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C. Relevant Regulatory Requirements

The design and construction >f the Harris Plant contain-
ment building and base mat are governed by the Commission's
General Design Criteria ("GDC") set forth in Appendix A to 10
C.F.R. Part 50. Specifically, GDC 16 and GDC 50 are applicable
to the allegations raised in Mr. Eddleman's contention.4/ Ad-
ditionally, as safety-related structures, the containment and
base mat are also subject to the guality assurance and gquality
control reguirements of GDC 1 and Appendix B te 10 C.F.R. Part
50.

4/ These criteria state as follows:

Criterion 16 -- Containment Design. Reactor containment
and associated systems shall be provicded to establish an essen-
tially leak-tight barrier against the uncontrolled release of
radicactivity to the environment and to assure that the con-
tainment design conditions important to safety are not exceeded
for as long as postulated accident conditions require.

Criterion 50 -- Containment Design Basis. The reactor
containment structure, including access openings, penetrations,
and the containment heat removal system, shall be designed so
that the ccntainment structure and its internal compartments
can accommodate, without exceeding the design leakage rate and
with sufficient margin, the calculated pressure and temperature
conditions resulting from any loss-of-coolant accident. This
margin shall reflect consideration of (1) the effects of
potential energy sources that have not been included in the de-
termination cof the peak conditions, such as energy in steam
generators and, as required by § 50.44, energy from metal-water
and other chemical! reactions that may result from degradation,
but not total failure, of emergency core cooling functioning;
(2) the limited experience and experimental data available for
defining accident phenomena and containment responses; and (3)
the conservatism of the calculational model and input
parameters.
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pursue identification thrcugh discovery. See Eddleman's
Response to Interrogatories 65-1 and 65-2 (March 21, 1983).

Mr. Eddleman has not supplemented his answer to these
interrogatories based upon discovery conducted to date. In
follow-up interrogatories filed on September 2, 1983, Appli-
cants attempted to elicit Mr. Sddleman's concerns regarding the
procedures employed to inspect, cdetect and repair concrete
deficiencies. Other than an allegatior. that the curing of
concrete test cylinders bears no reiaticn to actual site
conditions, 6/ Mr. Edcdleman’'s responses consisted solely of gen-
eralized complaints regardince the dascription of the prccedures
provided by Applicants. See Eddleman's Respones: to
Interroyatories 65-14 and 65-15 (October 21, 1983). In con-
trast, Applicants have answered all of Mr. Eddleman's discovery
requests on the containment at Harris -- questions which in es-
sence represented the classical "fishing expedition" effort to

uncover deficiencies not known to exist.

6/ Contrary to Mr. Eddleman's position, concrete industry
standards require laboratory cured specimens as control cylin-
ders for strength evaluation criteria. This is because the
laboratory provides constant and repeatable temperature and hu-
midity for evaluation of strength. Parsons Affidavit at 11 15,
16.
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Staff inspectors who observed portions of the placements

I1d. at ¥ 17.

identify significant items of noncompliance.
Only one of the 106 relevant concrete placements was iden-

Not only does this

tified as having honeycombing or voids.
demonstrate the superior performance of the ccastruction ef-
fort, but it also shows that the guality assurance/quality

control program in fact performed to identify the single in-

stance of honeycombing requiring repair. That nonconformance
in the base mat was promptly identified by Quality Control in=-
spection, and was adegquately repaired pursuant to procedures
generated by engineering personnel, with the designer's review.

Replacement concrete and mortar were tested, and the entire

repair was approved by QC inspection. As repaired, the base

mat is in at least as good a condition as called for by the

original des.gn.

1d. at 1% 20-22.

G. Soniscope Examination of the Containment
Structure is Unwarranted

No NRC regulation or guidance, industry code or standard
requires a soniscope examination of containment structures, as
sought by Eddlieman 65. In the absence of any reason to suspect
a problem with honeycombing in the containment cencrete, there
is no technical basis upon which to undertake such a special
investigation. Here, where only one instance of honeycombing

has been identified in concrete placements involving
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