UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATCRY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING

Glenn O, Eright
Dr, Jamee H. Carperter
James L. Kelley, Chairman

In the Matter of 2
Dockets 50400 OL

CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT CO. et al, ) 50-401 OL
(Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Flant, ;
Units 1 amd 2) )

Motion for Extension of T™me
Re second round of interrogatories on environmental
contentions, by Wells Eddleman _

Wells Eddleman hereby requests en extension of time 1F5
_ pursuenrt to motfons to compel

deys efter the receirct og answersAtc his previous interrogatcories
on enntentlons 29, 373:i75, 80, 83/8L and other cortentions classced
&s environmentzl per the Board's 3-10-f3 Order, and an extersion
until July 20, 1983 to file edditional interrogatories (e second
round) w»e Eddlermen 29 and 37% to Arplicants, &nd to Stoff on all
environmental contentions,

In support of this recuest, I srow the following: (1) When
Applicants or Steff have '‘ndlicated ther were unable tO.EOTﬁlefP

resnonses to mv interrogatories by the date due or nreviously
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extended, I have granted extensions based on the agreerment by
staff and Applicants! ccunsel not tc oorose an extens?on of tire
past June 30, 1983, for making add!tlcnal interrogatories on

contentions where such extensione were grented, This grour Includes
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all the envircnmental contentions cited ebove. Coursel for Staff,
and Applicants' counsel handling each set of resnonces, have agreed C)D)
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.
not to onrose an exténsion cof time but ree p.li re An“licant;' views now.
(2) I heve entered into negotistlons with Anrlicents concerning
their resnonses to numerous of my Interrogetorles, rarticulerly
regarding certaln answers and virtuslly all thelr obfjectiens,
Due to constraints on their attorneys' time and my time, we heve
not commleted negotistion on any of these by June 29, 1953 (10
days before June 30). I have mede over & dozen vhone calls, and had
at least six negotiating sessions so far concerning these answers and
objections, both in verson snd irn extended phone ccnxversations,
Applicants have in some casec agreed to supvlement or amend their
arswers, but those supnlements and amendments hasve rot been received
'n time for me to prevare resnonses and additional interrogatories
to any extent by June 30, due to my other resnonsibilitles (see below).
As of June 22, 1983, I had received no resnoncses frcm the Staff,
Staff counsel advised me that it would be mid tc late June before such
resvonses cculd be expected, and thet Staff wes unable to resnond earlier
to my 5-6-83 interrogatories, Thus there !s not enough time to get

any motionrns to ccmpel tn%g may be reculred re anr Staeff recsronses
(e 24

ruled on by June BO.U Sta Cf)‘(}ufs fo ﬁ(a ﬂ% e week D'[ 6/2'7.

(3) In just this nroceeding in tlLe =month of June I have the
following to COﬂPIete: review of cortrcl room design/contentions;
2,758 vetftion and effidevits (& verr extensive effort); res-onse to
DEIS (filed June 20 under an extensfon of time); further negotiations
with Applicants; review of very extensive amounts of documents
provided by Apvlicants (I have had over 2900 neges copied already),
plus the usual minod matters like written notice of negotiation,
arranging times for review of documente, dealing with attorneys vhen

the documents aren't there due to mixune, misunderstandinge, etc;

I have also been negotiating witl Afplicants at their request on
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another matter which has required much technical review and
consultation on mv part. I've glso had other work to do, e.g.

prepering and filing testimony ’n CP&L's NC rate Iincrease case, 6/17.

(L) In case this motion or parts of it were denied, I a=m f'ling

additional interrogetories on June 30, I adont the nosition of
Aoplicants that discovery on non-environmental contentions 1s not
interrunted on June 30, I will . not, of course, omnose

any extension of time to answer these 6/30 Interrogatories until
the due date of any additional interrogatory respornses, wheve
additional interrogetories are allowed under this motion. That is,
if the motlion *s granted ard I fille addit’cnal Interrogatories on
contention x under it on July 15, no interrogatory on contention x

f1led on June 30 need be answered unt'l 19 deys from July 15.

(S) A»nlicents and Staff haxve taker &s long or longer to
answer my interrogatories then I have to answver thelrs, In general.
Negotiations with Aoplicants on tlLelr responces have taken a long t!me,
and much of this has been due to unavallab!lity of their attornevs
for negotiations (though this !s not a fault in =y view). I do not
believe 1t will work orejudice to the Annlicarts, Staff or any narty
to allow me the addit!onal time »ecuecsted ebove te make !nterrogeztories,
Only for those resnonses where I didn't get them unt!l mid-June or
later is a single, 3- week extensicn requested, Onlv 1f parts of
motions to cormpel are granted w:ll any other extens’on bec needed,

I heve not f!led motione to ccrpel re time of enswers where the
responders sald they couldr't finish in time, becaure it might well
take a month or more (1l days to answer, nlus time to rule) to even
get a ruling, and I thought i1t would be a waste of the Board's, my,
and opposing counsel's time to go through this when those counsel
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and I had agreed to extend time on responses rexcelvedrlose to
June 30th. )
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Concerning additional time for interrogatories after motions to

compel were granted (if they were), I heve consulted counsel for
Applicants and for Staff, Staff ccunsel agrees that I should have

& reasoneble time to frame any motion to commel (aftier receiving
interrogatory resronses), and & reascnable time to frame §dd;}'ona1
interrogatories after the Boa I rules on such rmotion. (This assumes
negotictions before any motion to compel, of course, with motions to
corpd only on issues such negotiations don't resolve,) Staff
counsel does not believe I should be 1limited to 1F days.

Counsel for Apolicants, Tom Baxter, states that he opvoses
any blanket extension of time to frume edditional interrogatories
after rulings on motiones to compel, As of June 22, he 13 going to
get back tc me concerning the requested é;tensfon to July 20 re
Tddleman 20 and 378 (which ircludes Applicents getting 19 days
trerefrom to enswer, even if the interrogatories are hand-delivered

(Twwe 24)
at the orehearing conference: the 19 days was my 1dea)2AApp11°‘“t'

and I have agreed to both present our next set of interrogatories

re 29 and 37B to each other on 20 July. Interrogatories on 75, 80,
83/84 and 64f will be due 30 June unless we agree otherwise on 6Lf.

I believe that objections can be made to ectual inter-ogatories
in a more efficlent manner than we.ld the process of motionete-comnel,
followed by Board ruling followed by ruling on wnether inter»opatories
can be asked in 1ight of the ruling (and vhen), followed by regular
objections to the further interrogatorles. I do not think thsat
additional complications in discovery are prover, especlally 'n @&
proceeding where informal discovery has not so far been used (in
large part due to the unwillingness of Applicants tc participate in it)
to any r_eal extent. (I've dore & bit with the Steff, but prhorne costs

make it more impractical with them, since their offices are far from me.)

For above reasons I ask th oard to grant this Motlon.
. This é&"‘ day or June, 1983 ,ﬂ;.aé Wells Edéleman



