GDC 21 and NUREG-0707, Task 11.0.1.

Interrogatory I(D)(2)(b) '

Do you assert that each of the functions identified in Contention

I(D)(2) must be tested at full power in order to comply with GDC 21 and

NUREG-0737, Task 1I.0.1? If so, provide the regulatory and technical

bases for the assertion. If not, describe the other means by which the

testing of these functions could meet the requirements of the GDC and the
.

NUREG.

Interrogatory I(D)(2)(c)

For the 12 identified safety functions, specify: (1) the changes

that would be required in the Jesign and operation of the facility in

order to allow for testing at full power; (2) whether you assert that

these changes are required; and (3) if you do assert the changes are

required, the bases for the assertion.

. _ _ _ _ - _ - . .-_-
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Contention I.D.3

The Applicant has not provided a reasonable
assurance that the leakage detection system for the
Seabrook reactor will operate when needed because
not all of the system is to be tested during plant
operation, as required by GDC 21. Only the
airborne radioactivity detector has the capacity to
be tested during power operation. FSAR at 1.8-17.
The Applicant thereby also fails to satisfy GDC 30,
which requires the development of adequate leakage
detecting systems.

Interrogatory I(D)(3)(a)

Provide the regulatory and technical bases for your assertion that

the entire leakage detection system for the Seabrook reactor must be

tested during plant operation in order to comply with GDC 21.

1

! Interrogatory I(D)(3)(b)

Do you contend that GDC 21 can only be satisfied by compliance with

| the requirements of Reg. Guide 1.22? If not, state in detail why the _

! Applicants' proposed method of satisfying GDC 21 is inadequate.

Interrogatory I(D)(3)(c)

Provide the regulatory and technical bases for your assertion that

the Applicants' leakage detection system fails to satisfy GDC 30.

Discuss the steps that you feel the Applicant must take to comply with

GDC 30.
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Interrogatory I(D)(3)(d)

State in detail the technical bases and any other reasons for

classitying as safety systems the components of the Applicant's leakage

detection systen that cannot be tested Lt power.

Contention I.D.4

The Applicants have not complied with GDC 21 in
that the Applicants indicate compliance with an
outdated standard IEEE 338-1975, which has been
superceded by IEEE 338-1977. Furthermore, the
Applicants improperly assert that they do not
comply with IEEE 338-1975 whenever the standard
states that an action should be taken or a -

requirement should be met. All the provisions of
the IEEE standard should be treated as mandatory
unless the Applicants can show an alternative means
of achieving the same level cf safety.

Interrogatory I(D)(4)(a)

Do you assert that compliance with IEEE 338-1975 with regard to the

periodic testing of electric power and protection systems is insufficient
~

to meet the requirements of GDC 21? If so, provide the regulatory and

technical bases for the assertion. In your response, identify the

provisions of IEEE 338-1975 that you contend are inadequate and describe

the corrections needed to meet GDC 21.

I Interrogatory I(D)(4)(b)
1

Do you assert that compliance with IEEE 338-1977 instead of IEEE

338-1975 is necessary to meet the requirements of GDC 21? If so, provide

and explain in detail the reasons for the assertion. In particular,

| identify in your response those changing standards, (i.e., those that are

__ _

.,
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different in IEEE 338-1977 and IEEE 338-1975) you believe are significant

in this regard and explain how the 1977 standards meet the requirements

of GDC 21 while the 1975 standards do not.

Interrogatory I(D)(4)(c)

Do you assert that Applicants' failure to treat as mandatory IEEE

standards stating that an action "should" be taken or a requirement

"should" be met violates the requirements of GDC 21? If so, for each

standard not treated as mandatory, provide in detail the reasons why you

believe the failure to treat the standard as mandatory violates GDC 21.

Contention I.F

The applicants have not met the requirements of
GDC 17 or Criteria III, Appendix B in that it has
not indicated compliance with IEEE 323-1974.

_

Interrogatory I(F)(a)

Do you assert that the qualification testing requirements of IEEE

387-1977 are inadequate to satisfy GDC 17? If so, provide in detail the

technical and regulatory bases for the assertion. Identify in youri

!

| response the specific provisions of IEEE 387-1977 it is contended are

inadequate and explain for each such provision why it fails to satisfy

GDC 17 and the improvements needed to ensure compliance with GDC 17.

Interrc7atory I(F)(b)

Do you assert that the qualification testing requirements of IEEE

387-1977 are inadequate to satisfy Criteria III, Appendix B? If so,

|

l

|

-. _ , _ _ - . _ - - -_ . . -_- .. .



_ _ _ .

.

- 13 -

.

provide in detail the technical and regulatory bases for the assertion.

Identify in your response the specific provisions of IEEE 387-1977 it is

contended are inadequate and explain for each such provision (1) the

portion of Criteria III not satisfied; (2) the reason the provision fails

to satisfy Criteria III; and (3) the improvements needed to ensure

compliance with Criteria III.
.

Irterrogatory I(F)(c)

Do you assert that the testing requirements of IEEE 323-1974 satisfy

GDC 17 and Criteria III while the testing requirements of IEEE 387-1977

do not? If so, identify the differences in the requirements you believe

are significant and explain, in detail, why you believe the provisions in
,

IEEE 323-1974 are adequate while the provisions of IEEE 387-1977 are or

may not be.

1

~

Contention I.G

PRESSURE INSTRUMENT RELIABILITY

NECNP contends that there is not reasonable
assurance that the public health and safety will be
protected in light of the RCS wide-range pressure
instruments being utilized at Seabrook which cannot
be relied upon to provide accurate information.
Reliance upon the instruments could result in
inappropriate operator actions or premature or late
tripping of RCS pumps during the course of a small
break loss-of-coolant accident.

Interrogatory I(G)(a)

Do you know of any reasons other than that contained in IE

Information Notice 82-11 to believe the Seabrook RCS wide-range pressure

!

l
. ,, ,-. .

. -_
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instruments are inadequate? If so, describe and explain the reasons in

| detail.
.

Interrogatory I(G)(b)

State and describe in detail the steps that you contend the

Applicant must take to insure that the RCS pressure instruments provide

the requisite reasonable assurance of the safe operation of the plant.

Explain in detail your reasons for each such step.

Contention I.I -

INADEi[UATE PROVISIONS FOR ACHIEVING COLD SHUTDOWN

NECNP c(ntends that the Applicants must identify
and environmentally qualify one path to cold
shutdown as per IE Bulletin 79-01B, Supplewent 3.

Interrogatory I(I)(a)

Identify the specific previsions of the Commission's Regulations

you assert are not being met at Seabrook because of Applicants' asserted

failure to comply with Bulletin 79-01B.

Interrogatery I(I)(b)

Explain why you contend that the Seabrook facility does not meet the

standards mentioned in Interrogatory I(I)(a) and describe the steps that

should be taken to remedy any deficiency.

Interrogatory 1(I)(c)

Explain in detail why you believe the Applicants' ability to place

and maintain the plant in a safe hot standby condition so that a

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .. -
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restoration of some degree of systems capability would be necessary to

achieve cold shutdown is not an adequate alternative method to satisfy

the regulatory requirement (s) identified in your response to

Interrogatory I(I)(b).
|

Interrogatory I(I)(d)

In your April 21 Petition for Leave to Intervene (at p. 26), you

state: "To the extent that operator actions are relied upon to achieve

cold shutdown, the function is not environmentally qualified and does

not meet the applicable requirements." Please explain this statetent.

In particular, are you asserting that operator actions cannot be involved

in the "one method (path) of achieving and maintaining a cold shutdown

condition" referred to in I&F Bulletin 79-01B? If so, provide the bases

for the assertion.

~

Contention I.L

PORY FL0ll DETECTION MONITORING SYSTEM

Applicants have not provided for a direct indication
of Power Operated Relief Valve positions and,
therefore, have not complied with NUREG-0737
Item II.O.3. A safety grade environmentally
qualified System in compliance with GDC 4 should be
installed.

Interrogatory I(L)(a)

What do you contend are the NRC or other standards that the Applicants'

system to detect flow from the PORVs and safety valves must meet? Provide

the basis for this asserted standard.

___ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ . . . - _ -_. _ . - _ .
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InterrogatoryI(L)(b)

Identify the components of the monitoring system that you con, tend do

not satisfy the NRC's standards and provide the steps that you believe

must be taken to correct any deficiencies.

Interrogatory I(L)(c)

Do you assert that the Applicants must discard their present

acoustic accelerator system in favor of a monitoring system that directly

measures the flow from the power operated relief valves and the safety

talves? If so, provide in detail the basis for the assertion. .

InterrogatoryI(L)(d)

Provide the technical and regulatory bases for requiring that the

selected PORV 1 flow detection system be safety-grade and environmentally

qualified?
.

Interrogatory I(L)(e)

Provide any reasons that you have for believing that the PORY flow

detection system that the Applicant chooses will not be safety grade and

environmentally qualified.

i

l
l Contention I.M

The Applicant's fire protection system does not
meet the requirements of GDC 3 as implemented by
the Commission in CLI-80-21 with respect to the
following items:

. . .
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i A. General Guidelines for Plant Protection
1. Building design

a. cable spreading rooms
b. floor drains -

c. floors, walls and ceilings
2. Control of Combustibles

a. reactor coolant pump lube oil system
3. Electric Cable Construction, Cable Trays

and Cable Penetrations
a. cable spreading rooms
b. cable trays outside cable spreading

rooms
c. control room cabling

4. Ventilation
a. discharge of products of combustion
b. power supply and controls
c. protection of charcoal filters
d. stairweMs
e. smoke and heat vents -

5. Lighting
a. fixed emergency lighting

B. Fire Detection and Suppression
1. Detection--alann and annunciation
2. Water Sprinkler and Hose Standpipe

Systems
a. sprinkler and standpipe layout
b. supervision of valves

C. Guidelines for Specific Plant Areas
i l '. Primary and secondary

containment--normal operation
_

2. Control room
3. Cable spreading room,

4. Switchgear rooms
5. Remote safety related panels-

6. Diesel generator areas
7. Diesel fuel oil storage areas
8. Safety related pumps
9. New fuel area

10. Spent fuel pool area
11. Radwaste building
12. D: contamination areas

D. Special Protection Guidelines
1. Welding and cutting, acetylene-oxygen

fuel gas systems
2. Storage areas for dry ion exchange resins

Interrogatory I(M)(a)
P

For each component of the fire protection system listed in

Contention 1(M)above, list: (1) the exact provisions of the pertinent

.-~ _ . - _ _ _ - , _ _ __ . . _ _ - . _ - - . . _ - . - . - - _ - . _ - _ _ _ _ - - -
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requirements that you contend are not satisfied; (2) the basis for

requiring compliance; and (3) the steps that you assert must be taken to

correct any deficiency.

Interrogatory I(M)(b)

Specify the infonnation, supplied by the Applicant to the NRC, that

you contend is outdated and should be revised.

Interrogatory I(M)(c)

Supply the basis for stating that the information identified in

your response to Interrogatory I(M)(b) is outdated as well as the

regulatory basis for requiring a revision.

Interrogatory I(M)(d)

Do you contend that Applicants must comply with all the requirements
~

of BTP 9.5-1 in order to meet GDC 3? If your answer is generally

affirmative, provide the regulatory basis for your response. If your

answer is no, describe in detail why you believe Applicants' fire protection

system does not satisfy GDC 3.

Contention I.N

SOLin WASTE DISPOSAL

The Applicant has not provided a means to handle
radioactive solid waste produced during normal
reactor operations including anticipated
operational occurrences as required by GDC 60.

I
l

!

. _ . ---
--
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Interrogatory 1(N)(a)

List your reasons and bases for believing that the Seabrook design

does not include means to handle radioactive solid waste produced during

normal reactor operation as required by GDC 60.

Interrogatcry I(N)(b)

State the precise provisions of Applicants' proposal for the

handling of radioactive waste produced during normal operations you

contend do not meet GDC 60, and detail what you believe must be done to

correct the deficiency. -

Contention I.U

TURBINE MISSILES

The Applicants have not demonstrated that they meet
GDC 4 of Appendix A to 10 C.F.R. Part 50 in that
they have not provided that Structures, Systems,
and components important to safety be protected

.against the effects of turbine missiles whose
launching might occur as a result of equipment
failure.

Interrogatory I(U)(a)

Identify the specific structures, systems, and components important

to safety that you contend are in need of additional protection from the

effects of turbine missiles launched as a result of equipment failure.

Provide the technical and regulatory bases for choosing the systems that

you list.

.
. .
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Interrogatory I(U)(b)

Provide in detail the bases for your assertion that Applicants have

not met GDC 4 with respect to turbine missiles. In your answer, connent

upon why the Applicants' treatment of turbine missiles does not provide

an acceptable method other than that found in Reg. Guide 1.115 to satisfy

GDC 4.

Interrogatory I(U)(c)

Provide and explain the basis for requiring the Applicants to

demonstrate that the probability of damage due to low-trajectory missiles

is lower than 10-3 ,

Interrogatory I(U)(d)

State what you believe to Se the probability of damage occurring to

essential plant systems at Seabrook as a result of low trajectory,

i

missiles. Provide and explain the basis for your answer. -

1

II. QualityAssuranceContentions

Contention II.B

Quality Assurance for Operations

FSAR addresses Quality Assurance for plant
operation at Section 17.2. Section 17.2 fails to
address each of the criteria in Appendix B in
sufficient detail to enable an independent reviewer
to determine whether or how all of the requirements
of Appendix B and the guidance in all applicable
regulatory guides will be satisfied.

1

-

. _ . - _ _ _ __
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Interrogatory II(B)(1)(a)

For each of the criteria in Appendix B to 10 C.F.R. Part 50 for
'

which it is contended Section 17.2 of the FSAR lacks sufficient detail,

explain in detail the reasons for your belief the criterion is inade-

quately addressed.

Interrogatory II(B)(1)(b)

State the steps you contend must be followed to remedy any

deficiency noted in your answer to Interrogatory 11(B)(1)(a) above.

Include in your response a description of the amount of detail you

contend is needed to address each of the criteria in Appendix B.

Contention II.B.3

The Quality Assurance Organization does not have
the independence required by Appendix B,
Criterion 1.

i

Interrogatory II(B)(3)(a)

Provide in detail the bases for the assertion that the Nuclear

Quality Manager must not report to the Vice President-Production.

Interrogatory II(B)(3)(b)

List and explain any reasons that you have for believing that the

Seabrook Quality Assurance Program is not independent as required by
! 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix B, Criterion 1. In particular, discuss why

you feel that this independence is compromised because the Nuclear

Quality Nanager reports to the Vice President-Production rather than to a

separate but equal or higher level officer.

|

., _ _ . . . _ _ _ _ _ _
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Interrogatory II(B)(3)(c)

List any areas of the plant that you contend do not meet the

pertinent regulatory requirements or have been constructed inconsistently

I with the public health and safety due to the alleged lack of independence

of the program. State the steps that you contend should be taken to

correct any such deficiencies.

Interrogatory II(B)(3)(d)

List and describe in detail any instances of which you are aware in

which you contend that the Vice President-Production overruled the Nuclear

Quality Manager and compromised the quality assurance goals in favor of

increased production.

Interrogatory II(B)(3)(e)

Describe the level of independence that you would require for the

cuality assurance program. In particular, describe the level of
'

separation from other plant functions and operations that you contend

must be maintained for the officer to whom the Quality Assurance Staff is

ultimately responsible. Compare this description with current NRC

regulatory requirc.nents.

Contention II.B.4

The Quality Assurance Program for operations as
described in the FSAR does not demonstrate how the
Applicant will assure that replacement materials,

and replacement parts incorporated into structures,
systems, or components important to safety will be
equivalent to the original equipment, installed in
accordance with proper procedures and requirements,
and otherwise adequate to protect the public health
and safety. Similarly, the Quality Assurance
program does not assure or demonstrate how repaired
or reworked structures, systems, or components will

i
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be adequately inspected and tested during and afte.-
the repair or rework and documented in "as-built"
drawings.

.

Interrogatory II(B)(4)(a)

Provide the regulatory basis for the assertion that Applicants are

required to discuss in the FSAR the maintenance, repairs, or rework that

will occur over the life of the plant.

Interrogatory II(B)(4)(b)

List and explain any technical and regulatory reasons or bases that

you have for believing that replacement materials and replacement parts

incorporated into structures, systems, or components important to safety

will not be installed in accordance with proper procedures and requirements

or might not be adequate to protect the public health and safety.

'

Interrogatory II(B)(4)(c)

State the steps that you contend should be followed to correct the
i

deficiencies listed in the answer to Interrogatory II(B)(4)(b).

Interrogatory II(B)(4)(d)

Provide the reasons and bases that you have for believing that the

Applicants will not adequately test and inspect repaired or reworked

structures, systems, or components during and after repair and document

these changes in the "as-built" drawings.

. . . . . - . - . . . - . . _ .
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Interrogatory II(B)(4)(e)

State the steps that you contend should be followed to correct the

deficiencies listed in the answer to Interrogatory II(B)(4)(d). Compare

such steps with existing regulatory requirements.

Contention II.B.5

The Quality Assurance program for operations as
described in the FSAR fails to assure the presence
on the operating staff of an adequate number of
qualified QA/QC personnel, particularly during
off-shifts. -

Interrogatory II(B)(5)(a)

State the bases for your assertion that the QA program for

operations may not be adequately staffed. Discuss separately staffing

for on-shifts and off-shifts in your response.
,

-

1
l

Interrogatory II(B)(5)(b)

State and provide the bases for the minimum QA staffing provisions

you believe are required for Seabrook operation. Discuss separately

I
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staffing requirements for on-shifts and off-shifts in your response.

Compare your response with existing regulato;y requirements.

Respectfully submitted,

M'

Robert G. Perlis
Counsel for NRC Staff

Roy P. Lessy
Deputy Assistant Chief

Hearing Counsel -

Dated at Bethesda, Marylar.d
this
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