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.1 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
.

2 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

3 REPORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

... ... .. .....--
4

:

3 .In the matter oft :

i e CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY :

and NORTH CAROLINA EASTERN MUNICIPAL: Docket Nos. 50-400 OL'

7 POWER AGENCY : 50-401
,

Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant :3
Units 1 and 2 :

:-

9
. ..._ _____ . .._

10
Bankruptcy Court

11
Old Post Office Building
Fayetteville Street Mall

12 Raleigh, North Carolina

13
Wednesday, 17_ October 1984.

| 14 The hearing in the above-entitled matter was
' , a

13 reconvened, pursuant to adjournment, at 9:00 a.m.

| 16 BEFORE:
|

17
JAMES L. RELLEY, Esq.,' Chairman,

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board.
|

18
DR. JAMES X. CARPENTER, Member.

i

! 19
| DR. GLENN O. BRIGHT, Member.

20
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( 21
( As heretofore noted. )
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1 PROCEEDINGS

2 JUDGE KELLEY: Good morning, ladies and

3 gentlemen. Wolcomo to the Bankruptcy Court.

- 4 We will be using this Court today, as I mentioned,
'

5 and we have it a couple of days later in the month. I t!-ink

6 it is the 30th and the 31st, but we will mention that again.

i
'

7 One logistical point before we got started.

8 We will point toward a lunch break around 12:30

9 to 1:30 again, in that neighborhood. And the Clerk of the

10 Court and the Judge's secretary were telling me that they

Il never fail now to lock this Court up even at lunch time. They

12 had some vandalism in here recently. Apparently thieves don't

~

13 know this is a Bankruptcy Court.

Id In any case I will be notifying them when we go.

15 Let's all try to go right about the same time, and they will
16 want to lock up for about an hour, and then they wilt unlock

37 an hour later.

18 We just have one matter, not to deal wit.. but to

I9 advert to before we got right to the witnesses and that is

20 that we havo road over the letters that Mr. funklo provided

21 us yesterday and I think now we have a botter picture of where

i 22 mattors stand with that FOIA request.

23 But I wondor, Mr. Barth or firs. floore. No now

24 have all of this indication of what final action is going to
Asefederal Reporters, Inc.

25 bo in an informal way, but we don't have final action on the

.

W. _ _ _ _ . _ - _ _ _ _ . - - _ . . - _ _ - .



_ ______ _____ ______

4242
WRB/ b2

I FOIA request.

2 Is it your understanding that that will be

3 forthcoming from Bethesda or fron Atlanta?

4 MR. BARTil: It will como from Bethesda, your }{or

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay,

4 If you don't know now, could you find out today

7 when that is going to bo, and preferably could it be done by

8 next week?

9 MR. BARTil I will make every effort to find out

10 today, your lionor.

II JUDGE KELLEY: All right. It just scoms to me--

12 T!!ey said they woro still looking for paper in lato September,

(['; 13 but this is now lato October and I would think they've found

14 whatever they are going to find. It would put us in a botter

15 position if they could act one way or the other and then wo

10 could soo where to go from thero.

17 MR. BARTill I will try to givo you a status report

18 carly this afternoon, your lionor.

39 JUDGE KELLEY: Fine. Thank you. And we can talk

20 about it tomorrow perhaps.

21 Is thoro anything also to bring up before wo
x

22 swear in this next panol and got to the next contontion?

23 MR. EDDLE!1AN: I boliovo in onorgy conservation.

24 Is this thing working?
AsefederW neierwts,Inc.

23 I just wanted to mention on the record that I havo
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h.

I spoken with Mr. Stokes about the time that he could appear,

f
2 and next week is possible for him, and he was supposed to get

|
3 back to me by now about when he could come and he hasn' t yet.'

. t )
'~# 4 But I am going to try and be in touch with him and find out

! 3 when he can show up because he may have some schedule>

O difficulties..

7 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. .

8 I think we will try, within reason, to accommodate

' witnesses in' that regard. What I would suggest is that you

10 get in touch with him and talk it over with Mr. Baxter and
II Mrs. Moore and Mr. Barth, and hopefully we can suit everybody's

,

12 convenience to some extent. f
,-

13(j Mrs. Moore, anything else?
i

14 MRS. HOORE: I was just going to ask if the Board

15 had. had time to consider whether or not they wished Dr. Plato

le to appear.

II JUDGE XELLEY: Can you give us until tomorrow?

18 MRS . MOORE : Certainly. It is just that I need to

I8 let him know as soon as possible.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: We will fish or cut bait tomorrow.

2I MRS. MOORE: Thank you'.
/'() 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

23 Mr. O'Neill, anything else of a preliminary nature?
'

Id MR. O'NEILL: I think we can swear in our
me penwei pesenen,##w.

25 witnesses.

. - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _
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1- I JUDGE KELLEY: All right. Will you do the

2 introductions?

3 MR. O'NEILL: Applicants call Margareta Serbanescu
r"T
r a

# 4 and David Waters to the stand.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. Thank you.

6 Ms. Serbanescu and Mr. Waters, will you raise your

7 right hand, please, and be sworn?

8 Whereupon,

9 MARGARETA SERBANESCU

10 and

'll DAVID WATERS

12 were called as witnesses and, having been previously duly

.( } 13 sworn,,were examined and testified further as follows:

I4 MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Chairman, on October the lith

'15 -of this year, Applicants filed a motion to file supplemental

16 testimony in response. to Eddleman Contentions 9G, Type Test

17 Reporting, and ll6, Fire Protection.

18 I have talked to both Mrs. Moore and Mr. Eddleman.

I9 Neither have.any objections to-this motion. I would ask that

20 you rule.in our-favor.

2I JUDGE KELLEY: Motion granted.

. n/T, 22 MR. O'NEILL: On August 9th, 1984, Applicants,

23 in filing our prefiled testimony and exhibits, filed with

'24 the Board and the parties a copy of FSAR Section 9.5'and
Aspederes nepo,w,s, Inc.

25 Appendix 9.5A on' Fire Protection Systems.

- . _ _ _ - - _ ~ , _ -. - . . . _ . , . . _ . ~ . . . . - _ -
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I We also indicated that we would offer into evidence

2 as an exhibit a summary of the Safe Shutdown Analysis in case

3 of fire. This summary and another document which describes

'~ 4 the Safe Shutdown Analysis was previously filed with the

5 parties by cover letters as indicated in our letter of August

6 9th.

7 As we indicated in our motion to file supplemental

8 testimony and.in the supplemental testimony of Ms. Serbane2cu,

9 there have been some changes to the FSAR on the fire

10 protection, and we have incorporated those changes into the

II exhibits we will offer this morning.

12 You should find at your desk a green volume, and

() 13 I would ask the Reporter to mark as Applicants' Exhibit 6--

I4 For the record, Applicants' Exhibit 6 is the Final Safety

15 Analysis Report, Section 9.5.1, and Appendix 9.5A.

16 (Whereupon, FSAR Section 9.5.1
,

17 and Appendix 9.5A were marked

18 Applicants' Exhibit 6 for

19 identification.)

20 MR. O'NEILL: You also will find at your desk a

21 stack of papers which are entitled " Safe Shutdown Analysis -
,

_ j 22 Summary and Description - Fire Protection System." The first
,

23 document is the " Safe Shutdown Analysis Summary" originally

.

submitted to the Staff by letter of June 12, 1984.24
Ace-Fedsfal Reporters, Inc.

25 The second document is a description of the " Safe
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1 Shutdown Anailysis" previously filed with the Staff on February

2 24th, 1984.

3 The entire " Safe Shutdown Analysis" comprises some

4 six volumes, some of which is proprietary and Applicants do

5 not intend to offer the entire analysis-for purposes of this

6 contention.

7 I would ask that that exhibit be marked as

8 Applicants' Exhibit 7.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: It may be sc marked.

10 (Whereupon, " Safe Shutdown

II Analysis" was marked as

12 Applicants' Exhibit 7 for
,

13 identification.)

I4 MR. EDDLEMAN: May I inquire -- I don't know if

15 this is the appropriate. time -- are all the changes that have

16 been made in these things new information that was not available

17 on August 9th?

18 -MR. O'NEILL: That is correct.

II MR. EDDLEMAN: Thank you.

20 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, I would like to ask a

21 question as well. I would.like to know what amendment to the

O " rSAR ehis'is. Does it h ve an emendmene number 2
.

23 MR. O'NEILL: Section 9.5.1 and Appendix 9.5A

-24 indicate revisions on each page, but they have not been
As -Feeerm nepormes, inc.

25 formally. incorporated into an FSAR amendment. It has not gone

. . , . . . _ - , . . _ _ . _ __
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|

|

I through-the FSAR amendment process and been submitted to the j

2 Staff at this time. However, we wanted the exhibit that we

3 offer into evidence today to reflect the most up-to-date

,, ]'
''' 4 -information that we had at this time, so these changes will

5 be incorporated into Amendment 17.or 18, whichever the next

6 one is, but they have not yet been submitted formally to the>

7 Staff through that process.

8 MRS. MOORE: Thank you.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Is that it?

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: Might I inquire one other thing?

II In the description of the six volumes, it is

12 ' Volumes 5 and 6, the security information, that are proprietary?

q-
13Q And the other four volumes are open-information?f

I4 MR. O'NEILL: I would.ask Ms. Serbanescu if she

15 knows which volumes are proprietary and which aren't.

.16 WITNESS SERVANESCU: That's correct, Volumes 5 and

17 6 are proprietary.

18 MR. O'NEILL: Thank you.

19 JUDGE KELLEY: I have a small problem. I ran out

20 of my hotel room this morning and I'm afraid I left the

21 testimony on 116 behind, the Applicants' testimony. Not
|

, . - -

V 22 wishing to discriminate, I left the Staff's, too. Would you

I

23 have an extra copy?

24
| (Documents handed to the Board.)
' Am-Federes Reponers, Inc.

.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: Do you have a summary of their

l'
- - - -. ,
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I testimony, or are they prepared to give one?

2 MR. O'NEILL: Yes, sir.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Fine.
p
V' 4 DIRECT EXAMINATION

5 BY MR. O'NEILL:

6 Q Mr. Waters, please state your full name for the

7 -record.

8 A (Witness Waters) David B. Waters.

9 Q Do you have before you a document that was prefiled

10
_, _

as your written statement for this proceeding?
II A I do.

12 .Q Will you please identify it for the record?

13 A " Applicants' Testimony of David B. Waters in},

,

I4 . Response to Eddleman Contention 116 (Fire Protection) ."
;

15 Q And is that document dated August 9th, 19847

16 g yes,.it is.

17 Q. And does it comprise 11 pages of questions and
L

18 answers, and two attachments, the first attachment, Table
.

I9 13.1.3-16 from the FSAR, which is a copy of your resume, and

,

a second attachment, 13.2.3 from the Harris FSAR, which is a20

21 section.on fire brigade training?
^

'

r
22 A Yes, it does.| .

|

( Q Did you prepare this testimony?23

24 A Yes, I did.
|m neponen, Inc.

Q Do you have any changes or corrections to make ati 25

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

.

I 'this time?

2 'A Yes, I.have one clarification.

3
_ _

On page 4, lines 2 through 5, I would like to
.

,

i -E 4 clarify the use of the all-encompassing word "all." I

5 describe:
.s-

6 "Each fire area containing safety-related

7 equipment will be bounded on all sides by three hour
,.

8 rated' fire barriers."
,

T

9 I would like to qualify that with the information

10 .that is contained in the response to Question 7 on page 7 of

! II Mrs. Serbanescu's supplemental testimony.. That sets' forth

I2 .certain' technical exceptions . to the word "all. "
.

( 13 Q Do you have any other changes or corrections to

: I4 make at this time?

15 g- No, I do not.

16 Q Is.this statement as clarified true and accurate
' ' ~ I7 to ' the best of your knowledge,~ information and belief?

| 18 A. Yes, it is. _

I9 MR.'O'NEILL:- Mr. Chairman, I would move that>

20 Applicants' testimony of David B. Waters in response to

21 -Eddleman Contention 116 on fire protection, together with

: (,/ _ -the two attachments, be bound into the record as if read,22

23 and received into evidence.
24 -JUDGE KELLEY: Any objection?

m nosonnes,Inc.
'

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: No' objection. Could I ask for a
i

II
s

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

I clarification of Answer 7 on page 7? Is this in the supplementz,1

2 testimony? It is dated October lith.

3 WITNESS WATERS: Yes,
fm,

4 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.'-

5 JUDGE KELLEY: -The testimony is admitted and bound

6 into the record.

7 (The document follows:)

8

9

'10

11

12

~(:): 's

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

) 22

23

24
Ae-reders neporwe, inc.

. 25

. - . .-. - - - . - - _
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1 Q.1 Please state your name, address, present occupation

2 and employer.

3 A.1 My name is David B. Waters. My business address is

() 4 Carolina Power & Light Company, P. O. Box 165, New Hill, North

5 Carolina 27562.- My present occupation is Principal Engineer -

6 Operations for the Carolina Power & Light Company (CP&L).

7 Q.2 State your educational background and professional

8 work experience.

9 A.2 I have a B.S. in Engineering Physics from chio State

10 University, an M.S. in Nuclear Science and Engineering from

11 Carnegie Institute of Technology and professional experience in'

12 the areas of nuclear plant reactor core analysis, licensing and

13 regulatory compliance, nuclear plant operating requirements,

14 and fire protection requirements. A copy of my professional

O 15 -experience and qualifications is affixed hereto as
,

L

L 16 Attachment A.

17 Q.3 -What is your present position with CP&L?

18 A.3 My present position with CP&L is Principal Engineer -

.19 Operations in the Harris Nuclear Project Department.

20 Q.4 In this position have you any responsibilities

21 relating to the Harris Plant fire protection program?
|

22 A.4 Yes. In this position I am delegated the responsi-

23 bility by the Plant General Manager for administration of the
,

,

!-

-( ) -
24 plant fire protection program during the operational phase.

~25 This involves the supervision of the plant fire protection
!

26'

-2-

I

--v~. m.----=+-w=--. - - -------ew. -- m---- - , . --__----,-,-- - ------ . - -..-
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1 staff -- who carry out the development and implementation of

2 procedures, performance of periodic tests of installed fire
3 protection equipment, training of fire brigade members, fre- j

4 quent walkdowns of plant areas to detect fire protection con-
I

5 cerns, and interface with insurance carriers, NRC inspectors,

6 and company auditors during periodic inspections. I have de-

7 veloped a working knowledge of nuclear plant fire protection
8 programs, requirements and regulations through my direct in-
9 volvement with responses to Branch Technical Position 9.5-1 for

10 CP&L's H. B. Robinson and Brunswick Nuclear Plants during the

11 period between May 1976 to March 1979, and during my assignment

12 at the H. B. Robinson Plant as Principal Engineer - Operations

13 from June 1981 to June 1982, with similar responsibilities for

14 fire protection at an operating plant to the ones I presently
p
d 15 hold at Harris.

16 Q.5 What is the purpose of your testimony?.

17 A.5 The purpose of my testimony is to address those as-

18 pects of Eddleman Contention 116 that question fire brigade.re-
19 sponse to a fire at the Harris Plant and allege that the Harris
20 Plant " fire fighting capability for simultaneous fires is inad-
21 equate, or at least unanalyzed."

22 Q.6 What provisions are made for Harris Plant response to|
1

23 a fire?
i

24 A.6 The Harris Plant response to a fire event is based on
- (),.

| the concept of " defense-in-depth." For purposes of fire pro-v 25
|

26 tection, the Harris Plant can be viewed as consisting of

,

! -3-

}
._ - - . _ .- _. _. . - _ .
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1- self-contained spaces, or fire areas. Each fire area

.

2 containing safety-related equipment will be bounded on all

3 sides by three hour rated fire barriers. All penetrations

() 4 through a fire barrier will be sealed by tested assemblies

5 having a commensurate rating as that required of the barrier.
.

6- As discussed in the Fire Hazards Analysis, fire areas will be
,

7 equipped with detectors to provide early warning of fires,
I ' including smouldering fires, and will be protected by suppres-8
.

9 sion~ systems actuated by thermal detectors. Fire detection and'

10 suppression systems are discussed in Applicants' Testimony of'

11 Margareta A. Serbanescu.

12 The trained fire brigade utilizes installed manual equip-

13 ment such as fire hose stations and fire extinguishers as the

L 14 . primary response to a fire in each fire area. This equipment

O .15 is backed up by the design features in these areas, to ensure
1

16 complete extinguishment of even deep-seated fires such as those

17 that could arise from concentrated cable tray fires. Adminis-

| 18 trative controls are utilized to control activities such as
19 welding and burning or transport and storage of combustible ma-'

20 terials, and thus minimize the opportunity for a fire to be in-
21 itiated. Prior to commercial operation, a pre-fire plan will

;

22 'be prepared for each area of the plant which contains

23 safety-related equipment. .The pre-fire plan will provide the ,

24 Shift Foreman in the control room and the fire brigade leader
O"

25 with information about a possible fire in the area including
i

26 guidance for preventing a fire from spreading ._ adjacent areas

27 and for notifying off-site fire companies.
.

-4-
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1 The implementation of the Harris Plant fire protec-

2 tion program provides assurance that fire events that could ad-

3 versely affect safety-related equipment have a low probability

0 4 ef ecc=rr1=e. a a ta e i= **e ==11xe1r eve =e eher aia eccer a

5 were not promptly detected and extinguished, the safe shutdown

6 of the plant would not be jeopardized.

7 Q.7 What assumptions are made regarding fire brigade re-

8 sponse time?

9 A.7 A fire brigade response time of approximately 5-15

10 minutes is expected for most fire events within the power

11 block. This response time is dependent on many factors,

12 including fire location, weather conditions, and location of
13 fire brigade members within the plant and may vary somewhat

l14 from the above numbers. Fire brigade training stresses the im-

U 15 portance of prompt reaction to a fire condition, proper use of
16 fire-fighting and protective equipment, and actions required
17 promptly to extinguir:h dif*erent types of fires in a variety of
18 plant areas. This training, supplemented by fire drills, will

19 . serve to keep the brigade response time to a minimum.

20 Q.8 What is the basis for these assumptions?

21 A.8 They are based upon the experience of the Harris

22 Plant's fire protection staff, which includes power plant, mu-

23 nicipal, volunteer, and industrial fire suppression experience
24 totaling over 30 years.

25 Q.9 Please describe the training program for fire brigade

26 members.

-5-.
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1 A.9 The training program for fire brigade members is de-

2 scribed in FSAR Section 13.2.3, a copy of which is attached

3 hereto as Attachment B.
Ag Q.10 How often do members of the fire brigade participate4

5 in fire drills?

6 A.10 In accordance with Section I.3 of 10 C.F.R. Part 50,

7 Appendix R, fire drills will be conducted at least quarterly
8 for each shift brigade. At least one drill per year will be

9 unannounced for each shift brigade and at least one drill per

10 year will be conducted on a "back shift" for each shift bri-
'll gade.

12 Once every three years an unannounced drill will be
13 critiqued by qualified individuals independent of Applicants'
14 staff. A copy of the critique report will be available for NRC

,

V 15 review. .

f

16 Q.11 What are the requirements for refresher training for

_ 17 the fire brigade members?

18 A.11 In accordance with Section I.1 of 10 C.F.R. Part 50,

19 Appendix R, refresher training sessions for fire brigade mem-
20 bers will be conducted quarterly. These sessions will be used

21 to review changes to the fire protection program, to supplement
22 the initial training program and to cover any other subjects as
23 The refresher training program is designed to en-necessary.

24 sure that each topic for fire brigade instruction is repeated
's) 25 at a frequency of not more than two years.

26

-

-6-
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1 Each brigade member, additionally, will participate
2 annually in a practice session covering fire fightitig on typi-
3 cal nuclear plant fires. These sessions will involve actual

(O 4 interior structural fire fighting requiring the use of breath-j

5 ing apparatus and full protective clothing.
6 Q.12 Is there any regulatory requirement or guidance
7 requiring consideration of postulated simultaneous fires in es-
8 tablishing nuclear plant fire fighting capability?

9 A.12 I am aware of no NRC regulations or regulatory guide
10 and no industry code or standard which requires a commercial
11 nuclear generating facility operator to postulate, or defend
12 against, multiple fires. Section I of 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Ap-

13 pendix R, contains a table establishing three levelo of fire
14 damage limits for which fire protection must be provided. For

,-

15 each, only a single fire must be considered.
16 Because there is no requirement to consider simulta-
17 neous fires, Applicants have not specifically addressed this

( 8 subject in the PSAR or Safe Shutdown Analysis.
' Q.13 Have Applicants nevertheless considered how the
0 Harris Plant would respond to two fires occurring simulta-

| neously?

22 A.13 The design of fire suppression and detection systems
-

' as well as fire suppression procedures which will be in place
124 upon commercial operation of the Harris Plant provide adequate

'(q
L.) 25 capability to react effectively to two fires occurring simulta- |

26 Activation of the fire detection system in an area isneously.

-7-
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1 independent of other fire areas, so two fires occurring simul-

2 taneously in different areas would be detected and alarm lo-

3 cally and at the main fire detection information center. Also,

() 4 each suppression system operates independently of the others,

5 thus multiple simultaneous fires would activate multiple sup-

-6 pression systems. _ Fire brigade training in fire suppression

7 techniques will allow the capability of applying personnel re-

8 sources to control simultaneous fires.

9 Q.14 Is there an adequate supply of water to handle the

10 activation of more than one suppression system?

11 A.14 There is an adequate water supply at the Harris Plant

12 to control multiple fires. The Harris Plant water supply con-

13 sists of two pumps, each with a rated capacity of 2500 gallons

O .
14 per minute (gym) and each capable of supplying 100% of the sup-

15 pression system needs. The largest suppression system to be

16 installed in the Harris Plant will require only 2000 gym if all
|

17 of its approximately'130 sprinkler heads operate. Statistics

18 show, however, that for fires occurring in areas protected by

19 sprinkler systems, 95% of them are controlled by less than 15

20 of the system's sprinkler heads and over 90% are controlled

21 with only one sprinkler head. National Fire Protection Associ-

22 ation, Fire Protection Handbook, (14th Edition, 1976), Figure
|
~

23 14-1(o),

24 0 15 What inspection requirements will be established to

O 25 ensure the operation of fire protection and suppression sys-

26 tems?
I

-s-

|
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A.15 Applicants will test detection and suppression sys-1

tems on a periodic basis as dictated by the Harris Plant Tech-2

3 nical Specifications. Supply valves which are normally re-

(~') 4 quired to be open are designed to alarm if they are placed in a
s_-

5 closed position. Applicants will also perform routine inspec-'

6 tions monthly to verify proper valve lineups.

7 Q.16 Have Applicants established administrative controls

for flammable liquids and combu'stible materials at the Harris8

9 Plant?

10 A.16 The Harris Plant fire protection program includes ad-
e

11 ministrative controls of flammable liquids and combustible ma-

12 terials to ensure that there is a low probability that a fire

13 which could affect plant safety will occur. Administrative

14 coatrols include the prohibiting the storage of flammable lig-

15 uids in safety related areas, minimizing the quantities of

16 flammable liquids in safety cans and storing fluids in fire re-

17 sistant cabinets. In addition, Applicants will implement an

18 aggressive housekeeping program to minimize the accumulation of

19 combustible paper and trash. Smoking will be prohibited in all

20 safety-related areas except those which will be continually

21 manned.

22 Q.17 Will the fire brigade include sufficient personnel to

23 respond to two simultaneous fires?

24 A.17 Yes. The fire brigade will consist of a minimum of

b,_.
25 five persons on each shift, as required by 10 C.F.R. Part 50,

26 Appendix R, who will have been trained pursuant to the

-9-
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1 requirements described in FSAR Section 13.2, plus at least one

2 fire protection technical aide who will provide expert advice

3 and assistance. In my opinion, sufficient personnel would ce

() 4 available to control effectively two simultaneous fires.

5 Q.18 Is there sufficient fire equipment on site to respond

6 to two simultaneous fires?

7 A.18 Yes. Stand pipe and hose systems are installed

8 throughout the Plant to supply hose stations. Each area of the

9 Plant can be reached by effective hose streams from at least

10 two hose stations. Fire extinguishers, self-contained breath-

11 ing equipment, protective clothing and emergency lanterns are

12 provided as described in FSAR Section 9.5.1.2.3. In addition,

13 there will be a fire engine housed on site which will be avail-

14 able to respond to fires in outlying areas. The engine carries

O 15 1000 gallons of water, which will allow an immediate response

16 to a fire situation for 5-10 minutes while adjacent hydrants

17 are supplied with hoses and charged by fire brigade members.

18 Q.19 What assumptions are made respecting off-site assis-

19 tance to fight a fire?
[
'

20 A.19 off-site fire companies could be called to assist in

21 responding to fires. Applicants have estimated an average re-

22 sponse time of 30 minutes for the Apex Volunteer Fire Depart-

23 ment and the Holly Springs Volunteer Fire Department. These

24 fire company personnel will be given an orientation of thes

d
25 Etrris Plant and will be familiar with the Plant's configura-

26 t:.on and capabilities. They will be invited to participate in

-10-.
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1 drills at the Harris Plant. The 30-minute response time will

2 vary depending upon the time of day a request for assistance is

3 made. Response times are anticipated to be somewhat better

(] 4 during evening hours. The response time can be expected to be
v

5 somewhat longer than 30 minutes during normal business hours.

6 off-site agency assistance will not be as important during

7 those hours, however, because addicional assistance will be

8 available on site from day shift operating personnel and fire

9 protection staff.

10 C.20 In summary, are you confident that Applicants can

11 fight any postulated fire at the Harris Plant including two si-

12 multaneous fires?

13 A.20 CP&L's management has fully supported and encouraged

14 the development of an aggressive fire protection program and a

() 15 properly trained fire protection staff at the Harris Plant.

16 The design features, administrative controls and fire protec-

17 tion procedures which I have described are, in my judgment, en-

18 tirely adequate to provide prompt and effective response to a

19 single fire as required by NRC regulations, and adequate also

20 to respond effectively to two fires occurring simultaneously.

21

| 22

23

24
.r^N
(_) 23i

26

-11-
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TABLE 13.1.3-16

David Waters
Principal Engineer - Operations

Education

A. .B.S. Degree in Engineering Physics - Ohio State University - 1963.

B. N.S. Degree in Nuclear Engineering - Carnegie Institute of Technology -
1967.

Professional Societies

A. American Nuclear Society

B. Professional Engineer - North Carolina - 1975

C. Society of Fire Protection Engineers

L Experience
"

'April, 1963, to April, 1972, Senior Engineer, Westinghouse Electric
!

| Corporation, Pittsburgh, PA

O'

May, 1972, employed as a Senior Engineer in the Nuclear Generation Section of
the Bulk Power Supply Department. Located in the General office.

June,1973, employed as a Project Engineer in the Nuclear Generation Section
of the Bulk Power Supply Department. Located in the General Office.,

July, 1974, employed as a Principal Engineer in the Nuclear Generation Section
of the Bulk Power Supply Department. Located in the General Office.

January, 1977, employed as a Director - Start-up and Technical in the
Generation tarvices Section of the Generation Department. Located in the

! General Office.
!
j September,1978, employed as a Principal Engineer - Nuclear Generation in the
'

Nuclear Generation Section of the Generation Department. Located in the

General Office. ,

.

May, 1979, employed as a Principal Specialist - Regulatory Compliance in the
Generation Services Section of the Generation Department. Located in the

O. General Office.

November,1979, employed as a Principal Specialist - Special Projects in
,

! Nuclear Operations Administration Section of the Nuclear operations
Department. Located in the General Office.

.

|. 13.1.3-24 w =aat No. 13
! ..

L
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TABLE 13.1.3-16 (Cont'd)

David Waters-

Principal Engineer - Operations

Experience (Cont'd)

February,1981, employed as a Principal Specialist - Special Projects in the
.

Nuc.laar Operations Administration Section of the Technical Services
Department. Located in the General Office.

'

June 1981 to June 1982 acting as Principal Engineer - Operations at R. 3.
,

Robinson Unit No. 2.

; February,1982, espicyed as Principal Engineer - Operations, at the Shearon
Harris Nuclear Power Plant, located in New Hill, North Carolina.

.

*
.

.

O
,

|
|

I
|

|

.

O

,
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13.2.3 FIRE gEIGADE 77.AINING

13.2.3.1 Fire Brigade Members
'

13.2.3.1.1 Instruction

Instructions in the topics Listed below will be administered to each
individual prior to assignannt as a fire brigade aesber. The instructions i

1

will include:

a) Identification of the location and types of fire hasards that could
produce fires within the plaat, including identification of the areas where
breaching air will be required.

b) Identification of the location of installed and portable fire fighting
equipment ta each area, rad familiarization with the layout of the plant,
including access and regress routes to each area.

c) Proper use of available equipeent, and the correct methods of fighting
the following types of fires electrical, cable and cable trays, hydrogen,
flassable liquids, vaste/ debris, and record file.

d) Indoctrination to the plaat fire fighting plan, with coverage of each
individual's responsibilities and their changes.

e) Proper use of breathing, cosemaication, lighting, and portable
ventilation equipeest.

! f) A detailed review of procedures, with particular emphasis on what
! equipment mast be used in particular areas.

.

3) A review of the latest modifications to the f acill:7. procedures, fire
fighting equipeest, and fire fighting plan.

h) The proper method of fighting fires inside buildings and tunnels.

Refresher instructions will be provided to all fire brigade aesbers on a
regularly scheduled basis of set less than four sessicas a year wi:h sessions
to be repeated at a frequency of not more than 2 years. Instructions will be
provided by qualified individuals 'movledgeable and experienced in fighting,

'

the fires that could occar La the plant with the equipment available at the
plaat. Special instructions will be provided for fire brigade leaders in

j directing sad coordinating fire fighting activities.

13.2.3.1.2 Practice Sessions
I

Fractice seasicas will be held for fire brigade amebers to coach them the,

proper method of fighting various types of fires and to provide them with,
,

practice in estinguishing actual fires. These sessions will be conducted at'

facilities sufficiently remote free the nuclear plant so as not to endanger
safety-related equipment, with the sessions provided at regular intervals not
exceeding 1 year. These practice sessions will be conducted requiring fire ;

.

13.2.3 1 Amendment No. 2
.
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|
brigade sombers to dos protective quipment, including emergency breaching

2 apparatus.

13.2.3.1.3 Drills

Drills will be performed in the plant so that the fire brigade will remain
proficient in fire fighting techniques. 3ese dri us win includes

a) The staalated use of equipment for the various situations sad types of
fires which could reasonably occur in each safety-related area.

| b) Coc.formance, where possible, to the established plant fire fighting
plans.

c) Operation of fire fighting equipeest, where practical, including,

! self-contained breathing apparatus, communication equipment, and pertable
and installed ventilation equipment.

Drins will be performed at regular intervals, not to escoed three ao'aths, for
,

each fire brigade to aHow members of the brigade to train as a team. At
least one drill per year for each fire brigade will be unannounced to
determine the fire readiness of the plant fire brigade and plaat fire
protectica systems and equipment. Drills wth be planned to establish
training objectives and will be critiqued to determine how won the training
objectives were ast. This critique will, as a sinisua, assess: fire alars
effectiveness; response time; selection, placement and use of equipeent; the
! ire brigade chief's direction of the fire fighting offart; and each ftre,

brigade seaber's response to the emergency.
|

[ A drin will be held ===u=117 at which offsite fire department participation
will be requested.

13.2.3.2 Other Station hiplayees
.

13.2.3.2.1 Instruction for All : ton-Fire 3rigade Members

! Once a year all egioyees win be instructed on the fire protection plan.
evacuation routes, and procedures for reporting a fire. Security personnel,

l win be instructed is entry procedures for offsite fire departments, crowd
control for people exiting the stations, sad procedures for reporting

, potential fire hasards observed when couring the facility. Instrue: ion will
| aise be gives to all shif t personas 1 who will assist the fire brigs le in the

event of a fire. Temporary employees will be gives instructions ce
f amiliarise them with the plaat!s evacuation signals, eveeustion r: stes, and
precedures for reporttag fires.

13.2.3.2.2 Orills

O
| A plaat svacuation drin win be performed assually.
;

13.2.3-2 Amesdaent 2. 2

t
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13.2.3.3 Fire protection Staff

Fire protection staff ammbers will be introduced to a program of specialized
. training. Instructions for the staff will include,

,

a) Analysis of building layout and systes design with respect to fire
precoction requirements, including consideration of potential hasards
associated with postulated design basis fires.'

:

b) Design and asistenance of fire detection suppression and extinguishing
! systems.

c) Fire protection techniques and procedures.

d) Training in saamal firefighting techniques and procedures for plant
personnel and the fire brigade. '

13.2.3.4 Offsite Fire Departments

'

In accordance with contzents for the use of offsite fire departments, the
trainias offered these offsite fire fighting personnel will include courses in
basic radiation principles and practices. Additional training will be offered
to familiarise them with typical radiation hasards that any be encountered
when fighting fires at a nuclear power plant. !

,

i L3.2.3.3 Construction Personnel

Training for construction personnel will include instructions in reporting*
'

fires, responding to alares, and locating evacuation routes.
.

I 13.2.3.6 Initial Training

,

The initial fire protection training protras will be completed prior to
receipe of fusi at the site. The Emergency ?lan implementing procedures for
fire protectica vill be coupleted at least three aanths prior to receipt of
fuel. Sufficient fire protecties drills will be. performed immediately prise
to fuel receipt to provide assursace that the plant staff is adequately
trained to cope with fire-rslated energencies. i

.

!

~

l
.

Amandanat No. 213.2.3-3
.
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I BY MR. O'NEILL:

2 0 Mrs. Serbanescu, would you please state your full

3 -

_

name for the record?
~

L 4 A (Witness Serbanescu) My name is Margareta

5 Serbanescu,'S-e-r-b-a-n-e-s-c-u.

6 Q Mrs. Serbanescu, do you have before you the

7 document that was prefiled as your written statement in this

8 proceeding?

9 -A. .Yes, I do.

10 Q Will you please identify it for the record?

II 'A It is " Applicants' Testimony of Margareta A.

. 12 Serbanescu in Response to Eddleman Contention 116 (Fire

13 Protection) ," dated August 9, 1984. -

I4 .Q And does this document include 31 pages of question s

- 15 and answers, an attachment which is your statement of

16 professional. experience, and excerpts from ANI Bulletin Number'

17 .57 ,

L 18 A Yes, it does.

'

h . 19 Q Did you prepare this testimony?

20 A The testimony was prepared by a group of engineers

21 including myself, but I read it and commented on it and I

'O " coa id r te d iae r o a-
.

23 0 -Mrs. Serbanescu, do you have before you a written
,

2 statement that was filed on October lith,1984, as supplemental
,

25 testimony?
:

9
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~l 'A That is' correct.

'2 Q Would you please identify that document for the

3
'

record?-

4 'A- This is" Applicants' Supplemental Testimony of
'

'5 Margareta'A.' Servanescu in Response to Eddleman Contention

4 116 . (Fire Protection) ," dated October lith,1984. It consists

7 of seven pages.

8 Q And does this supplemental testimony clarify and

9 ' correct the statement that'was filed on August 9th, 1984?
,

10 A That is correct.

'II Q And did you. prepare this. supplemental testimony?

12 A This supplemental testimony was prepared by a

'13 jgroup of engineers and myself, and I endorse it as my own.

14 Q As to your statement of August 9th supplemented

15 .by. your statementi of August lith, do you have any additional

16 changes or corrections to.make to either statement?

'II A Yes, I do. .

18 On " Applicants' Testimony of Margareta A.

I8 Servanescu" dated August 9, 1984, I.would like to make the'

20 following corrections and/or clarifications:

21 .Page 1, line 14. There is a discrepancy between

22 the testimony.and my experience. I would like that line 14
,

23 to read.as follows:

24 "I am a principal engineer with 19 years
asceans mese, , inn.

25 of mechanical engineering experience."

a o

-



-- - - . -- . .- _ - _ ._

WEB /e613 4253
~

I Page 5, line 20. I would like line 20 to read as

2 follows:

3 " Applicants performed a Safe Shutdown
7._
! ).
q/

4 Analysic which is dated June 20, 1983, and was

5 submitted to the NP.C on July 22nd."

6 I had another marked which I cannot find right now,

7 but please give me a few minutes.

8 (Pause.)

9 I just found it.

10 On page 9, lines 8, 9 and 11. On lines 8 and 9

II I would like to delete "and protective." I would like a

.

12 comma added after " construct' ion," and I would like lines 8 and

() 13 9 to read as follows:
i
Id . . . . assemblies with the exception of"

15 ceiling construction, combustible framing, and

16 combustible facing on the unexposed side of walls,

17 partitions and floors."

I I8 On line 11--

II JUDGE KELLEY: Would you read that more slowly,

20
j please?

21
. WITNESS SERBANESCU: Yes.

A)(_ 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Just the addition.

23 WITNESS SERBANESCO: The addition occurs after

24 " combustible framing" and it reads:
Ae-Federes mesenen,Inc.

25 " . . . .and combustible facings on the
.

- . . . _ _ - - . _ _ - . - - - . - - - - _ - _. - _ _ - . - - ,-
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1 unexposed side of walls, partitions and floors."

2 On line 11 I would like to delete "and protective."

3
.

I would like to add a comma after " ceiling construction." I

-

4 would like to. add a comma after " combustible framing," and

5 add the word "et cetera" pertaining to all the listings I

6 added before.

7 These were my changes.

8 DY MR. O'NEILL:

9 Q Mrs. Serbanescu, now that we have made these

10 ' changes, could we please turn to page 37 There is a blank at

l
II -lines 14 and--

12 A (Witness Serbanescu) Page 3 of--
-

.(f 13 Q Of your August 9th statement.

14 A Thank you.

15 The first blank should be Applicants' Exhibit 6.

18 The second blank is Applicants' Exhibit 7.

17

18

19

20

21

22
:

23

24
AePederal Reporters, ine.

25

- . _
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1 4 Applicants' supplemental testimony, Mrs. Serbanescu,

2 on page twe --

3 A Just one minute, please.
| t 8

*
- 4 (Pause.)

*

5 Yes.

4 q 'The blank in Snawer one should be Exhibit 6,
|

7 page three.

8 MR. EDDLEMAN: Excuse me, did you say the blank

9 in answer one was on page two of the August 9 or the --

10 MR. O'NEILL: The supplemental testimony of

j 11 October 11.

12 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.

) 13 6 in answer one on page two of the supplemental -

14 MR. O'NEILL: That's correct.

IS Page three, the middle of the page should also

16 read " Applicants ' Exhibit 6." Page five, the middle of

17 Page five, the middle of the page, Applicants'

18 Exhibit 6.

19 BY MR. O'NEILL:

20 4 Mrs. Serbanescu, with the corrections you have

21 made in the August 9, 1984 statement, as supplemented

()_ by the October 11, 1984 statement, is your testimony true22

23 and accurate to the best of you,r knowledge, information

24 and belief?
As>penses neswwe, las.

25 A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes, it is.

_____ ___ _ ___
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' l' MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Chairman, I would move that

2 the prefiled testimony of Margareta A. Serbanescu dated

3 August 9, 1984 and the, supplemental' testimony dated
,-

~' 4 October 11, 1984, along.with the. attachments to the August' '

5 :9, 1984-statement be incorporated into.the record as if

6 read and be received into evidence.

7 JUDGE KELLEY: The attachments, can you just tell
_

8 -me.again, we're not talking about this big green book?

9 MR. O'NEILL: 'Not yet, and certainly we won't.

10 ask? that that be incorporated into the transcript.

' 1.l~ JUDGE KELLEY: That was my point.

12 MR. O'NEILL: The attachments are the statement

:(''y 13 .of professional experience of Margareta Serbanescu and
\J

14 : excerpts from A&I Bulletin Number 5, which are stapled to

15 her prefiled statement.

16 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Admitted and bound in.

17 (The documents follow.)

18

:19

20

21

I I 22
. xj .

4

23

24
Aesreseres neporiers,Inc.

25

-

J
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-Q.1 What is.the purpose of your Supplemental Testimony?
1

A.1 This testimony supplements my pre-filed statement ..

of August 9, 1984 to reflect certain changes to Applicants' Fire

Hazards Analysis which have been made subsequent to August 9,:

'

1984. The revisions to the Fire Hazards Analysis are reflected

Jin the Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant (SHNPP). Final Safety Analysis,

Report - (FSER) Section 9.5.1 and Appendix 9.5A (Applicants'

Exhibitk9).
Q.2 Why have.there been changes to the SHNPP Fire

Hazards Analysis since your pre-filed testimcay was submitted
.

to the Board?
,

1

A.2- Because-of a change in the design criteria for

cable tray-loadings and the availability of more specific

,
information on the calorific values of the cable installation

- (). . u' sed in the SENPP, a re-evalaution of calculations for
~

'

determining combustible loads in each Fire Area was performed.

Q.3- Pleare describe the changes in the calculation ,

'

sof combustible loads in the Fire Areas and the changes in
,

assumptions which have led to the revisions to those calculations.

1 A.3 There have been four principal, changes to the

calculation of combustible loads in each Fire Area:

(1)* A specific calorific value for diesel fuel oil of
|

~

140,000 BTU per gallon has been assigned. Originally die-'

.

sel fuel oil was considered in the general category of

) . combustible or flammable liquids with a calorific value of

L .

BTU per gallon. The value of 140,000 BTU per
| 108,000

| .

! -2-

-
.

-- -. a. ......~.,,-,,,,-...,.,._,..,,,..._,...,,,%..__,,__m.,_ , _ _ , _ . _ . _ , , , _ , , . , , , , . , , , _ , , , _ _ , . , , , , , , _ . . , , , , . . . , ,
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*

,

'
s.

- gallon is more specific and more-conservative. 'See Na-
tional Fire Protection Association Handbook, 14th Edition,

.

Table 7-3B5 Characteristics of Fuel Oil.

(: (2) The calorific.value per running foot (RF) of a typi-r
,

cal twenty-four inch wide, 40% loaded cable t. ray has been

increased. Generic data was previously employed because
1

the' actual cables to be used at the SENPP had no,t been de-
|-

termined. Cables specific to SENPP have now been selected

- which allow the development of specific calorific values.

.These changes from previous calculations can be summarized
,

as follows:-

Previous (BTU /RF) Current (BTU /RF)
-

i Power Cable- 180,000 200,000

{}
~ Control Cable 157,000 170,000

*

Intrumentation_ 95,000 155,000 ,

These changes in assumptions and in data are reflected in i

(7'

the revisions now incorporated in Applicants' Exhibit ..
,

(3)- Adjustments have been made for maximum allowable
.

electrical cable _ tray fill to reflect plant design

changes. Original' calculations assumed that each cable

tray was filled to 404 -- then the maximum allowable by ,

,

L design. A re-evaluation'of the strength of seismic sup-
|-

!. ports has verified sufficient support to allow Control and
' Instrumentation Cable Trays to'be filled to a maximum of

|
|
| 60%. On the other hand ampacity/derating requirements

,

r

L -3-

|

|
'

.
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have established a limit of 30% maximum fill.for Power
i

Cable Trays. These revised maximum design cable tray
.

'

fills have been used in the updated calculations for com-

{J bustible loadings.
,

(4) Adjustments have been made for actual electrical

cable tray width and height. Original calculations as-
-

sumed all trays had a maximum fill depth of 4 inches.

More recent plant specific data indicates actual maximum

fill depths of 4 and S 1/4 inches for horizontal runs of

cable trays and 6 inches'for cable risers.
~

.

lQ . 4 What impact, if any, have these changes in the calcu-

lations of combustible load in the Fire Hazards Analysis had on

the conclusions that you reached in your testimony fil'd one

August 9, 19847

1(
'

A.4- There is-no impact on the overall conclusions. The
,

.

calculated values of combustible loads in most Fire Areas has

increased somewhat. We first recalculated combustible loads in
,

'each Fire Area with the conservative assumption that all cable
.

trays will be filled to a maximum of 60% capacity (except for
< Power Cable Trays which are limited to 30% capacity). Based on

.this very conservative approach,.the combustible loadings of;

all'but five of the thirty-two Fire Areas were calculated to be
,

-less than 240,000 BTUs'per square foot. Two of these five Fire.

Areas were previously identified in my pre-filed statement of
p'w/ :

.

August 9, 1984. With regard.to.the additional three Fire

Ar.eas, these were identified as cable spreading rooms lA and 1B
.

J
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..

and:the Auxiliary control (Panel) Room. We then calculated a
14

more-accurate combustible loading for these three rooms,

; utilizing the actual cable tray fill as indicated in the more

"

.recent cable and~ conduit list available. This-list represents

1C) -

-

the most recent information concerning quantity and routing of
i

electrical cable available to us, and is considered to include |

virtually'all cable' trays contemplated in final ~ plant design.

We calculated an average actual cable tray fill for each cable

tray within each,of these three Fire Areas and added approxi-
.

mately 5% fill to accommodate potential future additional ca-

bles. The: resultant combustible loads indicated valu'es well'

,

below 240,000s BTUs per square foot and thus there was no im-
.

'

pact on the conclusions reached in the Fire Hazards Analysis.

.The results of these revisions are set forth in Applicants' Ex-

hibit #.
J{])'

L . Q.5 Have there been any other revisions to the Fire Pro- *

tection Program that are reflected in the Fire Hazards Analy-
,

sis?
-

.

A.5 Yes, there has been a change to the smoke removal <

philosophy for the SENPP Fire Protection Program. The supply

and exhaust ventilation systems are now being provided with

fire dampers-in ducts which pass through three hour fire-rated
-

'
barriers. This is being done to maintain the integrity of the

fire barriers which enclose Fire Areas. Thus these ducts,,

(])~ which are capable of automatically removing smoke generated by
,

'
a fire, will now be subject to damper closure when the fusible

.

9
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link of the damper is subjected to a pre-determined tempera-

ture. As individual dampers close, the initial smoke removal

capability diminishes. In addition, air duct smoke detectors

- (])
automatically stop the fans in the ventilation system.

,

I
i Q.6 What impact does this change have on the ability of

the plant to remove smoke from an area to permit the fire bri-

gade to enter the area, assess fire conditions and use manual

. equipment to fight the fire?

A.6 None. The ventilation system can be restored to a

smoke removal mode by manual actuation from the Plant Control
,

Room. In addition, the automatic shutdown features can be

J

overridden by the plant operator. The fire brigade has at its
. ,

disposal portable smoke ejection equipment as well as

self-contained breathing apparatus for negating the adverse ef-
1

fact of smoke on members responding to a fire condition. This'

-
.

change reflects a well established school of thought in fire
,

protection which favors " bottling up" an area and removing a

bontinuing source of available oxygen to sustain a fire. This

allows the fire brigade to make a determination that smoke re-

moval is necessary in order manually to fight the fire.

I Q.7 on page 16, lines 13-16, of your August 9, 1984

. pre-filed testimony, you state: Each Fire Area is bounded by ,
"

barriers with construction that provides a minimum three-hour

| fire rating (with the one exception of emergency diesel genera-
! r~N

tor rooms, described previously)." Do you wish to clarify this'-

statement?

6--

.
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i'
A.7 Yes. Each Fire Area located inside the structure of

the power block is bounded by barriers with construction that -

.provides a minimum three-hour fire rating, with the exception

of special doors, bullet resistant doors and air-tight doors'

!A '

which have not been fire tested. However, the design of these

doors should provide equivalent protection in case of fire. In

-addition, the. transfer air ducts from the reactor auxiliary

building (HVAC equipment room)'to the tank area elevation 286'
I do not contain fire dampers because the tank area'has a negli-

gible combustible loading. Walls and roofs forming the outside

structure of the power block and remote buildings (i.e., Diesel

Generat'or Building and Emergency Service Water Intake Struc-

ture) are . constructed of . reinforced concrete providing'a

three-hour fire rating -- again with the exception of special

() doors (i.e., tornado, wind and missile doors) and the air ex-

I haust and intakes at exterior walls, stacks and roofs. Because
'

these walls are not contiguous with Fire Areas, it was not nec-

essary to provide fire dampers.
'

Q.8 Does this complete the additions or changes that you

wish to make to your pre-filed testimony of August 9, 1984.

A.8 Yes

f

|
*

! (2)
'

,

l
,

|
.

i
|
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UNITED. STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SiFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

'In the Matter of )
*

)
CAROLINA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY ) Docket No. 50-400 OL
and NORTH CAROLINA EASTERN )
MUNICIPAL POWER AGENCY )

)
(Shearon Harris Nuclear Power )
Plant) )

-

APPLICANTS' TESTIMONY OF MARGAR''TA A. SERBANESCU
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(FIRE PROTECTION)
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1 Q.1 Please state your name, address, presen: Occupation

2 and employer,
i

3 A.1 My name is Margareta A. Serbanescu. My business !
!

4 address is Ebasco Services Incorporated, Two World Trade Cen-
'[ [)

,

5 ter, New York, NY 10048. I am employed by Ebasco Services In-
'

6 corporated as a Principal Mechanical Engineer responsible for

7 the supervision of the Ebasco Fire Protection Engineering

8 Group. My responsibilities include development of the fire

9 protection program for the Shearen Harris Nuclear Power Plant

10 (SENPP) project. A copy of my professional experience and

11 qualifications is affixed hereto as Attachment A.

12 Q.2 State your educational background and professional

13 work experience.

14 A.2 I am a Principal Engineer with b& years of mechanical
,_\

15 engineering experience, including 11 years of fire protection~

16 engineering for both nuclear and fossil power generating sta-

17 tions. My work experience includes engineering and design of

18 various fire protection systems, using diversified suppression
.

19 agents such as water, carbon dioxide, halon, dry chemical, and

foam. My responsibilities have included conceptual design;20

preparation of system design criteria, flow diagrams, procure-21

22 ment specifications, bid evaluation, and purchase recommenda-

23 tions; vendor and Ebasco-generated drawing input, review and

drawing approval; supervision of installation; field verifica-rw 24
t !

tion and support; and turnover of the systems to clients. I'~'
25

have also been involved in negotiations with authorities having
26

27 jurisdiction over fire protection, such as governmental



r

. . .

1 authorities, local' authorities, insurance underwriters and own-'

Some of.my responsibilities have included preparation of-2 ers. .

3 Safety Analysis-Reports, Fire Hazards Analyses, and Safe Shut-'

| _ 4 down Analyses in Case of Fire -- all performed in accordance

5 with various criteria issued ~by the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-

6 sion (NRC), industry standards, National Fire Protection Asso-

7 ciation (NFPA) standards and recommended practices. I have

8 provided technical assistance to a client during an NRC " walk-

9 down" of a nuclear power plant's fire protection systems.

10. Q.3 Describe the professional services that you have pro-

11 vided to Applicants for the operating license for.the SHNPP and

12 the degree of involvement that you and your associates at

13 Ebasco have had in the development of the Harris fire protec-

.

14 tion program.

15 A.3 Ebasco was retained by Applicants, in conjunct.'.on

16 with providing architect-engineering services, to develop the

fire protection program for the SHNPP in accordance with NRC17

.18 regulatory requirements, insurance carrier's guidelines, indus-
.

~ try standards and local authorities' requirements. I was as-- 19

signed as the Fire Protection Engineer for the SHNPP in20'

21 September 1978. I was involved in the preparation of the Plant
'

L22
Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) which included a detailed

Fire Hazards Analysis developed.from the Preliminary Safety'

23

24 Analysis Report. One year later I was assigned to be Fire Pro-'

O- taction Lead Engineer for the SHNPP and was placed in charge of
25

26
2-

*

.

e

.
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1 the ?' ant fire protection program within Ebasco's scope of1 .

/2 work. In. January 1981 I was promoted to Supervisor of the
:

.3 Ebasco Fire Protection Engineering Group, retaining responsi-

4 bility for the SHNPP fire protection activities. In this ca-(]J
5 pacity I was involved in the supervision of the fire protection

6 effort within Ebasco's designated scope of work, which included

-7 preparation of the Safe Shutdown Analysis in Case of Fire for
4

8 the SENPP (SSA), coordination of the interdisciplinary reviews

2 'g and comment resolution (including Applicants' comments), provi-
-

! 10 sion of fire protection' features or justifications of devia-

i
11 tions from separation criteria prescribed by the NRC, and the'

-

!. 12 complete final report preparation. FSAR Section 9.5.1 and Ap-

13 pendix 9.5A, which describe the SHNPP fire protection program,

14. are Applicants' Exhibit ; a summary of the'SSA is Appli- ,

O "
15 cants' Exhibit (

*
.

,

16 Q.4 What is the purpose of.your testimony?

17 A.4 The. purpose of my testimony is to address the first |

five allegations of Eddleman Contention 116, which can be stat-18

ed as follows:19

(1) "The fire hazard analysis of section20 9.5A (Appendix) in the FSAR does not
address the availability of control and

21 power to the safety equipment."
22 (2) "In establishing fire resistance rat- '

ings of fire barriers with respect to fires
23 in cable trays, Applicants have not estab-

~

lished that qualification tests represent
24()- actual' plant conditions or. comparable con-

ditions."25
.

26

'
-3-
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1 (3) "Anotner vague statement is that barri-
ers are used 'where practical' without

2 defining practical or stating the criteria
to decide where a fire barrier is or is not

3 practical (and what type of fire barrier is
or is not practical). 9.5.1.1.1."

, 1 4
'
:

\/ (4) "The ' analysis' of Appendix 9.5A does
5 not demonstrate, as 9.5.1.1.1 claims it

will, the t.dequacy of other fire protection -

6 measures in all cases. Rather, it esti-
mates the BTU of combustible material,

7 smoke generation anc removal rate from the
area, gives usually a qualitative descrip-

8 tion of some measures to mitigate or reduce
fire effects, and assumes that the fire

9 will be promptly detected (usually, no
analysis of location of detection instru-

10 ments, etc.) and the fire brigade will re-
spond rapidly and put out the fire, or the

11 automatic equipment will work. These as-
sertions are made despite the time it takes

12 to get people into the containment and to
the fire (not well analyzed). Further, the

13 ' analysis;' of what happens,if the fire
spreads is generally a rationalization that

14 it can't spread much, not an analysis.
'T See, e.g. ' Anallated fires'." ysis of Effects of postu-
'' 15 ,

16 (5) "The effect of a fire in a Fire Area or*

Fire Zone with a combustible loading

17 greater than 240,000 BTU /sq. ft. doesn' t
get dealt with in realistic terms."

18 My testimony demonstrates that these five aspects of the fire
19 protection program for the SENPP, which have been questioned by
20 Eddleman Contention 116, meet NRC regulations and are consis-

21 tent with NRC regulatory guidance and NFPA and industry stan-

22 dards, and, therefore, that there is no merit to any of these

*
~

allegations.

24<^

,J Q.5 What NRC regulations and regulatory guidance are ap-

25 plicable to the fire protection program at the SNHPP7
26

-4-
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1 A.5 The applicable NRC regulations and regula: ry 7u d-

2 ance for. the SHNFP fire protection program are: 10 C.F.R. Part

'

3 50 Appendix A, General Design Criteria 3 " Fire Protection"; 10

4 C.F.R. 5 50.48 " Fire Protection"; 10 C.F.R. Part 50 Appendix R,

'

5 " Fire Protection Program For Nuclear Power Facilities Operating

6 Prior to January 1, 1979"; Regulatory Guide 1.70, " Standard j-

7 Format and Content of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power

8 Plants," Revision 3; NUREG-0800 " Standard Review Plan," Section

9 9.5-1 - Fire Protection; and Branch Technical Position (BTP) -
,

10 chemical Engineering Branch (CMEB) 9.5-1, " Guidelines for Fire

11 Protection for Nuclear Power Plants," dated July 1981.

12 Q.6 Were all of these regulations and guidance in effect

13 at the time the Harris FSAR was filed with the NRC Staff?
.

14 A.6 No. On June 26, 1980 Applicants filed the SENPP FSAR
-

I )
~ 15 with the NRC. 10 C.F.R. 5 50.48 and Appendix R to Part 50

16 became effective in February 1981 and NUREG-0800, which includ-

17 ed BTP CMEB 9.5-1, was issued in July 1981.

18 Q.7 What major changes have been made to the SENPP fire

19 Protection program since the FSAR was first drafted?

ir daEc/- f M /Tf3 Af

20 A7 Applicants performed an SSA which was. submitted to4
21 the NRC on July 22, 1983 and was subsequently revised

October 11,'1983, February 24, 1984, and June 12, 1984. Appli-22

cants have reviewed the SHNPP fire protection program against23

r- 24 the requirements of Appendix R to 10 C.F.R. Part 50. As a re-
'

t

sult of the SSA and Applicants' review of their program against25

26.
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1 Appendix R, additional changes were made : the SH::?? design,

2 including the addition of suppression systems, fire barrier

3 wrap of cable tray and conduit and cable rerouting.

4 Q.8 Eddleman Contention 116 first alleges that the Fire

5 Hazard Analysis in ESAR Appendix 9.5A "does not address avail-

6 ability of control and power to safety equipment." How do you

7 respond to that allegation?

8 A.8 The Fire Hazards Analysis in FSAR Appendix 9.5A does

9 not directly address availability of control and power cables

10 to safety related equipment. This is done in FSAR Subsection

11 9.5.1.2.2, " Fire Protection of Cables and Circuitry," FSAR Sec-

12 tion 8._3, "Onsite Power Systems" and in Applicants' SSA.

13 Q.9 How do the above-referenced sections of the ESAR and

14 the SSA demonstrate the availability of control and power to

15 safety equipment necessary to shutdown the reactor in the event

16 of a fire? ,

17 A.9 As st'ated in ESAR Subsection 9.5.1.2.2, safety relat-

18 ed cable trays and circuits are isolated or protected from the

effects of fire through the use of physical isolation, spatial19

20 separation, non-combustible covering, fire prevention through

21 provision of automatic sprinkler systems, or any combination of
these methods to ensure the integrity of essential electric

22

circuitry needed during the fire for safe shutdown of the plant23

and for fire control. In this regard Applicants are complying
24

with the guidelines found in Appendix A to BTP APCSB 9.5-1 and
25

26
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1 10 C.F.R. Par: 50, Appendix R (unless the NRC permits a dev a-

2 tion from the requirements of Appendix R for a particular situ-

3 ation). Also, as discussed in FSAR Section 8.3, Regulatory

4 Guide 1.75, " Physical Independence of Electrical Systems," was,

~

5 used in the plant design. This regulatory guide addresses

6 methods acceptable to the NRC to ensure physical independence

7 of circuits and electrical equipment which comprise or are as-

8 sociated with certain safety related power and protection sys-

9 tems.

10 Furthermore, in accordance with Section C.S.6 of BTP CMEB

11 9.5-1, Applicants performed an SSA, which verifies that f;re

12 protection features for structures, systems and components im-

13 portant to safe shutdown, including control and power cables,

14 are protected so that one train of systems necessary to achieve

(3 and maintain hot standby conditions from either the control'

15-

16 Room or Emergency Control Station (s) is free of fire damage,

17 and that one train of systems necessary to achieve and maintain

cold shutdown within 72 hours from either the Control Room or18

Emergency Control Station (s) is free of fire damage or can be19

20 repaired.

Thus the information that Mr. Eddleman could not find in21

FSAR Appendix 9.5A is described in other sections'of the ESAR22

and the SSA. It is my understanding that Mr. Eddleman has not23

to this date identified any specific deficiency in the ESAR and
24

,,
SSA analysis regarding the availability of control and power to1 ./ 25

26 safety equipment.

-7-



.

.

1 Q.10 The second issue raised by Eddleman Cententica 115 ;

2 is an allegation that "in establishing fire resistance ratings

3 of fire barriers with respect to fires in cable trays, Appli-

() 4 cants have not established that qualification tests represent

5 actual plant conditions or comparable conditions." What fire

6 barriers are associated with a fire in a cable tray?

7 A.10 A fire barrier is a component of construction ratad

8 by testing laboratories in hours of resistance to fire which is

9 used to prevent the spread of fire. Each Fire Area in the

10 SENPP is enclosed with three-hour fire resistance rated barri-

11 ers. In addition, certain cable trays within a Fire Area are

12 protected by three-hour or one-hour fire .esistance rated en-

13 closures (envelopes), as identified in the SSA at Table 9.5B-3.

14 Where a cable tray penetrates a fire barrier, penetration fire
',_,

)
'

15 seals, having a minimum fire resistance rating at least equiva-''

16 lent to the rating of the fire barrier, are installed as de-

17 scribed in FSAR Subsection 9.5.1.2.2.

18 Q.11 What are the industry standards established for de-
*

19 termining the fire resistance rating of a fire barrier?

A.11 The test methods established for determining the
20

fire resistance rating of fire barriers are based on standard21

fire tests performed in accordance with ASTM E-119, " Standard22

Test Method for Fire Test of Building Construction and Materi-23

" Standard Methods 'f Fire Tests of Buildingals"; NFPA-251, o
^] 24

Construction and Materials"; Nuclear Mutual Limited (NML),
25

26

-8-
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1 "Pr:perty Less' Prevention.5tandards for Suelear Generating Sta-

2- tions,"~ Appendix A-14; Underwriters Laboratories (UL) 263 " Fire

3 Tests of Building Construction and Materials"; and American Nu-

4 clear-Insurers Bulletin No. 5 " Standard' Fire Endurance Test
~O

:5 Method to Qualify a Protective Envelope for Class IE Electrical

6 Circuits." ASTM E-119 describes methods of measuring and

7 specifying~ fire resistive properties of materials and

assemblies with the exc9ption of ceiling h%sy u R M % - & .
construction ud pr;-3

mA MA (ssW n fjer,--
g tactive combustible frarrt.ng Both NFPA-251 and UL 263 are sim-g

10 ilar to'ASn3( E-119, but include testing and acceptance criteria

- 11 for ceiling construction and-pso.tactina combustible framing; do.'

12 NML Appendix A-14 is a modified IEEE-634 " Standard Cable Pene-

13 tration Fire Stop Qualification Test." This standard covers

14 tests of: penetration fire seals when mounted in rated fire bar-

) 15 riers. ANI Bulletin No.'5 describes methods of measuring and

16 specifying fire resistive properties of materials and

.

17 assemblies used to establish a protective envelope for safety

. 18 circuits, including redundant safety circuits in the same Fire

19 Area exposed to a fire originating either outside of the cable

20 system or inside the protective envelope and subjected to me-~

!
chanical impact damage (such as a fire hose stream). *

''

21

22 Q.12 Describe the qualification tests associated with the
,

;

fire berriers with respect to fires in cable trays.23
,

,,

.A.12 Tests for cable tray enclosures are described in ANI
- - 24

() Bulletin No. 5, excerpts of which are attached to this25
.

26
-9-
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testimony as AttachT.ent 3. Penetraticn fire seals are testedi

2 against the detailed testing requiremants and acceptance

3 criteria set forth in NFPA-251, UL 263 and ASTM E-119, de-

4 scribed above.,,

)-

5 Q.13 How has it been established that the test methods''

6 for determining the fire resistance rating represent actual

7 conditions likely to be encountered in the maximum credible

8 fire in any given Fire Area or Fire Zone?

9 A.13 Test methods for determining the fire resistance

10 rating of a fire barrier are based on an exposure fire repre-

11 sented by the " standard time-temperature curve." The points on

12 the curve that determine its character are:

13 1000*F ( 538*C) at 5 min.

14 1300*F ( 704*C) at 10 min.

I 15 1550*F ( 843*C) at 30 min.

16 1700*F ( 927*C) at I hour

17 1850*F (1010*C) at 2 hours

18 1925'E (1053*C) at 3 hours

2000*F (1093*C) at 4 hours19

2300*F (1260*C) at 8 hours20 or over

21 It is not the intent of the tests to simulate actual plant con-

22 ditions likely to be encountered in the maximum credible fire

23 in any given Fire Area or Fire Zone, but rather, by the use of
24 the standard time-temperature curve, to exceed actual plantrs

!
~ 25 conditions by use of the standard common " worst case" exposure

26
fire.

-10-
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1 The standard tine-temperature cur /e has been de orm ned

2 empirically to represent a common " worst case" exposure fire.

3 Actual fire tests, conducted by the National Bureau of Stan-

e, dards by burning to destruction a five-story and a two-story

5 brick, wood-joisted building loaded with waste lumber, produced"

6 overall results in approximation to the standard time-

7 temperature curve. Additional data were obtained by burning

8 various amounts of materials in two fire resistive buildings.

9 By analysis of the data, a relationship of fuel loading that

10 will Produce an exposure equivalent to the standard time-

11 temperature curve for a specific duration has been approximated

12 and reported in Table 6-8A of the National Fire Protection As-

13 sociation's Fire Protection Handbook (14th Edition-1976). For

14 a three-hour period, a combustible load of 240,000 BTU /sq. ft.
'

15 yields a fire severity approximately equal to that indicative

16 of the standard time-temperature curve over a corresponding pe-

17 riod.

18 The Fire Hazards Analysis presents the combustible load

19 for each plant Fire Area. The combustible loading in all Fire

20 Areas in the SENPP power block is less than 240,000 BTU /sq. ft.

21 Thus, a fire barrier tested to withstand a fire based on the

standard time-temperature curve will resist a fire from the22

maximum calculated combustible loading in any Fire Area in the
23

24 SENPP power block.

I ) 25

26

-11-
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1 Q.14 Whac independent tests are ::nducted ta ensure tha

2 the fire resistance rating of fire barriers for cable trays for

3 the SHNPP meets the established standards?

.

4 A.14 Test methods and acceptance criteria are standard-^

'
5 ized and are detailed in documents such as ASTM E-119, NFPA-

6 251, UL 263, NML Appendix A-14, and ANI Bulletin No. 5 (all
;

7 mentioned earlier). For each fire barrier for cable trays that

8 will be used in the SENPP, a qualification test -- in accor-

9 dance with the test methods and acceptance criteria referenced

10 above -- will be performed on a " generic assembly" of that fire

11 barrier by an independent laboratory. Tests are conducted by

12 independent laboratories such as Underwriters Laboratories, In-

13 dustrial Testing Laboratories, Southwest Research Institute,

14 and Portland Cement Association on various generic assemblies

15 in accordance with the applicable standards to establish fire

16 ratings. . Installation of fire barriers at SENPP will be in

17 accordance with the testing laboratory recommendations to en-

sure that the actual installed fire barrier conforms to the18

19 cc.. figuration of the tested assembly.

20 Q.15 The third issue raised by Eddleman Contention 116 is

that FSAR Section 9.5.1.1.1 contains the " vague statement" that
21

"[ fire] barriers are used 'where practical' without defining22

' practical' or stating the criteria to decide where a fire bar-23

rier is or is not practical (and what type of fire barrier
_

24

ehould be used)." How are fire barriers used in the Harris25

26 fire protection program?
.
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1 A.15 Fire barriers are used to separate Fire Areas to re-

2 duce the possibility of fire-related damage to redundant

3 safety-related trains of equipment and to isolate safety-

-) 4 related systems from hazards in nonsafety-related areas.

'~

5 Q.16 How is the determination made as to what the fire

6 resistance rating of each fire barrier should be?

7 A.16 Fire Areas are bounded by barriers with construction

8 that provide a minimum three-hour fire rating or equivalent,

9 regardless of the combustible loading. In 95% of the Plant

10 Fire Areas, the combustible loading is less than 240,000

11 BTU /sq. ft. Fire Zones within Fire Areas may be bounded en-

12 tirely or partially with barriers having a three-hour fire rat-

13 ing or less. As a generally accepted fire protection practice,

14 each combustible fire loading increment of 80,000 BTU's/sq.ft.
i

> (m
! I_J 15 indicates the need for an additional one hour of fire rating

16 for the barrier. The use of fire barriers in the SEMPP is de-

17 acribed in detail in FSAR Section 9.5.1.2.2 and Appendix 9.5A.

18 Q.17 Are there any circumstances where it has been deter-

19 mined that defined Fire Areas could not " practically" be sepa-

20 rated by properly rated fire barriers at SHNPP?

21 A.17 In one instance a Fire Area is not bounded by a fire

barrier on all sides -- the emergency diesel generator rooms22
>

23 have large intake openings required for diesel operation. With

24 that one exception all defined Fire Areas are separated by a

25 properly rated fire barrier.>

26
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1| Q.13 The fourth issue raised by Iddleman C:ntention ;;5

2 is a generalized criticism of Appendix 9.5A of the FSAR,

3 claiming that Applicants have not demonstrated "the adequacy of

) 4 fire protection measures in all cases." Contention 116 finds

5 fault with the " estimates" of the BTU content of combustible

6 material, smoke generation and removal rates, measures to r.e-

7 duce or mitigate fire effects, detection capability and fire

8 brigade response and effectiveness. In this regard, please de-

9 scribe in general the Fire Hazards Analysis.

10 A.18 The SENPP fire protection program has been designed

11 to allow the plant equipment to maintain the ability to perform

12 safe shutdown functions and to minimize radioactive releases to

13 the environment in the event of a fire. The effectiveness of

14 the fire protection program is verified through the Fire Ha:-,
! ,

15 ards Analysis by evaluation of fire hazards, postulation of re-

16 alistic potential fires, and assessment of effects of these

17 fires in Fire Areas throughout the plant. The Fire Hazards

18 Analysis is found at FSAR Appendix 9.5A.

19 The purpose of the Fire Hazards Analysis is to demonstrate

20 that fire protection measures, suitable for control of the area

21 hazards, have been provided. In performing the analysis, the

following considerations were addressed: spread of fire;
22

potential extent of damage to essential equipmont, loss of23,

' safety function, and/or radiological release to the environ-'s 24

25 ment; containment of the fire and its consequences within the

26
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? 1| considered Fire Area, and/or effec on :-her Fire Areas; pr:vi-

E 2 sion'of detectors to sense area fire or smoke conditions for

3 prompt fire control response; effective use of manual fire con-
L'

'4 trol equipment and backup systems; smoke removal to permit per-

5 sonnel to. enter the Fire Area, assess the fire condition, and

g use manual equipment; effects of smoke and heat damage from the

71 postulated fire on required operation of essential equipment in

3 the_ area; protection of redundant systems, equipment or trains,

9 if located in the same Fire Area, to maintain operability; and

10 separation or isolation of redundant equipment.
,

11 The Fire Hazards Analysis for the SHNPP demonstrates that

12' adequate fire protection measures are available in each Fire

13 Area or Fire Zone analyzed. I disagree with the fourth issue

14 raised by Eddleman Contention 116 because the combustible load-

15 ing for each Fire Area is estimated conservatively; the smoke
removal rates are based on NRC recommendations; the measures to16

reduce or mitigate fire effects are described in considerable17

detail and are of demonstrated effectiveness; and fire detec-
18

tors to be utilized are proven designs. As discussed in Appli-
19

cants' Testimony of David B. Waters, the fire brigade will be20

well-trainod, adequate in numbers and well-equipped to fight21 ,

fires.22

23- Q.19 Ysu have referred to Fire Areas a number of times in

24 your testimony. How are Fire Areas defined?

-( ) 25

26
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l' A.19- The Fire Areas were established based on the na ure

; :2 of occupancy'of the plant space, the amount and distribution of

3 combustible materials within the area, and the location of ;

I

4 safety-related systems and equipment. Areas important to the |

O*

5 Plant's capability for safe shutdown, such as electrical pene- i'

|

F g tration areas, cable spreading rooms, diesel generator areas,
J )

7 switchgear and battery rooms, were designated as Fire Areas. i

,

4

3 Other Plant areas were designated as Fire Zones within the Fire

~g Areas to facilitate the Fire Hazards Analysis and to ensure,

>

; 10 adequate fire protection features are distributed within a Fire (
'' Area as required by potential hazards present in each Fire j11
!

!, 12 Zone.

13 Each Fire Area is bounded by barriers with construction

14 that provide a minimum three-hour fire rating (with the one ex-

O 15 = **ia= a' ** ' * v ** ' a * ' d ari" * ar -
,

viously).:16

17 For each designated Fire Area, the Fire Hazards. Analysis
<

ig evaluates separately the occupancy, boundaries, combustible'

!- .ig loading, control of hazards, fire detection, access and inii:ial

20 response, fire suppression systems, Fire Area fire fighting
.

j 21 equipment, and the effects of postulated fires.

; 22 Q.20 How is the combustible loading of a Fire Area deter-

*

mined?32

A.20 The severity of fire that may develop and~the damage
24

that may. result in the most extreme case in a Fire Area is a' 25

| 26
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i
fun::icn of the amoun: Of cc=bustibles present and :ne :c:11'

2 heat of combustion generated. As combustibles in an area are

3 not point-source concentrated, a more realistic measure of the

4 relative fire hazard or exposure to fire damage of an area is

5 determined by spreading this combustible loading over the floor

6 area of the space or, in the case of a localized concentration

7 of combustibles, over the floor area within the sphere of in-

8 fluence of the postulated fire.

9 The configuration of fire loading varies from area to

10 area. Some areas are devoid, or essentially so, of combustible

11 materials; other areas contain one or more localized fuel con-

12 centrations, spatially separated from each other. A localized

13 concentration of combustible material is delineated by finite

14 parameters beyond which the fire loading is sharply reduced.o

15 Examples of local fuel concentrations considered include cable

insulation in Motor Control center' units or electrical cabi-16

17 nets, charcoal beds in filter housings, oil in equipment reser-

voirs, waste materials in containers or on skids, and similar18

19 items. Linear concentrations of combustibles are usually asso-

ciated with cable trays either solely within the Fire Area or20

extending through several Fire Areas by penetration of inter-21

vening fire barrier walls.22.

To simplify the calculation of area combustible loadings,23
conservative calorific values, based on the Fire Protection

' 24,

Handbook, were adopted for classes of combustible materials
25

26
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1 which were representative of heat values of specific . materia'.s

2 grouped within the class. These include:

3 Crdinary Combustibles 8,000 BTU /lb.

4 Combustible or Flammable 20,000 BTU /lb. (108,000
<s
(--) Liquids BTU / gal.)

i

g
Charcoal 10,000 BTU /lb.

6 (Combustible loading for minor amounts of grease, integral with
7 equipment, not exceeding one pound each, was not inventoried.

since it does not create a significant fire hazard.) Using man-

9
ufacturer's data on cable construction of typical cables used

10
in SENPP and the BTU content of the insulation materials, BTU

11 ivalues were derived for each running foot (RF) of 24 in, wide

12 '
cable trays, as follows:

13
Power 180,000 BTU /RF

14
control 157,000 BTU /RF

,s,

!) 15
Instrumentation 95,000 BTU /RF''

16 These values were adjusted proportionally for trays of differ-
17

ent widths. All cable trays'were considered to be 407, loaded,
18

the maximum design loading of a cable tray.

19 The combustible loading for all cables routed in conduit,

20 cast concrete trenches, or contained within metallic cabinets

21 or consoles was not inventoried since they do not create a fire ;

22 hazard, as recognized by good fire protection engineering prac-
!23 ttice. -

24 In addition to the combustibles normally present in an,f-)
' area, an inventory of " transient" combustibles which might''

26
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i realisti: ally be intr:du:ed into areas as a part of planned

2 operation was incorporated in the Fire Ha:ards Analysis for

3 each Fire Area and Fire Zone. In most cases, the introduction

-x 4 of transient combustible materials into areas where such mate-
'

5 rial may expose safety-related equipment will coincide with

6 scheduled station maintenance. Combustible materials that may

7 be intredtsced in quantities sufficient to require special at-

a tention includes construction materials, such as scaffolding,

9 shoring,' forms, etc (although in the power block such materials

10 will be limited to fire retardant wood); resins in bulk quan-

11 tities and associated packaging materials; charcoal; combusti-

12 ble liquids, such as lubricating oils and paints; grease (oil

13 in solid state); plastic bags and protective sheeting;

14 packaging materials and containers, such as plastics, wood,
I ) 15 paper, etc; flammable liquids and gases, such as solvents and

-

16 volatile fuels; rags; and anti-contamination clothing.

17 The quantity, movement, use and handling of all such mate-

18 rials as well as the provision of supplemental fire protection

measures are administratively controlled in the plant through19

20 written procedures. For this reason, the fire loss exposure

resulting from the addition of transient combustibles in an21

area during these periods of increased plant surveillance,22

strict procedural cont *ol and augmented area manning has been23
,

considered as being no greater than that from the inventories'

24
f n ntransient combustibles normally present in each area,

25

except for the periodo cf major plant outagon.26
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1 After the conservative intentary of all mbustible ma:e-

2 rials in a Fire Area, total BTU and BTU per sq. ft. values were

3 calculated and then summed to indicate the total combustible

(~'; 4 fire loading for the Fire Area. The calculated combustible
U

5 fire loading of a Fire Area was then used to compare the area

6 fire hazard relative to tnose of other Fire Areas, to judge the

7 adequacy of the area boundary fire barriers, and to verify the

8 proper selection of adequate fire control and suppression sys-

9 tems and equipment.

10 Q.21 What conservatisms are built into this analytical

11 process?

12 A.21 In determining the hourly rating of fire barriers in

13 the SENPP power block, complete combustion of all combustibles

14 is assumed and no credit is taken for the lack of continuity of
p.

. 15 combustibles. Nor is it assumed that automatic or manual fire/s

|

c 16 suppression systems will limit the extent of a fire. A fire

17 barrier hourly rating is selected for a combustible loading in

excess of that determined in the conservative calculation.18

19 Q.22 Are smoke generation and removal rates " estimated"'

in the Fire Hazards Analysis as alledged in Contention 116?20

A.22 No. Smoke generation rate is not estimated; there21

22 ' are too many variables to determine what an average or even

w rse case smoke generation rate should be. Nor is smoke re-
21

moval rate " estimated." It is assumed to be 1.5 cfm/sq.ft, of
js 24
I i

/ fl r area for the most severe combustible load ~l area in the'

25

26
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1 pcwer bicek (cabla spreading area) based on the capability f

2 the HVAC system. This is consistent with STP APCSS 9.5-1, Ap-
,

i

3 pendix A. Where less than the most severe combustible loading i

rs 4 is present, a minimum assumed smoke removal rate is obtained by
i)''

5 dividing the combustible load of the analyzed Fire Area by that

6 maximum loading and multiplying by 1.5 cfm/sq.ft. to obtain the

7 proportional cfm/sq.ft. required. This may be considerably

8 less than the actual capability of the HVAC system.

9 Q.23 What measures are incorporated into the fire protec-

10 tion program "to reduce or mitigate fire effects?"

11 A.23 A number of defense-in-depth passive and active fire

12 protection features / measures have been provided to reduce the

13 fire effects on the Plant safe shutdown in case of fire and

14 fire damage to all Plant areas. These measures include limita-

() 15 tion of the amount of transient combustible materials,

utilization of fire-resistive construction, provision of fir'e-16

17. breaks and fire penetration seals in cable trays, utilization

of IEEE 383 cable (which has a low fire propogation rate), and18

installation of fire detection systems and automatic fire ex-19

20 tinguishing systems. These measures follow the fire protection

guidelines issued by NRC and are described in the Fire Hazards21

Analysis and in the SSA in detail -- not just in a "qualita-22i

tive" manner as alleged in Contention 116. The Fire Hazard
23

Analysis constitutes a realistic und thorough assessment of the
- -

24

(_,3) nature of fires, the effects of fires and the ability to
25

| control fire in the various Fire Areas of the SHNPP.26
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1 Q.24 What fire detection systems are provided i:r each
.

2 Fire Area?

3 A.24 Three different types of fire detectors will be used

4 in the SENPP: ionization detectors, thermal detectors and ul-
'( }

5 traviolet flame detectors.

6 Ionization detectors utilize a small amount of radioactive

7 material'which ionizes the air in a sensing chamber, thus ren-

8 dering it conductive and permitting a current flow through the

9 air between two charged electrodes. This gives the sensing

10_ chamber an. effective electrical conductance. When smoke parti-
1

11 cles enter the ionization area, the conductance of the air is

12 decreased because-the smoke particles attach themselves to ions

13 causing.a reduction in mobility. When the conductance is less

14 than a predetermined level, the detector responds.

15 Thermal' detectors operate on the rate of rise / fixed tem-

16 perature principle. Thermal detectors respond when the temper-

17 ature rises at a rate exceeding a predetermined amount or

18 reaches a temperature, set-point. Thermal detectors are an in-

19 tegral part of the fire suppression system and actuate sprin-

20 klar systems when a fire is detected.

Ultraviolet flame detectors use a Geiger-Mueller gas type
12 1

-

cathode tube designed to detect flame radiated rays at the ex-22
<

treme low end of the' radiation spectrum.23

The Fire Hazards Analysis of each Fire Area discusses the24:

'

types of fire detectors in each area.'25

26
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1 Q.25 How were these detection systems selected?
.

2 A.25- The SENPP detection systems were selected to
!1

3 optimize-early warning of a fire condition in its incipient 1

rg 4 stage and thus to ensure timely fire brigade response. For

.LJ
5 this reason ionization type smoke detectors were selected as

6 the principal detection system. These detectors respond to the '

7 first traces of fire in the form of visible smoke or invisible

8 products of combustion. Heat or flame is not required to acti- -

I
,

9 vate the detector.

10 In locations additionally protected with automatic water- i

11 type suppression systems utilizing temperature actuated fusible

12 link sprinklers and dry piping (preaction and multi-cycle)

13 sprinkler systems, thermal detectors are used to initiate

14 actuation of the suppression system. These detectors have a

15 temperature set-point approximately 30'F above environmental

16 conditions to preclude inadvertent operation, but below the

17 temperature required to open the fusible link sprinklers.

18 Thus, the detectors will alarm and initiate suppression system

19 actuation, allowing water into the system piping before any

sprinklers open to discharge water on the fire.20

For several specific applications such as the diesel gen-21

22 erator building and .the fuel oil pump area, ultraviolet flame

detectors are utilized. These detectors are used primarily
23

~

where anticipated fires will-develop quickly with little or no24n
k-) incipient or smoldering stage and where ignition is almost'

25

instantaneous.26
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~ 1 Q.25 Pihan provisions are made for the 5HNPP respense : a

, 2 fire? :

3 'A.26 A trained' fire brigade will be available on each

4 shift to respond to any fire event. A fire brigade response

~

5 time of approximately 5-15 minutes is expected for most fire

6 events within the power block. The SENPP fire brigade, its ca-

7 pabilities and its training are described in Applicants' Testi-

8 many of David B. Waters.

'9 Q.27 What automatic fire suppression systems have been

. 10 provided in SENPP?

11 A.27 Wet pipe sprinkler systems are the basic industrial

11 2
automatic water suppression systems. This type of system uti-

lizes water-filled piping with closed sprinkler nozzles which13

14 open one at a time when subjected to a predetermined tempera-

I) 15 ture through the use of fusible links. Where the area

protected by an automatic suppression system contains equip'e t16

that'coul'd be damaged by inadvertent activation of sprinklers,17

variations in the wet pipe sprinkler system have been developed,

18

19 with applications in nuclear plants. The automatic suppression

systems that will be installed in the SHNPP include the follow-20

21 ing: -

22' 1. Pre-Action Sprinkler Systems

11e pre-action sprinkler system consists of the same pipe-23
.

24 '
and sprinkler arrangement as the wet pipe system, except that

:rx n rmally the sprinkler pipes contain no water and an(_)- 25

26-
24--

.
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electro-mechanical valve is inserted in the water supply pipe1

2 to the system. A two-ste,p release mechanism is employed to

3 preclude inadvertent operation or water discharge due to me-

4 chanical damage to the piping system. Thus, under non-fire
,3

|
'

5 conditions,-mechanical damage to the piping system would not'#

6 result in water discharge since the electro-mechanical valve

7 would not have opened. Under fire conditions, thermal fire de-

8 tectors sense the condition and electrically signal the

9 electro-mechanical valve to open. This permits water'to pass

10 into the sprinkler piping before a temperature sufficient to

11 open the fusible link sprinklers is reached. The system, in

12 this mode, is now the basic wet pipe sprinkler system awaiting

13 a temperature increase from the developing fire to initiate

14 sprinkler water discharge.

o-() 15 This system will be installed in the areas shown in FSAR

Table 9.5.1-3, which are primarily cable loaded areas and ordi-16

17 nary combustible loaded areas where general sprinkler coverage

18 on an area-wide basis is provided.

19 2. Multi-cycle Sprinkler Systems

The multi-cycle sp.rinkler system acts in the same fashion20

as the pre-action system up to the point water is discharged21

22 from sprinklers. After activation, when the thermal fire de-

23
tector senses a sufficient reduction in ambient temperature

indicating that the fire has been supprersed, a signal is24
em

transmitted to shut the electro-mechanical valve and stop the( .) 25

26
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'l flow of water. The system continues to function in an n/off

2 cyclical mode as dictated by high or reduced temperature sensed j

3 by the detectors. This added feature results in a much reduced

4 overall_ discharge in volume of water as compared to the wet or
_b('

5 pre-action systems and is used primarily in areas where consid-

6 erations other than fire protection indicate an advantage to

7 reducing the overall quantity of water which must be disposed

8 of after fire suppression has occurred. Multi-cycle sprinkler

9 systems _are installed in the areas shown in FSAR Table 9.5.1-4,

10 including containment, diesel generator day tank enclosures and

.11 diesel.oilEpump rooms.

~ 12' 3. -Water Spray Systems

13 The water spray system is designed and acts in a fashion'

-14 similar to the pre-action system, except that open spray noz-

- 15 zles or sprinklers are utilized in lieu of closed, fusible link

16 activated sprinklers. This provides for immediate water dis-
g

17 charge on the entire protected area when the system is acti-

l' 18 vated by' thermal detectors. This immediate deluge is
,

i

19 advantageous in quickly suppressing fires with a potential for

.' 2 0 rapid spread or-rapid development of high heat release. Water

21~ spray -systems are used to protect areas in the vicinity of cer-

22- tain equipment and transformers as detailed in FSAR Table
9;5.1-5.

23 ,

'

. . 24 .Q.28 What design considerations went into the establish-
| (s
" \- 25. ment of .the fire suppression systems?

26
.
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l' A.23 The type, coverage, actuation and supervisicn of

2 fire suppression systems provided in each Fire Area is de-

3 scribed in the Fire. Hazards Analysis. The role of automatic

4 suppression i.s to ensure suppression and to extinguish a fire j
7^3 g

\/ 5 condition, regardless of the fire brigade response, where con- g

|
6 siderable combustible loading is present. The selection of the i

,

7' particular fire suppression system, mode of operation and per-
.

8' formance criteria is based on the fire hazards found in the

9. area, the realistic fire expected and the overall fire control

1,0 approach utilized for containment of the fire.

11 Q.29 What additional fire fighting capability has been

12 provided for use by the fire brigade?

13 A.29 Each area of the SHNPP can be reached by at least

.14 two-fire hose streams. In addition, there will be a fire en-
~

15 gine on site ready to respond immediately to a fire event. The
()~'

16 capability of the-fire brigade is discussed in more detail in*

|

17 Applicants' Testimony of David B. Waters.!

I. .-..

~

Q.30 In summary,what does the Fire Hazards Analysis dem-18
,

19 onstrate regarding the potential effects of a fire at the
~

20 SHNPP?

A.30 The Fire. Hazards Analysis verifies the effectiveness21

of the fire protection program by evaluation of' fire hazards,
i 22

. H23 postulation.of realistic. potential fires, assessment of Plant

response to a fire and the effects of fires in Fire Areas24

25 throughout the Plant. The Fire Hazards Analysis provides()'

26
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1 assurance that fire pre:ection facilities, suitable for can r:1

2 of the area hazards, have been provided. In summary, the Fire

3 Hazards Analysis demonstrates that the SHNPP can safely shut-

(^ '; 4 down the reactor, maintain it in a safe shutdown mode and mini-
U

5 mize radioactive releases to the environment even in the event

6 lof a fire.
7 Q.31 The fifth issue raised by Eddleman Contention 116 is

8 an allegation that "the effect of a fire in a Fire Area or Fire

9 Zone with a combustible loading greater than 240,000 BTU /sq.

10 ft. doesn't get dealt with in realistic terms." Is there any

11 Fire Area or Fire Zone in the Harris Plant with a combustible

12 loading greater than 240,000 BTU /sq. ft?

13 A.31 Yes. Two Diesel Generator Fuel Oil Day Tank Enclo-

14 sures (Fire Areas 1-D-DTA and 1-D-DTB), each have a combustible
,

15 loading of 2,920,000 BTU /sq. ft. (assuming total combustion of'''''

16 3,000' gallons of diesel oil); Diesel Fuel Oil Storage Tanks A

17 and B (Fire Areas 12-D-TA and 12-D-TB) each have a combustible

18 loading of 17,500,000 BTU /sq. ft. (assuming total combustion of

19 175,000 gallons of diesel oil). For this calculation No. 2

20 diesel fuel oil with a BTU / gal. value of 140,000 is assumed.

21 Q.32 What provisions are made to deal with a p,ostulated

22 fire in the diesel fuel oil day tank enclosures?

A.32 The diesel fuel oil day tank enclosures are each23

isolat'ed from other Fire Areas by three hour rated concrete
f~ 24
t'# fire walls. Although the calculated combustible loading of the25

26
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enclosures are grea er than 240,000 BTU /sq. ft., this calcula:-1

2 ed loading is extremely conservative since it is based on the

3 total volume of oil in the enclosure. The only realistic way

4 to postulate combustion of the volume of oil in the fuel oil("),R.

5 day tank is attendant to a rupture of the tank. The diesel

6 fuel oil day tank is a safety class 3, Seismic Category I com-

7 ponent which is designed to remain functional after a safe

8 Shutdown Earthquake. NRC regulatory guidance in the Standard

9 Review Plan (NUREG-0800, Section 9.5.1 BTP CMEB 9.5-1 1 C.1.b)

10 provides that " worst case" fires need not be postulated to be

11 simultaneous with nonfire-related failures in safety systems,

12 plant accidents, or the most severe natural phenomena. Even in

13 the highly unlikely event of a rupture of the diesel fuel oil

14 day tank followed by combustion, only a thin layer of oil would

g)(- 15 actually be ignited in a fire. Furthermore in the event of

16 fire, an automatic multi-cycle sprinkler system would be actu-

17 ated by thermal detectors to cool the oil below the ignition

18 point. If the thermal detectors or the valve automatic release

19 failed.to operate, the sprinkler system could be actuated manu-

20 ally. Finally, automatic fusible link fire dampers are pro-

vided to the diesel fuel oil day tank enclosures to limit the21

amount of air available to support continued combustion. All22 .

of these design features in combination provide assurance that23

in the highly unlikely event of a postulated fire in the diesel24

25 fuel oil day tank enclosures, the fire will be quickly"

contained.26
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1 Q.33 What provisions are made to deal with a postulated

2 fire in the diesel fuel oil storage tanks?

3 A.33 Diesel fuel oil storage tanks A and B are installed

(~^4 4 underground in the yard area of the SENPP, over 175 feet from
m.)

5 principal plant structures. The tanks are constructed of rein-

6 forced concrete designed to Seismic Category I requirements and

7 are lined with steel. The only access to the tanks is by a re-

8 inforced concrete hatch. Each tank vent is supplied with a

9 flame arrestor to prevent flash-back of a flame into the tank.

10 Yard hydrants are located adjacent to the area to fight a fire.

11 For the reasons discussed above with respect to the diesel fuel

12 oil day tanks, a fire in the diesel fuel oil storage tanks is

13, extremely remote. However, in the unlikely event of a fire,
,

14 the physical location of the tanks away from plant structures
-

' ')'

s 15 preclude any p~otential impact to safety related systems. The

16 emergency diesel operation would not be impacted by a fire in

17 the diesnl fuel oil storage tanks since the day tanks contain

18 enough diesel oil to operate the emergency diesels.

19 Q.34 In your professional opinion are these measures ade-

quate to protect the SENPP in the event of a fire in the diesel20

fuel oil day tank enclosure or diesel fuel oil storage tanks?21

A.34 Yes.22

23 Q.35 In conclusion, is the SENPP fire protection program'

adequate to protect the public health and safety?
73 24
()

25

26

.
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1 A.35 Yes. j*

i

2 Q.36 Please summarize the principal reasons :or your con- J

3 fidence in the efficacy of the Harris fire protection program.

l
4 A.36 I have confidence in the efficacy of the SENPP fire |

5 protection program because of the " defense in depth" concept

6 that'has been used in the development of the program to ensure:

7 a) prevention of fire initiation through the control,
separation and guarding of sources of ignition;

!.8 .

b) prompt detection of fires or incipient fire condi-
9 tions in areas containing safety related equipment or in

areas of high combustible. loading which may expose safety

10 related equipment;

-31 c)- . effective suppression of fires to limit consequent
damage and to reduce exposure to safety related equipment;

12
d) confinement of fires to their areas of initiation by

13 provision of fire barriers, spatial separation and segre-
gation of combustibles; and

14
e) separation of redundant safety related equipment toe

'(
. 15 maintain operational' capability under postulated fire con-

-

.ditions.

16 A rigorous Fire Hazards Analysis was conducted to verify the
17

efficacy of the fire protection program. A SSA was subse-,

18
- quently performed using even more stringent criteria than the

19*

Fire Hazards Analysis. The results of the-Fire Hazards Analy-

'

sis and the SSA demonstrate that safe shutdown of the Plant is-

21
assured even in the event of a fire. Applicants have adopted

22 administrative controls, fire fighting procedures, fire brigade-

-23 training and measures for fire protection that supplement the
24

i /^T fire protection design features and provide added confidence in
\_) 25 the SHNPP fire protection program.

26;

|
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MARGARETA A. SE:.NESCU<
,

:

Princical Engineer
.

EXPERIENCE SUMMARY

principal Mechanical Engineer with 19 yea rs diversified e>cerience in
engineering and design of fire protection, pluncing , HVAC and waste
treatment / water pollution control systems of fossil and nuclea r fueled
electric generating stations and industrial projects including aoninistrative.

.and/or technical sucervision of fire protection engineers, trechanical and/or
L buildings engineering ' designers. Responsibilities included developing fire

' - protection, plumbing and other mechanical water system designs and basic
design criteria. Prepared system flow diagrams, calculations, input criteria. '

for physical design drawings , . economic analysis of equipment options,
procurement specifications, purchase requisitions, bid evaluations, equipment
selection studies and purchase recommendations. Supervised equipment
installation, engineering coordination with other engineering disciplines,
clients and authorities having jurisdiction. As senior enoineer, was assigned
as Lead , Fire Protection Engineer and was responsible for the design of an
entire nuclear power plant fire protection system /progrnm including licensing
support, manpover planning and coordination with other project areas.
Preoared preliminary, final and special safety analysis reports for nuclear
fueled electric generation stations.

As Principal Enoineer continued as Lead Fire Protection Engineer responsible
t

for nuclear plant fire pret.ection systems and programs, and prepared company ,

fire protection. standards. In January of 1981 was assigned to suoervise ~the
Fire Protection Engineering group and was responsible for technical and
achinist7 stivt fire protaction engineering operations. Sucervised

- O' engineer!.ng, ossign and other activities on fire protection systems for all
nucle.ar ;snd fossil projects in Ebasco's corporate offices, responsible for the
development of company. fire protection technical stana rds and standa rd
- specifications. Ensured these activities were perfomed in an efficient and
timely manner, in accor$nce with company procedures / guides to provide a high
quality procuct.

REPFIESENTATIVE EXPERIENCE

Client Project Size Fuel

| Carclina Power & Shearon Harris 900 MW Nuclear
Nuclear Pcwer PlantLight Company -

,

Westinghouse
,

Pressurized Water
Reactor Unit

,

. Louisiana Power & Waterford SES 1165 MW Nuclear
Light Company Unit No. 3

O. co eu=tiaa-

Engineering
Pressurized Water
Reactor Unit-

|'

i

n.

- we -----e-. _ * _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ , , _ _ _ _ . _ . . _
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MARGARE~A A. SERBANESCU

REPRESENTATIVE EXPERIENCE (Cont'd)

Client Pmject Size Fuel

. |}C m shington Public #PSS Unit No. 3 1300 MW Nuclear
Power Succly Combustion
System Engineering

Pressurized
Water Reactor

Taiwan Power Chi >Shan Unit 600 MW ea Nuclear
Company Nos. 1 & 2 GE

Boiling water .

Reactor Units

Camlina Power Shearon Harris 900 MW ea Nuclear
& Light Company Nuclear Power

,

Plant Units 1 & 2
Westinghouse
Pressurized Water
Reactor Units

Iowa Public G Neal Unit No. 4 576 MW Coal
,

Service Comoany

'- Houston Lighting & Allens Creek Nuclear 1200 MW Nuclear
Pover Comoany Generating No. 1 .

'

General Electric
Boiling Water Re-'

actor Unit

Limestone Electric 750 MW ea Lignite

Generating Station
Unit Nos.1 & 2

Orange and Lovett Station 200 MW ea Coal
Rockland Coal Conversion
Utilities Inc. Unit Nos. 4 & 5

i

Florida Power & St Lucie Pover 890 MW Nuclear
t

& Light Co. Plant Unit No.1
and

St Lucie Power 890 MW Nuclear
Plant Unit No. 2

, .- ). Combustion Engi-l

' '
s,j

neering Pressurized
Water Reactors

i

! .

L_
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MARGARETA A SE:SANESC'J

REPRESENTATIVE EX:ERIENCE (CCnt'C)

Client Project Size Fuel

Comision Federal Laguna Verde 675 MW ea Nuclear
de Electricidad Power Plant Unit
de Mexico Nos.1 & 2 General

Electric Boiling'

Water Reactor
Reactor

Consolidated Arthur Kill Unit 200 MW/ 011 to
Edison Company Nos. 2 & 3 300 MW Coal Re-
of New York Respectively conversion

NuclearKnolls Atomic Knolls Facilities -

Power Laboratory Modification
Program

SyntheticClark 011 and Feasibility Study -

Refining Corp. of Producing
Gasoline f rom Coal'

SyntheticArkansas Power & Coal to Medium -

Light Co. Stu Gas - ,

SyntheticHNG Synfuels The River Plant -

Company, Te ns Coal to Methanol
~ Inc.

,

Virginia Electric Surry Unit Nos. 3 & 4 950 MW ea Nuclear
and Power Co. Babcock & Wilcox

Pressurized Water,

Reactor Units

Power Authority Astoria Unit No. 6 830 MW Oil
of the State of
New York

Greene County 1300 MW Nuclear
Nuclear Power

|- Plant Sabcock &.

Wilcox Pressurized*

| Water Reactor Unit
O Electra de Santillan Nuclear 1100 MW Nuclear

Viesgo, SA Spain Power Plant:

-

.

| .
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MARGARETA A. SERSANESCU

REPRESENTATIVE EXDERIENCE (Cent'c)

Client Project Size Fuel

' Peocle's Repuolic Shiheng Poder 300 MW Coal
of China . Plant

Huai-Nan Power 600 MW Ccal
Plant

Ebasco Nuclear Standard- 1200 MW Nuclear
ization Programs
GE Boiling mter
Reactor Unit, Com-
bustion Engineering
Pressurized Mter
Reactor Unit, West-
inghouse Pressurized
Water Reactor Unit -

Ebasco Coal-Fired Reference 400 MW Coal
Plants 600 MW Coal.

800 MW Coal

-

EWLOYENT HISTORY

Ebasco Services Incazoorated, New York, NY; 1978-Present

o- Principal Engineer - Suoervisory Function,1/81-Present
- Lead Engineer 7/80-1/81

o Senior Engineer - Lead Engineer 1/79-7/80
- Support Engineer 7/78-12/78

i Stone and Webster Engineering Corporation, New York, NY; 1973-1978

o Engineer in Power
|

Hydrotechnic Corporation, New York, NY; 1969-1973
.

'

~

\

o Mechanical Design Engineerl

Spotnails, Incorporated, New York, NY; 1966-1969
:

O o Mechanical Draf tsman - Designer
i

Interzoo, Caserta, Italy; 1965-1966
!

.

s- . , , - - - - - , e._,,, a- -_, , , ,.,n---n-,,.- ,,,,~, ,-n,,wn,. . , ,,-_.,,,,,,,,,.,,,,-,,,n,,,-, -,.mn,. - - - - ----~ ,- - , - -- -
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MARGARETA A. SE:EANESOJ

I
EDUCATION

_gs.
d Polytechnic Institute of Bucharest, Master of Mechanical Engineering - 1965

Trane Educational Division, Trane Air Conditioning Clinic - Completed Course

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS
.

- National Fire Protection Association - Member

.

e

64-

'

:O .

.

-

.

JO

| ..

t

*
,

'

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



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ . ._ __

,

Excerpts from ANI Bulletin No. ;)a

i, .

*

2.1 SCOPE & PURPOSE, .

2.1 The purpose of this test is to qualify for insurance purposes a
Protective Envelope for Redundant Class IE Cables in Nuclear Power
P" ants wnen located in the same fire area. (A fire area is defined

' as that portion of a building that~ is encompassed by rated fire walls,
! O- **" ' ""' ' ad '' "'' - ) '"' "''"**"'"** '' ''"*"'' '"''''''' '" ***''
| Class LE safety circuits during a postulated fire is of prime importance.
,

| 2.2 The intent of this Test Method is to establish a protective' envelope that'

maintains circuit integrity for safety circuits when:
|

---Redundant safety circuits, located in the same fire area, are exposed
to a fire outside of the cable system, or

--Redundant safety circuits, located in the same fire area, are
| exposed by a fire originating in an adjacent " protected-in-place"' cable system, or

! ---Redundant safety circuits located in the same fire area, are'

subjected to mechanical impact damage as simulated by a hose
stream, or other impact test. -

3.0 ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA

ANI/MAERP Acceptance will be based on the completion and review of all
of the following: -

O 3.1 Successful passage of fire tests, as outlined in Section 3.4 of this test
method, and submittal of necessary test documentation as prepa' red by a
recognized testing laboratory.,or consultant.

3.2 A Quality Control / Quality Assurance Program for the system / design
should be submitted for review. Complete details covering installation
procedures, physical characteristics, identification methods, sample
foms for third party sign-off, etc. should, be included.,

The QC/QA Program is considered an int ral part of the acceptance
process and variations between the QC/ Program for.the. test and the<

; - program developed.fo,r the actual installation wi-11 -not be acceptable.
"

3.3 All materials and components in the completed system, with the excep-
tion of the cable, shall be rated as non-combustible i.e., Flame Spread,
Fuel Contributed, and Smoke Developed ratings of 25 or less.

! Materials or components that are combustible or hazardous during the
installation phase, should have a material hazard analysis performed
with procedures developed for antities on hand, storage practices,
and precautions to be taken du ing installation.

,

i
.

.

k

1 1
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3.4 The Cable Protective Envelope shall be exposed to the fo11cwing fire
endurance and hose stream tests. Test configuration and details should
be submitted for review and coment prior to test.

3.4.1 Test ! - Exposure Fire - The Protective Envelope shall be exposed
to the standard temperature-time curve found in ASTM E-119-76
(ANSIA2.1)foraminimumofonehour. Sketch i 1 outlines aO ==aceited ta=* confisuration- ,

3.4.2 Hose Stream Test - Imediately followir.g Test I, accessible sur-
,

|
,

faces of the Protective Envelope shall be subjected to one of the
following hose stream tests. The hose stream shall be applied ;

for a minimum of 21/2 minutes, without de-energizing the circuits. '

PROPER SAFETY PRECAUTIONS SHALL SE EXERCISED. One of the follow-
ing tests shall be used:

1. The stream shall be delivered through a 2 1/2 inch
national standard playptpe equipped with 1 1/8 inch
tip, nozzle pressure of 30 psi located 20 feet from
the system. .

or

2. The stream shall be delivered through a 11/2 inch
nozzle set at a discharge angle of 30' with a nozzle
pressure of 75 psi and a minimum discharge of 75 gpa '

with the tip of the nozzle a maximum of 5 ft. from
the syste.,

i 10 or
,

I 3. The stream shall be delivered through a 1 1/2 inch
nozzle set at'a discharge angle of 15' with a nozzle

E pressure of 75 psi and a minimum discharge of 75 gpa
with the tip of the nozzle a maximum of 10 ft. from
the systas. -

NOTE: #1 is the preferred test.

3.4.3 Test II - Internal Fire - For systems / designs that require heat
to activate the Protective Envelope, the system shall also be
subjected to Test II - Internal Fire. Sketch f2 outlines a
suecasted test configuration.

3.4.4 Cable Construction & Test Details -

3.4.4.1 Cables shall be energized for circuit monitoring
during Test Method I. For the purpose of this test
method. ' energized" means sufficient current to monitor

O <=$1=r -

.

S

5
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!- 3.4.4.2 Cable constructions shall be representative of cable I

used at the site. Cable tray loadings shall be in ace-
ordanca with suggest.d test layouts. ;

1

3.4.4.3 In both test methods, cable tray construction shall be '

representative of actual site canditions, where applicable.

3.4.4.4 Cable system supports shall be those currently found in,
,

nuclear power plants and follow accepted installations

procedures. Care should be exercised in using only
supports that are necessary for the test. Supports that;

' ~ are used for the Protective Envelope shall be part of the '

final installed design.

3.4.4.5 Thermocouples shall be located strategically on the
surface and at one foot intervals in the cable systen
and temperatures recorded throughout the test.

|
; 3.4.4.6 Fire stops or breaks, if used, shall be acceptable to

American Nuclear Insurers. Failure of the fire stop
or break shall not necessarily constitute a failure of the
the Protective Envelope.

3.5 The tests shall be constituted a failure if any of the following occur:
,

1. Circuits fail or fault during the fire test as required
in To:,t I or fail during the hose stream test.

2. Cotton u sta in Test II ignites during the test period.

3.6 The minimum fire endurance rating acceptable for Test I shall be on's
hour. If longer ratinis are des red, they shall be in one hourc

i

! increments, such as 2 Y. and 3 hr. ratings.
! s

| 4.0 FINAL ACCEPTANCE .
.

| L

Prior to any installation at plants insured by American Nuclear Insurers,
or Mutual Atomic Energy Reinsurance Pool, complete plans outlining system

.. to be installed, location, etc. shall be submitted for review and acceptance.

|| .

*

JULY, 1979 -

-
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SUGGESTED TEST LAYOUT - TEST ETH00 2i

.

INTERNAL FIRE TEST
-

*

,

ygan6 2 = w -22. w r ;-^
CABLE PROTECTIVE ENVELO;

COTTfM (OP S AT BOTH BDS) l.;

WASTE'

5 ^

t

:
-

6"
sr w _z- c u s_z:__:= ~ m x nss2-

1

1

'

< 6 FT. -

,

> /
-

O '

-

- .

| |

COTTON WASTE SHALL BE PLAC G 0VER THE ENTIRE TOP SURFACENOTE 1:
OF THE TEST. SYSTS AND A SAMPLE SYSTS 6 INCHES BELOW-

~~ THE TEST SYST M.
s

T E CA8LES US D IN THE TEST SHALL BE REPRESENTATIVE OFNOTE E:
! THE CABLE USG AT THE SITE. LOADIMS SHOULD BE 205 FILL!

.

WITH RANDOM LAY.
'

THE CA8LES IN THE TRAY SHALL BE IGNITED USIM THE "0!L*

$0 AXED WRLAP' METHOD A5 0UTLING IN IEEE/ICC/WG 12-32
.

DATE 8/E7/75. OR OTHE ACCEPTABLE *PLAME SOURCE *,
DEPENDIM ON DESIGN AND OPERATIM CONDITIONS OF THE
CDATIM. THE FLAME SOURCE SHALL BE LOCATED AT THE MID-
POINT 0F THE CABLE SYST M . THE INTUT BEIM TO PROVIDE
AN IGNITION / FUME SOURCE THAT IS DU!GHG TO LAST APPROXI-
MATILT 20 MIWTES AND ACTIVATE THE PROTECTIVE ENVELOPE.

cosavattoas aan taaaocourts as^or=$ saaa >< aat"tata=O FOR ONE HOUR FROM THE POINT OF IGNITION 0F THE " FLAME
|

SOURCE *. .
*

.

*
*

e
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SUGGESTED TEST LAYOUT - TEST METHOD 1 |

O Ex,0suRE , m u si

.

CABLE PROTECTIVE ENVELOPE (Note 1.{I.i STOP
:

-

u o'

* i i i i
Nm sw "'' , , , ,

E OVEN./' | | | |

O d ' ' ' '
! .

I k l I I i

|
# NI I Imuomt mm

-

,

-

*
. .

I

"I f \n ver \n

FRONT VIEW ENO VIEW
*'

(N0 SCALE).

'

NOTE 1: TWO PROTECTIVE ENVELOPES TO BE TESTED. ONE LOADED TO MAXINUM (40s)
DESIGNANDONELIGHTLYLOADED.(ONELAYER)'.

| SUFFICIENT CIRCUITS TO BE MONITORED TO DETECT FAILURE; CIRCUIT TO
CIRCUIT CIRCUIT TO SYSTEM OR CIRCUIT TO GROUND.

'

VARIOUS TYPE 5 0F CABLE; $UCH AS POWER, C0NTROL AND INSTRUMENTATION.

CABLE SHOULD NOT EXTEND MORE THAN THREE FEET OUTSIDE THE TEST OVEN. !

l

NOTE 2: DUE TO FURNACE DESIGN, IT MAY BE NECESSARY TO ENTER AND EXIT THE ,

FURNACE ON THE TOP OR THE SIDE. |
*

.
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I --BY MR. O'NEILL:

2 4- Mrs. Serbanescu, do you have before you the

'

3g_ document which has been identified as Applicants' Exhibit

V
4 67-

5 A. (Witness Serbanescu) Yes, I do.

4 4 Can you identify this document?

7 A. 'This document is the Final-Safety Analysis Report

8 Section 951 and Appendix 95-A, Fire' Protection' System,

9 'with revis' ions of 10/10/1984 for the Shearon Harris

10 . Nuclear Power Plant.

II 4 'And this'is the document that is referenced in

12 a number of places-in your prefiled statement?

)~ u 13 A. That's correct.

14 MR. O'NEILL:- Mr. Chairman, I would move that

15 . Applicant's' Exhibit 6 be received into evidence.
.

- 16 MR. EDDLEMAN: I think I am going to have to ask

- -17 a couple of questions before I say okay.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. Go ahead.

'19 VOIR DIRE EXAMINATION

20 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:g
21 4 In the supplemental testimony, Mrs. Serbanescu,

D yV 22 you describe, in answer three on pages two and three,

23 some changes, I believe they may go over to -- Yes,

24 they go over to page four,
ass.penas nesww , ine.

25 Do you have that before you?
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I A _(Witness Serbanescu) Yes, I do.

2 Which exactly questions are you referring to?

3rw 4- I refer to answer three which_begins toward

V
4 the bottom of'page two and continues to the top part.of

5 page'four.

6 A yes,

7 4- Did Carolina Power and Light Company or you

8 have available to you the calorific value of diesel fuel

9 oil of 140,00 Btu's per gallon before August 9th of

10 this year?
-

II A Would you please repeat the question?
-

12 4 Let me rephrase it a little bit.
,,

!) 13 A Okay.m

14 4 Did you know that diesel fuel had a calorific

15 value of 140,000 Btu's per gallon or thereabouts before

16 August 9th of this year?

17 A Are you asking me if I have personal knowledge

18 of this?

19 4 Did you have personal knowledge of it?

20 .A _Yes, I did.

21 4 You obtained that from the standard reference
,-,

\ '' 22 that you mentioned in your testimony, did you not?

23 A That's correct.

' 24 4 And do you know what the date of that reference
Aesesaw nesmew., inc.

25 is, when it was published?
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,

I A From the top of my head I would not know.

2
Q~ Okay.

3 As to the second item on page three, the calorific7-
't I
v

4 values per- running foot of a typical loaded cable tray,

5 the statement is-made here:

6 " Generic data was previously employed

7 because the actual cables to be used at the

8 Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant had not

9 been determined."

-10 ~Are you aware of interrogatory responses to some

II of my interrogatories specifically concerning the type

'12 cable qualification for the Shearon Harris Nuclear Power

( ,). 13 Plant, have you ever seen those in connection with your

14 work on this contention?

15 A To be honest with you, I do not recall if I saw

16 that. But if they are in my witness book, I could take

17 a look at them.

|

18 4 Could you look, please, to see if you have some

19 responses that were included in a document dated April 17,

20 19847.,It concerns quite a number of contentions

21 and I don't know if they would have given you the whole
~

/~ ^,
/ 22 document or broken out the part that concerns -- the part

23 .concerning Contention 116 - .

24 A " Applicants' Responses to Webls Eddleman
Ae-news mesenm,inc.

25 General Interrogatories," yes, I have it in my

._-_____-_ ____ _ _ _ _ __ _



wrb/cgb4 4260

1 witness book.

~2 4 Could.you please look up the part related to

3 the responses dated April 17, 1984?,

)
''

4 A Pertaining'to Contention 116, is that correct?

5 4 Yes, Ma'am.

6 A If you could refer to the interrogatory number

7 it would help me.

8 Q All right.

9 These begin with 116-1 whicn has a page number 50

10 down at the bottom on my copy. I would be willing to

11 show you my copy if it would help, if your counsel does

12 not object.. .

t() 13 A All right. I have found on page 50 answers

14 to interrogatories on Eddleman 116, yes.

15 It is item....?

16 4 All right.

17 What I would like you to do now, please, on page

18 52, in approximately-the middle of the page -- Do you have

'19 that page?

20 A 116-1. I have page 50.

21 4 116-1 -- pardon me, 116-2, Item H.

p).
_ 22 A On page 52 I have 116-5 in the middle of the

23 page.

24 4 I am wondering if we have the same date.
- nopon m ,Inc.

25 Do you have 116-1 on page 507
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1 A I have 116-1 on page 50.

2 4 Do you then have 116-2 on page 517
,

3 A 'Yes, I do, 116-2 on page 51..p

(/
4 4 And them on page 52 does your copy have a

3 continuation of the subletters e, f, g and h of 116-27

6 A yes,

7 4 Okay.

8 Could you please read Item H as it appears in

9 the middle of that page?-

10 A "Please identify all tests of flame

11 spread in-between cables of type used in any

12 of the areas referenced in your interrogatory

c

.(] '13 115-F...." ,

14 4 Is that 116 --

15 A I beg your pardon, it is ll6-5F - "...and

16 alliother tests involving fires in such cables
.

17 that have been done, to your knowledge. Please

18 identify all documents referring to such tests

19 for giving the methods or the results, if any,

20 of such tests."

21 4 Okay.
;

,c,,

\-) 22 A The Applicants' response is right here.

23 4 Right.

24 A "The Shearon Harris fire protection
he4dwd Rowan, \u.

25 system, as discussed in FSAR 95-1 and 95-8 and

I

I
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1 the safe shutdown analysis is designed..."

2 4 Excuse me, are your reading Answer A7

- 3 A I'm sorry.
,

.m

'" 4 4 'I wanted to refer you to Answer H, which in my

5 copy appears at the bottom of page 53 and continues over

4 to page 54.

7 A Yes.

8 4 O kay .
.

9 A I have it.

10 4 All right.

11 A What is your question?

12 4 The second sentence that just takes up the

() 13 last four words on page 53 and then continues on page 54

14 as I read it is:

15 "It should be noted that CP&L provides

16 specifications for Class lE cable for the

17 manufacturer / supplier...," and then the next sentence

18 continues:

19 " Based on these specifications, the

20 . manufacturer / supplier provides an acceptable

21 cable...," and it then goes on to list specifications
,-
(_/ 22 for cable.

23 A That is correct.

24 4 Okay.; i

A penne no nen,ine. -

25 Now my question is e- well two questions:
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,

'

1 Did you' participate in the preparation of answers

2 'to these interrogatories?=

3 A Yes, I did.,,~7
(:

T._/
'

4 But you realize that the type of cable, the

5 actual specific type-of cable used at the plant -- or'-the

t 6 calorific value for:the expected type of cable used in

' 7 plant was not a.vailable to us until recently.

8 Q When was it available?

-9 A I am' aware that we. . . . Ebasco is an organization
s

- .

10 -consisting of a number of disciplines. And on a nuclear

11' power' plant you^have a:large number of disciplines.
,4<,

~ 12 Fire protection gets involved and coordinates

(6_)' 13 'information coming from various disciplines. At the: time

.14 when the FSAR was written up until recently fire protection-

15 was not aware of the. specific values for the - . calorific
.

.16 -values for the actual cables used at the plant. And

' 17- to the best of my knowledge the electrical departments

18 did not have the specific information pertaining to the

jf 19 ' Shearon Harris Power Plant until recently.

20 Q Did you. state a date -- Do you know a date when

e
21 that information became available to fire protection or

(,r

{1 't > 224 to electrical engineering?
..

23 A I would not recall it from'the top of my head.

'24 4. Was it before August 9, to your recollection?
Am.eeeersi n porwes,w.

25 A To my recollection I don't think so because '

~
<

---3- -w, , , - -.. ..w- >~u---
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I if it .would have been we would have incorporated it or it

2 might have been in that time frame. But the information

3,.w. 'available was not sufficient for us to perform the calculations

v' 4 andL re-do it.

5 4 Is the calorific value per running foot of a

6 ~ cable for nuclear applications one of the specifications

-7 that is made for it?

'

8 A.- Could you please repeat the question?

9 4 Is the calorific value per running foot of one

10 - of.these cables for nuclear applications a required value

II or something that is 'specified for the cable in the cable

-12 . specification?

p.
-(_). 13 A I do not believe that in the electrical department

-14 specification they have the calorific value specified.

15 What they specify in their specifications are the

16 cables to be in accordance with IEEE 383, which is

17 special tests which the cables pass.

18 But the cable installation is a different subject,

19 and only after you get the actual cable for the plant do

20 you really know what calorific value you get for the
~

21 expected cable.

7-
Xf 22 4 'I can understand that.

23 Do you know if cable was installed on-site before~

24 August 9th at the Harris plant?:

m neponm inc.

25 A- I believe it was, but I would like to ask
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I A .(Witness Waters) Yes, there was certain cable

'2 installed'on-site.

3 4 And were you with the Board and the parties on

4 the' tour that we took toothe plant last May?-

5 A :No, I was not.

0 4 Are you familiar with the' cable spreading room.at

7 the plant?

- 8 A To a general degree, yes.
. s

9 Q Were you in it at any time that you could observe

~10 whether cable was installed there prior to August 9th of-

.Il this year?

12 A I don't remember specifically.

i( 13' 4 Okay.

14 MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Chairman, I .am going to object
'

15 to.this-line of questioning as being somewhat frivolous.

16 I think Mrs. Serbanescu has testified that some time this

17 summer'she received from the departments in Ebasco more

18 specific information on the cable that is to be installed

I' and is installed'in the Harris plant, and that we updated

20 the exhibit -- the' FSAR section based on the new information. ,

\

21 Whether or not there was more specific information

h
A.) 22 possibly available.before August 9 is really. irrelevant

23 .to anything before us now.

24 We have made an effort to make sure that this-

.

m neponers,Inc.

' 25 Board has the most up to date information available to us

e
L_
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I at this time. And whether or not we could have made some
.

2 changes.on- August 9.when we filed the exhibit previously

3 ' s really a meaningless exercise.i -

(~_)
4 Similarly we will concede that we did have the

''

5 calorific value of diesel fuel oil on August 9 and included

.6 that in the prepared written statement of August 9 and

~

7 did not make the change in the FSAR. Again, that fact

8 is really meaningless to this testimony and I think we

9 could move on to comething more productive.
..

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: What I-am trying to get at is

11 whether the Applicants had.the information available. I

~12 explored it with Mrs. Serbanescu and then I wanted to

. /x
(,, ! 13 explore it with Mr. Waters, did they know at_the site what

14 these calorific values of these cables were. I mean those

15 of us that saw them know there were quite a number installed.

t

16 I don't know what their practice is but I think

17- it 1s certainly relevant to whether they could have
~

18 filed information on August the 9th whether they knew

19 those values in advance. And if they failed to communicate

20 them to their own fire protection people it seems to me

21 ~ that is Applicants'' problem and certainly not mine.
D(j 22 JUDGE KELLEY: How do you respond to Mr. O 'Neill's

.

23 point that whatever the values -- whatever the knowledge

24 of the values may have been earlier they have been disclosed
; wesers n porem, inc.

25 now, as I understand it?

;

l.



.

~ 4267
- . wrb/agb11-

1 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I certainly am not surprised

2 by the_ calorific value of diesel fuel, I know that myself.
.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.~q.
~

4 MR. EDDLEMAN: But as to the cables, I think it

5 is new.information to me. I got -- I only received the

6 revised Exhibits 6 and 7 this morning. They were sitting

7 here' waiting for me when I came in. I am not even sure

8 whether I was told tar Applicants ' counsel that they were

9 going to revise them; they may have but I am not certain.

i

10 MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Eddleman, you may-recall that in

'll the motion -- in the supplemental testimony all of this was

12
~

discussed and indeed we referenced a letter of October 10

;-N
(_)- 13 where a draft form of all of these changes was submitted

14 to the Staff and to all of the parties and you can see

15 specifically in that draft where values were marked out

16 and new values were inserted, and we have now retyped that,

17 information for the convenience of the parties and the

18 Board for a clean record.

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: Mr. O'Neill, I am not sure I

20 havecreceived that information in the mail yet.

21 MR. O'NEILL: I could say that it was mailed

(~h
(/ 22 on the 10th of October from Raleigh and it was referenced

23 .in the motion that we filed.

24 And certainly when I called you we discussed the
m neporari,Inc.

~

25 fact' that we were going to file this as a courtesy to ma!ce
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1 ,sure you were aware.of it.

12 JUDGE.KELLEY: Let me'ask a somewhat different

3,y point, Mr. Eddleman:,_

- %..)
4 Even assuming that the information as to specific

5 values is new to you -- or relatively new to you, is it

6 ' startling, is it surprising in some sense? Or is it

7 within the bounds of what you would have expected to see
~

8 .there anyway?,

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, I didn't have any bounds

10 in mind. The large jump in the instrumentation cable

~11 value .s surprising. The offsetting trays of the trayi -

i
12 filling end| Zone, which are Items 3 and 4, are I think

/m

(_) 13 significan variations from what~ was there before.

14 It is basically like you look at a structure and

15 then all of a sudden all parts of it are juggled and it

16 is put back together --

17 JUDGE KELLEY: I guess what I was expecting was
,

18 and I' don't frankly know the answer to this, but what Ie-

19 was expecting was that these values would be within certain

20 NRC-prescribed parameters. Isn't that the case?

21 And if they are, so what, if they are high, low
,ry
V 22 or medium?

23 MR, EDDLEMAN: Well the thing I am getting at is

24 that if, and to the extent they had this information and
Aes-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 .didn't prefile it on August 9th, I am not going to object

,
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1 'because I think it is, you know, updating of information. But

2 I think that the Intervenors would be entitled to the same

3 consideration to the extent that we come up with new
( 3. .

'''- og information, or any of us do, in updating exhibits or

5 testimony. Tha t's the point I am= trying to nail down
**

:6 here.

7 JUDGE KELLEY: .Well do you feel, on the basis

8 of what' we have heard -- is it your contention that we

9 'really have. information here which apparently was available

10 . months and months ago that has just now surfaced?

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well I think I need to ask about2

12 Items 3 and 4 to find that out.

.( ) 13 JUDGE KELLEY: Do it briefly and then we'll get

4.cnd#2 14 on with 1t.
,

| WRB#3' f1wsis

16

17

18

19

'

20

21

T,3(
_/ 22
_

23

24
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
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Taka 3:,

1 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

2 g Do either of you, Mrs. Serbanescu, or Mr. Waters,

'

3 "know when the AE regulation of .the strength of seismic
' (]Lss 4 . supports referred to in answer -- in Item 3 on the bottom of-

4

5 page 3 of answer of the Supplemental Serbanescu testimony,

6 when that reevaluation was performed?

7 A (Witness Waters) I do not.

8 A (Witness Serbanescu) Mr. Eddleman, could you

9 please give me, once more, the page number?

10 -G Yes. . It's item 3 at the bottom of page 3 of

11 your supplemental testimony, dated October 11. It states:

12 "A reevaluation of tne strength of seismic supports is

,'(]) verified sufficient support to allow contr.ol and13

14 instrumentation cable trays to be filled to a maximum of

15 60 percent."
~

16
'

A No, I'do not know the date.

17 G - Do you have any knowledge of whether that date was

18 before August 9?

J9 A I do not have any knowledge to that effect.

20 g Okay. It. then goes on to say,- "on the other hand

21 capacity derating requirements have established a limit of

h 22 . 30 percent maximum fill for power cable trays. " Do you know

23 when those capacity derating requirements were first established?

24 A I'm sorry,but I do not know.
m Repormes,Inc.

25 g And you j ust don' t know at all; is that right?

L;
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1 A I do not know when they were established.

2 g Do you:know when you received them?

3 A It was sometime between my prefiled testimony and

V
4 the additional testinony.

5 g All right.

6 A -- to the best of my recollection.

7 g Okay.

8 In Item 4 -- either of you that knows the answer.

9 please answer. It says, " Adjustments have been made for

10 actual electrical cable tray width and height. Was the width

11 and height of the actual installed cable trays in the plant

12 unknown before August 9 of this year?

() -13 A I could answer that question, Mr. Eddleman.

14 Before August 9,the consideration was that we

15 took a calorific value for a running foot of cable tray 24

16 inches wide filled to a depth of 4 inches. .-Thors ehave'been

17 adjustments made in the calorific value calculations for

18 cables narrower or larger than 24 inches.

19 What this statement means, however, is that the

20 new calorific value, as you can see on page 3, were calculated
.

21
-

on a 40 percent load of all the trays, including the power

OL- 22 cable -- even though the power cable tray in actuality is

23 filled only to 30 percent now. Therefore, we had to make

24 adjustments to that.
A .r serei neponers, Inc.

25 An equivalent of 24 inch cable tray was considered
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1 and variations from that have occurred. So that's what the

2 16 means.-
,

.q . We have found now, that there are additional cables3

..Q..

4 -which 'have been filled to the five and a quarter inch depth

t
'

5 and'that the risers have been filled to six inches. And we

6 adjusted for this accordingly. >

n

7 .O Okay. -Now,I'm not quite sure that's the answer or
'

8 . an answer to the question f.I asked.

9 Were the actual maximum fill depths measured at

L
10 the plant, th~osethat are referred to in item 4 of that answer?

II Th'ese numbers wereigiven to us by the electricalA

12 i-department.

13
.- .

g of Ebasco?

Id A. - Well I am Ebasco but I assume that our Ebasco people

15 -have. been in contact with CP&L because we don' t work by
.

16 .ourselves. We work together witn CP&L.
,

17 0 Mr. Waters, let me ask you were the horizontal

18 truns in the cable trays and the cable risers .available to

19 measured as to their depth of fill with cable before August 9,

20 to your knowledge?

2F A. (Witness Waters) Not to my knowledge. I am not

22 aware of any measurements that were specifically done or if it
,

23 was related back to this at all.
1

g Do you know of any reason why those things couldn't24-

%.% , g,

25 have. been- measured before August 9 at the plant?
-

_._ _ _ _ .,__-__ _ .._ . _ . _ __ _ ___-._-_ _ _ -_-_. _ __._,.._ ..___ .
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1 A No, except for theJfact that in some areas all

2 cables have not been installed.

3 g- .Is it true that all cables have, been installed now?,

e L No.

. .
g Well, I'm not going to object to the admission of:5

;

4 .the Exhibit, I just wanted to pin down that some of that^

7 information had been available.'

| 8 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. We have a motion to admit and
:

' '9 I guess I would just. observe that in general. It seems to

10 run that to some extent you could pursue that sort of thing.

on cross. You can do -it now or earlier , and it really11
.

12 doesn' t make much difference. You've got answers to some

( - 13 questions along that line. But Staff has no objection tor-

14 ' the admission of the testimony?

i

15 MRS. MOORE: The Staff has no objection.

16 JUDGE KELLEY: All right, the testimony is'

17 admitted.

18 MR. O'NEILL: Exhibit 6 is admitted, Mr. Chairman?'

19 JUDGE KELLEY: Was that within the motion?

20 MR..O'NEILL ' .That's what the motion was and the

21 admission that that be received in evidence Exhibit 6.
- ' 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay; yes.

23 Whereupon, FSAR, Section 5.9.1

24 and Appendix 9.5A, were received
=- ; nopermes,:=.

25 as Exhibit 6.) os
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.I DIRECT EXAMINATION (Resumed)
,

,

xxurwwwxxx -2 ,BY MR. O ' NEILLa' .
(

3 -g Mrs. Serbanescu, do you have before you the
'

.

4 document that has been previously identified and marked and
1

5 identified as Applicant's Exhibit 77

4 .A (Witness Serbanescu) One moment please.

7 -Yes, I do. It is the Safe Shutdown Analysis

*

8 Summary and description of fire prevention system.

9 g Is this the same document that is referrenced on ,

10 a number. of occasions in your testimony?
,

11 A Yes , it is.

12 MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Chairman, I would alert the

13 parties that again .in the interest of clarity we have gone

14 through this document which was previously filed with the

15 Staff. The first one on' June 12, 1984. The second one on
,

16 February 24, 1984. And have penned in the new --

17 JUDGE KELLEY: How can that be.. The first one

18 is June and the second one.is February?

19 MR. O'NEILL In the order, then, which they are

20 before you. The top one --

21 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. They are two different

nv 22 documents?

23 MR. O'NEILL: Two different documents under this

24 cover sheet. One is entitled Safe Shutdown Analysis Summary.
Ae-renere neneners,Inc.

25 On that cover page is indicated it was previously filed with
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f
I a letter of June 12, 1984. The second one is. entitled'

'Y 2 Safe Shutdown Analysis Description. The.: document was

3 . previously filed with' Staff on February 24, 1984. |
,

4 These documents have been checked to insure that
,

5 .the combustible load now reflects new Values that are in the

6 FSAR. And so you will find, periodically, a penned-in

_

y revision which reflects those new' values to be consistent
.

i : a with Exhibit 6.

; 9 JUDGE KELLEY: And these new values-were first
:

10 Provided a week or so ago, is that right?,

11 MR. O'NEILL: They were provided in the marked-upj-

: 12 Pages of the FSAR. We did not provide the values in this
^

- 13 document until this morning but they simply are tohbe
r

| 14 consistent with the values that are in the FSAR.
I

15 JUDGE KELLEY: But the marked-up version was when?
!

16 MR. O!NEILL: Was provided to everyone this morning.'

I JUDGE KELLEY: I'm not sure I'm with you. You
17

.

)

| 13 provided this document this morning; I understand that.

I 19 MR. O'NEILL: That is correct.'

- 20 JUDGE KELLEY: And when you say " marked-up FSAR"

21 that's what you're talking about?i
.

. -

ke 22 MR. O'NEILL: No, the marked-up FSAR was provided

| 23 on October 10.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: That's what I wanted to know.
' Ase-Peseres nosewes, sac.

25 MR. O'NEILL: Correct. And I just want to make
|
a

$
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1 sure that the record and the parties are aware that these

2 changes were made to be consistent with the FSAR.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.s

- -

4 MR. O'NEILL: With that .I would t move that

5 Applicant's Exhibit 7 be received into evidence.

6 MRS. MOORE: Excuse me, your Honor. Could I have

7 some clarification,please? Could .Mr. O'Neill repeat the

8 title of the document which he says was admitted to the Staf f

9 on June 12, '84?

10 MR. O'NEILL: Excuse me, on what?

Il MRS. MOORE: On June 12, '84.

12 MR. O'NEILL: On June 12 we submitted a Safe
,

13 Shutdown Analysis Summary by cover of letter to Mr. H. R.

14 Denton, Director NRR by letter from Mr. A. B. Cutter, Vice-

15 President Nuclear Licensing and Engineering Serial NLS 84-245.

16 MRS. MOORE: Thank you.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Mr. Eddleman?

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: May I ask for clarification? Arc

19 all the revisions that have been made in these documents

20 since they were distributed to the Staf f, are tney all the

21 ones that are penned-in?

22 MR. O'NEILL: That's correct. Any revision that

23 has been made since the documents were distributed to the

24 Staff are penned in simply to make sure that the numbers are
Am Federal fleporters, Inc.

25 consistent with the changes and the revised FSAR.
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1 MR. EDDLEMAN: And the revised FSAR.is the Exhibit j

2 6, you mean? |

3q MR. O'NEILL: That is correct.
V

4 MR. EDDLEMAN: Which hasn' t actually been put

5 into FSAR form, as I understand it. It's going to be; is ;

'

6 that right?

7 MR. O'NEILL: I think we've been through this a
;

8 couple times, Mr.Eddlemang .that is true.

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, yes, but you were referring

10 - to it as the FSAR. I just wanted to make sure that I wasn't

11 missing something.

'
12 MR. O'NEILL: All right. That'is correct. FSAR

13 with revisions that have not been-formally incorporated into

14 amendments.

15 MR. EDDLEMAN- Okay.

le No objection.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. When you say it was provided

18 on the 10th, was that by service in the mail, or how?

19 - MR. O'NEILL: It was provided by service in the

20 ~ mail from Raleigh to Mr. Eddleman on that date and was

.21 served in the mail to the Board, I believe.

22 MR. EDDLEMAN: Mr. O'Neill, by "it" do you mean a

23 document ' dated October 10 to Mr. Denton -- if I can find the

.

' signature. From Mr. Zimmerman, serial Nos.-84-440, or do2d
ase+.:nw neerwr , lae.

25 you mean another document?
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1 MR. O'NEILL: The document that's referenced in

2 our motion of October 11 and, indeed, that's the one we've

3 been talking about. And Attachment 3 to that document,-)
V

4 contains FSAR pages thatL have been marked up to reflect changes.

5 Those changes are now intcorporated into Applicant's Exhibit 6.

6 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay. I have actually received that

7 cover letter. I'm not sure I have received the motion.

8 MR. O'NEILL: We tried toavoid this by calling the

9 parties and let them know this was coming. But I guess it

10 was still confusing. -

11 MR. EDDuEMAN: Well, I just don' t recall this

12 particular document having been mentioned. It may have been.

G
k/ 13 JUDGE KELLEY: And if I were to look through this

14 as I an now doing with my thumb, where there are changes, they

15 are literally marked in with a pen?

16 MR. O ' NEILL': That's correct.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: So that it wouldn' t be too hard for

18 me to find them the week before the hearing if I desired to?

19 MR. O'NEILL: How, if we are talking about Applicant's.

20 Exhibit 7 --

21 JUDGE KELLEY: Th&t's right.

I~)
'

\~ 22 MR. O'NEILL: -- these changes that you have marked
d

23 in with a pen you now see for the first time this morning.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: I'm confused. I must say I am lost.

| Ass Fede,s4 Reporters, Inc.

25 What did you serve on the 10th of October?
,
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1 MR. O'NEILL: On the 10th of October, it was a letter

2 which included marked up pages of the FSAR. which are now

3 incorporated in Exhibit 6
,3,

( ).
4 JUDGE KELLEY: Are those marked up pages the same''

5 ones that have been inserted at the appropriate place in what
,

-4 I hold in my hand as Exhibit 7?

7 MR. O'NEILL: What you hold in your hand as Exhibkt

8 7 is the Safe Shutdown Analysis. The Safe Shutdown Analysis

9 refers to come combustible loads.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Right.

11 MR. O 'NEILL: Those combustible loads are found in

12 the FSAR. So we have simply, for consistency -- I don't

(~)Y(_ . 13 necessarily.need to refer to those combustible loads for

14 purposes of which we offer this exhibit. But for consistency

15 we have made the changes in the Safe Shutdown Analysis Summary.

16 You have not, however, seen pages with those marked-up changes

17 before today.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: But Exhibit 6 has those changes so

19 that'if I were interested in these changes in combustible

20 loads, and if I got my papers in the mail, I would be able to

21 look through number 6 and I would find marked-in changes with
10
k> 22 a pen or pencil?

23 MR. O?NEILL: That is correct. If you were

24 interested in the actual numbars, you could have looked at
Amfederal neierwes, Inc.

25 all of them in the document tha'e was filed on October loth

I
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I and they were explained in the supplement testimony that was

2 filed on October 11. And that was filed by Express mail to

'

3
r - Mr. Eddleman and hand-served on the Board and the Staff.

4 JUDGE KELLEY: And you simply conformed those

5 changes by putting some more -- putting the same numbers in

6 this document number 77

7 MR. O'NEILL: That is correct.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: For the first time this morningy

9 but it's the same numbers?

10 MR. O'NEILL: That is correct.

II JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. I think I understand; thank

12 you.
-QC' 13 Number 7 has been moved for admission iand motion

N is granted.

15 (Whereupon, " Safe Shutdown

16 Analysis Summary and Desc. Fire

II Protection System, was received

II as Applicant's Exh6 bit No. 7.)<

BY.MR. O'NEILL:

g Mr. Waters, would you please briefly summarize. your20

'21 testianony for the benefit of anyone who has not had an
'' 22 opportursity to read it?

23 A. (Witness Waters) Gladly.

24 My testinony addresses those aspects of Mr. Eddleman's
Asofeletal Reportees, Inc.

25 Contention 116. The question of rapid response of a fire

.
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1 brigade to a fire at the Harris plant, and the 411egation that

2 the Harris -plant " fire-fighting capability for simulataneous

3 - fires is inadequate or at least unanalyzed."

4 Carolina Power and Light Power's management has

5 fully supported and encouraged the development' of an aggressive

e fire protection program and a properly trained fire protection

7 staff at the' Harris plant. My testimony establishes that

a the fire brigade is an integral part of the defense indepth
,

9 approach of the Harris fire protection progran. And that

10 sufficient training, equipment, plans and.iprocedures are

11 provided to maximize the effectiveness of the brigade in

12 case a fire occurs. in the plant. The -design features,-

() 13 . administrative control, and fire protection procedures,

14 which I desciibed in my testimony, are, in my judgment,

15 entirely adequate to provide prompt and effective response

16 to a single fire as required by NRC regulations. And adequate,

17 also, to respondneffectively to two fires occurring simultaneouisly<

18 S Mrs. Serbanescu, would you please summarize your

19 statement?

20 A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes. Eddleman Contention 116

21 identifies seven allegations related to Applicant's fire

d k 22 protection program at the Shearon-Harris nuclear power plant.

23 I will address the five -- the first five allegations on the

24 fo11 ewing: One, availability of control and power cables for
A penses nenneet., ine.

; 25 safety related equipment.
1

;

'

i
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1 Two, qualification of fire values with respect to

2 cable tray fires in establishing their fire resistance

3 rating.

' 4 Three, use of fire barriers wnere practical.

5 Four, the adequacy of' fire protection measures

6 based on the plant's fire hazard analysis.

7 Five, the effect of a fire in a fire area or fire

8 zone where the combustible loading is greater than 240,000

9 btu per square foot.

10 In my testimony I provide information attesting to

11 the adequacy of the Shearon-Harris firo protection program.

12 The program is based on the defense indopth concept, which

'1 13 insures provention of potential fire initiation from prompt

14 protection or insipient fire conditions, effective firo

15 supprossion, confinable fires to the areas of initiation,

16 and physical separation which insures the availability of

17 equipment required .'for plant safe shutdown in caso of a fire.

18 My testimony includes discussion of the firo hazards

19 analysis and the safo shutdown analysis in caso of fire.

20 Those analyses woro performed in order to verify the adequacy

21 of the firo protection program in maintaining the capability

22 to safely shutdown the reactor and minimize the radioactivo

23 releases to the environment.

24 g Thank you , Mrs . Sorbanoscu. ,

Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Chairman, the witnesses aro
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I 1 available for cross examination.

2 For clarity of the record, when the witnesses refer;

3 to the FSAR, they will be referring to Exhibit 6 which -

4 includes some pages that have been revised and are not yet

|End 3 5 officially FSAR amendments.

6

7

8 ;

i

9

10 ,

11

12 ;

'

O i3

14

15 1

16

17

i.

19

;

20

21

IDV 22

23

24
4 ..p e em n w e m s,Inc.

25
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JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.j
,

E J '2 It is.five after ten. Why don't we break until

- - '3 10:15~and have a cup of coffee before we start the cross.'

:

x!asx3 4 (Brief recess.).

JUDGE KELLEY: Back on the record.5

At this point Mr. Eddleman will begin hisg
''

cross-examination.
, y

MR. EDDLEMAN: Thank you, your Honor..g

CROSS-EXAMINATION|xcucxxx ,

10 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

11 Q I haven't said " Good morning" yet. Good' morning.
~

12 A (Witness Serbanescu) Good morning.

13 A- (Witness Waters) Good morning.

14 Q The document that was filed on October 10th

-

13
that Mr. O'Neill mentioned before, that contains as its third

'

16 . attachment the marked-up copy of the FSAR. Does that include

17 a couple of blueprints, to your knowledge?

gg A (Witness Servanescu) Yes, it does.,

19 0 With your Counsel'.s supervision I would like to

20 show you a blueprint with the number CAR-2168G-115, entitled'
.

;

! 21
" Fuel Handling Building - Miscellaneous Steel, Sheet Two,

! 22 Unit 1 and 2."
!

JUDGE KELLEY: About where are we going to find
L 23

24 that, Mr. Eddleman?

,am sesse neuenen, sas.
! 23 MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, it is right in front of
l
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I Encicqure 3 in the NLS-34-440 stack.

2 EY MR. EDDLEMAN:

3 O Does this also appear in Exhibit 6 or not?
_

4 A (Witness Serbanescu) The drawings do not appear

5 in Exhibit 6. The package consists of more than just the

0 FSAR.

7 WITNESS SERVANESCU: I would like to ask your

8 Honor to defer this subject until after the first break because

9 the package with the letter I personally left it at the hotel.

10 I did not bring it with me since I had the updated copy of

II the Exhibit 6 and I know that it concains some discussions to
12 the fire doors which have not been fire rated.

m

13 It enclosed two specifications pertaining to the

Id fire doors, these drawings, and the marked-up portion of the

15 FSAR, and I do not have that package with me. I asked that it

16 be brought to me.

I7 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, we can certainly arrange that.

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: I am perfectly agreeable to that.

I9 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

20 MRS. MOORE: Your !!onor, the Staff doesn' t appear

_.

to have the drawings that Mr. Eddleman is asking questions on,21

22 and doesn't appear to have gotten them as part of the package'

23 that was submitted to us on October 10th.
24 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, let's determine that.

'

Ace Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 I had begun with the green book. I gather that is

-
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1 the wrong place to begin.

2 Could Applicants' Counsel assist us in finding this

3 material? I'm sure we have it but I don't know where it is.,m; )
4 MR. O'NEILL: Can we go off the record for a secondi

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Yes.

6 Off the record. |

7 (Discussion off the record.)

8 JUDGE KELLEY: Back on the record.

9 We are simply deferring some questioning until after
,

10 lunch so we can have a chance to look at some documents.

II Go ahead, Mr. Eddleman.

12 MR. EDDLEMAN: So what we have agreed to do is to

( 13 defer this line of questions until after lunch, and the

14 Applicants are going to supply everybody who doesn't have the

15 documents with the documents, including the blueprints before

16 lunch. And Mrs. Serbanescu, you will have a chance to get the '

17 document, too.

18 BY MR. EDDLEMAN: '

19 Q Let me refer to the descriptions of the testimony

20 and the supplemental testimony that you gave, Mrs. Servanescu.

21 In both cases you stated is was prepared by a group of

22 engineers including yourself.

23 f1R. O'NEILL: Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. I cannot

24 hear Mr. Eddleman.
we.snm noww., w.

25 MRS . 1100RE : I was just going to say the same thing ,

~ -___ - ___-_____-_ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ .__ _ _ .__ _ _ . _ _ . . _ _ _ _ - . . .__ __ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ .
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I MR. EDDLEMAN: I'm sorry, let me see.if I can maka4

,

'

2 this operate a little better.

3 liow is that?_.

%J
4 JUDGE KELLEY: Better.

*

5 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

4 Q You described both the supplemental and the August

7 9th testimony as having been. prepared by a group of

8 engineers including yourself. Correct?

' A (Witness Serbanescu) That's correct.

10 Q .Were the engineers working under your supervision

II who prepared this testimony?

12 A Some of them were under my direct supervision.

) 13 Some of them were working in other departments and submitted

Id the information to us. I looked it over and I accepted it as

15 such.

I' Q Okay.

17 So you have reviewed everything in ttis?

18 A Absolutely.

I' Q Okay.

20 Now let's see....

21 MR. EDDLEMAN: Let me ask Mr. O'Neill to clarify

O
N/ 22 this if he can.

23 Is the Attachment 3 of the October loth letter,uthe

24 marked-up FSAR section there, is that identical to what is in
As>pessess nen wi m ,sne.

25 Exhibit 67

_ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ - -
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I WITNESS SERBANESCU: I can answer that question.

2 Yes, it is, Mr. Eddleman.

,
3 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay., -)

- \_)
4 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

5 Q And you have Exhibit 6 with you, do you not?

6 A (Witness Serbanescu) Let me check, please.

7 Q I believe it is the green document.

8 A Yes, I do.

9 Q Okay.

10 Can you please refer to that? Unfortunately I

II already seem to have found a difference in it. -

'12 On the cover sheet of Applicants' Exhibit 6 it

13 gives the docket nurber and its says "FSAR Section 9.5.1 and

Id Appendix 9.5A (Fire Protection System) ," and then down at
.

15 the bottom it says in parentheses "(with Revisions of

16 10/10/84)." Correct?

I7 A That's correct.

18 Q Okay.

I' And then it starts in on the next page with

20 Section 9.5 from the FSAR, does it not?

21 1. No, it does not. Section 9.5 of the FSAR is just

(3
t,' 22 a heading.

23 Q I see.

24 Ard Section 9.5 of the FSAR includes a number of *A
Ase7.sww nope,= ,Inc.

25 The first one referred to is Fire Protection Systems ys tr'.ns .

i
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I which is FSAR Section 9.5.1. So it is a matter of heading, not

2 a matter of discrepancy.

3 Q I was not saying there was a discrepancy.f-)
U

4 But what you're saying, if I take it correctly, is

3 that that page begins with the heading 9.5 but then immediately

6 under that is 9.5.1, Fire Protection System, and only 9.5.1

7 is included in this document.

8 A That is correct.

9 Q Okay.

10 A Or at least that is supposed to be.

II Q 9.5.17

12 A Yes.
n( ) 13 Q And 9.5A7 ,

,,

Id A That's correct.

15 0 But no other parts of 9.57

I4 A That's correct.

I7 Q Now what I'm trying to do here-- The copy that I

18 received after the enclosure 3 cover page which says " Draft
,

II FSAR SEction 9.5.1," the next page af ter that that I have ,

t

20 is a marked-up page 9.5.1-5.

.

Will you turn in Exhibit 6 to page 9.5.1-5, please?21

(s! 22 A Yer, sir, I have it.

23 Q All right.

2d MR. EDDLEMAN: I don't know how to handle this,
.Am.penweene wsws,Iw,

25 Mr. O'Nei11. Thoso pagos are not identical.
,

_ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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I Can we go off the record again?

2 JUDGE KELLEY: Yes. Why don't we? Let's see if we

(') 3 can't straighten it out.
*

4 off the record.

8 (Discussic,n off the reco d.)

6 JUDGE KELLEY: Back on the record.

7 Go ahead, Mr. Eddleman.
,

8 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

' Q Mr. Waters, may I refer to your resume, please?

10 A (Witness Waters) Yes.

II Q That is Attachment A to your testimony?
I

12 A It is an attachment to my testimony, yes.
,
,

'' I3 Q Is it in fact labeled Attachment A up in the top
I

Id right? It's a little faded on my copy.

15 A It is quite faded on mine, but I will accept that,

l' yes.

17 Q Okay.

18 And this is a table from the FSAR which gives your

I' resume, does it not?

20 A That is correct.

21 Q Okay.

22 Under professional societies you list the Dociety

23 of Fire Protection Engineers. When did you bacone a member

24 of that society?
,

25 A I believe it was in 1978.

, . . , . . . . _ ,
. . _ _ _ _ - - _ - - _ - - - - _ - - - - - - -
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I Q What are the requirements for admission to the

2 Society of Fire Protection Engineers, do you know?

33 A I don't recall them off the top of my head.
(j

.

4 Q Is there any test you have to take to get into the

5 society?-

0 A .No, there is not.

7 -0 Okay.

8 Now let's see.... 02. page 3 of your prefiled

9 testimony at-- Pardon me. Let's start on the bottom of page

10 2, with your Answer 3'.

II You are Principal Engineer - Operations in the

I2 'llarris Nuclear Operations Department. 'Are you stationed at
! .O

13 the site or in the general office?

I4 A I'm stationed at the site.

.15 Q Okay.

16 Do your responsibilities include other things

17
,

beside fire protection?

18 A Yes,.they do.

I'
Q Could you say about how much' of your -time you spend

20 on fire protection?

21 A Approximately 50 percent.

' 22 O In your Answer 4 you describe the administration'-

23 of the fire protection program during the operational phase.
24

I
Do I take it that means you don't have anything

Am-Fesersi nepon n, inc.

25 to do with the construction of fire protection systems or
,

i

+
,
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1 their quality ast.urance or anything like that?

2 A That. is correct.

3 Q Okay.

4 And you don't address those matters in your

5 testimony?

6 A That is correct.

7 Q Then you began at line 25 of page 2 that your

8 position involves the supervision of the plant fire protection

9 staff. And then you--

10 A I'm sorry, line 26 of which page?

Il Q Pardon me. Line 25 of page 2. I may have

12 misspoken. At the very bottom of page 2.
A
U 13 A Thank you.

14 Q Do you have that?

15 A Yes.

16 Q The sentence begins describing your position,

17 that-it involves' supervision of plant fire protection staff

18 as it turns over to page 3, and then it goes on to describe

19 what the staff. do under your supervision. Correct?

20 A That is correct.

21 Q Okay.
fa,
''- 22 Now, for example, it says they carry out the

r

23 development and irf; ? mentation of procedures.

.

Are the fire-fighting procedures for Harris24
,Aas-Federal Esporters, Inc.

| 25 complete?

i
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1 A No, they are not.

2 Q Okay.

3 . IIave you begun work on them?.

4 A- Yes, we have.

5 Q When did you begin that work?

6 A- We began that work approximately two years ago.

7 Q And when do you anticipate completion, or do you

8 know?

9 A We anticipate completion prior to loading fuel and

10 licensing of the plant.

11 Q Do you have aidate for~that completion?

12 A- No, I do not.
.

.
13 Q Okay.

t

14 Do you know what the-- Well, you say loading fuel

15 and licensing. Do you know what the fuel load date is,?

16 A: The projected fuel load date at this moment is
.

17 June of 1985.

18 Q To your knowledge that has not been revised yet?

19 A To my knowledge it has not been revised.

20 Q Okay.
,

, .

Then.the.next item that your staff performs is21

\
. 22 periodic tests of installed fire protection equipnent.

.23 Is testing going on now?

-
24 A It is.

Ass.Feseret neporari, Inc.

25 Q And are the tests described in the FSAR, are they
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I in Exhib'it 6?

2 A I believe the type of tests that are required to
.

3 be performed are in the FSAR, also as required in the plant
)

4 technical specifications.

5 Q Are the plant-tech specs complete?

6 A They have been submitted as proposed technical

7 specifications.

( 8 0 Okay._

9 And these have not yet been approved by the NRC?

10 A That is correct.

Il Q Okay.

12 Are you responsible for verifying that the tests
:

! N
~-) 13 are performed at the proper periods?i

|

14 A That is correct.

15 0 ~ Have you had any problems with it so far?

16 A No, we have not.

17 Q Okay.

18 Approximately how many tests have been performed,

19 if you know?

20 A I don't know an exact number. I cannot give you

21 an exact number.
,. o

k. 22 Q How many people are assigned to doing these tests?'

23 Is it a large number of people?

24 A Our Fire Protection sta'ff consists of a Senior
Am-Federes neporiers, Inc.

25 Specialist, a Specialist, and six Technical Aides.

- __ , - - _ _ _ , ., - _ _ . , . _ _, - - - . _ _
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I Q And is that the whole staff that carries out all

2 these duties, or is that just the testing staff?

3
f- A That is the whole staff that carries out these

: (.
4 duties.

5 Q That is eight. persons other than yourself?

0 A That is correct..

7 Q Okay..

8 Do you'know how much time your staff spends on

9 these tests? I.mean, you know, is it one person full-time

10 equivalent or two people, or half a person? Do you have any

Il ~ idea?

12 A At this time the testing load is not as heavy as

(,5)
-

13 it will be when the plant goes into operation. The tests that

14 we are performing are on the areas that have been turned over

15 to the Operations Department.

16 At the time that we go into operation it will

17 involve all of die six people, specifically the Technical

18 Aides with supervision from the Specialist and the Senior

19j Specialist.
|

20 Q Okay.
,

21 The next area is training of fire brigade members.

['Tt

'
' ' ' 22'

[
Is that training on-going now?

| A Training has begun on the fire brigade training.23

|
.

24
| Q When did it begin?
Am-Federes nepo,wes, inc.

25 A I began -- I believe it was June of 3984.

- . . - . _ - - . - . . . .. ._ .
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I Q And I take it that that will have to continue as
i

2 long as there is a plant. There will always be training?

'3 A Yes.

4 Q And you are in charge of supervising this training?

5 A. Supervising the individuals who are performing

6 the training, yes.

'7 0 okay. .

8 - Which individuals on your staff actually carry out

9 this training?

10 A The Fire Protection staff..End'4

11

12

-() 13

14

15

16

17

- 18

19

20

21

22

23

24
Asefesoret Reporiers, Inc.

25

-. - . - . - . , . - . . . - - - . - _ - . - - . . , . - _ - - . , . _ . . - _ . - - _ . , - .
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I Q All of them do?

2 A All of them except for now the specialists fire

3 protection.

~ks 4 4 re these people all trained in instructional
----- - _ . _ _ _ _ . . . .

5 techniques?

6 .A Yes they are.

7 4 The next. area is frequent walkdowns of plant
,

8 areas.

9 Is there a required frequency for these walkdowns,

10 something specified'in your procedures or rules?
;.

II A Nothing specific except for specific administrative

12 instructions which I would give to the. individuals to walk

_ ,-,)(_ 13 the plant areas down as necessary during their shifts.

14 4 And you would determine that on a daily basis,

15 a weekly basis?

16 A I would say periodic. I would not say whether

17 it would be daily or weekly.

18 q' _ Well what sort of frequency'of walkdowns are we

19 talking about?

:20 A .At least twice per shift.

21 4 And do these people have specific checklists

7%
' ! _,) ' 22 of things they are supposed to look at when they walkdown'

s

f

23 the plant?

24 g - They will- have, yes.
iweswei n porwes, anc.

25 Q They don't have now or --
~

|

I

.- . . . . . - . .. __ _- .. . . .-
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1 A Not specifically at this point.in time because

2 of the construction status 'of the plant.

-3 4 0kay.,-

( ) ,

'~'
4 -And do you have a schedule for when those would

5 be prepared?-
,

6 A Yes, they will be prepared toward the time that

7 sufficient numbers of systems are turned over to us that

8 we'will be engaged in that full-time activity.
,

9 Q Would that mean before the time that you would be

10 engaged in full-time activity you will prepare these

11 check lists?

12 A Yes.

m;

i . (j 13 Q Okay.

! 14 What sort of fire protection concerns are these

'15 walkdowns intended to detect at present?

16 A At present we are doing housekeeping inspections

17 and we are calling out areas where we find that the

18 housekeeping does not meet with the standards for
:

19 housekeeping that we have established.

20 You are asking at the present time --

21 4 Yes , s ir .

| gm
.(_/L 22 A -- what are we doing?-

>

23 Q- Yes.

| 24 A Housekeeping inspections, as I mentioned. We are
'Ame-Federsi neporwes, anc.

f' 25 also'doing testing on installed fire protection equipment
~

o

!

..- - - . . . - _ = - . . _ _ - - .. .-
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I such as' detection systems,_ water suppression systems in.~

2 plant buildings that have been turned over to us.

'3 We are also engaged in working with the startup
q \

'4 and construction organization in testing equipment as it' ''

.5 is prepared to be turned over to our organization for
~

6 testing.

7 Q Do the latter two things: testing equipment and

8 working with the startup organization, do they come under

9 performance of tests or are they really part of the walkdown

10 - section of your responsibilities?

II A ILwould say'they are part of the transitional

12 aspect between the construction status of the plant and the-

() '

13 operational status.
I

14 4 Okay.

~ 15 The last area is interface with insurance carriers,

16 NRC' inspectors./and company auditors during inspections ~.

17 Do you ever have unanncunced inspections of
.

18 your-fire protection?

19 A I do not believe that we have had an unannounced

20 inspection.to date at the Harris plant on the operations
.

21 fire protection program. I am not aware of any.

,v

i,) ~22 Q Okay.

23 Are any unannounced inspections part of the

24 inspection program that you would be subject to if the
Ase Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 plant were to go into operations?

_

" -D''T [ =* m"gw yy--*y v' 1' Cy-w y=w--Wqt>a+me+--- Y' w st--T- d----e e e --e e e
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.1 A .It is my understanding that we would be subject |

2 'to unannounced inspections, yes.

~3 Q Are those specified in the rules of the NRC or
-

: / ,/ .T
.x

'4 the' insurance carriers or the company' auditors?'''

_i - .A. I believe that is in the NRC's charter, yes.5
>

'6 Q Okay.

7 Do you know if the-company auditors might carry

8 ouhunannouncedinspectionsonfireprotection?-

9 A I do not know.

10 Q Okay.
-.

11 Now you then describe your experience in nuclear

12 plant-fire protection programs, do you not?

,.
13 A Yes, I do.() ,

14 Q Okay.

15 A You are referring to page three still?

n; 16 4 Yes, sir, right after the description of your

'17 Staff's work.
'

,

18 Was your work'on both the Robinson and Brunswick

19 plants at the same time, or did you shift back and forth

- 20' between the two plants?+

21 A That was concurrently.

p
, () 22 Q Concurrently.

23 Were you visiting the sites in most of this work

24 or did you do it from Raleigh?
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A It was a combination of work in the Raleigh office

4

, -, .n , w - - - -



wrb/6gb 5 i

4301

1 ' and visiting the Brunswick and the Robinson sites.

2 Q Okay.

(~'3 And this is concerned with responses to Branch3

%)
4 . Technical Position 9.5-1. Now that ic also known as ETP

5 9 5-1, is it not?

6 A yee and specifically Appendix A.

7 4 Now Mrs. Serbanescu, if I may ask you at this

8 point, your answer six on page five, do you have that with

9 you?

10 A (Witness Serbanescu) My original --

II 4 Yourroriginal testimony of August 9

12 A Page five ,'

(%_) 13 Yes.

14 Q This says that 10 CFR Section 50.48 and Appendix

15 .R to -Part 50 became effective in February 1981 and NUREG

16 0800, which included BTP; CMEB 9.5-1, was issued in July
'

17 1981, does it not?

18 A That's correct.

19 Q .Okay.

20 Is this BTP CMEB 9.5-1 the same one that you are

21 referring to, Mr. Waters?
,

I )
\/ 22 A (Witness Waters) Yes, with the update of July

23 1981. I believe that is an update to the earlier position.

24 APCSB 9.5-1, Appendix A, that was promulgated in 1976.
| - n.por w s,inc.

25 Q Now was that also a Branch Technical Position?

_ _ _ _
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1 MR. O'NEILL: Is that your question, Mr. Eddleman?

2 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes,

3 MR. O'NEILL: What is the antecedent for "wasgc3
\_)

4 that?"

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: I didn't catch the letters he gave

6 but he mentioned some letters that are different than CMEB

7 9.5-1.

8 WITNESS WATERS: I believe that is Auxiliary

9 Power and Control Systems Branch, pardon me if I have that

10 - wrong; APCSB, if I remember correctly. That was the branch

Il that generated the Branch Technical Position in the 1976

12 time frame. Later the branch was changed to CMEB,_ Chemical
,

Q 13 Engineering Branch.in a later. time frame.

14 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

15 4 Okay.

.16 A -(Witness Waters) As I understand it, they

17 reissues'the Branch Technical Position.

18 I would have.to ask for help from the NRC if

19 my memory does' not serve me correctly.

20 Q The CMEB of -- Branch Technical Position CMEB

21 '9 5-1 of 1981 is a revision to the earlier one, is that
p
u 22 correct?

23 A I do not know.

24 4 Do you know, Mrs. Serbanescu?
- nepoems, Inc.

25 A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes, I do. NRC Branch

_ _ .
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I Technical Position CMEB 9 5-1, Guidelines on Fire Protection

:2 -for Nuclear Power Plants dated July '81 is a revision and'

3A it is more stringent than all the previous ones.
G

'

4 4 Okay. But it is a revision of that APCSB 9 5-17
.

5 A. Yes, it is.

6 4 Okay.

7 So I take it, Mr. Waters, that you were working

8 with the Robinson and Brunswick nuclear plants under APCSB

9 Branch Technical Position 9.5-1, is that correct?

10 A. (Witness Waters; .Yes, that is correct.

U 4 _0ka'y.

12 .And then at the H.B. Robinson plant from June of
.

o
,O 13 '81 to June of '82 from. July when the CMEB 9 5-1 was |

I

Id issued you ~would have been working with that, would you not?

15 g,| .We would have been working with that as we had

16 committed to in any correspondence between Carolina Power

I7 and Light Company and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

18 that or Appendix-R or similar fire protection matters. I

I' don't remember the specific commitments.at this point in

20 time that were made as to which documents.

21 Q Didn't CP&L seek a large number of exceptions

22 or exemptions or deviations from the requirements of'
'

23 fire protection for the Brunswick plant in the period from,

24 .,76 to '797
. Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

-25 MR. O'NEILL: Objection. The question goes to

Il ~



m

wrb/bgb8( 4304'

I 'the fire protection program at Brunswick and Robinson and

'2 Lis-not relevant to the testimony offered here today.

3.jq . If Mr. Eddleman desires to ask some questions about

10
'4 Mr. Waters' qualifications, that's one thing. But these''

.

-5 questions have gone beyond his qualifications to the fire

6 protection systems at other CP&L plants and do not have

7 ~ anythin'g to do with -the issues before the Board with respect

18 to the Harris plant.

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: Mr. Chairman, he says that this.is

'10 how he gained his familiarity with working knowledge of

Il nuclear plant fire protection programs in responding to

12 .these things. I think if the responses were requests for

. j3
Kf 13 exemptions, that's relevant.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: The Board disagrees, The specifics

15 of. the programs at those plants are not sufficiently.

16 relevant to be pursued in this case. We sustain the

17 objection.

18 MR..'EDDLEMANt You do not have to note exceptions

19 on the record here, do you?
.

.20 JUDGE KELLEY: No.
.

21 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.

22 'BY MR. EDDLEMAN:.

23 'Q You say your responsibilities were similiar at

24 Robinson to. those that you presently hold at Harris --
m n.conen,inc.

25 I'm talking about Robinson from June of '81 to June of '83

. , --. ~ . . . . - - - - -- . - . . - . - - . - . - . . - - -- .-- . . - .- -
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1 there on page three of your testimony, Mr. Waters.

2 A (Witness Waters) That is correct.

3 4 Okay.
.n.
'' 4

.
In your work.with the Brunswick and Robinson

5 plants earlier had you been familiar with fire protection
'

6 engineering before you took up that position?

7 A No.

8 Q So you basically learned that, on the job, can we

9 say?

10 A Yes.

11 4 Okay.

: 12 And through .the responses to Branch Technical

-( J~') - -13 Position APCSB 9 5-17-
~

14 A Is that your question?

15 4 Yes.

16 A Yes.

17 4 Okay.

18 You stated in your summary that your testimony

19 addresses the question of rapid response to a fire.

20 Where'does it address that?

- 21 A That is covered on page 10.

)~wt

(_ ) ; 22 4 Yes, sir.

23 Are you referring to answer 19 there?

24 A I'm sorry. Let me back up one moment.
' As.-Feeeres neponen, Inc.

25 Let me refer you to page five,

l'

.. _ _ - . - - -. _ - . _ . _ . _ . --- . _- __
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1 4 Yes, sir,

2 A Line nine, starting with the response to question

-3 seven.p

~(j'

.4 _Q All right.

5 It says:

6 "A fire brigade response time of

7 approximately five to 15_ minutes is expected

-8 for most fire events within the power block."

9 Who expects that, sir?
.

10 A I expect that.

Il Q Anybody else?

. 12 A And my staff.
.,

i) 13 4 Okay.

14 Now what do you mean by "most fire events" there?

15 A ~ This is done~on -- it is hard to quantify that

16 number specifically, depending upon the position of people

17 going about their normal duties in the plant that serve

18 on the fire brigade. Because of the size of the power block

19 that we are talking about, we would expect that they would

20 not ire so far away that they could not respond to a fire

21 alarm being sounded' and be able to. get dressed out in their
o
kl 22 protective equipment and get to the fire in a longer time

23 than 15 minutes.

24 But I have to allow for the fact that insame condition
m Repormes.Inc.

25 at some point in time it may exceed that time frame.

.
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1

1 CL Okay. But your testimony is thatithat is what

2 you expect.and your staff expects for most fire events

3 within -the power block?,_,

('')' '

4 A That is correct.

5 4 And the process, as I understand it, is that

6 f.irst people have to be aware that there is an. alarm. Then

7 they need to go get dressed out in their equipment and then

8 'they need.to get to the area where the fire is,11s that

9 correct?

10 A- That is correct.

11 4 Now you describe in the next sentence some factors

12 including those and others that the response time is

r~(). 13 dependent on and you say it may. vary.somewhat from the

14 above numbers, correct?

15 A That is correct.

16 q- So even for most of the fire events for which

17 you expect five to 15 minute response,- you say there may
a

18 be some variations from those numbers?

19 A That is correct. It is difficult to quantify.

20 4 All right.

21 You state at the end of that answer that the
7-
( 22 training supplemented by fire drills would serve to keep~;

23- the -- will serve to keep the brigade response time to

24 a minimum.
A -Feesrei neponm, Inc.

'25 How does the training serve to keep the response
-
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1 time lower?

2 A Training --- Letime give an example.

:3
-

Training of 'the fire brigade member as to how to
.( 3
?/ 4 Lquickly don his protective equipment, to don his full face

5 breathing apparatus and to do that in such a manner that he

6 does not waste any motion or any time in doing that part

7 of what he needs to do to respond and get to the fire.

8 Q So it is actually practice at rapidly and

9 efficiently putting on the equipment?

10 A That is part of it, yes.

11 Q Okay.

12 A -- as an example.

(~) 13 4 All right.
%j

14 The fire drills themselves would assess the

15 effective response time?

16 A That is correct.

17 4 What proportion of those fire drills are

18 unannounced?

19 A I believe it is once per quarter we have an

20 unannounced fire drill.

21 Q That is contained somewhere else?

(9j- 22 A I would have to verify that. I don't believe I
,

23 cover that in my testimony specifically,

cndWRB#5 24
m noemes,Inc.

25
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Tak9-6 1 G Perhaps answer 10 on page 67

2 A ~All right, here we are. Antwer 10 on page 6. "At

3 least one drill per year will be unannounced for each shift
b,_s

4 brigade and at least one drill per year will be conducted on

-5 the backshift for each shif t brigade.

6 O So it is one a year instead of one a quarter?

7 A For each shift brigade.

8 g Okay. And how many ' hift brigades are there?s

9 A There are six.

10 0 One for each shift?

11 A Yes. That was my reference for at least once per,

12 quarter. '

, -
,
'

13 g Okay.( .

14 So in other words ~, each shift would get one once

15 'per year?

16 A That is correct.

17 % And since there are six shifts that would be more --

18 it would be six drills per year which is more than one.ia quarter?

19 A That is correct.

20 g As long as we' re on this topic, what does"backshif t"

.21 mean in that answer 10?

22 A That means that at some time other than on a shift

23 that is present during the daytime 8 ao' clock to 4 o' clock,

24 approximate timeframe, this would be midnight to 8,for example.
4 . .F.e m i n.po,wr ,inc.

25 G Okay. So it would be on one of the other shifts

_.--_ - _ _--__-.__ _ _- -_
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g i instead.of the kind of normal business hour shift?

2 A. That is correct.,

3 0- It's true, isn' t it, that virtually all fires are
~

a unannounced? |;

l
'

~ A. . Yes.'
5

6 g ' And do .you have any idea from experience of power

plants, to your knowledge, what proportion of fires occur onu
7

.

the day shift? .

g

A. No, I do not. I don't have a specific number for
9

.

10 that..
,

,
.- .

13 g Let me continue just.ta. little bit with your answer
,

12 10 here. It goes on to the next paragraph that says, "Once
~

,

every three years an unannounced drill will be critiqued by'

13

; ja qualifiediindividuals independent of Applicant and Staf f.''

15 Does that mean just one of .the' drills in three years, or

g does it mean one per' shift?

-. 3 7
A. No, that is one drkl1 in that three-year timeframe.

,

i

'18 That is an independent review.

19 g Would any such review be required before startup,
*

20 assuming the plant were to operate?

-

A. I'm not aware <>of any specific requirement for that.
21

.

; . 22 g And if it's not required would it probably not be

! 23 done?

24 A. An. unannounced drill within the context of this
w-F.e i nesmeers. Inc.
! 25 program?

.

. . ~ , - . - , . . . , , . - . , , , , - . - - , . , . . . ~ , - - , , . - .- , - - - - - - , . , - , - _ _ - - . , . . . , , , _ , , , - . - - , _ . , - - - - - .
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I g Right. Being produced by independent outsiders.'

2 A ' I don' t have a specific answer for that.

3 g- Okay. Who chooses these individuals, or who would |*

4 choose the individuals who performed the critique?
!

-5 A That would be up to me and the fire protection

4 staf f in consultation with our plant management and others
>

.7 within the company that perform fire protection reviews. t

8 g Wouad the others include anybody from QA?

. .

9 A Yes, it could .

10 % But you would basically choose the independent '

t

11 critiquer?

12 A We coud.d, yes.

13 4 May we turn back to page 5, please, and your

14 response to question 8 as to the basis for your assumptions
~

-

15 on response time is that they' re based on the experience of'

,

16 the Harris plant's fire protection staff; correct?

17 A That is correct.'

18 4 Is that the only basis?

19 A Yes,it is.

20 g Okay. When you describe the fire suppression

21 ' experience as totalling 30 years, is that 30 person years?

O 22 * ' it1-

23 g of that 30 person years, how much is power plant
,

24 experience? ,

Aeressores neweriors inc.

25 A I would say that it is approximately -- an it's an

!s

;. . .

- - , , , , ~, < -, ,4-..m, ,e. .....rm----,,.-,,-.,--.,---,--_,.me,.me%, --------w,-yw~w.,,--v--,-~.w+,-y--%-,~w-----
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'I approximate number -- about one-third.

2 4 Okay.

. . .
3 And is all the power plant experience nuclear?

'

)a :4 A. I believe it is, yes.

5 g Do you , perform any of the training for fire brigade
.

0 yourself?

7 !. Myself, personally?.A

8 0 Yes.
i

4

9 A.. No, I do not.

Ib How do you supervise this training?4

II A. ' I supervise the staff and I'm responsible for

hiring staff. I'm responsible for reviewing the qualifications12

13 and on a continuing basis of the staff that I have.

Id O And did you complete that sentence?

15 A. Yes.

16 g Okay.

I7 Now, I want to turn to another area here in a

18 moment.

I9 You ' describe in your answer 6 on pages 3 and 4 the

20 - concept of "def ense indepth" 4in. which..you say the.. Harris .

21 plant response to fire events is based, do you not?

22 A. Yes, on page 3925.
~

g And then that answer continues over on page 4,23

24 doesn' t it?
Ase-Federet Reporters, Inc.

25 A. That is cor. Net.

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

G . _ .Okay. _ , _ _ ___ _ _ _. . _ _ _ _ _ _

_

2 Now, when you describe the fire tareas as "self-

3 contained spaces" all of these spaces have some manner of_,m

b 4 entryway to them, do they. not?

5 A Yes, they do.

6
4 Okay.

7 Are all of them totally enclosed by fire barriers?

8
A. The definition of a fire area is it is enclosed

9 witn a fire barrier, yes.

10
0 Well, isn' t it true that the specifications allow

11
for deviations when the conpany requests: a deviation from

12 I

having to have a fire barrier around an entice and make
1 n

13
| C some demonstration. which the staf f might accept, but you

14 I

don't have to have a fire barrier there?

15 A I believe there is an exception and exemption

16
process that is allowed for discussions of that purpose, yes.

7 g Do you have anything to do with deciding where
18 exemptions might be solved' tor preparing arguments about
19 exemptions or. documents concerning exemptions for the NRC.'.s

review?

21 A Not as a lead responsibility, no.

O 22'v g Would perhaps Mrs. Serbanescu or her staff ask your

23 staff or you for information to support these requests?
'

24
6.,m c ,, w, A They could.

| 4 Have they?

.- . . .- -._____ . _- - .--__. __ _. __ .-
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-) A I can' t remember any specific instances. I believe

2 they have but I can't draw out a specific time at which they

3 might have.

4 0 .Can you remember any specific instances of that?

5 A ~No.

6 4 Okay.

7 You then go on to say that"all penetrations through

8 a fire barrier will be sealed by tested assemblies >,having

9 a commensurate rating as that required of the barrier."

10 Does that mean that the assembly has to pass a

11 test daat would give it the same fire rating as the barrier?

12 A It would have to pass a test that would give it

(~' 13 the same fire rating as required by the barrier..

\-]|

14 g Okay. .

15 Are you aware of any deviations or exemptions from

16 that in the plant at this time?

17 A As I stated in my correction to my testimony as I have

.

18 introduced it earlier with the technical exceptions outlined

19 by Mrs. Serbanescu and her supplemental testimony of October

20 11, there are some exceptions, yes.

21 G Okay. And that's in her testimony?

;( ') 22 A Yes.

23 0 You then -- well it says, "will be sealed." I take

24 it that those seals are not all in place yet; is that correct?
' Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

| 25 A That is correct.

|
L

.- -_ - -. .. - _ _ _ _ _- -_ .. .-
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1 g Do you have any idea when all those:: seals will be

2 completed, is there a schedule for it?

3 A I do not know that schedule.
A

4 g Okay. It then says, " Fire areas will be equipped

5 with detectors." I take it that also means the detectors

6 aren't all in place yet?

7 A I believe that's correct, yes.

8 g Okay. Do you know of any schedule for completing

9 the installation of the detectors?

10 A I do not.

II 4 Okay. It then says, "To provide early warning of

12 fires." How fast a warning do you assume in your analysis
|'

( 13 of response to a fire?!.

Id A I don't give you a specific number. I believe ir

15 might be covered to someldegree in Mrs. Serbanescu's

I6 testimony of August 9 in which she discusses the various types

I7 of detection systems and detectora -that are used. If I

18 might make a generalization, I would say in a matter of a

19 minute or less. That's a general number that I would refer to

20 as early detection.

21 g That.'s what you think it is?

22 A That is a general number I would not refer to that --

23 I would refer to technical details that would discuss all of

24 the various things that have to happen such as temperature rise
Ass-Fedevel Reporters, Inc.

25 getting up to a certain point, how long that would take under
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I cert'ain fire conditions, whether it was a large fire -you'

2 would expect a more rapid temperature rise-- products of

3 combustion, things of this nature. Given that there was a
,

4 fire ' sufficient to set off a detector, I think in terms of

5 a minute, But this is without going into any technical

'

'' detail or quantification of all of the things that might go
f

7 into that actual time ab which a detector would go off.

8 0 Okay, but the areas that you just discussed would

' be things that you need to check to know what the actual time
~

'

is , wouldn ' t they?

11
A That would be one part of it, yes.

12 And there would' l be other things beyond those then?4
!

13 Yes, consideration of the fire itself.A

" g Now, where do the detectors provide warning?

I3 A They provide warning in the main control room.
I'

4 Okay. Do they.actually have alarms, sirens, or bells,
,

I II something in the area where the fire is too?
,

I8 A Yes. In many instances you have the local alarm bell,
'

you have the local panel, which shows that there is a fire in
g

v 20 the area the detector has gone off.

21 Let me ask you -- because I may. want to come back tog.

22 of Section 9.5.1this later -- are you f amiliar with the markun

23 and 9.5A of the FSAR that was contained in the October 10, 1984
^

24
filing from CPEL?

, ,

25 A Are you speaking of Exhibit 67

:

1
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I g Well, I understand that Exhibit 6 is a typed version
,

2 of the markup. I'm asking you, did you have anything to do

3 -with ,that markup that was filed on October 10th?
|

f") 4 A I did not specifically have anything to do with the'

5 information that was contained in the markup. I reviewed the

6 markup from an operations perspective but I did not generate

7 any of the information that went in there.

8 0 You reviewed it from an operations perspective.

9 When did you do that?

10 A I believe it was several days prior to the filing.

Il g Okay. Sometime a few days before October 107

12 A Yes.

-7 13 0 And how much time did it take, do you recall?

I4 A I don' t recall.
;

. 15 g Was it more than a day?

| 16 A No,it was not.

17 g Okay. Could you get access to a copy of that filing

18 right aft.er lunch, do you think?

l9 A Yes.

20 4 Okay. Please do so, if you can.

21 Now then, in your discussion of " defense indepthh,

O 22 after you ea1k adoue the detectors and the warnine, and then

23 you mention supression systems and you say that, the detection

24 and suppression systems are discussed in Mrs. Serbanescu's
wesww noorwes,Inc.

25 testimony, correct?

__ , . . - _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ - - _ - _ _.- -_ ___ _ -.. _ _-
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-1 A That is correct.

-2 g Okay. And then you go on to discuss ina good deal

3 more detail the fire brigade, which is your responsibility,

O
4 correct?'

5 A That is correct.

4 g Okay.
-

7 It says that the brigade utilized installed manual

8 ' equipment such as fire hose stations and fire extinguishers

9 as the primary response to a fire in each fire area.

10 Are the locations of the fire extinguishers always

11 close to the access to an area or would they have1bo go into

12 an area to get ahold of them?

;( ) 13 A There are a number of fire extinguishers located

14 throughout the plant and fire extinguishers that would be

15 required in the area could be accessible from areas outside
i

L .16 the area in which a fire might be contained close by.

17 4 So in other words, even if they could not get to

18 the extinguisher: within the area, they could getoone from
;

19 somewhere else nearby, is that the idea?
.

20 A Yes.

21 4 Now if they had to go somewhere else to get it

22 they'd have to first show up at the area and determine they
.

23 couldn'st get to the extinguisher there and then go back to

24 get the other one, would they not?
' Ae+essess mesenses, ins.

25 A Not necessarily. ;

.

*
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I 4 Will you explain?

2 A They would know from their training in the area

.

they would not expect to go inside the area to get a fire3

:.

4 extinguisher necessarily, first off.-
~

- 5 g' Okay.

6 A As they come, they might carry a fire exuinguisher

7 with them as;they are proceeding to the scene of the fire.
4

8 -% .Okay.

9 A. Part of these types'of things are covered in the

10 training and drills that we would conduct for the fire
II' brigade, members.'

12 g Now, the fire hose stations,are they located in

13 .each fire area? ' .

Id A. There are numerous fire hose stations located|

-15 throughout the plant. And I believe I say in another portion"

16 of my . testimony that we can reach each fire area with two

II effective hose streams.
~

,

-18 g Would both of those come from within the fire area

( 19 or -would both be from outrf6 e or would it vary?
,

,

20 A. _It would ve;}
!

'21 % Okay.|. .

.
22 When the hose stream had to. be directed in from

|~ '23 outside you would have to have access through the fire

24 barriers around the area, wculdn't you?
Ae-Feder2 Reporters, Im..

25 A. Yes.

|

!-
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . --__ - _ _ _ _ _ -
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1
g okay.

2 You then mentioned design features to insure complete

. y"( 3 extinguishment of even deep-seated fire such as those that

^ %..)-

4 can arise from concentrated cable tray fires.

5 I don't recall in your tettimony if you described

6 .these design features in any more detail, what design

features are used in the plant or are intended to insure7

8 ' extinguishment of cable fires?
<

9 A. Could I clarify your question? Are you questioning

10 the design features only?

11 g I'm asking you what they are. Does that clarify it?

12 A To extinguish cable fires?

-

13 4 Yes, sir. That's the example you give there, isn' t
r

14 it?
1

15 A Yes. Fire suppression systems, sprinkler systems.

End 6- 16

I 7 fis. 17

|

| 18

'

19

| 20

21

C)'- 22

23

-24
| Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.
'

25
..

. _ ____ _ _ _ ._
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1 .Q Those are the design features?

2 A Yes..
'

3 'g. .There is not any special cable design to extinguishM-
. -Q .

l .the fire?

c5 A To extinguish a fire?
e

0 Q Yes.

.7 A .A special. cable design?

$,8 Q .Yes.

9 'A No.

'10 ' Those design features simply refer to the otherg -

II : fire protection systems in the area?

I2 A That's correct.
~

j.
.

[ 13 -Q The administrative controls that you mention after
;

'Id 'that, are. these. controls that your staff puts together?'

-15 A That is correct.

16 Q Are you-all in charge of, enforcing them?

'I7 A- We are in~ charge of establishing the programs and

18 reviewing the adequacy of the programs.

I' There are other procedures which certain other

20 plant' groups may have which implement those requirements.

21 0 'Okay..

'Q
'

! 'd. 22 Would your staff or you review the implementation

23 by these other people, or check on it?
24 A Yes,' we would.

Am-paserei neporiers, Inc.

| 25 And would that be continuous or periodic checking?0
i

I

L

:
._, ._ . . _ . _ . -...._ __,__ . . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ __ _ ___..
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I .A It would be a continuous checking, as these ale

2 promulgated and as they are changed.

3 0 okay.p
(1

4 And the success of that activity would depend on
.

5 the operations management of the plant, would it not?

6 ~ A. Yes..
,

7 Q Okay.

8 Then you mentioned that prior to' commercial

9 . operation you will prepare a-- Well, a fire plan will be

10 prepared for each area. Who will prepare those plans?

II A Toward the bottom of the page?

12 O Yes, continuing down the next sentence.
A
k '; 13 A All right.
;

Id My st.aff is preparing those plans at the present

15 time.

16 Q Again 1 gather that they have not been all

17 completed.

18 A That's correct.

I' And you just plan to get them done some time priorO

20 to ' commercial . operation. Is that it?

2I A We plan to have them done as expeditiously as
v 22 possible, and it requires design information that we are in

23 the process of gathering. It takes a certain amount of time
24 to write those. We are in the process of doing that, yes.

. Ass-Ferloral Reporters, Inc.

25 But you don't have a specific date by which you0

-. . . . . - . - . . . . - - - . _ -. -- -
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.1 -plan to have all these. completed, do you?

2 A. I do not have the specific date at this time, no.

3J
. Q' _Okay.

A
4 JUDGE'KELLEY: Can we take ten minutes at this

5 point?g

6 MR. EDDLEMAN: Sure.

'7 JUDGE KELLEY: All right, let's take ten minutes.

i

. xzxzx' 8 (Brief recess.)

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Back on the record.

10 Mr. Eddleman, you may resume your

11 cross-examination.

./_. 12 MR. EDDLEMAN:. Thank you.
. .

-Q.. j V 13 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
-i

14 Q.~ Mr. Waters, I believe we were on page 4 of your

15 prefiled testimony.

16 A (Witness Waters) Yes.

17 Q At the last sentence on the bottom of that page

18 it says some . things daat a pre-fire plan should provide for

19 the shift foreman in the control room.

20 Will the shift foreman have copies of all those-

21
_

plans?
..

-22 A Yes, he will.
.

23 Q Okay.

24
.

How would they be identified? Would they be
weswei reporiwi, Inc.

25 identified by area?

..

~

. ._ _ __ _
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:

I A Yes, they will.

2 Q In other words, if an alarm happens--- Does the

3 alarm in the control room indicate which fire area?q
v

4 A Not.in the control room, no, not the specific

5 ' alarm on the enunciator panel.

6 We will have an information system in the control

7 room that will provide the location of the fire, the fire

8 area, and other such pertinent information that is gained from

9 the detection system that is out in the plant area.

10 Once he receives the fire alarm enunciator, he will

II .go to that and call up the necessary information to tell him

12 -exactly.where the fire is located.

(Qj 13 Q Okay.'
,

14 That information system is a computer?

15 A It is a computerized system, yes.

I6 Q Is it redundant Class 1-E?

I7 A No, it is not.

18 I might clarify that there is a panel right outside

I9 the control room that the operator can go to to verify what

20 kind of fire conditions he has, which is a main fire detection

21 control panel,-and he can find the information on that in

22 case -- in the unlikely event the computer system would be

23 down.

24
;.- Q Would the operator have to go through some kind -

| Amefederal Reporters, Inc.
! 25 of security checkpoint to get out of the control room to look

|

. . - . _--_- - . . . - . - - - . - . - . . - _-
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I at that panel?

2 A I cannot answer that for sure. I don't believe so.

3 Q So that the operator could go out without going

4 through security.

5 Do you know if people are allowed to get into the

6 control room without going past the security checkpoint?

7 A They are not allowed to get into the control room

8 without going through a security door.

9 Q Well, is the panel that we're talking about here,

10 that main fire control panel, is it outside that security

II door, do you know?

12 A I am not familiar enough with the security doors

'
'- 13 and their location in there to answer that specifically at

14 this point in time. I would have to refer to other material.

15 0 Okay.

16 Finally, it states that this plan should provide

I7 some ' guidance for preventing a fire from spreading to adjacent

18 Does that mean adjacent fire areas?areas.

I9 A Certainly that would be part of the consideration

20 that we would work into the pre-fire plan even though we do

21 not anticipate that that would occur.7m

L _) 22 O Okay.

23 Fighting a fire in a given area, one might have to

24 open access to a nearby area, might one not?
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A Definitely. Or to gain access to the fire area in



. . . . - . . . . _ -

;WRB/Ob6;
'

l

4326 |

|'

1 question.
,

..2 -; Q . And would that be one possible path of spread for
.

3 'a' fire, the opened access?
_

od .A It's possible but not likely, depending on the

-5 ' knowledge that we would have through the pre-fire plans and,

6 .the protection system information. That would give us an

~

7 ' idea of the location of the fire within the fire area.

8 Q Is that detection system information about where

9 the' fire is within the fire area, is it displayed in some way

'10 or relayed to the fire brigade when they are on their way to

Il fight the fire?

12 A Yes.
7

13 Q. How is that done?u
f

f 14 A It is done-through communications between the

15 fire' brigade team leader and the control room shift

j 16 supervisor, shift foreman, by looking at the panel information,

17 seeing which detector went off, and relaying that information

t. 18 to the fire brigade team leader so he can assess the situation.

i-

[ 19 Q Now is that communication by radio?

20 A -If they had already departed the control room and

21' . headed for the fire area, yes, it would be by radio.
. n

. As/ 22 Q But the team leader would be in the control room
E.
'

23 at the start?

24
- A He could be in the control room. He could be out

Am Federsi nepo,wes, Inc.

[ 25 :in the plant area.

1

I
'

. , . . . . . - . - . . - . , - . - . . . - . - , - . , , . . - ~ - _ . - , . - - . _ , . . . , - - - - - - , - . - . - . , -
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I Q Okay. -

2 So if the team leader is not in the control room,

3 this communication would be by radio?

4 A It could be. Most likely it would be by radio as

5 they are on their way to the fire scene.

6 Q Okay.

7 Now by the information on the panel are you

8 referring to the panel that is outside the control room, or

9 'information that actually shows up in the control room?

10 .A- The panel outside the control room as displayed on

II the ccmputerized system that we would have, and the

12 information system in the control room, and also on the local

'

13 fire detection panels.-

Id Q Okay.

15 Now does the information as to the location of the

16 fire wit.hin a fire area show up inside the control room or

I7 outside it?

18 A I'm sorry, the information on the location?

I9 Q On the location within a fire area?

20 A That would show up on the information system-that.

21 I described that would be available to the control room-shift
22 foreman.

1
23 Q They would normally call that up from the computer

24 and if they couldn't get it from that--
, Am-Fanns neponm, inc.

25 A Yes.

j.
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I Q -- then they would have to go out to this other

2 panel outside the control room to get the information?
'

3 A Yes.

v
4 -Q Okay.

.

5 ~ Are the wiring systems or cables from the

6 individual detectors to the control room and the display panel

7 and so on, are those all independent?

8 A I am not sure of the design, the exact design

9 details. They would meet the requirements that have been set

10 forth by NRC for detection systems and the code requirements

II that we have committed to meet for the Shearon Harris fire

12 protection program.
n
i.

V 13 I am not sure of the details.

Q On the next page, on page 5, you continue withId

15 that answer, talking about the implementation of the fire

16 protection program.

17 Is it fair to say that the various things that

18 you've discussed above in that answer need to be implemented

l9 to the standards specified in order for this system to work

20 the way you say it should?

21 A I'm sorry, I don't quite understand what the
b

22 question is. Could you rephrase it?''

23 Q Sure, I'll try.

24 Back on pages 3 and 4 you describe various parts
. Aon-Federal Reporters, Inc.'

25 of the defense against fire at the Shearon Harris plant. And

L:
- - - - . - _ - . . __ .

.
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I then on page 5 you talk about the implementation. Let me ask

2 you a little different question.

3 The program is not entirely implemented yet, is it?'S
v

4 A That is correct.

5 0 Okay.

6 Are doors used as fire barriers in the plant?

7 A Fire doors? Rated fire doors are used as fire

8 barriers.

9 0 okay.

10 And that is covered by Mrs. Serbanescu's testimony?

II A Yes.

12 Q Okay.
,m
x; 13 Did you have anything to do with the preparation --

14 I think you already said you did not, but I just want to

15 check -- with the preparation of this October 10th update on

16 fire doors?;

17 A With the preparation? No, I did not.

18 Q Okay.

19 Let me flip through here a second.

20 (Pause.)

21 on page 7 at the top it says:
77

-- 22 "Each brigate member additionally will' ''

participate annually in a practice session covering23

fire fighting on typical nuclear plant fires."24
' Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

Does that mean each member would be in one practice25

.-
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1 session a year?

2 A That is correct.

3 0 'Okay.7~
(_- - ,

4 What are considered " typical" nuclear plant fires

b
5 for the purpose of this training?

6 A " Typical nuclear plant fire" would refer to the

7 next sentence in my testimony, interior structural fire

a fighting. Because of the fire areas .in a nuclear power plant

,9 there' are many interior rooms to be considered, and that is a

10 specific.part of the training that we emphasize.

11 0 So it could be fires occurring indoors in closed

12 rooms, that sort of thing?

O
!s ) 13 A Yes, as opposed to outside fires, burn pits, et

14 cetera.

15 0 Would these typical fires ever include cable fires?

16 A Yes.

17 Q And would those involve an actual fire or just a

18 simulation?

19 A It would be an actual fire, complete with all the

20 massive amounts of flame and large quantities of dense smoke.
,

_

; 21 Q Have any of thase practice sessions taken place yet
n
kx' 22 at the Harris plant?

23 A At the Harris plant itself?

24 Q Yen, sir.
' Ame Federse neporiers, Inc.

25 A Not at the plant itself.
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'l fa, LQ Is there another- training facility where you do

2
,

this sort of' thing?
,

3L,/ c .A We have had.a practice session at the Durham,

!. - ,

4 Fihe Training Facility..

'3 Q ' What did that involve, sir?

6. 6 A- That involved fire ground training, both exterior

7 ~and-interior., by the fire brigade crew that was involved.

~8 Q What sort of a structure does this Durham facility

9 maintain?

10 A- I cannot give you the specific details. I believe
,

l= II ' it is a room -- a several-room interior area that does not have
12 cable trays in it. It 'does not have the types of things that i

,

.
) 13 .are representative of a power plant there.

Id We are in the process of working with the Wake'

; 15 county fire training people to provide a facility located close, ,

10 to our site. And then it is our plan to have an area where

17 we can, set up an actual simulation of a plant area and do
,

18 .our fire training in an area that is more representative of
I' the actual plant conditions.

20 g' Have you established a schedule for making that
,

21 facility available, sir?
D

22 A No, we have not., -

23 - Q Okay.
,

24 Have you yourself participated in any tra.ning
iAn esseresnos,mes, w.

25 sessions involving cable fires for any other nuclear power<

P

, - - . - . . .- , ,n,., nn,_,.,nn.-_,,, , ,__,,,,_.,c,-..,,,,,n.n.-,,. . - - , _ , , . -
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I plant?

2 A I personally?

373 0 Yes, sir.

()
4 A No, I have not.

4

5 Q okay.

6 Let's turn back to page 6 if we may..

7 The last sentence refers to insuring that each

8 topic for fire brigade instruction is repeated at a frequency

9 of not more than two years..

10
_,

What are the topics that are involved here?

Il8- Q The topics are included in the attachment to my

12 testimony which is from Section 13.2.3, Fire Brigade Training,

() 13 Fire Brigade Members, 13.2.3.1, Instruction, Section

I4 13.2.3.1.1.End 7 ,

'

15

16

1

17

18

19

i 20

21

-Q
k >' 22

23

24
A=-res ca n porms, Inc.

25



.

RB#8 4333 .

wrb/agbl

1 This reads:

2 " Instructions in the topics listed

- 3 below will be administered to each individual

4 prior to assignment as a fire brigade member. . . ," and

5 I list topics A through H.

6 Q And this is the first page of Attachment B to your

7 testimony, is it not?

8 A Yes, it is.

9 Q Okay.
,

10 Now about how long does it take a person to go

11 through this instruction initially?

12 A 40 hours.

13 Q And how long do the refresher sessions last?u

14 A They would last on a schedule commensurate with

15 trying to cover that amount of instruction and the topics

16 over a two year period, approximately for three to four

17 hours each session.

18 4 Three to four hours on each topic?

19 A Three or four hours in each training session

20 over a two year period.

21 4 And how many training sessions would be required

22 over a year or a two year period?

23 A Approximately ten for each individual.

24 4 Okay. *

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 I take it from this that that could vary if there
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I were more changes in the program there might be more refresher

2 training, is that right?

3 A We set this as a standard. Certainly if more is

4 required we will do the responsible thing and increase

5 training where it is necessary if it is necessary.

6 Q Okay.

7 The training program attached as Attachment B,

8 as you mention in your answer at the top of page six, that's

9 the whole program? .

10 A For training?

Il 4 Yes, sir.

12 A Yes. That covers the general training requirements.

13 4 All right.

14 A Instruction, drills and practice sessions.
!

15 Q Now may we turn to page eight of your testimony.

16 On line three there you mention a main fire detection center,

17 is that the control room?

18 A I am speaking of the panel that we spoke of

19 before outside the control room and with that information

20 conveyed into the control room through a computerized system.

21 Q The alarm occurs locally and at that main

22 information center. Do you know if that main information

23 center is a security post?

24 A I believe it is located within the security station
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 area.
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L

1 4 What if a fire occurred there?

2 A A fire?

3 4 Yes, sir.(~}
w/

4 A That is a continuously manned post, I think we

5 .would know about it.
.

'

6 4 Well could it damage the ability to receive alarms

7 for the computer in the control room if a fire occurred

8 there?

9 A I don't know the exact design details, I can't>

10 answer that.

11 4 Are the alarm signals brought into this area by

12 cables, do you know that?

(3'A_/ 13 A. I can't answer that specifically. That is a design

i
14 detail that I am not fully cognizant of.

15 4 Are you aware of how the alarm signals are carried ,
.

16 in general from detectors?

17 A From detectors?

18 4 Yes, sir.

19 A Prom detectors they are carried from cables by

20 wires.

21 4 How many people are in the Harris fire brigade?

(~)'' '

22 A The Harris fire brigade consists of a minimum'

23 of five individuals. I refer you to page nine, at the
,

24 bottom of the page, the answer to question 17
m nes nen,Inc.

25 4 All right.-

J-.-__m. _ _ _ _
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1 Now at least five plus at least one. Now is

2 there anything in the tech specs for Harris or any other

3 operating procedure that requires you to have on a given

4 shift more than five persons on the fire brigade?

5 A No, there is not.

6 Qr Is there anything in any similar specification

7 or procedure that requires you to have more than one technical

8 aid on any shift for the fire brigade?

9 A No, there is not. -

10 Q Okay.

11 So the practical operating minimum would be six

12 people?
/

13 A That is correct.

14 Q Do you have firm plans to have more than six on

15 every shift?

16 A I cannot say that that would be the case under

17 all circumstances.

18 4 Well what are your plans as to the number of the

19 people in the fire brigade on each shift at present, if

20 you have any?

21 A Our plans for the fire brigade on each shift is

22 to have the minimum of five plus one technical aid.

23 4 Okay.

24 So you would have a total of six people available
Ace Federaf Reporters, Inc.

25 ~ to fight however many fires might occur?
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1 A We would have six people available to fight the

2 one fire that we would expect to occur.

3 4 Or a simultaneous fire, as I believe you discuss

'
4 in that answer -- simultanous fires?

5 A That presumes there would be simultaneous fires.

6 I do not presume that. But if you grant the point, I will

7 grant you the point that if, indeed, there might be more

8 than one fire, that I would have six people available.

9 4 And however many fires might have occurred .

10 simultaneously or concurrently, the fire brigade would still

11 consist of those six people?

12 A To respond to a fire situation, yes, I would have

13 six people available.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: Could you just direct me to the

15 testimony that speaks of simultaneous fires? Where is

16 that?

17 WITNESS WATERS: We are talking about simultaneous

18 fires;at page nine, the bottom of the page, question 17

19 and answer 17 This is where we are specifically at at

20 the moment discussing the number of fire brigade members,

21 the technical aid that is available and the number of

22 personnel that we feel are available in sufficient quantities

23 to fight simultaneous fires.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: This two simultaneous fire concept,
Ace Federaf Reporters, Inc.

25 is that an NRC requirement that you address that hazard?



4338wrb/0gb6 ,

t

I WITNESS WATERS: Absolutely not. I state that

2 earlier in my testimony. On page seven, question 12, and

3
rs. my response that addresses it. To my knowledge, there are

(-) !

4 no NRC regulations or regulatory guides, no industry code

3 which requires us to postulate or defend against multiple
i %

6 fires.

7 WITNESS SERBANESCU: Your Honor, may I add that

8 simultaneous fires need not be postulated in accordance

9 with the guidelines.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Well I sort of perked up when we
,

II got on this point.

12 By that I take it you would mean two fires of

r-}-( ,, 13 independent. origin, not just a fire spreading someplace but

Id two fires popping up at the same time? I take it that's

15 what you're talking about when you say simultaneous fires?

16 WITNESS WATERS: That is what I think of when

17 I think of simultaneous fires, yes, sir,
i

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Boards don't normally interpose

19 objections but I don't understand why we are talking about

20 this if it is no far out that it is not required to be

.

21 addressed.
(~)'m) 22 Excuse me a minute.

23 (The Board conferring.)

24 JUDGE KELLEY: The Board just doesn't see the !

m nonenen. nm.
25 reason to pursue the point of simultaneous fires unless ,

>

_ ___-__m .._-..____--____ - - - _
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I there is something we arenmissing.

2 Do you want to speak to that, Mr. Eddleman?

3 MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, I was going to ask him to

b" 4 read the part of the contention that refers to this from

5 his answer five next, and you may want to look at that down

6 at the bottom of page three.

7 On page three, lines 19 through 21 I believe is

8 the allegation about simultaneous fires that is part of

9 this contention.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Page three of what, if I may --

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: Mr. Waters' testimony, Judge.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. I'm at page three.

O 1 Lines which --

14 MR. EDDLEMAN: 19 through 21.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: And the whole of 116 is quoted,

16 is it not in -- this is Mrs. Serbanescu's testimony?

17 MR. EDDLEMAN: I believe Mrs. Serbanescu quotes

18 the other five parts that she addresses and Mr. Waters

l' quotes -- or partly quotes that one part and mentions

20 another part that he addresses. Ms. Serbanescu's pages

21 three and four I think are where she quotes.
. ,a

U 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Well 116 is a multiple-part

23 contention. Speaking for myself, I don't recall ever having

24 focused precisely on the simultaneous fire concept. It is
A peseres nes.non, inc.

25 the very last sentence of the contention. Mayoe the parties
,
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1 can help us out.

2 Did the Board speak to that specific point one

3 way or another in admitting this contention? ,

! )'"
4 MR. EDDLEMAN: The Board admitted a text of the

5 contention which was not divided up into points. After

6 some negotiations with the Applicants I think we divided

7 it up this way and moved jointly that -- I believe it was

8 a joint motion -- to have it revised and I believe the Board

9 granted that motion.

10 MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Chairman.

11 JUDGE KELLEY: Yes.

12 MR. O 'NEILL: Mr. Eddleman is correct. The

l] 13 original contention, as admitted, did have as the last

14 sentence:

'15 "The plant fire fighting capability

16 for simultaneous fires is inadequate or at

17 least unanalyzed."

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Right.

19 MR. O 'NEILL: We are simply addressing that point

20 because it was part of the admitted contention.

21 JUDGE KELLEY,: Fair enough, I am not faulting you
e

b/ 22 at all. It looks to me like....

23 When you say " broken up," you mean in recasting

24 the January '814 recast, is that what you are referring to?
wresas nepenne, ane.

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: We revised parts of it and eliminated

_ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ -
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I son,e, I think, and we actually gave numbers to the various
2 parts.

3 MR. O 'NEILL: Well Mr. Chairman, in the filing

4 of' July 16, 1984--which was an Applicant motion to abandon

5 Eddleman Contention 116, which Mr. Eddleman concurred with--

6 we did not break it up into points. That was done for

7 purposes of this testimony to try to carve it up into its

8 various subparts. We simply restated the contention as
_

9 Mr. Eddleman had agreed he would drop some points and

10 clarify other points. We were not able to convince him

Il that he shoul? drop the simultaneous fire part of it so

12 that was included with the contention as amended.

f3 Wewouldcertainlyentertaintheboardatthis() 13

14 time ruling that we need not further address this issue

15 since it is not an NRC requirement. But the only reason

16 we did it was because it was part of the contention.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Well that makes sense, that's

18 the way we let it in.

19 Speaking for myself, I an for the first time1

20 focusing on that particular piece of it and my reaction is

21 what's that doing here and you told me. Now I know why
gsp
( ' 22 itts here.

23 Mr. Eddleman, can you explain why you think we

24 should pursue the concept of simultaneous fires?
As. 7.sww n pwan, Inc.

'
25 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well although the regulations may

,
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I not specifically require that simultaneous fires be addressed,

2 the general criteria under which a plant has to be licensed
f-

(~y requires that it be able to be operated safely.3

\_)
4 And if a simultane s fire -- what you normally

3 do in these analyses is you look at say a fire plus another

6 single' failure, or whatever it is plus another single

7 failure. This would be the case where another single

8 failure is another fire. And I think it needs to be

9 addressed. And I think the contention itself is pretty

10 simple on that point.

II JUDGE KELLEY: Mayb e so .

12 Does the Staff want to say anything on this? I

r),

(/ 13 mean, as long as we are where we are should we go ahead

Id and address it?

.15 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, in addressing this

I' contention I believe you will find that the sum and substance -

,

I7 of our testimony said it is not required to be addressed
i

18 and that is how we responded to the contention. It is not

L

I9 part of our regulations that simultaneous fires be i

20 considered.

21 JUDOE KELLEY: You don't take a position on the !

/~T
' 22 likelihood of that event?

23 MRS. MOORE: No, I don't 6elieve we do.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Isn't that what underlies your
| Adefaderal Reponen, Inc.

25 position though?

. _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -
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1
-

MRS. MOORE: I am afraid that beyond what we

2 actually said in our testimony that you would have to ask

3 our witnesses that question why we don't require them.j-'.3
V

4 I- believe there. is an explanation in the testimony

5 a'brief one but we do not require it.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: What do you think we should do

7 at this point? The Board is belatedly focusing on this

8 particular subpart of the contention. We have some doubts.

9 Should we go ahead and hear it on the merits?

10 I think you have already answered that by saying

11 what your position is.

12 MRS. MOORE: That is our merits is that it is not

13 required, that is the most we think --

14 JUDGE KELLEY: As a matter of law is what you

15 are saying really.

16 MRS. MOORE: Yes.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Applicants, what do you think we

18 should do?

19 MR. O'NEILL: We certainly would entertain the

20 Board agreeing with our position and the Staff's position

21
~

_
that since it is not required we are wasting some time here.

\' 22 We have already spent about a half-hour on it.

23 Our testimony first makes the point: not required,

24 is not done, will not be done in the FSAR. But in any
Ass penwel noperm, one.

25 event Applicants -- and in the professional opinion of

,
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I Mr. Waters -- would be able to address two fires with the

2 existing fire brigade, with the existing fire equipment,

3eS particularly in light of the suppression systems, detection

v
4 systems, defense and depth. So our testimony is on the

5 record.

4 We think either way we would come out that way,

7 but we would be happy not to spend any more time on it.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: Your position, if I can just ,

9 get that clear, the NRC regs on fire protection don't

10 really speak to this in so many words one way or the other

II I take it but you're arguing that it is not required as

12 a matter of law, right?

'
i/ 13 MR. O'NEILL: If there is no regulation requiring

r
14 it it is not required, that's correct. And that is our

15 position.

16 JUDGE KELLEY: Well you are not arguing, are you,

17 across the Board that every single thing that might be

18 required in a nuclear power plant can be found explicitly

19 in some regulation, are you?

20 MR. O'NEILL: No, I will limit my discussion to

21 the particular issue here.
(~T
\' 22 JUDGE KELLEY: And you fix on this issue just-

23 because you think that the likelihood of two independently

24 caused fires springing up at once is too unlikely to look
A Peew w n o m m ,Inc.

25 at?

- - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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I MR. O'NEILL: In the professional judgment of.our

2
! expert, that is correct. Fire protection engineers' codes

3. ''; have not required this to be part of the design of fire
'

V
4 protection systems because experience shows it is not

5 terribly likely.

O MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, I would like to quote you

7 from the Staff's testimony. It is general design criterion

8 3 from 10 CFR Part 50 Appendix A, which is the NRC's rules

9 and it says that this part requires -- and I'm quoting:

10 " ...that structures, systems and

II components important to safety be designed

12 and located to minimize, consistent with other
,y

--J I3 safety requirements, the probability and

I4 effect of fires and explosions...," it uses the plural.

15 So I think the rule requires it.

I' MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Chairman, for a little bit more

I7 clarification, the Standard Review Plan NUREG 0800, on page

18 9 5.1-18, Revision 2, July 1981 states, the third paragraph:

I' " ... worst case fires need not be

20 postulated to be simultaneous with non-fire

21 related failures in safety systems, plant
: )
' ' ' 22 accidents or the most severe and natural
~

,

23 phenomenon."

24 JUDGE KELLEY: That is not directly on point
A -7.s res n ww , Inc.

25 for the simultaneous fire concept, is it?

.
u
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1 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, I would request that '

2 Mr. O'Neill read the next paragraph, I think that is also

3 on point.f
'~

4 MR. O'NEILL: This goes to multiple reactor sites:

5 "But on multiple reactor sites, '

4 unrelated fires in two or more units need

7 not be postulated to occur simultaneously. '

8 Fires involving facilities shared between

9 units and fires due to man-made site related

10 events that have a reasonable probability

11 of occurring and affecting more than one

12 reactor unit such as an aircraft crash
,,() 13 should be considered."
,

14 JUDGE KELLEY: Where is that again?

15 MR. O'NEILL: Excuse me?

16 JUDGE KELLEY: What you just read, where is that

17 again?
!

18 MR. O'NEILL: It is in NUREO 0800, the Standard

19 Review Plan, at page 9.5 1-18.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Hold on a minute.

21 (Pause.)
n
(_) 22 JUDGE KELLEY: In any event the Standard Review

23 Plan is not a regulation, is it, Mr. O'Neill or Mrs. Moore?

24 It's a Staff position. -

An-emww no ,w,,:=.

25 MRS. MOORE: That's correct.

- - . _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . _ __



4347wrb/agbl5

'

1
'

MR. O'NEILL: That is certainly correct.,

2 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.,

3,y Excuse us for.a moment.
O.

4 (The Board conferring.)

5 MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt for

6 a second? -

7 We did. find one place in the regulations that we
_

8 relied on in our testimony and it might be worth pointing

9 that out to you.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

11 MR. O'NEILL: At 10 CFR 50 Appendix R, Section 1,

- 12 which begins " Introduction and Scope. "

p
N._f. 13 JUDGE ~KELLEY: What page is that on?

14 MR. O'NEILL: I don't have your version of it,

15 Itm afraid.

16 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. .

,

17 Appendix R,'what?

IT, MR. O'NEILL: Turn to the first page which has

"'
19 " Introduction and, Scope." It has a table. -

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Fire protection, okay.

21 ~MR. O'NEILL: The . table says:
,m
' -)*

- 22 . "Three levels of fire damage limits

23 are established according'to safety functions

24 of a structure, system or component...," and then the
Am-Fedora neporises, Inc.

25 table indicates that the event that one must protect against

"
7, -

L . _ - - - -
,. _ , _ . - _ . .,
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I in each case.ss a " single fire."

2 -I would assume that the technical position in

3 NUREG 0800 perhaps. relied on that table in Appendix R-

4 in establishing a' position.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Do you know|1f this particular
.;6 appendix has been adopted by the Commission; whether_it

7 is a rule in effect?

8 MR. O'NEILL: Oh yes.

9' MRS. MOORE: Yes.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank "1.

II (The Board conferring.) -

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Back on th'e record.

/ -13 ~ As I think I indicated earlier, it is a multiple

i
Id part contention that the Board quite frankly didn't focus

15 on in this particular part earlier and that is unfortunate.

16 But we 'are focusing on it now and our question was why _
.

17 should_we be looking at simultaneous fires of independent

18 causes.

19 The portions of the general design crit ~eria,

^ 20 Appendix R, Part 50, the Standard Review Plan ~can be read
,

21 to point in diff.erent directions. They seem to point a
. , .

'l i- ~

~# 22 little more strongly toward not considering simultaneous

23 fires? ,

.

24 But we are going to exclude this particular topic
; Ass-Federal hym, Inc.

~25 from-consideration under this sontention on the ground that

c -
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1

as a matter of law it does not have to be addressed and
2

therefore a contention seeking to raise it is not valid

3r) in that particular part.I

4
Our rationale simply is two things: one, there

5
is nothing in the rule-that says it has to be required

'6
and, that being so, one falls back on whether what is being

7
adverted 'a is sufficiently common and in human experience

8
so that it ought to be addressed, you could say it is a

9
gap in the rules, you could say it flows out of requirements

10
for a finding of a reasonable probability without there

11
being a particular requirement; but on that basis we don't

- 12 . -

find that to be the case.f-
(_S) 13

We don't have here to cite this morning any

~ 14
particular statistics on how likely it is that two fires

.,

~15
of independent origin would crop up at the same time in a

16
nuclear power plant but it is our perception based on our

17 own experience that it would be extremely unlikely and
18

therefore we think it is something that needs to be

19
addressed specifically in an FSAR or needs to be litigated

20
in this case. So we are going to exclude that particular

21

j] topic from this contention.r

'' 22
MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, if I may, I would like to

23
get my position on that'on the record.

24'

I think that both cites from NUREG 0800 are, b.pe ne,, ine,

25
inapplicable: the first one on its face-and the second one
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|

1 because it applies to multi-unit plants and Harris had all

2 the other units cancelled and: it is a single-unit plant. I

- 3 don't believe that Appendix R would override the requirement
a

4 to meet general design criterion 3 which explicitly refers

5 to fires and explosions in the plural.

6 I would also like to enter an offer of proof.

7 that as to a cause that if I had been allowed to ask

8 these witnesses could sabotage lead to simultaneous fires

9 that they would have said yes.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Well isn't that a little different

11 now? The example that you find in the -- one of the last

12 things we looked at, I think the Standard Review Plan talks
; /m,

(. f 13 about an airplane crash and different pieces fall different

14 places and set'two, three, seven fires all at once. That

15 can be done I suppose

16 And we have already been talking about simultaneous

17 fires of independent origin where some guy drops a cigarette

18 in one room and somebody else does something dumb in anoth'er

19 room and the first thing you know there are two fires going.

20 And that is what we say is not sufficiently likely to worry

:
.-

about, at least in.the FSAR analysis sense of the word.'21
t

'' 22 If you want to postulate some other situation

23 -that analytically is not really independent causes, that

j 24 may be another consideration. Whether we've got to get
A=-Feders Reporwes, inc. .

25 into that or not may be arguable also for different reasons. -

. . - __ .-. ..
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1 But we are just talking about truly independent

2 causes and we are saying No, we don't have to address that.
1

_
3 Now go ahead if you want to posit some different

'

4 approach.

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.:s-

6 Now do I understand correctly that.... You see

7 in the' wording of the contention it says " simultaneous

8 fires," it.doesn't actually use the words " independent

9 cause" --
,

10 JUDGE KELLEY: That's how we read it. And insofar.,

l l' as that's what it means, we are ruling it out.

12 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.,

'() 13 And general design criterion 3 does not speak of

14 independent,cause either, as I read it.

IS' JUDGE KELLEY: Well....

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: I am just trying to get that on
a

17 the record, make sure what it is I am allowed to do and

18 what I'm not.

19 JUDGE KELLEY: We think the use of the plural

20 in the general design criteria 3 does not indicate advertent

21 Commission intention to talk about simultaneous independent
f- 3 -

I ) 22 ' fires. And we say yes, we read that but we don't thinksm

n

23 that's what it says.

24 Obviously if that's what it does say then we would
wesws: n coran, Inc.

~

25 be wrong or we wouldn't throw out this part of the contention.
2
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I But that's not the way we read it.

2 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay,-Judge. Let me just get this

/~3 3 on the record, too. I'think if they meant that they could
k)-

4 have said "a fire" or "an explosion" rather than " fires and

5 explosions."

6 . JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.1

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: I just want to say that and get

8 it'in the record.

9 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:.

10 .4 Let me ask the panel, is it true that you could

11 have a fire or fires caused by. sabotage at a nuclear power

12 plant?
<,
's f 13 A (Witness Waters) That would' take the assumption

,

l'
14 that you have' sabotage at a nuclear power plant, and there

15 are many many reasons why we do not feel that is likely.
~

16 f4 Well but you haven't answered the question. Is

17 it'possible?

18 A I don't want to grant the possibility of sabotage
!

-

19 because of the provisions that we take to guard against

| 20 sabotage.

21 JUDGE KELLEY: You mean the possibility of
p
'v' 22

|.
successful sabotage?

[

23 WITNESS WATERS: The possibility of successful

24 s abotage ,
m nepoews, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: To the point of doing that kind of

.-. - - - - .__ ..
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2 mean.

3 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:,.

('")
4 Q Don't the Commission's regulations on sabotage

5 require that sabotage by an insider or a group working with

6 an insider be considered?

7 A (Witness Waters) I am not a security expert so

8 I cannot speak to that specifically.

9 In general' terms there is the, as I understand it,.

10 the so-called insider rule and you are to set up certain

Il provisions in your security. measures to deter such threats.
,

12 Q Does that complete your answer?

t ) 13 A, Yes.

14 4 Are you a security expert for the purpose-of

15 assessing the likelihood of successful sabotage, sir?

16 A No, I am not.

17 4 All~ right. Well let me ask you again: Is it

18 possible?

19 MR. O'NEILL: I object to the question. This

20 line of questioning should go no further since the witness

21 has'just indicated he is not a security expert and this is
,m

1_[ '22 not a security contention.

23 JUDGE KELLEY: Let me get clear in my mind the

24 scope of your obj ection.
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 It is one thing to sustain an objection so the

.-. - , . - . . .--
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1 particular question is not proper because the gentleman has

2 saidLin effect I can't answer it. Obviously -- to me

3 - any'way--it is obvious that the thrust of the line of
K.y

-
,f

)-

~

4 questioning is what about the saboteur: who gets in and

5 . sets two'or more fires; that's really where it is going to

6 go, isn't that right?

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes. Or a saboteur or saboteurs

8 working'with an insider so that --

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. But it is a sabotage

10 scenario, if I can use that term?

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, sir.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Now does the objection go to that

/~T
(_) 13 or just to the particular question?

14 MR. O'NEILL: My objection goes to the line of

15 questioning as to whether this witness has the expertise

16 to answer any questions about the probability of success

17 of a saboteur. He has: Just indicated he is not an expert

18 in this area. Nor do I-believe this inquiry is within.the

19 scope of this contention.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: That is what I was interested in,

21 -more so.
,

\/ 22 Will you elaborate on that somewhat?

23 MR. O'NEILL: This. contention, as it has now been

24 modified, deals with a series of allegations concerning
Ase m n pon m ,Inc.

25 the adequacy of the fire hazards analysis. It does not go

L
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I .the security aspects .of the plant. And I think the.-- as

2 modified, the contention does not allow this line of

3

(~~]/
questioning on security plans. Indeed, security issues

x-
~4 have been . settled in this proceeding.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: I understand the point you are

6 making, I am just wondering where exactly does one draw

7 the line? You have a nice, neat box called Security and

8 another called Fire Protection and the two never meet,

9 or do.they overlap or do they stop one against the other?

10 That!s what is unclear to me. Saboteurs set fires commonly

II I understand.

12 I mean are you arguing that anything having to
,

.

sd. 13 -do with the security threat is a security contention in

14 quotes and therefore should have been over in the security

15 part of the case?

16 MR. O'NEILL: I am arguing that the scope of

17 this contention goes to the adequacy of the plant's

18 . ability to deal with a fire or to prevent fires and that

19 the contention -- the scope, as I understood it, in no way

~20 goes to the source of fires. There is nothing in the
~

21 background of this contention that argues how a fire might
,,

( 'i 22 start. We are dealing with how we prevent fires through'-

23 the different programs that the plant has, how we can

24 suppress fires and how we insure that fires don't spread
Ace-Federet Reporters, Inc.

25 and how the plant can shut down safely even in the event

t

. ~ _ - - - . _ , - - - - . - . - . . -.. . . .
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I of.a-fire'. .N'othing in this' contention has gone to means of

' 2 preventing fires!from saboteurs, nor do we have witnesses
~

3 wh'o-are-in a position to deal with the security systems that:

- 4 might be set up' to insure saboteurs don't do things among

5 setting fires ~to. plants.
'

:6 And I would argue that, yes, I would' create a
.

_

category of issues: one is fire protection and the other7
.

8 one is~ sabotage and all the ramifications that might flow

9 frot sabotage. And this falls into the first box.

10 ' JUDGE KELLEY: Okay..

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, I actually agree with

12 Mr. ' O'.Neill on one p'oint and that|is that the contention .
,

i | 113 'doesn''t' say anything one way or another about the cause of.

14 . fires.. So'I think that a fire,chowever caused, or simultaneous

715 fires, however caused, would fall within the scope of the
~

~

c

'16 contention.
n

17 NowLtrie Board has ruled that. simultaneous fires

18 o'f independent causes, as I' understand it, are not part'

'19 of.it.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Right. We have so ruled.

21 MR. EDDLEMAN: But then allowed me to pursue the

A.
22 question of sabotage. And first I asked Well, could'it

.

23 happen and --

24 JUDGE.KELLEY: I* don't think you could. fairly
ase-ressem napore m . w .

-

25 say the-Board has ruled on that one way or the other. We

.- -

,
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-l .made our ruling, you started to ask questions and Mr. O'Neill

'2 made an objection. I don't think we have reached the point-

7m '3 yet --
''d

4 2 MR. EDDLEMAN: I am not trying# to characterize

5 that the Board had ruled that..it was proper.

6 But to go through what happened here I asked

-7 Mr. Waters the question and he said I don't want to concede

8 the premise because it's' security and then later on he said

9 he wasn't a security expert from the point of assessing

10 another matter. And I asked Well'are you a security expert

Il for the purpose of assessing the premise of that question

12 and he said he wasn't. So then I tried to ask him the
(-
(__/ 13 question again and that was when the objection came and

14 I think I ought to be able to go ahead and ask the question;

15 his basis for' not answeribg it has gone away.
m

16 JUDGE KELLEY: Well whatever may have-been said

17 -back and forth between you and the witness in three or

18 four questions, his lawyer can come forward and say Stop

19 you are off in an area that is outside the contention and

20 be heard on that I would think. And he is really speaking

21 to the direction and thrust of the questions as well as

'
22 the particular pending question.'-

,

23 I mean beyond -- We have ruled out simultaneous.

24 indepently caused fires, so now you are trying a line of
, Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 questioning based on the security threat and there is an

'E ''

- _ - - _ _ _ _
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- 1 objection to that. ,

- ;j .2 At some point I assume we will address the

3 various ways this can be got at but. he is not late, ite.rx
V,

4 seems-to me in making his security objection, that's what

5 - wejve got to rule on. We are going to go to lunch here in

6 a few minutes, maybe we should hear out the parties.and
'

u -

7 go to lunch and we will rule on it af ter lunch.

8 Do you have anything else that you wanted to say
4

9. with regard to the general proposition from Mr. O'Neill

10 that' security-related fires are r,eally security problems

II and are outside the scope of this contention?

'
12 MR. EDDLEMAN: I don't think the Applicants everi

,

*13 raised -the argument before. The obj ected to the contention's
.o
I

Id fadmission and so on but I don't think they ever spoke to

y 15 the possible. causes of fires previously.

16 What I have been going on was that the contention

17 was in as to' fires of any cause. I mean, I have in my

18 notes before this ever 'came up I asked about sabotage.

19 It to me is one of the most obvious possible causes of

20 simultaneous fires that there could be under the old

21 ; dispensation. Now if after the Board rules out what-

4.rx

s> 22 appears to be the majority for the causes, then that is

. 23 the only thing I have left. I think it is still part off

- 4

'24 .the contention and I ought to be able to ask about it.
Ase Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: Well again insofar as the Board 's
.

|
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I intervention on the point is late, you're right about that.

2 So your notice of where you can question is short to non-

_
3 existent and that is unfortunate. But it just really seems

J:
4 to us :that:1f. we really think a certain contention ought

5 to be ruled out in a certain respect that it is certainly

6 sort of -- I won't say it is never too late but we might

7 as well go ahead and make the ruling I think.

8 MR. EDDLEMAN: I understand that I can take it

9 up on appeal if I want to but the matter is, as I understand
L

10 it, there was never any specification in any part of this

II contention as to the causes of fires and so I don't think

12 that ruling out a simultaneous fire of independent causes

( )) 13 applies to sabotage, I don't think the Board's ruling

Id applies to this.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: The Board's ruling doesn't apply,

16 I agree with you. And then the further question is should
.

17 we be talking about two or three or seven or more simultaneous

18 fires set'by a saboteur running down the hall and throwing

19 bombs in rooms.

20 You could say they are several fires but you know

21 it is Tom Terrorist who did it all at the same time and
a_
(-) 22 should we be getting into that? And that's the point

23 that is now before us as I understand it.
24 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well f think my basic point on that

Ase-Fenerei neponm, Inc.

25 -- and I will just leave it at this -- is that their genera'lL

~ -_ _ .- ._. . . . _ _ . .- - .
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1 design criterion and the Atomic Energy Act for that matter-

2 require that the plant be able to be safely shut down in

3 the: event of fires. And if a saboteur can cause fires --

-

4 .and I think we are all but conceding that the premise is

5 possible -- then they have to be able to protect against

cnd #9 6 that.

WRB#10flws 7

'

8 -

9

1<

11
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12

fm-Q 13
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i Ace-Faseres neporwes, ine,
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i
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I JUDGE KELLEY: I don't really doubt your abstract

2 proposition. Did you give any thought to raging fires set

' "'s -3

' (d .
by saboteurs in' the context of our security proceeding that

4 we started a long time ago and finished .some time ago?

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, I don't recall. I think I

6 postulated a whole lot of things that saboteurs could do.

7 JUDGE KELLEY: In_the original set that's true.
t

8 And then we said we were just going to wait on all those until

9 after you have had some discussion and you've seen the plant.

10 And you did all of those things and had about six contentions-

II as a result.

12 .MR. EDDLEMAN: I didn't, Judge, and that's the

.n
J 13 point I have to make. All the review of security plans had.

i
Id to be done by experts. I wasn't allowed to look at any of it.

15 Okay?

I0 JUDGE KELLEY:. All right.

I7 MR. EDDLEMAN: So I don't even have any idea what

18 the six contentions were, you know. It was not my place.

19 We hired the experts, and the experts and our

20 Counsel, Mr. Runkle, carried all that out, and I don't know

21 anything about it.,

22 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. They did it on your behalf.
!

! 23- That's the way it has to be done.

MR. EDDLEMAN : Yes. But what I'm saying is I did
,

25
,

not come in and instruct them, "Make sure you do fires," and
i

.,. .. . . _ _ _ - . . - . _ - _ - - - - , . _ . . _ - .
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I "Make sure you do this-and-that." They were given the

2 instructions to review the plans and find any inadequacies
~

3 they could find with respect to -- I think it is Part 73.

4 They were not instructed to review this for fire

5 protection or anything like that. In fact, I don't even know

6 if these people were a.ualified in fire protection that we hired,

:7 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, apart from their qualification,

8 was.there anything to prevent your saying to Mr. Runkle and~

9 their experts, "Make sure you look out for fire hazards, fires

10 that.might get started by saboteurs." You could do that,

II .couldn't you?

- I2 MR. EDDLEMAN: _Sure, you could, but I don't think

| . _13 it would have been Part .73, the . security part of making
;

I4 contentions.that that would have logically fallen under. I

15 -think it would have fallen under the fire part.

16 In'other words, the question that you're asking

17 there as I see it is are their methods to guard against the

18 saboteurs starting the fires adequate? That's the question

I9 for the security people.
t-

20 Now the question on fire protection is if the

21 saboteurs do start simultaneous fires, are their fire

, .O
22 protection systems and shutdown capability and so on adequate

23 in that case?
'

24 And considering that you've got redundant trains
,

| 25 .and you are only assuring that there will be one there, a
i

|

|

..
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4

I simultaneous fire thr&atens the very viability of the concept.

2 . JUDGE KELLEY: Okay, that's a fair enough point I.

37} - think.
Y

4 Does Staff want to argue to this?

'5 MRS.-MOORE: Your Honor, what I would like to do,-

6 if this would be permissible, I think the question really goes

7 to the scope of the security regulations at this point and

8 what they consider in terms of sabotage as opposed to what is

9 considered under Part 50.

10 And I would rather take a break if we could and

look at those regulat. ions and see if in fact I am correct.

12 If that's.the question you're asking, I would prefer to be

13 able to look-at those' regulations before I make my argument.

Id JUDGE KELLEY: I don''t think it is the sole

15 consideration but I think it has a bearing on it.

16 We're about to go to lunch. I think maybe we could

17 do it over lunch'.
,

18 Mr. O'Neill?

II liR. O'NEILL: I think I disagree with Mrs. Moore.

20 . I don't think that is really a very important consideration.

21 The issue is really whether the regulations -- and I think

O 22 Appendix R makes it clear that the fire protection program
'

23 which this contention addresses is to address a single fire.

24 And a frolic and detour into possible causes of simultaneous
m nomm, ine.

. 25 fires I don't believe is fruitful.

E
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I I would suggest that your ruling that two fires of

2 independent means need not be considered quite frankly should be

3{ expanded to two fires, simultaneous fires, need not be

4 considered as part of the fire protection program and should

5 not be considered further in this proceeding.

6 JUDGE.KELLEY: Didn't we see in the Standard Review

7 Plans some discussion of airplanes crashing and causing more

8 than one fire? That's not the law again but....

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: If I might point out here the

10 contention itself doesn' t address Appendix R, one way or the

other. It doesn't say they are out of compliance with AppendixII

12 R.
r\' ' ' 13 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, they are not supposed to really.

I4 At least they are not required to. But they have to stand or

15 f all against that background.

I6 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, I believe you're looking

17 for page 18.

IB JUDGE KELLEY: What I was thinking of was the

l9 second sentence, the second long sentence in the fourth

20 paragraph on page 9.5.1-18 where it says:

-
" Fires due to man-made site-related21

i !

22 events that have a reasonable probability of

23 occurring, such as an airplane crash...."

24 I guess --
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc.

....and affecting more than one reactor unit, such25 ..
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I .as a crash, should be considered."

2 I guess it only applies literally to multi-reactor

/m 3 sites.
V

4 I think we understand the problem. We are just

5 going to have to make a ruling on it. We can hear from

6 Mrs. Moore after the break, if you want to take a look at the

7 security regulations, Part 73, somewhat further, and then

8 anybody else who wants to respond briefly to that, and we'll

9 make a ruling. And then we'll go ahead after that.

10 It is about a quarter of one. Shall we stop for

II lunch, and go to a quarter of two.

'12 But with regard to the lockup of this facility,
,t'\

| 13 it just happens that the Law Clerk and the Judge'3 secretary

M are gone for lunch. They want us to turn off all the lights,

15 close the doors, and they will be back and check in on it a

16 little after.one. They think our belongings are safe in the

I7 meantime.

18 So if we could do that, and come back in an hour.

MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Chairman, I will hand out
,

20 copies of the letter of October 10th to the parties at this
21 time.

22 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

23 (Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the hearing in the

above-entitled matter was recessed to reconvene at
Ase-Feders nepormes, Inc.

.25 1:45 p.m. the same day.)

,
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1 AFTERNOON SESSION

2 (1:54 p.m.)-

3,e3 JUDGE KELLEY: We'll be on the record.
\-)

4 Whereupon,

5 MARGARETA SERBANESCU

6 and

7 DAVID WATERS

8 resumed.the stand and, having been previously duly sworn, were

9 examined and testified further as follows:

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Mrs. Moore wanted to address the

11 applicability of portions of Part 73 to the question of whether

12 fires started by a saboteur ought to be considered to be
\ (~
l k-) 13 within the scope.of Contention 116.
I
! I4 Do you want to speak to that, Mrs. Moore?

15 MRS. MOORE:. Yes.

16 First I would like to point out that there are two

17 reasons...I believe your Honor's question was whether the

'18 simultaneous fires started by a saboteur should be considered

19 in this' proceeding. I believe ths.t was the broader question.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Under the admitted contention which

21 is 116.
n.

22 MRS . MOORE : That's right. And I have two points-

23 to make with regard to that question.

24 The first is that radiological sabotage is.

- neporwes, Inc.

25 defined in 73.2P of the Commission's regulations as any act

s
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1 against a facility, and under 73.lA1, sabotage is encompassed

2 in the regulations under Part 73.

. 3 Also in Part 50, in Section 50.13, the regulation

4 says'that:
,

5 "An applicant.for a license...."

6 I am leaving out some words which concern for a

7 production and utilization facility --

8 "....is not required to provide for design features'

9 or other measures for the specific purpose of

10 protection against the effects of attacks and

11 destructive acts, including sabotage, directed against

12 the facility by enemies of the United States, whether

: 13 from a foreign government or other pers'on."'
,

14 I think this can fairly be read to say that they

15 should not be included.in the analyses conducted under Part

16 50, and that is that the protection against sabotage, in

17 terms of planning for sabotage,'is governed by Part 73.

18 Therefore, any contention on fires produced by saboteurs should

19 have been directed towards the security portion of this

20 proceeding, and therefore is specifically included -- excluded,

21 pardon.me, by Section 50.13 and so should not be addressed in
' t3

22 this proceeding.

'23 JUDGE KELLEY: Doesn't 50.13 speak of attacks

24 directed against the facility "by an enemy of the United
As-Feneres nemmm, Inc.

25 States, whether a foreign government or other person"? You

!
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I equate that with a terrorist act?

2 MRS. MOORE: Well, I would in the sense that an

,
3 act against a nuclear facility which could cause a release of

v
4 radiation is certainly not a friendly act toward the country.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Are you familiar with the legislative

6 history of -- or we'll put that in quotes - " legislative

7 history" background?

8 I agree with you it is not a very friendly thing

9 to do, but when I see the phrase, " enemy of the United States,"

10 it suggests to me in context certainly someone with whom we

11 have a declared war is the easiest one, I suppose.

12 But why should it be some sort of a self-styled
7

() 13 domestic terrorist group?

14 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, unfortunately I do not

15 have with me the statements of consideration that apply with

16 this rule, but I think that the important thing is that we

17 specifically covered sabotage, that this excluded it and yet

18 it is specifically covered in another portion of the

19 Commission's regulations which require planning to protect

20 against it rather than design features.

21 JUDGE KELLEY: I don't think your argument stands

22 or falls on 50.13 anyway. I just wanted to raise the point.

23 Why don't we hear from the Applicants if they

24 have anything else?
Ace-Federst Reporters, Inc.

2f Is there anything else, Mr. O'Neill?
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s

I MR. O'NEILL: We would endorse Mrs. Moore's

2 argument with respect to Part 73. I'm not sure 50.13 addresses
,

3 this issue, but to the extent that radiological sabotage is

4 defined, if Mr. Eddleman meant to raise an issue with respect

5 to fires that are caused by saboteurs, it should have been

6 raised.in the context of the security proceeding.

7 But setting that aside, I don' t believe the scope

8 of,this contention has ever been limited to causes of fires.
,

9 It is always with respect to the program for protection from

10 fires arid .the ability of the plant to shut down in the event,

II of fires, and'within that limitation, only with respect to

12 certain' allegations with respect to the adequacy of that
'

.fhV 13'

plant.

14 I think we have moved very far afield from the

'

15 narrow issues that were raised by this contention.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

17 Mr. Eddleman, anything else?

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, as to 50.13, I believe that
,

l' on its face it speaks to design, and there is more to ' fire

20 protection than design. In fact, fire fig'hting, as I

21 understand it, is not a designed' thing.
'

ID
V 22 As to Part 73, I don't question that Counsel for

23 the Staff, reading it, that it says that any act directed

" 24 against the facility is radiological sabotagel But I go back
wFederse neporars,inc.

25 to my earlier position and .that is that while Part 73 covers
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I measures to prevent such acts from taking place, the question

2 here is if it does take place,- what do you do about it? Is

_ 3 the fire protection adequate to defend against simultaneous

V
4 fires if they result from sabotage?

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.>

6 The Board will adjourn for about one minute. We

7 have already talked about this some, and we'll come back.

8 (Brief adjournment.)
>

h JUDGE KELLEY: The Board has the ruling that it

10 will exclude the topic of simultaneous fires from Contention

II 116 and.from the case. We are reaffirming our earlier ruling

12 that.the notion of fires, simultaneous fires springing out of

?8
() 13 independent causes is sufficiently remote that the rules don't

Id require any such demonstration.

15 We would like to just add that criterion 3, to

16 which Mr. Eddleman pointed us. talks about fires in the

17 plural, is explicitly referred to in Appendix R in the very

18 first paragraph -- the second paragraph, rather. And then

19 it goes on-- The Appendix goes on to say how people are

20 supposed to comply with'that Appendix.

21 And it uses, carefully and advertently, the
. ,m

k-) 22 phrase " single fire" in all three classes of fires that they

23 are talking about.

24 So we think that fire protection with respect to
Ase-Federal floporters, Inc.

25 accidental fires generally requires planning only with respect

.
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.

I to a single fire.

2 That arguably leaves open the terrorist scenario.

3 But we also believe that, persuaded in part by the reference
b,o

4 Mrs. . Moore made - to 10 CFR 73.2 (p) , defining radiological

5 sabotage to include any deliberate act directed against a

6 plant, and we draw from that the inference that sabotage

7 really is in a separate area to be considered under separate

8 procedures, which has been done previously in this case.

9 This is not the time or the place. This contention

10 is not the occasion for getting into terrorist-type tactics

II and damage.. And so we are unwilling to read the contention

lthat we intended. to admit at least to include that scenario,12

s

13 So that brings us, as we. read the contention, to'

,

I4 a consideration of single-fire problems.

15 Mr. Eddleman doc.s not agree with our rulings and

16 he will have his automatic exception with respect to them.

17 MR. EDDLEMAN: Thank you, Judge.

18 If I might just note for the record a further

I9 offer of proof just in case this ever got reversed, and that

| '20 is if I had been allowed to ask that the answer would have

21 been that there was no analysis as such, as opposed to a
;

L 22 judgment by.their witnesses as to the adequacy of their

23
|

ability to fight simultaneous fires.
|

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, in that regard let me say
Ase-Federet neporwes, Inc.

25 that the discussion at pages 7 and 8 of the witness'
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,

r

I testimony which does go to.their ability to fight simultaneous

2 . fires, consistent with our ruling, it seems appropriate to

uc 3 consider that particular material as an offer-of-proofa
1 ' 4 material.- And it will be'in the. record but not in as evidence

5 should some a,ppellate reviewer decide to consider it.

..6 Is my reference precise enough, Mr. O'Neill? I

'

7 was really starting with line 6 on page 7, and going through,

1 8 line 23 on page 8 which, in light of our rulings, we would ,

:,
'

9 consider to.be offer-of-proof material.

10 MR. O'NEILL: I understand that you are talking

II about.the answers to questions 12, 13 and 14..

II
.

JUDGE KELLEY: Right.

13 MR. O'NEILL: And I understand your reference..

~ I4 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

-15 MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, I'believe questions and-

16 answers 17'and-18 on pages 9 and 10 may also be addressed to
P

17 simultaneous fires.-

I 18 JUDGE KELLEY: Yes, that appears to be an

I' appropriate observation. ' We do add to our prior description,

20 of the offer of proof page 9, line 22.
4

21 MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Chairman, there is some

-O- 22 information with respect to the fire brigade and fire

23 equipment in those answers that do also apply to some of the --

j ' 24 one of the other issues in this case, so I don't believe it is
m Reserwes,Inc.

. 25 necessary certainly to strike that.

, -.

- gw -y n ,m.,=.m._e.,,w-.,,-,w-,,,,.,-, nn..-_en,--,- ._,.n,,-,m.,,_n...,,,,s,.,-,~,-,,,.,,.-n.,-n, .,_ - -n.- - . . . - - , - ,
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WRB I JUDGE KELLEY: Perhaps at the break you and

2 Mr. Eddleman could parse that and tell me what you can agree

3
(] to, and if not, we will rule on it.

,

4 Our intent is simply to take out material bearing

5 primarily or exclusively on the simultaneous-fire concept.

6 Mr. Eddleman.

7 CROSS-EXAMINATION (Continued)

8 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

9 Q Mr. Waters, with regard to your Answer 16 on page

10 9 of your prefiled testimony, in the last sentence it says:
II " Smoking will be prohibited in all

12 safety-related areas except those which will be
q
'd 13 continually manned."

I4 Which areas continuously have people in them?

15 A (Witness Waters) The plant control room.

16 Q Is that the only one?

17 A. It is basically the only one under consideration

18 here that is continually manned.

I' I believe the secondary security system location

20 is also continually manned.

21 Q So in all other areas of the plant there will be
!,,T ,

22 no smoking?

23 A That is correct.

2 And you think that can be enforced?0
, ,

B 11 A It is our intention to enforce it.5

.
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l

I Q Do you know if any of the other CP&L nuclear I

2 plants have a similar no-smoking regulation?
l

3
E O A Yes, they do.

4 ,

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

,

1._) 13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21
c x
V 22

23

24
Ace Federal Reporters, Inc,

25

|

L
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-Taka 11
1 Q Is it ever violated?

? MR. O'NEILL: Objection. The objection goes to the

3 question .with respect to the implementationof regulations

O
4 of other plants is outside the scope of this issue.

f
5 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I think if he says they intend

6 to implement it at Harris, how they actually iznplement it

7 at someplace else is relevant to their nuclear plant.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: Your question was whether they had

9 such rules at other places and it was a separate question of
'

10 .whether it was implemented. Do you mean by that enforced?

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: What I asked was, was the rule ever

12 broken at those plants?

rw
(d 13 JUDGE KELLEY: I'll sustain an objection to that.'

14 I think that is too far away from our area of concern.
'

| 15 | BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

16 g Let's refer to your answer 15 above on that page,

17 when you say Applicant's will test the detection and

18 suppression systems. Does that mean your group, the people

,?

19 under your supervision?

20 A. (Witness Waters) .That? s right.

21 g Okay.~

' A
(/ 22 Is your group going to be expanded any if,-a the

23 plant went into ccanmercial operation? Do you have more

24 personnel?
Ace-Federal Reponers, Inc.

-25 A. We would have to assess the need for additional

'

- _ . . _ _ . . . ~ ._ . . . _ _ . . _ . . _ _ __ _ _ _ _ . . _ __ _. -
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1
personnel and add those personnel if the duties required it.

2 g Do you have any firm plans in that direction at |
l

3 this point? )
.[ ) |

4 A I do not.''

5 g Are the periods for testing of these detection

and suppression systems ' established in the regulations?6

7 A They are established by the plant technical

8 specifications.

9 g The proposed tech specs?

10 A That is right. And the technical specifications

11 when they are approved.

12 O You mean approved by the NRC staff, correct?

-(9 .
.

13 A That's right.
U

14 g Now, which supply valves which are normally or
,

15 required to be open have . alarms or. them in the fire

16 protecthon system?

17 A Which ones specifically?

18 g Yes, or which kind, if you can characterize them.

19 A The kinds are, in general, deluge valves, supply

valves to sprinkler systems, valves which are normally20

required to be open in order to supply fire suppression water21
I <m

(_) 22 to each required area.

| 23 g Would that include all such valves?
I

f 24 A All such that fall under the category of supply

| Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 valves, yes.

- - . . _ __
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1 g All supply valves period, not just those that are

2 normally required to be open?

3 A Those that are required to be open, yes.j_
(/

4 % Okay. What sort of ^ alarm is that? Is that a

5 local area alarm or is it an alarm back to the control room?

6 A I believe that goes back to the main fire and

7 detection information center.

8 g Would it alarm in the control room, to your knowledge? '

9 A Yes.

10 g That main fire detection center, I think you said,

11 was outside the control room, itself. So, if there's an

12 additional alarm in the control room, is that what you' re

O i3 serine 2

14 'A Yes.4

15 g Okay.

16 You say also that Applicant's will perform routine

17 inspections monthly to verify proper valve lineups.

18 Again, is that your group that will perform those inspections?

19 A Yes , it is.

20 g Okay.

21 12e these valves all close enough for:.somebody to
i-

N-) 22 look at at close range just walking by, or are there some
,

23 of them that are up in-the ceiling?
:

| 24 A I can' t speak specifically where they are at.
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 g In order to verify that a valve is lined up properly,
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1 would you have to look at the valve?

.2 A Yes.

3 g But you haven't made any review of how visible
(3
1 /

_4 these things are from a normal walkway or the floor of a

5 room?

6 A I have not. But if we have an inspection that

7 requires confirming those valves to be in their correct

8 Position, we would do whatever is necessary to make a

9 Positive identification of those valves being in a correct

10 position, whether it be standing at the valves at floor

11 level, or having to get in such a position within an overheada

| 12 area in order to determine the status of that valve.

im
(_) 13 g All right.

.

14 Now, the a&ninistrative controls that you refer to,

15 in your insert 16, the success of those really depends on the

16 operation and management of the plant, doesn't it?

17 A Yes, it does.

i 18 g Okay.
|

19 Bear with me a minute, please.

i

20 (Pause. )

I You refer in your answer 19 on pages lo and 11, tol 21

I () off-site fire company response times for the plant.22

Do you have any data on the average response time23

24 for either the Apex volunteer fire department or the Holly
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Springs volunteer fire department to fires at locations that

_ _ _
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-1
- are approximately -as f ar from their engine houses as the

-

2 Harris plant is?C

. r-i 3 A No, we do not.

V
4 g okay.

Will you please take a look over on pgge 11 to the5
,

statement there, the response time will vary depending upon6
,

.

the time of day request for assistance is made. You say
7

it's 'somewhat better during evening hours. It can be
8

9 expected to be somewhat longer than 30 minutes during normal
.

10 business hours.

11 What is the anticipated response time for one of

12 those volunteer fire departments in normal sleeping hours, say,

L( ) from sonething after midnight until about 6 a.m. ?13

:
-14 A' I would inot expect it to be substantially longer

15 if as long as the 30 minutes that I h&ve been discussing in*

.

|- 16 my testinony.

17 G All right.

L18
Are you also in charge of your department, also in-

19 charge of the instruction for non-fire brigade members in

20 Sectf.on 13.2.3. 2.1 of the FSAR in your attachment B? .

21 A No, we are not specifically in daarge of that

- 22 trainin g. We act as an advisory role to that training.
1

23 G All right.

24 Have both of you panelists received the October 10
' As-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 - document and blueprints that we were talking about before lunch?

. . . . _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 A Yes, we have.

2 .A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes.

.

3 C. MR. N TERS: Judge Kelley, could I clarify one

.O-
-- ~ - - - - - - -

4 thing on the continuously manned areas of the plant. I was

5 thinking in the main power block itself, I forgot to mention

6 the radwaste control room and the waste processing building,

7 which is also within the power block and, considering the

8 power block, that is also a continually manned area as well.-

9 JUDGE KELLEY: So you can smoke there?

10 MR. WATERS: Yes.

11 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

12 g Mrs. Serbanescu, let me esk you on another topic,

i' 13 could you refer to an attachment 3, or enclosure 3 -- pardon

14 me -- to the October 10th document.

-15 A (Witness Serbanesca) Yes, I have it in front of me.

| 16 g Could you refer to ,what, in my copy, is the first

17 - page of that enclosure?

18 A Mr. Eddleman, I'm sorry, I do not hear you well.
,

19 0 I' m sorry.
!

20 Could you refer to what, in my copy, is the first

21 page of that enclosure after the front sheet that says
;

! s 22 " Enclosure 3"? It 's numbered 9.5.1-5.

23 A That's correct. This is the FSAR page number 9.5.1-5.
|-

24 g. Okay.
| Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

L 25 The top part of that page is a listing of standards.
I
;

!

. . , _ . - - - . - . _ . _ _ . . . _ _ . . _ . - - . _ . _ . . - . _ . . _ _ _ . - . _ - . _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - . _ _ -
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1 A The entire part is a listing of NFPA standards.

2 Now, if you will refer to your green book, which

3 is' Applicant's Exhibit 6, which has the complete FSAR, you

(~
4 : can see that page 9. 5.1.4, item 9.5.1. 2. lE reads, , " National

5 Fire Protection Association (NFPA) '.'i
i

6 g Right.

!

A So on page 9. 5.1. 5, you have a continuation of7 .

these standards.'

i 8.

9 G Right.

10 A Plus. a bar toward one-third of the page.

11 4 . And that bar is for the insert item 11, which is

[ 12 handwritten on-the October 10th enclosure; is that right?

-|h 13 A That is correct.

*Y 14 g And that is standard number 37 of 1979 for stationary

15 combustion engines and gas turbines,-is it not?

16 A ' Yes , that's correct.

17 G That document was issued in 1979?

18 A The respective code was updated in 1979.

19 Q Does that conplete your answer?

20 A. I'm sorry?
,

21
g Does that complete you,r answer? I thought you

h might have been starting to say something else?22

23 A No.

24 g Okay.
.

A e-Feen s nepo,w s,Inc.

25 And that is the version that you used in this update?

, ., _ _ _ . - _ -. ___ . .-. _ __. _ _ .,. _ ._ _._ _ _ .___. _ _ _ _ _ _ ., _ _ ,_ _ . _ _ _
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'l A That is correct.

2 g Okay.

3 Now, as updated, does this list all the standards

LJ 4 which are referenced in this Section 9. 5.17

5 A I don' t understand the question.

6 g Let me take a look at Exhibit 6 here and see if

7 I can rephrase it or ask it in a clearer form.

8 Pages 9. 5.1-4 and -5 in Exhibit 6, cover the

9 beginning of a section 9. 5.1.2.1 entitled, " Applicable

10 fire protection code standards and guidelines"?

11 A That is correct.

12 g Okay.

i 13 Is this intended to be a comprehensive listing of

14 all theapplicable codes, standards, and guidelines for the

15 Harris plant?

16 A As it is stated in the FSAR on page 9. 5.1-4, "The

17 code standards and guidelines used for the design and

18 installation of the fire protection systems are installed,"

19 and this is the list.

20 g Righ t. And those are the ones that were used?

21 A That's correct.

I 22 g Now, I'm trying to ask you a slightly different

23 question. Are these all the ones thtt are applicable to

24 the plant? .

Aar-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A To the best of my knowledge, yes.

- - . - . . ... - . _- . - . . . . - . . - _ _ . _ . - _ _ - - _ . . . - . - - -
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1 g All right.

2 Have you had a chance to see the exhibits filed by

3 m on August 9 on Contention 1167
'

4 A I'm sure I've seen them. I just do not remember

5 them by heart.

6 g. Do you have a copy available to you?

7 A I believe I do. Just give me a chance to get them

8 out, please.

9 g Sure.
,

10 (P ause. )

11 What was the date of your interrogatories?

12 I 'm sorry, they are nct interrogatories, they are
, .

,
./ 13 exhibits dated --

'

14 A. Oh, yes, I'm sorry. You' re talking about NFPA 30

15 and 317

16 g yes,

17 A Okay.

18 g Do you have copies pf those with you?

19 A Yes, I do.
|

20 MR., O'NEILL: Mr. Eddleman, would you, for the

21 record, identify the document you are referring to?

22 MR. EDDLEMAN: All right. What I'm referring to'

23 are exhibits numbered 116-1 through, I think it is, 8, which

24 were served on the parties accompanied by a cover letter
' Ace-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 dated Augus t 9, 198 4.
|
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I MR. O' NEILL: And these are proposed exhibits?

2 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes.j.

3 MR. O'NEILL: You have not marked these for,

. (,J
4 identification?

.

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: No, in fact I just realized I don' t

6 have enough copies to give to the' court reporter. - So I.

.7 think I'd better hold it off until tomorrow.

8 JUDGE'KELLEY: I think we-have at least one.

9 Yes, we have a_ set.
,

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I think I'm still going to

ll have to produce three copies for the reporter.

'12 JUDGE'KELLEY: Right. !
. - -

~Q-/
:V 13 MR. - EDDLEMAN : Okay.'

-
I4 BY MR. EDDLEMAN.:'

L

15 g But you 'do have those?-

16 A. (Witness Serbanescu) Yes, I do.
!

17 .g Well, let's just leave this at this point.

18 MR. O!NEILL: We have sno objection, Mr. Chairman,'

II to Mr. Eddleman asking questions about these documents.

20 I just wanted the recdrd to be clear that there was no such
c,-

21 exhibit thus-far. He certainly can ask questions about it

22 and we probably will object to admission in any event.

23 JUDGE KELLEY: Wereyyou. going to of'fer these as
;

24 evidentiary exhibits?
' Ass-Federal Repo,ters, Inc.

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, that's why they were prefiled.

i- ,

~ . - _ . - . _ , . . . _ - . - . . . - , , , - _ _ . _ . _ . . - . . . _ , . . _ _ , . . _ _ _ _ . --...-,._,.___-.-,..m.._ _ . ,
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1 JUDGE KELLEY:- That's what I thought. So, should s

t

2 we get some numbers put on them 'or do you want to wait until
s,

3 you get to them for questioning?:

O ,

4 MR. EDDLEMAN: Let me see. There is only

5 Eddleman Exhibit 1 under me, is that ' correct?

6 JUDGE KELLEY: Anck you had number one in the
1

7 environmental hearing?

-8 MR.-EDDLEMAN: I think the most logical thing to

9 do,since there are 8 of these, is to propose that each one

(-

10 be marked with a number higher than the dashed number on it. , .
i

11 116-l' will be Eddleman 2, and .,116-2 will be Eddleman 3, and

12 so on through 116-8,.which would be Eddleman 9.

13 JUDGE KELLEY: I wonder what is least confusing. 'I;

|- - 14 don',t think.we really care as long as it is --

15 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, might I make a suggestion?-

16 JUDGE KELLEY: Surely.

! 17 MRS. MOORE: I would suggest, for the clarity of
,

18 the record, that they do be marked as Eddleman 2 through 9,

i 19 but ' that each one' be separately identified so that we' re

20 very clear on exactly which docunent is marked in case we

21 mismark our exhibits or something. It wonld be nice to have
| .

i n
' 'U 22 -each title read into the record.-

- 23 MR . EDDLEMAN : I'll be glad to go through that.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Let's go ahead with our process then.
| Ase resersi nose,w, , Inc.

. 25 MR. EDDLEMAN: Eddleman 2 is pages f rom NFPA 31, oil
|

|
. - , _ . . , _ . _ . _ . _ . _ . , _ , _ . . _ , , , _ , , , . _ _ . _ _ _ _ , _ . , _ , _ _ . , , . _ _ _ _ , _ _ _ . . . , . _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ __
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I burning equipment. And begins with a listing of contents and
,

2 then continues with chapter 1, General Provisions; chapter 2,

3 Tank Storage. And ends with -- actually if I'm going to-

:

'4 identify it comprehensively, I notice that not all the pages

5 are here. So, I have to sayit ends with pages 24 through 31

1

6 of NFPA 31 and begins with pages 2 through 5, also of NFPA 31.

7 -It comprises the start of chapter 1 and sections of chapter 2

8 as shown in the context, pages 25 through 31.

' - 9 (Whereupon, Exhibit 116-1 was

10 identified and marked as
'

.t 11 Eddleman_2.)

12 MR. EDDLEMAN: Eddleman 3 is marked 116-2.: from NFPA 30

_ and consists of two sheets. One, a table of contents comprising13

Id pages 30-4 and 30-5 and the other pages 30-6 'and 30-7,

15 including the first part of the Flammable and Combustible
#

16 Liquids Code Section.

II (Whereupon, Exhibit 116-2 was

18 identified and marked as

19 Eddleman 3.)

20 MR. EDDLEMAN: Eddleman 4, which is labeled 116-3
,

21 consists of,Cfrom.cNFPA pages 30-8 and 9; 30-12 and through

. ('3
22 30-15. These consist primarily of definitions and certain

23 exceptions to the applicability of this code.
24 (Whereupon, Exhibit 116-3 was

Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 identified and marked as

Eddleman 4. )
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I MR. EDDLEMAN: Eddleman 5 is marked 116-4 from

2 NFPA 30, pages 30-16 through 19. It might have been copied

3 on front. I can supply you with a good copy.cy

*),

4 A. I do not know if we have ever been in possession
,

5 of this exhibit.

6 MR. EDDLEMAN: I think I served it on your Coimsel.

7 MR. O'NEILL: The copy I~have is just 16 and 17.

8 MR. EDDLEMAN: It's possible that's a printing error.

9 In any rate, I can take care of it. Let me ask you to check

10 your copies and see if you also have pages 30-30 and 31?

Il MRS. SERBANESCU: Yes, I do.

12 BY MR. EDDLEMAN :

13 G And the next pages you all have are 30-34and 35?

14 A yes,

t

15 O So on mine again, this 30-32 and 33?

16 I didn' t pick out a special copy of this to be my

17 copy, that's why I'm a little perplexed but it appears to

18 have been an error in printing them. And the next page that
i

19 you all have is that 30-40 and 41?

20 A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes.

21 MR. EDDLEMAN: Right, Mr. O'Neill?

(-
22 MR. O'NEILL: That's correct.'

23 MR. FDDLEMAN: In mine, before that you have 30-38

24 and 3 9.-
Acs Feder J Reporters, Inc.

25 MRS. SERBANESCU: No, I don't have it.

l .
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,

I MR. EDDLEMANt I'm sorry, I have it. I have it,

2 you all don' t.

3I") Okay. Now, is the next page that you all have

4 showing 30-44 and 30-45?

5 A (Witness Serbanescu) That's correct.

6 MR. O'NEILL: Perhaps, Mr. Eddleman, you should

7 identify for the record what you want these exhibits to

8 reflect, and then you could provide copies of missing pages

9 that are not in our copies.

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, let me just say that my

II copy includes, which you-all's does not -- 30-42 and 30-43.

12 And this has to do with tank storage design and construction,
f,_ 'T
'/ 13 f abrica tion, emergency relief venting, in various kinds of-

Id atmospheric tanks. There is a great deal of information in

15 here as to, basically, the design and standards for tanks

16 storing flmnmable and combustible liquids. And I can supply

I7 you-all with updated -- with complete copies of this. It is

18 a front and back copy and that was Eddleman 5.

I9 (Whereupon, the . document previously

20 referred to was marked as Eddleman

T'1 11 21 Exhibit 5 for identification.)
8,

12'fis. 22

23

24 .

Ace-Federst Reporters, Inc.

25

|
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1 MR. EDDLEMAN: Now let me'look at the others that

2 I have already gone through and make sure there aren't

3 any fronts and backs in them. I don't believe there are
t

4 but I just want to doublecheck that.

5 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

6 4 When I was reading the pages, did you check to

7 see that your copies corresponded to the previous documents

8 I read off?

9 A (Witness Serbanescu) The previous exhibits

10 corresponded to the pages which you mentioned.

11 Exhibit 5 is the one which is missing pages.

12 4 Okay.
'

.

13 Exhibit 5 which is 116-4.

14 A That's correct.

15 4 Okay.

16 Now Exhibit 6, which is 116-5, pages 30-68

17 and 30-69 are my front page --

18 A 68 and 69, yes.

19 4 Then 30-70 and 71.

20 A That's correct.

21 4 Then 30-72 and 73, and then 30-74 and 75

22 A Yes.

23 4 Okay.

24 MR. EDDLEMAN: And this is from Chapter 5 in
Acs Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 NFPA 30 on industrial plants with just a little bit of

,
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1 Chapter Four picked up on page 30-63. That will be Eddleman

.2 6 there.

73- 3 (Whereupon, the document previously
.V

4 referred to was marked as

5 i Eddleman Exhibit 6 for
,

6 identification.)

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: Eddleman 7, Number 116-6, consists

8 of a single page comprising pages 30-78 and 30-79 from

9 NFPA 30, Chapter 6, Bulk Plants and Terminals.

10 (Whereupon, the document previously

11 referred to was marked as
.

12 -! Eddleman Exhibit 7 for
/3
( J' 13 identification.),

I
14 MR. EDDLEMAN: Eddleman 8 -- I thought that*was

15 Eddlemap 7 I was just reading about, it is labeled 116-6,

16 so that would be Eddleman 7

17 In case there has been any misspeaking by me,

18 the exhibit number would always be one more than the number

19 after 116. So I am going to now refer to the one that

20 is labeled 116-7 and that will be Eddleman 8 from NFPA 30

21 and it consists of pages 30-88 and 89 and 30-106 and 107
b)

22 and these comprise some fire control requirements in''

23 Section 6-8 and part of Chapter 7 on service stations

24 giving some general provisions and then the second sheet
Anw nowws. Inc.

25 is from Chapter 8, processing plants.
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I (Whereupon, the document

'2 previously referred to wast

L

3 . marked as.Eddleman Exhib.Lt 8

4 for identification.)'

'5 MR. EDDLEMAN: Now the last one is Eddleman 9

0 labele'd 116-8,.from NFPA-30, it consists of pages 30-126

7 and 127 and then 30-128 and 129 and then 30-130 and 131

8 and then 30-132 and 133, comprising Appendix C and some

' tables. That is from NFPA 30.
10 (Whereupon, the document

" previously referred to was

12 marked as Eddleman Exhibit 9

'I3 for identification.)
'
'

Id MR. EDDLEMAN: I believe that completes the.

15 identification of all of these proposed exhibits.

16 JUDGE.KELLEY: And your last number again is?

II MR. EDDLEMAN: The last number is 9, Judge --

I8 JUDGE KELLEY: Right.

I' MR. EDDLEMAN: -- corresponding to the one

20 labeled 116-8.
21 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

,
-,

22
'

L MR. EDDLEMAN: Does the Staff also need another

23 copy of 116-47 Do you have backs on your copy?

24 MRS. MOORE: We will need another copy.
A peserei nowwn, Inc.

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay. I will endeavor to supply,

..

k-
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,1 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:,

2 4 Now let me ask:

. 3 Do our panel of witnesses have the blueprints

4 that were in the October 10 submission from CP&L to NRC

5 with the cover letter Serial NLS 84-4407

6 A (Witness Serbanescu) One minute, please. Let me

-7 get reorganized here.
-

3 4 Okay.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Are you identifying the blueprint

10 now?

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: I will read them off as soon as

12 they get them out as to what they.are.

f) '
' 13 WITNESS SERBANESCU:. I have them.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

15 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

16 4 Mrs. Serbanescu, do you have in your hand two

17 blueprints?

18 A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes, I do.-

19 4 Is one of them labeled in its identification section

20 down in the. lower right-hand corner " CAR-2168 G-1157"

21 A Yes, it is.

d 22 4 And is the title of this " Fuel Handling Building,

23 Miscellaneous Steel Sheet Tube, Unit 1 and 27"

24 A That is correct.
Anw neewen, lac.

25 4 And this is for the Shearon Harris Nuclear Power

- ---, _. .. -
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I Plant, isn't it?

2 A. Yes, it is.

3 4 Now over to the -- immediately to the left of the

4 block that ilentifies the document, is there a block where

5 some revisions are listed?

6 A That is correct.

7 Q And are there on your copy five revisions listed?

8 A Yes, I have revision five..

9 4 .111 right. And that lists 5, 4, 3, 2 and 1 as

10 the revision numbers there, does it not?

II A That's correct.

12 4 Okay.

13 And Revision Five is dated February 21, 1984 on

14 this blueprint, is it not?

15 4 yes,

16 Q Okay.

17 And the last previous revision to that,

18 Number Four, is dated May 21, 1980, is it not?

19 A Yes.

20 4 Okay.

21 Now the February 21, '84 revision has a description

22 of adding M-14 note and L-19 reference drawing and revising

23 N-19 title, does it not?

24 A One second.
' Ace-Federal Reporters. Inc.

25 Revision Three, you said?
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: 4 Revision Five.
2

A Oh, Five.

3 3
(,) Please repeat that.

4
4 Does Revision Five show, as the content of the

5
revision in the middle of that revision block set there,

4
that it consists of adding M-14 note and an L-19 reference

7 drawing and revising an N-19 title?
^

8
A Yes.

9
4 Okay.

10
L-19 is a location on this blueprint, is it not?

.11
A .That's correct.

12
4 And in that location appears a list of reference,- m

J 13
drawings, correct?5

14
A That's correct.

15
4 Okay.

16
And the line that has been drawn on here appears

17
to remove Unit 2 from those references, does it not?

18
A The line which is usually drawn indicates the

19
changes and primarily it was the intention -- I would assume

20
that was the intention.

21

7"xL 4 Okay.
'

22~

The note at M-14, can you find that?

23
A Yes. It says: "The following 'as built'

24
A res e m n rwe ,inc. FCR's, PWS,DCN and RCI's have not been incorporated

25
as per Ebacco procedure 'E-11.' DCN 650-859/PW-AS-2689,

i
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I FCR-AS-2601."

2 Q Okay.

3 Now the revision of N-19 in the title, there is

4 a little circle around N-2 where it says Unit 1 and 2, is

5 there not?

6 A Yes.

7 4 Now the notes for the door that appear along

8 about the 18 and 19 sections of this blueprint on the

9 right-hand side --

10 A You have to give me two coordinates to find it.

11 4 Well let's look at 18 and 19 up at the top. Do

12 you see a section there entitled " notes?"

13 A yes,

14 4 And directly under that another rather larger

15 section entitled " notes for door?"

16 4 yes,

17 Q Okay.

18 There are not any changes to this section on the

19 notes for the door indicated on the revisions of this

20 drawing, are there?

21 A In accordance with the Revision Five title block,
p

22 there are none.
I

13 4 Okay.

24 In fact the only revisions that show in the 18 and
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 19 sections in the previous revisions are, in addition, at
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2 A I.would appreciate it if you would tell me the

3gS ' revision number and give me complete information as to what
L/

4 exactly you --

5 4 I'm sorry, I was just about to say Revision Four.

6 A It is very difficult for me to follow.

7 Q Let me refer you to Revision Four, if I may.

8 'A Okay.
.

9 Have you finished with Revision Five?

10 Q Yes, I am finished with Revision Five.

11 A A point of information: all the Revision Five

' 12 changes have been circled with this line which you see
/"N

! _,) -13 just to highlight the changes and you see them in threes

14 places therefore the three revisions made under rev. five

15 have been circled.

16 Q I see.

17 A Now we. are finished with rev. five, is that ,

18 correct?

19 4 I have finished asking you about it, yes.

20 A Thank you.

21 4 Okay.
,

g
i \d 22 Now if I may refer to Revision Four --

23 A Yes.

24 4 -- this refers to an addition at A-18 for a note
,

Ass-Federal Repoetets, Inc.

f 25 and L-18 for a reference drawing. But what those are is not

:
l

.. -. . . - . - - - - . . _ - . --. . . _ _ . . - . . , - - .,.
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1 circled on this print, is that correct?
,

.2 A That's correct. They were circled on the rev. four.

L t,

3 issue. J'

4 MR. O 'NEILL: Mr. Chairman, I would like to

5 interpose an objection at this point as follows:

4 This is not a document that Applicants are
,

- 7 . offering as an exhibit. The first 15 minutes of questioning

8 has been to ask the witness to identify what a reader of

9 this document could clearly see for him- or herself. If

10 it will save time, Applicants would have no objection,1f

11 this is going.anywhere to having this -- three copies
,

12 of these blueprints marked for identification, given a
g
(J 13 number, and available as an exhibit. s

Id So tha t if he wants to ask questions about the
s

15 document, rather than going through and describing each

16 block of it, we might save some time.

17 But in addition I would ask that Mr. Eddleman !

18 be required to give an offer of where this line is going

19 so that we don't spend a considerable amount of time

20 wandering through a document which we don't see the relevance

21 of to tt$h issues that are borore this Board on this contention.,_s

( 1
'' 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Will you, just for context, and to'

23 remind me, at least, where did this blueprint and its

24 companion come from? _
A.4. seres menerwr.. anc.

25 MR. O'NEILL: This blueprint was included in a

_ _ - - _ _ _
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I package that was sent to the Staff with a cover letter of"

- 2 October 10, 1984. Included in that package for the Staff's
,

,

< ~ . 3 information and by way of reference for anyone else were theg

j. V
4 marked-up versions of FSAR sections.

8 The marked-up versions of the FSAR sections are

6 now included in Exhibit 6. We are not offering this blue-

7 print for evidence, 'it is not part of Exhibit 6. It was

8 submitted to the staff for information with respect to one

9 of the open items on the fire protection program, not the
,

10 subject of this contention.

11 JUDGE KELLEY: So no party put forward this
s

12 blueprint as a proposed exhibit; rather it surfaced in

(^J
\

\- 13 your mailing of the 10th of October, at least surfaced in
.

14 front of us?
*

15 MR. O 'NEILL: That's correct.

i'

16 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

17 Mr. Eddleman, do you have any comments?

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well I am about done with that

19 other one. I think I have established what I wanted to

20 establish, that there are no changes on that blueprint

21
_

to the specification for the doors.
/T

- 22 JUDGE KELLEY: As long as we have had as much

23 discussion as we have had, we had from Mr. O'Neill an

24 offer to put it in evidence just so we will have it there.
An-pens nowan,Inc.

25 Do you concur in that?

- . _ _--__ --
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I MR. EDDLEMAN: I have no objection.

2 JUDGE KELLEY: Well let 's do that.

3 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, maybe I misunderstood.-

j

4 I did riot hear Mr. O'Neill say he was offering it into

S evidence, I thought he said We would mark it for identification

4 only.

7 JUDGE KELLEY: Then I misheard.

8 MR. O'NEILL: That was my offer, Mr. Chairman.

9 Mrs.' Moore is correct, I did not offer it as an exhibit

10 because it is not relevant to our case. I simply said that

II if we are going to have discussion on the record that talks

12 about L-18, it is going to be incomprehensible without

' )/
(
' 13 the document.---

14 JUDGE KELLEY: That was my only thought. I misstated

15 what you had said. We are really treating it then under

16 your proposal as a cross-examination document.

17 MR. O'NEILL: Marked for identification but not

18 an exhibit.

19 JUDGE KELLEY: For the purpose of understanding

20 what was said.

21 MR. O'NEILL: That's correct.
,
,
'

)
'" 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

23 MR. EDDLEMAN: No objection to that either. '

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Let's do that then. Let's
Aspfederal Memorters, Inc.

25 mark it as Exhibit Number blank -- Board Exhibit Number 17

-_ _ ____- _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _
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1
I don't want to confuse things. Is that all right?

MR. O'NEILL: That's fine.2

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Board Exhibit Number 1 for the ,

4 sake of clarity.

(Whereupon, the document previously
5

referred to was marked as6

Board Exhibit Number 1 for
7

identification.)
8

JUDGE KELLEY: It is not in as evidence, it is
9

10 only in to illustrate the discussion that has already

11 taken place.

12 MR. EDDLEMAN: May I ask that we mark the other

13 one Board 2 then?

JUDGE KELLEY: No, I think separately from that
14

15 Mr. O'Neill hi an objection as to the relevance of the

16 line of questioning to the contention, and maybe you

17 could respond to that.

MR. EDDLEMAN: Well in the updated testimony
18

19 which is provided, there is a discussion of -- well let

me refer to it:20

The supplemental testimony of Mrs. Serbanescu.2nd#12 21

22

23

24
w.r.dere n. corms, inc.

25
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1 MR. EDDLEMAN: Question 7 and Answer 7 on pages

2 6 and 7 of that supplemental testimony dated October lith,

3 1984, --_g-g
Q

4 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: -- states that or asks:

6 "Do you wish to clarify a statement made

7 'in the August 9th testimony about the bounding of

a fire areas by barriers to provide a minimum three

9 hour fire rating with a single exception?"

10 And it then describes in the answer the exceptions

11 to that, . special doors, bullet-~ resistant doors and air-tight

12 doors, which have not been fire tested. It says:

9(_j '
,

13 "However, the design of these doors|
!

14 should provide equivalent protection in case of fire."

15 Now as I understand these blueprints, they are

16 the specifications of these kinds of doors.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: The exceptional doors, the three

18 categories?

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, sir.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

21 MR. O'NEILL: Applicants are not agreeing to that

22 characterization.

23 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, should I get the Applicants'

24 comment at this point? '

Ae reneren neenmers Inc.

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: Sure.
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1
- JUDGE KELLEY: Mr. O'Neill.

;

I 'I MR. O'NEILL: The blueprint Mr. Eddleman is

3(. . referring'to,only describes I believe one particular door.

4 Mrs. Serbanescu can certainly address this more

8 specifically.

'4 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well,.the other one supplies the

7 others.

| 8 WITNESS SERBANESCU I think it would help if we

9 discuss print number by print number.

10 MR. O'MEILL: Mr. Chairman, I still have an

'

11 objection as to where all of this is going, whether or not--

12 And certainly these blueprints have something to do with

O >2 c.rtain doors.

I 14 JUDGE KELLEY: Do they have anything to do with

15 the three categories of doors referred to on page 7, special
|

f
18 doors, bullet-resistant doors, air-tight doors?

|

17 MR. O'NEILL: .They do.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. So that was Mr. Eddleman's
,

l' point, as I understood him, that demonstrated the relevance
,

l'
20 of these documente. If you say they are not relevant, why is

|'

f-
21 that?

LV 22 MR. O'NEILL: My response to Mr. Eddleman is that
!-

23 these blueprints do not include all such doors. This blueprint

24 we already identified does talk about one of the doors, and I
Ae.asswa nose,ws, ins.

25 wanted to'make that clear.
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1 The second blueprint simply doesn't-- If you look

2 at it, it is not a blueprint of a door, it's a, listing or a
,

3 schedule and lists that doors that are exceptions to fire

4 rated doors.

5 Setting that side, the question is what is the

6 . relevance of. going through these blueprints one by one to

W 7 where.this contention is going?

8 JUDGE KELLEY: Mr. Eddleman?

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: I think these blueprints establish

,10 that the door. specifications and listings were available

11 well before August the 9th,1984, and No 21d lay grounds for

12 objection to the supplemental testimony.

13 MR. O'NEILL: We concede that this' information

14 _ as available, prior to' August 9, 984.' This is a clarificationw
,

%W 15 to a statement'to make sure the record was clear what

16 Mrs. Serbanescu;was talking about. This is not additional

17 information,in Answer 7.- The question talks about a

18 ~ clarification.
;*p

19 MR..EDDLEMAN: I think it basically' clarifies,,

-20 if'it does, by making a correction.

21 JUDGE KELLEY: Can I get clear the nature of your
p

- 22 objection, Mr. Eddleman? How are you prejudiced by this?
3 ,

23 I'm not'.sure'that's4 clear to me.
a,
' 24 MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, I did not think I had an-

Ass-Federal Reportees, lee.
,

25
_

objection pending.
'

,

, , , . . - ,--w- 4, --,w - -n --+ ,, , , , - - +-w-w e ----r,.m, - - - , , --- s - -r -- - .v- -- ------w-e,-
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I MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, might I say something?

2 I believe.Mr. Eddleman said that he was using this

- 3 as a basis for objecting to the supplemental testimony, and
7

i)
4 that testimony has already been received into evidence. I

5 don't know if he misspoke or--

6 MR. EDDLEMAN: Thank you, Mrs. Moore. I did make

7 a mistake. I don't know if it was misspeaking or if my mind

8 was out of phase.

9 But what I meant to get at was that ,I thirk the
10 existence of this information, its availability, goes to the

II credibility of the witnesses.

I2 JUDGE KELLEY: You mean testimony was filed at one

13 point and then a week before the hearing, some corrective

14 testimony was filed? Is that the premise?

15 MR. EDDLEMAN: No, that the original testimony --

16 that this information was available well in advance of that
17 original testimony.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: So --?
,

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: So to make a statement about

20 "alid and "every" and this information contradicts it, and

2I it is part of the plant design. It has Ebasco's name on it.
,.

,

22 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, but isn't it the fact that

23 the clarifying or correcting information -- call it what you

24 want -- was put on the table here at least a week or so ago?
Ace-Federal Esporters, Inc.

25 Isn't that right?
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1

MR. EDDLEMAN: I believe I first received the

2
'

testimony on Friday or Saturday of last week, and I observe
!

{} - that I have not written the date received on the October 10

4 - dated submission. I believe I received it on Monday, but it

''
' might have been earlier, so I -have had that maybe four days.

:

6
JUDGE KELLEY: Well, you are not arguing, or are

,

7
. you arguing that that goes to -- that it is a fairness problem

8
as far as you're concerned? I will give you an example.

:

9
I have seen parties enme in with testimony, 20

10
pages of testimony. Then the lawyer says, "Have you got any

11
corrections?"

12
And the witness says "Yes," and proceeds to

(). 13
rewrite the~ entire thing right on the spot.

14
Whoreupon, I said, "No, come back next week,"

ri
*

15
after they have had enough of a chance to look it over.

-16
You don't have that kind of a problem, do you?

17
MR. EDDLEMAN: Not to that extent. I have a sort

L - j
of a problem about.this.. I could perhaps take care of it in

19
other. ways. I would rather ask a few questions about this

"' ' blueprint and get that out of the way, and then go back to. the

21
testimony, but if I have to do it without the blueprint, I can

i 22.

sure try.

23
JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. But where will the line go?

24
m ne, W. . I mean that was-the objection. Mr. O'Neill is saying what is

25
this all' about? What is this going to show?

4

,-, ..-w. e v,, ,-,,n.- ,,e,_-,,,--n,.v.,-r---.,w,---r,,n~,,,_....--,.,,.-,--,.,,,-,,-,...,,.,---,,-n,-,.--,----,,,.,.--,,4-~ ..
_
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I And if you are' showing-- If you are then saying,

' 2 - Well, I didn't.have this clarified information until last"

3 week," then maybe the Board will say "Well, so what? That is- <"s
O'

4 plenty of time to look it over."

'5 What is the point of proving that? Apart from a

6 claim.of surprise on the ground that you didn't have it long

7 enough in advance of the hearing, what other kind of a

8 - complication.does this introduce?
,

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: Let me have a moment, please.

10 ('Paus e . )

II I 'think what the problem is is that-- Let me refer

12 .back to my' interrogatories at one point.

13 This is the one we went over this morning, and
!

I4 there is a response to it-- Pardon me. It is not the same

15 one. It is.... -I'm trying to locate it.

I0 (Pause.)

I7 It is Interrogatory 116-2-- I'm sorry, it looks

18 =like.I misidentified it. Oh, yes, it's -2-E.

'I' It asked for all copies of all actual test

20 .results re: fire-resistant or fire-resisted materials used

21
, at Harris .

.

- 22 Now at this date last week I received something

23 that says Oh, by the way, some of these doors hadn't been

24 tested to this, whereas the earlier ~ responses indicated they
a -- .: n.po,w .,inc.

25 all had. And now I've got this huge list of doors here'in

--__ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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I this. blueprint, and some statement of belief as to, you know,

2 what they would do in a fire.

3 And I frankly haven't had time to get this stuff
V(w

.

4 checked and, you know, trying to get the details of it as to

5 - what are these doors, are there any tests of how these things
-

6 perform in fires?

7 JUDGE KELLEY: Where is the list of doors? I'm

8 sorry.

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: It is in the blueprint. I think it

10 may be in some of these other filings, too. But there's a

Il listing.of special doors in the second blueprint.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, we surely aren't going to go

' ('')
: \_/ 13 into questioning on this door by door. Don't we have a

14 pretty clear statement that for the most part, the doors in the

15 power building are fire-tested and some of them aren't, and

16 we have some categories, and now we have a list?

17 Can't we ask some questions over what has been

18
r done to.these doors that are within the exceptions?

i
19 Are you suggesting the exceptions are swallowing

20 the rule and now most of the doors in the power building are

_

21 not " fire-tested," I guess is the term? We can find that out

g'' /
22 pretty quickly by just asking the witness , . I would think.

23 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I can ask the witnesses.their

24 opinion of it for sure. But what I don't have is the kind of
Amfeswei neponm, inc.

25 preparation. On the other stuff I've had months to look at

... - -. ._ ._. _ _ . _ _ . - -. _- __



.

NRB/cb8- 4408

I the information and to get pieces of it here to ask about.

2 This I have had, at an arguable. maximum, five days

3 to even try to assemble the stuff, and it is not enough time,

v
4 And really the--

5 JUDGE KELLEY: What do you have to assemble? I

6 mean if we're looking at page 7 of the supplemental testimony

7 from Mrs. Serbanescu, she states:

8 "Each fire area located inside the

9 structure of the power block is bounded by barriers

10 with construction that provides a minimum three hour

II fire rating with the exception of some special doors,

12 bullet-resistant doors, air-tight doors, which have

n
Q 13 not been fire-tested."

I4 Isn' t that something you can go into with the

15 witness satisfactorily? Maybe it will turn out that you

16 .can' t, but on the face of it, that doesn't strike me as all

17 that complicated.

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, none of the specifications

I'- of these doors-- What I'm saying is on discovery I had the

20 understanding that all the doors had been tested and that

21 Applicants had provided the data, the tests. They had their

'

'v 22 position on those doors and the other fire-resisting or

23 fire-resistant materials that they used for fire barriers,

24 period. Okay?
two-Fahrei neporwes, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.
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I MR. EDDLEMAN: Now we have this whole new class of

2 things that haven't been tested. See, if it had been tested

3
r3 it is easier to go at in a lot o'f ways. They haven't been

b
4 tested.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: That is part of the testimony,

6 though. You can ask questions to determine.... I gather

7 these doors are in some sense equivalent to fire-tested doors.

8 MR. EDDLEMAN: I don't know.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, let's find out. You can ask

10 that.

II I mean the idea of going over these blueprints

12 line by line I think is not very promising.
.g
(.,,/ 13 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, might I interject a

14 moment, please? It is relevant to these doors.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

16 MRS. MOORE: What I would like to say is that the

I7 issue of whether the Applicant has had UL-tes ted firedoors

18 in place or some tested firedoors is listed in the SER dated
I9 November 1983 as an open item. That was before Mr. Eddleman's

20 discovery of 1984. So that the fact that certain of the doors

21 were not tested was available to him since the issuance of
'" 22 the SER in 1983.

23 I can give you a page reference if you would like

24
it.

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: Is that consistent with the
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I following statement:

2 "Each fire area....is bounded by barriers

3 with construction that provides a minimum three hourcx
Cl

4 fire rating....with one exception of emergency diesel

5 generator rooms described previously."

6 That's what got clarified by the later statement.

7 MRS. MOORE: That's right.

8 I think whether the existence of the open item is

9 consistent with their testimony is something maybe they can

10 address, but I am just pointing out that the question of the

II testing of doors was raised in the SER and is in there as an

I2 open item.
',

. (V 13 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

Id I think the Board has enough information to set

15 a course, but let's take a ten-minute break and then we will

16 resume.

17 MR. EDDLEMAN: May I note for the record, since

18 Mrs. Moore raised that point, that I did actually e.:,k in

19 Interrogatory 166-4 about the responses to the NRC's questions.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: I'm not entirely sure I'm-- You

21 are referring to your interrogatories--

~ 22 MR. EDDLEMAN: She said I had time to do discovery

23 on this, and I'm pointing out that I did.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.
Ace Federal Coporters, Inc.

25 MR. BARTH: Before we adjourn, your Honor, tor a



.-- -.. - . . . . - . . . _ - . . . _ . . . _ . - . _ _ - . . . . .

1

$RB/cbli 4411
,

|

I moment may I answer one of your questions this morning? l

2 I have checked with the office in Washington that

f'') 3 issues the FOIA requests and denials. I am informed by them
%./

4 that on Monday,. October 22nd, they expect to confirm the

5 September 25th, ]984 note to John Runkle signed by Nina

6 Toms which set forth a list of son.e 84. items which would be

7 withheld which pertained to the SALP FOIA request.

8 Thank you, your Honor.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you. That is helpful,

10 Mr. Barth.
~

II We will take ten minutes.

End 13 12 (Recess.)
/ -

k-) 13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21
(-

it
'\ J y

23

'

24
' Ace Feoerst Reporters, Inc.

25
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1 JUDGE KELLEY: Back on the record.

2 During our adjournment, we have been discussing the

g- general question of fire testing of doors in the power block3

V)
4 and, more specifically, the clarification and the correction,

5 if you will, of the Applicant's testimony that have been

6 ' offered in the supplemental testimony, pages 6 and 7,

7 concerning a statement in the initial testimony _ about the

8 extent to which doors would be fire rated and then a

9 modification to note specifically three categories of

10 exceptions.

11 Operationally, the question was whether it wouad

12 be appropriate, under the circumstances, to prove into these
/^%4

(_) 13 questions via the two blueprints that the Applicants had

i 14 provided to the NRC Staff. And we think that, under all the

!

15 circumstances, that's not appropriate. It seems to us that

16 the testimony itself speaks directly to this point and that

17 Mr. Eddleman is free to probe into the Jfire protection that's
1

18 afforded by these various exceptions with the witnesses to'

19 the extent thep. can answer it.

20 We don' t, at this juncture, see any need to become

21 enmeshed in these rather confusing blueprints, which, incidentaily

()- 22 nobody had offered as an exhibit in the past.

23 So we're going tc ask Mr. Eddleman to proceed down

24 that road and ask such questions as he wishes to put about the
-Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 testimony in this area without at least direct regard to the

. - _ . . .. . - . . . . . . - _ . . . - _ . . . - . - - - - . . . . -
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1 . blueprints.

2 MR. EDDLEMAN: I think, if I may just state for

3 the record, that if enclosure 1 to the October 10 documentg

k_/
4 is as described and has all the ! doors listed on it so that

5 that blueprint, which is listed in enclosure 2 as item E is

6 just an. addition to it, theA I don' t think I'm prejudiced

7 by that. But if there turns out to be some overlapj. then

8 I might ask for some reconsideration of the ruling if, it

9 comes out on" questions.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Let's 'see where it takes us. It

11 can be that your questioning will indicate that some other:

12 line is appropriate and we can consider it then.

. 13 But based on what we know now, we're asking you to

14 proceed as indicated.

15 MR. EDDLEMAN: Fine, Judge. I just wanted 4to state

16 that on record.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: Thank you.

19 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
|

20 g Mrs. Serbanescu, do you have with you the cover

21 letter of the October 10, 1984 CP&L submission to the NRC

('') concerning open item 8, the qualification of the Shearon-Harris22'

23 plant fire doors?
r

24 A (Witness Serbanescu) Are you talking about CP&L
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

l25 letter, serial number NLS-84-440?
!
!

. , __ _ , _ _ , ._ _ . . . , . , _ , _ _ _ _ _ __.
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1 g _ Yes, I an.

2 A Yes, I do.
,

3 G Okay. In the first paragraph after the salutation{)
4 in that letter, it says, "In response to SER open item number

.

5 - 8, concerning the qualification of the SHNPP fire doors,

6 Carolina Power & Light Company (CP&L) makes the following
a

7 commitments:" does it not?
,

8 -A That's what the letter reads.

'

9 4 All right.

10 And it then says, " Carolina Power & Light Company

' II will provide doors with a one-and-a-half or three-hour rating

12 having been tested', by a nationally recognized testing
!

13 laboratorv except in those areas where design requirements
|

Id specify the _use of special doors, i. e. ," this is in
15 parentheses, " (tornado, missile, air-tight, tornado, wind, etc. l

16 In order to identify these doors CP&L has developed allist

I7 which reflects the fire doors- being used at SHNPP and their

18 design requirements." This list is attached as enclosure 1.-

I9 Did you play any role in formulating this commitment?

20 A You mean formulating the letter?

4 The commitment that Icqust read there, that Carolina21

)I

22 Power & Light made with respect to those fire doors to the

23 NRC Staff. Did you help formulate that commitment, itself,
2# as to what the company was going to commit to do?

; Am-Federal Repo,sers, Inc.

25 A No, I don' t think so.
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1 g Have you, in your responsibilities for fire protectior t

2 at the Harris plant, been involved in responding to open item

3
- (~T . number 8 on the fire doors? i

4 A Indirectly, yes, but not directly.

5 g All right.

6 D1d you know that this open item existed?

7 A Yes, I did.

8 g Did you know that before you prefiled testimony on

9 August 97

; 10 A Yes, I did.

Il 4 Okay.

12 . Were you informed back in 1983, when the safety
- . .

' 13 evaluation reportc came out with the open item in it; do you

| Id recall?

15 A Well, I have a copy of the safety evaluation report.

16 4 So you hdd it available to you when it was issued?

-17 A Yes.

-18 g Okay.

19 Now, Mr. Waters, did you play any role in the

20 formulation of this commitment?.

21 A (Witness Waters) No, I did not.

22 g All right.

23 MR. EDDLEMAN: Here's where I begin to get into

24 my problem, Judge. I don' t know what the proper procedure is ,
m n pon m inc.

25 ~ but these witnesses don't seem to know what this commitment is
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j and yet it appears to directly impact on the fireproof nature

of the fire areas because these doors are access into various2

3 fire ~ areas.n
'V

4 Where I want to go with this is to ask them what

5
this connitment means as far as -- well, for example, whether

all the exception doors are listed in enclosure 1, but
6

with them saying they haven't played any role in . formulating
7

the ccrnmitment, I don' t know if they'd have a ba sis to know.
8

JUDGE KELLEY: Well,..what about Mrs. Serbanescu's
9

testimony on page 7 is what I was principally focusing on.
10

.j j She has some things to say there.

MR. EDDLEMAN: I can ask about that with respect to| 12

( 13 this document. I can do that.'

JUDGE KELLEY: Yes, see where that goes.j4

15 MR. EDDLEMAN: All right.

16 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

17
g Mrs. Serbanescu, in preparing your answer 7 that

appears on page 7 of your supplemental testimony dated( 18
:

.19 October 11, did you have access to the October 10 letter and

attachments when you prepared that answer?20

A. (Witness Serbanescu) I have knowledge about that.j 21

22 O Did you have a copy available to you at that time ,
,

at the time that you prepared this testimony?
23

24 A. I do not recall, I have so much paperwork.

( Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 g I can understand.

- - - - . - - - - - _ - . -- - _ .
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|

1 Let me ask you this.

2 A. But I had knowledge about CP&L's comitment.

3 g I see.

4 Did you have the actual, text of the comitment,

5 was that part of your knowledge?

6 A. I do not remember if I had the exact text of the

7 CP &L comitment.

8 But let me volunteer this information.

9 In a nuclear power plant the fire protection system

10 is not a safety system. As a matter o f f act, it is a non-

11 safety related system. Therefore, all the more important

12 requirements, like tornado protection or missile protection
/~'i
L' 13 or bullet-proof or ccmbination thereof, a water-type door

14 that will take pressure then over the fire protection
I

15
.

department.

16 In many instances these doors are oversized, are

17 in excess of usually size door tested by a nationally

18 recognized laboratory.

19 However, the construction is so stringent that it

20 does meet the requirements , or would withstand the requirements

21 of a fire door.

I 22 Secondly, I' d like --

23 JUDGE KELLEY: Cbuld I ask a question.

j 24 When you say one o f these kinds of doors, and I'm
| Am. Federal Reporters Inc.

| 25 quoting you, would take precedence over a fire door, are you
t

!

..-. . . . - - _ _ - - . . . . _ _ - - .. - - - .- .- - -
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1, saying that it is more important that that ' door be tornado

:2 proof _ or bullet proof than it in that the door meet fire :

3 requirements?
.

4 MRS. SERBANESCU: Yes, your Honor.,

5 On top of this, I would like to say that I have a ,'

.

6 list of doors and, ~ to be honest with you, at the time when I

7 prepared my testimony I had knowledge about the number of ;

i

8 doors, not necessarily being tested, but it just slipped my

9 mind. Because in fire protection it is acceptable to have

10 equivalents and it's considered of equivalent construction.

11 Further, I have knowledge that at other nuclear power plants

f 12 similar construction-type doors have been accepted as

13 equivalent to three-hour rated doors.
p ,

! 14 Another item is a fact that these doors are toward the

15 outside of the building. And as such, if there is a fire

16 inside, let's assume that they might burn out -- which 'I do ,

17 not thin 15 they will -- because of their construction. The

~

18 fire will just get out; there is no radioactivity released

19 from them. Atid there is no problem in them burning out from
|

20 within. In most instances, we don' t even have such'

:

21 combustible loading to burn.'

1
L 22 However, if there is a tornado wind or if there is
i

23 a missile or a bullet, the damage which can occur to the

24 safety-related systems would be a lot greater, and would
Ase-reserei neierwr., Inc.

25 jeopardize the plant a lot mcre. ,

.. __._ _ _ _
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.

1 JUDGE KELLEY: When you say it is outside the

2 building, you mean outside containment?

3 MRS . SERBANESCU : We areanot talking about
p) .q.

4 containment hatches. We are talking about -- if you want, I

5 have here a breakdown of these doors, the ' types of doors and

6 the number. We have tornado-wind doors, 7. Five in the

7 reactor and the reactor auxiliary building, and two in
,

8 the fuel handling building. Tornado-missile-wind doors, 4,

9 all'of them in the reactor auxiliary building. Tornado-wind

.10 door, airtigh~t. doors. We have two. One in the fuel handling

II _ building, one: in the waste processing building. Tornado-wind,

12 bullet-resistant, three of them in the reactor auxiliary

'

13 ~ building. To rnado-missile-wind-airtight, one door in the

!
14 reactor auxiliary building. Tornado-missile-wind / airtight / -

15 bullet resistance, one ' door in REB. Pressure door , steam

16 pressure due . to pipe rupture , two doors in the reactor.

17 auxiliary building. Torna cb-wind / airtight, four each thick

18 steel shield door, two in the waste procet sing building and .

19 one special door in the fuel handling building. The unloading

20 bay door, which is a special door, which is extremely large,

21 16 foot by 20.

- 22 Most o f these doors I read are larger sized than

|| 23 usual fire doors.
i

24 JUDGE KELLEY: I think that's helpful.
|Am-peseres neverwes, sne.
|
[ 25 Mr. Eddleman, I will give it'.back to you.

i

. . - . . _ _ . _ . . . _ , . , _ . . . . . _ . . _ , _ . , . _ _ _ _ _ _ . . , _ . . _ _ . , . . _ . . _ _ _ . . - . . _ , , . _ _ , . . _ _ , , . . .-
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1 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

2 0 In the listing you just made, correct me if I'm

a wrong, did I hear you mention water tight doors?

V
4 A. (Witness Serbanescu) . I mentioned airtight, missile,

5 tornado-wind, airtight, pressure door / steam pressure due to

iP Pe rupture.6

G Are those the only water tight doors between fire7 .

,

8 areas in the plant?
'

s

9 A. The water tight doors are seven -- I'musorry, no,

10 I take that back. Those are the water tight doors specia.1

11 which have dual role, a ater tight door and equivalent to

12 rated fire door.
.

O i3 a 1 the 1i e en t you a ve there the me 11 t ta t

14 is enclosure 1 to the October 10 letter?

15 MR. O' NEILL: I'm sorry, I didn' t hear that

16 question.
..

17 . MR. EDDLEMAN : ,

18 Is the list that the witness is reading from the

-19 same as the enclosure 1 list to the October 10 letter from

20 CP&L to the NRC?

21 MRS. SERBANESCU: It is the same type list, your

G
V 22 Honor, with the difference that I took my letters marked

23 and interpreted what each letter means for the function of

24 the doors. The coattt I took from the following five pages,

Amm : n.corwes, Inc.

25 which are attached. And as such, I don' t know if you wish,
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|
!

1 but I could list the door numbers which I was talking about. |

2 But that;.would be too much detail and I don' t think it's

3 necessary.

V-
4 JUDGE KELLEY: I don't think that's necessary, thank

.

5 you.
,

6 BY MR.EDDLEMAN:

7 Q Referring to page 16 of your August 9 testimony at

8 lines 13 to 167

9 A (Witness Serbanescu) Please, give me a chance to

10 get myself organized.

11 g Certainly.

12 A Are you talking about mypprefiled testimony?

/3

V. 13 4 Yes, of August 9.

14 A Yes,

15 G P age 16. Lines 13 through 16.

16 A Yes.

17 g Now, that is the statement that answer -- question

18 and answer 7 of your. supplemental testimony proports to

19 correct?

20 A That is correct.

21 G Now, it says , "Each fire area is bounded by barriers

( 22 with construction at providing minimum three-hour fire rating

-23 with the one exception of the emergency diesel generator engine

24 that you described previously. " '.

Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A Thab's correct.

. , , _ . . - . . . . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _- _.__ ~ _ _ __._ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ - - , _ _ _ _ - . _ _ _ . . _
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,

I

1 Then in your answer 7, you provide another exception

2 re ading, "Special doors, bullet resistant doors, and airtight

3 . doors, ' which have not been fire tested. " Now, are all of
3(J

4 these doors in the plant, the Harris plant, to your knowledge,

5 listed in that five-page listing, enclosure 1 to the October 10

6 letter?

7 A To the best of my knowledge - to the best of

8 my recollection today .-- I would say yes.

9 0 Now, can you refer to that listing?

10 A Whic . one of them?

11 g Enclosure 1, that listing?

12 A The five-page listing or the breakdown which I

O(V 13 gave you?

14 g The .five-page listing, if you will?

15 Just looking at pag.e 1 of 5,

16 A Yes.

17 g The doors on there, some of them are one-and-a-half

18 hour ' rating; are they not?

19 A Yes, they are.

20 g Okay.

21 And are any of these doors part of the boundary of
~

22 a fire area; to pur knowledge?

23 A The one-and-a-half hours?

24 g Yes.
Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A From the top of my head I could not answer the

-_. - - - - - - . . . . - . . - - - . - - - . _- . - , . . - , - . . - -
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I question. I would have to go and look exactly on the drawing

2 where they are. But as a general comment, I would like to

- 3 offer that usually the one-and-a-half hour rated doors are
(v}

4 provided for the stairways,. which are two-hour rated

5 enclosures that require a one-and-a-half hour rating.

6 0 Okay.

7 If you would please refer to the third page of

8 that listing?

9 A Page 3 of 57

10 g Yes.

11 Did you look at door number '656, which is about --

12 A Yes. I saw it.
,-

._.) 13 g Okay.

14 It's labeled AB/NSD; is it not?

15 A That's correct.

16 g Okay.

17 From the door type legend, A is control hinge,

security controls only! correct?18

19 g y es ,

And D is fire hinge certified fire rated three-hour20 g

21 A label-type construction; is it not?
_

'' i
's' 22 A Yes.

23 g NSD is non-seismicly designed?

24 A That's correct.
Acefederst Reporters, Inc.

Even though this door has a B designation, it's25 g

. .m
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.

I rated one-and-a-half?

2 A Well, the B designation in the door' type does not

-y 3 stand f or a B fire rating. On the legend, if you look, on
(G

4 item B tells you it's a certified fire rated three-hour
'

5 A label type. Just as A above does not stand for three-hour

6 rating. It stands for control hinge security controls only.

7 The door type on this list refers to the legend describing

8 the door type.

9 G Right. And according to that legend, this should

10 be a three-hour door; should it not?

II A Where does it say that?

12 G In B in the legend. B is a three-hour fire rating-,
, ,.

\/ 13 is it not; didn't you just tell me that?

14 A It should be.

End 14 IS

15 flg. 16

17

18

19

20

21
(~\
'/- 22

23

24 -

: Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

| 25

l
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I Q But on the fire door qualification listing --

2 A I would have to look into that. I do not know the

3 answer from the top of my head. It might be a typo or it

4 might not.

5 Q It:might, but it says one and a half for Door

6 Number 656.

7 A Yes.

8 4 But it says "AB/NSD" for the type, doesn't it?

* A It does.

10 4 Okay.

II If we could look at Numbers 740 and 743 down

12 toward the bottom of that same page, is it not true that

/ 13 both of those are given a rating of one and a half hours

14 and a type of "B/NSD?"

15 A That is correct.

16 Q And on the fourth page, Number 838 near the top,

17 that is a rating of one and a half hours, type listed

18 "B/NSD," is it not?

I9 A Yes, it is.

20 Q Okay. Bear with me a minute.

21 A Sure.

22 (Pause.)

23 4 Now this listing says " Fire Door Qualification."

24 Do you know whether these doors were actually
,

Am-Federst Reporters, Inc.

! 25 qualified; that is, by a test to the hour ratings that are
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1 given in this table?

2 A Some of them might have been. I would assume that

/'~ 'i 3 they were.
U/ .

4 4 But you don't know for a fact one way or another,

5 you have not reviewed the documentation on these doors?

6 A Not door-by-door.

7 4 Okay.

8 When you say in your testimony that various

9 fire ratings of doors are provided in the plant, are you

10 relying on CP&L's quality assurance or some other function

II within CP&L to verify that those doors actually have those

I
12 fire ratings? '

,,]i
K- 13 A That's correct. Ebasco has prepared the specifi-

I

14 cations for these doors and in the specification we have

15 indicated one or multi-function required of the door as

16 well as the fire resistance rating which is or might be

17 required.
,

18 The doors are not being delivered to Ebasco,

19 they are delivered to the site, and I am sure that

20 quality assurance is looking at them.

21 4 You have not, however, audited the quality,-

wJ
22 assurance either, have you?

23 A I'm sorry, please repeat the question.

24 Q You have not audited the quality assurance on
m neporen, inc.

25 that receiving, have you?
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A It is not my function to do that.
1

2 4 Okay.

Let me now refer to enclosure two in the3
7s

(~) ~
4 specifications and drawings for fire doors. .

5 A - There are,two specifications. Which are you

6 talking about?

.. ...:. ,... :::- =u.,
-

7 4 Yes. Enclosure two --

A Oh, enclosure two --8

9 4 -- to October 10, '84 is simply labeled

10 " Specifications and Drawings for Fire Doors."

11 A One minute.

12 4 Certainly.

- ,,). A Yes, I see enclosure two.(_ 13
|

14 4 All right.

15 JUDGE CARPENTER: May I interrupt a moment? Before

16 you leave this enclosure one, I had a question that

17 perhaps I could put in.

I would like to ask, of~these doors that you
18

19 refer to in Answer 7 on page seven of the supplemental

testimony of October the lith, we have had a lot of questions20

about those. -Are those included on this list that is shown21

(n_) 22 as enclosure one?

WITNESS SERBANESCU: Yes, they are.
23

24 JUDGE CARPENTER: I believe you testified earlier

Ase.peserei noonen, inc.

25 that they are.

!

t
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1 WITNESS SERBANESCU: Yes, they are.

2 JUDGE CARPENTER: If they have not been fire

3 tested or if they don't have a rating, why do I see a rate-

i

4 in this table then?

5 WITNESS SERBANESCU: It is a rate required of that

6 door.or a rate which would be anticipated or can be expected
.- 7:. .~; ; a.- 7-5 _ 7:.:~ 7 ~ ~ ~

~

- - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - -
_ _

7 to be equivalent of.

8 JUDGE CARPENTER: So this listing makes no --

9 there is no way to identify which one is which, is that

10 correct?

11 WITNESS SERBANESCU: That's correct. I could

12 identify them -- well there is a.... If you look at the

(,' 13 design specification number on these five pages, you will

14 see that there are a number of them. One is AS-48, another

15 one is AS-54; and we have two very special doore, AS-7

16 and AS-14 about two-thirds down the page which are marked

17 " Fuel Handling Building, Unloading Bay Door, 2168G115."

18 Basically, or primarily, all of the doors covered

19 by Specification AS-48 are non-tested.

20 JUDGE CARPENTER: So back on the legend page

21 you are telling me that all AS-48 doors are non-tested?
_

22 WITNESS SERBANESCU: And also AS-7 and AS-14,

23 which is Door 134

24 JUDGE CARPENTER: Thank you very much. That
'AssJederal Reporters, Inc.

25 makes it much clearer for me.

.

. . .
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I WITNESS SERBANESCU: If you would like I can give

_ . - . . - . . . . . . .

~~2 g m d u g m p m m e g_48,

- 3 MR. EDDLEMAN: Go ahead.

v
4 WITNESS SERBANESCU: Would you like that?

. ...... -- ~5 --- = -- - -- - - MR'. EDDLEMAN : Please go ahead.

6 WITNESS SERBANESCU: It is in this enclosure
,

_ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . . . _ .__ y .

7 number two, specification number CAR-SH-AS-48. Ebasco

8 Services Incorporated specification, Ebasco special doors,

9 Seismic Category 1 and non-seismic includes fire protection

10 equipment, prepared for Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant.

11 This document is primarily a civil specification.

12 JUDGE CARPENTER: Thank you.
,-

Cf _ 13 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

Id 4 Mrs. Serbanescu, are the AS-7. and AS-14

15 specif$ cations also part of enclosure two to the letter

16 from CP&L to the NRC dated October 10, serial NLS-84-4407

17 A (Witness Serbanescu) I see here Specification

18 CAR-SH-AS-7 It is part of it.

19 4 That is entitled what, please?

20 A Ebasco Services Incorporated, Ebasco Specification

.21 Structural Steel Seismic Category 1 and Non-Seismic

()J''- 22 Category 1.

23 4 Okay.

24 My copy appears to say " class 1" where you said
m nesenm,Inc.

25 " category 1," but otherwise it is identical to that.

~

|
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1 A I'm sorry, it is " Seismic Class 1 and Non-seismic

2 Class 1."

j -- 3 4 The date of the document's receipt at the Shearon
(f

4 Harris plant is stamped as Ap:'il 14, 1980 -- is that 1981

5 or 19847

6 A That is a good question. It looks like ' 81, b u t . . . .

7 4- It states " Copyright 1981" at the bottom of that

8 sheet, does it not?

9 A Yes, it does.

10 4 And on the second page of that specification,

11 Revision 11 is dated April 6, 1981, is it not?

12 A Yes, it is.
,~

k-) 13 4 And the CP&L approval date given on the right-

14 hand side of that same line is March 25, 1981, is it not?

15 A Yes.

16 4 Okay..

17 Now the next part of enclosure two is the

18 specification CAR-SH-AS-14, is it not?

19 A Let me find it, please.

20 4 Sure.

21 (Pause.)
|'
\J 22 A Yes, it is.

23 4 All right.

24 And that is entitled Ebasco Services Incorporated
A resere nooren,Inc.

25 Specification,Ebasco Miscellaneous Hoists and Trolleys

i
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%,3
.b - l' Non-safety..related Equipment, is it not?'

2 E A. 3 Yes, it is..

m.
3 4 It appears to be stamped Preliminary ri'ght:.below'' J,(']

- v;
-

-4 that title, is it not? -?
,

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Mr. Eddleman, we need to catch

6 up with you. Wnere is this material exactly that you are

7 reading from now? -

8 .MR. EDDLEMAN: 5It is about 50 pages down in

9 enclosure two;and since these pages are. not numbered all.

10 I can s y[is it is behind a numbes of drawings and steel

ll| b'olt'ing details. When you get through the very end ofg ,_ .

12 -that structural steel spec, then it is the next identifying
,.

kl 13 ' Neet. .

- s
W, . (1 i; [*

14
' JUDGE'KELLEY: Does it'have to do with fire''

kiy : ,
~ ~~

15 control doorstand --
.

'16 .MR. EDDLEMAN: No, sir. It is probably deeper
*1

17 than that. It. is probably back up tcward the front from .

:f- .i!)%p,/[sUh g j,18 there.
. ,,r,

# 19 JUDGELKELLEY: " Hoists and Trolleys?"[F
y

20 - MR.<EDDLEMAN: Yes, sir, that's it. CAR-SH-AS-14.
.

[3.
21 ' JUDGE KELLEY:' All right. Thank you.'

.

'4 - 22 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:'-

'23 .. Q Mrs. Serbanescu, I forget if I have already asked

24 :Is this document stamped Preliminary under its ti ;1e?you:
' Ane-Fedoni floporters, Inc.

h /k ., ' 25 A. ) '' (Witness Serbanescu) I see a Preliminary stamp*
.

i .s .W
| ; ]gi

:
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1 on 1t.
~

-

2 4 Okay.

rm 3 Can you read the document control received date
\)

4 -from the Shearon-Harris plant that is stamped on this thing?

'

5 A. No, I cannot.

6 4 It appears to be upside-down, does it not?

;7 A I cannot read it, I'm sorry.
,

8 Q The words " received in document control" in my

9 copy are upside-down. Are they upside-down on yours?

10 A Oh yes. They are upside-down but I cannot read

'll the date.

12 4 You can't read it from either direction.

f( /: 13 If we looked at the second page of that cover'

14 sheet for CAR-SH-AS-14, it shows a handwritten date of

15 Revision Four..of 12/27/78 as I read it, is that correct?

16 A . I read $ t "28," but . . .
'

17 Q 12/27/28.

18 .A No, I really cannot make out that number.

19 4 You can read the 12/27 though?

.20 A Yes._-

_

4- Okay.'

.Q
\>- 22 The date for Fevision Three above that is

! 23 typewritten, 11-20-28, is it not?

24
.. Yes.;

.

| Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

;. 25 Q Okay.
t

i



[ ]

33. rb/cigb9w

'l For Revision Four there is no CP&L approval date

2 shown, is there?

3 A That's correct.

''

4 4 Okay.

5 I believe you said that -- Well number 7 and

6 number 14 only apply to one or a few doors in the Harris

7 plant, is that correct?

8 A That's correct.

9 Q Okay.

-10 Now if we can move down a little from that,

Il the specification CAR-SH-AS-48 that you referred to earlier,

12 do ycu have that with you?

i
~

13 A Just a minute.

14 Yes, I do.

15 4 This has a received date at.the Shearon Harris

16 plant of August 1, 1984 stamped on it, does it not?

17 A That's the way it looks to me.

~

IB Q Okay.

19 If we refer to what appears to be the second

20 part; of the cover sheet to that and read a heading "Ebascc

21 Specification Special Doors, Project Identification Number
n
i_f 22 CAR-SH-AS-48,"-and then a set of revisions and a listing

,

23 of matters about thosc revisions.

24
.

Do you have that?
| Ase-Federes Reporwes, Inc. ,

( 25 A Yes, I do.

|,
<
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1 -Q .Okay.

2 Revision' Number Six is the last revision listed,

3 is.it not?

'' 4 A Yes, it is.

5 Q Now in the date column next to the Revision

6 humber '6 it lists the date as 7/26/84, doesn't it?

7 A Yes, it does.

8 4 In the far-right column CP&L Approval Date, it
.

9 has listed by that in parentheses "DCN-650 - 852" and

10 then underneath that "6/22/83 Telecon," does it not?

II A Yes.

12 -Q Do you think that "83" there might be a typo in

. (] - 13 light'of the'information on this page?

14 A '- I don't know.

15 4 Okay.

16 Directly above it the approval date for CP&L

17 -for Revision Five they show there as 1/11/83, is it not?

-18 A. Yes, it is.

19 4 And the revision date for Revision Five over

20 toward the left side'is April 5, '83, isn't it?

21 A Yes, it is.

.,m)( 22 4 Ol:ay.i

23 When did you first receive a copy of this

24 specification Revision Six, do you know?
' Am-Federet Reporters, Inc.

25 A Personally I received a copy of thic specification

'

.-
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I _with a package.

2 q: In the last few days in other words?

3 A Just like you.g-
k.

'

4 4 Okay.

5 This specification for sp2cial doors has a contents

6 listing on the next' page after these cover sheets, does

7 it not?

8 A Yes.

9 4 And the listing of contents down toward the bottom

- 10 has a statement: " Fire door rated" -- Pardon me: " Fire

Il rated door criteria."

12 A yes,

- I( )- ~13 4 -- paragraph 21, page 25, doesn't it?
'

14 A Yes.

I 15 Q It has a line beside-that marking Revision Two --

16 A Yes.

17 Q -- does it not?

18 A Yes.

19 Q Are there any other revisions marked for that

20 fire rated door. criteria on that page that you see?
,

21 A It might be Revision Three but I am not certain
r)'b 22 because of'its location.

23 4 The R-3 is out to the right of the line that is

24 labeled R-2?
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

end#15 25 A Yes, but it is on the right side of that bar.

_. _. , __._ _ _ _ ,,.- .____ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ , _ _ . . _ _ . - . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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1 0: On the right side of a bar running- from --

,

2 A. R-2. .
.-

3 4- Running from paragraph 19 down to paragraph 21,--
,:

4 A Yes.

-5 g But the R-3 itself appears opposite paragraph 20,
_

6 - but still to the _right of that whole bar.

7 'A That's correct.

8 g Okay.
2

9 Could you please turn in this, to page 25?

10 (Pause. )'

. . . .

II A Yes.

12 g :Do you have that before you?-f:,

'

y(v) 13 A Yes,'I do.

(-.fc 14 0 Okay.

'

15 It has two paragraphs on that page; does it not?

16 A Yes, it does.

17 g And they're rather short, less than about 10 lines
.

18 in total; arentt they?

19 g- .Eight lines, to be precise.

20 g. You' re a very careful checker, aren ft you?

21 A. I don' t want you to put words in my mouth.

Ok/ . , 22 g Okay.

| 23 .But you did check that. Okay, eight lines.

|.
Now, all those lines and the title Fire Rated24

'Am-Federal f.eporters, Inc.

|- 25 Door Criteria , are beside a bar to the right of them labeled
L

!
:
i
'

- ., . . ... - . _ .._._. ..,_ _..-._ _ _.. _. _-- . . _ _ - __--,----. -----_ -_-____.- _. _ _. - _ . , -
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1 R-2; are they not?
1

2 A Yes, they are. i

|

3 G .Now, it states, "For those special doors and-

'4 related hardware called for in this specification, and/or

5 shown on the Ebasco -design drawings, . ' door schedule' which

6 require a fire rating, sha11 be designed and constructed to

7 comply with NFPA-80 ' Standard for Fire Doors and Windows'

8 to achieve a rated door equal to the ' A-label' -3 (three) our

9 fire rating." That's the entire first paragraph, isn' t it?
.

10 A Yes.

11 G Okay.

12 And the second paragraph labeled .01, states,

13 "These doors upon delivery shall be accompanied by a ' letter

14 of certification' . " It state's, "The . door is guaranteed to

15 be equivalent to . a ' certified three-hour A-label type fire

16 rated door' ," doesn' t it?

17 A That is correct.

.18 G Do you know, yourself, whether these doors, when

19 they're delivered on the site at the Harris plant, are

20 accompanied.by such letters of certification?
L

21 A 'I do not know when these doors have been delivered

~d 22 at the site.

23 G Okay. And so you don't know what comes with them,

24 either, dc you? .

! Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A That's correct. I would assume that the quality

, . - . - . , _ - - - - _ - _ _ , . . - , - - _ - . _ , - - - . - , . . - - _ - . - _ - . - . _ - _ - ,
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1 assurance of the plant is checking on it.

2 4 Okay.- But that depends on quality assurance being

3 aware of this requirement; doesn' t it?
7s
(_)

4 A I'm sorry?

5 4 That depends on quality assurance being aware of.

.

6 this requirement, does it not?

7 A There is a quality -- a fire protection quality

8 assurance program tha t's published at the Harris plant.

9 - And that covers fira protection equipment.

10 g Well, my question was: In order for quality

11 assurance to check that this letter of certification comes

12 in with these doors,when they come~ in, they have to be aware

Ox_/ 13 of that requirement, don' t they?

14 A Mitness . Waters) Let me answer that. Yes, they do.

15 4 Okay.

16 Mr. Waters, does your group have anything to do with

17 the quality assurance of these doors coming in?

18 A No,they do not.

19 4 But you just know that they would have to be aware

20 of thAt requirement to check on it?

21 A We have many, many specifications for the Shearon

13
k/ 22 Harris plant. This is cne of them. And material which is

23 received on site has to be checked against the specifications,

24 any requirements, and this would be a specification and
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc,

25 requirement that those doors would be checked against when they

._ . _ . __ ,_ , _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ _ . . . _ . - . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ .. . . . _ .
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1 are received on site.

2 G All right.

3 Do you know whether any of these doors have been,x;

v
4 received on site?

5 A I do not.

6 G Okay.

7 All of these -- let me ask you this for clarity.

8 'I did read the entire text of the second paragraph

9 there, too!, didn't I?

10 A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes, you did.

11 G Okay. And both of those being revision 2, if

12 we can turn back to the- front identification page of this

i"x
'J 13 specification, the date of revision 2 shown there, down at

14 the bottom of the page is May 9,1980; is it not?

15 A That's correct.

16 G Okay. And the CP&L approval date on the righthand

17 side of that same line is May 6, 1980, isn' t it?

18 A Yes , that's correct.

19 G And it states that one of the affected pages is

20 number 25,doesn' t it? The pages affected next to it? !

I.
21 A Yes.

(-
i '/~

22 G Okay.

23 MR. EDDLEMAN: Excuse me a moment.

24 (Pause. )
! Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
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1
1

1 g Does the NFPA code or any other code of which either

2 of you' are aware establish requirements for doors to receive

3 a letter of certification guaranteeing. them to be equivalent to;

.

.4 certified three-hour A-label type fire rated doors?

J A (Witness Serbanescu) Your question is not clear.

6 You are referring to. a number of ' things. Please clarify your

7 question.

8 g I'll try.

9 Now,. let me back up a second. Mrs. Serbanescu,

10 I believeryou testified that the specification AS-48, if I can

11 just refer to it by it's last few letters and numbers, doors --

-12 A Yes, ' thatl.s fine with me.

H( ) - had not been tested?13 0 -

14 A That is correct.

15 g Now, in section 2101 of this specification, that
_

16 secondo. paragraph on page 25, it says, "The doors upon

17 delivery shall be accoapanied by a letter of certification

18 that states the door is guaranteed to be equivalent to a

19 certified three-hour A-label type fire rated door."

20 A It doesn' t say anything about testing.
;

.21 g That's right.

22 A The vendor was requested to give a letter of

23 certification stating that the construction of the door would

24 be equivalent to a certified three-hour A-label type fire
j Am-Feder:s neporwes, Inc.
' - 25 rated door.

i

. . . - . - - . . . , - _ ,._.,.-..._.~.,,.r.. -.,._--,,..,-_..,-.,__.-,_m-,.,,,,,__.-- .,--.yy,,m,,,
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-
,

--

U -1 Now, A-label type, in accordance with NFPA, a UL A-label

2 proves that the door has been tested for UL standards, to
,

3 achieve the respected rating. We have requested the vendor

4 So give us certification to the effect that the door will:

'

. 5 withstand of'an exposure.

~

6 g All right. The criteria for the A-label certification f

7 are part of' the NFPA code; -is that correct?
:

8 A The certification comes from the vendor. The

9 NFPA criteria is for the testing, I believe.

10 g okay.

II Does the NFPA establish any criteria for

12 establishing equivalency to a certified three-hour A-label
. .

"
13 type' fire rated door?

14 A I would not remember from the top of my head.

15 I would'have to refer to the code.|.
.16 g All right.

17 On the face of it, it just says that each of these4:

| 18 doors- will have a letter that says, states, that the door is

; 19 guaranteed to be equivalent to this three-hour A-label fire
,

20 rated door, doesn' t' it?

21 A Each type of the door.

<

22 g Did you say which type?

! . 23 A I said each type of the door. In other words, not

| 24 each door, per se. For example, the tornado-wind doors will
Aspeders cepormes, inc.

| 25 have. same construction. And I would assume that one letter
4

L

,

4 a* v-v v - -e.--r- n.--~e,.,~~w e.- ...-. ewe,.- ,w-a,,..n_-._,.wm,,,w---,w,,.--n .w-, ann,_m.-,. ,-,-,.mqma-sw-,.r,n,-emg.,,,-.--n---,,
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|

|

l

I for the respective type of door with the door numbers listed,

2 would suffice. I have not seen the letter of that certification
~ 3 so I do not know if an individual letter for individual doort ;

a

4 is given. I

5 A Okay.

6 And I believe you also said you didn't know whether

7 there were criteria for the equivalency?

8 A I said I do not know from the top of my head

9 g Right, okay.

10 Well, the revision 2 that gives the specification

II was dated in 1980, wasn't it?

12 A Yes, it was.
(~h

13 g Well, did you have this specification available' '

to you at Ebasco when you were doing your work on the ShearonId

15 Harris plant?

16 A Probably, I did.

17 g You've been working on the Shearon Harris plant

18 fire protection for some time, haven' t you?

I9 A Yes, I was.

20 g If we may refer to your August 9 prefiled testimony --

21 On page 2, I believe, you describe your professional
7-

;

22 services provided to Applicants for the operating license
,

23 for the Shearon Harris nuclear power plant, do you not?

24 A Yes, I do.
Ace-Federst Reporters, Inc.

g And it says there you were assigned as fire25

)
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l protection engineer for the Shearon Harris plant in September,'

'2 -1978, correct?

3 :A Yes, that's correct.

4 'S And have you been continuously involved with the

5 Harris plant ever since?

6 A In various capacities, yes.

7 % O kay. - . And are those ' capacities those listed in

8 the ' rest of .your answer?

9 A Yes , they are.

10 g Oka y.

II How did you go about determining the -- let me' start

12 over again, if I may.

13 How did you go about determining the fire ratings
,

14 for the -- strike that again, please.

15 Fcr fire areas at Harris and your review of them,

16 how would you -have checked the fire rating of tl -a materials

17 to be installed as fire barriers or fire bou uaries that had
18 to be fire barriers around that area? Wout t you have looked

L 19 .at the specifications for all the items sr min on the blueprint

20 for that area, for example?

|. 21 MR. . O' N EILL: That question got somewhat lengthy,
~ )

22 Mr. Eddleman, could you break it up and restate it, please?

23 I' los t it.

:

! 24 MR. EDDLEMAN: I can try.
j Am Felderal Ploporters, Inc.

! 25 WITNESS SERBANESCU: I would appreciate it if you
|.
<

__
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1 would break it down into snaller fragments.

2
MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.

[) BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

4
4 In order to make a statement like the one that is

5 given in your answer 7 in your supplemental testimony, "Ea ch
6 fire area located inside the structure of the power block is

7 bounded by barriers with construction that provides a

minimum of three-hour fire rating" and then you list some

'
exceptions.

10 Okay. What I'm concerned now is not the exceptions,
11

themselves, but the first statement, the first part of the

statement that each area is bounded by barriers with this
,,

( '
'

13 three-hour fire rating.

14 How do you determine that each fire area is in fact
15 bounded by barriers with a minimum three-hour fire rating?
16

How do you do that?

17
A (Witness Serbanescu) A fire protection engineer

18 establishes the boundaries of the fire barriers, then the

19 respective boundaries are sent to the architectu'ral
20 department which in turn places them on their drawings and
' then the civil department picks up respective specifications<s

s '|
22 and provides construction equivalent to a three-hour rating'-

23
requiremen t.

24 Then the drawings :and' the specifications are being
: Ace-Federal Reporters, inc.

25 circulated for comments by all the involved disciplines. And
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1 the fire protection engineer does review them.
_

2 We did mark boundaries cefire areas, to be of the

3 three-hour rated construction or equivalent. And here is7s()
4 where the statement "where practical" comes into the picture.

5 It is Limpractical to provide a three-hour rated barrier by

6 fire rating or by testing when you need a tornado door.

7 And then you look at the justification -- the f unctional

8 justification -- the combustible loading, where does it

9 open to, and so on.

10 g Okay. In the..beginning of your answer where you
_

11 said you established a fire barrier areas, did you mean

12 fire areas?
/

(. . 13 A I meant fire areas as well as boundaries or route

14 of escape like stairwells, and so on. -

15 g Okay.

16 So you establish, boundaries for these fire

17 areas and routes of escape and then you go through civil

18 engineering picking them up and through the process you

19 described for it, correct?

End 16 20 A Usually, that's the way.

17:fis. 21
/%

- 22

23

24
Ass-Federal Coporters, Inc.

25
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I Q And are there exceptions to that, too?

2 A Yes, there are.

3~'
Q What are they, please?

4 A In the case of the Harris plant, the fire areas

5 have been established in an already existing design because

6 the requirements for the fire hazards analysis did not

7 come into the picture until after the Browns Ferry fire

8 and they were not transmitted to the Applicant until 1976,

9 if I am not mistaken or 1977 Therefore the Shearon Harris

10 plant design was already in place.

II So what we did, we used the already existing walls,

12 which by construction would have qualified to a three-hour
/

13 fire resistance rating, went back and verified that the
,

Id respective constructions would meet a three-hour rated

I3 construction.

16 However in a case like these doors we are

I7 talking about, it was impossible to meet a tested assembly.

18 Therefore we asked the vendors to give us a guarantee

I9 that these doors would withstand such an effect as a fire.

20 Q When did you make that request of the vendor?

21
~ When you said "we" did you mean your department?

22 A I meant Ebasco and CP&L.

23 4 Ebasco and CP&L.

24 Did you play any role in asking the vendors to do
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 that yourself?
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1 I don't remember going to the vendors. But by
A

2 being in the specification obviously it was from within

() my department or from myself. I do not really recall

what happened six years ago exactly on this specification.4

5
4 All right.

6 But to the best of your knowledge you did not

write this or recommend this revision to the specification,7

8
did you?

9
A Honestly I don't remember.

10
4 All right.

11 Now you said "we" again I think inspected the --
12

A Maybe I should say Ebasco and CP&L because,

() although Ebasco is the architect-engineer for the plant,13

14 CP&L is the construction manager and we are -- and Ebasco

15 is working for CP&L and therefore Ebasco and CP&L are a i

16 team and I represent the Applicants.
17

4 Okay.

18 The confusion that arises with me is that sometimes
19 "we" might mean, you know, you and your department or you
20 and your co-authors of this testimony or co-preparers.

And sometimes "we" might mean Ebasco and sometimes "we"21

22 means Ebasco and CP&L as you say there. And I am just

23 trying to get clear which is which.

When you described the plant having already been j24
ro-r w mi neporwei w.

25 designed and then you said "we" went back and placed the

- _
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1 . fire barriers or fire area boundaries. in some cases along

2 walls that were already -designed, I believe you said "we"

g- 3 checked the -- I can't remember if you said construction

V
4 or specification of those walls.

5 A The type of construction.

6 4 The type of construction. Okay.

7 -- to verify that that would be a three-hour

'8 fire. rating.

9 Was that a physical inspection of the construction

10 in place or was it an inspection of the type of construction

11 that was laid out in the plans?

12 A I would like to clarify the statement.

) 13 The Ebasco fire protection engineering has

14 designated at the PSAR stage the fire barrier. And the PSAR

15 stage was before the construction permit was obtained.

16 Therefore the rated fire barrier . indicated in the PSAR

17 figures have been transferred under the design drawings,

18 the design drawings have been changed to reflect the

19 requirements of rated fire barrier and obviously whatever

20 was installed was in accordance with the design drawings.

21 Therefore it is my belief that construction
,

,

i_/ 22 equivalent to a three-hour rated requirement was installed.

23 4 In regard to that, at the time those PSAR

24 drawings were drawn up, were three-hour rated fire barriers
' Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc,

25 between fire areas required?

!
;

_ _ _ . _ _ , . - _.._ _.. . . . _ , _ _ - . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . - . . _
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1 'A Yes.

2 4 Okay.

3 JAnd that was a pre-existing code requirement even
,f 3

:-

' ,.._ /-

4 before the Browns Ferry fire?

5 .A Please define that.

6 4 Well let me ask you this:

7 Do you know the approximate date at which the

8 fire barrier boundaries were put onto the PSAR drawings

9 of the plant?

10 .A That was before I joined Ebasco.

11 4 Okay.

12 A' That means it was before September of '78. f

. ) 13 But the PSAR I'm sure is a public document.
,

14 MR. EDDLEMAN: Excuse me a moment. I

15 (Pause.)

16 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

17 4 When were you first aware that you could not

18 actually have a three-hour rated fire barrier in the

19 area of these various special doors at the Harris plant?

20 A (Witness Serbanescu) I think I was aware five

21 or six years ago, it just slipped my mind to put it in

ia
(-) 22 my testimony because it is so usual not to have them

23 tested.

24 4 Well were you involved in any way in the
Ase Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 preparation of the FSAR or answering the questions about

_ - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ -
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1 fire protection that the NRC Staff posed about the fire

2 area boundaries?

3 A Yes, I was .

4 4 Well the Staff made those doors an open item, did

! they not?

6 A Yes.

7 4 Was there anything included in the FSAR as you

8 helped prepare it that stated that the doors would not

9 provide a three-hour fire rating, those special doors?

10 A The FSAR is talking about a Type A or Type B

11 construction. The Type A and Type B construction do not

'

12 necessarily mean labeled doors and, as such, do not

! 13 necessarily mean tested doors.

14 4 So when the FSAR says This is Type A construction

15 door, it does not necessarily mean at all that that thing

16 has ever been tested?

17 A That's correct.

18 4 Okay.

19 Well doesn't it seem to you, for someone who

20 is careful enough to count the number of lines in a

21 paragraph when I am asking approximately how many lines

22 it is that it is unusual to have this skip your mind so

23 often over a period of years like this?

24 A No, because I have a tremendous amount of work,
Ace-Federaf Reporters, Irw:.

25 I have a tremendous amount of specifications, drawings,
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i FSAR's, PSAR's to look at, not only from the Harris' plant

2 but from other' plants as well.

3 _4 About how much of your time is spent on the Harris
< s,

U
4 plant, could you estimate?

5 A The question is when?

16 4 Well in the percentages of time that -- in other

7 words, your job includes work for the Harris plant and

8 other plants you said.

9 A Since 1981 until now, yes.

10 4 Okay.

11 Were you. full-time working on the Harris plant

12 before that?

O)( .13 A Since September '78 through January '81,I would--

14 say 90 to 95 percent of my time, yes. .

15 4 Was on the Harris plant?

16 A Yes.

17 4 Okay.

18 And since January of '81 has that percentage

19 decreased?

20 A Yes. Since that time the percentage has

21 decreased.

(q
_/ 22 4 And what would you say it is, oh, say, in the

23 year 1984 to Jate, if you know?

24 A Today I would say between 25 to 30 percent.
4

weseres neeerwes,Inc.

25 4 Okay.

L-
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1 All of these statements in the FSAR in Exhibit 6,

2 which is prepared additions for the FSAR and in your

37s testimony, has some kind of phrase that each fire area is

4 bounded by barriers with construction thatprovides a

-5 minimum three-hour fire rating with certain exceptions,

6 correct?

7 A You are talking about my supplementary testimony?

8 4 What I am saying is in all these documents there

9 is some kind of a statement to the effect that each fire

10 area is bounded by barriers that provide a minimum three-

11 hour fire rating and then list off one or more exceptions.

12 A Yes.
- fm,
V 13 4 Now is it possible in all this large amount of

14 paper that you have to deal with that you have had some

15 other things slip your mind having to do with these fire

16 barriers?

17 A Anything is possible but I do not believe so.

18 q Okay.

I9 'Unless you see it you don't believe it?

20 A That's correct.

21 4 Okay.

22 You had the Staff Safety Evaluation Report'available'
'

23 to you, I believe you said, since it was mailed out some

24 time ago?
Ae reseret noorwes, ene.

25 A Yes, I have.
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1 4 Did you review that to see what open items

2 related to fire protection?

3

(s) _
A Yes, I did..

'~'
4 4 When did you do that?

5 A As soon as it was published, probably within a

6 month since that time.

7 4 Okay.

8 Did you discuss open item eight with people at

9 Carolina Power and Light?

10 A Which open item, number eight?

11 4 Number eight.
,

12 A Let me see which one that is.

(9,
,

13 4 I represent to you that it is the fire doors,p

14 although you are welcome to check it.

15 A If it represents the fire doors,I did discuss it

16 and I was aware of it.

17 4- Okay.

| 18 Did your group at Ebasco have anything to do

19 with the compilation of lists of fire doors or the group

20 of procedures that were provided in thin October 10

21 submission serial MLS-84 --
r'(,y ,

) 22 A I am sorry, I do not hear what you are saying.

23 4 I beg your pardon.

24 Did you or your group at Ebasco have any role
A 4eens nowan, sne.

25 in putting together the list of fire doors that are in
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1 Attachment 1 to this October 10 letter, serial NLS-84-440?

2 A I personally was not and I d'o not know if anybody

3r3 else at Ebasco had anything to do with it. !

LJ
4 4 In particular then you don't know if somebody

5 working in your group that you supervise had anything to

e do with it?

7 A I would assume not --anybody from the group I

8 supervise, because all the letters which go out are

9 countersigned by me or my designee.

10 4 So it would have to have come across your desk

11 or be brought to the attention of you designee?

12 A That's right.

I'3
(_) 13 4 And'it didn't?

14 A Not to my knowledge.

15 4 Okay.

16 JUDGE KELLEY: Let's take 10 minutes.

cndWRB#17 17 (Recess.)

18

19

20

'
21

(^'\
Ns 22

23

24,
<A m Pasww menerwes,Inc.

25

- . . _ - - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ -
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)18 WRBwb I JUDGE KELLEY: Back on the record.

2 Mr. Eddleman, I was going to ask you for a gross

3 estimate of where you are with this panel.

4 MR. EDDLEMAN: I think I'm probably a little bit

S more than half way. I don't anticipate finishing with them

6 today.

7 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. We'll have something more

8 to say maybe later. But for now that's useful information.

9 Go ahead.

10 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

11 g Mr. Waters, in your answer 18 on pagea 10 of your

12 profiled testimony--

() 13 A (Witness Waters) Yes.

14 0 Do you have page 10 in front of you now?

15 A I have page 10.

16 4 Okay.

17 The standpipe and hose system you mention in

18 your answer, are those all supplied off the same water system?

19 A They are furnished off the main fire protection

20 loop that is supplied by pumps at the intake structure.

21 0 How many pumps are dedicated to that looo?

22 A We have three pumps. We have two main fire

23 pumps, one electric-driven,;or motor-driven, one diesel

24 engina drive, and a pump called a jockey pump which maintains
A=Mwet neseewe., Inc.

25 the system pressure during normal periods when the fire
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WRBwb2 1 protection systems are not called upon to operate at high

2 volume. -

3 g So you have two main pumps, and this jockey
,f 3 ,

V
4 pump is sort of an auxiliary?-

S A Yes.

4 g Okay.

7 All these pumps feed the same piping loop?

8 A Yes, they do.

9 G Oka'y.

10 I seem to have mislaid something.
_

11 (Pause.) -

12 Mrs. Serbanescu, do you have with you the

() 13 . Inclosure 3 to the October 10, 1984, letter that we have |

14 been discussing, NLS-84-4407

15 A (Witness Serbanescu) One second, please. I

16 just put it away.

17 Yes, I do. <

18 g Okay.

19 At page 9.5.1-10, I believe it is about the fourth
(

20 or fifth page in fron the front.

21 A Yes.

( 22 g Under " Limitation of Fire Effects," Item A

23 toward the bottom there, there is a change, an addition, I

24 take it, handwritten in. And'the statement is, " Smoke and
A=-sessres nosewre, ins.

25 heat concentrations in fire areas are reduced by the use of

- . - , - - - - _ . _ _ - . -
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WRBwb3 1 building ventilating systems." And then the handwritten

2 addition reads, " Should sufficient heat be generated by a

3 fire to close automatic fire dampers, smoke removal capacity~~

t

4 will be reduced."

5 Did I read that as it is stated here?

6 A Yes.

7 G Did you or your staff at Ebasco play any role

8 in putting in these corrections?

9 A Yes.

10 g Did you review the corrections after they were

II put in?

12 g yes,

13 G Did you write this correction?

Id A No, I did not.

15 g Okay.

16 Now, a similar correction occurs numerous times

17 in this, does it not?

18 A Yes.

19 G And let me just check with you: If you go a few

20 pages on in the Inclosure 3, to page 9.5.1-33...

21 A Please repeat the number.
N

22 0 9.5.1-33.

23 A yes.

24 0 (Continuing) ---the same correction appears in
Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 the middle of that page, does it not?
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2 G And again on page 9.5.1-35, toward the bottom,

3 the same correction?

9
4 A Please repeat the page number.

'

S S 9.5.1-35.

'6 A Yes.

7 0 And, in fact, if we go back to Appendix 9.5-A, on
,

8 page 9.5-A-166, that's about twenty pages from the back, I

9 guess, just approximately--

10 A Yes.

11 0 --there is a correction on a similar topic, but

12 a little bit different, in the lower middle of that page.

I) 13 A Yes.

14 G And it deletes a statement as follows -- does it

15 not? - " Based on the smoke removal rate recommended for the

cable spreading room, 1.5 cfm per square foot comparable16 a

17 smoke removal will be achieved for these areas at a

18 rate of approximately 0.18 cfm per square foot."

19 That is deleted, is it not?

20 A Yes.

21 0 Then it says, " Smoke, heat and products of

() 22 incomplete combustion are removed by the ventilation

23 system for this area." And then there's a colon, and

'
24 the handwritten addition says,

w esersno rere, w.
25 "Should sufficient heat be generated by a

-
s

i
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WRDwb5. I fire to close the automatic fire dampers, smokee i

2 . removal capacity will be reduced. ",

.d: *
, . <1

e -
'3 Correct?

^

f m--

4 A Yes.
i' D
!L +

5 g Okay. ,
,

6 And likewise on page 9.5-A-185, which is a few

7 pages back from there, up toward the top of that page is, I

8 believe, an identical change, except that the equivalent rate

9 is 0.5 cfm per square foot, and that is deleted here; is

10 thatcorreckk
a

\; 11 A Yes.
'

.1

V))'

'

12 % Okay. |

() 13 Now, if we just come back to page 9.5.1-10 for

14 the moment, one of the things that all of these statements--

15 A Please let me find the page.

16 g I beg your pardon.
.

17 (Pause.)

18 A. Yes.

19 % Okay.

20 Now, these statements all concern enough heat

21 being generated by a fire to close the automatic fire

- 22 dampers.

23 A That is correct.

24 g What is the condition, or heat that triggers
A m m nepon m .inc.

25 the closing of those automatic dampers?'

|
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2 link temperature at which the fusible link fuses is 165

3 Fahrenheit.s

4 O Okay.

5 So if the temperature in the duct or ventilating

6 system where that fire damper . is located reaches that

7 temperature, the fusible link would then release and close
'

8 the damper?

9 A Yes.

10 G Okay.

11 Now, would that reduce the heat removal capacity

12 as well as the smoke removal capacity of the ventilating
,

('~5v 13 system?

14 A Yes.

15 G Do the automatic fire dampers complet' cut off

16 the flow? Are they designed to do that?

17 A Yes , they are.

18 % So there will be no ventilation once those dampers

19 close?

20 A Yes. -

21 g If you will bear with me for a moment. I seem

.O's> 22 to have mislaid a page here.

23 Would you please turn to page 9.5.1-28, which is

24 just a little bit farther back, I believe, in this Inclosure 37j

| Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

20 A Yes.

I
|

. - -__ _. - _ _ _ . , _ _ _ . _ _ . .. _. _ . _ _ _ . _ _
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WRBwb7 I G Now, up a little above the middle of that page i

1

2 there's a change of--
'

3 A Please give me the page number.
(~s

4 G It is 9.5.1-28.

3 A Tes.

6 G You have that?

7 A yes.

8 G Slightly above the middle of the page there is a

9 handwritten correction, up to eight flame detectors.""

10 A Yes.'
i

11 G Okay.

12 Now, is that new information that has come in

) 13 recently as to how many a controllor can operate?

14 A I believe that's trae.

15 G Okay.

16 And what is an LFDrP, as used in the next line?

17 A If you would refer to Applicant Exhibit 6, which

18 has all the pages, you could find that in the description

19 of the detection system. We have provided the description

20 for these abbreviations. It stands for Local Fire Detection

21 Control Panel, and it is explained in one of the previous

. (~}'- 22 pages which is not part of this s' bmittal to the NRC.,

u
.

23 G All right.

24 Now, down at the bottom of that page there's a
Am-Federsi Caporters, Inc.

| 25 good bit of scratching-out, including some marginal notes.

(

. - - . - 7 , - _ , , _ .- - , _ . -
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WRBwb8 1 Can you read the scratched-out part to the left of the

2 paragraph headed by the words " Air duct detectors?"

3 A. No.

'% )
4 4 Okay.

5 Whatever that note was, it was deleted; correct?

6 A I do not know what the note was. It might have

7 been an internal note from one engineer to another, that

8 or another thing.

9 4 Okay.

-10 At any rate, in the--

11 A I'm sorry; I didn' t hear what you said.

12 4 At any rate-- Pardon me; I'm just beginning a

r
( 13 new question.

14 A Could you turn the microphone so that I can hear

15 you?

16 4 Apparently-- I'm not even sure what it is. When

17 I turn my head sometimes it seems to like the field of this

18 thing is pretty narrow, and I have to talk directly into it.

19 And when I turn my head to look at a piece of paper-- Let

20 me try to hold the paper in front of me for this purpose.

21 In the paragraph at the bottom of that same page,

p.,
(I 22 beginning " Air duct detectors," the part of it that is still

23 there says, ' Air duct detectors are provided within HVAC- "

24 which, I take it, is heating, ventilating and air condition-
Am-Federes neponers, Inc.

25 ing "--duct systems to indicate the presence of smoke."

l
. _ _ _ _ _ _ _



. _._ __ _. . ~ . _ , . _ _ .. _. .-

4463

WRBwb9 1 Correct?

'

2 A Yes.'

3 g Okay.
O.

4 Now, in the deleted part, it appears to have
i

5 read, "--and guide-the control room operator to initiate

6 from the control room the remote manual control of the

7 system ' dampers as required for the selection of clean air
!

8 intake of the operation of smoke removal systems (Refer..."

9 .and then the part that is struck on the next page I can't

10 even read under it.

-11 Does that appear to be what was struck?

12 A I do not-- I am not capable of reading what was

: 13 struck. You are doing better than me.

I

L 14 I don't know whether that is what was in there.

15 g Okay.

16 On page 9.5.1-29, which is the next page--

17 A Yes.

-18 g --the unstruck part continues, "These detectors- "

19 and then a handwritten addition over a struck part is,

. automatic trip of ventilating system."- '20 "

221 Does that mean the detactors cause an automatic

-- 22 trip of ventilating systems?
,

23 A That's correct.

24 g Okay..
Aefseerei nepormes, Inc.

r. 25 And that at.tomatic trip does what?

,e -- ,m -.,,-_,-_,,C_,-- . , , , - . . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - , - - - _ _ , - , , - - . . _ _ _ - , . _. .- .- . . -
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2 sense smoke within the HVAC ductwork they shut off the fans

_

_and they shut off' the HVAC system.3

4 S Okay.

5 So.whatever is moving air through that duct is

6 shut off by-this automatic trip?

7 A Yes.
:

8 4 Okay. And;that will happen if smoke is detected

9 even before the fire dampers might close?

10 A Yes.

11' -4 Okay.

' - 12 What is the minimum smoke concentration'that
! -

13 these sensors pick up? Do you know?*

| 14 A. I don't~a number. But these detectors are
4

~15 -capable of picking up invisible products of combustion.
.

.16 S Are they ionization detectors?
_

17 A Yes, sir.

i
18 4 Okay. And they're actually present in the ducts?

|. -19 A Yes, sir.

B19 20 4 Okay.

.

Now, I gather that once the signal comes from the21

'22 detector th'at smoke has been detected, it goes by some

23 electrical pathway to automatically disconnect the fans or

|: 24 whatever is moving air through that duct system?
' Ae-reseres menorers, Inc.

25 A Yes.

!
|,

_ _ . . _ _ .__. _ . , _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . - _ _ _ . . . . . _ , _ , . _ . . .
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1 4 Okay.

2 And whatever the change is here did not appear

- 3gN to change the statement that they are in compliance with
's /

4 NFP A90A recommended practices?

5 A Could you please qualify the question?

6 Q That sentence has been changed, that first

7 sentence on 9.5.1-29, hasn't it?

8 A Yes.

'

9 JUDGE KELLEY : Mr. Eddleman, excuse me, the Board

10 is uncertain as to where you have been going since we came

11 back from the break. Could you give us an indication?

12 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well I think.in repsect of these --

(~,)r - 13 This is a change that is discussed in the supplemental,.

14 testimony, I believe, about'the. smoke removal philosophy.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: Where is that?

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: It is answer five on pages five

17 and six and I believe also answer six addresses it.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.
.

I9 Well given the ' fact that there have been some

20 recent changes in their program that in and of itself

21 is not really cause for surprise. I am wondering why we

- 22 need to go through all these pages of markups and speculate

23 about things marked in and marked out.

24 What is to be gained by that in a substantive
: Ase-Federet nepormes, Inc.

25 way as to-information about Shearon Harris?

i

(

'

- - - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well I may have been going into it

2 in a little bit too much detail, but the thing that I am

3 trying'to get at is that this changes the conditions underr ^3
A_)

4 which fires will have to be fought in these areas and --

-5 in fact I was about ready to move on to this question of

6 - smoke ej ection and so on.

7 JUDGE KELLEY: Well that sounds straightforward

8 enough but I am just noting you have spent about 15 minutes

9 looking' at this old markup and I didn't quite see what

10 the point of that was which is why I asked you.

11 Can you just get to the substance of the change,

12 if a change it is, and see what that means?
/

V 13 .MR. EDDLEMAN: All right.

14 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

15 4 Now these changes that we have been discussion,

16 Mrs. Serbanescu, these are examples of the change in

17 philosophy that is discussed in answer five of your
~

~

18 supplemental testimony dated October ll, are tney not?

19 A (Witness Serbanescu) They are-results of that

20 change, yes .

'21 Q All right.
.' (~'y
'/ '22 When was that change made in philosophy?
'

-23 A The change in philosophy was made some time

24 between the two testimcnies.
Ase-Faseres neponers, inc.

25 4 All right.

-'
. . _ . . __ , . _ _ _ _ . - - - _ _ _ _ _
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1 Now once those fusible links close the fire

2 dampers they won't automatically re-open, will they?

3 3 A No.
.-

4 Q In other words they close and theystay closed?

5 A Yes.

6 4 Okay.

7 And you say on page six, still in your answer

8 five. that initial smoke removal: capability diminishes.

9 But I believe you have stated earlier that the fire dampers
.

10 were designed to totally cut off circulation in the HVAC

11 ducts?.

12 A Ycs.
'

13 4 What other methods of smoke removal are therc

14 for fire areas?

15 A Under normal fire conditions as soon as products

16 of combustion would be detected in the HVAC ductwork

17 the automatic systems stops.

18 However that does not mean that the fire was

19 of such magnitude as to develop a temperature at the

20 fusible link to warrant the closure of the fire damper

21 or of all fire dampers in the fire area at the same time.
t )
'~' 22 Therefore should the fire brigade have to

23 respond to a fire in that area, if they find it necessary

24 that the manual override of these automatic systems might
w-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 help them should not all the fire dampers have been closed,
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.

I that can be achieved.

2 Q- Okay.

3 Does the control room have a direct indication-,

. k- .

4 of which fire dampers are closed?

5 A 'No.

6 Q So if this happened they would just -- if the

7 fire brigade was on the scene of the fire and decided that

<8 ventilation might help them, they would communicate by

9 radio or other means with the control' room and ask them

10 to start it'up, is that correct?

11 A- I would defer this question to Mr. Waters.
-

12 A (Witness. Waters). Yes.
. . ~.

x ,/ 13 4 Okay.

14 And the only way to see if it works is to see

-15 if the smoke starts to be removed, right? I mear, there

16 is no indication to the fire brigade or to the control'

17 room that the fusible links are closed -- I mean, have

18 closed the fire dampers?

19 A That is correct.

20 Q All right.

l!1 Now it says the "... automatic shutdown
p.
\ t
'~' 22 features" -- this is in answer six:

23 "The automatic shutdown features

24 can be overridden by the plant operator."
Ace-Faserei neseners, Inc.

25 Doesn't that mean the automatic shutdown of the

__, . _ _ . _ ..--__ ._ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . -_ _ . .
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1 ventilation fans or blowers?

2 A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes.

3 -Q Okay.(s)
,

s_/
4 And does the control room have a direct indication

5 of-which fans or blowers are off?.

,

6 A (Witness Waters) Yes, they do.

7 4 All right.

i
8 What is the capability of this portable smoke

9 ejection equipment that is discussed in this answer?

10 A The capability?

11 Q How many CFM does it move, or is it rated in

I 12 those terms?

. 13 A- 5200 CFM for.the portable smoke ejector which we

14 have present1,y at the Shearon Harris site.

15 4 Is there one such fan? Is that the equipment?

16 A We have one presently.

.17 Q All right.

18 Where would it eject smoke to?

19 A It would eject smoke to an adjacent area of the
.

20 plant.

21 Q Is it just somethir.g like a blower with a hose or
.

\/ 22 a flexible vent attached to it?

23 A Exactly.
(

4 And how long is the flexible vent?
A -pesww non.,,, , ,

! 25 A I don't know exactly. On the order -- this is an

.-.. . - , - -- .- _ -. - - - . - . . - . _ _ - , - - . - - - . . -, - -.
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1 -o
approximation from the top of my head -- of 20~to 25 feet,

2 -

Now when it ejects smoke into the adjacent area,
.

4
w 3(,) will.the detectors in the ventilating system in that area

4
tend to shut down the ventilation flow to that area?

5
A. Potentially, yes. I would have to defer to

6
Mrs. Serbanescu.

7
A (Witness Serbanescu) I would say potentially yes.

8
Q All right.

9
The fire brigade members, would they all have

10
.their. own . independent oxygen or air supplies ?

11
A (Witness Waters) Absolutely. We require that

12
they bring that with them, put it on and get dressed out73

(_) 13
in protective clothing. They have the self-contained

14
breathing apparatus with them. They wnuld be wearing

15
that and would not be subject to smoke inhalation.

'16 - .

4 All right.

17
It is a positive pressure type of system that

18
'

they use?

19
A Yes, it is.

20
4 Okay.

21

3 Do they have any aids for seeing through smoke
'd 22

in their equipment?

23
A I don't understand.

24
wasere t.ponm, ine. 4 I~mean is there anything that -- well let me

:25
ask you this:

. . - _. .



wrb/agb7 4469

I Do they have, as part of their outfits, eye

2 protection from smoke?

3 'A Eye protection?
)

4 4 Yes.
,

5 A That is part of the breathing apparatus.

6 Q It is a full face mask?

7 A Yes.

8 4 In the conditions described here if you had a

9 hot fire develop in a fire area and it closed some or all

10 of the fire dampers in the HVAC system serving that area,

11 could you not have a substantial buildup of smoke that will

12 make seeing in that area difficult?

. 13 A Potentially that is true.
'

14 4 Okay.

15 And is the idea that that is one of the conditions

16 where smoke removal will be necessary in order to manually

17 fight the fire?

18 A That would have to be assessed by the fire brigade

19 team leader as he assesses the area in which he is fighting

20 the fire: the situation that he needs to bring under

21 control, the size of the fire and many rany other factors.

s' 22 This is part of why, in our fire brigade training,

23 we stress the training of going into a room filled with

24 dense smoke -- and the conditions are different, you could
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 have to fight a fire in that type of situation. We give
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1 them the hands-on experience so that whatever the condition

2 m'ight be that he can work effectively and carry out his>.

3 duties effectively in that type of situation.
~(.fl'v

4 4 Mr. Waters, did you play a role in the decision

5 to switch to this philosophy?

6 A- To which philosophy?
_

7 Q To the philosophy of bottling up the fire in an

8 area, shutting off the ventilation?

9 A I did not play a specific role and I support it.

.10 Q Okay.

11 Mrs. Serbanescu, was it your group at Ebasco

12 that initiated this change in the Harris fire protection

p) 13 philosophy?x,

14 A.. (Witness Serbanescu) It was'a jo nt Ebasco/CP&L

15 decision.
+

16 4 Did you know as of August 9 'that a change like

17 that was --

18 A I'm sorry, I didn't hear what you said.

19 4 I beg your pardon. I have gone away from the

20 mike again.

21 Did you know as of August 9 that such a change
,-

~ (J 22 was under consideration?

23 A I had some kncwledge, but the final decision

24 had not been made.
Am-paswei neponm, Inc.

25 Q Okay.

.. . .. - - . . - - - . - -.
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1 This is not referred to in your August 9 testimony,

2 is it?

3 A It is not because a decision had not been madefs
b

4 at that time.

5 4 Okay.

6 Are there any other changes in fire barrier

7 design philosophy or fire fighting philosophy that are

8 under consideration now that have not been described in

9 your testimony?

10 A Not that I know of.

11 4' Okay.

Cnd#19 12

m
(_) 13

14

15

16
.

17

,

18

19

20

21
.

A
~ N-] 22

23

24
2 _.; n.porwes. inc.

25
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I In your prefiled testimony of August 9th,

2 Mrs. Serbanescu, on--

~3 A Can I put aside this marked-up copy now?
{)s .%

4 Q Yes.

3 On what I believe is page 1 of your' August 9th
i

6 prefiled directly behind.the cover sheet, in your Answcr 2,

7 among-the responsibilities you have had are bid evaluations. Is

8 that.not correct?

9 A Yes, that is correct.

10 0 What does this entail?
,

II A A bid evaluation entails a comparison between the

12 technical specification which has been prepared, the vendor's*

(~%s_). 13 submittal, an evaluation of the technical requirements, an

14 evaluation of the cost, and selection of the equipment or

15 systems.

16 Q All right.

17 So basically.it'is looking at getting the

18 specificationsmet at the minimum cost?
i

l9 A That's correct, the technical specification.

20 Q Okay.

21 Now these technical specifications would be things
o

- 22 like these, Specifications CAR-SH-AH -- AS40 for special doors,

23 .and other such specifications?

24 A I don't think I understand your questien.
Am-redores Reporwrs, Inc.

25'

Q What I'm saying is the specifications for the

1
-. _ - - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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11 special doors that we were talking about, such as CAR-SH-AS48

2 for the special doors, ---

3 A Yes?

4 0 -- those are technical specifications, for example,
,

5 of the type of technical specifications you would be doing
1

I6 bid. evaluations for?

7 A No.
,

8 Q Okay.

9 What are the technical-- What kind of technical

10 specifications would you be using in bid evaluations? )

II -A .All right. I would use specific technical

12 specifications-- I would use specifications related to fire

13 protection systems such as various water suppression systems,

I4
; carbon dioxide, Halon, dry chemical and foam systems, fire

15 pumps evaluations, standpipe and hose systems, various

16 equipment to fight fires in the yard, but firedoors would not

17 be within my. responsibility. Penetration fire stop assemblies,
,

18 fire seals--
i

19 Q Are those within or without your responsibility,

20 those last two?

21 - A The firedoor bid evaluations are not within my

22 responsibility. The penetration fire seals are within my'

23 responsibility.;

24 Q And the other one you said, penetration fire stops?
,Ase-Feeeres neporwes, ine.

25 Penetration fire stop assemblies or penetrationA

_ _ . - . _ _ . _ _ . _ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ . , . _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . _ - . - _ _ . - _ _ , _ _ - . _ _ . _ _ . _ - .
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I seals are.the same thing.

2 Q Okay.

3
7 .And those are within your responsibility?

V
4 A Yes.

5 0 Okay.

6 Now purchase recommendations, are they the result

7 of these bid evaluations?

8 A Yes.

9 'O Okay.

10 So on the Harris plant did you do a bid evaluation

II on the penetration fire seals?

12 A No.

.r)s(, 13 Q Okay.

14 Did you do bid evaluations on any of the fire

15 protection or fire fighting equipment for the Harris plant?

16 A I personally did not.

17 g Okay.

18 You also mentioned drawing input, review, and

j 19 drawing approval. 'Did you do any of that for the Harris plant?
I

[' 20 A I have reviewed Ebasco internally-generated flow

|. diagrams and drawings, not vendor drawings for Shearon Harris.21

I (~'
\- 22 Q So Ebasco's drawings, not vendor drawings?'

23 A That is correct.

| 24 Q Have you done any supervision of installation of
hFedwW Reperem, Inc.

25 such systems at the Harris plant?
!

!

. . - _ . , , _ _ - _ - . - . . _ _ . . . .....- _ . . - - , . - . . . . . . . - _ . - - - .
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I A No.

2 Q How about field verification and support for

3 Ilarris?

h-
4 A Not for Shearon Harris.

;
5 0 okay.

6 Have you done any negotiations with authorities

7 'having jurisdiction over fire protection?1

8 A Yes, I have. *

19 Q What did those negotiations involve?

10 A Discussions about the fire protection systems

II provided, their adequacy, the design requirements, where to

-12 provide them and so on.

13 Q Nould this include any of the exceptions or
,

I4 deviations from the requirements for fire barriers around fire

1 15 areas?
'

16 g - I m not sure what you mean.

17 Q Let me see if I can locate the-- I might not be

18 able to locate this right now-- Oh, yes.

.

I9 Would you please turn to page 7 of your August 9th

20 prefiled testimony?

2I A' Yes.
p
d 22 Q At the top in parentheses are the words "(unless

23 the NRC permits a deviation from the requirements of Appendix

~ 2d R for a particular situation) ."
Ae-Feesres toponers, Inc.

25 A es.

. - . - _ _ ~ _ _ . - _ , _ _ . _ . . _ _ _ - _ _ . , _ _ . . - _ _ . . . . _ _ . ,_.. _ .____.___ . _ _ . - _ _ _ .-
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I Q Okay.

2 Would negotiations over whether such deviations

3') would be permitted be the kind of thing that you might have4

4 done for Shearon Harris?

5 A Yes, I did.

6 Q How many such deviations has the Harris plant

7 applied for, do you know?

8 A I do not recall from the top of my head.

9 Q Do you have a rough idea? Is it ten? Is it one?

10 A It is between 20 or 30. It could be 23; it could

U be 26; in that ballpark figure.

12 O Okay.
,

'
)

'/ 13 About 20 or 30.
'

14 How many of those were granted by the NRC?

15 A I have not seen any deviation being granted by the

I6 NRC in writing.

17 Q So none of them have been approved yet in writing,

18 to your knowledge?

19 A From the Safe Shutdown Analysis, no. There are

20 some deviations which were approved from the NUREG 0800 which'

21 were approved by the NRC in the Safety Evaluation Report of
-

( \
' /

22 November 1983.'"

23 Q Okay.

24 Those are the only ones that you know that have
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 been approved?
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1 A Yes,.that I have seen in writing to have been

2 approved.

3 0 I see. Okay.-s

*

4 You described this process as negotiation. Can you

5 explain to' us how that works?

6 A' What are you referring to?

7 Q- If I go back to pages 1 and 2 of your prefiled of
<

8 August 9th, you say you have also been involved in negotiations

9 with authorities having jurisdiction over fire protection such

10
._

as governmental authorities. The'NRC is one of those

11 authorities that you've been involved in negotiations with.

12 Right?

13 A Yes.

14 JUDGE KELLEY: Where'is this?

15 MR. EDDLEMAN: Pag' s 1 and 2. Page 1 doesn't havee

16 a number on it but it is right behind the cover sheet.
'

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

.18 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

19 Q You described that as a negotiating process. How

20 does that work? Do you make a proposal and they make

21 counterproposals?

\/ 22 A (Uitness Serbanescu) I think you are reading this

23 a little differently than what is meant.

24 Q All right.
As.-Fasersi Reserwes. #ne.

25 A The sentence states that the negotiations were

t-

_ - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - -
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I with the authorities having jurisdiction, including

2 governmental, local authorities, insurance underwriters, and

^') 3 owners. We did not negotiate with the NRC. We had discussions
v

4 with the NRC.

5 Negotiations occur mostly with the insurance

6 company, with the local authorities, and with the owners. That

7 is where one measure of fire protection is being proposed over

8 another one, and which are known to be equally acceptable in

9 the fire protection field.

10 In the fire protection field there is no such

Il thing like a square, single approach. You can have a number

12
_

of approaches which could be equally acceptable to both

k' 13 parties, and maybe one authority prefers one versus the other,

14 and then you sit down and discuss and agree upon what is best

15 suited for both.

16 Q So you would work out either an agreement to use

17 one or the other approaches or some different approach

.

18 acceptable to both groups?

19 A Correct.

20 Q Okay.

21 Is that process with the NRC still on-going with
,s

i i
\"/

22 respect to some of these deviations?

23 A To the best of my knowledge, all the deviations

24 were submitted to the NRC on Februar'y 24th. They have been --
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 February 24th, '84. They have been summarized in the Safe
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1 Shutdown Summary of June '04. And we have not hcTrd from the

2 NRC officially as to what happened.

3( ) MR. O'NEILL: Excuse me, Mr. Chairman and
/

4 Mr. Eddleman. That question had an antecedent, "those

5 negotia tions . " I believe Mrs. Serbanescu testified that she

6 had not been negotiating with the NRC. Her answer stands on

7 its own, but I would like the record to reflect that that

8 negotiatien does not refer back to the NRC.

9 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

10 Q Mrs. Serbanescu, would it have been more correct

II for me to have asked you were these discussions still
~

t'_
on-going, and would your answer have been the same if I had12

;

'
13 asked you about discussions instead of negotiations?'

14 A (Witness Serbanescu) They are not going any more.

15 Q Okay.

I6 The discussions are not on-going any more?

17 A No. Everything is on paper and in the NRC's hands.

18 Q And you haven't heard anything back subsequent

19 to those discussions?

20 A That's correct.

21 Q Okay.,,e
V

22 MR. EDDLEMAN: Is that satisfactory?

23 MR. O'NEILL: I just want the record to be clear.

24 Thank you.
' Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.

l
'

_ ____
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I BY fir. EDDLEMAN:

2 Q The statement you make at the top of page 2,

3 preparation of Safety Analysis Reports, are those FSARs and7sb
4 PSARs?

'

5 A. i(Witness Serbanescu) That is correct.

6 Q Okay.

7 Did you have any responsibility for preparation of

8 the IIarris FSAR--

9 A Yes, I have.

'

10 g -- on fire' protection?
.1

II A Yes, I have.

12 !g In particular, did you or your group at Ebasco

i 13 have responsibility for preparing Section 9.5.1 and Appendix

14 9.5A of the IIarris FSAR?

15 A Ebasco and CP&L have prepared it, yes.

16 0 You and your group worked jointly with CP&L in

I7 preparing that?

18 A Yes.

I9 Q And also on the amendments?

20 A yes,

21 Q Okay.

['\'' 22 You state that these.... Well, let me put it this

23 way:

24 In your sentence there you say your responsibilities
A,e-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 included preparation of various kinds of reports and analyses,

._ . .- _- - ... - _ . - . - - - ..- . , -,
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1 and then you say all performed in accordance with various

2 criteria issued by....and then you list some people who

3 issued criteria.r-
(_).

4 Now I take it that means that all the analyses you

5 have performed are, in your opinion, performed in accordance

6 with the criteria issued by the bodies that set the standards.

7 Is that right?

8 A Yes.

9 0 okay.

10 Do you maintain that these are performed in

II accordance with all such criteria that apply?

12 A With those applicable for each' power plant I worked

n) '(_ 13 for.

14 Q You then go on to state that you provided

15 technical assistance to a' client during NRC walkdown. I

16 presume-- tiell, let me ask you:

17 Is this client a nuclear utility?

18 A yes,
,

I9 Q Okay.

20 What sort of technical assistance do you provide

End 20 21 to a client during an NRC walkdown?
_(m
(-)- 22

23 ,

24
Am-Feelefel Reporters, Inc.

25

g , , . , - , , , , , , , , , , . , _ . . __
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Taka 21

1 A The client may not know all the design details

2 behind the analysis or behind the design and has to go to

3 the engineer for assistance.,

4 g All right. So youawould be there during the walk-

5 down to provide those details and assistance?

6 A That's correct.

7 g Is that right?

8 A To the client. Because the client is responsible

9 to the NRC, not the architect-engineer.

10 0 Okay. So you would be right there with the client's
.

II people during the walkdown?

12 A With the client's people and the NRC.
,-

x' 13 0 Okay.

14 And you would answer questions and provide

15 information?

16 A That's correct.,

17 g Are you coAtracted to do the same thing for Harris

18 when NRC does a walkdown?

19 A I do not know.

20 0 Okay.

21 A Now then, you describe your work for the Applicants
,_

t :
' 22 on the Harris plant and you describe some criteria in that

23 first sentence that are requirements, guidelines, that

24 were used in preparing the fire protection programs for
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 the ihrris plant, correct?
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1 A I do not see where you refer to the criteria?

2 Q 'Well, I misspoke. Let me ask that again. In

3 your answer 3, first sentence --

O '

4 A Yes.

5 g It says, 'Ebasco was retained by CP&L to develop ,

the fire protection program for the Harrks plant in6
s , s

y accordance with NRC regulatory requirements, insurance

8 carrier regulations, industry standards and local authorities

9 requiremen ts. Now, was that the job to which you were

10 assigned? ;

11 A .Part of it.

12 G Okay. So your job included that. '

!

;hn 13 Now, the question I want to ask is, do -- have the

14 requirements of the NRC, the insurance carriers of the

15 industry, or the local authorities, conflicted in any way?
I

16 Have you run into any situations where the insurance carrier

17 says you got to do it this way and NRC regulations say's you
\

18 ought to do it that way -- a different way - or something

19 like that, conflict between the regulations or requirements?
t

! 20 MR. O ' NEILL: Mr. Chairman, obj ection to the

! 21 question. It has gotten out of hand. If we read that
e

.b 22 question back I think it would be unintelligible. -

-

i 23 Can the same question be stated, please?
|

! 24 JUDGE KELLEY: I understood the question to be whether
' Aarfesoral Reporters, Inc.

25 there had been conflicts between requirements for the NRC and

|
.- . -- . .-...-,------..L+-,. - . - - - - - . -- . - - -
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1
insurance carriers or local people or anyone else.

2 MR. EDDLEMAN: I'11 accept that wording.

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.3
,' _

| |} - '

MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, I object to the question4

5 on the grounds of relevance. This is: an NRC licensing
s

6 proceeding and our requirements have to be met.L

'7 JUDGE KELLEY: It seems like another way of asking*

do NRd' requirements come <first in your mind. I assume that's
8-

what Mr. ; Ebdleman is after.9

i MR. EDDLEMAN: That's one of the places I'm going.10
,

' ' ' (JUDGE KELLEY: So there.11

12 WITNESS SERBANESCU: Mr. Chairman, the answer is
,

O i3 re -

} 14 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

15 .

MR. ' EDD LD1AN: O kay.
w. ;

16 ; BY MR. EDDLEMAN :
\

i' '

17 G' What are some of those conflicts?
,9 }

18 A. (Witness Serbanescu) The que stion didn ' t say

19 anything , about conflicts .
t, ' l4

20 . JUDGE KSLLEY: I don' t believe she said that. She
>

, , ,

said yes,INRC requirements come first, I thought.21 s
i

WITNESS' SERBANESCU: Yes , Mr. Chairman.'

22

23 JUDGE FELLEY: It sounded like "Does the sun rise,

' '

24 in the morning?"
; Ase-Federet Reporters, Inc.

25 Pick it up from there, Mr. Eddleman.

| '

''

t
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1 MR. EDDLEMAN: All right.

~2 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

-3 g So whenever any NRC requirement has conflicted
13V

4 with any of these o ther requirements, you have complied

5 with the NRC requirements?

6 A. (Witness-Serbanescu) The plant safety requirements

7 (nme first. A good example of this is the multi-function

8 doors where the safety of the plant and the saf ety of the

9 . people take priority over a non-saf ety factor.

,'O g Well, now, you're describing safety as in the

11 NRC's regulations that is, safety gradedequipment, safety

12 considerations?

(Xf 13 JUDGE KELLEY: 0ff the record,

i

14 (Discussion of f the record. )

15 JUDGE KELLEY: Back on the recard.

16 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

17 g I'm trying to recall the question. It's not an

18 electronic failure, it's a brain failure. I believe I had

19 a question pending .when the power went out.
I,

20 A. (Witness Serbanescu) Please repeat the<(question?

21 MR. EDDLEMAN: ThAt's what I'm trying to recall.

22 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

23 g When you .were referring to safety in your last

24 answer, safety requirements took precedence over fire protection
Am-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 that's in the NRC rules defined certain things as safety and

|.
'

_ . . . . - _ _ - . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ ..
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1 certain others as non-safety and that was the sense you were

2 using safety in, wasn' t it? j

:

3 A. (Witness Serbanescu) Yes. !

4 MR. EDDLEMANr. I have a little problem here in

5 talking. I will try to do as best I can.

6 WITNESS SERBANESCU: Maybe if you keep your hand

7 down.
--

-

. _ - _ .

8 MR. EDDLEMAN: My hand is not in the way of my

9 eyes.

10 Let me get the mike out of the way.

11 'BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

12 G You're not meaning to suggest, are you, that fire

/~T
U 13 protection at. the plant is not really a function of keeping

14 the plant safe?

15 A. 'Witnes s Serbanescu) I'm not sure I understand

16 the question. .

|'

| ~17 % Well, when you say that, say tornado protection of
1

L 18 the door take precedence over the fire protection requirements,

(| 19 because the tornado doors are a safety requirement. You

|

20 ' don' t mean to say, do you, that fire protection isn' t important

21 in keeping the: plant safe?

t .e T
l 22 A. I did not mean to say that fire protection is not

:

23 important to keep the plant safe. But 1 meant to say thati

24 the tornado occurring could damage the safety related
I Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

| 25 equipment present in the plant.

|

''
_ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ - _ ___ . __
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1 g Okay.

2 Now, that addresses a conflict, as it were,
.

3 between fire protection and another NRC regulat_ ion._ Have
O

_

%J
4 there been cases where you have a conflict between the NRC

1

5 regulation and some requirement or guideline of an insurance

6 carrier or industry standard or looa1 requirement?

7 A Usually, the local requirement could be convinced

-8 about the need to go with the NRC regulation even if some

9 Penalty had to be paid to the insurance.

10 g Okay. That covers the local authorities and

11 the insurance carriers?

12 !, A Yes.

'

13 G. Okay.

14 What about a conflict between NRC regulatory

15 requirements and industry standards?

16 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, I'm going to object again

17 on relevance grounds. The NRC requirements have to be -

18 and I don' t see the relationship of this line o f questioning

19 to the contention.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, don't you have to concede,.

21 though, that NRC regulations sometimes get violated not
,

22 withstanding that they have to be met. And isn' t it a fair

23 question to a reviewer then which one they put first?

24 MRS. MOORE: But I thought she had already answered
Am-Federal Roorters, Inc.

25 that question, your Honor. She had already said NRC

- ._. . -- _ _ _ _ _ - - - - _ _ _ . . . _ _ . _ . . . . . . _ . . . . _ _ ___ . _ _._
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1
requirements come first.

JUDGE KELLEY: Well, but now we have a specific
- 2

:= 3 fquestion. It's industry standards versus NRC standards.

O: \
4 . I realize that a lot of 'NRC standards are industry standards, '

1

|

- 5 they just incorporate them. But it seems f air enough to ask. 1

Go ahead. Obj ection ' overruled.6

'
~

In most of the cases, theWITNESS SERBANESCU:
-7

NRC requirements are directing the fire protection system8.

to follow either the NRPA guidelines standards and codes,
.9

10 or the recorsnended. practices. However, there are situations

.11 when a. safety system takes precedence over fire protection

because there is a minor detail which can be covered in a~

12
1 .-

D) different way thah by NFPA codes through another standard
13

.%

14 industry accepted practice and yet maintain the requirements'

15 for the safety system. ,

16 JUDGE KELLEY: You mean -- if I may just interject --
,

17 you might have an NRC system and the NRC rule says do it

a certain way or meet a certain standard and there might be-18,
P

19 an indtstry standard which conflicts in some f ashion with
.

. -
. .-

20 that. But then there might be -some other industry standard
~

providing an alternative approach which would not conflict- 21

h and therefore, you take the alternative approach; is that"

22

23 a fair paraphrase of what you said?

24 WITNESS SERBANESCU: Yes, your Honor.
, ,

. Aes-Federal Reporwes, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

,

1

_e --.-..,w-, m,.. . * - 4-m,,,,- . - ---,,.m-r-.--- --....,-w. , , - - - . ,,,-.-,,.,.-,wm-,,w,v,.-rm,,.y,,,-w- p. w, eg -.,=,,--.~w,,,-,,_-,,-,w~.p.-~w-,--,
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1 WITNESS SERBANESCU: We never got called on a

2 conflict.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.g

4 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

5 g In that case, what you're doing is basically

6 choosing the industry standards which does not conflict with

7 the NRC requirement, correct?
~

8 A (Witness Serbanescu) Generally speaking, yes.
.

9 -4 Now, by industry standard here, are you referring

10 to nuclear industry practice as with these to2nado resistant

11 doors that you talked about earlier */ or to guidelines or

12 requirements?
. ym
d 13 A I 'm speaking about both.

14 g Now, you say in the next sentence -- pardon me.-

15 The second sentence after that--

16 A Could you please give me the line number?

17 -Q Yes. Line 21, page 2.

18 A Yes.

19 JUDGE KELLEY: Can we break for a second? I think

20 there may be a gentleman in the hall who wants to disconnect

21 these things and take them to Apex. And if I'm right, maybe
- r)

'

22 we should just tell him that we're not going to Apex tonight.

23 .I may be all wrong, but --

24 If you wouldn' t mind checking, I'd appreciate it.
Ace-Federal 14eporters, Inc.

25 All right, go ahead, Mr. Eddleman.

__ - _ - - _ - . _ . . _ - .,. . _ . - . _ _ _ . . _ . _ . _ . . . _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . , _ . . _ _ _
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1 MR. EDDLEMAN: We're on page 2, line 21.

2 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

3 g You say you were involved in the preparation of the

4 Plant Final Safety Analysis report which included the detailed

5 fire hazards analysis?

6 A '(Witness Serbanescu) Yes.,

7 G When was that detailed firc. hazards analysis

8 Prepared?

9 A. To the best of my recollection, in 1979.

10 0 Okay. And was that part of the FSAR submitted to

11 the NRC originally?

12 A. Yes.

O,

U 13 G Okay.

14 Have you actually visited the Harris plant site

15 in connection ~ with your work on fire protection?

16 A. Yes.

|

| 17 G Okay.

18 A. I may add, several times.

.End 21 19 G Okay.

20

{ 21

| O
\# 22

'

23

24
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

| 25

|
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#22.WRBwb I On page 3, if we could look at, beginning at

2 about linej6, talking about your responsibilitiss after

3f3 January of 1981, you say,
V

4 "It included preparation of the safe

5 shutdown analysis in case of fire for the Harris

6 plant, and coordination of the interdisciplinary

7 reviews and comment resolution, including applicans'

8 comments."

9 Now, were those interdisciplinary reviews

10 carried out with Ebasco and CP&L people? Is that what you're

II doing there?
- - - - - - -

- . . -_..--.

I2 ;4. Both. If we have a_r.evision within Ebasco, it
... -----

f t
L' 13 goes to CP&L, it goes to all the disciplines involved in

'I4 CP&L, and the comments come back and are resolved to mutual

15 agreement.

16 4 Okay.

17 So your job was to coordinate this process?

18 A. That had been done under my supervision, yes.

1

! 19 4 Okay.

| 20 And what would be your role in resolution of the
!

2I comments?
|- q

k'/|

22 A. Final approval.|

23 4 Okay.

24
| A. From the Ebasco point of view. -

' Am-Federes Reporwre, Inc.
! 25 g All right

,

b_.
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WRBwb2 ~1 A And agreement with the client.
l

2 g Did you have some sort of counterpart within CP&L )
1

3 who also-had to give final approval to these resolutions? iA-<

v
4 A Yes.

5 g Who was that?

6 A For the safe shutdown analysis our counterpart

.7 in the beginning was Mr. -- It slips my memory. I'll tell

8 you tomorrow.

9 4 Okay.

10 A And secondly was Mr. Steve Hardy.

11 4 Is he still in that capacity, or that role?

12 Or is this all done?

rx
() 13 A I'm sorry...?

'

14 g Is he still in that capacity as the final approver

"

15 for CP&L's resolving comments, or is this process over now?

16 A This process is over now. I mean, it's filed

17 with the NRC.

18 g Okay.

19 1.'ere the comments of the applicants on this SSA

20 filed with the NRC, or just the resolutions?

21 A Please repeat .the question.

b) Were the comments of the applicants on this SSA,22 4x_

23 the safe shutdown analysis, filed with the NRC, or were just

24 the resolutions of the comments filed?
Ase-Febral Reporters, Inc.

25 A Prior to submittal to the NRC the comments have;

_ _ ._. .- . _ . _ _ _ . . _ , - . . _ _ . _ . _ . . _ _ . _ _ _ . -. -.. _ ._.-
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WRBwb3 I .been resolved, and then they are being submitted to the NRC.

2 4 So what is submitted is the resolutions?
.. . . . . - . . . .

n 3 A. That's correct.
()

4 g okay.

'5 WITNESS'SERBANESCU: Mr. Chairman, I remember

6 the name of the gentleman I dealt with first in CP&L. It

7 was Mr. Prunty.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

9 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:-

10 g Mr. Bob Prunty?
_

II A. (Witness Serbanescu) Yes.

12 g Did any of the comments on the safe shutdown

I '(v~). 13 analysis. address additional costs that would be incurred
!
'

14 by--

15 A. I'm sorry; I cannot hear you.

16 g. I'm sorry; I'm'getting myself off the point of
,

!- 17 this microphone.

18 Did any of the comments on this safe shutdown
L

19 analysis address the cost of providing this shutdown pathway

20 to guarantee the plant could be shut down safely in the event

i - 21 of fire?
'

. .

I b-'' 22 MR. O'NEILL: Objection, your Honor. There is
,

23 noirelevance of this question, as perhaps the previous

24 dozens of questions, to this contention, or the issues that
- noorms. Inc.

25 are before this Board for litigation.
!

!

.

l_
- - _ . . - . - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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WRBwb4 I JUDGE KELLEY: W hat's your point on cost, other

2 than relevance? That's just the objection?

3 MR. O'NEILL: The objection is relevance.,

4 Quite frankly, I could have objected on relevance to perhaps

5 seventy-five percent of the questions. But this is just

6 getting too far afield, and it's too late.

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: You allowed questions whether

8 NRC requirements come first as to other requirements. Now

9 I'm asking the same kind of thing as to cost.

10 MRS. MOORE: Mr. Chairman, I would like to

say: over objection those questions were allowed.11

12 JUDGE KELLEY: True.

im
(_ 13 MRS. MOORE: At this point I would join in

14 Applicants' objection to the cost line of questioning as

15 well.

16 JUDGE KELLEY: Could you elaborate on that a
,

17 little bit?

19 MRS. MOORE: The contention has certain specific

19 allegations, and I believe that at this point it is incumbent

20 upon Mr. Eddleman to show what the relevance of these questions

21 is to any of the specific allegations in the contention.
O
i ''~' 22 JUDGE KELLEY: What is the subpart, or the subset

23 of 116 that comes into play when we start talking about cost

24 of the fire protection system?
Ace-FederJ Reporters, Inc.

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: I think Items 3 and 4, and perhaps
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WRBwb5 1 Item 5 would be involved, your Honor. Those are on page 4

End-22 2 of the August 9th testimony of Mrs. Serbanescu, I believe.

#23 3 MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Chairman, --

~

- ' ' JUDGE KELLEY: May I raise-- We have a pending
4

5 objection on relevance grounds ~from applicants and the Staff.

6 I'm going to raise a Board objection to your last question,

7 and maybe you can answer it.

That is simply this: As I understand NRC
8

9 requirements in hearings on adequacy we don't normally get

10 into costs. If there happen to be an NRC requirement saying

11 you must spend at least 10 million dollars on this system,

12 I suppone one would litigate whether that was done. But

13 normally-- I don't know of any such requirement. And()
14 normally.what you've got are acceptance criteria, sometimes

15 fairly elaborate, and then we litigate whether whatever

16 the applicant proposes meets those criteria. We don't care

17 how much it costs, as long as it does. And, if it doesn't,

18 then it doesn't pass. But it doesn't get us off into a sort

19 of collateral inquiry of how many dollars go into the systems.

I've sustained objections along those lines.
20

Can you explain why we ought to get into a cost
21

()- discussion of alternative? I assume when you say were there
22

23
comments about cost, did you mean somebody writes a comment

24 saying we really ought to get something else: it costs more
A -Faseres n.pon.c , Inc.

25 but it's better. Is that the kind of thing that you're after?

- .-. - - -- - . . - . - _ . _ - _ - - - - - - , - - . - - .
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WRBwb6 'l MR. EDDLEMAN: Or this costs too much, let's find

2 another way to do it.

-

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.-

4 I have a sort of so-what reaction to the question

5 about cost.

4 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay. Let me try to respond to
4

7 that.

8 I'm not trying to get into it costs so many

9 dollars -- you know, how many dollars it costs. I'm not

10 trying to get them to add up, you know, how many dollars

II they spend on this,that and the other. But what I'm saying

12 is, at least in the bid evaluation cost is one of the

O\' 13 criteria: you want to meet the criteria at -least cost.

14 What I'm trying to explore is, is there a.; conflict

15 Petween meeting the criteria ~and cost. I think the potential

16 is that-- In other words, if you could get by a little bit

17 on one criteria or another, or, you know, perhaps bend the

18 NRC's position a :little, it might save you a good bit of

money. And that's something an organization building a power19

20 plant might very well do. And the question is, Is there a

21 _ conflict between this attempt to reduce costs, which you'd
O 22 logically expect them to be doing, and the actual meeting of

23 the requirements; does it weaken it?

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.
heeserei nesumers, inc.

25 Do you want to comment on the cost point,
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|

WRBwb7 I Mr. O'Neill? |

2 MR. O'NEILL: The point that you made was

( )
precisely my point, the first one I was going to make. |3

4 The second point is, he has asked his question

5 with respect to the safe shutdown analysis. The safe

6 shutdown analysis is not an exhibit, it is a reference -- the

7 summary is, but the whole analysis isn't. It is referenced

8 only to respond to the allogation that the fire hazards

9 analysis does~not address the availability of control and power

10 to the safety equipment. That's No. 1.

II The simple answer to that one is, as

12 Mrs. Serbanescu's tes timony demonstrat.cs , is that power and

i 13 control is addressed in the safe shutdown analysis, period.

14 The other four issues all have to do with the

15 fire hazards analysis, and the safe shutdown analysis is not

16 addressed there.

17 So even if cost were a consideration, the safe

18 shutdown analysis is only tangentially involved in this

l9 whole contention. That's myvsecond reason for objection. |
|

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

21 Anything else from the Staff?
,

:t
' 22 What we're going to do is hear comments on these

points, go to dinner, and we'll tell you the first thing in23

24 the morning what our answer is. It's six o' clock anyway. It's

Ace-Federal Reporte s, Inc.

25 a good enough point to quit on.
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WRBwb8 1 MRS. MOORE: I'd just like to restate that

2 regardless of what the cost is, there are certain minimum

3 acceptance criteria that have to be met. I think that what

4 it costs to meet them is irrelevant.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

6 Well, Mr. Eddleman, anything further?

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: May I inquire: Is the Staff

8 taking the position that their requirements have to be met

9 regardless of cost in all cas6s?

10 MRS. MOORE: Mr. Chairman, I just restate what I

11 said, that there are minimum acceptance criteria set forth

12 in our standard review plans, our regulations, that. have to

13 be met.

14 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, what I'm trying to get at is,

15 aren't there exceptions and deviations and things like that

16 are routinely discussed, if not negotiated, between the

17 Staff and applicants building power plants?

18 MRS. MOORE: Mr. Chairman, it's my understanding

19 that there would still have to be a minimum level of safety

20 provided, regardless of whether you get a deviation from a

21 specific acceptance criteria.
, - -

( )
x/ 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. The Board will address

23 these points first thing in the morning so that we can
E

24 move on.
Ace-Federaf Reporters, Inc.

25 Let me just make another point or two, and that
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WRBwb9 1 is this: We wanted to get some kind of fix on how far along

2 we were.

3
Mr. Eddleman, I asked you before we took up this

'O''
4 last segment -- or, rather, after the last break, about where

5 you were. And I have some numbers here which I won't go into,

but my bottom line is that it seems to us you ought to be6

7 prepared to finish this panel by about eleven tomorrow,

8
assuming we start at nine.

I think that's consistent with what you indicated
9

10 to me before.

11 MR. EDDLEMAN: That was a.very rough estimate.

12 But I can try. I'd feel more confident in finishing by the

() 13 lunch break. But that's in that range.'

14 JUDGE KELLEY: I think our view would be that

lunch at twelve-thirty would be more time for cross than we
15

16 ought to devote to it.

17 I'll put it differently: Finish by eleven,

18 Mr. Eddleman.'

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, sir.

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. And we'll plan to finish
20

the panel by lunch, approximately, in that range.21

rh As I said before, we're going to come back here.'(_) 22

Is there anything else that we need to mention?
23

24 Seeing no hands--

Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: There's something I want to do on
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WRBwb10 1 the record, if I might.

2 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Go ahead,

3 MR. EDDLEMAN: In your instruction to finish byrs(
4 eleven; I just realized and, not being a lawyer, I didn't

5 think of it quick enough, but what I'm worried about is,

6 since I'm under an unambiguous order to be finished by-

7 eleven, what if some objections get raised and we spend all

8 our time arguing about thats and I don't--

'

9 JUDGE KELLEY: We take that into account. And

10 I have taken that into account, indeed, in figuring out

11 eleven.

12 I'll tell you, if you're interested: We had
,

( 13 about nine hours of work here today. We took an hour for

14 lunch: that makes eight. I knocked off an hour for breaks:

15 that makes seven. I knocked off an hour for lawyer argument:

16 that makes six. At the five hour, though, you said you

17 were half through. So I tack on that hour and two in the

18 r.orning, and you've got a little bit more than what you

19 asked for.

20 Now, similarly, if we come in% tomorrow and,

21 as things develop,vwe spend half our time arguing legal
!
'

' - 22 points, we'll give you some more time.

23 MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, I'm not sure I could follow

2d that calculation, but I guess I won't argue with it.
Aen Federal Repor'.4,ts, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: It'll all be there in the record.

b
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WRBwbll 1 All right. I guess that's it, then. We have an

2 off-the-record point, but we'11 go off the record and adjourn.

3 (Whereupon, at 6:04 p.m., the hearing in the
,

4 above-entitled matter was recessed, to reconvene at'~'

5 9:00 a.m. the following day in Raleigh, North Carolina.)
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