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I UNITED STATES 0F AMERICA

2 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

3 BEFORE TIIE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOAP.D
im

4 )
L' 4 ____________________,

:
-5 In the-matter of: :

:
6 CAROLINA PONER AND LIGIIT COMPANY :

and NORTil CAROLINA EASTERN MUNICIPAL : Docket Nos.50-400-OL
7 POWER AGENCY : 50-401-OL

:
8 Shearon Ilarris Nuclear Power Plant, :

Units 1 and 2 :
9 :

___._________________,

10 ,

Bankruptcy Court,
11 500 Fayetteville Street Mall,

Raleigh, North Carolina.
12

. .

Thursday, October 18, 1984.

("] 13

'' The hearing ir. the above-entitled matter was'

14

reconvened, pursuant to adjournment, at 9:00 a.m.
15

; BEFORE:
16

JAMES L. KELLEY, Esq., Chairman,
17 Atomic Safety and Licensing Board.

18 DR. JAMES II. CARPENTER, Member.

19 DR. GLENN O. BRIGIIT, Member.

20 ' APPEARANCES:

21 (As heretofore noted.)

. (~T 22,

x;

,23

24
. Ase-Federes Reporters, Inc.

25
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I PROCEEDINGS

2 JUDGE KELLEY: Good' morning,

,3 .Whereupon,

's_/'

- 4 MARGARETA SERBANESCU

5 and

0 DAVID WATERS

7
,

resumed the. stand and, having been previously duly sworn,

8 were examined'and testified further as follows:

=9 JUDGE KELLEY: I have found a non sequitur in the

10 transcript at page 4500, lines 16 through 19, which, in and of
'

II 'itself, is not surprising. The unfortunate thing is that it's

12 attributed to me.

( ) 13 I don't'want to take time on a small point but when
s_c-

14 I said yesterday, Mr. Eddleman,-- We were talking about time

15 for cross and I walked you through a certain calculus and
,

16 came to a bottom line, and <my mistake was when I did the

37 subtraction and then I took your statement that you were

18 about half through, something in my head'said you needed only

19 50 percent mere time. What you meant was you needed twice

20 .as much time, so' that that does not compute, and that is

'

21 where the non sequitur is.

< f' ) 22 What I want to make clear though is I always koopC
' 23 track of time for cross, just to know where we have been and

- 24 where we are going, and so forth. It is just a habit,
Aorees,e n.po,=,.. ene.

25 whether we're under a time limit or not. And I don't want to

*

'

4

L m_. __..___m __m._. __ _ . , _ _ _ _ . _ _ _
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1 _ convey the impression that I've got some kind of magic

2 sliderule up here that tells me, based on that, exactly when.

3 . cross ought to be over. That is not the way that we do it. '

4 When we feel that we should set a limit on it, we
,

5 basically'do it on the basis of what is in the prepared

6 testimony,~how long is it,.how complicated is it, and how

7 things have been going so far, if it is an ad hoc type limit

8 that we impose well into the process of the cross.

9 It was by that kind of judgmental determination that
:

10 we.. thought late yesterday you should finish this morning around

II 11:00, not by my subtracting this and adding thet, and so forth ,

12 although I keep track of that, too, just to get a gross amount

O.v
13 of time that's been spent.

Id We would like to just take a minute or two oni

15 the general subject of time limits to-put you on notice --

16 not you,,Mr. Eddleman,' personally, but all the parties on

17 notice that we're thinking about whether we might not come to
,

18 a point pretty soon where we should consider some kind of a

19 limit system.

20 We had not used any limits so far in the case and

21 that has 'been because in our judgment it just hasn't been.

(] 22 necessary, the case is moving along pretty well.

23 No are beginning to think as we look at this case

24 in front of us and the time in front of us that some sort of
~ Asp Federal Repo,te,s, Inc.

'25 system of limits might be advisable when we look, for example, ,

.|
'

.
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,

I at the next contention which has all these different panels,
<

-2 and other contentions stretching out over a period of two or

3 three weeks from now perhaps.

")!. r

4 We also think that in general when we are operating

5 under a time-limit system of some sort, it tends to improve the

6 case. It tends to improve the cross, and not just the cross.

7 But we're not speaking just of the Intervenors' cross, we

8 are speaking of everybody's time except for the Board's, and

9 we have allowed some time for Board questions, too, time for

10 redirect, time for Staff questions, and the like.

II There are basically two different kinds of time

12 limit approaches one can take. One is a purely ad hoc case-

'

) 13 by-case sort of thing such as.we're doing this morning on this

14 particular panel. We haven't had prior time limits and wo

15 don't have one for the next panel, and we don' t plan to try to

16 figure one out in advance.,
,

17 There again we simply look at the particular

18 testimony that is involved, the exhibits that are involved,3

19 and make a judgment based typically on how the case han gone

20 so far. I have never been in a case where we start to do those

21 things right off the bat. It is usually done somewhere

( ) 22 toward well into the middle of the case when we try to do this. -

'
23 Aprirt from an ad hoc system -- and this is

'

24 something that I'll ask you all to think about -- it is quite
| Ae-e serm non.<we , inc.

25 feasible to adopt a series o' time limits for a series of

-. - __ _ - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ - _ . . _ _ _ _ _ __ - ____-- __-- - -_- _ _ - _ _ - - . - _ .
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1 . witnesses,*a series of panels of witnesses, again including

"2 not- just Intervenor cross, although under the system we have
,

- 3 that[ inherently takes the most time, but questioning by
( ;
" 4 others.

3 That kind of approach cr.n amount to a schedule for
.

6 bringing the whole case to a conclusion. In that connection

7 we will plan to return to this topic the first of next week,

8 on Tuesday. That will give us the benefit of this contention

9 and some segment of Number 9, which I think is the one that

10 we are thinking about most, with all those different panels

II -coming up, and talk more about whether we ought to take such

12 an approach.

13 Let me just give an example.

14 When we say a tir.e limit we do not mean any rigid

15 time which says at eleven o' clock today you will finish. It

16 isn't that rigid. There is always a possibility that a party

17 or Counsel questioning on a particular contention can run out

18 of initially allotted time and make some brief. good-cause

19 showing why more time ought to be granted. And those are

20 frequently, in my experience, granted to some point.

21 So there is sort o" an escape valve at tho end

22 if we think the cross has gono pretty expeditiously and there

23 really is a basis 'or allotting more time.

2d Another approach that scoms to work pretty well,
m n o orwee,Inc.

25 if you have a series of allocationn of time, let's say #1ve.
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,

i.
,

'I -panels, -- I'll just give you an example -- five panels, one

'
2 day each, to include all questioning, maybe two-thirds of i

3 the time for Intervenor cross. You can also authorize a party [

4 to bank their time, so'to speak, whereby if you have been given

5 a half a day on Panel A and a half a day on Panel B, if you

'' are really much more interested in Panel B than Panel A, you
,

7 can spend'an-hour'on Panel A and four or five hours on Panel

8 B, as long as the aggregate time works out.

9 That is just.another example of the kind of j

10 . flexibility that we might build into any system that we decide

II to adopt.

12 I will mention one other thing. There is a !

I 13 discussion of this general area of time limits on examination

Id in the Catawba decision of last June 22nd, and I even had some

15 copies of that that I brought to the management hearing and

16 I forgot to bring any down here. I can bring you the relevant

17 section, Mr. Eddleman. It is just a few pages I'm talking i

I8 about, and you can look that over.

I' But I'll mention it' to the other parties. You
,

20 will see it next Monday and have a chance to look at it. It

-21 is on page 10 or somewhere in there, three or four pages which {

O " ee inte the greceica11eies end aise ehee Beard's view on 1es
,

23 authority to impose time limits at all.

24 You won't find much in the way of Appeal Board
m ne ,w n ,.,inc.

25 authority sustaining this. It is our view that we do have

,

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ . . . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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4

I the authority emanating from a couple of NRC rules and also

2 the NRC policy statement where we are enjoined by the

3
. , _ .

Commission to bring these cases along and finish them in a

i ,') '

4 timely manner. As this is applied to hearings, if you can't

5 control the-time-for questioning, you really can't control
'

4 ~anything, and that's what the hearing is all about. But I

7 won't elaborate'on that beyond just alluding to it.

8 So I think we can pass on from that. We wanted

9 to mention it this morning and we will, as I mentioned a

10 minute ago, bring up the topic again the first thing next

II ' week and get the parties' views on whether we ought to do

12 something along that line and if so, what. ,

(~} 13 At the end of yesterday's session we had had a
v

I4 question or maybe questions from fir. Eddleman to the panel

15 which went generally to the question of cost, cost of systems,

16 and whether cost influenced their analyses or their decisions
,

17 on what to recommend. And we had objections from both the

18 Applicants and the Staff to those questions on the ground that

II cost was'not relevant.

20 And the basic argument is that we are here to
,

21 litigate safety and either the systems.that are being proposed

j ) 22 here are safe or they are not safe, and the question is

23 whether they meet NRC acceptance criteria, NRC standards, and

2d not how much tScy cost.
Ass 4ess,si no nen, inc.

'
25 And tir. Eddleman argued that there was a

,

_ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _



WRB/cb7 4511

1 relationship, that people might take into account cost and

2 that might cause them to hedge on recommendations and lead

3 toward a cheaper system if that were an option; assuming that

'

4 you could get two systems that could meet NRC criteria, you

5 might lean toward the cheaper one, all things considered.

6 We have considered your arguments and we are going

7 to sustain the objections to those questions in that general

8 line of questioning, the cost line.

9 He believe that the point that it is NRC standards

10 that are at stake and whether or not these syntens meet them

11 that1really count,- and that it is at least largely irrelevant

12 how much they cost.

~'

) 13 I migh't just add one other consideration:

14 You can make an argument that cost bears on

15 decisions and that bears on safety. I am not saying that there

16 isn't anything to it. It is a matter of commonsense and

17 experience. Perhaps that's so. We do have to weigh relevance,

18 however, against how far it is going to get us.

19 It seen.s to us that the relevance here in rather

20 slight and the opportunities for getting off into collateral

21 issues once you admit cost as an admissible litigation factor

( 22 are quite large. Who is to say what is more expensive? Should

23 wo be getting into witnesses from tSe Cost Accounting

24 Department, or safety witnesses? And we think our major
. Am.we n pori.,,, Inc.

25 emphasis here is on safety.

_ - _ _ - _ -
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1 For those reasons we are going to sustain the

2 objection to those questions.

,

3 Right at the end there where there were some

4 broader objactions on relevance grounds, in noting the

5 transcript again this morning the Board had ruled on some--

6 I think, Mr. O'Neill, to some extent your objection on broader

7 relevance grounds toward the end had a sort of a retroactive

8 flavor, and I think it would be best if we simply pick up at

9 this point with the ruling on the cost point, and turn to

10 Mr. Eddleman and ask hin to proceed.

II I will note also that we said 11:00, and we've

I2 spent a little time on other matters, so we will say 11:20

~^
; 13 instead.

.

14 Go a head.

15 MR. EDDLEMAN: Thank you, Judge.

I6 I believe there was a slight misstatement in your

I7 summary there of my position where I thought that cost

18 considerations coult'. cause them to sock deviations and
.

I9 exemptions that would weaken compliance with the NRC

20 requirements.

2I But I just want to note that for the record and

22 say that this will probably be something to tell my

23 grandchildren about, that I have witnessed the achievement of

24 having the consideration of cost outlawed in Dankruptcy Court.
Ace Federal Retorters, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: They will love it, okay.
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'I CROSS-EXAMINATION (Continued)

2 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

.3
-, y, .Q I would like to refer the panel to Applicants'

A Exhibit 7, please. This, as I understand it, is the Safe

5 Shutdown Analysis summary and description with any changes |

4 that were made recently typed'in it.

'I A (tlitness Serbanescu) I'm sorry, Mr. Eddleman,

8 please repeat the question.

9 0 I just said do you have Applicants' Exhibit 7?

10 A Yes.

II Q Now in that exhibit, I believe it is page 3, the

12 . legend of abbreviations. !
>

.

h, i 13 3 yes,
3

Id Q Down at the bottom there is a note that says:

15 " Asterisk indicates redundant safe

16 shutdown equipment located in the fire or safe

17 shutdown analysis area."

18 Correct?

19 A Yes.

20 0 Okay.

2I So in looking through this document if we wanted4

( 22 to find out what equipment had redundent equipment located j
.

23 in the same fire area or the same SGA area, that would be

24 indicated for each of these SSA areas by an asterisk?
Aereneren none,n,s. ine.

25 i
3 yog,

:

'
__ _. . _ _ . . . ___________ _ _
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Q Okay,

y' '2 t
'

In 'the Area 1-A valve, for example, on page 10 at *

3 ~

r~~ the top-- Do you have that?

?(-({'

4 '

.A Yes.

'
O In Item 15 at the top there, the table for the.

6 following systems, it seems to me that every one of those ;

I 'with the. exception of A!!-93 has an asterisk beside it. Is

8 that correct? !

' IA Yes..

10 !-

O okay. ',.o-

11
I would. like to turn now to another short area

-i

t

here.

/~'% 13(_/ Mr. Waters, at page 10 of your prefiled testimony--
.

I

14
A (Witness. Waters) Yes?

15
0 Pardon me. I've got the wrong page.

''

b2 I'm sorry, I meant to refer you to page 8. ;

17
-

End Cl !

18,

19 i'

|
,

. 20

21 |
:,

|

|([) 22
,

23 j

i

24

Am*mem newwn. w. !

'25

l

!

-_ . - _ _ _ - _ -
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1 I believe Mr. O'Neill will be presenting later on
|

2 what we agreed to strike in this section. But in the last
i

3 part of that answer you say statistics show for fires

4 occurring in creas protected by sprinkler systems and then

5 you gave us some figures about what occurs.

6 What kinds of fires are those? Are those industrial

7 fires only?

8 A I would have to turn to the reference.

9 4 You don't know?

10 A I don't know right off the top of my head, no.

11 Q All right.

12 Mrs. Serbanescu, I would now like to turn to the aron

13 of the fire hazard analysis. This refers to part four of

14 Contention 116 as explained -- as reprinted in your testimony

15 of August 9 on page four. !

i
16 A ('ditness Serbaneccu) You said Exhibit 67 What i

17 page?

18 4 Pardon me. I want to talk about Exhibit 6 because

19 that 1c Appendix 9 5A.
,

20 A Ho.

21 4 It includes Appendix 9.5A, does it not?

22 A Yes.

23 4 Okay.

24 How I want to ask you concerning the part of
Are-Federet Reporters, Inc.

25 Contention 116 that is numbered four on page four of your

_ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ .
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I August ~9 testimony.
.1

,
_

.2 A. Could you please simplify'your question? You are

23 . going all over the place.- :
,( ) -

4 4 I.'am just trying to identify these documents for-

5 you.

4 Do you have page four of your August 9 testimony

7 available to you?
:

18 A Yes, I do.

:9 4 All right..

'
10 .Now have new smoke generation rates been calculated

11 'for the revised combustible loadings in this Exhibit 67

12 A No. !
|

f 'I 13 4 Okay.
o

' I4 Are the smoke removal requirements that were
.

!
- 15 discussed in Section 9.5 in earlier versions still applicable

16 to the Harris plant?-
1.

17 A No.

18 4 In there an exception in the rules that providos

19 that?'

.20 A There does'not have to be an exception.
m

' '

21 -Q All right.

l 22 In which.section, if you recall, of the analysis' [J .
23 of either'Section 9 5.1 or 9.5A is the smoke removal
24 discussed?

A m. pen a s ne ,w w e,ine.

25 A Just a minute,

,

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



.

...-. ----. - - - - - - - - - -

::rb/cgb3. 4517

,

I"
- , . ~(Pause.)

2 First on page 9.5.1-10.

3,2 4- ~Alliright..

,1( j,
' '

4 A. The third paragraph from the bottom under the

15 hea' ding " Limitation of Fire Effects" it reads:

6 " ... smoke and heat concentrations in

:7 fire areas are reduced by.the use of building

:8 ventilating systems.- However should sufficient

9 heat be generated by a fire to close automatic.

. 10 ' fire dampers, smoke removal capacity will be

II reduced."

12 Further, indirectly related to the smoke removal,

/ 13 however, a change occured in the philosophy of the

' 14 . ventilation of the plant. On page 9 5.1-29, on the top of
~

1

15 the page in discussing about air duct detectors, which

- 16 indicate presence of smoke, it says:

17 " ...the detectors' automatic trip of

18 ventilating syctem in compliance with the MPPA

' 19 90A recommended practices..."

20 .Further, on page 9.5.1-33 --

21 Q Yes.

22 A. _-- it says:

23 " ... smoke venting of the cable

24 spreading area is accomplished using the
m neswws,ine.

25 normal. partially circulating ventilation

.

- _____.__m ___ __-.m _ , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _-
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I system which is capable of a once through

2 operation. Should sufficient heat be,

3 generated by a fire to close automatic fire

4 dampers, smoke removal capacity will be

5 reduced."

6 Further, in a number of places, like on page 9.5 1-35,

7 in the description of various protection provided for cafety

8 related pumps, a nimilar statement exints.

9 4 All right.

10 And there are other cimilar statementa like thone
11 we discussed --

12 A. That's correct, plun an individual fire area.
__

i 13 Q All right.

14 A. Further in the methodology for the fire hazarda

15 analycia -- and I am getting to it --
!

16 4 Okay. I

i
17 A. There la no dincuccion about removal or the nmoke. '

18 4 All right.

19 Mr. Watern, if I may refer you to page 9.5.1-10,
|
!

20 which I believe waa the rirnt one Men. Cerbanencu itlentificci

21 concerning nmoke, down at the bottom of that page, item
'

_

i 22 two nayn:

23 ". . . partially recirculating ventilntion

24 nyctem in provided in other fire nrenn which do
Ace Federet Reportees, Inc.

25 not contain airborne rnlionctivity...," correct? Th"

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 rirst centence of thttt?

2 A. (Witness Watern) That'n what the rirnt nentence

3 of that anya, you.m

4 4 And on the bottom of that it nayn:

5 " ...non-recirculating ventilatiori

6 nyctemn are provided for fire arcan which may

7 contain airborne radionctive materinin. . . ," correct?

8 A. That in what that nnya.

9 4 !!ow yeaterday didn't you doncribe a portable

10 cmoke ejection mechaninm, which, if it were ured in on

11 nren, would eject amoke to an teljneent r!re nren?

12 A. That in correct.

~) 13 4 Ir auch n nynterm were uned in an nren -- in it

14 rire aren where there wan a fire and radioactive r.atorinin,

15 could it eject radionative rnatorinin into an neen which

16 han one or thene recirculating ventilation nynternn?
I

17 A. Potentially. but that in nornething that in |
|

16 concidered by the rirn brigade tenn lender bronune he in |

|
19 not only trnined no n licenned operator in nononninM the

f20 fire cituntion nnd the nnrnty or thn plant but h" in nIno
'
,

'

21 trained in the radiologieni connequencen nnd he in table
,

) 22 to balance thene thincts nn he in nonenning what he needn

23 to do to nuccennrully right the fire.

24 4 Arul hn hun to do thnt rivht on the npot7
he reene neporwei, N.

25 A, yeq,

_-____ ___-___ _
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1 4 Okay.

2 flow I would also like to refer you to the

3 discuasior, or detection syntema. I believe it is page
'

4 9.S.1-25.

3 A. I have that page.

6 4 In the middle it doncriben -- it anyu -- thin

7 la the paragraph that hna two little "15" barn bealde it

3 in the middle of the page.

9 A I have it.

10 4 It anyn:

11 "... power for operation of fire dectection

12 cyntemn and for actuation or fire cuppt cacion
^

i 13 nyntem" .-- it anyn "nycten.," I guena it menna "nyntemn"

14 - "in cupplied from the bninnce or plant otatic

15 uninterruptable power aupply."

16 In that n redundant power nupply?

17 A. Yo't menn the power nupply to the detection nyntem,

16 in it redundant, in that your quention't

19 Q Well that in one pnet or it. Let'n utnet with
|
t

20 that, j

I
21 A. I don't verwn.ber npecifienlly. 1 do not believe

21 It in.'

23 4 All P!ght.

24 An to the --
A te.sw ee nennt ee, M

25 A. That in the power nupply to the detection nyntem

_ _ _ _ _ . - _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ -
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1 you are naking 10 that redundant, doen it come from two

2 toparate redundant courcen?

3 4 That in what I wau anking.

4 A. My answer in I do not believe it in.

5 4 All right.

6 Now as to the nupply of power into tlin power

7 aupply, la that redundant?

8 A. Yea, it in.

9 4 All right.

10 but it in the cingle power nupply that runn

II through the plant?

12 A. For thin particular power cupply, to the beat or
m

13 my recollcotion, yen.
-

14 G And all <1ctectors and all actuation cyntemn

15 for fire cupprecolon come orr of thin nyntem, in that correct?

16 A. That in my underntanding, yen, from thin atatement.

17 4 Okay,
i

16 And it in annumed in your fire hazned annlyuen,

19 in it not, that thene detectorn nnd nupprenniofi nyntemn

20 will have power nupplied to them ir a fire occurn?

21 A. Yen, it in.

I 22 4 All right.

23 Men. Serbaneceu, if I ann turn back to you now,

24 in Appendix 9.'.;A, whnt in the method or nnalynin of fire
A= rem nevon e,, ine,

ftpt'eflding thft t 20 Gued in that lippefidiX7

__
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I A. (Witnesa Ucrbanencu) Could you tell me what

2 uection are you roterring to exactly? That appendix han

3 some 150 pagen.
~

4 4 Well what I am asking in in general -- I know

I there Gro a number or fire arenn with come analyain in

i there, ao mentioned in thin reurth revin! n of Contention

7 116 that you mention in your tentimony.

8 What I am anking you in what ja the n.ethod of

9 analysin in genern1 in that appendix for figuring out

10 what happenn if, or how the fire :: prenda, if you have n

Il fire in one of thene fire netan?

12 A. Gener ally npenking we are looking at where the

) 13 combustible in) we are looking at the combuntible londing,

14 we nee lookint* nt n number of thirigo junt an it in linted

15 in the fire hn::nrda analynin. And I think thin in n very
#

|
16 broad nubject and I think that it might be benericinl i

I7 for the IAoned to either explain or for me to tell you

18 that I cannot nay in three worda how thin wnn done, it

19 will take me hall' a dny to explain. '

20 4 Since J only have two hourn for quentioning, I

21 don't believe I can rully explore that with you. Let mv
.

22 try nnd noe if I ann ' ink you nome nbortor (pientionn perhapn

23 about thin.

24 A. All right.
Ase Fedevel Mesettees, ins.

20 4 ThD unhlynin that you Ilve den 0rlhing threc thMe
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'

~l
, fire loading is the Ltu's per square foot?

2 ~ AI Correct.
,

;3 4 And that's Btu's of combustible materials in the,

g-
~

:
4 ' area. estimated, and then divided by the square feet of the ,

r'

5 'acea?-

3 A.. .You just said " estimated" and I object to it.

7 'Q~ Okay.

8 Do you in fact measure the Btu's per square foot?
f

9 A. In our methodology we explain how we do it.
,

10 The methodology for the fire hazards analysis is in Section

11 ~9.5.1,- if I could refer you to it.

12 ,4 All right.

..(~8.. 13 A. It is. starting on page 9.5.1 140.-()
14 4 1407

15 A. Yes, four zero.

'IE IIt is Section.9.5.1.-3,' Safety Evaluation, inm

( 17- .paren;-Fire Hazards Analysis ~.
~

18 Q- All right.. ,

' 19 A. Further on page 9.5.1 141 we identify what-we<

20 have been looking for, the nine or ten items which we
'

1

21 : considered for every fire-hazard, analysis of every area,

/-m

();,' 22 .in'the plant..-

23 4 Those are the items little "a',' through little "j":
_

,

24 on that page?-
Assesores neporters,inc.

25 A. That's right.

- .;
<..

#.'
j

b* 3

.-y. + m / .. = "
-
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1 Q Okay.

2 AL -Andffurther,we explain what we did for each one

3 of.them.
1)''' '4 4. All right.

5 A When we.s are turning - to page 9.1 -- -I'm sorry ,

:6 9.5.1-42, approximately in the middle of the page we

'

7 explained-how we inventory the combustible loading and

8 how'we equate it to the fire area surface or the fire rated

~9 floor surface or the fire zone area.
.

10 To summarize, we are inventorying the actual

?II charcoal filter --- the_ charcoal absorber. We are inventorying

12 the lube. oils, the combustibles.

I.'i '13 However for the cable tray we use a conservative
sM.

14 ~ approach. ~ We consider that all'the cable trays in the
~

'15 plant are filled.-to maximum capacity except for three

16 ~ fire areas 1n the plant which are Cable Spreading Room A,~

,

-

17 -Cable ' Spreading Room B and Auxiliary Control Panel ~ Room, for

|18 .which we took an a'ctual average fire load plus approximately
~

l'9 5,1per' cent. This11s explained here.

20 Q A'll right.

1!! ,. Since this exhibit fis in evidence that statement,

g .;

[ ','; 22- of-how the analysis was done can speak for itself, can it
x,

23 not?
L ~*

24 A. -: Yes.
Ase-reseres neporm n,inc.

25 - Q' Okay.' ~

-

-

-

. -

L..
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.

1 -Now I would.like to ask you concerning -- it might
. c) ;.

2 .be pages 10 and-11 of your August 9 testimony..

3
.. MR. O'NEILL: I couldn't hear that last question,

h' ' . .

- 4 Mr..Eddleman..

'S MR. EDDLEMAN: I was referring to pages 10 and 11'

6 or'Mrs.-Serbanescu's August 9 testimony.

endWRB#2 7 MR. O'NEILL: Thank you.

8

9

10

'

-11

12'

-
-

13
,

.14
.

15

16
,. ,

.17

18
.

'

..

.,

'

- 20

; ,21

|OL L"
123,

24
Ase+edersi neporters, Inc.

. 25-

-

..h..'' ,
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Taka 3-

.) BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

2 g This gives the standard time-temperature curve

3 characteristics, or at least some of them, in answer 13 ,

,.
#

4 does it not?

5 A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes.

6 g And then if we turn over to page 11, continuing

_7 with hat answer, the statement is made that this standard

8 time-temperature curve has been determined empirically to

.; 9 represent a conanon worst case " exposure fire. " Does that

10 mean it's a real worst case?

11 A -It is my understanding that the National Bureau

-12 of Standards have actually burned -to destruction a five-story

..

and a two-story brick wood-j oisted building loaded with -.

k'_'/
) ~ 13

14 waste lumber. And the produced overall results were

15 approximated in the' standard time-temperature curve which

~ 16 is used throughout the United States.

17 G. All righ'. So that's where that determinationt

18 of worst case came from?

19 A I wouldiassume so.

20 g. All right. ' Now, the ' Shearon Harris nuclear plant

21 is not a brick wood-joisted building loaded with waste

('] 22 lumber, is it?
.

23 A- - No.

'24 _ g Do you know what the BTU content of lumber is .per
hFederd Reporters, Inc.

25 pound?-

. j'
-.

w q -, - ,, w- ,, .--w, .v- -m- a f.- ,,4- -y-4 ,-,..+m-- . . . ,-sn ,-em., ,x---,-, , ,
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1 A From -the top of my head, I do not.
'

2 g Would you accept, subject to check that, somewhere

_ 3 between 4 and 7,000 BrU's per pound is the range of calorific
't J'

4 _ values for dry wood?

5 A- I do 'not accept without seeing it.

6 0: All right, At any rate, you could look this up

7 in some standard references of calorific values, just as

8 you've done for calorific values of things in the plant,

9 couldn't you?

10 A I suppose so.

11 0 Don' t you know so?

12 A I'm sorry?

(~'l 13 g Don ' t you know so?%,.J

14 A What do- you mean?

15 g Isn't it true that you could look up the calorific

16 value of wood in a table of --

-17 A Yes.

18 O All right.

19 How, the materials in the Harris plant, do you know

20 at~what temperature theucable insalations used in the Harris

21 plant would burn?

- (''l 22 A Around 6 or -- 6, 700 degrees fahrenheit, to the
x_/

23 best of my knowledge.

24 G Is that the temperature at which they would ignite
Aan-Federal Reporters. Inc.

25 oor is that the temperature at which they would -- which they
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,

1 would produce if they were burning?

2 A That is the temperature ~at which the insulation

3 may- start to deteriorate and shorts could occur._ . ;_s
/

k.)\
- 0 All rignt.4

')
'5 Now, is there any analysis with one-hour fire

6 barrier, such as used to . wrap cables that are redundant and

>

7 in.the~same fire area as.to what the temperature on the other

8 side of that barrier gets to,when it's subjected to the

9 standard time temperature condition that you give on page

10 10 of your testimony?

'

11 A Please repeat the question?

12 G All right.

[~) .13 Let me ask it in a slightly diffdrent way and see'

Q/

14 if I can clarify it.

Have there been tests, to your knowledge, of what15 '

16 temperature is produced on the other side of a one-hour

17 -fire barrier or fire route such as is used on redundant

18 cables in a fire area at the Harris plant, when that route

19 or barrier is subjected to the standard time temperature

20 curve oft a fire, asddescribed in your answer 13?

.21 A I know that tests have been performed. I do not

1[~i 22 recall the temperature inside the wrap. but I know that .the
%)

23 respective tests were run with the cables being energized

24 an'd throughout the fire test, as well as after the fire test,
: Am-Feder .3 Reporters, Inc.

25 following by a whole stream the integrity of the cables and

', ,,'
s ,, y_. . _ , . _ _ . . . . . , , , , , ,.. ..,m ..-.. . , - _ ..,y - , . . -,. _ , . , _ _ . , _ . , _-,,_m.. , , _ - .

,.
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i of the current transmission through those cables has not been

2 damaged.

3 G Do you know what temperatures are commonly. encountered

C
4 in industrial equipment fires, such as might be involved with,

5 say, a pump spilling oil. and that catching on fire?

6 A _ Depending upon the amount of oil spilled, depending

_7 upon how fast the fire burns, how much oxygen there is, but,

8 yes, the temperature could reach within a few minutes, in

9 excess of a thousand fahrenheit.
~

10 G Okay.

11 It could go higher than that if the fire were not

12 controlled, could d.t not?

(] 13 A Say that again, please?

14 G It could go higher than a thousand f ahrenheit if

-15 the fire were not controlled, could it not?

16 _A The longer the fire burns, the longer the temperature

17 will increase providing there is enouch combustible in the

18 area to burn.

l

19 G All right.
|

20 A And providing there is no suppression or there is

21 no intervention by the fire brigade to put it out.

( ~ 22 G Okay.

23 The -- let me turn now to the diesel generator

24 day tanks, if I may.
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Do you know what temperature diesel fuel._ burns?
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1 I don' t mean ignites. I mean if it is ignited, what tempera-

2 . ture it tends to burn at if it's supplied with air?

3 A. Oh,Iit burns at very high temperature.

(''''l ~ '4 G Thousands of degrees fahrenheit?

5 A A thousand and cver, if it burns, if it continues

6 ourning'.

7 G And in fact, we could look up a typical flame

8 temperature for diesel oil in a standard reference, could we

9 not?

10 A Yes. That is providing you will have the entire

11 room engulfed in a flame.

12 G Okay..

I'd 13 Or a substantial amount of diesel oil burning within
:- ss

14 . the roora,. right?

15 A Yes.

16 G Okay.

17 Now, the day tanks are in a room that, in effect, has

18 - a shelf : that the tank sits on, are they not?

19 A I'm sorry. Please repeat the question?

20 g The day tanks for this diesel fuel, for the diesel

21 generators at the Harris plant, they are located in rooms

"[3 - 22 which, in effect, have a shelf which the. tank sits on and
x ,J.

23 below that there is a bottom area of the room under the tank,
~

24 correct?
' Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A Yes. You mean the tank is located on a platform and
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'I it is seismically - supported..

2 g All right.

3 How, the access to this room, is that at the bottom
.[_Yu)

4 of the room or is it nearer the level of the tank?

5 A To the best of my recollection, the entrance into

6 this room goes on a number of -- occurs through a door wnich

7 is located above the floor level. I do not know the number

8 .of steps, but I know that the door is above the capacity of

9 approximately 110 percent of the entire fuel oil plus

10 whatever could be. That means.110 percent of the 3,000

11 gallons. And the door is above that.

12 g All right.

-( ) .13 Now, does that mean that if the entire 3,000

14 gallons spilled into tne bottom of the room and just leveled

15 out there, that you'd have a 10 percent margin over that

16 stable level before you came to the level of the door.

17 A- If;tt spills, yes, but it iscvery unlikely to
,

18 occur because we are talking about a seismically design o

I9 in construction assembly and it's very unlikely to occur.

20 This construction is capable of withstanding a safe shutdown

21 earthquake.

(') 22 g I recognize that you may not be an earthquake or

23 seismic expert but, does fuel in tanks tend to slosh during
,

'24 an earthquake?
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 g rim sorry. Could you please repeat the question?

--.-
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!

al G Does? fuel in' tanks tend to slosh -- move back c.na* '

f 2 -forth --|during earthquake, or move up and down?4

g .3 A ~ I would ' assume, cyes,

b- '

4 . G. Okay.
.-

5 ..If fuel were' spilled, would it also tend to slosh
' '

6 . or _ splash dropsi?froun the. tank to the part below.
; ;

E ' 7 A Drops, yes. But it's :not 3,000 gallons of oil.

4

8 g . You're.saying that if the tank itself were not

'9 - full, then the amount that could.be' spilled fromi.it would.be

10 less than 3,000. gallons?
.

~ II A I don' t think I understand your question.

- 12 g-- - I'm just trying to figure out what you said there,

d - 13 Maybe I'd. just better leave it, I don' t have a lot of time.
. .

14 .Is-the tank -- are these day tanks built to any'

.

.15 ' NFPA standard,. National Fire Protection Assoc. standard for

16 oil tanks in. industrial: buildings?.

,

17 A. The diesel fuel oil day tank - is a safety class 3,

18 seismic _ category 1 component, which is designed to remain
.

,

'
19 functional.after the safe shutdown earthquake.

.

-20 Now the. diesel day tank room and the day tank

f - 21 - construction is in accordance with NFPA 37.

22' O NFPA 37. Okay.

.

.23 And what are the requirements that that gives for
;. -
4

24 enclos'edlsupply. tanks inside' buildings?
' Am-Feileral Reporters, Inc.

25 - g To be: enclosed within a three-hour rated barrier ;
;

,
,

i

f- +-1 m-- rd, rtWe e t,*twe T p-m-w w -"+-4**f w =- 'm-9mq* ewMe PP 'em mfeve= ere w w "'-w-' :w ir +, e-em-+++ *-w+e*"v=vw9%** 't-te--Hm***e *w==+ww e
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1 which this' tank _is.

:2 g Are you f amiliar with NFPA 31's requirements for

L3 installation of enclosed supply tanks inside buildings?
rs
$)

4 A Yes.~

5 g In fact, these are part of the proposed Eddleman

6 Exhibit 2. labeled 116-1 beginning on page 31-29, are they not?

7 A One second please.

8 (Pause. )

9 Eddleman Exhibit 2, yes.

10 g All right.

11 Can I now ask you to refer to Exhibit 7 -- let me

12 see if I can find the page number of this. Page.49.

(f 13 A I'm sorry, you said Exhibit 77

14 g Exhibit 7, page 49.-

15 A One minute please.'

16 (Pause. )
'

Yes.17

18 MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Eddleman, there are two pages'

19 I49 in Exhibit 7. There are two sections. One is the summary

20 of the safe shutdown analysis. One is the description. Will

21 -you please be more specific for the record?-

~

22' MR. EDDLEMAN: I believe I'm in the summary in the-

23 front part of it. I think there's only 49 pages,or 48 pages,

24 ahead of it. One is the first page 49 that occurs in this
' Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 document if you go-through from the front, so I believe
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I it is the summary.
,

2 MR. O'NEILL: Thank you.

3 'BY MR. EDDLEMAN:q

( ',l
'

4 G Do you have that?

5 A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes.

.6 0 .Okay.

7 Is this the day tank area thati.is described here?

8 A No.

9 G Okay.

10 What is this aren?

II A This is an area located in the diesel fuel oil

12 tank area.

{ '} 13 g The diesel generator cables are described as going

14 through this area?

15 A Diesel tables -- cables that related to the diesel

16 generator system,yes.

17 g An asterisk indicates that the redundant cables for

18 this system also goes through this area?

19 A- Yes.

20 g To your knowledge, have cables like that ever

21 been exposed in a test to a diesel oil fire?

-( ) 22 A Similar types o'f cables? Do you mean similar types

23 of tables?

24 og That type, that specific type of cable or similar
wreserei n. porters, Inc.

25 1types, yes?

f.
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1 A. I don' t know.-

,

2 'O All right.

3 Referring again to prop'osed Eddleman Exhibit 2,
,.

'
-

4 do-.:the standards for installation of --
''

5 .A- One second. You- are , going a little too fast. ,

6 g I'm sorry,
.

i

-7 JUDGE KELLEY: Which. Exhibit is that, Mr. Eddleman?
-

8 MR. EDDLEMAN: 116-1, Eddleman 2.

9 :Let me distribute to the Board this listing

10 which I think makes it a little easier to know which is which.

H JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

12 (Documents distributed. )
*

-. . . .

' ' 13 MR.:EDDLEMAN: This has previously been distributed
.

.

14 to the Staff and Applicants'and the witnesses or to Mrs.

'15 Serbanescu. What it is is just the cover letter when these

:16 exhibits were filed.- And then handwritten' into the left

'17 of them is .the proposed exhibit numbers for each. So it

'

18 makes it a little easier to see which one is which. '

BY MR. EDDLEMAN:<

19 4. Referring .to proposed Exhibit 2, Standards for

20 Installation of Tanks inside Bdildings, do those standards .

21 conflict in'any way with those of NFPA 377

([; 22 A -(Witness Serbanescu) It-is not applicable.

23 0 Why not?

24 A As stated in NFPA 30, paragraph 1-1.8, which can
m neponen, anc.

~25 'be.found in another Eddleman exhibit --~

, . -
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I O And that is exhibit 4 marked 116-A?

2 A Well, it's your exhibit, so I don' t know.

3
,m, .

-Buttit says, " Installations made in accordance
( }'
''

14 with applicable requirements of standards of National Fire

5 Protection Association."h.There is a list of' standards and

6 one of them is, "For installation and use'of stationary

7 combustions engines'and gas turbines NFPA 37 shall be deemed

8 to be in compliance with this code. "

9 Therefore, we. meet NFPA 30 and NFPA 30 does not

10 pertain tu) NFPA 31. And we.are in compliance with NFPA codes,

II which is more applicable to our type of~ installation than

12 NFPA 31, which if we turn to the applicability of it,

(,_,,) 13 pertains more.to commercial application, domestic application,

Id heating, portable equipment, and so on.

15 g Just for clarity, you were reading for a thing that

16 appears on the first page of Eddleman Exhibit 4; were you not?

-I7 That 1.8 NFPA 30?

18 A I was not reading .from Eddleman Exhibit. I was

19 reading from a copy of the NFPA codel30, Flammable and

20 Combustible Liquids Code, dated 1977. The codel.in.effect

21 for .the Shearon Harris nuclear power, plant.

,,

.() 22 g Does that mean that if the code were updated after

23 e 77 that the Harris plant would only comply with the '77

24 code?
Ase-Federes naporwr , Inc.

25 A That's correct.

,

't

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ - ___-
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1 G All right.

2 Let me ask you to turn to Eddleman Exhibit 4 labeled

3 116-3 on the first page.

4 A Eddleman Exhibit 4 does not give me a complete

5 number of pages even though the statement which I have read

6 appears here on page 30-9.

7 G It does appear on page 30-9 under the heading in bold

8 face 1-1.8, does it not?

9 A Yes.

10 G And it's the same statement that you read?

11 A Yes. Except I.. read the; statement from.the code

12 in effect applicable to Shearon Harris, which Shearon Harris

||$13 13 plant is committed to.

4 fis. 14

15

I46

17

18

19
|

|
20 !

i

21 |
--..

22

23

24
, Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

25

.
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-'1 For.the Board'sJinformation, the NFPA standards'

2 ,get updat'ed anywhere between two to four or five years

3q,-<( :as pertinent information becomes available or as the NFPA
:(j

'4 committees. decide to upgrade the codes.
'

+ 5 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.,

~6 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:'

'7 4 All right.

8 'Now what standards does NFPA 37 provide for

-9 ' tank storage?

' 10 lb (Witness Serbanescu) As I said earlier,-the

II NFPA -- first of all, NFPA 37 does have specific information

12 pertaining to. day tanks. And NFPA 37 requires day tanks

() -13 in excess of 600 gallons |to be enclosed within three hour-

I4 rated barriers and our tank is.

15 q. Okay.

16 Now is it 600 or 660 gallons?--

17 'A. I don't recall from the top of my head. I gave

18 an approximate number.

19 4 Do you have NFPA 37 with you?

20 ; A' I do.

21 4 Okay. Could you'look.that number up?

/m-
Q~ 22 A 'Yes.

23 4 Please do.

24 (Pause.)
Aereessess nopee e.,inc.

25 ~ A What. exactly are you interested in from this code,
,

6

'

.
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L~1 .the capacity of.the' tank?-
,

2 Q. -That|is what'I asked you about, isn't it?

3 A- I just wanted to make sure.j_
>, 1:
' "Y 4 Q Day and supply tanks -- NFPA 37, Chapter Five,

5 Fuel . Supply for Liquid Fueled Engines, Section 5-3, Fuel

6 | Tanks.for Diesel and-Fuel Oils, Section 5-3.5 -- it is a

7 .long. paragraph I am going to read:

8 " Day and supply tanks with individual

9 . capacities larger than 660 gallons (550 imperial~

10 ' gallons), (2498 liters) or those tanks which,

11 cause the'' unenclosed aggregate capacity to

12 exceed 1320 gallcns in a building shall be

'(( 13 enclosed in accordance with paragraph 5-3.7."

14 Turning to paragraph 5-3.7 - -

TIS JUDGE'KELLEY: 'Is that very long?

16 WITNESS SERBANESCU: Yes. Four paragraphs.
~

o

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Do you know the text, Mr. Eddleman?

'18 .We might save the_ time of reading the'whole thing.

19 MR. EDDLEMAN: I didn't ask her to read that.-
.e

.20 If I may just'come in at this point and ask a question:
n.

21 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
,

E- (~l 22 Q Does that paragraph, that Section 5-3.7, requirev
23 Lthree: hour fire barriers to completely enclose top andy

y

24 sides and bottom the tank?
A caseres noperors, Inc. -

25 .A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes.

, . .

N_.___-..---._---
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I 4' 'And'that's.the same requirement, is it not, that '

2' iis in Section 2-4 of NFPA 31-for the supply -- the enclosed- ,

3 suphly tanks inside buildings?j-(.

1 A.- Mr. _ Eddleman,' we have- designed to a code. The
,

5 ' code .we_. designed to says this -- I don' t see any -reason

6 in comparing your exhibit to the code we complied to.
~

7 4 _Mrs. Serbanescu, if you will bear with me, I am

8 'asking the questions and I would like you to just answer,

9 whether Section 2-4.5.3 of Eddleman Exhibit 2 makes the

j _ 10 same requirement for enclosure, fire barriers enclosing a

II . supply tank as the section of NFPA 37 that you just

12 answered about.

() 13 JL Please repeat the paragraph number of Eddleman

-14 Enclosure'2?

15 Q Page'31-29.

16 .A One second please.

17 '(Pause.)
3

18 31-29, yes.

I
14 Okay.

'

'20 Paragraph 2-4.5.3.
.-

21 AJ I have to see what tanks in Eddleman Enclosure 2,
: g,_

_ .( f 22 Paragraph 2-4.5.1 and the tanks enc'.osures spelled out

23;- in Eddleman Exhioit 2, paragraph 2-4.5.2 is in order to
,

24 answer the question.
m neporem, Inc.

25 Q All right. That refers to tanks of not more than

:

. _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - .--- _
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l 10- and 15,000-gallons, does it not, directly above that?
'

'
' 2 A. If_I read it correctly, paragraph 2-4.5.1 says:

3 "In buildings of other than fire resistantfg

U
4 construction the gross" capacity of tanks shall bes

5 not more.than 10,000 gallons."
-

6 So this paragraph does not apply to Shearon

7 Harris because the day tank is enclosed within fire resistant

8 ' rated construction.

|9 Q And that is what is covered in 2-4.5.3.'-

10 A I ' m s or'ry , I.didn't get there.

~

II -Q Please.take a'look.

f12 A I am. I'm slow, I'm sorry.
,

{) 13 In paragraph - .You see the Board-doesn't have

14 this information and the record doesn't-say it.
.

15 JUDGE.KELLEY: I believe we have most of that,

16 I am following'you now.

17 WITNESS SERBANESCU: Okay.

18 Yes , in buildings -- All right . .So we meet the....

L19 What is your point,_Mr. Eddleman?
,

20 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:,

= 21 4 The answer is yes, -right?

[ f( _ A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes, but it is not applicable.22
,

l!3 Q Now wait a second, Just let me ask you ano'ther
.

2d question now,
m neporters,inc

25 -In 2-4.1, up at the top of that Section 2-4 on the
,

.

+=w%e
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-.

- 1 same page it says, does it not,:that:

L2 "A supply _ tank ~ larger than 660 gallons

, .
_

3 capacity shall be enclosed when installed inside

''
4 of a building. . . ," yes?-

5 A. Yes.

6 -Q All right.
.

17 Now'then 2-4.5, which I think you also mentioned

- 8 says:

-
"

9 ... enclosed tanks in buildings shall

-10 be in accordance with the following. . . ," does it not?

11 A Yes.-

12 'Q And then following that we have in immediate

) 13 order 2-4.5.1 and 2-4.5 2 and 2-4.5 3 that I have been ,

14 asking.you about, don't we?

15 A. Yes.

' 16 4_ Okay.

17 A There are some exceptions.

; 18 ,4 Let me ask you this:

19 Does NFPA 37 provide for the type _of fire door

20 that shall be used for tank enclosure?

21 JUDGE KELLEY: Can I ask, just for clarity,

. f'l -22 that 37.which I believe was referred to earlier and you
v

.

read portions of it, that as far as I know we don't have.23

/ 24 EMR..EDDLEMAN: I neglected to put that in.
An-reseres nosonm, Inc.

25 ~ JUDGE KELLEY: But does it also derive from this

. .-
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x ,

i" l book called Flammable and Combustible Liquids Code, is that
_

n 2 where it comes from?
~

''
3. ,.x So:if we had the whole book would we have 37?

- \''T -
c/

.

'4 WITNESS SERBANESCU: Yes.
.

.5 JUDGE KELLEY: We are not off on a totally different

6 publication .now, are we?

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: No, we are not. This is all out of

|
8 the National Fire Protection Association Code, although

9 .some of the versions may be a little different. Mrs.
~

10- 'Serbanescu has already addressed updating.

11 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. Go ahead.

12 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:,

[] 13 Q Could you refer to NFPA 37 and the question I hadwJ

14 asked tras what the requirements were for fire doors in

15 tank enclosures in that code?

16 A (Witness Serbanescu)~ ' Class A fire doors if it
,

17 -opens 1nside the building; which it does, and'it:is a
~

'18 Class'A fire. door for the Shearon Harris design.

19 ' '
,

q All right.

-20 Is that door required to be self-closing under
,

; .; 21 NFPA 377
o
; (m '.J

22 . A. Yes.

23 4 Is the requirement for a non-combustible liquid

[ 24 type sill or ramp in NFPA 377
e m nesww ,Inc.

25 A .Yes, . . . opening shall be protected by a"

L. .__--________i---.___----------- - - - - - _ _ - - -_ - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - _ -
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v .:

\ .r

~1
,

ramp;orLsill high enough to contain the entire I

'

!,-,

2 . contents of the tanks.within'the walls..."

- 3 'Let me read the.whole statement:'

i. ,- ) c
,
' y -;

4 '...to the. height corresponding to the

:5 l' vel of ' oil that will be retained and the sille-

6 shall be built to withstand the lateral pressure
'

's

7
-

due to the liquid head and walls and floors

8 shall be waterproof. "

19 Q 'All'right.

10 .A "In lieu of this, a drain to a properly-

II sised -underground is permissible."

12 4 'Does the Harris day tank enclosure have a-drain?'

,.

( J- 13 A.. 'Yes.u.
14 4- Is it always open?

15 .A- No.

16 q- Under what conditions would'it .open?

-17 A It can be opened ,by an individual when it is:

18 necessary to drain.
::

19 4 Is this a manual operation or an automatic.,

20 operation?

2I A I4 don't know.
'

r~N
t ) < 22 4 All right.
s

23 Do you know what individual would -- would.it

' 24 be an operator in the control room or would somebody have
As>7essem nosonsa,Inc.

25 to go out to the diesel generator building?

Nh . . - - - . = _ .-_- . _ - - _ _ - - - _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - - - _ - __ ..
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I A. ' ~ IJdon't know.
1

'2
4e _ q. All right.

3 Let me ask.you to-refer.again to proposed Eddleman

b_)4.
~

' 4 -Exhibit.-2 at page 30.

5 A.L Exhibit 2, page 30.,

-6 Q That-is on the last sheet, the left-hand side.
.

7 JUDGE KELLEY:' We are approaching a break time.
;

8 MR. EDDLEMAN: This is the last question I

:9 'have on'this par'ticular point.
,

110 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
,

11 Q The' provisions of Section 2-4.8 there, are they
I

i 12 not essentially the.same as the ones.that you just quoted
~

.(x 13(_) from NFPA 37 for the. opening and sill or ramp?

14 A (Witness Serbanescu) Let me read it, please.

.
15 Q Go ahead.

16 (Witness Serbanescu reading.)

E :17 A. Functionally the same but not the same wording.

18 Q All right.

:19 So the answer.to the question of similarity is

20 yes?-

21 A One second, I didn't say that. It is not-

- ,-~ . ,

'{.(} 22 identical.

-23 4 Okay. I will just accept your previous answer..c.

24 MR 4.'EDDLEMAN: Now is a good time for a break-for me.
Am+ewas nesonen,Inc.

- 25 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. Let's take ten minutes..

Cnd#O .(Recess.) i

:. -

,

-- _ . _ - - _ - . . . _.
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:1 JUDGE KELLEY: Back on tha record, i.

i

.2 Mr. Eddleman, will you resume?

3 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.
(7,'!
''' -4 - BY MR.' EDDLEMAN:

'

5 Q- Mrs. Serbanescu, would you refer to Eddleman

. - ~ .4 Exhibit 3, labelled 116-2, pleane?
,

'

7 A (Nitness Serbanescu) Will you please repeat the

8 exhibit number?

9 Q 3.
;
'

10 .A. Exhibit 3. Yes.

11 0 Okay.

'12 This contains, does it not, a table of contents
.

(] 13 -of NFPA 30?

14 A Yes.

15 0 Okay.'

16 And now if we would pick up-- t

,

.

17 A I would like-to point, however, that this
,
,

18 Eddleman Exhibit 3 is the NFPA Standard dated 1981 and it is

19 not'the one to which Shearon Ilarris has been designed.

20 0 Is the Shearon IIarris designed to NFPA 30 of 1977?

21 A Yes.

~ [a 22 Q All right.
.

L

23 Is there a reason why you don't put your fire

24 protection design in accord with the latest codos?
: weesres noe, ors, Inc.

25 A Because a plant-- The plant design hai been t

i
h

_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _-- - . - - -
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'l started way back, and we have to put a code year in effect to

2 which we comply. We don't know how the codes will change in,

!

3 .the future. Therefore, we cannot second-guess what will happen,, ,

V
4 so we abide by the code and go by that.

5 0 Well, when the NRC changes their requirenents

4 you comply with those changes, don't you? I

7 A The NEC requirements in fire protection so far i

<

8 have been Branch Technical Positions except for Appendix R !

. t- s

'
9 to 10 CPR 50, which is a federal law.

10 Branch Technical Positions can be complied to as

II suggested by the NRC or an equally acceptable solution may be

12 provided.

() 13 Appendix R to 10 CFR 50 and the Safe Shutdown |

Id Analysis was a more stringent requirement but that was a

15 mandatory change given by the NRC. That is why it was taken

16 into consideration.

17 11R. EDDLEMAN: I haven' t montioned this before, !

18 but for a question like that could I get the witness to answer

II Yes or No, and then explain the answer? {

20 JUDGE XELLEY: Well, sometimes. It sort of |

21 depends on the question,

r
( 22 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, let me drop it for this one.

23 JUDGE KELLEY: Why don't we try it next time s

24 around, and it may or may not be appropriate.
Aarsonsrei sessenen, lae.

25 DY MR. EDDLEMAN:
,

h

_ _ . _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ - - . _ _- - _ _ . - _ - - _ _ _ - - - - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ - . - _ - - - . - - _ - _ _ _ _ _
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I Q Is General Design Criterion 3 of 10 CFR Part 50

2 also a federal law that you have to comply with?

3 A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes.
!

4 0 All right.

5 Now when the NRC changes its regulations, which

6 I believe GDC-3 and Appendix R are part of, you do comply with

7 those changes, do you not?

8 A Yes.

9 Q Does NRC require compliance with the current fire

10 code?

II A Please repeat your question.

12 Q Does the NRC require the Harris plant to comply

13 with the current fire code?
-

I4 A No.

15 0 All right.

16 Do you know if NFPA 30 was revised between 1977

17 and 1981?
|

18 A From the top of my head.... Wait a second. I can:
1

19 tell you exactly from the NFPA Code. |

20 From the top of my head I would say No, but if you

21 want me, I can verify with the latest code.

! 22 Q All right. I would appreciate it if you could get

23 that verification.

24 A One second, please.
Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 0 Okay.

I
- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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I (Pause.)

v, 2 A It goes not say. I thought in the :seginning, the

3f7 introduction to the Code, it might have said. But to the
g.

4 .best of'my recollection, it.has not changed since '77.

5 Q. In the 1981 Code that we have here, changes are
'

e indicated by a vertical line beside the text that has been
,

7 changed. Isn't that so?
,

8 A Yes.

9 0 Okay.
.

10 Now if you would refer to proposed Exhibit 4,

II labelled 116-3,--
,

12 A' Exhibit 47 Yes.

13() rem sorry, I didn't catch the paragraph. number.s

s.

I4 Q I haven't given you one yet.

~15 A Oh, I'm sorry.
b

16 0 Well, let me ask you this: ;

*

.17 Do you know what the flashpoint of diesel oil

18 or. diesel fuel is?

I' A Yes. I
,

<

09 0 What is it? ;

21 A. 100 Fahrenheit..,

6) 22(, 0 100 Fahrenheit. Okay.
.

23 Let me refer you to page 30-12 on the second sheet

24'

of Eddlema.1 4, at the bottom. f
Am.mmum nomen. w. *

25 A Yes.

<

~ - - - .. _ _ . - - - - . - _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ . _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ . - . - . . . _ . . . _ - - _ . _ . _ . . _ . . - - _ . _ . _ . - - _ . - - - _ . - - _ - . _ - - - - - _ - - - _ _ - _ . - - _ . _ . - - _ _ . _ _ _ _ . - . - - _ _ _ _ _ - . .
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I Q It defines a' combustible liquid as a liquid having

2 a flashpoint at or above 100 P., does it not? "

3g-( A Yes.
() . 4 0 All right.

3 And if you look over on page 30-13, it defines *

4 a Class 2 liquid to include those having flashpoints at or i

'
7 above 100 F. and below 140 F. Correct?,

8 A Yes.

9 Q Okay.,

'
;

10 And none of those sections that I just asked you
'

i

II ito look at have any vertical bar beside it, does it?

12 A That's correct. '

(a) _ 13 Q All right,

Id Now if I can refer to 116-4, Eddleman proposed |

15 Exhibit 5, please?

16 A Yes. ;

17 0 On page 30-17,.it begins Chapter 2 for Tank

18 Storage. Correct?

19 A Tank Storage? I'm sorry, I missed the page number, i

20 0 30-17, to the right side of the front sheet.

21 A' Yes. I

ry >

22( ) Q Okay. '

-
1

23 And over on the loft-hand side on 30-16, the t

24 second paragraph down, there is a section marked " Ventilation"
,

25 there, is there not?

! !

l

i. !
_
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1 H A- Ye's.
' '

.- 2 0 'And~it says:-

j_ . 3 "As.specified in this Code, ventilation-
o \

' ^ ' '
'd -is:for.the prevention of fire and explosion. It is

5 conridered adequate if it is sufficient to prevent

6 accumulation of significant quant.ities of vapor / air

7 mixturesin concentrations over one-fourth of the

8 lower flammable limit."
'

v

9 That's what it'says. Right?

- 10 A 'Yes.'

-11 Q There was no vertical bar beside that particular

12 paragraph, is there? -

f(' l 13 A There.is no bar. *

%_/. ,

14 -Q All right.

\
15 Now if I could'just ask you to turn to the-- This

16 :is - the. exhibit that has the pages front and back, and I

'

17 supplied you with the backs this morning, .didn't I?
,w

18 A -One second, please.

19 As a point of information, this' ventilatden which
\

'"
20 you read is part of .the definitions to the NFPA Code. '

-

1
s

121 Q Right.
. ;y,s. ,

,

- > 4-,

''
V ', 22 A Okay. \ * ,'

3-s -

23 0 The.only-thing I find on page 30-18 that has a

124 vertical bar beside it in this exhibit is the Section'2-1.3.1
Ae+ews neo,ws w. ,

,

oniatmospheric tanks, and that whole tank has a verti' cal bar25
, -

,

%

1
,

%-
%,u +



~ 7;,y
.,

d 5-

5WRB/db7 4552
'

u3

?d A Neside it, does:it not?
-

,q.
-

,

2 L ~A Yes.
l

T- .,

- j 3 . Q. Okay.
7 ,%

.t'
,1 -

4 And-then I am just going through the next few
s

zj 5 pages,: if you will just go along with me. I don't find any
.

''
i6 .more vertical-bars until part of 2-3.5.5 on page 30-38.

7' A The pages are not sequential iny more.

\ ,

79 Q -Well, I mean in this exhibit. Let me clarify that:
:s .s

9 in this exhibit.
: ) ,

10 A -All right.

I I'm sorry, there are some bars in this exhibit.
. . . , .

q - .s

g 12
1. O Uell, yes, I said there were some more.

. ,n ,,
%

l {y-- j - 13 b7here did you find |the first such bar? Is that ons

y, s s

? 14
.

page 30-18;by any chance?
ri

15 I believe you almost have.your finger on it.

j'g y
- 16 A The first bar I see on page 30-35..

17 Q All right. Let me go bach to'that.

18 'You're right,.there is a little one down here in
19 " 2.3.2.$,

'
20 Now if you turn over the next page there is a

e gge

[[21 somewhat larger bar right at the top left of that one, is there
- >;2%>

~ s-
..

. , , ,
'

[v) I. @ not?- i

23p.. 3 yes,y
. . ; ,. .

b'n' 4'
,

E 2,

0 All (ght.
Ase-rederei n po,tm, Inc. 's m

,g i |25 ,, '* And $1'ght'below that bar there is an exception' -

n)''

t.

;4 .. ',,
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,

1 111sted--1

,

2 A Lyes.

.3 0 -- for service stations..-_s,,

! ,I
''' ' 'd " Capacity-of manifolded vent piping shall

- ~5 .be. sufficient'to discharge vapors generated when

.
-6 two manifolded tanks are simultaneously filled."

7 Correct?

8 A Yes.

9 Q Now if you will turn to Exhibit 3, marked 116-7,

10 ontits--

II A One.second. One second, please.

12 O Yes.

4n) 13 A 116- -- Exhibit 7, cn 116-77
s._s

- 14 Q Exhibit 8, 116-7.

15 -A ..Y e s . All right.

- 16 -0 On the right-hand side of that front sheet'is

. 17 Chapter 7, Service Stations.

18 A yes,

19 Q That section of the NFPA Code would not apply to

20 -Shearon Harris, would it?

.21 :A It would not.

W
- .() 22 Q All right.

23 A In~accordance with the definitions:of NFPA.

24 JUDGE KELLEY: Let'.s stipulate that the service
Ase-Federes nepormes, Inc.

25 station _ provisions don' t apply.

.
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f

1 -MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay. Fine, Judge.

I 2 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

-3 .- Q Now as to Section 2-4 of Eddleman Exhibit 5, if

'''
~4 we could turn back to page 30-39,.which is the same sheet we

:5 :were.on with 30-38 before,---

6 ~A (Witness Serbanescu) Eddlenan Exhibit 5?

7 Q -Yes.

8 A Exhibit 5,_yes.

9 'Q -All right.

10 On page 30-39 there--

11 A '- 30 ....

12 0 30-39.

I'\ 13 A 30-39. Yes.\_)
14 Q Do you have that?

.

15 A- Yes.

16 0 =A section begins there.near the top, 2-4,

17 Installation.of Tanks Inside of Buildings. Correct?

i 18 A Yes.

19 Q And the first thing it says is that:

'20 " Tanks'are not permitted inside a building

21 except as provided-in Chapters 5, 6, 7, 8 or 9."

('') - 22 Correct?;

1, x ,-

23 A Yes.
i

24 0 Okay.
| Ae+eseres nepo,tm, Inc.

! 25 'Then the next section concerns vents, and neither

. .- ,,. - - . , . . - . - . - - _ _ . , - - - - . . .. ,. - . - - - _ . , - -
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I ofLthose sections has a vertical bar beside it, does it?

2 A That.is correct, there is no vertical bar beside

3 it.r~ .
A ).

' ' '
4 Q- .All right.

5 What sort of vents are provided for the day tanks,

'6 the. diesel generators at Shearon Harris?
,

7 .A I know there are vents provided. I don' t know the

8 size of them, but I know they are in accordance with NFPA 37

9 and, as- I 'said before, in accordance with NFPA 30, Section

10 1-1.8.

II Installations made in accordance with applicable

12 requirements of standards of-the National Fire Protection

. , - . , .
|f } 13 Association for installation and use of stationary combustion
' \m./

14 engines and gas turbines, NFPA 37, shall be deemed to be in

15 compliance with this Code, "this Code" being NFPA 30, being

. 16 the Code which-you quote me from.

17 Q All right, I think we have that in the record.

18 When did you first know that the Harris diesel

19 generator building and day tanks -- or. diesel' generators and

20 ' day tanks would have to comply with NFPA 37?

21 A We made them to comply with NFPA 37.

jas

-'( ) 22 .Q So from the=beginning of your work on Harris, or

23 from the--

24 A I do not recall the date, but the first time when
: Ase-Federes Reporters, Inc.

25 we went on the record was in applicants' Response to NRC
|

L.
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I : Question 280.1 which was a comparison between the Shearon

2 LHarris fire protection program to the latest NUREG 0300,

' -Section 9.5.1 CMEB Guidelines.for Fire Protection in Nuclear-

D): .
_'4 ~ Power. Plants.

I

5 Q :And what date was that, do you recall?

6 ~A- From the top of my head I do not, but I can give1

7 you the'date when it was submitted to the NRC.

8 Q All right. I would' appreciate it if you could do

9 tha t.

10 Let us turn to proposed Exhibit 6 if we may,

'II
; . labeled 116-5.

12 A Exhibit 6.

/ w) - 13s, One second. I was looking at Exhibit 7.

14 - What page?

15 :Q My Exhibit 6, --,

I6 .A' Oh,'your Exhibit 6.,

I7 Q -- not your Exhibit 6. The one that is laneled

18 116-5, as I believe I said.

l' A Eddleman Exhibit.6. Okay.'

,

End 5 20 Q ~ kay, 116-5.O

:21

() 22
-

23

24
m nepo,w, , ene.

25

-
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Tzph - 6'~

l 0 .On page 30-69, on the front of_that, it begins

- '2 Chapter 5, concerning industrial plants, correct?

3 -A- Yes.-

-

4 -G And in the sections under 5-1 scope.there, there..

_

5 are no vertical bars. beside them, are there?

6 A' There.are:no vertical bars, that is correct.L

7 G It says'at the bottom of the Section 5-1.1, that
~

8 "This chapter'shall not apply to chemical plants, refineries,

9 -or distilleries."c,3
"

,

10 'A I'm sorry, I lost you. Which --

" II a At the bottom of the first pagagraph --

12 |A .Yes.-

[(]) 13 g- -- s-1.1 --

14 A Yes.

15 MR. .EDDLEMAN: Let me ask your Counsel ff he would

'16 stipulate that' the Shearon Harris plant does not f all within

17 .any of those exceptions for chemical plants, refineries,<

18 or distilleries.
,

19 MR. O'NEILL: I would ask that to my witness, I'm

20 not an expert on the code.

'21 BY MR'. EDDLEMAN:-

j%(
-

22,) -4 Mrs. Serbanescu, does that exception cover the
,

23 Shearon Harris plant?

24 A (Witness Serbanescu) "This chapter shall not apply
. ~Ampfederal Reporters, Inc.

25 to _ chemical plants, refineries, or distilleries is define'd."
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| ^ l Yes, it does not apply to Shearon Harris.

2 g All right.

3 A But the chapter of industrial plants-does not apply, ,g
D'

4 to Shearon HarrisLeither, in my opinion.

5 g Well, is the Shearon Harris plant a place where

6 some liquids are used incidental to the principal business?

7 _A- Would you please repeat that question?

8 g Is the Shearon Harris plant a plant where some

9 liquids, flammable and combustible liquids are used incidental

10 .to the principal business?

11 A Yes.

12 g Okay.

l '); 13 Inc that 5-1.1, the first sentence reads, does it
v

I4 not, "This chapter shall apply to those industrial plants

15 where (1) . the use of liquid is incidental to the principal

16 business. See section 5-2." Correct?

17 A yes,
'

18 0' All right.

19 Let me turn to Proposed Eddleman Exhibit 7, labeled

20 116-6.

21 A yes.

T ). 22 g Now, this consists of the first two pages of

23 NFPA 30 on bulk plants and terminals?

24 A Yes. And I see a bar on the lefthand side of
, Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 chapter 6 bulk plants and terminals.

- . - , - _ -
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1 g That indicates therb's been some change in the

2 title of chapter 6, doesn't it?
.

3 A I don't know. It indicates a change.,

LJ
4 _g Okay.

5 Does it change somewhat -- from the previous code,

6 there!.a change somewhere in that line, righ t?

7 A Right.

8 g All right.

9 A I also know that the paragraph number and the

10 chapter numbers between NFPA 30, 1977 edition and '81 edition,

11 at one point in time become different. And therefore, the

12 heading may vary.

: ,m .
.t 13 g I see. Okay.- N-)

14 But,lin any event,the. provisions for bulk plants

15 and terminals do not apply to the Shearon Harris plant, do they?

16 A In my opinion, it does not.

17 g All right.

18 So as _to the requirements for loading and unloading

19 facilities, buildings and so on, they don't apply to Harris?

20 A No.

21 g All right.

[) 22 Now, if we can refer to proposed Exhibit 9 --
v

23 A Eddleman or Applicant's?

24 G Eddleman 9, please?
Aap-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 JU DGE . KELLEY: I'd like to inject. Is this general



E.
3

WRB/pp'' 4
4560

1 line going to take very much longer, Mr. Eddleman?

2 MR. EDDLEMAN: I'm virtually finished with it.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Good.
.,3
! i
'#'

4 MR. EDDLEMAN: I'm just trying to get all these

5 things identified and get the witness to talk about them a

6 little bit as to their applicability or inapplicability.

7 JUDGE KELLEY: One questions this much use of time

8 on this. It's been about a half an hour. We're still

9 wondering what'the. point.is, so please finish it up.

-10 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.

11 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

12 G This Exhibit 9 is appendix C of NFPA 30, is it not?

. [') 13 A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes.
m/

14 G And it says that the appendix is not part of the

15 requirements of this document, but included for information

16 purposes only.

17 A Yes.
,

I

18 G .And contains additional information and recommendatiohs

19 bring the same number as the . text with flammable and combustible

20 liquid-codes.

21 A Yes.

' f'') 22 G And then 16 discussed preferred methods of storage
U

23 and liquids in buildings. Is this information applicable

24 to the storage of. liquids used incidentally in the operation
* Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 of the Shearon IIarris plant, in your opinion?

_ . . _ . ___ ._. .._ - . _ - . . _ _ , . . _ . . . . _ . _ . . . _ . _ . , _ _ _ _ . _~ _ _ _
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~l :A -As you mentioned earlier, this appendix is not part
'

.

2 Dof - the requirements of the NFPA document and, therefore,

3 . e ' don' t have to follow it.w

'

4 g But I asked you a slightly different question. In

..5 your f opinion, is the information applicable to IIarris?

6 A- It's helpful, but it's-. not necessarily mandatory.

7 g' Right.

8 Now, the sections of appendix C that we just_ read

9 over don' t have. any vertical bars besides them, do they?

10 A They do.

II g I mean the ones that we read over, not the ones that --

-12 A Oh, the one that we read over do not.'

. ,m
( ) 13 g Okay.
v-

14 Now, in terms of the control of flammable and

-

15 combustible liquid;that you do ---and Mr. Waters, if you have
'

,

16 something to speak about this, please feel free to answer also.

17 Is that control to a NRC standard or an NFPA standard

18 or either?-

19 A (Witness Waters) I don' t know exactly what we

20 : call out on our control; of: combustible procedure. I would

21 have to .look at that and followup to see exactly what we-

( 22 site, but I believe it would be an NFPA reference that we

23 would site, or it would go back to NFPA code.

24 g And you are dealing with flammable and combustible
A -Faserd neportm inc.

25 liquids in your plant procedures, correct?-

.

_ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . ._..__m____ _ ___.m._ ._ _ _ . _ . . _ _ _
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'l A We are dealing with small quantities, mostly'

_2 referring to the area of transient combustibles.

'

3 g . Incidental use of these?. _ .

'~ .4 A Yes.

5 g Okay.

6 On those, are the codes in effect when the Harris

7 was designede the applicable ones,or are the current codes

s . applicable, since- it has not yet gone into operation?

'9 A The applicable codes, as far as requirements in

10 ef fect, at the time the plant was designed and upgraded where

11 necessary where we see additional protection could be
-

12 provided from our operational aspect.

() '13 g So, is your answer that you're not required to

14 use for your operations any code after the design of the

-15 plant was set?

16 A That is correct -- now, to the best of my belief

17 and knowledge.

'18 g Okay.
,

19 Now, the day tanks--excuse me -- your practices .
-

,

20 with respect to these combustible liquids are described

21 somewhat in your testimony and also in Exhibit 6, are they not?'

['Y 22 A They are described -- yes, they are described in
s_s

h '

23 my testimony. I'm not sure about Exhibit 6. Are you referring

24 to --
.

| An-reseres neporwes, Inc.

| 25 g Applicant's Exhibit 6.
t

I

_ __ - -__ --__- - _ __ - - _ - _ -_ _ _-- - _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _- __
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1 A What was the question on Exhibit 6.

2 g .Are there some descriptions of your control --

'3 I believe Mrs. Serbanescu said this earlier -- so maybe Ip. ,
( )

#
4 'should just drop the question. I don't want to waste time.

'5 A' I can' t think of a specific -- what you are

6 referring to.

7 g Well, at any rate it's in evidence and we can see

8 whether it refers to the control, flammable and combustible

9 liquids, can' t we?

10 A I.f it is in there and it's in evidence, then, yes
,

II we can.

12 g All right.

(' ') - 13 Mrs. Serbanescu, in Applicant's Exhibit 6, is there
a

14 a description of the enclosures where the diesel generator

15 day tanks are?

16 A Yes, there is.
,

17 g And there is a fire hazard analysis of that

18 area?

19 A Yes, there is.

20 g Okay.

21 And if I want tosee whether that enclosure at all

-( ')! 22 complies with the cdde, I could check it between the code and

23 the exhibit for compliance, could I not?

24 g yes,
i 4.sessem n ,ws, sne.

25 0 All right.

_ _-. - _ _ _ . _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ ___
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1 A The fire rated enclosure, yes.

2 G Yes,.okay.

3 Now, we turn to a slightly dif ferent area here.

4 The discussion of the fire doors that had gone on between

5 CP&L, Ebasco, and the NRC, did any of that occur at

6 meetings, formal meetings with the NRC?

7 A What do you mean by discussions with the NRC?

8 G Well, I believe that you stated yesterday that

9 part of your responsibilities with Ebasco, in general, and

10 also related to the Shearon !!arris plant were to carry on

11 or assist in discussions with the NRC staff regarding

12 the FSAR answering NRC Staff questions, safety questions, and

13 dealing with requests for deviations or exemptions by the

14 Applicant's is that correct?

15 A Yes, that's correct.

16 0 All right.

17 And were some of these discussions carried on in

18 formal fire protection meetings with the NRC Staff ?
!

19 A Yes. There were meetings with the NRC Staf f. |

20 0 Do you recall whether, in any o f those meetings,

21 the fire doors were discussed as an open item?

22 A I believe that -- yes, I do.

23 0 Okay, n

24 And do you recall whether one of those meetings
' Ane-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 might have occurred late in September of 19837

u
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I 1 A There were a number of meetings and, from the

k
2 top of my head, I don' t remember. But I really couldn' t say

3 yes or no;n I say yes to the meetings, but I do not know
L [_s')

'#
4 .whether it was September or October or December or when. ;

5 g Okay.

6 Let me ask you--if your Counsel will permit me

7 to show you, a. document -- I don' t have extra copies of it,

8 but it's a summary of a meeting in this timeframe concerning 1

9 fire protection.

10 MR. O'NEILL: Sure.

11 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor,the Staff would also like

12 to take a look at the document.

(l 13 JUDGE KELLEY: Sure.
\_)

14 MR. EDDLEMAN: Fine.

15 (Document exhibited to Counsel.)

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: Mr. Barth must have briefed his

17 co-counsel on this.

18 (Pause.)
.

19 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

20 0 I'm going to hand you this document, Mrs.

21 Serbar.escu, and ask that you examine it.

f') 22 (Itanding document to witness.)

23 A (Witness Serbanescu) Thank you.

24 (The Panel reading. )
kroneren neporwes,Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: Can you tell us- again just what

____ _ _ __ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - _ - _ _ - _ _ _
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1 that document is while Mrs. Serbanescu is looking at it?

2 MR. EDDLEMAN: This is a document dated- September

3 30, 1983, an NRC summary of meetings with the Applicants

4 and Ebasco on fire protection of September 26 and 27, 1983.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

6 WITNESS SERBANESCU: That's correct. I read the

7 letter and my name appears to be in attendance. I do not

8 contest not being there.

9 MR. EDDLEMAN: I didn' t ask you to contest it.

10 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

11 0 Let me ask you this: In the list of items discussed,

12 which is back in the back of that letter as an attachment,

13 the sixth item of items discussed, what is that?

14 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, I'm going to object to the

15 use of this document in cross examination on the grounds that
i

I believe it was on the second day of the management hearings, i16 j

17 the Board ruled that in the exh'ibits to be used on cross
I

18 examination were to be provided to the parties. A copy was |

|
19 to be provided to the parties and the Board.

20 MR. EDDLEMAN: This originated wid1 the Staff, so

21 I don' t think they can object if they haven' t been provided

22 with it.

23 MRS. MOORE: Mr. Chairman --

24 JUDGE KELLEY: May I ask you to remind me at what
Am Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 point in time that was going to be done?
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I MRS. MOORE: As I understood it, it was supposed

2 to be done at the very latest, at the time it was going to

3 be used. But if at all possible, it was to be done before

4 the exhibit was to be used in cross examination.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Let me ask you this. Can you find

6 the transcript site to that over lunch and since everybody

7 has read this except the Board and the Board will go along

8 with it, I will overrule this particular objection.

9 MRS. MOORE: If I can ask to borrow a transcript

10 from someone, I do not have the transcrirt of the second day

II of the management hearings with me.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Do the Applicants have a set, by

, ; 13 chance?

14 MR.O'NEILL: Yes, sir.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: You can borrow one of them.
I

16 MRS. MOORE: Thank yod. !
|

17 JUDGE KELLEY: I'm not disagreeing with your point !
|

18 I just think that under the circumstances, since we've all

19 taken time to read it, let's use it. And we can make a 1

20 broader ruling af ter lunch when we received the transcript.

21 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

22 G Is the ninth item in that list fire doors?

23 A (Witness Serbanescu) For the record this is United

24 States Nuclear Regulatcry Commission, Washington, DC, September
Am. Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 30, 1983, Docket number 50-400 and 50-401. Applicant,

_ _ __________ _____ - - _
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I Carolina - Power and Light Company, Shearon Ilarris !!uclear

2 Power Plant, sununary of September 26 and 27,1983 meeting held

.3 with Carolina Power and Light Company to discuss fireg
V

4 protection.'

5 Enclosure 2, Fire Protection item, Item 6, Fire

Doors. ' Commen ts: . Open need formal submittal of information'

7 discussed at meeting.

8 g All right.

9 And when was that formal submittal made, do you

10 recall?

"
A. This submittal?

12 The submittal of the information discussed at thatg

' M 13d meeting; do you recall when that was made?

Id
A. I do not know.

15 g All right. Thank you.

I' Let me ask you, if we may return to -- can you

II please turn to, in Exhibit 6?
18 A. Applicant's Exhibit?
I'

O Applicant's Exhibit 6, I beg your pardon -- page

20- End 6 9.SA-1.

7 flo. . 21

,a
.

23

24

' Ane-reners nonomes. Inc.

25

,

% .____.___.______m__._._____m_ . _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ - _ _ _ . . _ ____ _ _ _ _
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I A Yes.

'2 4 'The' area in that has been changed, has it'not?

-; - 3 A What do you mean.by " area?"
^

4 4 Under identification at the top of the page the

'S area listed, that was changed, wasn't it?

0 A Yes.

'7 4 ~ ~From 50,000 square feet to 16,7907

8 A- I see a bar on- the right-hand side. I assume it

|9 was changed. I'do'not know exactly what the change was.

10 -Q The October 10 submittal contains .the marked-up

lI . version.'

12 MR. O'NEILL: Will Counsel permit me to show it

13 to her?

14 I believe Mrs. Serbanescu may have that letter

15 up"there.

16 . WITNESS SERBANESCU: Just a minute.

17 MR. O'NEILL: If you would have the page and it

18 would save time --

19 MR. EDDLEMAN:' I can show it to her right now.
,,

20 MR. O'NEILL: .You can show it to her...,

21 (Document handed to witness panel.)
og- 22 WITNESS SERBANESCU: Yes.

;

23 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

24 q- It does have the change that I said, is that right?
A m eensem n o w mee,ene.
-

25 A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes.

.,

_ _ _ . . _ _ . . . _ _ _ _ _ . . - . _ . _ _ _ . _ __ _ ___.._m
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,

'

. 1
4- .Thank;you. ;

~ 2 - -

A' As a matter of fact,'both the area in square-feet' ' ,
. 3

i
cL

>

("] 'as well-as the volume'in cubic feet has been changed.

L ):~ 4 '

4 May--I show-it to you again? [
*

5
A At least that's 'what I saw on' your sheet. ,

'- 4
4- 'Take another look at_that volume if you will.

(Document handed to . the witness panel. )'+
- ,

18
A- I'm sorry, I saw this cross-mark here. All right.

~

9
4 The volume has not been changed, has it? ;

,
A No, it has not.

11 [
4 Now if we may refer to page three of your prefiled r

testimony of August 9th, Mrs. Serbanescu. -

,

[')'
'

13 A. Page:three?
._

14
4 .Yes.

A Yes.-

.

16
4 ' Concerning item one in answer ~four toward the f

,

bottom of ttiat page beginning at line 20 -- I

'
A Yes. ,

i

19 i

4 -- does the fire hazard analysis of Section 9 5A '

in the FSAR or in the : Applicants ' Exhibit 6 address the'

'
availability of control and power to safety equipment.

/~'T 22 :

t-)- A As I stated in my profiled testimony, page six,

23
answer cight:

~

'24
"The Appendix A does not directly address !m %, %,

25
the availability of control and power cables."

,

t
__ _ _ _ _ _ . - _ . _ - - _ _ ___ - - _ _ __-- -__
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1 Q' Does it address it?

: 2 :A This is done in the FSAR Subsection 9.5.1.2.2

;,s 3 in the general description of fire protection of, cables

-( )L
-4 and circuitry and in the FSAR Section 8.3 on-site power

''

5 systems and, further, in the Applicants' safe shutdown !

'

-4 . analysis, which is Exhibit 7.

7 4 But the answer is that it is not addressed in

8 Appendix 9 5A, is it not? j

9 A -No, the answer is that it is not directly addressed.

10 4 Well how is it addressed in 9.5A?
11 A If we turn to Section 9 5.1.2 of Exhibit 6 --,

,.

12 4 That is not part--of 9.5A, is it?.

^

w(]'
13 A' Well it is the FSAR and the FSAR is the basis

14 for the fire hazards analysis. And the prctection which -- ,

15 I mean one does not stand without the other. Even though

16 they are listed separately for convenience, but they are
i
'17 together.
?

18 And the design and separation of the cables at ]
19 the Shearon Harris Nuclear Plant does not occur only in

20 the fire hazards analysis, it occurs also through

21 electrical design.
,

22 The NRC criteria at the time when this was

23 performed, which was prior to the care shutdown analysis,

24 and, further, when more stringent criteria came in effect,
Ae m nesw w.,one.

25 additional items have been provided. I

1'

__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . .
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1 4 The contention though addrences 9 5A, does it

2 not?

3 A Yes.
;

4 4 Thank you very much, panel, I have no further

5 questions.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: 1 want to ask a question so I

7 understand the series of questionc having to do with the

8 coden and the different versions of the coden. We spent

9 a lot of time going through these different exhibits and

10 looking at whether they had been amended or not as between

11 1977, I think it was, and 1981. And we do have a

12 responsibility to incure, an the Staff does, that there in

13 a complete record here.
\

14 Your bottom line wasn't clear to me. What did

15 all that demonstrate; what was it intended to demonstrate?

16 MR. EDDLEMA!!: What I was trying to demonstrate |

17 was that those parts that had not been changed were the
!

18 same in the '77 code no the '81 code.

19 JUDGE KELLEY: The partc that had not -- that

20 counds like a tautology. The parta that had not been

21 changed were the came?
j

~

i 22 So?

23 MR. EDDLEMAll: Well with the two coden and that

24 would then make the language quoted out of thene applicable
As Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 to the liarria plant becauce it in to the '77 code by
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I the' witnesses' testimony. And that was what I was going to I

2 argue when I moved for admission of these exhibits, whichr.

3 is the next thing I was going to do.

~

4 JUDGE KELLEY: Well perhaps we should go to that

S next and you can spell it out a little more clearly for me.

6 So far I don't understand.

7 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.

8 At this time I would respectfully and respectively

1
9 move into evidence Eddleman Exhibits 2 through 9 inclusive '

10 as . described on this cheet that I handed out to the partica

11 'and the Board.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: I think the titles have been read

13 off at one point.

14 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes -- which simply gives the

15 ' numbers, exhibit numbers, to the left of the descriptions

14 of them as filed on August 9, 1984.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Could you expand a little bit,

18 ~Mr. Eddleman, on the rest of that line of questions? I am

19 still not with you.

20 An I understood the witneno, che unid that they

21 designed Harria .to a 1977 code and that they didn't change

h 22 it;incorar as cubacquent codon may have come along providing

23 different standarda, they didn't make changea.

2d 1 annume if the NRC had adopted a cubacquent
Ase penne newen, Inc.

25 amendment to a code as one of their standardo they would have

-

- - - _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ __
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I to do it if the NRC caw fit to backfit that requirement on

2 all plants or all designs. But that apparently didn't

3 happen here.,

4 So wnat doec the '81 code give un j n thin context?

5 MR. EDDLEMAll: Well the '81 code, in and of

6 itself, where it was reviaed, would be different than the

7 code that Mrs. Serbanescu testified the lirirrin plant in

8 working with. But that in why I went through all of the

9 questionn of are there any changen in thin nection or are

10 there not where the bars were. It wan to entablich that

II the sections I was anking about had not been changed from

12 the '77 code and therefore wer" the sarr.e.
-

13 JUDGE KELLEY: 307

Id MR. EDDLEMA!!: So thone nectionn of the exhibita

15 are applicable or demonstrate the innpplienbility of

16 certain exceptiona and exemptionn for the linrrin plant.

I7 And what I figured wan bent to do under the time
i

18 limitation wan to try to nimply put the code nectiona in
1

19 the reco~d and I anhed the quention well you could check

20 compliance with the code for varioun of theno ntructuren
i

21 and ntornge of rintranuble liquida and all thin nort or
1

.

'

22 thing ngninnt the code, could you not, and I believe they

23 answered yes.

24 JUDGE KELLEY Oh you nenn we now have in evidence |
Ass Federed Reporvers, Inc,

25 portionn of the '81 code and the crann entablichen that
|

|
. _ _ _ _ .

.
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I the '77 code was the name?

2 MR. EDDLEMA!!: In thoac respecta, yes.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: In those reapectu which ei,ther
4 do apply or might apply -- service stationa don 't apply --

5 MR. EDDLEMA!!: The service station one la aimply

6 to rule out that exception, that's what that was there for.

7 JUDOE KELLEY: Okay. I guesa if that was the

8 purpose, I would think counaci could work out a stipulation.

9 It took un a hair an hour -- you could have worked out a

10 atipulation on putting that in.

II MR. EDDLEMA!!: Wo tried , Judge, and we couldn 't

12 get one.

13 JUD0n KELLEY: Okay. Go ahead. I think there in

14 the motion pending.

15 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, I don't mean to interrupt...

Mr. Eddleman.Just said he tried to work out a utipulation. |16

17 The Staff in unaware of any attempta for that stipulation.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: And the Applicanta?

19 MR. EDDLEMAM: Yhe Applicanta informed me they

20 wouldn't stipulate to anything and I figured if they

23 wouldn't there wasn't much point in talking to the Start

22 about it.

23 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. That claririen what

24 went on.
A= rw.,se n pon e , ine,

25 Mr. O'lle1117

-
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1 MR. O'NEILL: The reason that Applicants would not
<

2 agree to a stipulation is that, as Mrs. Serbanescu pointed

3 out on a number of occasions, these particular sections of

4 the code are simply not applicable to the design of the

5 Harris plant, both setting acide whether they are the right

6 revision or not, in each case Mrs. Serbanescu pointed out
I

7 that it was the wrong c de or it didn't apply to a diesel

8 day tank at the Harris plant.

9 And since they were not applicable to the design

10 of the plant, we would not stipulate that they should be

11 part of the evidence in this proceeding because thoce

12 cections of the code are irrelevant and we maintain that

' ~3 13 position here today and would not agree to receive those

14 sections of the code into evidence.

15 To the extent that come part of' NFPA 30 could

16 be relevant to nome part of the plant -- which it 1c.-- |

17 that has not been established on the record except to

18 the extent that it is referenced in the lict of ctandardo

19 found in Exhibit 6 and there ic the potential for confucion

20 and micune of fragmented sectiona of a code without, in

21 all canca, the firnt part of the chapter or parts of the

22 code which are crocc-referenced to allow comeone to attempt

23 to apply the code to the fire hazardu analyclo.

24 For thoce reasonc we would argue on groundo of
\Ass Federal Reportets, ine,

25 relevance that thene coden are not applicable and chould not

L -- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 be in evidence.

2 JUDGE KELLEY: The Staff?

3f-c MRS. MOORE: We would join in Applicants' objection
.

b~
4 and I believe bhat the witness specifically testified that

3 certain sections were indeed not applicable an' Mr. Eddleman

4 .has agreed, at least with regard to one of thone acetionc.

-7 Therefore :I don't think you can have a wholcaale admincion

8 of these exhibits and.I don't believe,that the relevance'

9 ~ of the exhibits has been established on this record.

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: May I respond? i
1-

,.

11 JUDGE KELLEY: Yes. Just a minute.

12 In there the alternative poonibility of stipulating

. 13 in:these portions of the code for-the limited purpone --

14 and only on the basis that they are what they any they are,
,

15 namely a copy of some code or other, without conceding

14 that it applies'to this facility or not?

17 - I just find it - we opent a wholo half-hour

18 messing around with these copien, Xerox copien, and comparing
,

|
19 thingo and talking about lineo in the margin; there han l,

20 got to be a better way to do bucincon than that, it

21 at'rikoo me,.,:

(n) 22 00 ahead, Mr. Eddleman.

23 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well I agree, Judge, but unfortunately

24 my cource that I could get theoc from on August the 9th
: w omerasme,ww.,w.

25 had the '81 code and I didn't realize that this was going
i

I

. _ , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _
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I to happen at that point.

2 What I have tried to ahow through cronn, and I

3 think I have brought it out, in that the applicable

4 proviciunc are either identical or functionally the came

S in many cacen to thene --

6 JUDGE KELLEY: And I v.ather that they are arguing

7 that thene cectiona are inrgely Irapp11 cable. There in

8 dinagreement na to what applica and what doecn't apply.

9 Mll . EDDLEMAli: Itight.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: The witnean unid thin code

11 coction on industrial racilitieu or nomething like that

12 did not apply and you apparently think it doen, right?
^

13 Mll . EDDLEMAft: Well, I can't veenl1 exactly
s

14 what they caid.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: I am junt taking (2n example.

16 Mit . EDDLEMAft: I think maybe one or them unid !
|

17 yen and one or them unid no but I am not nure. !

16 JUDGE KELLEY: There neemn to be nome dinngreemnnt

between the two of you with regned at leant to that. |39

20 Mit . EDDLEMt'l: Yen. Well at leant I entablinhed

21 nome annween about, you know, what the code wnn about i

,

22 and the ripplicability of that to whitt they uned and no on.
,

23 1 um prepared to negue from it,.

24 liut I did not think -- it, took that long to junt
Amo Festeest Me,mrtete, ine.

25 get it entnblinhed what they were. .I did not want to try,
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l under ,the . kind of- time limitation'I was working Under or even
t ,

2 if.-I had.been able'to start it the first thing yesterday
a

3 morning and.go through until now, I think Mrs. Serbanescu,.
! V

' 1 =was~ wrong,'it would have taken a day and a half to go through

<5 all-of these comparisons and so on, just in interchange

'6 with theLwitnesses.

7 What'I wanted to do was,to establish which ones

.8 .were applicable or were the same and try to get it in
\

~

9 the record and argue from them, that is what I am trying

10 ' to..do . gi
'

.- ,

11 JUDGE-KELLEY: .All right. Nacuse me a minute.
s-

12 (The Board conferring.)
'

3 ts

13
. s t.-s - .

We will rule.onIthis after lunch.
,

'

' . .-) . JUDGE KELLEY:

14 Anything 'else- along' that:line?

- 15 MR. EDDLEMAN: No, sir,.I am finished. '

a.

16
,

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

- 17 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor,r,before we leave this:
s i

'18 I have the'_ cite, if you would like it, to this.. transcript y
\

.19 that states'that copies of. exhibits to;be used in cross . -j | {-
~

_ _ _

;- c y
20 examination must be previded to counsel for the parties

'

|. v 4
,

- 21 as well: as the . witness. ''
,m.

JN s). JUDGE KELLEY: ' Thank you, what is 1,t'22 ,

~

23 MRS. MOORE:~ It-is. transcript 2606..

,-

24 * ' '
. JUDGE KELLEY: 2606.

As peseres neporeers, Inc. y 5
. 25

^

MRS. MOORE: Would you like the:sta,tement' read
* '

, .

/

t's % ~!f', ^~
, . . , .. g N3- s . . - ,
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. fj]-l 'into;tne record?-

.y. - m-
.

"R- .,; i .2 JUDGE KELLEY: Yes.
J.&n,

.

Y h').. ,

3 MRS.-M00RE3 Mr. Barth will read it.

w( .s -
.;

9
[4 MR. BARTHt' This commences on line-15, your Honor,

, |5 - and-- I , quote : -3

' N'6 *d '"What you'do need to do is to' bring in
'?- ,

'7 an. adequate number of copies, so you can-,

ty-

8 distribute ond to counsel and the other parties,

-9 - one .each for:.the Board,. one for the witnesses,
7

~10 so the witness'knows what you are reading from.
,

11 . Typically ~1f you had'a total of-six copies ~,
h.s ;

. 12
. .

,
'you should.go ahead on that basis."

'
~ 13 Skipping on, your Honor, to the last two lines on;

:ns-
A1"' 14

_

the page,'line 24, commences:- r

.

15 s "AnI[in that case you should bring
s

_16 m % r: copies of-those documents'on the day youYou.

%;,:

17 _ propose toruse-it"or' earlier and hand them out.

'18 ? . But that'%is-JDfficient advance distribution as
.

. ..

/
,

19 ' far as we are concerned."'
-

'

20- . JUDGE _KELLEY: That was when, the last hearing?
,

i* :21 MRS. MOORE: .Yes,-it_was'during the management
f, .

h' earing O- b .; 22,

x_p

'g J 23 MR. BARTH: .It took place on September 6, 1984,-
, ~

.c Q'
24

,%.
'

.' :-your Honor. *

Anecesersi neporieri, inc. ,;

{25 JUDGE KELLEY: All;right. It seems clear enough.
, .

Wk
: y. c.

.f i * "E' *- !
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1 Any comment?

2 MR. EDDLEMAN: I don't believe I was present at

3 that time.

4 JUDGE KELLEY: Well now you know.

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: I believe someone from the Joint

7 Intervenors must have been there, Mr. Runkle or somebody.

8 MR. EDDLEMAN: But 116 is not a joint contention.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: You are a Joint Intervenor though,

10 are you not?

Il MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: I think you are on notice, at

13 least you are now.
,

14 Let's take a short break.

Gnd#7 15 (Brief recess.)
16

17

18

19

20

21

i 22

23

24
- Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25
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1 . JUDGE KELLEY: Let's go back on the record.
<

2 . I would just offer one observation as I think the
-

13 parties' could have inferred from our reaction to the argument,
.

4 'we're -somewhat troubled . about the status of these in'dustry
. .

'5 -codes and whether they ought to be in or whether they ought

6 -to be out. On'e thing does-occur to us that I think has been

:7 mentioned'before, the relevance or irrelevance of an industry

-8 ' code, all of these codes look like legal provisions.

9 Basically, they. are more in the nature of a question o6

10 fact, something to be derived from an expert witness, rather

Il than from legal disputation. And when it comes our turn I+
-

12 know I intend to ask some questions .on that subject and

i' 13 Applicant'.s maintain.that these codes are irrelevant. They'll
.

14 have their opportunity on redirect to determine that, look

15 into it. All of which fits with our intention to defer a

-16 ruling until a little.later.

17 Is the Staff ready?

~18 MR. RUNKLE: Excuse'me, your Honor, when do I have

19 a chance for cross examination?

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Pardon me?
,

21 MR. RUNKLE: When do I have a chance for cross.
'

.n 22;(j examination of these witnesses?-

23 JUDGE KELLEY: Frankly, I didn't think you had one.

24 Can you explain:to us why you think you do?-
Ase-Fesersi neporters, Inc.

25 MR. RUNKLE: The Conservation Council is a party

. . .. . - .- . . . . - . - , - , - - - . - . . - - - , - - . -,-- - . - - - - - - , .
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1 and this is not one of our contentions. And we thought as

2 a party we had the right to cross examine Panel or Witnesses.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Parties want to comment on the
(~
''

4 Northern State's Power Company decision?

5 I'm surprised, Mr. Runkle, . because sure enough you're

6 a party. This is the first I knew you.had any intention to
I

7 cross-examine on this contention. Frankly, I'm surprised.,

8 There's more?

9 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, as I understand the

10 Prairie Island decision, only those parties with a discernible

11 -interest in the contention have the right to cross examine

12 ~ and L I do not believe that the Conservation Council of North

,' f~) 13 Carolina has shown any interest whatsoever in this contention.
%-

14 And so therefore there is no discernible interest.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: Do you mean as far as showing interest

16 is concerned, e.g. , participation of discovery, things like

17 that?

18 MRS. MOORE: That and,- your Honor, I don' t believe

19. that' they proposed any contentions relating to fire protectioni.

20 |at all. And :their petition to intervene didn't -- as I

21 .remenber it -- refer to fire protection as a safety concern

> -
(l 22 for them.
.v

23 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Mr. O'Neill?

24 MR. O' NEILL: We would support Mrs. Moore's
: Ace-Federes neportm, Inc.

25 objection and add the following: Mr. Runkle was not here

_

W 9i r'- , 3 m -w-e. .- y.-, 9 - .ye,g-ei m- p 4 -rw waw---i.g. eww.*4w,-y 9 - g,-e= -w - -.m.----w.g,m.- -.
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- 1 yesterday. ' To that extent, he is not in the position to know

2 what_ ground has been covered, what ground has not been

3 covered so that we could very well end up with a series of,s
I \
\ #
''

4 questions, objection asked and answered, question objection

5 asked and answered, that would not . contribute at all.

6 And I respond',-also, to your surprise if indeed a

7 party who;has heretofore not expressed any interest in a

8 contention would desire toccross examine,at least one would

9 expect that that intention would be made known at the

10 beginning of putting on a particular witness so that the

11. parties could respond to it then and the judges would have

12 an opportunity to factor that into an attempt to run this

'
. 'l 13 proceeding.
()

14 So we certainly would object to Mr. Runkle having

15 : that. opportunity.

16 JUDGE KELLEY: Mr. Runkle?

17 MR. RUNKLE: Well, as to the point about.. net knowing

18 what ground had been covered, I had a list of questions, ..ahowed

19 them to Mr. Eddleman at the break, and he said that he had

20 asked certain of these questions. And I have trinmed those

t .21 out of my-questions.

)~ 22 As to expressing an interest, as I recall in'l

23 . approximately two years ago, in late '82, we submitted a

-24 motion to adopt several of Mr. Eddleman's contentions. And
' Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 the board never ruled on it and the parties, as I redall,

. - _ _ _ - _ -
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.s

.1 did not even respond to it. And I am not soasure whether

2 .Mr. Eddlanan's contention 116 was part of that filing or not.

., . 3 To express an interest -- I mean does this need
, 'f~j .
"

4 .to be a formal thing. We are interested in being involved in

.5 this and when does that interest need to be shown?.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, I think for one thing, you may

7 ncit be familiar with it, there was a Commission decision"

] 8 in early 1975. The citation is _lNRCl, it's easy to remember.

.9 It involves Northern State's Power Company,<thei.' Prairie.

-

10 Island Reactor. And the issue there generated from a

Ill ' licensing board or an: appeal board to the Commission. And

12 the Commission.itself spoke'to this as its first official

/~l 13 Pronouncement in the judication versus the NRC.
'J I

' 14 The question was what kind of a' situation when there's

F
11 5 one Intervenor in a case L with a particular contention. Say

16 -there.are two Intervernors, A and B and Intervernor A has'a

~

17 contention and Intervernor B, at least in some circumstances,

18 can cross examine;onathat' contention even though he is not
~

19 officially a co-sponsor- of it.
.

20 And it seemed to me that's -- at least insofar as

_ 21 'I've described that -- that fits you well enough. It, I think,

L/'h 22 left -the- Board to work out the practicalities of that kind of
'Q.

23 a thing. -

24- You should know now -- we had a discussion earlier
Am-reseres n pormes. Inc.

25 this morning. about scheduling, just how we're going to run this

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

-
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.1 case in the'next couple weeks. We're thinking about putting

2 in timellimits. And in that kind of a context, we may or may
'

-

3 . not do that, but we do have to know, at least, who the players
,c3
'~)*

4 are going _to be, and how much they think -- how much time

5 they need.

6 Let me ask you just a practical question in terms of.

7 questions you want to put. Can you give me an estimate of

8 how long it would take to go over that ground?.

_9 MR. RUNKLE: I have eight questions and four of them

10 are yes, nos. I would imagine ten minutes.

-11 JUDGE KELLEY: Excuse me.

12 (Board conferring.)

1 ) -13 JUDGE KELLEY: We don' t want to treat it as a

.14 precedent for the rest of the case and we'll be figuring out

-15 .wdys of structuring. th&t. For now, today, we'll grant your

16 request;and allow you to put those questions and we will have

17 some more to say oniffuture questioning of this nature,

18 questioning by a party other than the sponsor of the contentione

19 Go ahead on this one.
,

;20 CROSS EXAMINATION

21 BY MR. RUNKLE:

f~)~ 22. -g Mrs. Serbanescu, can you turn to page 22 of your
w/

-23 Prefiled testimony?

24 A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes.

Aas-Federal Reporters, Inc.

'25 G- In this page you discuss various types of fire

, _ - _ _ . _ - - . _ . _ - . _ . - _ - _ - . _ - - - - _ . _ _ _ .
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1 detectors , do you not?

2 A Yes, I do.

3 0 . In questions Jfrom Mr. Eddleman, I think it was,,x
V

4 Mr. Waters who stated that he thought that the primary

5 readout panel was. in one of the security stations. Do you

6 recall-that?

7 A I do not know what you. mean by primary readout

8 panel.

9 g Is there some kind of control board where all the

10 different fire detectors come into?

11 A There are a number of them.

12 g Are they all in one location?

. , ~
13 A No.

14 g Mr. Waters?

-15 A (Witness Waters) Yes?

16 g Is the primary control board with the readout

17 panel in one; primary location? -

18 .A If you're speaking of the main fire detection

19 information system, is it my. understanding, yes, that that is

20 in the communication room, which is on the control room level

21 of the power plant.

J(m) 22 g And have you made contingency plans if there is
<-

23 a fire at that location?

24 A I'm not aware of the specific details ' of our
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 oontingency plans for that area at this present time. The area

e.:
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j
~is continually manned because also in that area is the place

. ,

t * ~2'

' wnere :it is continually manned for' mcurity purposes.e

3
i G' And~ d'o any of athe cables, ' the hard cables Acading

~

.'into' the. fire L-detection readout panel, do they cross other:

. fire areas?
..

A I' ~do n ' t . know. - I canno t answer that specifically.
E

'

..

G So, do you know if they are themselves protected
-

;8 '

by fire barrier envelopes or other fire barriers?,

A I? don' t kn'ow the2 specific details. !.

, 10
4 Mrs. Serbanescu, can you turn to page 23 of your,

prefiled . testimony?,

J

12
A- (Witness Serbanescu) Yes.

' ~

. qq .In this you discuss water typeh suppression systems,
14

do-you not?

; -15..
i

'

A Yes, I do . On page '2 5, I'm sorry?
-

16
g 23..

'

A .On'page 23, I'm discussing the detection systems
t

- selected. -,

a

~19
.G~ , And then on 25 you continue on with sprinkler i

i
- -

'

-20
' systems and other . fire suppression systems, do you not? .

21
A- ' 24 an d 25 , ye s .-

'

- g ~- All 'r ight.
'

Are you f amiliar where..the water comes from in the

:2(
-

> - various sprinkler systems?, g
,

- 1 25 .

A Yes.

.

5 J

-
. - . . . . - . , _ . . . - _ . . . . _ . , _ . . _ - . , . . . . _ , _ _ . , . . _ _ , , . , _ , . _ . . _ . . . . . , . . _ . _ _ _ . . . , _ _ , . . , . _ _ , . - . _ .
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1 Q Do any of these water supply systems cross any

2 fire areas?-

_
3 A: The piping for them runs through a number of fire

&J
4 a reas , yes.

5 g Okay.

6 A re tho se -- is tha t pipin g protected by a ny f ir e

-7 ' barriers or f ire barrier envelopes? ,

8 A No.

9 MR. RUNKLE: Thank you, I have nc other questions.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you, Mr. Runkle .

11 While.we are on the point, maybe I can just raise

12 . a couple of things for future guidance.

-{}_ 13 Our next -- we ' re going to have the Staf f panel

.14 . this afternoon. From your prospective now,do you.: expect to

~15 have questions. of the Etaf f panel?

16 NR. RUNKLE: Are you referring to me?

17 JUDGE. .KELLEY: -Yes. I want to ta'ik a little bitf

:18 more about the participation aspect,udnd the question was

19 whether you expected to have questions of the Staff panel,

20 which is going on this afternoon.

21 MR. RUNKLE: Not at .this time.

~)[ 22 That's the best I can do.

23 JUDGE KELLEY: Can you go back after lunch and

24 give us any specific indication you're going to have and then
| Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 we will assume. that if you .dbn f;t, you don' t have any?

__
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n 1 MR. J RUNKLE: It1sould be rather difficult for me

i -

.
.

*

.. ~ 2 to do taat, depending on the scope: of' Mr. Eddleman's cross
71 ,

ly. 3 ) examination. : UIf- he covers all the points that we areI

.{v
'

_4 linterestediin, we won' t' hAve any questions,- but if he leaves

5 'out'_one or;two,,such-as he did in our opinion, he did on

6 _ h'is cross examination of this panel, we might have some'
~

-
-

-

7 . que stions. .
^

.8 ' JUDGE KELLEY: Well,' . I suppose if we' re talking

-9 about a five or ten-minute-~ add-on or not, it's not that
>

:10 _significant a matter. If we' re talking about your;, coming

-
~

11 ^ in with an hour or two, then tha t'.s dif ferent, in terms of

;12 ourischeduling. What we have had here _is very brief. That-

-

..O c13 wasn't any_ problem.;O -

-

14 ..MR. -- RUNKLE: _I would say similar'if_ questions arise,
,

15' I don't foresee any,but there might be' ten minutes maximum.*

I'6 ^MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge / if it would be helpful,I have

-17 my basic plan -for th'at cross worked out and I could show

m :- .18 Mr. Runkle what I think I'm going to go into.
,

h| 19 JUDGE KELLEY: Well, if Mr. Runkle is willing'to say

e 20 | ten-minutes max |now, then I think.we can live with that.,' '
O' '

L21 Let me just go on another minute, though, about our

i ^22 _ next = contention, which is number 9, which has a number of
_

23 'dif ferent panels. This is the environmental qualification

,,

'24 subj ect.- We expect that will take some time. Does the CCNC
Am.peseronose,sers;inc.

.25 wish'to, participate in that?1

c
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1 MR; RUNKLE: No, sir.

2- . JUDGE KELLEY: Okay, then. It's a short answer. I

3 ' think for now that's all we need to know. So we may see ycu
.,n\ .

-

4 later this afternoon, but it'll be brief?

E5 MR. RUNKLE:- Yes, sir.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. :

7 Staff?

8 MRS. MOORE: Staff has no questions.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

10 EXNHINATION BY THE BOARD

11 BY MR. CARPENTER:

. , .

12 4 I would like to ask just two questions of Applicant's

/~3 13 witnesses and I will address the question to either of you
.V.

14 who may be aware of the answer. to respond, We've had a lot

15 of questions about these codes with . respect to the 1977 code

16 of the. Fire Protection Association. Are there any items at
-

-17 Shearon Harris ' that-..are not in compliance?

18 .A. (Witnes s . Serbanescu) 1977?

'19 G' Yes.
.,

20 A One minute- please.

.21 (Pause.)

7( ). 22 The NFPA 30, 1977 is applicable to the underground

23 storage tank. This is what we take it to be. The remainder

24 of the system we have designed in accordance with NFPA 37.
Asa-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 If we are looking at the design and construction of

_
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1 theistorage tank,- we comply -- the section of the portion of

,
2 the' code which pertains to above ground tanks are not

-3 ' applic'able . -We comply; with it. For the underground storage

24 : ta nk . .

5 G Let me' see if I can repeat the ques tion.

6 What items can you identify in the Harris design

7 which are not in compliance with the code. You just told me;there

8 are parts of: codes .that. don' t apply. I'm not really interested

,

in parts of the code that don' t apply. For those parts of9

10 . the code that do apply, are there any items that you can
.

11 identify that are in noncompliance?

. 12 A. To the best of knowledge, they are in compliance.

[) 13 G Thank you.
v -.

14 You answered questions with respect to code changes

15 betwven 1977 and 1981 -and made the point that if there were

16 changes you were not-required to comply with them.

17 Are you aware of Any changes that are reflected in

18 the 1981 version of the code for which the Harris design would

19 ' be in non-compliance?"

20 A. I'm not aware of them, but I have not looked at it.

21 0 .Thank you.

'() 22 BY JUDGE KELLEY:

'23 'O .Mrs.. Serbanescu, when you do a review of a fire

24 protection system, such as the Shee.ron Harris, system, as I
W Reporars,Inc.

- 25 understand it, you follow appendix R?.

_
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'( j A. (Witness"Serbanescu) .Yes.

2 g And .do you consider that you 're' bound by appendix

.. 3 R; do you regard- thatias a law, as a-binding NRC requirement?

4 ' A. Yes; 'it is a federal .* Aw.. I. believe that is a legal

5 point and ' I think I'd like to pass this on to th'e lawyer, but --

6 g It's certainly legal, I grant you that.--

A.~ Okay. But we do look at the separation criteria in7

-

the Shearon Harris nuclear power plant in accordance with8-

9 appendix R and wherever the criteria has.ndt been met, we

10 .. highlight it and we requested deviations from the Staf f.

11 g The way I'm coming at it is, at least in one

12 . aspect it's a ' legal point, but as.a_ reviewer, it seems to

O 13 me it's significant for us to' know what the reviewer thinks
b

j4 is required. And what the reviewer thinks they can follow
'

'

H 15 or not follow, ' dependinguupon their own discretionary judgment.

16 And ' as -I understand. your statement, you regard

h appendix R as binding and if you expect to not meet some17

|' 18 aspect of.it, you .would consider you need an exemption or

19 .a deviation authorized by the .NRC, is that correct?

20 .A.. Yes, ' your. Honor.o.
<

21 g Conversely s the code we 've been referring to, the

TT 22 fire protection code, the ' 77 version or the ' 81 version,4

d
23 asia reviewer and expert on fire protection systems, do you

24 regard that code' as binding on you?
LAerseneremoonere,Inc.

. 25 A. NFPA 30 is cross referenced by the Staff guidelines

.
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1 and the FSAR in the applicable codes for the plants listed, ~:is

2 for every code in every FSAR section we do list the1 year in

3 effect ' of the respective codes. We are using NFPA codes,we,_,

Il )
'

4 are using an IEEE code, we are looking at ASME codes and we

5 - are listing the year in.effect we went by. That's why we

6 try to qualify the year in effect which is binding for Shearing

7 Harris.

8 The . Staff..does not require for .us to use the latest

9 code.' If the Applicant opts to go to the latest version they

10 may choose so. But the Staff does not impose on us any more

11 than what we are committed to. At this point the plant has

12 committed to NFPA 30, 1977 edition as listed in tre, FSAR.

I( ) 8 ' 13

.9 fic. 14 j

15

16

17

-18

.19

20
,

21

(3) 22

23

24
Ase Federal Reporters, Inc.

25

~
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-1- -Q So at least one purpose of your reference would be
.

'2 .when you' file an FSAR an'd you list in a particular section what

3 code you went by, that simply tells the Staf f, as a point of
,,

db
- 4 information, this is what we followed.' ' '

5 le Yes. At the same time the respective codes have

6 been also~ accepted by the local' authorities on fire protection,
1
1

7 by-the insurance carrier, and there is also another-- There
'

8 are two insurance carriers, one for property loss and one for |

9 liability, and these insurance companies have not objected

10 to our codes in effect, nor to the fire protection program. I
1

11 Q So' following a code might have an independent ]

12 reason, I take it, namely satisfying an insurance company,

I'l- 13 satisfying some county government where the reactor is~ ,

%/
|

14 located,-- l

15 A- Yes.

1

16 Q -- things of that sort. |

~

17 A Yes.
,

18 And there are references in the code which, if

19 you would like, I can show where the code.itself, the code'

20 itself says that if the authorities having jurisdiction

21 permit a deviation from it or a different fire protection

L[v''; 22 approach for whatever other reason, the code will not be

23 binding, but those decisions and those measures are acceptable.

24 Q Do these code authorities-- Well, I won't ask
Am Faseres nepo,w,.. inc.

25 you to comment on all code authorities, but fire protection

.

- -- ___________._m__mm___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 : code. authorities, for example, they are, I take it, constantly - -

2 their committees are constantly reviewing these standards and

3 they|have discussions and they have meetings and then once.37

U '4 every few years they will revise the code --

5 .A Yes, you are right. |

0 0' -- as an outgrowth of all that.

~7 A Yes.

8 Q. Now typically when they made a revision to the

9 code, take the fire protection code, and they upgrade some

10 requirement or change it either way, do they differentiate

II -between provisions that they regard as so important they

12 should be backfit into a design as opposed to changes that

. ,.
13() they think are probably better but they don't have to be

14 'backfitted? Do they address that point?
:

15 A- They do not address that point. IIowever ,

I0 historically every fire code which has been updated, it added

17 more conservatism to.it. I personally was a voluntary

18 participant at the formulation of NFPA 803, which is the

19 standard for nuclear power plants, Chapter 9 on Detection

20 Systems.

21- And I personally took part, together with a group
(m.

22 of engineers, in developing the table which is presently)'

23 under the Detection section, with various type of

24 detectors to be provided for various occupancies within
m et Repormes,Inc.

25 nuclear power plants.

__- _- _ __ _ _ __ - _ _-____ - _ - _ _ _ - _ __. - - .
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'l And I'll tell you that we used the state of the art

2 a few years ago. So from this experience of mine I know

'3 'that they become stringent every year. -

.7.
Iv

4 There'is no need for backfitting, no.

5 Also I would like to add that ~ the National Fire

6 . Protection. Association Standards and Codes are a general

.7 directive to commercial operations, to warehouses, to

8 industrial operations, chemical plants, as you can see,

9 automobile: repair shops, dry cleaning plants, and so on.

10 So the nuclear industry really refers in various

11 sections of the fire protection to a certain NFPA code. For

12 example for.the detection there is an NFPA 72 series which
. /~

~

'( ) 13 gives the type of circuitry to be used, it gives the type of
,

14 detectors, the spacing and so on.

15 But in the nuclear industry we do not go by those
,

16 . minimum standards, we go by the best.- Our deteccion spacing

17 -is.considering a lot more than what the standards are asking

18 for, but we cross-reference to those standards.

19 0 So.are you saying that the industry codes may

20 differentiate on certain things like gas stations which are

-21 sort of ,perhaps unique or unusual in their hazard, but does
,

f (_).
22 the code represent an industry view of what the lowest common

23 : denominator is on fire protection?

24 A Yes, there are-- In the code there are-- In
Aes-Federes neporien, inc.

25 accordance with an NFPA official definition in the beginning

s

_ . . . . - _ . . _ . - - - .--._- - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ - , --
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- 1 of every. volume, there. ore mandatory requirements and there

L - -2 are optional requirements, and on top of this there is latitude

3
7_ .

left1for the authority or authorities having jurisdiction to
'

-t"'"J.
4 decide a.different approach from the code.

.

'5 And in our case the authority having jurisdiction +

~

6 which'has more bounding on a nuclear power plant would be the
_

-7 NRC.

8 Q Yes.

9 But when you-- Just to pick up on another point

10 I think you made, when you say you conformed to code, and

11 'specifically the 77 code, generally speaking, do the fire
,

_ 12 protections built into Shearon Harris exceed the 77 code?

('') ' 13 .A You mean NFPA 30?
a

.14 Q Yes.

15 A. In my opinion, yes.

.16 0 Thank you very much.

-17 JUDGE KELLEY: Mr. Eddleman, do you have recross

:18 ' based on what we said?

19 MR.'EDDLEMAN: . No, Judge.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

-21 Redirect?

vs ,

( ) 22 MR. O'NEILL: Mr.. Chairman, just to clarify one
. ,.

23 point that-I think Mrs. Serbanescu was trying to make when she

24 referred part of the question to legal counsel, technically
Assfeileral Reporters, Inc.

25 Appendix R is not applicable to the Shearon Harris plant

c -=
. . - ., _, .- ,
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1 because of the'da'e on which it comes into operation.t

.2 ~ But the company, the Applicants have committed to

3 design the fire protection sytem to meet Appendix R, and to go,,_.
't i
'''

4 through the process as if it were applicable.

5 There is a very technical provision as to why it

6 would not apply to this plant. But that was the point that

7 she was referring to.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: -Could you just, referring to

9 " Introduction and Scope," operating prior to January 1, '79--

' 10 I'm looking at page 506 of the latest version of 10 CFR.

II .MR. O'NEILL: Let me get the right page, Judge. I

12 'believe that's right.

/-

~( 13 I'm looking at Section 50.48,---

14 JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

15 MR. O'NEILL: -- which discusses fire protection,

16 .on page 427 of my edition.

17 . JUDGE KELLEY: Right. Okay.

18 MR. O'NEILL: And I--

19 JUDGE KELLEY: Which part?

20 MR. O'NEILL: B, the first sentence.

-21 JUDGE KELLEY: The first sentence of B? To

e,m
22() paraphrase, it says that it applies to all plants operating

23 prior to '79.

24
'

What does apply to the new plants then?
: Ame-ressem Reporters. Inc.

25 MR. O'NEILL: There is no regulation. There is

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

I -only Staff guidance and the Standard Review Plan. It is not a

-

2 law and so to that effect I just want to make that legal point.

3; JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you. I appreciate that. I'm

s,~J '.
:4 afraid I misapprehended in that regard. Maybe we can. find out

'

5 from the' Staff a little more about that.i

O f1R. EDDLEMAN- Judge, I don't know if this is the

7 appropriate time to bring this up, but I think Applicants'

8 Counsel just contradicted one of his arguments he made to

9 .get.a ruling yesterday ruling out some of the issue of fires.

.10 If Appendix R doesn't apply to the IIarris plant as a matter of

II -law, then I think that needs to be argued a little more.

~I2 JUDGE KELLEY: Let me come back in just a minute.

. , ,

.13( )_ Let me just see where Mr. O'Neill is.

Id Do you have redirect?

15 MR. O'NEILL: Yes, I do.

'16 JUDGE KELLEY: Why don't you go ahead with that,

I7 and we'll cor.e back to that point a little later, Mr. Eddleman.

18 MR. EDDLEMAN: Very well, Judge.

I9 REDIRECT EXAMINATION

20 BY MR. O'NEILL:

, 21 Q Mr. Waters, for clarification, you discussed the

,
22() number of members in the fire brigade.

23 A (Uitness Waters) Yes.

24 And I believe you indicated there are six membersO
' Asem nepo,ws ene.

25 of the fire brigade for each shift.

.

_ _ _ - . - - - _ - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ - . _ - _ _ _ - - . a
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I A In my answer-- -In my testimony, Answer 17, on page

2 9,1 I stated that a fire brigade will consist of a minimum of
~

-
s

3
. . _q

- five persons on.each shift as required by 10 CFR Part 50,
,

''
~

. 4 : Appendix-R.

.

$ And then on page 10 I say -- quote:-

6 ....plus at least one fire protection"

7 technical aide who will provide expert advice and

8 assistance."
'

9 Th'at is the sixth I believe you are referring to.

10 Q Are these the only personnel at the plant who

II would be available to fight a fire?

12 A No, there are additional personnel who would be

- :(,) 13 available to assist in the fighting of the fire. Innediately

Id upon responding to a fire, we would have additional people on

15 shift such as radiation and control technicians who would be
I6 able to advise as to the radiation concerns in a fire area

17
.

to assist a fire brigade team leader as he is making decisions

18 about ventilating smoke, et cetera.
!

l' It would also have certainly the control room

20 shift foreman who is available to advise under the necessaryp;.
21 circumstances.

.

) 22 It would also put into effect if necessary calls(

23 to additional people who live close by who could be on their'

24 way to the plant to assist and serve as backup to the initial
wessres noperare,Inc.

~25 responding fire brigade. These are plant personnel over and

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



,
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

WRB/ b8
4602

1 above the volunteer fire company that I referred to in other

2 places in my testimony. They are not--

3 I
.

think what I would like to clarify is that these

s''
4 six people are not alone in the world handling this event,

5 that even on the back shif t situation when there is a minimal

6 number of people, there are still other people around who

7 can assist in the overall program of bringing the fire under

8 control and bringing it safely to extinguish it and still

9 maintain the radiological safety of the personnel involved

10 in the general public.

11 Q Mrs. Serbanescu,--

12 A (Witness Serbanescu) Yes?

'

13 Q -- would you please turn to page 16 of your August

14 9 prefiled testimony?

15 A Yes.

16 0 AT lines 13 through 16 you make a statement that:

17 "Each fire area is bounded by barriers

18 with construction to provide a minimum three hour

19 fire rating with the one exception of the emergency

20 diesel generating rooms described previously.",

21 Is this statement incorrect?

22 A That statement is not incorrect.

23 0 Then what was the purpose of your October lith

24 clarification to that statement in Answer Number 7 on page 7
: Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 where you discuss certain special doors, air-tight doors,

I
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1 bullet-resistant doors?

2 A The purpose was to bring more accurate description

3 between the tested doors and the non-tested doors.

4 The fire areas were and are bounded by three hour

5 rated barriers or equivalent. The manufacturer is guaranteeing

6 those doors to be of an equivalent construction. Those doors
s

7 are constructed of a heavier material and of a heavier

8 construction than the regular firedoors. Also, these are

9 special type doors, and I just wanted to be clear for somebody

10 who is not familiar with all the fire protection details

11 about the actual situation.

12 0 So you were distinguishing between laboratory-tested

13 rated doors and those 24 doors which provide equivalent,

14 protection and are not laboratory-tested?

15 A Yes.

16 Also I would like to add that it is customary

17 in fire protection engineering to have an opening in a rated

18 barrier providing that the respective opening i.7 within 50

19 foot or so of an area devoid of combustibles.

20 Now the emergency diesel genes.ator had a huge big
L

21 hole and it was-- That's why it stuck in my mind. But there

22 are situations like this which I described further in my

23 supplementary testimony of October lith which, for a fire

24 protection cognizant person, are acceptable and equivalent of
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 a three hour rated barrier.

|
_ - _ _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ _
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I But for the benefit of the Board and everybody

2 else, I wanted to bring it to attention.

3 Q Mrs. Serbanescu, you had one point in yourj3
yc

>

~s
4 testimony yesterday. I believe the transcript will reflect

5 .a. discussion took. place at transcript page 4485. You

6 distinguished between safety-related equipment, and I believe

7 your example there was such'as tornado nissile doors, and

8 firedoors which are not safety grade equipment.

9 A Yes, that's correct.

10 0 Did you mean to imply that the fire protection

II system has no safety role?

12 A No, . I did not mean to imply that.

.m.
13( ,) The meaning was that the fire protection is not

_

- 14 safety related. However, the fire protection system does have

15 a safety role on the safe shutdown of the plant.

I6 Q Enclosure 1 to the October 10th letter that

17 Mr. Eddleman asked a number of questions about lists a number

18 of fire doors. One of those doors he asked you a question

39 'about was door Number 656 on page 3 of 5.

20 He indicated that the rating of that door was one

21 and a half hours, and by the letters on the legend under

n
22 " Door type" there appeared to be a discrepancy between a(,)
23 rating of one.and a half hours and the construction material
24 as three-hour A-lable type construction.

m nepormes,Inc.

25 A Yes.

__ ______-____--___- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ . .
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'l Q Have you had an opportunity to have this

2 -information checked?

3f_q A This information was checked, and the e. heck result
c y

! \_/
4 is in my hands right now. And I would like to say that thic

5 door Number 565, the rating has not changed, just the letters

6 for the door type have changed from AB/NSD to D/SD, which

7 corresponds to the rating of the door.

8 I would like to point out that all the other

9 discrepancies which Mr. Eddleman brought to our attention--

10 As a m;tter of fact, the entire attachment has been checked,

II and we found that primarily the ratings have not changed,

12 the fire door ratings have not changed except for door 838,

, , .() 13 where the rating changed from one hour and a half to three,

Id 'and the type letters remain intact.

15 For all the other doors, the rating remained

16 ,the same and the. door type description by the legend in front

17 of this table have been changed.

18 O Mrs. Serbanescu, I think you said these were

I9 changes. Would it be more accurate to say these were errors--

20 A I think they were typos.

21 0 -- in putting together this table?

() 22 A Possibly.

23 b1R. O'NEILL: Mr. Chairman, this is not an exhibit

# in this proceeding. It was a letter that was subnitted to
Am reseres nepo,m,., Inc.

25 the Staff. Applicants will submit a revision correcting any

.

_____-m_.-______-m__._. _
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I typos in this table.

Mr. Eddleman was correct in point.ing. out an

() inconsistency and we wanted the record to reflect that.
'w ,/ .* JUDGE KELLEY: You say it is not in the record )

now? l

MR. O'NEILL: It is not. ,

1

JUDGE KELLEY: It is part of the October loth--

8 MR. O'NEILL: It is part of the October 10th

'
letter. It is Enclosure 1. 1

l

JUDGE KELLEY: And you are not submitting it

11
either? You are just correcting--

MR. O'NEILL: We are not submitting 3 t. We just
,c(y wanted the record to reflect that correction, and any other ,)

|
I#

changes in this list of doors will be subraitted to the Staf f

with copies to.all the parties in the normal course of

16
licensing submittals.

JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

BY 11R. O'NEILL:

19
0 .!!rs. Serbanescu, some questions of Mr. Eddleman

0
regarding page 3 of four test! mony on the comment resolution

21 of interdisciplinary reviews, you indic..ted th.st your contact

:( 2 at CP&L for resolving such comments was previously Mr. Prunty

23
and presently Mr. !!ardy.

-24
Did you mean to imply that either of these,,

'
individuals had or have final authority regarding design

_ - -- .
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,

'l- issues!at the Harris plant? '

s'
2 A (Witness Aerbanescu) Absolutely not. -

3_). I should have said that a CP,&L team consUsting3. ..

~ (_/ ies
'

4 :of -the section managers :of the Licensirig, Engineeripg and
?'i s4,

:5 Operations Divisions have final approval s.tithority for., changes
'

.

16 toL the FSAR or the Safe Shutdown Analysis. /l -'

.,

'
i <

7 Q Exhibit 6-- Applicants' Exhibit 6--

Forthb) record,'Mr.Cha.iiman,
% *;.s ,

8 MR. O'NEILL: I
a 1g

- real'ize I misspoke yesterday, and I would lido to inake 'that9-

, '10 correction. I indicated at one point that if yo;1''look 'at,
.

'11 for example,-I~b'elieve 9.5.1-5, which indicates at the top
'

12 there'were revisions of 10/10/84 and the bar was from a
;'-_

| .T 13, - xj - previous amendment, that'was incorrect. '
'

t-

).
14 On pages which'show these revisions of G,ctober 10,- \

that bar. does indbed show the .m3nt recent change and noy,t.fie15

|t
'> ,

16 previous ch'anges. I would like the record to reflect that,'
t

g ,x

17 JUDGl'a 'KELLEY : Very well. ' '
] .j'

s ,
,

% s

.18 MR. O'NEILL: One last question on this exhibit.,

NI'

,

' ' '19 .BY MR. O'MEILL: % |
l -|

+

,, . _
.. . .

.20 'Q- Mrs. Serbanescu, if you would turn to 9.5.'l-9, |
\ % |

-21 ~the--last sentence or the last two sentences in the middle of |
l

f(mp 22 the page,-- ' ;\ p-
u. ,

*

> x.x , )
T *

,. , ,. s i
-23 A (Witness Serbanesen) Yes.

~

''
% ..i. ' -

'..
- 24 0 -- the,re is a stadement that all duct work which I

. Aso-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 -penetrate. fire barriers will be sealed by fire dampers having('
? 'i s -t

,~ \ ,itc ,

g .) ! .h
*

[. . rf ) s- g

[. - %- ,

3 . ! y
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bI -their. resistance. rating at least equal to that on the barrier.
.,h

1-(. ,4_
1 \.

g. f,1 Before. that it states that-- Excuse me.3 . _ ' .J

'i' ?

- p .. ,.

i ~ 4p-c
- 3 L The next sentence states that the fire dampers

' - ' dg . |U t? a
..,,,..>p g' 4 are UL listed and/or FM approved.-

.

~

'' '_ W y!
- !?o 3

I_.? . 5 Are'there-any places in the rest of Exhibit 6
% .

,g, ,
.

-
,

.., A f;dher,e an inconsistent statement is made?
4

3 , fsc
7 A Yes.J

y

8 O' Would you give an example of that, please?
. o .

9 A Jus't a minute, please. Let me find it.
s )~.c zy ._

' g k p|10
- (Pause.)

, ,

Tij . - II>End 9 Q ! )/u -

n av '2 ss
.;;- 3;

-

._

O '13D5 ..

y y+ n+

,
:s a e - r.

'15 '

.a .f .%. ; .5 .. : 4'%*':--
16 sa

# 3

1|(
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.

a [ 18 |
^ '
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, -0 *

a n .
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_
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j
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"
1 !-In Appendix 9 5A under the fire hazards analysis,

-2 page 9.5A-22, on the first line,' fire dampers are not.

'3
~

j3 provided within safety related ductwork. That statement
-t )

'

4 o'ish' uldchave been deleted. And similar statements exist

~5 throughout.'the fire hazards. analysis. It was an oversight

6 on our part for this update for.the Board.
'

7 There -is an: FSAR change, an official one, which

8 will.take place and we'll take these statements out. The

9 Applicants have. committed'taa provide fire dampers in
_

.10 all- the ductwork penetrating fire barriers.,

'll .This.is a residue from the time where the Applicants

12 'were considering removing the smokeoor product of combustion-
jn.
j .j 13 or;heateversus bottling up the. area just as explained |in

14
i4__ -my' additional testimony, supplementary testimony and it

+-15 should come out. It will come - out. The commitment is made
,

'16 toLhave'the fire-dampers.

~ _ 17 4' So the record should reflect that any

6 18 inconsistencies <in Appendix A were changes that were not

-19 yet made.but'that the-statement ~in your testimony of
~

20 October lli and on the page 9.5-1-9 is ' the correct statement

21 ~with' respect to' dampers?.
'

,

()
,

A,= yes,22

23 MR. O'NEILL: No further questions.

c 24 : JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.
' Ase-Federsi neporen, inc.

25 Anything else, Mr..Eddleman?
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;I RECROSS-EXAMINATION

- 2 BY'MR. EDDLEMAN:aq
' 1

3, wq , q - LMrs. Serbanescu, did I understand you to say that |

H V
'

4
'

all of ?the discrepancies that we discussed yesterday in

5 - enclosure on'eLto the' October' letter, NLS-84-440, were typos'

16,
- ,. except| for 838 -- or: 830A?

-7 i '(Witness Serbanescu) What'I said 1s that all

t8 of the ' discrepancies which you pointed out between the

9 rating of theldoor and the door type expressed through-

10 - various letters under the door type column have been

Il verified "and except Jfor the door 838 Lall of the fire door

12 - ratings stay the same and the letters under the door type

sm:
13 - have been;-changed 'except for door 838 'where the letters.] ); 1

14 state that[the hourly rate was changed from one and a half

~ 15 itoL-three.

16
-

:Okay.q

il7 So do'the'changesoof those letters,on the ones
~

-

|18 where''you changed the letters, that bring all those -

19- ~ door descriptions into conformity with the fire ratings

|20 that'arellisted'in-that enelosure?-
-

21 A,1 yes,

+
k. ,) . 22 4- Okay.

.23 Now I believe Mr. O 'Neill asked you something
.

24 about the qualification of the-special fire doors and the
Ase-Feese neponers, Inc.

25 accuracy of yourfstatement about the three hour barriers or,

-

_
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I
.

.equivalen t .
-

2 Is-it still true that those special doors have

23
3-9 notlbeen: tested.for_their fire resistance?

r

_
\, )

4 ll Yes,~that is-correct.
.

5 MR. 5DDLEMAN: That's all the question I>have,

'O thank~you.
,

7 MR. O'NEILL: There is one bit of unfinished -
.,-

:8 business, which is to read into the record-the changes that

-9 Mr. Eddleman andI I agreed to on Mr. Waters ' testimony,
,

" 10 _because~ of the ' deletion of th e . issue on simultaneous
~

.

II- fires.
'

12 1 JUDGE-KELLEY: 'Do you want to do that? That.has

; :13 . been worked . out' between the two of. you,- I'.take -it?
v _

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

115 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Fine.

'

16 MR. O'NEILL: I refer,to Mr. Waters' prefiled
r

17 ; testimony L of -August 9th, page .seven, . lines 'six through 26

. 18 ?are deleted.

U ?- '19 Page eight,. lines one--through:eight are deleted.
Im

20 The=first. sentence on lines.ll and 12'is deleted. The,

21 rest of the answer to that_ question remains in and
, ,

z;S :
22i f provides information that is relevant elsewhere.

23 Page'nine,Tline 23, delete the words "two
'

: 24 simultaneous."
' Asefederal Reporters, Inc.

' 25 Line 24, delete the word "yes."
.

.

i

m _.. ..-._2 . _ _ _ . - _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ __ - _ _ _ _ _ . - .___..a_____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ . _ _
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Page, ten, lines three and four, delete the lastJ

' 2 sentence' b'eginning _with "In my opinion. . . ," and = ending with

-. . -3 - t''two simultaneous fires . " ~
'

((] ,,'
~4 Line:six, delete "two simultaneous." Line seven,.v.

:5 delete the word "yes. "

h Page eleven,-lines:19'and 20 where--there is a

i7 _ comma ~ insert -a period and delete .the remainder of the,

~

8 sentence beginning with "And adequate also...," et cetera.

'9 Those.are the changes that Mr. Eddleman and I
..

10 agreed would not be relevarit to- the contention as .it now

II
'

1 ~ tands.s

_12 ? JUDGE KELLEY: ~
*

Thank you.

? . -13 'I'think it is' time to let the witnesses - .to
'

.

v

i. 14 -excuse' them and if we have anything else we can do that.
~

t15 Mrs. Serbanescu, Mr. Waters, we have completed
,.

16 - our qu,estioning process now and we thank you very 'much for

'l7 your appearance,.your. attention and your' answers. You are

.18 excused.

'l9 --MR.'RUNKLE: Sir, can they be recalled depending-

20 on-how.this other point.may re-open the cross-examination<

,

21 of them?-

'

.' 22 ' . JUDGE KELLEY: I thought'-- Hold on just a moment.

'"
- .23 I thought the last discussion had to do with

'.24 Lquestions of.the Staff panel, right?
~

_

m neponen, Inc.

25 MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, the point that I was going

,

1

W

.m_ . . _ _ _ _ ___m__ _ _ -___.___--_.__.____._.__w
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n -I Ito get to.was.~ counsel-.saying that' Appendix R-did'not apply
:. .

2 td)the Shearon Harris plant and how that affected the question

:3 of- whether ~ two simultaneous ' fires was an admissible issue-

4 here.7
~

_

5 . JUDGE:KELLEY: .I guess I was assuming it was
,.

6 lega,1 argument we were going to have and had nothing to do

.
'7 with the. panel. .You say it has something to do.with the.

~

:8 -panel?

K9 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well I think Mr. Runkle is right

10 about'that.
I I~ would also like to point' out I believe Mrs.

12 Serbanescu said this morning she -would provide a couple-
*

. .

b. 13 Tof: minor ~ items of-information. I don't have any objection,

v

Id to ~ those--just^ being submitted in writing, but - .I mean I

N ~

But I donwant the panel to-am;not going to cross of them.

16 be- able to' submit . the answers to those questions .

e ' l7 JUDGE.KELLEY: Yes. I understood.it to mean
..

-18 'when a. witness saystsomething like that that they will-

I9 supply it|fcar.the record through counsel hopefully. fairly

2D soon, butLthat it'.does not imply further cross when the

?21
,

-~information comes'in.

'v .

22
~

|(]-
,

MR. EDDLEMAN: I think Mr. Runkle's point about

23 :further cross 'would be relevant if we won the argument --.

24 -

But you know that can certainly.op ip y won the argument.
< Ase-reseres Reporwe, Inc.

25 wait until the argument is over.

E
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-l ' JUDGE'KELLEY: Now the argument you refer to is

- 2 the point that you began to raise earlier and I asked you

3_ p.- .to defer, correct?
,

4 MR. EDDLEMAN: Correct.

-5 -JUDGE KELLEY: Well let 's hear that now if we can

6
'

in a few minutes.

7 And-if you would not mind waiting a minute to hear

8 'this out, we will..see where it takes us.

9- Go ahead, Mr. Eddleman.

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: Yesterday as I recall -- I don't

II Lhave the' transcript here, but I believe as part of the

12 argument made about the applic 4bility of the two simultaneous

- 13 ' fires provision _to Harris, the question was well do the
-

Id
| rules. require it. And the answer is no and I believe the

15 Board explicitly referred to Appendix R having reference
-

~

'16 to GDC three and then saying the single fire in Appendix R.
,

17 JUDGE KELLEY: We did indeed, right.-

-18 'MR. EDDLEMAN: Now Applicant's counsel said,

19 in response to this legal question from the. Board to Mrs .

'

. 20 'Serbanescu, that Appendix R didn't apply ~to the Shearon

21 ' Harris plant. Now my argument is as follows:

; 22 Ir . Appendix 'R does not apply to the Shearon Harris,

23 plant then that piece of that basis for the ruling goes

24 away and I would like to just quote from GDC three, which
Ae-resers neponers,Inc.

25 is unquestionably part of the NRC 's rules, and it is from

:
.____._-.___m__ . - . _ . . . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ . _ . - _ _ _ . ._.______.-._.________._-___.___.__...____m _ _ _ - _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ . _ _ _ . _ _ - _ _ _ _ . . _ _ . _ _ . . _ _ _ . . _ _-._m. ___._____.._m_.
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I- .Part'50, Appendix A, in the current edition, page 465.

-
2 Do you have that?

. ~3 JUDGE KELLEY: correct. I know what you are-O-

h
_4 -talking'about.

5 -MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay. It;says: !

L

0 " Structures, systems and components

'7 important to safety' shall_ be designed and

-8 located to minimize, consistent with other
~

9 safety requirements, the probability and

10 -effect of fires-and explosions" -- and it uses the plural.

Il And it then.goes.on'to state in a later sentence: i

12 " Fire detection and fighting systems

-h 13 -of appropriate capacity and capability shall be
a .

=14 provided and' designed to minimize the adverse-

15 effects of fires" -- both words plural - "on
.

16 structures, systems and. components important to

' 17 safety." And " structures, systems and components is

18 .also in the plural.

I9 I think'that every reference to what they are
J

20 righting.there is in the plural, except for the word " fire
i

21 detection," and even that is in the context of " fire detection

~( . -
22

; and fighting systems," otherwise it is all plural.

23 JUDGE KELLEY: True enough. Now you did refer,

25 - to that- yesterday, the plural in GDC-3 and we did consider
Am-Federes neporiere, sne.

.25 :that.- We did also say though that we found it persuasive

_ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _
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'I ~that; Appendix!R~ spoke of a single fire in two or three places.
~

L n.:
2 ' hnd now, with Mr. O'Neill's help I'have come to-

3 ~ realize thatlAppendix-R, having reread it myself, does not
| '[,Y
J_

4 apply technically to this react'or.['
~

.

5 But with all of-that do you want to respond,

6 EMr..O'Neill?.
.

7 MR. O'NEILL: Yes , s ir .

;8 .Let me just point out to the Board that criterion

9 four,-the next one, which goes to environmental and missile
,

' 10 design bases, speaks of11oss of coolant accidents. That

II does not mean'that you design against more than one loss

12 of' coolant . accident,- it is just the way those particular-

|13 criteria are written.

Id It-is-true technically.that-Appendix R does not.

-15 apply to~this plant. It is also'tr'ue that the Applicants

16 must' meet General Design Criterion 3 with respect to fire
~

17 protection, that the Commission has established -- for

18 at least certain plants --- Appendix R as law on how you

IE go about. meeting General Design Criterion 3; that, as'

.

20 yesterday in our' discussion, it does talk aboQt for those
,

f 21 plants a single fire; that because there is no specific

n.

-( ) . 1regul'atory requirement for the Harris plant we have22

'. 23 .simplyf-- Applicants have simply agreed that they will

24 apply. Appendix R to that plant as if it were applicable
m nowmes,inc.

25 as a meansLacceptable to the Staff of meeting the regulatory

a.
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', . 1 requirement'and General Design Criterion 3>

2 'And indeed'the-table in Appendix R that talksz

I.
.3 about ; single fire ~-is . reprinted as well in NUREG 0800 which

A ..is t the Standard Review Plan with the same analysis of what

5 | Applicants must meet.

6 I' don't believe the fact that this technical

7 -aspect of the regulation changes the force of our arguments

8 ~ or.the force of your ruling of yesterday.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: A final word?

10 MR.-EDDLEMAN: I think Mr. O'Neill is primarily

11
_

agreeing with me on the facts, that Appendix R does not
,=

12 apply to'the-Harris plant, the Commission rulings that he

;( 13 . cites do not apply to the Harris plant. And the Standard.v
,

- 14 ' Review Plan, as I understand it, is not a regulation.
'

. 15 Now the only thing of substance I-heard.him say

16 |was that in Criterion-4 when he mentioned loss of coolant~

'

17 accidents you don't have more than one. But I think that
*

'18 is an artifact of the fact that if you lose your coolant,

19 once it'is all'gone. I don't think that it can be read

20 to say tha t:the plural has to read singular because, if

G ' ~

~ 21 :that is true, then all of these other words: structures,

) 22 1 systems, explosions.and so on, also would become singular.

23 JUDGE KELLEY: Apart from the grammar of these
.

- 24 provisions; which in the absence of some absolutely clear
Ase-ressres noperare, Inc.

: 25 choice of' words which forces me to a conclusion, I am
,
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- kind of. inclined to be affect'ed -by what -I think is the logic
1

a'nd. reasonableness of the whole- thing.

3( :i Now again, without having any numbers and odds
y/

4 -in front of us, . I would just take it as pretty unlikely

lthat.a'really.'significant fire would pop up in a nuclear

6 -power plant in.different parts from independent causes. r.

I
at-the same time.

'

8 And that being so in my mind why should they

have: fire protection designed against that?,,

U 10
'Do you postulate two fires on the same morning

111-

at. Shearon Harris from different causes? I don't mean

'12
.in a wastebasket,.I mean something serious.

; /~'S
13y(f 'MR. EDDLEMAN: Judge, I couldn't rule it out.

14
'I think the problem is that fire protection is for safe

'
shutdown basically. And to guarantee safe shutdown'in

,

'

16
other respects you certainly have to guard against things

17
that are considered quite improbable -- the probabilities,

18 the Staff says, are down in the 10 to the minus-6, ten to
~

-19
'the minus-8 range. And it certainly wouldn't seem to me.

~

-that it"is be'ow the 10 to the minus-8 probability that~'

21^ you could get two simultaneous significant fires at a,.

X
k) .-thing as large as the Harris plant.

JUDGE KELLEY: Neither of us really know, it is

N -' just s' judgment, right?3%, g,

25
MR.'EDDLEMAN: That's right.

m
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'^

-l 'l JWhat IJam~saying is off the' top of my. head.... I
t

j ,2 In'other words -- well let's lookfat.it this way:

;y)- ._3 ~10. to the minus-4, fJudi;e, is once in about 25 or '30 = years,,

-t.
:g+,

4 :okay._ 'Isknow: there have been. fires at .other nuclear plants,
f*

, h
5 some'of.which have been significant -- the Browns Ferry,

,

- 6 fire was1certainly.significant,.okay?

7 So if you look at that and you say Well the
'

.

8 apparent _ frequency of fires may be one in 30 reactor years,,,
,

. . .t
9 then by that-logic, just figuring it out here, if the two,

10 fires are-truly independent events, each would have a
-

Il ' probability of'about 10 to the minus-4 basedJon experience.

12 . And 10 to the minus-4- times 10.to the minus-4 is 10 to the

.j' 3 13 .minus-8 which is' the same order of magnitude .that you have

Id 'to: guard againstifor other safety significant things.
15 Land since you have only got one redundant train

v ,

16 protecting against fire -- that is the way this design is

17- !sst'up:-- if.the other fire happens to be anywhere in that

18 other. train, it could ' take it out.
, ,

19
. - JUDGE KELLEY: We can't have an evidentiary

20 hearing,-obviously,1on this point. Can you cite an-

"

21 instance where there 'have been two significant fires in a
'

,

,

y,y}.- .22 nuclear power plant in the history of commercial nuclearf

23 -power?
.

24 MR..EDDLEMAN: No, I can't, Judge, but I don't.

Asessensi nepenen, Inc.

- f .25 think' I have' to show that an event has happened in order to
'

.

f

_ . - _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ . - _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ - _ _ _
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I have a contention.about it.-
; '~

.
''

.

-
2 JUDGE KELLEY': It is not an illogical question to

!.
3 ask.,.%>:

II In
''

,

4 . MRV EDDLEMAN: No, sir, it is a good question.

5 ~And I' can't cite an actual instance .o f it.
6 .Tne Browns Ferry fire was a single fire that i

-7 spread-.a good bit.

L8 JUDGE KELLEY:' As far as I know, yes.

- 9 'MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.

10 However, I would say that I have just laid out n [

11"

logical' basis-for. it . And the contention simply says cn1
-

12 'this point that the firefighting capability for simultaneous
i

I )- 13 fires is inadequate or'at least unanalyzed. And I think,

%
14 .that some analysis of it is certainly worthwhile and a

thing that is within that range of probability, f
-15

16 ' JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

17 Excuse us just a moment.-

end#10. 18 (The Board conferring.)-

19

20

21

(''l : 22
w/

i

23

'

24
As-Federes menerwee, Inc.

25

.

.

w. ._ _ . - _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _



4 . WRB/pp 1-

~Tako 11.

I JUDGE KELLEY: We are aware s of the fact that the

2 : Staff. witnesses are going to take- the stand here af ter lunch-

3c and they _ doubtless are conversant with the background of things,

'd
4 like appendix R and where it came from and why this appendix

'

S was scrapped for more recent plants. And we think we might

8 ' learn something from that process. We will say at this

7 ' point it's.oun tentative inclination -- tentative ruling, if

8 you will -- that we're not going to depart from yesterday's

9 ruling, we're not. persuaded that simultaneous fires have to

10 be considered. But we'11' leave the door ajar just enough

' to learn a littleUfrom the Staff if we can and we'll finalize

12 that later. But for the guidance of the parties at this

v .h, ,13
juncture, we propose to adhere to a prior ruling.

N It's quarter of 1:00. mThe Board's going to suggest

15 a lunch break until quarter of 2:00,

16 Oh, I would say that I don' t want to leave you in

I7 limbo ---were you going to be here this afternoon anyway or are|
18 you going to rush-for a 1:30 plane?

WITNESS SERDANESCU:- We will be here anyWay and if

20 need be, tomorrow.

21 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. I think it is unlikely you

. h 22 will recalled based on where we are now, but if.you're going

23 to be here anyway, we will not worry about it too much. Thank

Y "*; Aes wem no.,wes, .

j. 25
'

You're excused. You'll be here anyway. If we have

!'

-. , _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ . _ _ _ .
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- j to recall you, we can.,
,

,2 (Whereupon,.at 12:45 p.m.,.the hearing was recessed, to '

3 reconvene at 1: 45 p.m. ,- this same day. )
-

.

4

5 '

4

7

8

9

.10

11

12

O. ''

14

15

'16

17

18

19

.

20
,.

21

h 22

23

24
wesem noe,mes, sne,

~ 25
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L ', ;j AFTERNOON SESSION

. 2 (1:50 p.m.)'

|-

. 3 JUDGE.KELLEY: Back on the record.

S-
_4 Following the lunch break, we are turning next to

_g the Staff's panel of. witnesces on fire protection.
.

6 .Mrs.' Moore, do you want to make the introductions?

' MRS. MOORE: .Yes, your Honor. The Staff calls.7

| g Mr. Randall Eberly and Mr. Robert L. Ferguson.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you. -

10 Whereupon,

1i RANDALL EBERLY

!

12 and

[(s. -13 ROBERT L. FERGUSON

14 , were' called as witnesses and, having been first duly sworn,

15 were examined and testified..on their oath as follows:

1 16 DIRECT EXAMINATION

|j7 BY MRS. MOORE:

18 0: Mr..Eberly,'would you please state your name,
'

fj9 position, and business address for the record?7

20 A. (Witness Eberly) My name is Randall Eberly. I'm

21 a fire protection engineer in the chemical engineering branch'

C 22 of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, the United
,v

23 States Nuclear Regulatory c nnission, Washington, DVC. 20555.
,

v

24 .O Mr. Ferguson, 5 ould ysu please state your name,

m noonere,las.

25 Position, and business address fo.- the record? r
,

.

i

__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __.



7--,

IWRB/pp'4|<
4624

li '

,

I ' 'A
^

(Witness Ferguson) I am Robert L. Ferguson,-Section
~

.

>M* - 2 Leader -for Fire Protection Section in- the Ch'emical Engineering
| -

*
.

,7
. 3 -Branch and'the balance of the address is the same as

. :. ( }N^ 4 Mr. Eberly's.

il G Gentlemen,-do you have before you a document entitled,

- ;6 _NRC_ Staff Testimony of Randall L. Eberly and Robert L.
;,

7 :Ferguson c'oncerning Eddleman' Contention 116?

' ll A- (Witness Eberly) I do.

9 1A . (Witness Ferguson) I do.

'10 g Did,you prepare or participate in the preparation,

11 of>this testimony?

-- 12 A .(Witness Eberly) I'did.

j ) 13 A :(Witness Ferguson) I did.,

<14 4. .Do you have any additions or corrections to the

~15 testin.ony?,

4

16 A. (Witness Eberly)- Yes, I have two corrections.

17 The first being on page 9. On page 9, answer 10,,

1

'18 the answer.should state, "Yes, . it is provided in FSAR section

19 9.5'1." The correction here being the 9.5.1. It previously.
,

20 , just said 9. 5. Another one continuing exactly the same.

!

21 JUDGE KELLEY: I would note for the record that thep

i())! -22 Staff has very kindly made these correct 0ans in some copies
o

23 previously distributed' So we are now simply noting changes.
;

i

| 24 from what was filed earlier. But we have these changes that
! Assesem nowen, Inc.

I 125 are being given, is' that correct?

L_
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- 't MRS. MOORE: Yes, your Honor, that's correctk. And

2 . the copies provided to.. the court reporter also have these

.3 ' corrections.j
! )
' '

4 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.''

5 MR. EBERLY: The second correction occurs on page

6 14. We omitted several sentences in the second paragraph.

7 The second paragraph -- I will read the entire

8 , corrected paragraph.

9 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

10 MR. BBERLY: "Inside non-inerted containments one

11 of the above described fire protection means should be

12 provided. If not, cables and equipment and associated non-

/~)~ 13 safety circuits of redundant trains should t be separated by
\J

14 a noncombustible rated energy shield having a minimum fire

15 rating of one-half hour or separation of cables and equipment

16 and associated non-safety circuits of redundant trains

17 by a horizontal distance of more than 20 feet, with no

18 intervening combustibles or fire hazards or installation of

19 fire detectors and an automatic fire suppression system in

20 the fire area."

21 BY MRS. MOORE:

I J 22 G With these additions and corrections, do you adopt

23 this as your testimony in this proceeding?

24 A (Witness Eberly) I do.
Aasfederal Repor us, Inc.-

25 A (Witness Ferguson) I do.
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I g Is this testimony true and correct to the best of

~

2 your knowledge and belief?

3, A (Witness Eberly) It is.,7.,

V.
4 A- (Witness Ferguson) It is.

~5 'MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, copies of this testimony

6 . have.' been served to the Board and the parties and been

7 delivered to the court reporter. -I move that the testimony

8 ' and the attached professional qualifications be admitted into

9 evidence and bound into the record as if read.

10 JUDGE KELLEY: Motion granted.

11 (The document follows )

12

'~'
(_) 13

14

15

16

17

le

19

20

'21

1([). 22

23

24
Asesederes neporiers,Inc.

"
25
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA l

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COP 911SSION ;

BEFORE THE ATONIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD ,

In the Matter of

CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY AND )
' NORTH CAROLINA EASTERN MUNICIPAL Docket Nos. 50-400 OL

POWER AGENCY 50-401 OL

(Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant.
Units 1 and 2)

NRC STAFF TESTIMONY OF RANDALL EBERLY AND ROBERT L. FERGUSON
C0hCERNING EDDLEMAN CONTENTION 116

Q1. Mr. Eberly, please state your name, affiliation and position.

A1. My name is Randall Eberly. I am a fire protection Engineer in

, . the Chemical Engineering Branch, Division of Engineering, Office of
,

J Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission. I

am the Staff fire protection reviewer for the Shearon Harris

Nuclear plant.

02. Please sumarize your professional qualifications.

A2. In 1975 I received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Fire Protection

Engineering from The University of Maryland.

I am a registered Professional Engireer in the States of Maryland

and Delaware.
,.

L

-I serve on the National Fire Protection Association Technical

Comittees on Halon Fire Extinguishing Systems and Portable Fire

Extinguishers.

_

,
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During my attendance at the University of Maryland, I was involved

in a cooperative program with the United States Coast Guard. I

{} was employed, part-time as a fire protection engineering trainee -

with the Hull Arrangements Branch, Merchant Marine Technical

Division, Office of Merchant Marine Safety U.S. Coast Guard

Headquarters. At that time m,y duties included the review and

approval of fire protection systems and materials for U.S. and

foreign flag merchant vessels.

I joined the civilian staff of the U.S. Coast Guard, full-time, in

1975. My duties were expanded to include marine fire protection
i

research, casualty investigation, and I also served as an advisor

to the U.S. Departn>t.nt of State for the purposes of negotiating
O
t! international maritime fire protection and safety regulations.

During my employrent with the Coast Guard, I was responsible for

the review and approval of the fire protection aspects of the

FloatinghuclearPowerPlants(FhP). I received a High Quality

Increase for this work.

In 1982, I joined the U.S. NRC in my present position. My duties

include the review and approvtl of fire protection programs of

Nuc1 car Power plants. I also serve as a fire protection technical

expert on Regional fire protection team inspections. Since I have
c() been with the NRC, I have reviewed the fire protection programs of

approximately 25 nuclear power plants. I was awarded a Certificate

of Appreciation for my involvement in the Appendix R fire

protection backfit program.

1
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Q3. Mr. Ferguson, please state your name, affiliation and position.
'

A3. My name is Robert L. Ferguson. I am the Section Leader of the

() Fire protection Section, Chemical Engineering Branch, Division of -

,

Engineering, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, United States

Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Q4. Please summarize your professional qualifications. |

A4. I am a Section Leader in the Division of Engineering. I am responsible

for supervising the Staff's review of the safety considerations

associated with fire protection programs at nuclear power generating

stations.

I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical Engineering from

the Illinois Institute of Technology in 1950.

From 1950 to 1956 I was employed at Argonne National Laboratory Lemont,

Illinois. As Associate Engineer, I was responsible for the development

of instrumentation, centrols, and data handling systems for nuclear

reactors, special process loops, and experiments in physics, chemistry,

biology and nondestructive testing.

From 1956 to 1959 I was employed at ACF Industries Washington, D.C. As

Manager of the Instrumentation, Control, and Electrical Section, I was

responsible for the design of instrumentation, control, and electrical

systems for several reactor facilities.

,

. . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ . _ _ .
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From 1959 to 1960 I was employed at Curtiss-Wright Corporation.

Quehanna, Pennsylvania. As Manager of the Reactor Engineering Division,

h I was responsible for the design of nuclear reactor facilities and the * '

design of components for nuclear reactors.

From 1960 to 1965 I was employed at Combustion Engineering, Inc. As

Assistant Project Manager and later, as Project Manager for the High

Flux Beam Reactor (HFBR), I was responsible for coordinating the design

of the reactor, its shielding and its experimental facilities. As

Engineering Supervisor following the completion of the HFBR, I was

responsible for directing design studies related to pressurized water

reactors, organic cooled D 0 moderated reactors, and liquid metal fast
2

breeder reactors.

C)v
In December 1965, I joined the regulatory staff of the U.S. Atomic

iEnergy Connitsion which subsequently became the Nuclear Regulatory

Comission. Prior to my present assignment, which was made in 1977, I

was responsible for the developnient of reactor standards, codes, and

criteria relating to reactor safety and for advising other AEC divisions

in related reactor safety matters from 1965 to 1971 and as a Senior

Project Manager from 1971 to 1977, I was responsible for managing the

Staff's review of the safety considerations associated with the design

of nuclear powered generating stations.
p
\.j

In 1977, I was assigned the responsibility for developing, staf fing

and directing the Staff's evaluation of the fire protection (

_ - - _ - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - . _ -
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programs at all operating plants. I participated in the subsequent i

development of all Staff fire protection requirements, the fire

(] protection research program, and design studies of certain fire -

protection issues. Prior to issuance of Appendix A to BTP-APCSB

9.5-1, I participated in several site visits to determine the

potential problems that may be encountered in applying the

i guidelines of BTP-APCSB 9.5-1 to operating plants and developing

suitable alternative guidelines. I have participated in the

tvaluation of research results and plant incidents for indications
,

iof weaknesses in our present guidelines.

From 1968 to 1975 I participated in the American Nuclear Society's

program to prepare standards pertinent to reactor safety. I was a
o
d member of two subcomittees of the ANS Standards Comittee; i.e.,

ANS-20. Systems Engineering, and ANS-4, Reactor Dynamics and Control.

From 1965 to 1970 I participated in the Institute of Electrical and

Electronic Engineers' program to prepare standards pertinent to reactor

safety. I was a member of the Joint Comittee for Nuclear Power,

Standards and two of its subconaittees; i.e., S/C 4. Auxiliary Electrical

Power, and S/C 2 Equipment Qualification.

QS. What is the purpose of your testimony?
m
;) AS. The purpose of our testimony is to address Eddlunan Contention 116

which states:

The fire hazard analysis of section 9.5A (Appendix) f

in the FSAR does not address the availability of control
ard power to the safety equipment. In establishing fire

i

_ _ _ - _ . - - _ _ _ - _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ . - _ _ . - - _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ . - _ _ _ - - _ - - _ _ _ __ _ - _ _ _ - . _
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resistance ratings of fire barriers with respect to fires
in cable trays, Applicants have not established that
qualification tests represent actual plant conditions or
comparable conditions. Another vague statement is that,,

. : (~') fire barriers are used "where practical" without defining -
U

practical or stating the criteria to decide where a fire
barrier is or is not practical (and what type of fire
barriershouldbeused). FSAR 9.5.1.1.1. The " analysis"
of Appendix 9.5A does not demonstrate, as 9.5.1.1.1 claims"

it will, the adequacy of other fire protection measures in
all cases. Rather, it estimates the BTU of combustible
material, smoke generation and removal rate from the area,
gives usually a qualitative description of some measures
to mitigate or reduce fire effects, and assumes that the

fire will be promptly detected (usually), no analysis oflocation of detection instruments, etc. and the fire
brigade will respond rapidly and put out the fire, or the
automatic equipment will work These assertions are made
despite the time it takes to get people into the containment
and to the fire (not well analyzed). Further, the " analysis"
of what happens if the fire spreads is generally a rational-
ization that it can't spread much, not an analysis. See,

The efTect+e.."AnalysisofEffectsofpostulatedfires."o a fire in a fire area or a fire zone with a combustible
loading greater than 240,000 BTV/sq. ft. doesn't get dealt

t'''N with in realistic terms. The plant firefighting capability
V for simultaneous fires is inadequate, or at least unanalyzed.

Q6. Mr. Eberly, have you reviewed the fire protection progran for the

Shearon Harris facility and, if so, where is that review documented?

A6. Yes. I have reviewed the Shearon Harris fire protection program

which is contained in FSAR 6 9.5.1, 6 9.5A and " Safe Shutdown

Analysis in Case of Fire" dated June 20, 1983. The Staff's review

of that program is contained in 5 9.5.1 of the Staff's Safety Eval-

uationReport(SER)datedNovember,1983. In addition, there will be

supplements to the SER dealing with open items identified in that

section,p
v

Q7. What is the purpose of the fire protection program.

A7. The purpose of the fire protection program is to ensure the

capability to shut down the reactor and maintain it in a safe
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shutdown condition and to minimize radioactive releases to the

-environment in the event of a fire. It implements the philosophy
n '

i_) of defense-in-depth protection against the hazards of fire and its

associated effects on safety-related equipment.

Q8. What guidelines have been used to review the Applicants' fire

protection program?
'

A8. The Applicants' fire protection program has been reviewed against

the guidelines of 6 9.5.1 of the Standard Review Plan (SRP)

HUREG-0800, Rev. 3. July 1981.

Q9. Why is the fire protection program reviewed against these >

- guidelines?

A9. General Design Criterion 3 " Fire Protection," of Appendix A,'

" General Design Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants," to 10 C.F.R.

Part 50, " Licensing of Production and Utilization Facilities," i

requires that structures, systems, and components important to

safety be designed and located to minimize, consistent with other

safety requirements, the probability and effect of fires and

explosions. Noncombustible and heat-resistant materials are

required to be used wherever practical throughout the unit, ,

particularly in locations such as the containment and control room.

General Design Criterion 3 also requires that fire detection and
_

J suppression systems of appropriate capacity and capability be

provided and designed to minimize the adverse effect of fires on

, ,

-

)

h

k_-
_ , - , _ _ , - _ . - - _ ~ ,
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structures, systems, and components important to safety and that
1

fire fighting systems be designed to ensure that their failure,
n
() rupture or inadvertent operation does not significantly impair the *

: safety capability of these structures, systems, and components. If

alternative designs or methods are used, they must provide equivalent

fire protection. Suitable bases and justification should be provided

for alternative approaches to establish acceptable implementation of
,

!

General' Design Criterion 3.

;

SRP i 9.5.1 presents guidelines acceptable to the NRC Staff for

implementing this criterion' in the developnent of a fire protection

program for nuclear power plants. The guidelines include the.

technical requirements listed in a number of documents, including ;

U Appendix R to 10 C.F.R. Part 50 6 50.48.
1

I f

To show conformance with GDC 3, a fire hazards analysis is perforsed

by the Applicants which verifies that the NPC fire protection program

guidelines have been ret or that deviations from the guidelines are
,

justified. The analysis lists applicable elements of the progrtm,

with explanatory statements as needed to identify location, type of >

|

system, and design criteria. The analysis identifies and justifies
'

any deviations from the guidelines. Justification for deviations

from the guidelines which show that en equivalent level of protection
p
't) will be achieved are usually acceptable to the Staff. Deletion of a

protective feature without compensating alternative protection measures

will not be accepted by the NRC Staff if it is not clearly demonstrated
'

that the protective measure is not needed because of the design and

! arrangement of the particular plant.

._ - _-- - -- __- __ _ __ . _ _ _
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*Q10. Have the Applicants performed a fire hazards analysis (FHA) to ' *

,

demonstrate that the plant will maintain the ability tc3 perform

(O safe shutdown functions and minimize radioactive releases to the 2 '

g

environment in the event of a fire? f,
'

s( 4.

A10. Yes, it is provided in FSAR 55 9.5.1 and 9.5A and " Safe Statdown p !
< 4 ..

Analysis in Case of Fire," dated June 20, 1983. -

'

y\~
. ,

.
. , .

Q11. Mr. Eberly, does the Applicants' FHA'a'dequitely describdand evaluate

the fire hazsrds associated with each plant fire area?

All. I have reviewed the Applicants' FHA to ascertain whether the

inforfration provided is sufficient to perform an independent

evaluation of the fire hazards in each plant fire area, and to
>,;

determine if adequate fire protection features are provided to ,

,q V',
V mitigate the consequences of fire in accordance with our +

q .

guidelines. It is my opinion that the information provided is
'

adequate to perform this assessment. '

*!.
., 4

,

4 , . ,
"

Q12. What assurance does the h5C Staff neec that fire barricrs will be'j ' \r s

capable of protecting cables against fire damage? ' "a

A12. Because it is not feasible tortest -each and every cable tray

configuration, the Staff relies on laboratory scale fire resistance
u

tests of fire barrier material in representative configurations 'of #

cables and conduits.
. ,a [,'

;
j

r

Q13. Please describe the fire resistance tests for fire barrict's used to
4

<

protect cables.

[.

|

- - - - - - . . _ _,
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A13. The Staff edrrently accepts = fire barriers that have been
. ;* i.s

successfully-tested to ASTM Test Method E-119. " Fire Tests of
N 4 3.,s.

(j Building Construction and Materials." This test method is a -
'

nationa 1k recognized test method developed over 60 years ago.
;

~. .

t ,

** s

'l This. test method is primarily intended for qualification testing of
y

wallanbfloorassemblies. This test method is referenced by all'j $

'
. nation 61'' building codes as well as the National Fire Protection'

di ~..

Association Standard for building construction.'

$ ,

- 4n
i #'

The , tests are conducted at independent, nationally recognized#

,3i'
.te ting laboratories to insure objectivity. The test assemblies

,

which are typilally 8b0 ft.2 or larger are mounted in a test
,

N m . ..

g A},fgna,ce as/;sutfected to a standard test fire of carefullycontrtlied e|xtent and severity by calibrating the furnace to
3 ;9_*,U|t^) L

(J i
~;-, .,

reproduce'a specific time versus temperature curve. This fire-

N x.3 ~u e

j') is considere0 representative of an actual building fire which
}'

,,.

creaches a temperature of 1700 F in one hour and 1925'F in three
i1 ,

! fiours., ,

<
.

>
-

* Typically, several cable tray and conduit assemblies of varying
i

1 configurations are tested. If, after the required exposure time,
gj.._

" the protected cables remain free of fire damage, the fire barrier'

,

.

is considered acceptable.

[&~,
Q14. Is it the Staff's position that these tests represent actual plant

j

N
f conditions or comparable coditions with respect to fires in cable
,

trays?

.a
,

- , . - . . . . .
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A14. The Staff considers that these tests provide conservative conditions

which envelope actual plant configurations.

C -

Q15. Will'the fire barriers to be installed at the Harris plant be

tested in accordance with the Staff's recommended qualification

test?

Alb. Yes. The Applicants have committed to provide fire barriers that have

successfully passed the ASTM E-119 test. However, a specific brand

of fire barrier material has not yet been selected by the Applicants.

Q16. Will the Staff require the Applicants to submit test reports on the

fire barriers chosen?

A16. If a product is selected that has been previously reviewed by the

.J Staff and found acceptable, no further documentation is usually

required. If, however a new product is proposed, then we would

require the test report to be submitted to verify that acceptable,

representative configurations have been tested using our acceptance

criteria.

!
Q17. Do you feel that the Applicants' submittal is vague due to the'

' statement that barriers are used "where practical" without defining

practical?

A17. No. This statement is only a general description in FSAR 9 9.5.1.1.1.
1 ,a
-U The specific' fire barrier locations and qualifications are contained

L in Appendix 9.5A and the Applicants' Safe Shutdown Analysis.

L
!

!

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



.

- 12 -
,

Q18. What criteria did the Applicants use to determine the location of

fire barriers?

(O A18. The Applicants used the guidance of SRP 9.5-159 C.5 and C.7 to
.

)

determine where fire barriers should be located.

Q19. Does the Staff accept other alternatives to locating fire barriers in

accordance with SRP $ 9.5.165 C.5 and C.7 if it is not feasible to erect

such barriers?

A19. Yes. For example, in lieu of providing a fire barrier between

redundant safe shutdown components in the control rocm, alternative

safe shutdown capability independent of the area is provided. For other

areas, a deviation could be requested for a combination of other

features, e.g. partial height walls and automatic suppression systems
,_

^)'
if they provide an equivalent level of protection for the specific

configuration.

020. How docs the information provided in the Applicants' FHA

demonstrate the adequccy of fire protection measures utilized?

A20. The Applicants' fire hazards analysis considers the potential in-situ and

transient fire hazards in a fire area by calculating the available heat

of combustion in BTUs of the available combustibles. This approximates

the potential fire severity within each fire area. The consequences

of a fire exposure of that potential magnitude are then evaluated in
p
b terms of damage to equipment installed in the fire area and the

adequacy of the fire area boundaries. If redundant equipment that is

required for safe shutdown located in the fire area could sustain

damage, then appropriate fire protection measures are provided within

the fire area.

_. -
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Q21. khat do these fire protection features for safe shutdown capability

consist of?
m

U A21. Our guidelines specify that in fire areas outside of the containment
'

one train of cables and equipment necessary to achieve and maintain

safe shutdown should be maintained free of fire damage by one of the

following means:

a. Separation of cables and equipment and associated non-safety

circuits of redundant trains by a fire barrier having a 3-hour

rating. Structural steel forming a part of or supporting such

fire barriers shall be protected to provide fire resistance

equivalent to that required of the barrier;

;

b. Separation of cables and equipment and associated non-safety

circuits of redundant trains by a horizontal distance of more

than 20 feet with no intervening combustibles or fire

' hazards. In addition, fire detectors and an automatic fire

suppression system shall be installed in the fire area; or
;

c. Enclosure of cables and equipment and associated non-safety'

circuits of one redundant train in a fire barrier having a

1-hour rating. In addition, fire detectors and an automatic

fire suppression system shall be installed in the fire area.

(v)
If these conditions are not met, alternative shutdown capability

independent of the fire area of concern should be provided.

:



,
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These alternative requirements are not deemed to be equivalent for

all configurations. However, they provide equivalent protection for

O those co#fisuretio#s ia aica they are eccePtea- -

Inside non-inerted containments one of the above described fire

: protection means should be provided. If not, cables and equipment

and associated non-safety circuits of redundant trains should be

separated by a noncombustible radiant energy shield having a

minimum fire rating of one-half hour, or separation of cables

and equipment and associated non-safety circuits of redundant

trains by a horizontal distance of more than 20 feet with no

intervening combustibles or fire hazards, or installation of

fire detectors and an automatic fire suppression system in the

V fire area.

Because it is not possible to predict the specific conditions under

-which fires may occur and propagate, the guidelines specify the design

basis protective features rather than the design basis fires. Plant

specific features may require protection different than the measures
'

specified. In such a case, the licensee must demonstrate, by means

of a detailed fire hazards analysis, that existing protection or

existing protection in conjunction with proposed modifications will

provide a level of safety equivalent to the guidelines of 9 C.5.b of
/3
-V BTP CMEB 9.5.1.

.. ..
.

. __ _ -_____-_



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

.

- 15 -
.

Our general criteria for accepting alternative fire protection

configurations are the following:

&(~'
.

The alternative assures that one train of equipment necessary

to achieve hot shutdown from either the control room or

emergency cont.al station is free of fire damage.

The alternative assures that fire damage to at least one train

of equipment necessary to achieve cold shutdown is limited

such that it can be repaired within a reasonable time (minor

repairs with components stored on-site).-

The alternatives would not be detrimental to overall facility

- (ms_) . safety.

QEE Describe the fire protection features for safe-shutdown to be

employed at Harris.

A22. The Applicants' Safe Shutdcwn Analysis is contained in the FSAR

5 9.5.1 and the " Safe Shutdown Analysis in case of fire"

dated June 20, 1983. The Applicants' letters dated February 24,

1984 and June 12, 1984, provide additional information and

clarification of the Safe Shutdown Analysis._ The Applicants'

report identifies 23 fire areas that comply with C.S.b of

' (-)
x

BTP CMEB 9.5.1. Nine fire areas are identified where deviations(_

from our guidelines ha've been requested.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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We have reviewed the fire protection for safe shutdown to verify that

one train of cables and equipment needed for safe shutdown will be

~( ) maintained free of fire damage. Except for the deviations, all plant -

areas containing cables and equipment needed for safe shutdown are

provided with fire protection measures consistent with 5 C.S.b of our

guidelines.

In those areas where the fire protection measures for safe shutdown

cepability deviate from our guidelines, we have reviewed the

Applicants' fire protection measures to determine if a level of

safety equivalent to the technical requirements of 6 C.S.b of our

guidelines has been provided; and based on our evaluation, we have

concluded that an equivalent level of protection has been provided.
' f3g

Q23. How are the fire protection features evaluated to determine their

adequacy?

A23. These features are evaluated for compliance with our guidelines in

s 9.5.1 of the SRP which recommends certain fire protection

standards and codes that have been developed and accepted as national

consensus standards. The code committees consist of prominent fire

protection experts from varying backgrounds. Fire barriers are

tested by nationally recognized testing laboratories to a standard

fire test, ASTM E-119. Sprinkler systems and detection systems are
(\
V designed to cor. form with National Fire Protection Association Codes.

(NFPA) The rules for 'the location and spacing of sprinkler nozzles

_-. _ _ ___- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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and fire detectors are specified in the NFPA codes. The Applicants'

have committed to design suppression and detection systems in confor-

(m) mance with this guidance. -

Q24. Do the fire protection guidelines in 6 9.5.1 of the SRP rely

solely on the response of the fire brigade or the operation of

automatic extinguishing systems to protect equipment from any

potential fires?

A24. No. Fire protection should be considered as a " program." Nuclear

power plants use the concept of defense-in-depth to achieve

the required high degree of safety by using echelons of safety

systems. With respect to the fire protection program, the

defense-in-depth principle is aimed at achieving an adequate
n
(_) balance in:

a. Preventing fires from starting;

b. Detecting fires quickly, suppressing those fires that

occur, putting them out quickly, and limiting their
,

damage; and

c. Designing plant safety systems so that a fire that starts

in spite of the fire prevention program and burns for a

considerable time in spite of fire protection activities

will not prevent essential plant safety functions from
,9
i ,< being performed.

i

.. - - - - . - - - . . . - _ _ - ___ __ _ _ _ _ _ __
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Ne one of these echelons can be perfect or complete by itself.

Each echelon should meet certain minimum requirements; however,

strengthening any one can compensate in some measure for -

y

weaknesses, known or unknown, in the others.

The primary objective of the fire protection program is to minimize

both the probability and consequences of postulated fires. In

spite of steps taken to reduce the probability of fire, fires are

expected to occur. Therefore, means are needed to detect and

suppress fires with particular emphasis on providing passive and

active fire protection of appropriate capability and adequate

capacity for the systems necessary to achieve and maintain safe

plant shutdown with or without off-site power. For other

safety-related systems, the fire protection program should ensure

that a fire will not cause the loss of function of such systems, even

though loss of redundancy within a systea may occur as a result of

the fire. Generally, .in plant areas where the potential fire

damage may jeopardize safe plant shutdown, the primary means of

fire protection should consist of fire barriers and fixed automatic

fire detection and suppression systems. Also, a backup manual

firefighting capability should be provided through the plant to'

limit the extent of fire damage. Portable equipment consisting of

hoses, nozzles, portable extinguishers, complete personnel
r
't[) protective equipment, and air breathing equipment should be

provided for use by properly trained firefighting personnel.

Access for effective manual application of fire extinguishing

_ ____-_- _ -_-__-_______________-_-
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agents to combustibles should be prcvided. The adequacy of fire

- protection for any particular plant safety system or area should be
rb
() determined by analysis of the effects of the postulated fire -

rel_ative to maintaining the ability to safely shut down the plant

and minimize radioactive releases to the environment in the event

of a fire.

Fire protection starts with design and must be carried through all

phases of construction and operation. A quality assurance (QA)

program is needed_to identify and rectify errors in design,

construction, and operation and is an essential part of

defense-in-depth.

V~ Q25. Does this defense-in-depth concept take into account the time it

takes for the response of the fire brigade?

A25. Yes. The Staff assumes that at least 30 minutes is required for

the fire brigade to take action.

Q26. How have Applicants demonstrated that they comply with Staff

guidance concerning defense-in-depth?

A26. The Applicants have submitted a Fire Hazards Analysis (FSAR 6 9.5A)

and a comparison (FSAR 9 9.5) against the guidelines in SRP 6 9.5.1.

he have, reviewed these submittals for conformance with our guidelines,

(3
t) however, our review is not yet complete. One element of our review

requires us to make a ' site visit to field verify the Applicants'

fire protection program. This visit can only be made at a very late

. _ . .. . - . . _ - . _ _ . . - - _ - . .. .- - - . - . .-
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stage of construction when the majority of the fire protection systems
^

have been installed. After we have made our site visit and completed

(] our. technical review, we will be able to confirm that adequate defense- .

in-depth has been provided.

Q27. Should the FHA consider simultaneous fire events in different

locations withis. the plant?

A27. No. Our guidelines in 9 9.5.1 of the SRP, page 18 state that

"On multiple-reactor sites, unrelated fires in two or more units

need not be postulated to occur simultaneously." The Staff also

uses the same guidelines to apply to single reactor sites.

Q28. Have Applicants conducted an analysis of the ability of a given

( type of fire to spread?

A28.-To my knowledge, a specific analysis fer this purpose has not been

conducted, however, the prevention of fire spread is an inherent,

result of compliance with our guidelines. If the Applicants provide

fire barriers, and fire detecting and extinguishing systems in con-
i

formance with SRP Q 9.5.1 with approved deviations, the Staff accepts

that an adequate level of protection has been provided against fire

spread.

f

|'
.Q29. Are there any plant areas with a combustible loading in excess of

() 240,000 BTU's/ft.2? Have they been properly addressed in the FHA?

|
A29. Yes. The areas identified as having a combustible loading of this

magnitude are fire areas 1-D-DTA and 1-D-DTB, the Diesel Generator

.

.- . .. - _- - . - - - - . . .
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'
" fuel oil day tank. enclosures, and the buried fuel oil storage tanks

in the yard area.
-

.

U('8
-

The FHA properly evaluates the fire hazard in these areas. The

fuel. oil day tanks are provided with three-hour boundary walls,

floors, and' ceiling, and automatic suppression and detection in

accordance with our guidelines.

; In the event of a fire in this area, heat detectors are provided

which will automatically alarm and initiate the sprinkler system.

A manual release for the sprinkler system is also provided. If the

. sprinkler system dces not function, the fire brigade response will

serve'.as a backup.~

.r-
M

The buried fuel oil tanks require no specific fi_re protection

features due to their isolated location, and distance from safety

related equipment.
~

.Q30. What are the Staff's conclusions as to the adequacy of the over-all

|. -fire protection program.

j ' . A30. Based 'upon Applicants. written submittals the Staff has detennined
L
L that an adequate fire protection program will be provided as

.
evidenced by conformance with SRP 9 9.5.1, with approved. deviations,

]; subject to the fc11owing oper items:'

o

(1) alternative safe shut down capability systems

i (2)~ qualification of fire doors

(3) Staff site walk down

.

. . - - . . - . . . . . . - - - . . . - . - - . . . - - , . . - - , . . - - . . - _ . . - - - ..
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WRB/pp-7;

l' MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, I also would like now

'2 to mark an exhibit for identification.

3 LJUDGE KELLEY: Very well.,

Q)-
4 MRS. MOORE: The title of that exhibit is NUREG-0800

5 U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Standard Review Plan, Section

' 6 9.5.1, Fire Protection Program. This exhibit should be marked

7 for identification as NRC Staff Exhibit 7.

8 _ JUDGE KELLEY: It is so marked.

9 (Whereupon, the document

10 previously referred-to was

Il marked as NRC Staff Exhibit 7

12 for -identification. )

C 13 "BY MRS. MOORE:_b)-
14 G Mr. Eberly, do you have before you a. document -- a

15 copy of the^ document just marked for identification -as NRC

16 IStaff Exhibit 7?

_17 A- .(Witness Eberly) I do.,

~18 g Could-you identify that document for the record?

19 A The document is entitled U. S. Nuclear Regulatory

20 . Canmission Standard Review Plan NUREG-0800, section 9.5.1

21 Fire Protection Program.
:,m

.i,) 22 g Do you rely _ on this document in your testimony?

23 A Yes, I do.

24 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, I move that this document
, Ase-Federal Re wrters, Inc.

25 be admitted into evidence as NRC Staff Exhibit 7.

. - -

_n
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1 JUDGE.KELLEY: This was previously distributed?

2 MRS. MOORE: Yes,-your Honor. It's been

3 distributed at - the time the testimony was filed on August 9,
,

I ,}
'#

-4 1984.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

-6 Motion granted.

7 (Whereupon, the document

8 previously referred to as~NRC

9 Staff Exhibit 7 was received.)

-10 BY MRS. MOORE:

11 Q Mr. Eberly, will you please summarize your

12 testimony in this proceeding, the Staf f's testimony?

[J~) 13 A (Witness Eberly) Yes, I would like to present

14 a summary;of.our testimony in response.to Eddleman Contention

_ 15 116.

16 I have reviewed the information submitted by the

17 Applicant's concerning that . fire protection program for the

18 purpose of determining its adequacy and to also review it

-19 for conformance with the NRC fire protection guidelines.

20 My review is currently ongoing subject to the

21 completion of the open items noted in my written testimony.
. ,a

( ) 22 Based on my review of uhe Applicant's submittal, my

23 conclusions on the Applicant's programs are as follows:

24 First of all, that adequate information has been
Ass +ederes nepo,w,., inc.

25 submitted for me to independently review the program for



o j

4629

"WRB/pp.91 !

I conformance to the NRC guidelines; secondly, the Applicant's |
|
|

'2 progrsm has been developed using national recognized criteria
l

3 such as the. National Fire Protection Association Codes for |
'

(~h
''~ 4 Guidance;

5 Third, the Applicant is proposing the use of

6 appropriate fire barriers to subdivide the plant into fire

7 ' areas as recommended by our guidelines;oand, finally, that the

8 Applicant's program conform to branch technical positions
t

9 CMEB.9.5-1 with approved deviations and in adequate to provide

.10 reasonable assurance that one train of cables and equipment

,
. 11 needed to safely shut.down the reactor will be maintained

12 free of fire damage.

( ') - 13 % Mr. Eberly, as.a point of clarification, in your
\/

14 summary just referred to inJApplicant's submittals does that

15 include the submittals of October ll?

16 A No, 'it does not.

~ 17 G- Thank you.

18 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, the witnesses are now |

t

19 available for cross examination.

20 JUDGE'KELLEY: I wonder if it might be possible at

21 this point for either. Mr. Eberly or Mr. Ferguson to give us

(} 22 a- little background on appendix R. We were having some

23 difficulty with the application of that provision and I

24 think initially we were under the impression that it applied
: Ase Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 to Shearon Harris. And Mr. O'Neill then called our attention

, - . _, _ _ _ _ . _ - _ .--.- _ - . _ __ . - ~ _ _ _ _
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to 50.48 and the first paragraph of appendix R also says it
1

applies to plants that began operating prior to some date in2

'79-3
.rx
b And we find all this a little confusing, not being

4

that conversant with the background. Can you help us out,
5

as an introductory matter?6

WITNESS FERGUSON: Yes, sir.
7

JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.
8

WITNESS FERGUSON: After the Brown's Ferry fire
9

'

10
a commissiona set up a special review group to look at what

'11 lessons could be learned. A report was written based on

12
recommendations in that report. The Staff's guidelines of

APC.--branch technical position, APCSB 9.5.1 were issued(3 13L.)
and were subject of public comment and so forth 'at that time.

14

The same technical information that was in those15

16 guidelines was also put out as regulatory guide 1.120 at the

same time and subject to the usual public commentaries and
17

18
review by ACRS and so forth.

Subsequently we recognize that those guidelines
19

were designed for plants which were not yet docketed. The
20

design was fresh and you could use any methods for fire
21

.22 protection deemed appropriate. And so we reviewed several

OPeratinguplants to see what problems we would run into in23

24 adopting and implementing those guidelines on operating
Ams-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 . plants and plants in late stages of design. And subsequently,'

- -_ _ - - - . . - _ . - _ _ , _ _ . _ _ _ , . _ _ . _ _ ._ , - - - _ . _ - .
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issued-appe' dix A to that, which allowed other alternatives* ' ' f1 n
'

<2 for. plants' which were . f ar along in construction.

A_ - -3 . JUDGE KELLEY: Appendix to what?1

$_)" ;4 WITNESS FERGUSON: 1 Branch techni. cal position APCSB
_

-5 19.5.1.'

;6 Thet.we proceeded to review the operating plants

7 'against- those guidelines as presented in appendix A. After

8 ' a two-year period we had ' reviewed all the operating plants

,'9 _ and had~ a number of ' unresolved items on those plants. The

'10 problem-being_the-amount of control or the way the Commission

-11 would' exert its.will on. operating plants. Once a license

-12 was granted it is difficult to back with_such things.
..

(} 13 The Commission' decided as a way of resolving those

14 unresolved issues, was to issue a rule. That rule became.

, 15 Appendix R.

16 So it was' originally. written for those plants-

17 licensed prior to 1979 and issued as such.-

18 As a companion piece of legislation to that, it was

19 paragraph 50.48 was issued 'and 50.4 8, in the initial part,
,

-20 applies tx) all_ operating plants.. That would apply to Shearon

21 Harris equally as well once it becomes an operating plant.
s(j - 22 JUDGE - KELLEY : You mean subparagraph A?

.-

23 WITNESS FERGUSON: Yes.

24- JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.
Asefesoral Repo,ters, Inc.

25 WITNESS FERGUSON: That would require the plant to

.. ,-
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1 'have a. fire protection program that was approved by the Staff. I
l

2 In its proceedings on issuing Appendix R, the

3 Commission: raised the ques tion of why this appendix should not.

'

-

4 be . applicable to all plants, even those in the future.

5 The Staff argued that the technical requirements

6 .-listed there were applicable to il plants and were, in fact,

17 being implemented in the Staff reviews of plants at thosea

8 times, based on the implementation of the guidelines.
.

9 On that basis, the Commission then expressed

10 concern of how these could be enforced on plants once they

11 were licensed, and the -- well, let me see. Let me go back

12 one step. The Staff argued against issuing a rule that it

' f~') . 13 would apply to new plants on the basis that there was a
s_-

14 ~need for flexibility to discuss those areas that may deviate

15 from the rather prescriptive features of some of appendix R.

-16 And that this was based -- could be handled easily

17 . in the dis cussions of normal ' licensing and then once the

18 agreements were reached, they could- be made more enforceable

19 by putting a condition in ~ the license of the plant and so
'

20 future amendments to the fire protection program could be

21 done under the license amendment procedure, rather than '

(') 22 under an exemption procedure.

23 And the Commission decided to proceed on that basis.

24 -JUDGE KELLEY: Or under a condition where you have
: Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 an operating license proceeding like this one if you thought

. .. . .. - . . , _ , _ _ . _ _ - _ _ .- .
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1 - some feature .of Appendix R ought to apply and the licensee

2 disagreed with you and _ you felt strongly enough about it, you

.3 .could make it --,s.
( )
'~

4 WITNESS FERGUSON: Right, we could impose it --

'S JUDGE KELLEY: -- urge that there be a license

6 condition?

7 WITNESS FERGUSON: .That's right.

8 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you, that's helpful to me,

i. 9 very. helpful.

10 ' CROSS EXAMINATION

II BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

12 4 Good afternoon, gentlemen. If I might ask first,

/ 13\._,j . Mrs. Moore . asked you about whether you had reviewed the

14 October 11 submittals. Did those, perhaps, also include the

15 things that are dated October 10. Were they, perhaps, served

16 cm October ll?

17 A (Witness Eberly) Yes, I haven' t reviewed the October

'18 10th information. I got it, as yourself, earlier this week.

19 g All right.

20 But you didn't have to cross examine on it.

21 Let me ask Mr. Ferguson, I take51tiyou' re the

}, +) 22 Appendix R expert on this panel, or the one who knows the

23 most about it.

24 A (Witness Ferguson) I'll try to answer your questions.
Am-Federal Reportees, Inc.

25 g You were with the ' Staff while_all this was going on
i

_

..'
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1 that you described to Judge Kelley?

2 A Yes, sir.

3 G Were you in the fire protection area during all that
.(\
''

-4 time?

5 A Yes, I was.

6 G All right.

7 Is it the Staf f's position that Appendix R applies

8 to the Shearon Harris plant?

9 A Appendix R does not apply as a legal document to

10 Appendix R -- I mean, as to the Shearon Harris plant, excuse

11 me. The technical requirements in section 3G of Appendix R

12 'have been incorporated into the branch technical position

() 13 BTP, CMEB 9. 5.1. And so the plant has been reviewed against

14 those requirements and we state that in paragraph 9.5.1 of

15 our SER, I think the first paragraph in that section, the first

16 one or two paragra phs, shows how we tied those requirements

17 together and reviewed the plant.

18 G Okay.

19 Is the applicable rule for the Harris plant 10 CFR

20 section . 50. 4 8A?

21 A Yes. There are.other sections of that that I

f'/h 22 think are equally applicable, but that's the primary one that
x_

23 I was quoting, yes.

24 G Do you have that part of the rule with you?
Aas-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A Yes.

w _-
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,

j g Okay.-

1' Part A applies. - Let me ask you, does part E of
'

2 s

. 3 50[48 :also : apply to- Shearon Harris? - I believe it is near the
.

-'

4 end,~if that help's.
'

.

5 A. Yes, J it does.^ '

:4 ;O ~Part E reads, doe s Jit not, ~ " Nuclear power. plants

17 licensed to operate after January 1, 1979 shall complete
,

g : all fire' protection modifications needed to satisfy criteria
'

1

.9 3.of Appendix A' to .this part,..insaccordance with the

.jo provisionsL of their licenses. "1

, :11 .A Right.

L12 g Okay..
.

'Now, when you talk'about. license conditions are
( J|

2
13

these included with'in thelterm, " provisions of licenses"14

13 as'you understand it?,

16 A. Yes.'

17 g- Okay.

; ig So if the Staf f decided it was necessary to impose
.

-19 a license condition that would be one of the things' that could
~

be done under that-subsection?' '

20'-

,

21 'A . Ye s . ' And right'now there is a standard license:

p~ 22 condition that the Staff does impose.. That is,there's a

- 23
standard ' license condition which -is about three paragrapha- --

24 but. it characterizes -- it' references the Applicant's

aserese,es nemonen,Inc.

25 submittals describing Fhis program, it references the Staff

- . .

e
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1 :SER's which have reviewed and approved that program and

_2 requires - that the. Applicant implement and maintainathat

- 3 program.
:/,.

i
't 1,

' ~

4 It also goes on to state how changes in that program

5 can be made.n Then there is a procedure for if there are

6 special license conditions of the type you mention where there

7 was.some dispute.between the Staff and the. licensee and we

8 wanted to impose the condition which would have to be met

9 and that would be added to the standard license condition.

10 g I see.

11 So is the standard license condition already

12 accepted for Shearon Harris?

() 13 A.- I don' t think so. I don' t think we have sent it

14 through yet.

15 g Okay, but this would be a condition that the staff

16 puts through, not something that this Board would have .to

17_ deal with, is that right?

End[11' 18 A. That's correct.

12 fis. 19

20

21

~I '2-
w,i

23

24
weders n porters, inc.

25

,
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1 In Section 50.48(b) of the Rules, I believe it is

2 'the second sentence there reads:

'3 "Except for the requirements of Sections
~

''
4 III.G, . III.J and III.0, - the provisions of Appendix

5 R to this part shall not be applicable to nuclear

6 power plants licensed to operate prior to January

7 1st, 1979."

; 8 And then it goes on to say:

9 "To the extent that they are accepted

10 by the Staff as satisfying the provisions of

11 Appendix A to Branch Technical Position BTP APCSB

12 9.5-1, reflected in Staff Fire Protection Safety

(~\ -13 Evaluation Reports issued prior to the effective
%../

14 date of this rule...."

15 Jun I reading that correctly?

16 A I believe so.

17 Q Okay.-

,

18 Now the effectivo date of this rule was November

19 19,'1980, shown at'the end of 50.48. Is that correct?

20 A I believe-that is about when it was issued. I

21 believe the effective date was later, around March of 1981.

') 22 .0 Okay.<

'%/:-

23 But at any rate, some date toward the end of 1980

24 or March of 1981?
*

_ As-reseres noperiors, Inc.

25 A. Yes. It was published as a final rule in November

.__-- ._ - - _ _ _ _ __ -- - -
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.

'I of 1980 and it became an effective rule I believe it was in

2 LFebruary or March of 1981.

3 Q Okay.

A)''
4 And the Shearon Harris plant of course was not

5 licensed'at that time.

6 A That's true.

7 0 Okay.

8 Now these parts that we've been going over here

9 are the rules of the NRC. Correct?

10 A Yes.
!

II Q And you gentlemen quote General Design Criterion

12 3 in your. testimony, don't you?
< ,. ,

/ 13 A Yes.\ ))
I4 Q Is that quoted there in its entirety? We could

15 check it. I just wondered if you knew whether.you had.

~

16 reproduced the whole thing.

17 A (Witness Eberly) As far as I know it is.

18 A (Witness Ferguson) As far as we know.

19 Q So you will accept, subject to checking, that it

20 .was completely' reproduced in your testimony?

21 A yes..

,. .; _
-( ) 22 O All.right.
v

23 Now did the NRC -- the Commission, I mean, ever

24 take the position that Appendix R would be applied to plants
Assfederal Reporters, Inc.

25 licensed after January 1st of '797
'

- _____ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~
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I A In the proceeding on Appendix R, they considered

2 whether it should or should not be, and asked the Staff to

3 give them a report and recommendations on that issue, yes.

4 O They considered it, but they never actually adopted

5 that position, did they?

6 A No, they did not.

7 0 You recommended against it?

8 A That's correct.

9 0 And they adopted the rule that's here?

10 A No, it wasn't-- They had adopted that already

II and then they went on to consider whether-- I'm getting

12 things mixed up here. I'm not sure which came first.

13 They considered the question and we objected or
-

I4 recommended against adopting it for plants to be licensed

15 after 1979 on the basis that it was not a complete fire

16 protection rule and that if there was needed to be any

17 deviations from it, if it was made a rule they would have to

18 be evaluated under an exemption process rather than under the

19 normal licensing process.

20 And since the biggest concern at that time was

21 getting a clear statement of what the NRC requirements were

22
,

and also having a way of enforcing those requirements once

23 they were met by the licensee, the position of putting the

24 requirements in our guidelines and requiring a specific fire
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 protection license condition was adopted as a method to

i
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il proceed. :
,

2 0 All right.

3 Are you' aware of the commitment that I believe has,y
i

. (' )
4 been discussed here earlier of CP&L'to comply with Appendix |

5 'R for'the Shearon Harris plant?

6 A I. am not aware of any written commitment from the
|

'

:7 licenseee in a-letter that says he will comply with the

8 ~ Appendix'R. ;

i
9 Q Mr. Eberly, are you?

10 g :(Witness Enerly) I am not aware of a specific

II commitment, but in my review of the Applicants' program I

12 have reviewed-it_against Sections III.G, J and O, and they

'(
'

13 have volunteered to comply with these.

I4 Q Do you' understand that Applicants have volunteered
'

15 ,to comply with.any other parts of Appendix R, to your knowledge */

16 g- Not to my knowledge.

I7 .0 All right, sir.

- I8 . Now the parts that you just discussed, they are

' I' the ones that are in Part B of 10 CFR 50.48?

20 'A That's right.

21 Q Okay.

_( 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Can I just clear something up?

23 50.48-D, as I read it, has no application- to Shearon !!arris

24 whatsoever. Am I right or wrong?
Am-Pessres Repormes,Inc.

25 WITNESS FERGUSON: That's correct.

-

1
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1

I WITNESS EBERLY: Legally,

'\ 2 JUDGE KELLEY: There is no point in talking aboutj

3 B.- It only applies to old operating plants.
, , ,

'i )
u/

4 WITNESS FERGUSON: Yes, sir.

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.

4 MR. EDDLEMAN: I am trying to figure out if I

7 misread the rule there, Judge.'

8 JUDGE KELLEY: I think I did, too, the first time |

9 through. It is a very convoluted provision. I found it hard |

10 to understand, but when I finally got through, I thought it
'

II
'

didn't apply.

12 WITNESS FERGUSON: If I may characterize what it

|
( ). 13 ~is trying to say there,--

14 JUDGE KELLEY: Please do.
!

15 WITNESS PERGUSON: -- as I mentioned previously,

16 each operating plant had an SER written which had open items
|

17 in it. The purpose of. Appendix R was to resolve those
I

18 issues. And Section III.G addresses each of those kind of |

|
|

I9 issues.M

20 What this rule does is, except for the three

23 sections, G, J and O that are identified there, it says that

I) 22 1f there is an open' item in an SER of an operating plant,
1

23 then the provisions -- on the day the rule becomes effective,-

24 then the provisions of that particular section apply to that
Am*ssrw neuermes, Inc.

25 particular open item, and the applicant is obliged to meet

a _ -_ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - -
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1

Q
'

l 'that' ..dition.-

>

f 2 'If.in fact it has been resolved in some manner and

3 is so documented in the Staff's SER, then that provision |i

. g) ., '

J''' F ''

4 is not specifically applicable to ' that particular reactor.

:5 .With the Sections G| J and O, though, it goes on

6 'and those are backfitted to all operaging' plants, regardless
,

7 of what :the SER had snd ab out those' points previously.

8 JUDGE Kr.LLEY:- But the whole of Subpart B applies

.. S >hi I

L9 .only to plants licensed to oadrate prior to January 1, '79, |

'
10 as I understand it.

II WITNESS FERGUSON: That 's correct.
>

12 JUDGE KELLEY: Not Shearon' Harris. -

,

,.

+
-r .

*

[ ) 13 WITNESS FERGUSON: Not'Shearon Harris.

I4 MR..EDDLEMAN: All right.. That is much clearer
.

*>

.15 now.
i

16 -BY MR. EDDLEMAN: k- # ''

?
,

17 .Q Let me ask: When Mr. Ferguson was referring

'

18 ea'rlier to commitments that would be put in through the
,

t
19 standard license conditione ,n fire protection, would a

|

r e a written commitment to meet20 commitment, if ApplieaT-

21 ~ Appendix R in any.or all respects, would that be one of'the
;?

'). 22 . things . that would be put. into this 11 ense, the standard
,

123 license conditions by being part of the correspondence on this

matter between the Applicants and tNe Staff?\-24
; Am-Federe Reporters, Inc.

25 .A. - (Witness Ferguson) If he had made such a
p

-e 1.

P
4

, - . . - - , . . .. . _. --, - - - _ . . . . , , . , ,,
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I commitment and that was.given consideration in our review,"

:2 it would be documented in the SER and then the licenseg.
4f,

gis 3 condition would refer to the SER, so it would be incorporated
.a \-
.sk ;

v' '' i4 by. reference in that manner.-

-

5 0 All right.

%.. .,"~ .
6 But if Applicants used a criterion of meetinga

' '':( e '

-.

-7 LAppendix R in preparing their submittals to you -- and by
.w

qJ 8 "you" I mean collectively the NRC Staff, not just the two ofz
4 %.

_

9 you -- would your review necessarily be to compare the results

10 with Appendix R?
8

II MRS. MOORE: I'm going to object to the question.'

g. ,

12 I'm not sure it is very clear. Mr. Eddleman talks of a
~

x
/*

.13 .crterion. I'.m not sure what he means by "a criterion.")? 'j
,

*
-,

:* 14 JUDGE KELLEY:- Maybe you can restate it.-

cf g_ .

:( '
__

15 MR. EDDLEMAN: I will try to rephrase.-

.
,

16 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
y

17, 'O I believe you gentlemen stated that you performed

18 ' your review to Staff Exhibit 7, the Fire Protection Program

I9tr "section-of'the NRC Standard Review Plan.,

u;

20 A (Witness Eberly) That's right.

;' 21 Q Okay.

-s u.

( ): 22 Now what I'm asking you is if the Applicants in

I 23 f act -- and I'm making it hypothetical -- if they in fact

24 ?had used Appendix R or compliance with Appendix R as the
. Aas-Federse Reporwes, Inc. m

25 basis for preparing their submittals to the Staff concerning

.
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_

1 fire protection, would your review evaluate those submittals
4

2 by whether thelsubmittals met the' specific criteria in

'3
. ,,q . Appe'ndix R in addition to this Branch Technical Position?

'' 4 fA. (Witness Ferguson) Yes. But in general you

_

.5 - wouldn 't have Appendix R' in addition , to the particular Branch

6 Technical Position.here, CMEB-9.5.1.

.7 When Appendix R came out in the early part of'

-8 - 1981, there were some plants which were ready for licensing,

9 -let's say within a few months, and we went back to those

10 plants.and asked them for commitments to the sections of

Il G. J and:O of Appendix R. In those particular instances,

12 then the license condition would he put in that they had

.[^) - 113 agreed.to meet those requirements. And then subsequently
v

~ 14 . they would provide'their analysis and that would be reviewed

15 against those provisions of Appendix R.

16 In the hypothetical case you mentioned, if that

17 was the case that the Applicant said Yes, I'm going to meet

18 Appendix R and provide an analysis that way, then it would

-19 be reviewed against that aspect of it.

20 Q- Okay.

21 But I'believe you have already said to your
s

, , ,

.( y, ~22 knowledge they'have not made such a commitment.
m/

23 A To my knowledge, the Applicant in this particular

24 case has not made a written commitment to that, yes.
i Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 -Q 'Now would it be a written commitment you would'

4

%
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i

1 go-by in-determining the scope of your review?

2 Perhaps I can rephrase that.

3j-q A No. 1Let me think.
4 )x_s

--4 There would have to be a written commitment or we ,

1

5 .wouldn't do it. A plant being licensed at this point in
,

!

6 itime,'we review-against CMEB-9.5.1. If the licensee chose
.

-7 to be reviewed against Appendix A and Appendix R and so !
l

8 stated as a written statement and said that's the way he
.;:

9 ~ designed his plant, we would review it against those

-10 documents.

II
Q Okay.

'I2 Even in that case would it still have to meet 'the

p) 13
- Branch Technical. Position CMEB-9.5.1?

'Id A- No, in that particular case if he chose a

15 different set of reference documents, then it would just-

-16 meet'the requirements of those reference documents. In

17 general, the technical requirements are the same.

18 A (Witness Eberly). If I could just clarify a,

19 point, Exhibit 7, which is Branch Technical-Position

20 CMEB-9.5.1, that contains the technical requirements of

21 -Appendix A and Appendix R. So typically in our reviews-in
,~

(} 22 the older plants we give them the option of meeting Appendix

23 .A and Appendix R.

- Due to the stage of construction on the newer
. Asefeders neporars, Inc.

25 plants, we just. refer to the Standard Review Plan.

~ , . _ , _ ~. . _ - _ _ . . _ -- _ _ - - - - - -
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'

1- Q okay. .
.

Now-Harris is not one of those older plants you2

'3 are referring to there, is it?. j_ .
Qj + ..

4 'A They began their review in accordance with

~5 . Appendix A.. When'it.got to the review stage we started

6 freviewing it against the Standard Review Plan, so there are

7U7 ' parts of each in there. And I guess you could say that we

8 have reviewed it against the strictest requirement governing

'

' 9 in the case.
. -

10 g ,Now was there ever a written commitment to meet

III . Appendix A that was involved in your review, a written

- 12 ' commitment from the Applicants?

+ ()j . 13 A' I would not know.=

14 Q All right.

115 Let me ask you this about Staff Exhibit 7, the,

16 Standard-Review Plan section on Fire Protection.

17 .Down at the bottom of that cover of that~ exhibit,
1

18 Lthe first page'of that exhibit, there is a good bit of.-- I

.19- 'wouldn't' call it quite fine print but there is some smaller
,

20 bold-faced type- down there, is there not?
,

.21 A- Yes, there is.

] ) 22 ~Q And'in about the third sentence, if I'm able to

'23 read this ' correctly, it says:

24 " Standard Review Plans are not substitutes'

Asm-Federal Reporters, Inc.

~ 25 for Regulatory Guides or the Commission's Regulations

.

t =
.

.

_ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - - _ _ _ _ - _ _ .\
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1 and compliance with them is not required."

2 -Did I read that correctly?-

3 A That's what it says.,,

.! V
%/ 4 Q And' that will be true of all parts of the

:5 Standard' Review Plan, including this ne?

6 A Yes.

7 Q So to get a license, what the Harris plant has to

8 meet is really the Commission's regulations, not just this

'9 plan. Is that not.right?

10 A (Witness'Ferguson) It does have to meet the

II Commission's regulations, yes.

12 O!ne thing with the statement you read, it is a

._p). 13 little misleading. That is sort of a boilerplate statement(
14 which is on~all Standard Review Plan sections.

15 One different thing about fire protection is as

16 part of.the-proceeding we mentioned before where the

17 Commission was considering a rule, their directive to the

v 18 Staff was to be sure that all plants ..ere reviewed against

19 these requirements and any' deviation from these plans be

20 identified and evaluated in the SERS, and then the license,.

21 condition be added at the time of licensing to assure that
e-

(s): 22 they are enforceable.

23 .Q Now does that general license condition also

24 apply to the commitments made in Applicants' fire protection
' Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 plans and designs as to how they are going to do things?

.,.

I- .

_ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . . .



, . . . _ . . .. .
..

L:
4648

'WRBhb12
>

'l A. 'Yes, it does.

2
_ Q Okay.

-3W If the-Applicants made a written commitment to

k )- .

4 comply with' Appendix R in respect-to fire protection for'the

S Harris. plant, would that commitment become binding on them

6 only bysincor'poration in this general license condition or

7 some special license condition?

8 .MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, objection. It calls for

9 a-legal conclusion on the part of the witness.
'

10' . JUDGE KELLEY: Well, we've been sort of on the

"'
margins of legal conclusions for the past half hour, but

12 there is some reason for that. There has been a lot of

h 13 : discussion about it. I do-think, however, the last question

I4 trenches pretty close to something you can't really expect

15 these witnesses to speak to.

I0 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, let me try to ask it a

I7 different way.

18 JUDGE KELLEY: You can try it again.

MR. EDDLEMAN: I will withdraw the question and
,

20 ask something similar, I hope.

2I BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
~q

22(.j - Q Any commitments as regards fire protection

23 ~ programs from the Applicants in this case, would the common

24
- - Staff practice be if you wanted to make those binding on

Am-Federal Repo,ters, Inc.

25 them'to incorporate it either by reference or directly into

.
.

_ _ . _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _
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Y

l the. general license condition that you have spoken of?

2 A. (Witness Ferguson) Standard practice would be

_
3 . if a commitment was made, . the commitment stands on its own

''' 4 and would not necessarily be -- have a license condition

5 associated with it.

'6 It is only in the case of fire protection where

7 those have been incorporated into a special license condition.

8 0 Okay.

9 Well, let me ask with respect to fire protection.

10 Commitments made by the Applicants as regard their

11 . fire protection programs, would it be your standard practice

~12 - I mean your fire protection review part of the NRC, the

(~y'E 13 Chemical Engineering-Branch, to make those commitments part
s.

14 of the general license conditions for the Harris plant?

15 A By reference. It would just be referenced among

'16 his submittals to us,

17 JUDGE KELLEY: What do you mean by " general"

18 . license condition? I don't know what the word " general"

19 means in this context.

(20 WITNESS FERGUSON: We have standard wording for

21 a license condition which essentially references where the

} 22 licensee in his documentation has described his fire(

J23 protection program and where the Staff has evaluated and

14 approved that -program, so we get those into the license and
Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 say that he will implement and maintain his fire protection

, .
. .. .

. __- - ______- - _ _ _ _ -
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'

I program in.accordance with the description of those documents.
~

2 JUDGE KELLEY: 'But thic is a condition that

3,;c ' pertains only to' fire protection as far as you know?

('') . -4 WITNESS FERGUSON:- Yes.'

5 . JUDGE.KELLEY: Thank you.

6 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

_ .7 0 By incorporating'it.by reference into that license

8 -. condition, it would then become enforceable if the plant were

9 operating?

10 A- (Witness-Ferguson) .Yes, it would.

II -JUDGE KELLEY: I think it is useful to get this

-12 kind of framework. I think there should come a point pretty

('} .13 soon where we should start asking questions about whether
xj

'l4 the fire protection system at Shearon Harris is adequate or

'15 -not.-

16 MR. EDDLEMAN: I've. completed that line, Judge,

17 Your timing is excellent.

18 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
.

19 Q Mr. Eberly, the first part of this joint testimony

20 I believe talks about your experience.

21 A (Witness Eberly) Yes..

<m
22 O The cooperative program with the Coast Guard that.i)

23 you refer to at the top of page 2, was that like engineering

24 cooperative education where you work as part of your academic
Am reseres nepormes, inc.

25 requirements?
-

k. . o n i . . . -
.

_ _ _ _ . _ _ _
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.l 'A Yes, it was. You go to school for a semester and
~

2 on|alternatve semesters you. work for a company.

3 g .And.in this case you worked for the Coast Guard?3-.

K~3|
4 A' 'That's right.

5 .0 Okay.

6 When did you work on the floating nuclear plants

7 that:youtrefer to in the middle of that page?

8 "A I don' t recall an exact date but I believe it was

9 around 1975 to 1976.

10 Q. That was before those things went through NRC

Il licensing?

I2 A No, it was during.

m
13() 0 It says in the third paragraph that your duties

'I4 with the NRC since.1982 include the review and approval of

15 fire protection programs at nuclear power plants.

16 Has there ever 'been one that you disapproved?

I7 A- Well, I guess to clarify, when we receive a

18 ~ submittal, it is my job to go through and to make sure that

19 it is adequate, and I have, in cases where people have

20 proposed fire protection that was either inadequate or

21 : inappropriate, at which point we either required them to meet
n

,)f 22 our guidelines or to propose some alternative.

B16 23 Q So you would not approve, in your job, anything

24 that was inadequate or inappropriate?
Aes-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A That's correct.

- _ - - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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i

L '1 0 The Appendix R fire protection backfit program j

. |
2 that. you talk about down at. the bottom of that, I gather |

|

3 :that does not apply at all to Shearon Harris, i?~\ .
|\' ')

4 A No. What I-was talking about there was we had
:p

:5 I.believe a commitment to complete all of the NRC review of j
,

6 . operating reactors lar the end of 1983, and what I was

7 freferring to there was my review of those plants. |

|

8 Q Okay.

9 Mr. Ferguson, if I may just go to the beginning
'

End 12 10 of_page 3,.the testimony that turns to your qualifications.

"I l

12

IN 13
"(_).

,
- 14 i

.

15

16

17 ;

I
18

19

l

20

- 21

3
23

24
Asem neomrwes,Inc.

25

...

(
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"' l 'Q Mr. Ferguson, if.I may.just go to beginning:on-

a,

2. ~ page'three of-the testimony, it then turns to your
~

.

[,h s (3 ualifications.

-4',) - .':

- g (4 In thc'various work experience you list on page
~

,
e L5 .:three, was -;any of that in fire protection?

'

6 A. , (Witness..Ferguson) No.'

;
,

- 27 'QD If we turn 'over' to page four, 'was any of your
a

<8 working with.Curtis Wright having to do with fire protection?
'

;>
4

9
.

-A No.-r

c ,

10 14' How about:with Combustion Engineering?
4

' I A.- No.
,

i

'12 Q . Okay.

,_

13 With the NRC, when did~you first become involvedC. hat
'Id with fire protection?j

;K 15
A. In about 1977.

16 4 As stated at. the bottom of -page four?,

17 A, - yes,

18 Q When you were a senior project manager from '71

i$.
~19

. to '77, was Browns Ferry 'one of the ' plants that came under

'20 the reviews that you-managed?

;21
A.= -No.,

L: - i . 22 -Q Now as to Eddleman Contention 116, as it is-x)
23 stated' on. pages five and six, let me begin by asking you

t

24 gentlemen, either of you, or both feel free to ancwer,
Ae-resores nesmeers,Inc.

25 does' the ' fire hazard analysis of Section 9.5A, Appendix, in

'

3
-

C ___ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ - . . _ _ _ . . _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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.I the FSAR address the availability of control of power to the
'

_2 -safety equipment?--a
I:

K
~

3 " A. - ~ (Witness Eberly) .If you limit your question to
a )

#' '4 strictly Section. 9.5A, I would have to go along with what

- 5 :we.' heard, earlier today, that not directly. The availability-

6 of! control and. power to'the safety equipment is covered in

7 ~-the safe shutdown analysis.

8 4 How,.if indirectly, does 9.5A address the

9 availability of control and power .to the safety equipment?

10 A. Well I would have to explain it on the basis that
~

II
_

I did my. review.

12 There are three documents-that'the Applicants

13
.

have provided: .FSAR Section 9 5.1, it is' Appendix 9.5A

14 -and-the safe shutdown analysis. Those are the names.of-

15 those documents as they have called them. I look at'the

.16 entire thing as_a fire hazards analysis of the-Shearon <

17 Harris plant. And in that analysis they have addressed
'

18 fire protection for safe shutdown.

.''9 -

:All right..1 y

20 But my question was how, if indirectly, does

21 9 5A address the avt11 ability of control: and power to the

22 safety equipment?
.

.23 A. 9.5A, I believe, refers you to the other two

24 documents and it also talks about fire barriers provided I

m neperors, Inc.

25 =for each area.

>
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,

1 4L - Now the fire barriers around tihe areas don't

' 2
~

:necessarily protect the control orspower of cables passing.

- ;, g ;.through those areas, do'they? f:3
pn., u.-

4 'A That's correct.,

5 4 sAll right.
,

0 Now with respect to the next part of the contention
,

7 .which begins,Jjust the last three words on page five, I.

8 believe:
f

r

9. nIn establishing fire >: resistance

10 ratings'of' fire barriers with respect-to

II fires in'. cable trays, Applicants have.not

I2 established'that qualification tests represent' i

X
.-{q(_ - actual pilant conditions for comparable13

14 condit' ions."

15 In .your review have you. established whether the
'

16 qualification tests for cable in cable trays at the Harris

17 .' plant represent. actual' plant conditions?
'

18 A. The Applicants have committed to provide one hour

19 rated fire barrier for the cable trays and, in conjunction,

,

20 --with that, they -would be providing one as referenced in

21 my testimony.

[ 22 If you' will give me a second I will point out the

23 question and answer.

24 It would be question 14.
. w-mres noenm, one,

'

25 4 .All right, sir. Let me take a look at that. That's
, ,.

'

L'

.

_ _ _ _ _ - _ _ . . . _ - . _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ m_



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

y
~

,
. .

"wrb/dgb4~ ' 4656 !

,

I on'page - ithe bottom of.page 107
_

2 A Yes, it is.*

~: 3pg Q .All right.

. L} -. 4 Now let me ask you again the.. original question

5 thentb'ecause I' don't think that quite covers it. The .

8 answer is very 'short, it's just two lines, right, answer 14?
~

,

"7 A That's:right.

8 Q Okay.
~

The question is have you, in your review, established

10 that qualification tests for the cables and cable trays

at Harris with respect to fires-in cable * rays represent

,12 -actual plant conditions at the Harris plant? I
,

( 13 A We have'a test criteria that we utilize for

14 the' approval,of fire barrier materials and the Applicants

: 15 have committed to meet that test criteria.

I6
-Q. .That is still not in answer to the question I' :

I7 asked, I don't think. Let me try one more. time.

18 A (Witness Ferguson) May I try it to add something

" and then go ahead with.your questioning?
>

20 q yes, sir,

' 21 A When we.first started looking at this kind of

,i 22 thing in 1977, there were no qualification tests for

,23 certain things, cable penetration being one of them, and

24 what has now become known as cable tray barriers or cable
m noenen,Inc.

25 wrap, that sort of' thing. We had some studies made of i

i
'

t

C
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .
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'I what sort of .testsiwere 'performedjon materials being rated
>

,2 for fires /and how did these relate to conditions which

| kr< _ .actuhlly; occurred during' fires.- We had.some research3

W) '-f
V

~ 4 : programs looking atidifferent types of testing and what'they J
'

5 ' meant and that-sort of. thing. We also did some actual
, .

<

0 fires, some cable tray fires and that sort of thing.

7 Based on this experience-over three or-four years,.<

-8 we accepted the: ASTM E-119 time-temperature curve as being ~

4 9 a conservative representation of a' fire that you could

10 expect in.a nuclear power plant as e.dequate for showing.

,

II'

'the qualifications of something to withstand fires.

12 Most of the rooms in the- plant have a lower fire

?(mj . loading and they are bigger volumes than the rooms under.13

14 which the time-temperature curve was expanded for and we
!

-15 feel it is a. conservative representative of fired envelope
7

.16 . conditions.. But we did not make any specific determination

17 'on'Shearon Harris, we sort of did it across the Board..

18 4 All right.

I' In.this answer you are addressing something that.

20 Lis broader than cable per se, you are talking about the -

c 21 applicability of the E-119 time-temperature curve?

f . A That's right, to anything to be tested for22t J

23 fire rating. In other'words, what we do now is for fire

24 __ ice,s say for a one hour barrier around a tray, we.

. weseres neemm,Inc.

L25 would expect it to be exposed to that time-temperature

L

, . _ _ . . _ _ - - _ - - - _ - . _ - - . - - - . _ _ _ _ . _ _ . - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ - - - - _ _ - . . - - . . _ _ - _ _ _ _
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I . curve'and have the temperatures inside -- if it is going to

2' -be an- hour rating' -- to be down below' 325F.

3 Q A1.1 right.q,

'

4 -Let?me try to back up one more time.
,

5 -As to the cable trays themselves, do the qualification

I tests donecon the cables or~ cable types, including the

7
.

insulation types used at Harris represent actual plant

8 conditions,or don't they?

9 MRS. MOORE: Objection, your Honor, I believe that

.10 the contention goes to fire barriers for fires in cable-

Il ~ trays, and Mr. Eddleman asked about the cables themselves.

12 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well I will expand it then to

. {v -13 go to the ' barriers .
.

14 ' JUDGE.KELLEY: I thought I was with you: there

15 'and now I am not sure.

16 I must say the question about whether this

17 represents actual' conditions I thought was answered when

18 'the. gentleman said they developed this test and accepted it.<

19 They don't go out and burn cables for Shearon

20 Harris, that's clear, isn'.t it?

21 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well I know that. What.I was
n

22: ( j) asking was I think his answer was that this time-temperature

23 curve was accepted for fires occurring at nuclear plants

2d .and.I want to ask him some more things about that but first
mes newan, Inc.

.25 I wanted to wrap up this cable thing and say Did you

;
'

LI _ ._._..____ _ - . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ __.__ _ _ _ __ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ .
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I[, explicitly, on the tests that were done on the cables

# - 2 and fire' barriers--not the time-temperature curve but the

. 3 tests themselves--dien you exposed this thing to a fire,,3,
( )

4 . as that-done under conditions that represent actual plantw

5 ' conditions-'to be' encountered at Shearon Harris or not;

4 'that's.what I was trying to ask him.
.

7 JUDGE KELLEY: All right. I will allow that.

8 WITNESS FEROUSON: 'My question was directed toward

9 the general condition of barriers. I will let Mr. Eberly

10. .. speak about what specific test information we have on

II Shearon. Harris.

12 WITNESS EBERLY: In trying to answer your question,

O '' ar sea 1emea, sueee -- tet =e tru taie:
14 What the Applicants have-done is committed to

15 provide's one hour barrier, which the NRC has established

16 envelopes actual plant conditions for any. nuclear power

17 plant.

18 WITNESS PEROUSON: May I add one thing?

19 Is it true thatm the Applicant has not provided

20 any . test data for the barriers now that he proposes, is

21 that correct?

A() 22 WITNESS EBERLY: Yes, they have not selected a
4

i 23 specific barrier yet but they have provided a commitment.

24 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:
Am sedeem noormes, ine.

25 4 All'right.

- - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ .
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I ~ So until -- Like the ba'rrier, you won't know whether-

2 Jthat barrier has ;been tested or not or anything like that :

37-s . you h' ave to Wait - and review that when it - comes in?,

v 4 A. (Witness Eberly) That is also covered in our

S written; testimony, if.I can. refer you to another question.
,

4 - Questions 15 and 16 on page 11.

7 4 All right.

8 Let me ask you about answer 16. You refer to -

9 products previously reviewed-by the. Staff.

10 . Does the Staff review of these products include

'II - audits:of.the qualification tests for them?

12 A We. require them to submit the test report and we

n
13 review it.(v) -
14 4 -All right.

.

15 -But the question I asked was slightly different:

16 Does the NRC Staff conduct audits of these tests or test

17 facilities where these tests are done? i

,

18 .A Are you asking do we actually go and witness the

19 tests?

20 4 That's part of it.

21 A We haven't thus far.
,

n
22 .4 All right.i_j

23 'A (Witness Ferguson) I would like to add we have

24 witnesses some tests. We don't necessarily witness all
Ase m popw wn,sne.

-25 t'es t s .-

,

i % -- .-- .~..-,v-"er -w -- +w,=, -* rm----+---**~e----- -r---r-w-wer,--+-ve,s-r -e--r--w~r. ve w www e ----f -ve - v w w-' e ~-w ew v '
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1 Q _0kay.4

2 -Have you witnessed any tests of the fire barriers

3,g .that(you refer to here, the ones that have been found
- q.,1

4 ' acceptable' .for fire barriers at nuclear plants?

5 A :, (Witness Eberly) No.

6 A.' (Witness Ferguson)- Some members of the Staff have

7 ' witnessed some, tests that have been found acceptable.,

8 4 Well I am trying to see'what that refers to.

9 iWas that' tests of fire barriers, sir?

10 A, .yes, .Since 1977 people have b.een developing the

'II tests and different. penetration designs, seal designs and
.4

12 that sort.of thing.

13 As they developed these they came in and talked

14 ~to the NRC as far as what are our acceptance criteria,

* 15 .sometimes to. give us proposed tests. to see whether:cwe are in

16 agreement so that when they want the tests run we are

~

17 willing to support the results and that sort of thing,

18 and at times we are invited to witness the tests if we
,

19 choose. And as I:say in some cases we have done that',
c

20 in some cases we have not.

21 q- All right.
,s
I J' 22 .Now I believe you are speaking of the' testa

23 on fire- barriers for cable here.

24 A. - We have witnessed tests of fire doors, penetration
Aeressem neware, sne.

25 seals,_ cable wraps -- I think that covers most of the things.

f

,
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I _4. Okay.

2 Now witnessing a test is 'a little different 'than
i

3j$ I originally asked about audit.
- jg -,

..

'Do your people from the NRC Staff actually check-4r

8 the calib'rution of instruments, check the laboratory

,0 . procedures, check the records of these laboratories in

'

7 connection with these tests?

8 A. I'm not sure. That sort of thing would come under

9 a ve,ndor qualification program which would be done under a
10 different office than us.

II Q Do you, the NRC Staff --

12 A. Let me add:- when I spoke of witnessing tests

13 and-that sort of thing, I was not speaking of that sort ofu
Id . thing. It was a matter of reviewing the test procedure

15 and perhaps being there when the, tests were run and

16a looking at preliminary results and that sort of thing.

17 4 That's'why I asked you the next question, to

18 clarify the difference.

19 Does'the NRC Staff have any program to verify that

.20 a product is'actually made to the same standard as the

21 test sample that was qualified?

.h 22
_ A. As a general practice we are relying on the

23 Applicants' QA program to do that, and the audits of the QA

2d program again would be done by the regional officea,
m noemn,Inc.

'25 Q So specifically as far as your office is concerned,

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

b - l' you would . noti be involved in~that?

2 ; A, - -No.

'3 4 Okay.c,4

! )
:4 Can either of you-gentlemen tell-me is there a-

,

,

.

:5 ! schedule 'for.when Applicants intend to select fire barrier
;

6 materini for Harris?; ,

7 A. (Witness Eberly) ~No, I don't know.
<

8 ~A. (Witness Ferguson)- That would be the Applicants 'k

'9 schedule, we have no control over that.

10 4 All right.

'll Do I take it that the question and answer 15

12 apply to all kinds'of. fire barriers at Harris, that is,
,

. A)- + 13( not just the cable ones but for fire areas, cable wraps

'Id and other applications of fire barriers?-

115 A. (Witness Eberly) The last sentence that says a
16 specific brand of fire barrier material is referring to

'I7 cable wrapping materials.

18 4 Have the Applicants selected and informed you-

' I' other fire barrier materials in use at Harris?

20 A. No, they haven't selected and informed us other;.

21 than the fact that, you know, when they are using a three

I ), 22 hour barrier typically they are using concrete as the

2.1 material.

24 4 Okay.
, An-pesaw no ewes. :=

25 But other than concrete, they haven't submitted,

I;
g ;- :-
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I anyL inaterial specifications or brands to you for other

2 fire areas?-
.

. 3
.

~A. Right. . We normally don't go into that level of
k,)

4 detail.,

5 4- Well do you mean to.say that if there is a~

'O ' statement.All.the fire barriers around this area are three

7 hour' barriers, that' you don't check what materials those

8 . things are?-

9 A.- Not necessarily.

10 -Q .All right.

'Il- have you in fact done such checking at the Harris

12 plant'?
..

-{a -
13 A. No. '

14 4 All right.

15 Mr. Ferguson, I would like to come back to when

16 'you were talking with -me about the qualification envelope;

17 and the E-119 . time-temperature curve before.
,

18 ,Jurtt for clarification, have you gentlemen seen
W Mrs. Serbanescu's and Mr. Waters' testimony for.the-

20 Applicants?.,
,

21 A, yes,

-( - 22 A. (Witness Ferguson) Yes.

23 4 Is that,E-119 time-temperature curve the same

24 one.that Mrs. Serbanescu lays out in her testimony?<

As>essores no rwre, inc,
" ' ". (Witness Eberly) That 's r1 ht.25 A 6

.- _ - _ . _ . . .. .
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I A (Witness Ferguson) I would assume so but I didn't

2 check those temperatures that were listed in hers against

3 it, but I assume so.
,

4 4 Mr. Eberly, did yt check them? '

5 A (Witness Eberly) No, I didn't specifically check

6 the accuracy of the numbers.

7 Q But it is the same thing that is being referred to?

8 A Yes, we are both referring to ASTM E-119.

9 Q And if we wanted to know if the numbers were

10 right we would just compare that actual standard with

11 the testimony?

12 A That's right.

'^
13 4 Okay.

14 Does the Staff consider the temperature at which

15 various materials burn in establishing or considering the

16 acceptability of that time-temperature curve for nuclear

17 power plants?
t

18 MRS. MOORE: Your lionor, I obj ec t . I don't think

19 the question is terribly clear. Are we talking about

20 Shearon liarris or all nuclear plants? I don't understand

21 why --

1 22 JUDGE KELLEY: I thought we were talking about

23 the time-temperature curve.

24 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well when Mr. Ferguson said it
A,. meres n con.,i, Inc.

25 I think he said that they established that this applied to
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I all nuclear plants. So I.was going to st' art there and then
,

2 get more specific:as we got along.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Well I thought we had been there7-
:t ' ' ' ' 4 once. 'But give:it a.try..

~

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: 'Let me try again here.
,

16 BY.MR. EDDLEMAN:
,

7 '4 Let'me first ask you a little distinction so we

8 don't confuseL the word " burn," or if we do, we make my

9- 9 confusion clear.
i

10 There is a temperature at which a material will

II ignite, flammable materials typically right? There is a
,

t

12 typical ignition temperature of that material.

') 13 And then usually would there not be a different
,

14 and higher temperature which would be the flame temperature

15 of that material burning freely in air? !

16 A (Witness Ferguson) Yes.

17 4 Okay. Now I want to ask you about the second )
,

:18 kind of burning temperature, the flame burning in air. !

19 When the NRC was looking at the time-temperature

20 curve of ASTM E-119, did you consider the flame temperatures
.

21 .of various materials in nuclear power plants in making that

O~ " ce variee#2
.

23 A We did some general studies of looking at the
n

24 -

. . materials in the plants and whether you could in fact
Ausfesores noperms,Inc.

25 generate higher temperatures, for instance, if you are

,

_ _________._..______._____._. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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If burning |. hydrogen, that sort of thing.'

o
2 ~We felt that -- it was no formal study but it was ;

3p_ just a matter of.looking at such things and what kind of

~

4 plant temperatures you get.and what kind of room volumes

15 you have and so forth. And based on those we felt that
~

4 .the E-119 time-temperature is conservative. '

7 There was a' concern.in the early days of things ;

!

8 like oil fires, gasoline fires and so'forth where you have

?9 things. enmeshed in those particular temperatures, failure

10
,

of structures and so forth.. But you don't-have too much

II of that in'a nuclear plant.
;

12 4' But there would be a concern if something were-

! ) 13 enveloped in flame?
s_

14 A. If you have an unusual circumstance certainly ;
,

'

'15 you would have to consider that., -

16 4 The E-119 time-temperature curve, as I understand
;,

17 it, was-validated by actually burning some structures with

18 wood inside them. !

19 To your. knowledge has the NRC or the National

20 ; Bureau of Standards or any insurance underwriters or [

21 anybody else ever burned up a typical nuclear plant fire

O. 22 area to see what the time-temperature curve is? I mean,
v

23 a simulated one, not an actual nuclear plant?

.24 A. No, the closest we have done to that is we have
Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 - done some mock-ups of certain portions of that, small rooms ;

i

i

'

.

_ _ . _ _ . _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ ___._____.________.____.__.____.mm._ _ __ _ _ _._______ ____________-. __
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I and that sort of thing. And in small rooms we have gotten -- |

2 with cable fires and heptane, we have achieved rapid rise

3 times up to 1000 to 1100 degrees and that cort of thing.

4 But we haven't really reproduced the E-119 time-temperature

5 curve yet.

6 And in most of those fires in blgger rooms, which
I

7 are more representative of the type of roomo you find in I

8 a nuclear power plant, we haven't even come close to

9 those temperatures except in the localization of the flame.

10 4 Okay.

II How the fire protection requirements of the NRC

12 do require you to provide protection against a localized
-

13 fire in a fire area as well ao one that engulfc the whole

14 fire area, don't they? i

|

15 A Fire protection requiremento that we have -- let's

16 cay for instance a one hour fire barrier and the oprinkler

17 system within a fire arca--I think we would accume that you
i

18 would not have a fire that was engulfing the whole area.

19 4 But that is not quite the question I acked you. ,

1

20 Let me ask you again.

21 The standardo of the !!RC, including your review

22 standards in Staff Exhibit 7, do require the ability to.

|

23 control fires that take in only a part of a fire area,

24 too, do they not?
Aos Federal Reporters, Inc.

'

25 A Yes. ;

,
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1 4 Okay.

' '
2 As'to the statement in Contention 116, " fire

3y,_; barrier used where| practical," what criteria.are stated in

d 4 FSAR Section'9 5 1, to the review gentlemen's knowledge,*

S 'as'to where a fire barrier would be practical?s,>

e A (Witness Eberly) Excuse me, did you say FSAR

7 Section 9 5 1.1.17

8 4 I just had one "1" there. The basic statement

9 comes from 9 5.1.1, but I asked you a slightly different
i.

10 -question. !

' II A Okay.- I just wanted to clarify.

12 4 Where in 9.5.1, the whole thing, in tha ttlaid
1

j } 13 out?
'

14 A Okay.. It in primarily laid out in the care

15 chutdown analycin.
4

16 Q Not in'9.5 1 et al.?

17 A Well there are come parta in there where they

18 talk about fire area boundarien, but you are more concerned

19 about the protection of nafe shutdown equipment _I believe?

20 4 Well what I am asking you lot you talk about

21 " fire 'barriern being used where practical." That langua6e,

(~) 22 I believe, does appear in 9 51.1; it did when thin
L/<

23 contention was formulated. Doco it now?

24 A That'a correct.
Asseems nowme, sas.

,25
Q Okay. How in 9 5 1,the nort of donoriptive overview,

|

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

'l ~ are:there definitions o'f " practical" as regardsto where.
2

~

fire barriers ' may b e used? p

3 A- I don't-believe there is a definition ofjm s

,t ) ..

'~' '4 " practical." There is a description of the entire fire

:5 - protection program that shows where they are used.

6 > Q' All right.
.

-

7 Now.as to criteria in FSAR 9.5.1 inclusive, do

8 .those appear.in that part of the FSAR for where it is
.

|9 .practicaltousef{rebarriers?9;,

10 4 Well I-guess the way I would have to address

Il that is that the Applicants have taken our guidelines and,

'l2 where'our guidelines recommend putting in a fire barrier
,

f' 13
'

ly-) Lthey.have tried to do so and, due to construction problems
, - .

14 . or other problems, if they couldn't. put the fire barrier /
.

15 inuthen they had to come up with some equivalent form ofw

VM
-16 protectio And I guess indirectly that is where the.

!

~17 words "where practical',' mean. '

+
,

aJ JUDGE KELLEY: I guess I'm not clear, Mr. Eddlegan,
N 'what difference'it.makes; what part of the FSAR an -

,

20 = element such as "where practical" gets defined'or where

21 the criteria.are. I suppose it isn't in 9 5.1 but it is, ,

-

') . 22 .in .the safe shutdown discussion. And the reviewer knows
u/-

,

"23 abou t these -thin s and 'he knows where to find it. Whate ,

24 difference does it make?'
W Reporters' inc.

25 -MR. EDDLEMAN: It doesn't make any difference and'
.

$ ..

1

Amt.' _ _4._.
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.

Il .I Lam goibg to go on to ask him about that.*

L 2 -JUDGE KELLEY: Excuse me?

[ MR. EDDLEMAN: 'It does.not make any difference
,

3

n $,-..!
4 -andnI am gding 'to go on to- ask him about- that. But I

3 .am going'to the wording of the contention first.g
' ' '3.,,

f T gy - > 6 JUDGE KELLEY: Well the contention -- I think

Q . .

,

.pdt - -7 it is c'onfusing to have questions about where is this found
;~

' 'N ~ 8 cin such arid such ' a section' where the man has already..said
- *$5 %

=9 it is in another-section.- If we can agree it doesn't

;e 10 matter, why don't we just move '?

Sll Maybe you want to comment but I am puzzled

j -12 .about the utility of that line of --
~

gA
%( -13 MR.-EDDLEMAN: Well maybe I am not getting thecj:)u) - y
" 14 question out but'I am trying to ask him -- I had not heard.,

: :,

15 'him say it wasn't'in there..

16 ; JUDGE KELLEY: The contention alleges that-it
~

G -

17. is.not there, right?

'

' ' "

!J; 18 .MR. EDDLEMAN: Correct.

'l9 . JUDGE KELLEY: But he did say.it was over in the safe
,

gp"
V 20 shutdown part, I thought,'right? That's where you would

21 ' find it.
;,-

.

- - . ,

22 - I think that is what you said.( ):,a

6 f23 WITNESS SBERLY: What I was saying is there is no:

ya

24# specific paragraph.that sa.ys This is our-criteria for
Ass-Federse n swrwr , Inc. (!

w- .,

i bsigning-where it'is practica?f. In the safe shutdown.
1 25 d

' '|
,. .y

f
~ )'

.

.j T ' :

_. K- '
'
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^ l analysis 11t shows you where 'the- fire barriers are and you

2 .have to go to'it and evaluate it. It is as simple as that.m

. ,x. 3 JUDGE KELLEY: And you. infer that-the Applicant-

S)
'

' d <at.least thinks it is not practical to put it some cther

'

5 place, is.that right?

6 WITNESS EBERLY: That's correct.

' '

7 JUDGE KELLEY: .Okay.

8 MR. EDDLEMAN:
, .

.All right.

;9 BY MR.'EDDLEMAN:
4_

:10 .Q' Now 'in the safe shutdown analysis does-it describe
'

II the practicality of fire barriers there?

12 A. (Witness Eberly) Not directly. If I could give

~ [L) .
13 you a hypothetical example: they may have two redundant

~

.

14 -air. handling units and due to their-location it may not

'15 :be practical to erect a three hour barrier between them
~

16 Lbecause of the thickness of a three hour barrier. So
' ~

7 . ,.

.17 'therefore they would put in a suppression system or perhaps

:18 a one hour: barrier perhaps' instead.

19 Now that-is howlthey will address the practicality

-

20 of erec' ting a fire barrier.

- 21 4 Ok'ay . . Well,you have given me a hypothetical

ii 22- ~ example'.

23*

But-in your testimony don't you say that you;have

24 . reviewed this submission in the. safe shutdown analysis?-
AeFederal Reportees, Inc.

-: 25 A.' -That's right.
~

t

,

. _ , .
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;

1 4' All right.

2 Can!you- give me an actual example from the safe

. ,q . 3 -shutdown analysis?.

'''
?4 A An exact -example of what? Run that by again.

5 4 . Well1I didn't ask you an~ exact example, I said
f

6 an' actual example.

7 A Okay.
-

.8 4 What I am saying is in your review of this safe
.

9 6hutdown analysis, that's where you say that practicality

10 of -these fire barriers shows up directly or- indirectly.

II .A Right.

12 4 'Okay. '

,

.
.

(-)~ .13 ' And I think you said it is indirect, correct?-v
~

14
,

A Correct.

15 -Q Okay.

'16 Now what I am trying.to get at is can you show

17 ^me or tell me an actual' example in that safe shutdohn'

' 18 ' analysis of such an indirectLindication of practicality?
r.

19 A Okay. . I. understand your question.
-

20 Yes,-I can. .The control room is an' example.

21 Th'ey have redundant equipment in the control room and it

, Y,_ [j ..22 .-is not practical to erect a fire wall in the middle of

23 :the control room. So to address:that they put in the--

24 ~ remote-shutdown panel at another: location.
*

' Ase-Faseres neporwes, Inc.

25 4 ~That remote shutdown panel in another location
,.

, , _ . _ , _ . - _
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1 -is not : a' ' fire barrier though,, is. it?

2 A .No, but it achieves the.same end.

:3 4 Okay.
.("I;_;W

,

' '

4 That is an alternative method of meeting the

5 criteria?

6 A That's right.,

,

'7 ~ 4 It is not a fire barrier.

8 JJUDGE'KELLEY: How about taking 10 minutes at
,

9 this point?

10 - MR. EDDLEMAN: Fine.

'l l. (Recess.)

'12 JUDGE-KELLEY: Back on the record.

/ 'l 13 Do'you want to resume?.
'

-- >g

'14 W1. EDDLEMAN: Do we know -yet what the situation
'

'15 withithe sound sys' tem is going to be this afternoon?

16 JUDGE.KELLEY: . I didn't hear anything back.

17 MRS..FLYNN: I think we scared him.

18 : JUDGE.KELLEY: I guess we are hoping we can-use

.19 16 until.6: 00. If he cemes in earlier and has some

- 20 compelling need then I guess we can c'onsider it.~

1!!
< ,

Go ahead.
.

Y )' . 22 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:i

(_
'

;23 4 -The fireihazard analysis that appears in

24 .Section 91-- Appendix 9.5A of the FSAR,'is there other fire
~

~

Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

'25 hazard > analysis-in the. documents that you reviewed from the.

-+
.

.

*;s .

r , ~ . , - . . - , . , , _ . . , , - , _ . _ . . . _ . , , . . - ,, ,_ , . . . _ . _ _ _ - _ . . . . , . , _ _ . - _
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.
I _ power company?

'

2 A (Witness Eb'erly) Like I explained earlier, I

3
77, - tend to l'ook at all'three documents, ' 9.5A, 9.5.1 and the
d)

4 ' safe' shutdown analysis as a fire hazards analysis.
_

'5 4 Let's see if I can refer to the document itself
1

6 for a-moment. 'I am going to use Applicants' Exhibit 6 here,

'

- 7 which I think is the latest version.

s 8 In-the version I have here,the green-bound thing,

9 about a_ quarter or a third of_the way through there is

- 10 a cover sheet . entitled " Appendix 9.5A, Fire Pr otection

II Hazards Analysis." Can_you locate that?

12 'A Can. you give me' a page before or after?'

( ' 13 Q The page before it is a blueprint, Figure 9 51-5

- 14 A .Okay. Thank you. I have it.

15 -Q Okay.

' 16 'Now -this is the Appendix 9 5A that we are

.17 discussing here, right?,

18 :A That 's .right -- well _ it is the revised version

19 of iti yes.

'

20 .Q The revised and almost ready to go into the FSAR.

21 ~ version? The revision is as of October 10 and I think you
-

{}: 22 already-stated that.you had reviewed the revisions of

. 23 October'10.

'

24
. A' That's correct.

: Aes Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 ~ Now the analysis that occurs here -- well, for4

i
~

+I. s -
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I 'exampl'e, th'e.very first one." Fire Area 1-C," on page 9.5A-1,

2 ' t _ consists of an identification of fire areat and firei

.3
, w) . zones, what figures it is shown on, the height, the diameter,
i .

27 - ;4 .th'e area:in~ square. feet, the volume;oas to occupancy it

5 -says what' things ~are in it -- or I guess' principal safety
_

6 related equipment -in'it, boundaries, Part 4. is combustibles

7 loading. .It-then gives a' summary of combustible. loading

8 then it.has a section " Control of Hazards," a section on

9 ~ fire. detection and a section on access and initial response.

10 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, may I ask, does the

11 witness have the' appropriate-pages?
,

12 WITNESS EBERLY: Yes, I am following.

13 MRS. MOORE: All right. Thank you.

. :14 MR. EDDLEMAN: I am now on page 9 5A-9

15 BY MR.'EDDLEMAN:

10 Q - _a description of the fire suppression system

17 and then in Part 9, " Analysis of Effects of Postulated

18 -Fires."-

:19 Then after that analysis following through Item

J20 10, the fire ar'ea equipment,.there is a list. 'And that is.

-21 the last item in this one, right?
~

{- 22' Per your review of earlier versions of this

.23 appendix,.thattis a pretty standard layout for the fire

24 hazard . ana' lysis of 9. 5A , is n ' t it ? Because most of the
Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 -items haveLthe same kind of discussion in it?

'
y
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-I. C (Witness Eberly) Yes.

2 q. They cover the~same thing. |
|

3,q. .To your knowledge are there any NRC requirements j
,i x

|
'
|4 >as to' smoke removal rate from fire areas?

*
-

5 A 'As applied to the~ Harris plant, in reviewing it

I 4 against Branch Technical Position CMEB 951, we do have a
|

7 requirement that they analyze.the need for smoke removal.

8f 4- -How do you. interpret-that " analyze?" I mean,

~9 would it be enough to say, for example, We don't think we

10
, _

need smoke removal, L or would .there be some analysis of'

'

'

'll 'how much smoke could.be generated in the area required?'-

12 .A It will be up to. the A'pplicant to make the case.

} -13 o'f whether their normal HVAC system is capable of doing.it,'

av.
14 whether they-need to provide additional venting capability,

;

'N portable fans or whatever.

16 'q. All right.

~

17 With respect to the capability of HVAC for
.

. 18 smoke removal,'are you familiar.with the supplemental
,

u

19 . testimony of.Mrs. Serbanescu filed on October ll?

-20 -A I am.

21 q- Does it discuss this change in fire protection

(q ,22 philosophy for smoke removal at the Harris plant?
. . <

'23 A .Yes. I noted.there is a change concerning the
1

#' 24 I
.

installation of fire dampers in-the HVAC network.
Ase-Federes neponm, Inc.

. 25 4 And what is that change?

i. , - . . _ _ _ _ . _ , . - ~ _ - _ . . . _ ~ , , _ . ~ - - . . . . _ , , , . _ _ _
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11 A. , Would you like ine to refer to her testimony?

2 Q. Well no, I am just -asking you to describe in

3
~

44 general what it is. What is the change they made?
( h

4 MRS. MOORE: Objection, your' Honor, the testimony

' sLin the record.and it speaks for itself.5 i

6 MR. EDDLEMAN: All right. Forget it.

? 'BY MR. EDDLEMAN:<

'
. 8 ~Q Let me ask you this:

9 - Did you hear Mrs. Serbanescu testify over the ~

10 - last day--and a half or so?-
~ II- A.. (Witness-Eberly) Yes.

12 q- Do you recall'whether the fire dampers now I

.j'. 13 -planned for installation at Shearon-Harris were stated

:14
.

.to be: designed to totally close off the HVAC ductwork

15 when they.were activated by the fusible links?

16 g,. I believe that wa's Mrs . Serbanescu 's te'stimony.

1L7 Q Okay.

18 Do'you know of other nuclear plants that have

19 such a syst'em that'are operating now?

20 A. :I would say the majority of them'do.

21 Q- -And so this is the type of system that the NRC

22 has approved at other plants?

23 A. That's right.

.. |24 A. (Witness Ferguson) Could you clarify that question>

Ase-Federal Reporte.s, Inc.

.= 25 a little. bit for me', the point of fire dampers? I'm sure

--

_ , ,
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'

I that other; plants have fire dampers, but the question of

:2 :whether fire dampers totally close off ventilation,' '

3ja; .q- All rikht. Well let me ask that question,
o : ,

N
''

-Do.the fire dampers at'other~ nuclear power.

5 Lplants now operating close off or are they designed to

,6 totally close off ventilation when'they operate?

7 A Not to my knowledge. But there are cracks in1
~

8 all fire dampers and they don't totally close off ventilation.

19 ,q All right.

10 Do you know if they are intended or designed

II
~ '

to totally close off ventilation?
.

112 'A .They are designed to prevent the fire passing

-( Jj. 13 through the fire damper.
v

14 Q- Okay.

'15 As:to' ' totally closingfoff ventilation, this-
'it.

'16 .would be'a difference with.the Harris' plant?

17 A If thatfis 'the case I would assume so.
'e

18 Q All right.

.19 The need'for smoke removal -- well let me ask you

20 this:#

'
21 Are either;or both of you familiar with the

(aJ- . 22. testimony that was.given concerning the in-duct smoke
s .

23 detectors-for'the Harris plant a,nd~how they were now planned
,

24 1
.

.
to' automatically-shut off the air moving fans or'other

,Ase-Federal Reporters. inc.

25 [ devices in,the HVAC system for an area in which smoke

,

,

L -
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,.

I was' detected.in the ducts?

2 A. . (Witness Eberly) I am.
.

13 ;q When the submittal comes before you for review
?(;;)
* '4 |that; describes ~ these changes in fire dampers and in

5 . ventilation control, -you would have to review the adequacyt

,

6 of.--~or the need for smoke removal under those conditions,

's7 would.youLnot?.
-

4
8 A 'I'm not sure-I understand your point. Could you

,

19 1 repeat?' ,

10
.

.q .Well' I believe you earlier said that there was a

II general requirement in your analysis that the Applicant

12 had to analyze the need for smoke removal and justify

.; }; 13 -their position on it to the Staff.
,

~ 14 A 'That's' correct.
,

. 15
_ . - Okay.Q

16 Now when and if they' submit these-changes of fire
_

17 Ldampers inf the . ventilation shut-off or ventilation power

- 18 f or air moving shut-off that we have been discussing, you

19y;- .will :have to evaluate the adequacy of their analysis .for

20 . thel need' for smoke removal under those conditions, will

21 :you not? <

([ _ 22
~

A Yes, that's true.

"
23 =QL f0kay.

24 Did you happen to hear or have you seen the
mes nepoewes,Inc.

25 : statements as to smoke removal capability being reduced
.

.- .
- 5 -
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.I ;t' hat; are ;in the marked-up' Section 9.5.1 and 9.5A of
. .

F' '

+: _

.

i

. < ,., g .2 Octob'er~ 10,'1984?:3

oc -
., s

3 -

A, Yes,'I have'_~seen those statements...

N ' 4' 'Okay. *B end#,14' .
.

,
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.
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'

'I 'O Do some of those, to your knowledge, remove the

2 analysislof smoke removal rate,. the actual calculation of-

,

3 smoke removal. rate, let me say?

.(
* - 4 A I'm not sure I understand you.

5 g Well,.in the former FSAR section 9.5.1 and 9.5A,

6 :were there not some. calculations of smoke removal rate

7 for various fire areas for the-Harris plant?

8 A Yes.

9 g Okay.

10 To your knowledge, have some of those been removed

'

- 11 in the revisions made October 10? Some of these calculations?.

12 A Well, I guess the way I- should answer is, I haven't:

f'). 13 reviewed it yet and -formed an opinion. I'.ve j us t had.
%/ -

14 at superficial look at it so far. I'm not sure that those

15 calculations have been removed.

16 g All right.

17 Well, at any rate the actual document when you get

18 it and/or-. the. record will reflect what is in it.
,

19 A Whatever they cubmit, we'll have.to go back and

20 review. it, make sure that it is adequate.

21 g All right.

'/~) 22 Are-there specific criteria for adequacy of smoke
'

- \J

23 removal ~ in your standard review plan?

24 A No.
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 g But there is requirement to evaluate 1 the adequacy of it?
.

y . . ,1 .e ,*.y , - , - . - , . . - - . - ~ , . . . . - - - _ , - , . , ,--..-..---,---,e----
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.1 -A- .That's correct.,

2 g Okay.

3 Do. you have any other guidance beyond the standard
,,

, s.
K~') -

creview plan that you use in this evaluation?4

5 Af Well, what you'd..have to use is sound fire

.

. protection engineering-judgment,'- looking at other references,6

7 NFPA codes, there's some textbooks on the subject. Smoke-

8 removal is not an exact science, to say the least right now.

'

9 G Okay.

~ 10 But you refer to texts or NFPA codes to inform

11 your judgment on this matter?

- 12 A Right. We'd expect- that their fire protection

;f'). 13 engineering staff has-looked at it and submitted something
s-

14 -based on existing knowledge.

15 g Okay. I believe you stated that the submission

16 including all threerof these documents,the safe shutdown

17 analysis, the FSAR 9.5.1 and FSAR 9.5A, were sufficient to

18 ' permit you to review it.

19 Do these documents specify the actual location of

20 fire. detectors?

21 A Not the specific locations. They provide the

if i - 22 spacing criteria.
G

23 g Does'the NRC Staff do any9 verification of the

24 installed spacing of these things at the Harris plant?
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A We normally do a walkdown, when the plant is fairly

d

r

w -
.. . . - . - . . - .- . - . - - -
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near to: completion. And the purpose of our walkdown-is to.j .

.: .,

;2 Lverify|that what we wrote in our SER is correct, that we-

understood each' other. : And at that time I or another- 3

,_

j trepresentative of NRR will go to theLplant and will look at

e system to see that the. location on an audit basis -are -
5

' adequate.
,

O' And that's going to happen in the future?'
;

y

A- Yes, prior to licensing.
,

Q. Okay.
9

10 Now, the document that you referred to there, just
-

for clarity,.w&s the SER,' the Safety Evaluation Report?.jj 1

-A In which regard?
12

'O- I thought you said you did the walkdown to verify -.13

9 that the; things that you had-analyzed in your SER were' correct?

A. That's correct.15

4- Okay.g

2

.j7 Is the analysis in the document you're reviewing.

.the location of fire detection instruments as to how close
18

j9 they. ought to be to various pieces of equipment or possible

'20- f r es of fires?

w A If y u're referring to the Applicant's FSAR?
21 -

0 .Yes, and..SSA.
22

.A- Right, okay..
23 .

24 -In t.here- they -haven' t given me any specific criteria.:

m noperim, sne.

25 What-they've done.is committed to comply with the provisions

-

V 'P *
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_1 of the NFPA code. |
'

|
i

2 .g Which 'part' of the code governs that?

3 A 72E is the location and spacing of fire detectors.
.

' '

4 4' Have they made' any commitments beyond that?%/
-,

5 A. Not to my knowledge.

6 G All right.

7 Do you, in your review, make analysis of the

8 time it would take for the fire brigade of the Harris plant

9 to respond to fires in various locations?

10 A No, we don' t make a specific review of the Harris
,

|

;11 fire brigade.. _ As stated in my written tes timony, it's our |

12 policy that we don' t consider the fire brigade is going to

r'' 13 respond for at least 30 minutes. And therefore, we are
. ())

14 providing fixed fire protection, such as sprinkler systems |

15 and fire barriers and so on, that they will, to contend with

.16 the outbreak of fire until that such time as the fire brigade
f

j7 will respond and supply whatever wins needed as backup.

18 G All right.

19 In that analysis, is it assumed that no fire .in

t
>!

20 30 minutes would grow greater or hotter thah the ASTM E-119 |

|

21 time-temperature curve?

/" 22 A Not necessarily. You can' t look at just on
(_T).,

' -
23 temperature alone. You have to look at at temperature over

~

_24 a period of time. If you clock at the E-119 time-temperature
. Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 curve, it's a sustained growth of fire over a period. That's

Ii-
_ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ . _. _ ._ _ _- . __.i

'
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1 ' typically the way you're going to find woodburning when there's

2 enough oxygen present to support the burning. Youn.could have

3 plastics.or' hydrocarbons or some liquid fuel oils, for,,

'J' 4 example, that might get a hotter temperature in a shorter

5 time, but then they will die down from lack of oxygen or

.6 other factors. So if. you -- just by referring to temperature

7 alone, it's not an accurate representation of the configuration,

8 g Okay.

9 Well, I was trying..to ask you about more than

.10 tempe r'ature . Let me ask you this . --

LII A Okay.
.,

12 G Do you actually perform an analysis of the nature

(- 13 of the combustibles in a fire area as to the likely time -

14 temperature curves,.. as in the example you just gave Jfor..the

,

15 Harris.
?

16 'A No,

17 % You don' t for the Harris plant?

i 18 A No, we don' t perform an analysis.
i.

'

19 G All right.
3

, ' 20 Then- do you have the information available to you
_

21 in the Applicant's submittal to perform such an analysis?

j ') 22 A I imagine you would. But in answering it, I guess'

y

| '23 what I'd like to say is that in the fire test conducted, as

24 Mrs. Serbanescu- testified this morning, the E-119 curve was
Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 originally contrived by the National Bureau of Standards back,
t

!
~

L_
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1 I believe it was around 1918. An'd since then, there have

-2 been any number of tests performed by the Bureau of Standards

3 and various other government and private industry groups to
73
\) j verify that .this time-temperature curve is still valid for-

~5 the types of configurations we see in modern buildings,

6 because, you know, we have to. admit that theydon' t build

7 buildings the way they used to.
.

8 An'd in most cases, they can' t get a time-temperature

9 curve that equals the E-119 curve. In most cases it 's much,

10 much less. Unless they have specifically controlled conditions

11 of oxygen and so on,and when we look at the materials that

12 you typically find in a nuclear power plant and typically

13 plastic cables, maybe some 1ubricating oil and so on, and{}
14 without going into a. specific room or specific configuration,

15 I don't think it's possible that you're going to really

16 exceed the time-temperature curve by any great margin.

17 4 But .you haven' t analyzed it specifically for the

18 . Harris plant?
.

19 A No , I haven' t.

20 0 All right.

21 As to the 30-minute assumption about how fast the

('') 22 fire brigade can get there, have you analyzed the accuracy
\.d

23 of that assumption with respect to the Harris plant?

24 A No, I haven't. I guess I could say that .where
Medoral Reporwes, Inc.

25 - we came up with 30 minutes is typically the Applicant's tell

u
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.us they can do' it in 15 ' minutes and we usually just double it.2
-

1
-

.

a ~

G| Okay.:2 ,

,

.3 So that's sort of a Murphy's law allowance.

" '-
4 As.to the operability of the, automatic fire

L
~

suppression equipment, does the NRC have standards for the'_ 5 ;s

r

: -6 ' reliability. of this equipment?

-

7 A. We don' t have specific reliability requirements.

] 8 g Well, is . there - any kind of OA requirement on it?

! A. Yes, the plant fire protection program does have.9

' 10' L a QA responsibility.
.,

|11 g Do those requirements -- are those requirements

,

, .'12 Part of something that you review?
f

[~ ~13 A.' . No.'

14 g Okay.
,

,

_

15 A. - (Witness Ferguson) The technical specifications

16 .. require the ' surveillance requirements and testing requirements .
,

17 'for maintaining those systems are operable. |

18 G. All right.

19 How would .you test a fuseable link?

20 A. (Witness Eberly) Normally you don' t because'

;

21 'you'd' destroy it.
'

b. 22 g Okay.
,

.m
.

So you'd have ..to actually destroy it, make it operate.,
- 23

j. 24 I to see ' it if works ? |.
~

Aes-Feesrei nepo,sers, Inc. ;

, 25 A. ~Yes. ;,

,

':

J

- ,.w.. , e r +% . ,,.,,t.,m.-...mm, ,.m..--.,wwr,.r.,,y--__,.-3,w,,,.,,em.v.m.,.w%-,w-w,wg.-,,--~,- p v., yg, p.,,,3 ' m y y
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-1 4 Okay.

2 What about fuseable fire sprinkler, same thing?

_
3 A Normally, you would only test a sprinkler every 50

'V.
4 years. And then it's only a sample.

5 g But you would, in effect, destroy the -- or --

6 A That's correct. You have to melt it to test it.

7 4 .What about automatic temperature actuated valves,

8 things like that?

9 A Are you referring to things like sprinkler systems,

10 preaction auxiliary systems?

11 g Right.

12 .A What you can do there is to send a simulated

[f 13 control signal to the control panel. It's an electronic signal

14 you're sending in as a test signal and it will cause theuvalve

15 'to cycle.-

16 g Okay.

17 And can you verify that the valve is open without

18 letting some. water out through it?

19 A It depends on the type of system.

20 g All right.

21 Do you review the requirements for those sorts of

''
) 22 tests for the Harris plant?;

23 A No, ' we review the requirement they have a te s t,

24 the specific test requirement- is generally looked at by
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 our regional inspectors. in the fire protection inspection module.

[ $_
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1 4 Okay.

.2 So-this would be out of region 2?

i-

For the Harris plant, yes.3 -A

'- - 4 % Right. Okay.,

5 ' Have ,you - - this may be covered by one of your

6 - earlier answers, but since it's in the contention, I want to

7 try to be specific about this.

8 Have.. youwmade any ana' lysis about the time it would

L 9 take the fire brigade to get into the containment under

. 10 conditions, what the containment might be isolated?

11 A No, I haven't.

12 G Dot the documents that have been submitted for your

(''j 13 review contain analysis of what will happen if a fire in one
v

14 of these fire areas spreads?

15 A ho, there is no analysis to that extent.

16 g All right.

17 Were the diesel generator rooms -- diesel generator

18 day tanks -- covered in Appendix 9.5A before this October 10th

19 or lith updating that's just happened?

20 A Yes.

21 G ~ Did you review the previous coverage of them in

(') 22 that appendix?
s.s

23 A I did.

24 G Did it reference NFPA 37 at that time?
Aso-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 A I don' t believe so, I'd have to look.
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'I O' What criteria did you -- or what criteria or

2 standard did you review the previous analysis of those day

3
, .q tanks against when you were reviewing it?
( )
'~#

' '4 A The diesel generator rooms including the day tanks

5 .were reviewed against our standard review plan. And I
~

6 believe it 's Exhibit 7 here.

7 g Okay.
~

8 Can you point me to a part of the standard review

9 plan that would relate to those tanks?

10 A Yes, one moment.

II . ( P ause . ).

12 If you would turn, Mr.Eddleman, to page 95148,

M
13l ,) you'll see paragraph J at the top of the page.

14 0 Yes, I have that. *

15 A- That's the pertinent section.
J

,

16 g Okay.

~17 It says, '" Diesel fuel oil tanks with a capacity

18 greater than 1100 gallons should not be located inside

I9 buildings containing safety rated equipment. " Is' there any

'

20 safety related' equipment in the diesel generator buildings

21 at Harris? ,

?(-~). 22 A Yes, there is.

23 Let me add to my remark that that and the previous

24 paragraph, paragraph I on the previous page.
An-ressrs neporwe., Inc.

25 g All right.

d

.- -- ~4..v- - , - ,. - . . . - ,, ., - . - - , +,.w.,, . . - .,.w, , - . , . , , - . , ,-,.-,-.,,,..,_,,-.r-, .,-m,. - .
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1 On paragraph I on page 9.5.1-4 7, toward the bottom,

2 . it makes the following statement, does it not?

'

3 " Day tanks with total capacity up to 1100 gallons
j.
i )''''

4 are permitted in the diesel generator area under the following

5 ' conditions : One, the day tank is located in a separate

6 enclosure .with a . minimum fir e resistance rating of three hours

7 including daars or penetrations. These enclosures should be

8 capable of containing the entire contents o f the -day tanks

9 and sh3uld be protected by an automaF.ic fire suppression

10 system, or , .Two, the day tank is located inside the diesel

11 generator room in a diked enclosure that has sufficient

12 capacity to hold 110 percent o f the contents of the day tank -

/ ) 13 or is drained to a safe lo cation."
(

-

14 Is tha t oorrect?

15 A That's correct.

16 g All right.

17 Do you know what the capacity of those day tanks

18 at the Harris plant is?'

19 A I believe they?re 3,000 gallons.

20 'O That's more than 1100,isn' t it?

21 A- That's right.

-22 G Have the Applicants subnitted a deviation in:()-
23 regard to this? -

24 A Yes, they submitted a deviation and we have approved
Ass-Federse Reporters, Inc. '=

25 it for increasing the day tank size from 1100 to 3,000 gallons.,

i .
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l' G ' All right.

7 2 What is the reason for the 1100 gallon limit in this -. -

1- :3 .in these standards ' here that you're refer to?
,3,
'

4 AL I don' t have a specific reason. I imagine'it

5 would be to coincide with:the NFPA 37 or 30 standard at some

6 Poitit.

:7 4 Do you recall the statement . in testimony this

8 morning abott NFPA standard applying to tank of 660 gallons

.9 or greater?

,

10 A^ Righ t.'

'11 g 1100 is not quite double 660, but it's a good bit
-

12 more, isn't-it?

,

Q/3'
' 13 A Righ t. .

.

14 g .' ' As to part' J on page 48 here, there is a parentheses

-15 at the end of this first paragraph there saying, "See NFPA 30

16 flammable and combustible liquid code for additional guidance. "

17 ' Correct?

18 A That's correct.

19 0 Okay.

20 What sort of criteria would you use , or did you

! 21 use in - evaluating the request - for a deviation for the size

~T I

.(d~

'22 of the _ day tanks at the Shearon Harris plant?

23 - A Let me first address that by speaking about the

24 fire protection provided. They put the day tank in a
i Ase-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 th'ree-hour enclosure, completely separated. The enclosure !

i. -
s- ,

a

9 y tr-T - ? 7 -- xV se we - r pr v t v- r t w 3+w w + ar ,mr vstexem-m-ww w -w=w - e- +,-------%-e----e-e--we+,y-+*we - w r em c ar--te m ur emmwe ,srtr -
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1 is provided with a detection system to detect any-fires in

2 there.1 It's also provided with an automatic suppression

3 system to suppress any fires. As I recall, the enclosure
, . ,,

-

4 for the day tank has either got an elevated sill or other

5 provisions to provide a dike that will contain more than

6 the contents of the tank.

7 And I believe also the door to the day tank

8 enclosure.is water tight. So that if there is a spill it

9 should be contained within the. enclosure. I believe.'there is
,
1

10 also a drain in the room, which is normally valved closed.

11 And if there is a spill, they could go and manually open the

12 valve and drain it to a sump somewhere in the diesel generator

' /^1 13 building.
As

14 And the second half, I'd have to refer you to

15 general design criteria 3. And if you have it available,

16 I'd just liko to read the first part of it.
.

17 G Go ahead.

18 A " General design criteria for nuclear power plants

19 to 10 CFR part 50, licensing of. production and utilization

20 facilities, requires that structures,, systems, and components

21 .important to safety be designed and located to minimize

f') 22 consistent with other safety requirements the probability and
v

23 effect of fires."
.

24 And here's where we get into this change from 1100
Asm-Federal Reportees, Inc.

25 to 3,000 gallons, is that statement, " consistent with other

*
.
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) saf ety, requirements;"' To my understanding, there is a
.

2 requirement 'that the diesel generator has sufficient oil in

~

-3 : the' day tanks to. operate for a period, I believe, of sixi
,,. .

.- f ' hours,yand forithis type; of diesel gen'erator they need 3,000
. .

5 _ gallons . And so in' this case, the need for 3,000 gallons
..:

.

c6 override our -limit of 1100 gallons. In addition to that,

7 we've -looked at the protection provided and, in our opinion,
~

1

'

;8 .we feel it's adequate to also contend with that greater

q, capacity of diesel oil.
MR.EDDLEMAN:

10 Excuse me for a minute. I'm getting into a problem
-

'

>11 with this document production thing. ICdidn't expect this

12 to come'up in-.this.way. But 'I have a document her e that

Ti L. 13 I think .'-- subject to check', I have to dig it out -- it
^\.);

. -

14 says seven daysisupplies in those tanks.

15 And I'd like .tu) try to get copies of that over the

'
16 next break.

- y
~

17 ' JUDGE 'ITIJAM(: Seven days? This came out on

18 discovery or what?'

'
.

19 MR.' EDDLEMAN: It's answers to Staff's review
i

20 ' quest' ions , I. think.

: 21 BY MR. EDDLEMAN :

, y 122 g Is the requirement seven hours or seven days?

'
~

A -(Witness Eberly) I don' t know. I just know thet.
7

- 23 .

. -

| '24 . have a requirenent of some time peridd.
>

A eensras naso,we anc.

25 G ,Well, let me ask ya u, along these lines, the

'
. ..

"^~

. . _ , ,

t
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.1 enclosure within three-hour fire rated barriers, including

2 doors ~ being capable of containing the . entire contents of the

.

3 - day tanks, and with an, automatic fire suppression system

V that's one of the requirements of part I of this section that.4

.5 you just referred me to in your standard review plan anyway

6 for an 1100 gallon tank, is it not?

End-15 7 A. (Witness Eberly) That's correct.

16'fis. 8

9

10

11

'12

- 'i 13
Q

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21>

3

O 22<-

V
23

24
Ass-Federal Reporars, Inc.

.25

l
!

L
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h
I 4' And the alternative is to have the diked enclosure or

|. >

h. 2 a:? drain to a safe location,that is likewise a requirement
p. ,'in 1

3

' - l.
for an'1100' gallon tank, correct?''

c

.. . (v 4 fA. -Tha't's correct.c
g

5 -4 Now it also says:. " Diesel fuel oil tanks" --

0 Th'is is Part J:
.

7 " Diesel fuel oil tanks with a capacity

8 greater than 1100. gallons should not be

! 9 locat'ed inside buildings containing

, ,
10 safety related equipment."

- II Is there any requirement that those day tanks be
i

12 ' located inside_the diesel generator building, to your

jO 13 ' knowledge?
;.V,

Id
A.L Not to my knowledge'.''

| 15 4 All right. Now let me ask you this:
.

16
.

Do you read the use of the plural " tanks" there

17 as meaning that all tanks inside.a building should total

18 no greater than 1100 gallons or only that -- well do you

'I9 read.it that way, let me ask you that first.

20 A. No, I don't.
r

-21 4 Okay,
n

.( ). 22 How do you interpret the use of the plural wordp

23 " tanks" there?

; 24 g, - Each tank,
w oe.rw n n.n,inc.

L L25 4 So you are saying that each tank should be no
| >

m.
*E rt f

.

E. -

.
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)
-

?! - 'l greater.than,1100' gallons?
,

! ,

2 A. .Right. ;

jh, u., .
_-

| 3- ~ JUDGE KELLEY: It is like.each fire.
. y

:4 (Laughter.') j
? ,

,

5
,

What-!is,-a day tank, by the.way? Is there a.

,
6 nightStank, too?!

~

'

'

~7 -( Laughter . )- ,

18 : WITNESS FERGUSON: A day tank is usually located

:9 Lin the area of t et diesel generator-to assur,e that you_ j

f50 .have a sh' ort-term supply in terms of, let's say; eight+

h

II ' hours and_.that sort of thing. I~believe there are storage
.

'12 tanks that:are 175,000 - gallons _or so that give you'the
+ 1. .

, yy

( )! 13 -seven day supply that Nas referred.to before.
.g.v- .

4
,.

,

,

Id JUDGE KELLEY: ,So it is'a,part of a' day literally?
~

s

'"

'15 WITNESS FERGUSON: Yes., ,

,.

16 - B Y-- M R . E D D L E M A N ':
'

1

[] -17 4: Mr.-Eberly, the top part of this Section I of e

'18 th'e Standard -Review Plan. on page 9 5 1-47 concerning [ '

'[ ' ' 19 diesel generator areas has some other requirements beyond

.20 Lthe' specific day tanks,.does it'not?
"

'

g
.

"~ 21 A. '(Witness Eberly). Yes, it does.
;p

; ,,mz -
~ 122 q' Now would a_.dcy tank in a. diesel generator area

-

1] ,

423 also' beisubject' to; those requirements?

24
. A. . TCould you give me which specific requirement

( Aos-Federal Reporters, Inc.

- 25 1.you have.in mind?

>, ,

,

'Ly
'

'
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ ..



, _ _ _-
-- --

*
-

.,. ;,,

I 's

4 'wrti/agb3i
~

4698
4

,

fM -

.l' ;Q Well for example, it says that:
.(L

,

'

4 & .

.2 a; W... automatic fire detection should
-; <,

. - - |, !;, .. .

- p ;3 -be.provi*ied,to alarm and enunciate in the,

4 .

~~ 4 control room and alarmilocally."
c .g 9 -

p , j . 4
, -- .-A.: i Yes, I think that would apply .to both areas.15o

<

q 4)c .
~

m ,. ,

-6 -L4 .Okay.

'7 i-g " Hose stations and portable extinguishers
,

8 shbuld - be readily available outside the area. . . ,"
,

,
.. n .

9 would,jthat apply?

L10 * p _. g g,i-- yes,.

.

n,

'l l'Q " Drainage-for fire fighting water andI
,

,

.; >
3''w e

:12~ , . 'means for~ local-manual-. venting of smoke should
'

.. &

b- )] - 'be.pr6Yided...," would that; apply?13'

MI ..a
,

. 14 ' A. j 1',Ye s .'">

''

[15 4' 4 What-is the means for local. manual venting of

16
'

3moke_'from;the day tank-enclosures at the. Harris plant?
..

n- | '- h
'17 ' A. .pI(ojelieve they have a vent to the outside.

, , ,
, ,

'

18 Q' Is that the'. vent off the tank, do you know?
,

19 j A. No, it is a vent-in the room.

:'.2O 4 Okay.pg, a
mp

- 21 .f Do-you know whether the tank itself.is required
'

to belvenked by any applicable fire code??[ ) . 22

'
23 A. I believe NFPA 37 has some requirement for the

,

_ 24y
.

_ design of the tank and I believe there is something in
Ase-Feded n ponen, inc.

.
25 there a' bout providing-a vented tank.

gJ,; .y

. 3m
i ;MA;f
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- 21 f4 ' 'Okay.
'

,
,

3,

];,
.- ;poes.the design of./a' fuel storage tank-commonly .|p :2

g
f m|

[includefa! vent?,3
j f ,' ,

-

a .,.

;4 L A. - Generally, yes.
-

,' .y

p , _
-

~'5 Q |It would beikin'd of' hard-to fill one up if it

16 fdidn'tihave'a vent, wouldn't it?
'

,

'7 1 A.j Generally.
u

'

8 -Q- Okay.

* 9y MR. EDDLEMAN: I do want to come back to this

10
. farea after a break when IDean get this reproduced.

.

II JUDGE!KELLEY: = I think: the best thing for you
_

J12 E is:to reproduce it and~ distribute it and'see what counsels''

t 13 ;: reaction .is. They may bbject. and they may not.
, ,

14 ! MR. EDDLEMAN: I am not'asking for-a break now,-

' -.15 [I am?saying I want.to return to.this later.-
2

1
~6 | JUDGE KELLEY: I understand that. It will be-

L

-| 17- afterEthe break'though', right?

18 MR.'EDDLEMAN: Yes.
, ,

19
p. | JUDGE |KELLEY: Fino.

'

. 20- BYLMR. EDDLEMAN:-

'- ^
. ; .. | 21: 4- . Mr. Eberly, fI believe your testimony continues-

;22 - on page six from- where we were,.when we jumped off intoj.,

,
_

|:23 the: diesel. day tank (
'

.,

24 Let me,ask you one'other thing about that day
"Ame-reserai neponers,~ inc.

, |25 tank.- When.you were. reviewing it, did anything strike
.

W

|

! q.

'
j( .i. - __J
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~

.1 'your as funnyf about ':the ' diesel fuel being counted for fire

: pro' ect'ibn purpos'es 'at somewhere around 95- or 100,000-'2 t
.

; -

J :3.. . Btu's.per gallon?-

4 ;(Witness.Eberly)'.No','not'really. In my review
~

'

.

~

:5 -I',just $ looked.:at the' quantity of' the diesel oil; and formed

6
~

,;, |myLown.: opinion on.the Btn's.,

_

:7 -4 .- Well?as:a..former. marine fire protection engineer,t

p.; - '8 'you would'have ^ occasion to know what the actual content
-

~

9 of. diesel. fuel.is3 wouldn't you?.,

'10 A, 1 would'have a~ fair guess.

-
1 1'

f4- .And what was that guess?

'. 12 .A. -Inigeneral ranges I would say, depending on the
.

. , ,

{ }? .- 13 stype ' of diesel -fuell, it would have a specific gravity in the
_/ ,

~

-14 range"of. 8. :And then'therefore relating that.you would

15?
-

4 |have'about 8_.3: pounds'of water-in a gallon but since you

~

'16 .have..'ai specific gravity .8,-you-would probably come out-

'

F L17 :to:aboutD7' pounds:in-a gallon of* diesel fuel.

318 And not knowing the exact grade, I would say in"

19 ~ a. range 'close to 20,000 Btu's per pound and therefore it
' ~

|20 would.give you around 140,000 Btu's.per gallon.
.

- :
'

21 1Q I see.
'

.; ;

~ 22
,

Let meinow continue with your page six and looky
.

c
v

J23 .at your' answer six.
-

+

24 :You say that you reviewed the Harris fire
Asefederal Reporters, Inc.

; 1 25 ' protection program contained in FSAR 9.5.1, in 9.5A and
,

. ~[ f

+
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.

y..

.

I.I safe shutdown analysis .in case of fire dated . June '20,1983.
y

2 .Were the. FSAR' sections you reviewed dated .~ '

f3g. :approSimately- the samettime frame as June 20, '83 or. earlier?
'M E4 1p :They were earlier.

'
~

.,

~. 5 'QE Okay.,

i.'

. 16 -Then you say that re. view'is. contained in
,

:7 ISect' ion 9 511Lof the' Staff's Safety _ Evaluation Report
~

-

,

8 dated November:1983!..

|9 :Have you been performing additional evaluation

~10 since'that' time? -

II A. iYEs. 'Since that time, we have completed ours

'12 review >of the safe . shutdown analysis.,,

13
)? , -Q- Okay.- So you had not completed the-review of the?

.14 -safe' shutdown. analysis _at the-time that the SER was issued?
~

IJS A. : That's correct.

:16 q ' 'Okay . .i
4

;, 19
-

17 iHad'you completed that review at the time this

18 testimony'was filed?
''

,

19 :A,7 yes,

' '
120

, !. Q : Okay.
.,

.

121 Then you say in addition there will' be supplements>

I I );; d22 .to' the SER dealing with open items identified in that
i

.23 section.

.24
. . . .. .Are the:only open items for fire protection those

. Am-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 that~are listed later on in your testimony?-
.

4

6

. . . - - . - . . . - . _ - - - _ _ . _ _ _ - . _ _ _ _ - - - _ - _ . _ _ - - - . - -
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'

[1 A~ .Yes, the last' question in?my testimony._-

2 IQ In other words:they are the ones listed in'the

$_.s f3 'last: answer?
~

:( Y -

.

'

4 A' Correct.;

. _

- J5 'Q; Do you-have any71 dea when such supplements-may be

6 -issued?or'available?

-7 A No,LI~ don't. . As you saw,.the Applicants submitted
~

-

L8 'th the-NRC some information on fire doors in their October.

'9 ~10' submittal'. So'being that recent, it may be some timei
,

,

10
_

.until we can get to 'it.

Il
LQL It looks pretty thick to me so I imagine you've

'

12 got a'little work to do on that.
i:.. I ')ps -- 13 :Let me.a'sk you1something else, Mr. Eberly: How

y. .4

14 imany nuclear plants' fire protection do you currently have

'15 -under revidw?
e -

16 MRS. MOORE: Your' Honor,'might I request a

17 clarification?

_ '18 Is Mr. Eddleman asking'Mr.-Eberly as a personal

19 matter?.

20 MR. EDDLEMAN: -Yes, I am asking him individually

21 how many he ie. working on.- '

222 MRS. MOORE: Thank you.
,

/ : 23 LJUDGE KELLEY: .Okay.4

' J24 WITNESS EBERLY: Give me a second here.
Aereserer neporters. inc.

-25 (Pause.):

_, _ . _ . . . _. . _._~-~.. . ._.,_ _.-.~ . . . _ . . . - . _ . _ . - . . - , _ _ . ~ .
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l Between 12 and 16.<<

'2
. BY:MR. EpDLEMAN:g.

:3 _q t EAnd does .this sort of work take up; all your
|( )-
><g ~

14 ~ time' on your.; job : or do~ you -have .other ' responsibilities?
i4

:5 2

A,~ -(Witness Eberly) Well my. time ~is certainly|taken

16 up. :Iti is . parceled :out per plant, you might say.,

}

'
- 7 LQ~ LBut'do you'do anything else as part of your job

~8 responsibilities besides review these plants, the - nuclear,

* . 9 1 plants,fthat~is.whatL17am asking?

lb A.- Yes,'I am_ involved with our Appendix R inspection

lII teamt. When we areidoing some inspections of operating-7
J

;12 ~ nuclear; plants toiverify:that they meet Appendix R
'

( 'p 13 ' requirements.and on occasion'.I have to accompany the

14 regional inspection teams as an expert advisor.
^ '

15 Lg' ;I see,

L16 I;can appreciate your needing.to' count. If

-17 somebody ' asked me 'how many lawyers for the power company;

:18 'I.were f dealing with, I would have to probably count for

19 alwhile, too.
y

- 20
. i .. LAs to your insert seven on pages six and.seven,.

.21 LI[ gather'since . this isn't addressed to either one of you,,

( []; 22 and'inIfact doesn't^even have a question mark,that it is

'23 addressed to both of you; am I correct?

24 A. I would say that is a fair statement.
Am-Feneres nepormes, inc.

.25 4 It;is a joint answer.

,
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;

_1 ' :Did you gentlemen Jointly prepare this-t'stimony?17 e
,

2 I'm. not sure if' that 'was : acked before;'

', 3'
- A.. .(Witness Fergusun)' Mr. Eberly prepared most<

3;

.f' ~ fd fof.. .the testimony. I reviewed it. specifically. with --. with
~

-

" 5 specific f emphasis' on thosef questions . and responses which

-6
~

_

are concerned'with Staff guidelines and so forth and made1

7 .some r'evisions. But we both adopt it.,

s8 % Okay.

9
~

. _.
As to the language on the top of page seven, it

-10'

says:
.

1II=

~
- "...and.to minimize radioactive

- :12 -releases'to the environment in the event of

|[ [: 13 La fire...."
~

I

LI4 Does that mean that there could be, even within

15 the' kinds of fires that could occur with this program,

16 ~ properly established and in place as designed and i

17 everything working as. designed, 'could still be radioactive

t v.; ;18 releases to the environment in the event of a fire?

i''
'19 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, objection. The testimony

-

1

20 speaks for11tself.~
~

P( , MR.-EDDLEMAN: I think I am entitled to inquire21

= 22 what-they mean by.a phrase as general as minimizes'

23 . radioactive releases to the environment.

24
-

.I
.

JUDGE KELLEY: I don't think it is totally
Ae-Federse n.'pormes, anc.

'

~25 self-explanatory. We will allow the question.

,

IL-
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-[ WITNESS-FERGUSON In-our reviews,-there'are

J2 twofkinds.of releases you.can_get: one, with enough damage
w-

3 lto shut:down1 systems that you expose the core, that's
#N,

~~I Q Twhat we are most concerned. with and that is what most of
'

'

L
L ... .

.

IS ;the: requirements are~ dealing with.-

6 ;And-to the extent the plant has fire protection

freatures which meet our guidelines and they operate as-
. _ .

x, 7
''

8 | designed, we do not1 expect the core to even come close

_ 9 to .being uncovered. We are saying that there should be

'10 'one! system'freeJof.' fire damage to maintain parameters*

'

11 .within.the relatively normal conditions.

-

.- 12 There is'a possibility in storage areas of

- lj'N '13 ' fires in . low-level waste that is waiting to be shipped and

6-) .

44 that. sort of' thing. So if you in fact have a fire in such

:15 material,.you would have very: low. levels of radiation

16 -released. Those have been analyze'd on most of the*

,

.j7 operating plants.LIn every analysis we.did it was so low

18 : thatj we ' quit requiring ' specific analysis of them.

19 BU1. EDDLEMAN: Okay.

. WITNESS FERGUSON: But that is where the20
't.-

" minimize" radioactivity - .the only two places we found
~

4

21

|( T |22 .where you have a potential for releasing radioactivity
'$J _

23 due to'a; fire in.a nuclear plant.

24 BY BHl. EDDLEMAN:
Asseswei nepormes, inc.

-25 q Are you saying that a fire damaging some safety

,

.'),

e-

__
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1 related systems-;could not'cause some release of radioactivity'
-

l 'at

{
- 2 'from;thegn' clear. steam' system or the reactor by some-u

,.

damage.less1thancausingdhecoretobeuncovered?3
~'

,s
, ' E;

14 JA- -(Witness Ferguson) I would assume if-there<is a --
"

15 Egiv'en;nor' mal-levels of radioactivity,-let's.say, in a
s

- 6 boiling water reactor where you have steam which is --
p1

-

*

17 which has 'some radioactive content, if there was a fire

8 that ; caused a- blowdown of that system, then there would
a

I 9 be= a rad'ioactive release associated with that, that type
,

'10 of thing.1

11 -Q. Okay.' '

12 . When you ysay "the fire protection program":in-
'

,

94-
) ' 13 question seven and answer seven, gestlemen, are you

0
14 Ltalking about the NRC's fire protection program?

=15 ~ A '(Witness Eberly) >No. n.,

~

16 .CL You are-talking about the requirements for the

17 2 Applicants' program? o

.18 'A 'No, we are talking about the Applicants' prohram.

r, - 19 .4' 'Okay.
.

20 1 And-this fire protection pr,ogram is contained

- 21 . fin tliose .-three documents yo'u mentioned, Mr . Eberly, in
1v s

?( ); -22 Janswer six? ,

y.
,

.

''23 A It is -contained in there as well as including

24
. .

things like the plant technical specifications, the fire
Assederes neporwr., Inc. 4

- 25 . pro,tection QA program, the procedures for fighting fires

i

E;
_ _ _ --
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~

l in th'e plan't,-pre-fire plans and so on. It is the entire
" '

2 ;. fire protedtion realm.
. . .

.3 4 'All'right.
'

5
_ c_ .

H )-
'~ ' ' 4 .So-I'take it then that your answer six should

,

:9-
5 really'be: expanded'a little bit because it says that the

,

6 .Harrisffire protection. program'is contaiped in those three

'7 . documents that we discussed earlier, rather than these

8 additional things that you - just mentioned, ,isn't .that

"
"

9 correct?-
+. w -

-10 A- I-imagine you could make the argument tha t the

'll words are,different.
,

12 4 Well they are different things, right? The ,

'

(~'j 13 ' procedures'and all aren't in the SSA or the 9 5.1 of the-

:w -
14 FSAR or.9.5A, are they? <

,

s

15 A Well if you look at those sections you-will see

-' 16 : commitments to providirig pre-fire plans and providing QA

17 things.-
,

18 ;Q 'And commitments for $ech specs and so on?

19 1A Right. The actual documents aren't in there

20, 1but there is'a commitment to provide them.
, ,

121 q- -Okay.,

[~'j ~22 Now other than::looking at those commitments,
1 s.- , ,

~23 2did you review the tech specc proposed or the procedures

24 on.any of these-other' things that you were mentioning
Ass Faseres n.coewes, inc.

25 in.that answer a moment ago?

s-

-_L.. __ _ _ . _ _ . _ . _
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A," No.

. |2 'q . :All.right..

}_

[ 13 Willyou-be{preyou'approvethefirefprotection
- k4 ; plan;for the Harris-plant?-

'" ~ '

:5 A. I review the proposed technical specifications.. L.
-

, ,.

6 ' The' procedures and other things are then done by our

+ regional inspectors.- 7

m
'

8 4 Would they communicate their findings to you for

.9 ,your. review?

ild A. fVes, if there are some unacceptable problems they
-

_

'| II will be.' calling me for some advice.
-

12 4- That is distinct from an acceptable problem?
~

/~

) -13 A. I imagine'so.
~

a

Lid ~ 4 -All right.
'

'

;

15 .Now your question ~1n answer nine, it is askedi
~

'16 nWh'y is the fire" protection program: :

17 reviewed against these guidelines" -- being the' Standard.
<

,,

.18 ' Review' Plan, your' Staff Exhibit 7, that's the question, right?

19 A. Right.

20 4 .Okay.
~

'

,

21 Now.the answer begins by basically quoting
.

; ,m-

: 22 General. Design Criterion 3, correct?

'

23 A,. Yes.

. 24 4 ~And isn't it true that.every reference to fires
[.Ae+essres noponen,Inc.

25 and' explosions-in those quotes is in the plural?

''
, . ,.

_ , _ _ - - - - --------=---------------------------------------'--4
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I A.'- As far - as I know, we .have just quoted. GDC-3;

2 And 'whatever GDC-3 says - is -what I say.g

3
.

g- All'right.
t- i

-,/r s
4 It.says on page eight at the bot' tom of the.first

5 - p'aragraph - there :

0 "Sultable bases and justifications

7 :should be provided for alternative approaches

.8 to' establish acceptable implementation of

19 Qeneral Design Criterion 3."
10 Must they be established?

>

II A. You have.to justify anywhere where you are
.

12 deviating from our guidelines.'

( 13 4 So you could effectively. replace that word

14 "should" with "must," couldn't you?

~15 g, yes,
'

16
.. Q Okay.-

I7 .Now then it says:

18 "SRP;9 5 1 presents guidelines

19 acceptable to the NRC Staff for

20 implementing this criterion" -- that is GDC-3,

21 the. criterion, right?

'22 . A. 'Right.

cndWRB#16 23 4 Okay.

24
w .ense n wan,inc.

25

,
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); Now I believe Mr. Ferguson already anGwered that

"2 Appendix.R was included, or its technical requirements were^

3 included in SRP 9.5.1. Is that right? |

c' ^s . .

i

q/ 4 WITNESS FERGUSON: Yes.
|

5 JUDGE KELLEY: Wasn't'there a specific citation

6 within Appendix R, a'long-laundry list found about halfway
!

7 through? ;
-

1

When you say " technical requirements" I am thinking.8 ;

!
!

9 what are they? .Can I find them in a particular section?

|
'

'

10 WITNESS PERGUSON: Specifically Section III and

'
11 there is a paraphrasing of those in Section II. It is general

i
. - |

12 requirements. |

(~'4, 13 JUDGE KELLEY: Excuse me a moment. j
ts i

14 (Pause.)
'

15 I 1 thought you said III.G in this context. Am I

'16 wrong?

17 -WITNESS FERGUSON: Well, specifically III.G, J

18 and O, but all of the Section III requirements are in

19 Appendix'A or are in the present CP.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. We'll go over to Appendix

21 ^=

/'' 22 WITNESS FERGUSON: Yes. I

23 ' JUDGE KELLEY: Excuse me.

24 BY MR. EDDLEtiAN:
Ase-Fessres nepo,mes, Inc.

25 0 In regard to Appendix R's technical requirements,
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1

I gentlemen, do you have a copy of Appendix R.available to'you?
h ' '

|_

2 ~A. (Witness Eberly) Yes, we:do.

3. j x. . Q Now I've go t the NRC Rules version so I don' t
Y I

L~'~ - 4 .know exactly how to specify the part in your version.

t

5 -A Specify by paragraph number.
1

0 :Q. I think it is Paragraph 3-M, Fire Barrier Cable

7 iPenetration Seal Qualification. !
l
'

8 je Yes, we have it.

9 0 All right.
9

10 Now it first says that: -

i

lI "The penetration seal design shall be

12 qualified by tests that are comparable to tests ;

. , ,
13

(v) used to rate fire barriers."

I4 Correct?
|

15 A' Yes. *

M 'O Then it proceeds to list some acceptance criteria
l

17 that the test shall include. Correct?

i18 A yes,
i

19 0 F5w the second of those criteria is that:

.20 "The temperatore levels recorded for

21 the unexposed side...."

-s
22 |!( ,) and I gather that's the unexposed side of the fire barrier --

.

23 " ....are analyzed and demonstrate the maximum

24 temperature is sufficiently below the cable
Asefesoral Reporters, Inc.

25 insulation ignition temperature."

.__- _

j
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I Does-the Staff have any interpretation of what '

g 2 temperature difference is sufficiently below the ignition

3,-( temperature? 1

+ t
'~

4 A As' stated in our guidelines in 9.5.1, we are

~5 currently utilizing an acceptance criterion.that the temperature3

6 levels recorded on the unexposed side are analyzed and

7 demonstrate that the maximum temperature does not exceed 325

8 ' degrees Fahrenheit.

9'

.Q Okay.

10 And that's regardless of what the particular

II ignition temperature on the cable insulation is? You require

12 it' to be below 325 in the test on the other side of the fire
/~,

13 barrier?
'

;
v

Id A That's right.

15 Q All right.

16 The cables themselves, do they carry through this

I7 seal?

18 A Yes. It is where they penetrate the wall.

I9 Q Okay.

20 If the cable insulation itself is burning on one

21 side, could the fire get through by just burning along the

22 cable?

23 A No, that's the purpose of the penetration seal.

24 It is stuffed in around the cable. It fills the hole.
Ase-eenerst nesernes, Inc.

25
Q Okay.

.

._ m___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . _ . _ . - . . . _ ._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ m _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ - _
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LI Now in the test of these is the. cable on the fire

2 side.actually set on fire?
*

3~,, A. Yes, it's in.a furnace.

~

4 Q. It is burning?

5 .A Yes.

6 0 I'm trying to check here.

7 Part N there on Fire Doors, just below Part M,

8 I believe. IIave you reviewed the closing mechanisms or
:t

9 measures specified for the fire doors at the IIarris plant?,.

10 A Not yet.

'II Q All right.

12 Will you do that in your review of the doors?

(' ) 13 A Yes, when we get a final submittal from the

14 Applicants telling us "!!ere are the fire doors we will use,"

15 .then we will have to go through the entire qualifications

16 of the doors.

'I7 0' Okay.

18 And would that include just the doors that are

l' designated fire' doors or would it also include the special

20 doors which are part of fire area boundaries or' fire barriers?

21 A That's correct, it would include all doors and

n

) 22 fire barriers.
'

23 Q So the answer would be Yes?

2d A Yes.
Ass-resores nopersers, Inc.

'25 Q Okay.

E _ __ __
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1 You say,the Fire llazards Analysis is performed to

2 show conformance with GDC-3. Correct?

3 A Yes.

LI~
4 0 okay..

|
1

5 Now this says the analysis submitted by-- I take

6 .itithe analysis submitted by Applicants. I'm on page 8 of

7 your testimony.

8 The analysis submitted by Applicants identifies
,

9 and justifies any deviations from the guidelines.

10 A Yes.

II O Okay.
-

12 Does-your review include cheching to see whether

['; . 13 parts that are not identified as deviations in fact deviate
v

Id from these guidelines?

15 3 y e s ,.

~16 0 ANd is that on a sanpling basis, or on an

17 item-by-item basis?

18 A Well, I have to go throuqh and verify each item,

l' and if it hasn't been identified as a deviation and in the
20 process of.looking at it it may be one, it.is something you

1

21 pick up in your review.

{} 22 0 llave you completed your review of the entire

23 analysis?

24 A Except for fire doors.
As-paseres neporwes, inc.

25 0 Now it says ".... deletion of a protective

i,

u.___...._ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _
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1 feature...." Wait a second.
.

2 It says ".... justification for deviations which

3,q shows an equivalent level of protection will be achieved_

' )
'{' 4 are'usually acceptable to the Staff."

5 What kinds of justifications showing an equivalent

6 . level of protection would be achieved would be unacceptable

7 to the Staff?

8 A I'm sorry, I'm not sure I follow you, Mr. Eddleman.

9 Q Well, I'm reading, I believe it is the second

10 from the last sentence on page 8, and it states:

11 . . . . justification for deviations from"

12 the guidelines...."

f''N 13 and I'm taking it the "which" refers to justification; it
s_/

14 may refer to guidelines but--

15 "....which shows an equivalent level of protection

16 will be achieved are usually acceptable to the

17 Staff."

18 Now what I'm focusing on is that word "usually."

19 What kinds of justifications showing an equivalent

20 level of-protection will be achieved would be unacceptable to

21 the Staff? Is that a case-by-case thing, or are there

( }; 22 generic kinds of them?

23 A Yes. What we are trying to do here is we're not

24 giving them a hundred percent thing, saying "We'll accept any
Amfesores Reporwes, Inc.

25 deviation provided you provide an analysis."
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'
_ ,

'I We are saying we reserve the right to analyze it
G

2 (and verify it to our own judgment that'an acceptable level,
,

3_g of protection'is provided.
n ;-
% ,.

4 'O Okay. )
1

5 But it says "...; justifications....which show-

6 an equivalent level of protection...."
|

7 Do you mean which purport to show an equivalent,

. .

8 level of protection, that isn't just submitted .and say they

9 show an equivalent level?

10 A No, what we mean is which show it and which we

- II agree with.

12 g .Okay..

.-
-,,,

-(w)
- 13 And even those aren't all. acceptable. Is that what,

14 ~.this says?
1

A No, if we agree with it, they are acceptable. I15

16 0 But it says "usually acceptable." That is still

I7 what I haven't figured out. i

18 A Well, as I said, we just didn' t want to say that

19 all cases, so'we said "usually."

20 0 Okay.

21 And the next sentence:

. /%-

22 " Deletion of a protective feature( J-
23 without compensating alternative protection

24 measures...."
..Ase m osMeis,wr,sw.

25 '

it says --

,

k_ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ _ . _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . . _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _. _ _ ___...___ ___ _
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I ....will not be accepted by the Staff'if it is not"

2 clearly demonstrated the protective measure is not

3 needed because of the design.and arrangement of the_

''
4 particular plant."

5 Are you and Mr. Ferguson the people who would

4 review that lack of need in design and arrangement and so on?
I

P

- 7 A '' Yes.

i. 8 0 And would your determinations of what designs

9 and arrangements underlie that need be provided to the

10 inspectors of Region II?

II A Well, it would be contained in our SER.
I

'12 O Now would they use the SER? iTould operational

() 13 inspectors at the plant, when the plant become operational,

14 be able to refer to the SER when they conduct their inspections?

15 A- Yes, they should.

16 0 They would have a copy?

17 A Yes, they will have a copy.

18 Q Now the Fire Hazards Analysis in question and

19 answer 10, are there additional things like tech specs and

20 procedures and so on that are part of being able to show or

21 not show that the plant would maintain the ability to perform

e-
(,s) 22 safe shutdown and minimize radioactive releases in the event

23 of fire that are not included in the list in answer 107

24 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, I object on the grounds
Aerederal nopersees, Inc.

25 .that I'm not sure what the question is, but I believe it has

_ _ _ _ . __ ____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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I been asked and answered, if I, understand his question..,.

2 JUDGE KELLEY: Nill you restate it, please?

'3p. .MR. EDDLEMAN: Well,.Mrs. Moore may be correct.
\ st )

4 Let me ask you this:

5 BY llR. EDDLEMAN:

6 0 I will ask a slightly different question.

7 The things that you have to have to actually

8 maintain the ability to perform safe shutdown functions and

9 minimize a~ radioactive release into the environment in the
,

'10 event of a fire have already been stated by your gentlemen

II previously, haven't they, in our discussion this afternoon?

"
12 g. (Witness Eb'erly) Yes.

n
13

(v) 0 Okay.

I4 JUDGE KELLEY: It is about tine for a short break.

15 Is this a good enough place?

I6 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.

3- 17 JUDGE KELLEY: Mr.Eddleman, when we come back,

18 would you think over the break and make an assessment about
~

I where you are, and give us an estimate of the time you are

20 going to need to complete this panel when we get back?
,

2I MR. EDDLEMAN: I will try, Judge. I am going to

( 22 have to dig for my document first.

23 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. See what you can do.

24 We will take a recess now.
Answ neporem,Inc.

25 !' (Recess.)
End:17

a . 2 -- _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - _ _ _ _ - -- _ _ _ - - -
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-1 JUDGE KELLEY:- Back on the record.

2 A couple of things before we get back.to questions.

.
3 Mr. Eddleman, can-you give us an estimate of how

s

~'
4 -long you think you need for crossing this panel?

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: I think I am more than half done,

6 and if we go to six, I may very well be able to finish today.
.

7 That depends somewhat on how long the answers are to these

a questions, but I think I've gotten a little bit past half

9 lof the number of questions,>

fl0 JUDGE KELLEY: If you can finish by six that

11 would be good. We intend to go until around that time,

e
12 MR. EDDLEMAN: All right.

['')
'

13 JUDGE KELLEY: Mr. Baxter,'did you want to make
s ,,

14 a comment about your distribution?
4

15 MR. BAXTER: Yes. I would just like the record

16 to reflect that today I have served on the Board and the

17 parties in attendance, including the NRC Staff, Mr. Eddleman,

18 and the Conservation Council of North Carolina, Applicants'
'

19 motion to amend the schedule for emergency' planning issues

20 . dated today. It is also being served by mail today.

21 The motion concludes that Applicants are in the

f'') 22 process of consulting with the parties on this proposed

23 schedule.and will report to the Board on the results of that

24 consulta tion.
Am-rede,se Repwnn, one.

25 I would hope to get a position out of the parties

1
I

e - 4
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I ; who are; here, and maybe contact the others by phone so that
i

2 we can take this up first thing Tuesday morning.

3 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.,3
;( )-v

4 In any event, some time next week we could discuss
,

5 it and hopefully resolve it, and that would be good. <

6 We just glanced at it but from what you just said,

7 we know what it's about.

8 Okay, fir. Eddleman, we'll go back to you then
'

9 and resume cross.

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: Okay.

II
Let me just say for the record that although these

12 discussions are on-going, my initial reaction to this is oh,
,

( 13 no,'it is going to mess my teaching schedule up again. We'll
,

Id see what comes out.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay. Talk it over among yourselves

16 and we'll see how it does como out.
17 MR. EDDLEMANt Okay.

18 T!!is question and answer to a Staff question
I'

to the Applicants with its identifying serial number and

20 date is being handed out.

I

2I JUDGE KELLEY: It is short. Maybe we can all

( ) 22 just take a look at it.

23 (Pause.) !

24
JUDGE KELLEY: Is it your desire to ask nAssmos mese, tees, ine,

25
cross-examination question based on this paper from discovery?

. _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ . _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _
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I Is that right?-

2 MR. EDDLEf1AN: Yes-- This is not a discovery paper.

3g This'is one of the responses to NRC questions that were served

4 on the parties under the Board's order.

I JUDGE KELLEY: I see. It's a little different.

6 Any objection from-- It is distributed now not

7 in perhaps total compliance with the transcript cite you

8 gave us earlier today, firs. Moore, but any objection to

'' Mr. Eddleman asking a question about this?

'10 tiRS. MOORE: No, your Honor, I have no objection.

II JUDGE-KELLEY: Okay.

12 Mr. O'Neill?

( ) 13 MR. O'NEILL: We have no objection as long as it

Id is clear that this refers to the underground storage tank.

15 That would not be clear from the piece of paper on its own.

I0 JUDGE KELLEY: I think whatever is ambiguous in

17 it could be clarified in the course of the question.

I8 Mhy don't you go ahead?

II MR. EDDLEMAN: I will try to do that, and I think

20 there was an exception later on in that transcript having to

21
; do with a kind of sur'prising answer that you didn't think you

) 22 would have to impeach or question on.

23 BY MR. EDDLEMAN:

O Gentlemen, have you had a chance to look at this
, ,

25 document now, and read it over?

_ - - - - - - - -
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,

I iA '(Witness Eberly) Yes.
..

2 0 .This concerns the total onsite fuel supply for !

3 the diese1' generators as I understand it, the outside tank [
'

,

Q~- 4 as well;as the day tank. Is that your understanding?
|

3 ~ A Yes.
v; .

'

6 Q .Now are you gentlemen in the part of the NRC.

7 Staff that generated this question, to your knowledge? [

[, s

|8 A No. *

,

9 A (Witness Ferguson) I don't think so, no.

10 0 All right.

11 The response shown from CP&L there is that the t

i

12 outside fuel supply is sufficient to operate'the diesel
!

~ f') '13 generator for more than seven days. Correct?
'

v_

14 .A (Wi cess Eberly) That's right.

15 0 Nui do either of you gentlemen recall the >

16 requirement, if there is a requirement, for the amount of -- ;

i

.17 I mean the aniount of time that the diesel generators can |

18 : operate on the -day tanks alone for liarris?

19 A Excuse me. Did you say the requirement?

20 Q Yes. Is there such a requirement?4

t

n. .

-21 A. As I hopefully premised my response when we

(]) 22 discussed this previously, it was my understanding that the

23 day tank had to be there to provide a certain number of hours,

24 and that the diesel fuel storage tank would be underground
w ee n s nes w w e,Inc.

25 or a buried. storage tank with some additional quantity. That

I

=__z.____..:1___.__1___._.______.____________________________ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _
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9

I was my understanding.<

.2 0 'Have you, in the cour$e of your fire protection

3 review, had'a look at the proposed technical specifications
. , , _ ,

V' 4 in regard to.the fuel supply for the diesel generators?m

5 A No, that's 'outside my area of review.

6 o okay.

7 MR. EDDLEldAN: I .think that's about as far as I.
,

8 can go with that.

'9 ' JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

10 BY MR. EDDLEfiAN :

II'
Q Gentlemen, if you will refer to page 10 of.your

12 testimony, now this refers to ASTfi Method E-119.
- ,'

(). Now is that a method that includes the specified13

,

Id time-temperature curve that we've been talking about earlier?

15'

A (Witness Eberly) Yes.

16 0 Is this method referenced. by the NRC's regulations

I7 for nuclear, power plant fire protection?

18 A Our guidelines.

t 19 0 .The SRP guidelines?,

|

20 A. Yes. |

1 I

21 Q Where is that reference? Can you cite it?

(J
~

1

) 22 A If I could refer you to.... Give me a second, |
,

,

1
23 please.

24 g sure.
Am*espas Rosetta'. i=-

25 (Pause.). , .

|

u. . .



-

:

WRB/eb(15 47247

l

k
;

j 1 A If you're looking for'a direct quote, on page

2 9.5.1-29 --

1., 3 O I have it.
L( ) ?

' '
4 A -- in Paragraph 3, the seconc part there, it refers''

5 to ASTM E-119.
.-,

6 Another ar'ea is under the definitions section,

7 which is not a direct reference,.and that would be on page
.

8 9.5.1-13.
, * -

9 That would be under the definition-- Itave you 'got

10 it?.

I
L 11 Q Yes, I've got it.

'' 12
,

A That would be under the definition of " Fire

resistance ratinh." Let me just read thatsl' '[ 13
'

u/ .,

'14 " Fire resi,stanco rating is the timo that,

15 matorials or assemblies have withstood a fire

16 exposure as established in accordance with the test

17 proceduros of standard methods of firo tests of

18 building constructions and materials, NFPA Standard

19 251."

20 If you went to that standard it refers to the

l
i 21 E-119 test in that standard and the test method.

7

, ''/
' 'i 22 O Okay.'

1

N-|

j 23 Now let's soo.... Excuso me. Go ahead.
i

24 A I'm finished..

| Ase-Pederal Repeeters, Inc.

L 25 0 Oh, you're dono?

I
: 4

_ . _ _ _ _ . - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ - - _ _ _ - _ - _ -__
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'

' ' , ,.

I A Yes.
' *p.

2 O Now it says in the- middle pa:pagraph of your page'

3
77 '10,1 gentlemen: /L
.; i
5j

4 " Test assemblies which are, typically M'
i t

'5 180 square feet or. larger are mounted.in a test h
'I

4 furnace."

~

7 Do you'knou.how that mounting is done?

8 .A .If you're talking about a wall assembly such as

L , a:
9 a fire wall-- For example,/if you had a wall consisting of

i
10 co'ncrete' block, there's'an opening in the test furnace wall
U ' and- the blocks are just' laid in there in a representative

I2 ~ configuration.

{{T ' 13 -Q .So you just-- In other words you have a side-u)
I4 which is actually the furnace itself? '

- 15 3 That's'right.
y

16 Q And-then the other side is a,mbient normal
''I7 temperature,: air? 7/ '

18 A. Yes.- The test furnace is like a box, and on one '

'
I' ; side of the box you have hole thatl you mount your test.

20 . specimen, and on the unexposed side is the interior of the

21 laboratory building and.the ambient temperatures.-

,

.h 22
- O All right.

23 Now in that-time versus temperature curve that

' 24 the- furnace. reproduces, does this procedure specify' what
-

m neporiers,Inc. _

.,

25 ' fuel would be used-to. produce >the,. temperatures requ red?
.

'

. , .

-

A f

~ ef ;
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+~? ,.,

' i 1 A .I believe it specifies propane gas.
u,. ,

97 -1 ,,
2' ,n r 7) Q I see.

;p W g , pi .
.

3 And are there any specifications on the total heat. ,.s

' !,._)y! rf',
/ ..

-

4 input'at the temperatures involved into the furnace?

lY 5 'A.
,c

- I believe, because of the number of gas jets

6 that are involved, the temperatures have to be regulated by
(

ff,7 , ,a number of thermocouples in the furnace, and that will give,

a

/8 you the total heat input regulation.

9 -Q* Okay.
>....

k 10 .i Now I don't quite understand how that gives me ther,

sig n

a: 9 II total heat input.

i '
I2

os ,

A. (Witness Ferguson) What is really specified is*j,

/

13. ( i{ the time-temperature curve. .You have to maintain thew'
3 14 ' time-temperature curve regardless of how much heat it takes

M 15 to do it. We are not specifying a fixed heat input to the

I_,b -furnace. The bigger the furnace, the more heat you would
a? .i

I7 . require to maintain the same time-temperature curve,

18f: Q Are the thernccouoles mounted near the test

I9
3 .- assembly, or. wall?

-P

'.. j[ .,g- (Wit! ness Eberly) Are you speaking of the furnace20
,

24 thermoebuples?
. . ~l t j ', y).?'m)' 22 - 1

g, Yes.
,

" ' ' ,1 -

-23 A Would you like me to look it up? I have the

24
.. . standards here.

Am-Fesww n.porwes,' inc.

25
.. 0' Please.

., .;V R& I
D , }[S"

,i"

,

a..
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.1 (Pause.)

2 A I have here ASTM Standard E-119 and I'm reading

-3- from Section 4, entitled " Furnace Temperatures," Paragraph
/

i>

''
4 4.1. Quote:--

"
D 5 The-temperature fixed by the curve

6 shall be deemed to be the average temperature

7 observed from the readings of not less than nine

8 thermocouples for floor, roof, wall, or partition,

9 and not less than eight thermoccuples for a

10 structural column symmatrically disposed and

11 distributed to show the temperature near all parts

12 of the sample...."

("T 13 And then it goes on for about half a page with'
Q.

:14 some additional technical decails.

15 Q In other words they're reauired rather strictly

16 to be mounted. near the sample,--
1

17 'A Yes.

18 Q -- and distributed over the surface.

19 A' Right.

-. 20 0- okay.

21 Now let me ask you this:
..

j''J . 22 If you were testing a fire barrier or a fire stop,

x.

23 that would be put' on a vertical cable room where it penetrated
i
I'

24 through a fire wall or floor, would that be mounted into the
Aeranwes nepo,w, inc.

25 . top of the furnace and have the fire come up at it the way

- .

y ,,-p w e-,,-- >?7- wg --ew--T---<-n--- 3 g ''w. -w--we---7++---e.--
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- ,

1 it would be in reality if there were a fire under it?

2 A Yes. If we were testing a vertical assembly
. 3 .like that, we would probably put it in the type of furnace _ |
.}(# 4

-

used_for testing of a: floor whereas the fire is underneath,,

'End 18 5 going up,
,

I
,-

7

8
1

i
9

,

-10

11 !;

'12
,

t-

. -13

14

'15

16

17

18

19

20

21

-A .22
-?%)

23

24
m nepormes, Inc.

25
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| Tape'19

-l
~

Let me try to get back to this question of heatg.

_2 | input. I'll tell you what I'm trying-to get at. I gather,

, ,

; 3 .that as people dealing with fire protection, you would have,

(,)
4 some knowledge ' of -the role of heat as well as temperature

+5 in' igniting materials or damaging materials?

4 .A -That!s correct.

7 g For example,' I understand that people can successfully

8 breathe dry air at rather high temperature, say, 400 degrees

~

9 f ahrenhej t,but cn1 the other hand if my body were raised to

10 400 degrees fahrenheit, I'd be in severe trouble, I should

Il th' ink .'

.12 Let me ask youaif a similar_ thing would apply

f('N' 13 to structure being exposed to high temperature, in other,

Q
14 words, -would it be possible to expose- the fire barrier to

15 a high temperature with a relatively low heat input?
.

' '

'16 A LI guess what' you're getting at is the old 2 x 4 and

17 the match syndrome. That you can hold a ' match on a 2 x 4 and

18 |the ' temperature of the match is probably 1500 degrees, but

19 .you're-really not.doing much damage to a 2 x.4.

.20 g Well yes, that would.be part of the thing."

;.1

'21 A. But'with E-119-test, by having the thermocouple s

22 .in there, you have to ' heat the entire furnace up to that

i

.23 temperature and maintain it at that temperature for that
|

| 24 -time period. And in order to do s'.f.ou have to be putting ino
| Am-Fe:Isr2 Reporters, Inc.
L 25 extensive ~ amounts of heat.
t

'

,

!;

<,

,
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1 g Well, is the furnace heat input measured during these

'2 tests?

3 A I would;' have to look at the standard to verify that.
. , _

^ ') .(
4 .g .Okay.

5 When you look at test results, is there a thing e

6 on the results form that tells you how much heat input there

7 -was?

8 A Typically, no. It's furnace temperature.

9 'O Okay.

10 Are there~any standards to the degree to which

11 the furnace itself is insulated other than at the opening

12 or space where the tested assembly is inserted in the side

/') 13 or top of the furnace?
(/,

.14 A I don't know of a specific requirement in that

15 regard.

16 G All right.

:

17 Did you gentlemen hear the Applicant's witnesses say

18 that they just recently found out what the cable insulation

L 19 heat contents would be for the Harris plant?

20 A Yes..
L:

i 21 0- Has that information come before you prior to the
t

'') ' 22 October 10 or 11 submittals?
~s.

23 A We had a telephone conference with them about a

24 week -ago where they ' told me that there were going to be some
Am-Federal Repor ees, Inc.

25 changes, but I was not aware of exactly what the changes were

," ~

. . _ . . _ ~ __,__ _ _ , - , . _ . _ _ _ . . . - _ - - . , ._
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11 ' g6ing to be other than that the heat of combustion cables was

2 different and it would be -- FSAR change would be submitted

3 to correct that.
, (-

_

k-f 4 . g . All right.

5 S, until you complete your_ review of that, you

6 couldn' t say one way or another whether the Applicant's

7 submittalaabout that heat content .and its meeting of'

8 requirements for fire protection is correct?

9 A If I could rephrase your question, are you asking

10 that:are the Applicants providing accurate values of the heat

11 content of the cables?

12 0 Well, I wasn' t asking that, no. Let me try again.

'~T 13 A lot of the analysis of fires or potential fires
Q,1-

'

14 involves cable insulation or the combustible in the Harris

-15 plant, doesn' t it?

16 A Right.

17 0 Now, you've reviewed the previously submitted, that

pg is before October 10th of this year, information concerning

19 the heat content of that cable insulation in various fire ~

20 areas in the Harris plant as submitted at the times we

21 discussed earlier, correct?

22 A Right.

,

23 0 Okay.

24 Now, the new heat content of statements and
Ass-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 calculations based on those, you haven' t reviewed yet?'

4

w
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1 g What I'm saying is, until you complete that review,

2 you can' t validate it, can you?

3 A I'm not -- I guess I'm still not getting the
. , ,

4 ques tion.' As. far as my validating .their claim of what the

-5 exact BTU content is, I can' t do tha t.

6 g Well, would the NRC check references or something?

7 I mean, in other words, if I come and tell you I've got a

8 cable insulation nere of a type such-and-such and its heat

9 content is X, would you check against a reference or test

10 reports on that insulation to see if that heat' content was

11 accurately reported by me?

12 A Well, we would certainly make sure that it was

,/'~4') 13 within an acceptable range or something where you'd normally
w,/

14 eXPe ct .
<

15 g Uh-huh.

16 But would you specifically verify the heat

17 ' co ntents?

'

18 A lb .

19 0 Okay.

20 .Now, in the furnace- test, does the 240,000 BTU

-21 Per square. foot standard -- if we can call it that -- for a

('') - 22 three-hour fire barrier have anything to do with the furnace
v

23 test of method E-119?

24 A Indirectly. If we go back to the building burnout
Am-Federd Reporters, Inc.

| 25 -tests that Mrs.Serbanescu referred to this morning, the

|:

-- - . .- .
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' combustible loading in those' buildings was measured on, whatj
.

..it was, I believe was wood cribs or lumber piled in certain
2

3 Piles, and what they did was calculated how many pounds

~

4 per square foot of wood was used. And for the type of wood

'

-5 they were using, the heat content was 80,060 BTU's per pound.

And this has been carried along through the years
- 6

and related to the time-temperature that, if you have, I'

7

believe it was.10 pounds per square foot is a one-hour fire,
8

;9 80,000 BTU's per square foot.

And so it's used as a measure. Sort of a quantitative
10

ij way of assessing things.

12
g Now, . let me ask you this. A three-hour fire, .

'an actual three-hour firc, would have to keep burning for
Q(A' 13

ja three , hours, .:right?
,

A. Right. (|
15

16 g Okay.

17
Now, so in this original burning up of a building.

r simulated. building with wood in it, as you describe, it
18

would have had to have taken three hours to burn up the; 19
,

L 30 pounds per square foot of this g),000 BTU per pound wood,I 20
'

r

corre ct?21, ,

.. .(~'s 22 A. Yes.
a,Q<.

[- 23
g Is .it possible for some things in a nuclear plant

to burn -- have . heat generation rates faster than this[ 24
Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

..

25 80,000 BTU per hour?

|'

'

. . - . . - _ - . . - . - - - - _ - - _. . . _ . _
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~

. 4

When- you say faster, . could you expand ob that a
.1

A

T -
*

, .

f2 little : bit? .
,

#
,;.- 3 G' Well, okay.

p'
4 Well, let's say ;--

:5 .A- (Witness Ferguson) Excuse me. I~want to clarify. '

p, -

-6 You said a heat generation. rate of 80,000 BTU's per hour.
'

~

-

7 Did you mean to say 80,000 BTU's per square foot, which is

4- 8 the number you used7--

9 G Yes, I just -- I realized when you started to ask

' ~

:10 that that' th&t's correct. 80,000 per square foot' per hour,

t

11 A. I . don' t recall that is not.'a heat generation rate --
-

12 G .Well, it's a heat generation rate per square foot of

13 the fire area, right?

14 A.~ Only if ..you put a time on it. If yo'u say you burn
4

15 it -up in one.. hour, then I -- s

16 G Okay.
'

17 'I.see what you're saying. I agree with you. Let
r

|' '18 ~ me try to phrase the question.
~

!t
l 19 A. ~ I'm not sure that we understand your question.-

p. i

L 20 G- I understand your point. Let me try to rephrase ..the
I

L >

|. 21 question.-'

. .

- 22 A. (Witness Eberly) Combustible loading is what_ you
~

\ -

j; ' .23 mean.

|

[ .

' ~

.24 .G ~ Now the ' combustible loading is in BTU's per square foot,
i Aes Federal Repo,ters. Inc.

'25 correct?

|
4

, , . '.
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j A -' Rig ht.,

2 G. Now the heat generation would be in BTU 's -h the

3 heat- generation, which would be in BTU's per hour, correct?

N/ A (Witness Ferguson) Yes.
~

4

5 g- Now, what I'm asking for is sort of a hybrid of

6 these and I don' t even know if it has a standard name. But,

.c 7 in other words, are there combustibles in the Harris nuclear

8 plant or parts of it? - For example, diesel fuel, which could

19 generate more heat per square foot per hour in a fire area

30 than the 80,000 BTU per square foot per hour of this. E-119

11 standard. fire?.

12 .A Yes, okay. I understand your question.

. "p 13 The 80,000 BTU's per square foot which, over the(
V

14 years the' fire protection engineers'have come along and said

- 15 okay, this is a one-hour fire. This is based on the burning

16 of w od.- And your- question is , well, noW, if I use diesel

y7 oil, is that going to give me a one-hour fire or a shorter

. 18 r longer fire, or what?

i

i 19 It depends very much on the specific situation. If
~

20 there is, a tank of diesel fuel, have you spilled it on thei

!

21 ground, is it a mill thick, is it' an inch deep. It depends

f(~) 22 on the configuration,.tthe amount of air available.
v

23 And most of the research studies done over the past

t

; 24 50 years have found that in the case of diesel oil, for
[ Am+.swei nepo,tas, Inc.

25 example, the temperature will go up and exceed the . temperature,

:

t_
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|

l
'

11 -the time temperature curve in the first few minutes, but then

'

2 it will drop down way below it for the remainder of the |

3 exposure period.
7
' \d And the way you average. it all out isi.by calculating-

4

<- 5 the-area under the curve.

6 G And that would be a total heat input?

7 A Time versus temperature, yes.

8 G All right. Oka y.

9 Let me ask you this. Did you review the history

10 'of ractual industrial or marine diesel fires, diesel fuel

11 fires, in your evaluation of the Harris plant diesel day tanks,

-12 and diesel building fire protection?

7'T 13 A Well, I relied on my, you know, past knowledge and
V

14 experience.

-

15 G Have you ever dealt with such a fire?

16 A Oh, yes.

17 G Okay.

18 Was that as a marine engineer, was that with the

19 Coast Guard?

20 A Well, then as well as, you know, in my education.

21 Learning the principles of how flammable liquids burn.

'

(~D 22 G In other words ,in your education, you'd go through
\_/

23 case studies or histories of such fires?

24 A That's correct.
Ammes nepo,tm, ene.

25 G And then you still recall that pretty well?

- - - - -. - . . - - . - . . - .
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1 A. As best as can be established after a number of years.

2 Q. Well, what I mean ist, did you go back to your old

.
3 textbooks or your old notes when' you were going through the

'
4 : Harris -plant diesels and check about diesel fires there?

5 A. Well, I didn' t have the need to, when I did the

6 Harris review.

-7 Q Well, what knowledge of diesel fires did you use

8 in the Harris review?

9 A Well, c ould you relate it to a specific question. or

10 Part of. that revie'w

11 A. Well, for example, the approval of the exception

.12 or deviation for naving more fuel in those day tanks than

~ (l 13 your guidelines provide, did you look at the additional fire-
L .)

14 proof pote ntial of having more fuel in there?

15 A- Yes.

-- 16 I looked at the fire protection proWided in the

17 arrangement of the day tank room.and I_ guess the thing in

18 mind is that once you are going to put a thousand gallons of

19 ' diesel fuel-in a room, you are not increasing the ha zard that

20 much more by making it 3,000 gallons , because yo u have to

21 consider that you've got an enclosed t:t k and I think at the

7 22 time of tne retinw, it was a seismically qualified tank(d
23 or capaDie of withstanding the SSd. So I didn' t consider that

24 it was . going - to be a catastrophic f ailure. The tank isn't
Aes-Federst Reporters, Inc.

25 going to break in half and dump all the fuel to the floor. If

._. -. . . -. .. --- . . . _ - . - . . .. --
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1 there's going to be any kind of a leak, it's just going to be

2 a small leak. And' then you have to consider how much oil do

3 you need to get into the lower flammable range of diesel fuel._,

,-
5 i, ,,

*- , '4 And ~ it's way below 1,000 gallons. So by increasing from
r-

- :5 1 ,00 0 to 3,0 00 gallons, I didn't see that much greater of
~

6 a; ha zard.

7 0 could a fire, a diesel fire in that area or o ther
,

I8 fires ca us e the tank to rtpt ure?

9 A. I imagine if there was no intervention by tne

10 sprinkler system or the plant fire brigade. A rd if th e

11 verting from the tank was -- the capacity was overcome by

12 the _ temperature generated by the fire, it could cause a

( 13 r tpture. B ut there are three. things that wouldehave to f ail

End.19 14 .first.

I 20 fis. '15

| 16

~17

'

.18
.

+

19

20

21

-|,
-g - 22 <

'
23

: 24
Ase-resec: nepo,wn, Inc.

25

;
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.

..# 20 :WRBwbl i G Do you know what the flame temperature of a

.2 diesel ~ fire is? You were talking about it going up higher

3 than the time-temperature curve early on.__

/T
' \.^J

4 A I would say it is, depending on where you measured

5 it,'it's in the vicinity of 2000 degrees.

6 g In your Answer 17, toward the bottom of page 11

7 of your prefiled testimony, gentlemen, I just want to clarify:

8 Are all specific fire barrier locations.and

9 qualifications contained in those two documents that you cite

10 there for the Harris plant?

II A I would have to ~ qualify that tur saying I believe ,

12 most of them are. There may be one or two that, you know,

() 13 elude me at the present time.
U

14 g All right.

15 Would those others also have been available for

16 your review if they are not in those documents?

17 A I would think so.

18 g- But you don't know for sure?

19 A I can't say that I've seen 100 percent of every-
. _ .

.20 thing, no.

21 g Okay.

- [D .22 In Answer 19 on page 12-- Strike that.>

-(/

23 Could I refer you, instead, to the Standard

24 . Review Plan, page 9.5.1-25?
Amfesores neporters, Inc.

25 A Yes. Go ahead.
.

l
. .- _ -- .. - .. .. -
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;WRBwb27 .I g This is a listing of requirerrents for fire brigade

2 training--in practice and drills, is it not? '

,

.3 A. Yes.,-.

k,)
'4 % . Item.2, near the top of the page, like the second

5 paragraph, right under the note there, states,

6 "The instructions should be provided

7 by qualified individuals who are knowledgeable,

-8 experienced and suitable trained in fighting the

9 types of fire that could occur in the plant and in

10 using the types of equipment available in the

Il nuclear power plant."

12 Do you understand " types of equipment" there to

$ 13 include. types of fire fighting equipment?

I4 A. That would be my reading of it.

15 g I asked " include," not limited to.

16 Now, which of you, if either, reviews the

17 qualification of the individuals who are to conduct training

18 of the fire brigade at Shearon Harris?

19 A. Neither.

20 g All right.. I guess that takes care of that.

21 Answer 19, back again on page 12, please. The

(} '22 other alternatives to fire barriers, I think Mr. Eberly

23 already talked about providing an alternative shutdown

24 capability for the control room.
Ase-Federal Repo,ters, Inc.

' '25 In the second part of that, "A deviation could

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

(WRBwb3- 'l be r'equest'd for'a combination of other features if theye

:2 : provide 'an equivalent level of protection."

.

'3 Is there guidance in the Standard Review Plan

y'
4 - for ifiguring' out'.what an equivalent level of protection-

5 would be?
.

"

.6 ' A. - No ,'

7 g1 All right.

*

8 In|your Answer 20 below there, you talk about

'

09 ; consequences of fire exposure being evaluated in terms of !

t

;10 damage. to equipment installed in the fire area.

II '- in the fire hazards analysis did the-Where, ,

.

12 applicants evaluate damage to equipment installed in.the'

.

13 ' fire areas? Is that part of the.9;5A-analysis, or is it-

14 in~ some other part of it?''

'

~15 A. 'I'd have to say that is best addressed in the, -

,

16 - sa'fe. shutdown, analysis. For example,' they pick an area-

17 ' and'they have to analyze whether, if there is redundant~

equipment in -there, could it be damaged frcia a fire, andL18 L-
,

h 'l9 ' then do they need to Provide a one-hour or'u.iree-hour
F

_

" ' 20 barrier.

f7 -
21 .G So, really, this means damage to redundant-

i

22 equipment, does it not?

-23 ' A. Not necessarily.-

,

,

I

24 0 Okay.
Ass. pens,es noe,es, , Inc..

; 25 . Is evaluation of damage to all equipment in an

,

s f

-, ,
a
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IERBwb4 I - area always carried out in this analysis?

2 .A Well, it depends on what the equipment is.

3 ~

,._ y g Well, safety related equipment, let's say.
>\
%). -

4 A Right.

15 I guess what I was trying to get at was, you

6 could'have a room witn charcoal filters in it, just one

7 train,-not redundant. And, you know, the applicants'

8 evaluation has~gone through and looked at the charcoal

9 filters and said, Yes, they could be damage.to the charcoal
,

10 filters, so they provided a suppression system or something

II for this, for the charcoal filters, even though it has a

I2 redundant counterpart elsewhere.

.(} 13 G Are the charcoal filters in separate fire areas,

I4 separate trains?'

15 A I don't know.

16 A (Witness Ferguson) Another meaning of this

17 remark is that you have, for. example, a fire area which has
!

18 only one division in it. The analysis might be that if

19 we turn up this entire area we lose one division, and we

20 still have divisions other. places. That would be the.

21 extent of the analysis.
s

22 % Okay.'( )
23 So that would be, rather than a direct evaluation

24 of the consequences of fire exposure, you'd just say Well,
7 Ase-Federal Reporte,s, Inc.

25 in the worst case it all burned up, you'd just lose it all?
.

-.- p. m ,, ,--g -e-.gp ww ,w,a, y p. ,v.ey,. ,y w y. efm- g g y,,y
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d

~n

cWRBwb5' I A. _That's the first step in the analysis, to <

,
-

,

W. .2 . decide whether you'r'e dealing with a sensitive area or you're

1. .
~

.3 not. It's when you get'down'to, if you do all'that then you>

:
-

v
, . f4.

. .

have~a. problem ~that-you go into a more detailed analysis.> -'

,

-
.

5 :G: Let me ask you about piping penetrations through
4

-6 fire' walls . or ' fire b'a'rriers, or floors or ceilings , for that

; 7 -matter, Atithe Harris plant.

8 -Are there standards'in the Standard Review Plan

9 for-evaluating -- how can.I say it? --how tight or' fire.

|, - 10 resistant penetrations for'a bunch of pipes that go through>

.

11 .'a' wall,./or a pipe that goes through a wall-or ceiling,
'

,

> - 12 -.that, kind'of thing, are?
. ;

,

fT - 13 A. (Witness Eberly). Yes; the same standards would

|'' Y
: -14 apply to.any penetrations of a fire barrier.
L

'

-

15 4 And it would have to have some kind of a fire, _ ..
-r,

g
_

16 ~ seal in it?
; ..

.
i.17, A. - Right;..you have to fill the hole around'~it..

+
.

h

[ .18 A. (Witnes's - Ferguson) Or evaluate in'some way. In
,

u

_

some cases there are pipe. penetrations which require clearance
'

91:
_ _

b+ 20 for-movement, for expansion, seismic and'that sort-of thing.-

p
V' 21 And 'if;. there - are: openings, -if the openings are not sealed,"

22 as'Mr. Eberly said, .then the effect of those openings would~

. g

; :23 'have'to be analyzed and shown to be of no problem.
!-

.24 G Okay.

L W nosonnes.Inc.
L 25 In that area also would you depend on the

,

7.... -- P

- , e a . .,-~.vn.v. , . ~ , , . , - . - . . , , , , , , , ~ - ...e ---,_-,,,_ner-.,-.n.r-,,-_.
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WRBwb6. 1 appilcant's QA problem for verifying that those appropriate

2 seals of redundant systems were installed?

3 A
7 .

'(Witness Eberly) Right; the QA program as
\' \

" ' ~ ' +
4 Lwell as the plant tech specs.

5 G Okay.

6 Now, the plant tech specs will be something that

7 the NRC staff.could enforce were the plant in operation;

-8 right?.

^9 A Right.

10 g v ay.

'll The consequences of fire exposure, it says,

12 .also may be evaluated in terms of.the adequacy of the fire
.

{ ') 13 area boundaries, as I read this Answer 20.
.o

14 Am I interpreting that right, gentlemen?

15 A Yes, I believe so.

16 G Okay.

17 What sort of evaluation of the adequacy of
.

18 firearea boundaries have you found in your review?
-

19 A Well, I don't have anything specific in mind for

'20 .the Harris plant; but what we're getting at here is that

21 fire area boundaries are normally a three-hour barrier. The'

/~j 22 applicants have the option of' coming to us and saying, We have
-v-

23 a fire area here and there is nothing in it but water tanks,

24 and in the adjacent room there is nothing but other water
Aes-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 tanks, so we would like to propose using only a one-hour

i

~ '

.,.,m..,,~..,-,-r,,r.,,--,ma..e.-,., n-..--, - -n,..,- .. . , - . + , - , . . , . , . , , - . , . . - - - - . . , - , -
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WRBwb7 _1 ba'rrier-instead'of'a three-hour barrier. And then they do

2 an evaluation based on the hazard and the combustible loading

_

3 -and so, showing,that the one-hour barrier is acceptable in
],]' A
'' - -4 lieu of a three-hour barrier.

~

5 g. .Is the basic requirement a three-hour barrier,

'
6 and everything else is exceptions to that?

7 A well, for fire area boundaries the basic require-

8 ment is for a three-hour barrier. We don't enforce that for'

9 exterior walls unless there is some outside hazard such as

10 transformers or oil tanks immediately adjacent to the
s

'll building.
,

12 Also, you could have a fire area boundary that

' ~

t

.')[V-
13 ends at a' stair tower. And I believe, as Mrs. Serbanescu

14 pointed out yesterday, the stair towers are two-hour

'

15 barriers with-one-and-a-half-hour doors, which is standard

16 industrial protection. And if that is part of the barrier,
s

17 .we don't require that the stair tower be upgraded to ac

18 three-hour boundary.

~

19 G Okay. .

20 Now, are the two-hour barrier and the one-and-a-

21 half-hour doors sequential in access to that stair tower

. f'') 22 fire area? Do you have to go through both of them to get
w

- 23 into the stair well?

24 A No; the stair well itself, the concrete part of
, A=-ressres neporari, Inc.

25 the stair well is two-hour. The door is one-and-a-half-hour.

~
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,

=WRBwb8 1 But it's closed from bottom to top. So if you do have a
s

'2 fire in one area it'has to burn its way into the stair tower,
-4 -

3 go up the stair-tower, and then burn its way out. So;_

()
4 essentially 'you're burning through two one-and-a-half-hour

5 4 barriers.-

6 .G Okay.- I see what you're getting at.

7 It also says at- the bottom of that page,

8 "If redundant equipment required for

9 safe shutdown located in the fire area could

10 sustain damage, . then appropriate fire ' protection

'll measures - are provided within the fire ares."
'

12 Are there criteria for appropriate -- for those- .

^N 13 measures?[O
-14 A Yes; that would be either Section 3G of

15 Appendix R or SectionCS-b of the Standard Review Plan,,

16 9.5.1.

17
- .

End-20 18.

19

20
.

21
.

('') 22
w-

23

24-
Aes-Federe Reporters, Inc.r

25

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



;r, - ,
~-

-

!

} WRB#217; 4747-> s

' wrb/ag;bli
;.,

'

-& 1

~

dnd-those cover that?4-

12 A'- .Yes.
n .

' :3 4 Enow let me ask with respect to answer.21, item-.e ;
-

4 ,. "' 14 little "a" on page 13, is this "a" method-used at Shearon-

-

*

.5 Harris ' fort any cable, safety .related cables?

~6 'A- In' some cases ..

7 4( Okay.'

8 Have:you evaluated;the protection of the structural*

9 . steel forming part of or supporting the fire barriers for

10 that cable?

11 A As farias I can recollect they have protected it

12 - cI don't ' recall that they have. singled it out as a -

(~~-t} ;: -13 - deviation.
j

14 4 Okay-.

15 And-have you reviewed it yourself?-

16
, A- - No, I' haven't lookediat the specific drawings

11 7 or.anything like-that.p

18 Q Okay.

x19 Now were either of. the other methods also used

20 at Shearon Harris for any such cable?-

.

21 A 'Yes.-
''

22
wf'- 4 Both of them?< . ,

,

-23 A. Yes..,

24 -q J
--

0kay.
: Am-Federes neparars, Inc.

'

'25 In the beginning of answer. 21 it says your

-
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.s .

'l guidelines:specify that-one train.of cables and. equipment.-

.2 necessary Lto achieve and maintain safe shutdown should be
.

,
=3 - maintained for your fire damage.p

>; .
gj

'4 -Again, does that "should" really mean "must" in

-15 . terms.of'the requirements of the regulations -- or

0 . guidelines, pardon me?

7 A. . 'Asifar as my review that either you met these

8 specifications here in paragraphs little "a~, b and c" or

9 requested a' deviation.,

10 4 Okay.

" And-then the deviation would have to provide

12 alternative. shutdown capability as stated down at the

13
i bottom of the page?

I4 Al It can either be alternative shutdown or it

'15 could ' be another means of -separation, provides an

16 equivalent level for the specific configuration in which

17
'

it is installed.

18 q. I don't believe that alternative was covered in

I9 your testimony, was it?

g 20 'A. 'Well''it is basically the exception process.

'.- ;21
Q Okay.

j ~s

'( ) 22
- I can't find a discussion of exemptions in thatu_ .

23 - part either. Am I wrong?

24 g, 7p:you go to the end of page 14, the last paragraph.
wreseres nepormes, in .

25 4 -Yes?

-

4

- - ~ ~ v , 3 , - w -m y g e -
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~

l' It says:< r

2
, "The' alternative assures that one train

'

,

:3 of' equipment necessary to achieve hot shutdown~

,,

: 1-
5' 4 from either the control room or emergency

-5 control station is free.from fire damage."
,

4 A. On page 14, the part I was referring to is:
.

-7 "... plant specific features may require

8 . protection different than the measures specified.

1

'9 In such a case the Licensee must demonstrate by

10 means of a detailed fire hazards analysis that,

II existing protection or existing protection in

.12 conjunctior, with proposed modifications will

' T ') 13 provide a level of safety equivalent to the
: V.

I4 guidelines in Section C5(b) . "

15 This'is primarily speaking of the exemption or

16 deviation process. ~

17 4 All~right.
,

18 .Now how many exemptions or deviations with

19 ' respect".to safety related cable or instrumentation or

20 power cable are there for the Harris plant?

21 A There are a number-of them. And I think in my-

}} -22 review I grouped a number of them together because they:

,;M
,

23 were' common-types of deviations.

24 And I think in my SER I said there are. nine.
mes neswan, inc.

25 I' think that is in my written testimony here as well.

-_

'

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

'I- Yes,.if I'can refer ~you to answer 22. '

.

,2 ~ q-| -227
,

'3 - A Yes, on page 15
~

7sA V^,

' k./ ;. :4 4 Okay.

5 Those-nine arecall related to cable?

:6 A; -No, in some cases it is equipment as.well.

:7 4 .Okay..

8 What' documents other than the SER contain the
s4

9 analysisfor review that you.made of those nine deviations?

'10-
_ A The information consis s primarily of the.six

11 ~ volumes-of the safe. shutdown analysis. And in Applicants'

12 submittal dated February.24, 1984 and another submittal

^ .13 Idated. June 12, 1984.
~

t

LJ

14 4' I see.

.15 Let.me ask-you about the top of page 15 with

16 --respect to cold. shutdown. It 13 talking about:
~

- 17 "... assuring that-fire damage to a't

.18 .least on'e train is limited such that it can be

'I9 ' repaired.within a reasonable time."

- 20 Do your criteria or standards define " reasonable
~

' 21 . time"~'in any way?
Ag

22 A.' The requirements of Appendix R require that you. (] .
~23 have to be able .to demonstrate the capability to get to

' 24 cold shutdown within 72 hours..

Am-resse.s nepormes, Inc.

25 So therefore if you are going to say I have something

.
-

- ~e

Lu__
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, ,

11 'in this . area and it. isn't needed' for cold shutdown but itg

2 2 can; burn up and I' can repair it, you have to be able to
,

03 repair it_within a time period that will allow you to stills

a

kn .

4

4 - ~5 1 4- Okay.

A 6
'

Have the Applicants submitted such an analysis

7 'of damage to the Shearon Harris plant?

-8 A I don't recall any specific repairs. I do believe
,

'9 thsy have taken' credit for a~ number.of va]ves where they

.

10 can.go'and manually operate them for cold shutdown.
,

11 . hich from our standpoint, manual operation is consideredW

~12 equivalent to a: repair.

, L[ 'I ' 13 4' Concerning the end of answer 22 on page 16
v
''' ~

14 where you say you have concluded an equivalent level of-
.

.

15 ' protection-has been provided, did anyone on the Staff,-

16 dissent'from anycor.those conclusions for any of those
"s, -

e 17 areas?

18 A No.

19 -q. Are you gentlemen confident that one or the other

20 of you would know about it if someone had?
~

21 'A' Well since I wrote it and Mr. Ferguson approved

n

w( )_ 22 it, I feel fairly confident that one of us would know.

U 23 4 You were the only two involved?
;-

24 A And our branch chief and assistant division
A'm noserers, inc.

25 director.

-

.
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,

.1
4~ Four- people were : involved here?

2 ;
.A Righ't .+

'3
A; (Witness Ferguson) I am reviewing our documents,.

! Is_ . "4 but I am sure if somebody dissented w'ith something that- '

<>

'
- was . issued by us, we would hear about it very promptly..

<

6
_

Q Are these determinations circulated then to a

7
'large number of other people?

.A Yes.-

9
Q About how many?

10
A The distribution list:ihas at11easte.174 names on

11
it.

ne
12

4 Okay.

, ?'',)' . . Answer 23 at the bottom says:
13

l

14
"The Applicants have" --nand I presume that

15
thel apostrophe there at the end of the third from the

bottom line of that answer reall'y shouldn't be there.

" Applicants' have committed to design

18
suppression and . detection systems in

-19
conformance with this-guidance." >

'

20
Have those systems been designed yet?

je 'A (Witness Eberly) ' Are you on page 177

;k:m ,,
n ) . 4 Page 16.

'

A' .Page 16.
24

'4 The bottom of answer 23%,, ,,

< .. 25
I'm sorry, I am on your. original copy. On your

, . .
ir

._________.____.___._m.___ __
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,
.. ,y
1 revised one, ' $ t appears - in answer.17. * I wrote my questions -

1'

2 out on your.old' version,.so it.is oY page'17'9n yours."

;.: -

L:n .;j_\'
3 Are those systems that are ref%gred' to on those

~~

uia. , .g ,

e ;
a .

"'
id three lines at the top of-page.17 designed yet? '

;

,.
- '5

. . (\
A 1I would. assume so.

'6 'Q. IBut you - don 't' . know? . !)

7 LAL No, I don'b.

8 4 Will-you-all .be reviewing the design of' them?

9' A 'No, but we will b'e taking a look at it when-

10 :w,el do. our site walkdown in the f' eld .-

11 1 4 .Okay.
,1 :,

:12 Will you -have(#he design documents available
><>

[ :13 .to you.before the walkdown?
, r3

14 'A :Not before. '

,
,

'

; 15 ~ q: All'right.
'

_

,

; -- i ,4 -uc <

16 'Would the inspection of, you know,' construction
sr

- 1.7 ' and installation in ~ accordance with that desist )[Lup
,',o > ' ' ,i;

.

ttApp11 cants'-=QAagainh?)l8
~

g-
->.,,

L 19 A Primarily.- I believe our, regional inspectors 3,
~>

.
l'

,

20 .mayalso.paythemavisiton'o[ccasionduring, construction.-

'

~
. /

7; 21 <eq/f As to question 24 about whehher. the firej.
'

~

(! . |';+

(./,) m_ _ 22
protection guidelines in 9.5.1 of the SRP relied; solely t; =

.. ,

:23 - on the resp'onse of the, fire brigade'or the operation of

.automaticextinguishingsystems,doyouknowif-jContentfon'24"

Am-Federes neporters, Inc. .f
25- 1116 says that either the review plan or the Adplicants'-

Y

#
< - ,, w
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,
I plan.. doe's rely = solely ~on-either of these?

,

2 ' A. (Witness Ferguson) I would stick with the same

'3 'answ'er, that no,nthey don't rely solely on those,=

-
.m-. .~$ , xv ve

'" :4 41 Well I may' have misphrasedmy question.
|i)yy5 - The. question was: with regard to the question,--

:|].IV.
. .

t

9 6 'not~ with regard to: the 'Enswer .but with regard to the question
,

y?~
17 'does# Contention 116 say that either the Applicants' plan

8 ffor fire pro.tection or the Standard Review Plan say4

.i

J9 th*3at-they rely solely:on either of these matters discussed
,><

.

.

, 10 i fin |.this que' tion?s '

3, y>- ;
'

ll ; A. ?(Witn.ess Eberly) No, it doesn't.._o f7 ,-

N7- -Q Okay. -Thank you.
#

ft if,; 13
,,

On~papje.... I am trying to,make sure that I

hp.c 'l4 -have got the sam,e page here.-

;. -

_ . . ', . L15 ; lt appears - to: me that -in answer 211, which begins-

|A i
a 116 'onfpage' 17?of yo,ur corrected copy, if we go over on page-

.
-

.. t
'

'17 18 at trie? tbp' is' the- language that I want to look at.

118 In Ithat :first full paragraph beginning on page-,

a J. r
~~^? 19 1811t says:1

V,4 Y, ,

~

}/,$ ...in spite of steps taken to reduce"

O 21 ~ the probability'of-fire, fires are expected to'

^ '^
'y : (22. ' occur."'v e

=y _s
-

[- 23 .Now what steps to reduce probability of fires are
'

M
1 .i/=. gg
OndWRB#21, - 24 -weLtalk3*.ig about here?
c As.fesores n.porwn. anc. ;j;

' ^'

25
+.

, p. p pqj)(i f
hf h'.

W~
_

q
_ _ _ _ _. - ... .
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~

A The fire protection program that is adminstrative
_

,

' 1 -

. ' patrols , housekeeping, using noncombustible ' controls in

# construction, putting in sprinkler systems , putting in
i 3'

[:.[ . detection systems, and so on.
.

G- Well,now does,the sprinkler.or-a~ detection system
5,

| prevent' _a fire f rom cc curring?*

6
'A' No.

L7'-

4- _So .it's not. really. one 'of these, is it?.

8
.A - Well, no. What we're saying is despite the fact

9
that you' re -putting fire protection in the plant you can' t

10

' eliminate.f.the possibilityz of a fire ever occurring?
11

_

But what'.I'm asking isg ~ Well, I understand that.

-12t

. .
more specifically about this statement. Whereitt talks about

Q 213
V - steps;taken to reduce the probability of fire.

14
~

-- Now I could,: for example,- have a _ warehouse full of

K15-

sprinklers and that wouldn'. t say anything about- the probability
:16

. of 'a fire occurzling - in the . warehouse , would it?

17

A _ I' guess it .would _ depend on how you define a fire
18-

occurring.
19,.

'' ' (Witness Ferguson) I would say no. I think the'A._

20.

early part of Mr. Eberly's t'estimony was directed toward thisy .

21

, .

as essentially .the administrative controls and housekeeping
.

'22

7- and that sort of thing.
~

23

4: Okay,
b 24

Ass-Feded neorners, Inc. Now, . gentlemen,thi.s long paracp aph here in your
' '25'

_

corrected copy goes over fromppage 18 to 19 , I just want to

.

!

t svm v v ~ '~,-~ A + ev~ ~,,v-- ,,m e- ," - - ~ , - -,-~~-~w - e -m s -~+ vm w-e w =~ - , - - -#, ~=ew=,-- - - --~-r we ce r - .- ~ ~w-w - - - = - - - - -
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I ask you in general, and there's a lot of things wlere it
4

2 says, "The fire protection program should insure that a fire

. 3 will not cause loss of function of such systems, a backup

~

4 manual firefightingqcapability should be provided .through the

e

5
'

plant. Portable equipment," and it lists it, "s hould be

6 provided for use by properly trained firefighting personnel.

7 Access should be provided. Adequacy of fire protection

8 should be determined,"and so on.

9 Wnat I want to ask you in line with what we've gone

10 through before about the meaning of "should" is couldnht you

11 just_.as well replace those "shoulds.'f by the word "must" in

12 -each case. Because of the requirements of!your plan, review

(') - 13 . plan?'
v

14 A (Witness Eberly) That's correct. The answer you' re

15 - seeing here_ on page 18 is priraarily a discussion of our

16 fire protection philosophy, but if you see how it has been

17 implemented into our guideline, what you said is entirely

18 correct. You could.. replace it with shall uor must.

19 0 . Al 1 righti.

20 A (Witness Ferguson) The particular problem with

21 should or shall is .whether the information is in the guideline

/m ~

..! ) 22 or in the regulation. The same words in the regulation woQld

23 be shall, the same words -- the same meaning in the guideline

24 would be should.
Ane-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 g Wel1, I believ e you s aid -- and please clarify for

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

s

1 me - . didn't you say t hat in a particular case of fire

2 protection that--the Commission had ordered the Staff to

.- , '3 . evaluate whether, .in f ac t, these particular guidelines for
fr~S --t /

4 ifire _ pro tection were ue t.
''

.

5 A Yes..

6 G. Ok ay. -

7 On page, I believe it's 19 in your copy, you talk

8 about fire protection startingikith design and must be

9 carried through all phases of construction and operation..

10 -Now, does that then mean .that the -- well, I think

11 it's covered in your statement that the quality assurance

12 program you're talking about there would have to cover all<

[[~) 13 these phases that are discussed in the next sentence, design.
. xs .

14 construction and-operation.

15 Has the NRC evaluated CP&L's QA on fire protection,

16 to your Imowledge?
A (Witness Eberly)

17 If the QA program is being evaluated by anyone,

18 it's going to be region II, and I don't know if they've looked

19 at it yet.

20 g Okay.
,

,

21 The answer 26 concerning the field visit,is that

r~

(x_/( .22 field ' visit the walkdown?

23 A Yes.

24 g It says, "This visit can only be made at a very
; .hFederd Reporters, Inc.

25 late stage of construction when. the majority of the fire

4

, ,- ,r mee- e,,- r m, - w -
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1 Lprotection systems have been installed. What percentage have

.

^2 to be installed in. order for- you to be able to do this walk-

3 down?
4 ,)

~ A. Our. general requirements on the timing of our site

,

L' 4 _

5 : visits are that 9 5 percent of the cables inthe plant have

6 been pulled and terminated. 'Jhe secorx1 half being that we
,

7 will calloup our resident inspector at the site an1 ask him

8 what is the physical status of construction, are there lots

9 of scaffolding dni otler obstructions that if we came we

: 10 couldn't s ce anyt hing. Anx1 if there are, we will pos tpone

11- - it until the plant is fairly well cleaned up that we can

12 . ge t- into the a rea to s ee the. t hings that we are desiring to,

- (') 13 s te .

-- Q,/ '

-14 g Okay.

15 And that would include things like the detectors,

~ 16 the sprinklers, piping, the wiring, and so on, that we

17 discussed earlier?

18 A. That:'s right. It doesn' t do ts very much good if

19 we go into a room in thei plant and they s ay, well, here's
_

20 where the pump is going to be. We ' d like to s ee it there.

. 21 g Now, would you, in your ' opinion, have to audit

(l. 22 QA to confirm that adequate defense indepth has been provided?
V

23 A No.

24 g to either of you gentlemen have knowledge of
- Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 the number of fires that have oc curred in areas containing

q

_ , - - _ _ __ __ _. _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ .
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_j ' safety related equipment-at nuclear power plants?

2 1. No.

[~ 3 A (Witness Ferguson) No.
O

Ukl ' 4 .G. You don' t engage in any probability analysis?

-5 A. ( Witne ss Eberly) Not me.

~

6 A. (Witness Ferguson) We try to avoid it. We do

7 review some of the analysis that has been done by licensees.

8 g Okay.

'9 A. 'Ihere are_ some specific numbers on that in t he
_

10 introduction section of the standard review plan- that goes
.

11- back to what was published back in 1976 or so.

End 2 2 ' 12

)

14
d

15

16

17

18

19

20
.

21

$[\ .

3 22

!~ 23

24
. Ass-Feder) Reportersiinc.

2S

" '

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



-. _ -

..

LI WRB/agb'l
;WRB#23-

.

<

.

And that -is in your Staff Exhibit 7, right?_j- Q c
,

_
2 A Right."

:3 4_ Let's see if I can get this straight.'

c

]' { . .

28 ': 14 Do firesfaffecting. equipment necessary for shutdown1

-- 5
'ofca' nuclear-plant.which occur have to be reported'to

6 somebody at the< NRC, to your knowledge?

7 A. (Witness Eberly) Yes.

8 4 LSo that information"could be found in the records

asbto how many.had occurred --
._9

:10 A .Yes.'

11 .QL -- when and how?'

12 A 'Yes, depending on the severity.

'D 13 4 .Is'there:.aLkind of<a lower. threshold for
L ,i .

ja reportable severity, _ is that what you . are getting at?

15 A I believe so.o

16 Q. But you don't know what it is?.
_

.

17 A- ' No't off the top of my head, no.

18 Q- ;When you gentlemen' stated in answer 29 that the
~

.

'

19 -fuel- oil day tanks were provided with all these various

20 1 things-in accordance'with your. guidelines, you did not

-

'21 intend, did-you, to be' deceptive in leaving out the

: /~) -- 22 deviation-about the number of gallons in the tanks?
*x

23 A . It wasn't our intent to be deceptive.

24 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, I would object to this

Am-Fasers n pon.n, inc.

25 . kind of_ questioning. The deviation -- the type of

I -
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.

A '

~

ll [ deviation I believe is1 clearly set forth in the SER4

issued L n November .1983. That /is th'e deviation that was'2 i
.

f3 requested. 'It.is notfa ruling on the deviation'but itj_ ,

4 :was requested.
^' ~

'5 JUDGE KELLEY: There is a pending request.for
-

J6 d deviation, is -that right?
e

'7 ; WITNESS EBERLY: No, it has been granted, your

'8 ' Honor.,

79 ~ JUDGE -KELLEY : That has been granted?

10 -WITNESS EBERLY: Yes.

'll JUDGE-KELLEY: I thought you were objecting to-

12 ' the . dec'eption . element .

ST~'I 13 .MRS. MOORE: I am. I think that the
X.s

'l4 characterization of being deceptive is an unwarranted

15 characterization since Mr. EddlemanLis on notice that

16 . deviations were requested in the SER which11s also in

17- 'the record of this proceeding..

<-

-18 JUDG: KELLEY: Okay. I agree. The question

19 Lisfasked and answered though, let's just go ahead.

20 MR. EDDLEMAN: I ask him did he intend, I

21 -didn't-say he:did.
'

){
22 JUDGE KELLEY: I think the objection still pertains.

'23 - Why don't you go ahead?
-

24 MR. EDDLEMAN: That is really about all I had
Asefeder*) Reporters, Inc.

-25 Eon that.-

t

'

i
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.

I Let me see: this is about diesels, it is not'
'

~

2 .about' deceptions.1

(.;,, '3 BY.MR. EDDLEMAN:
1 \

4''
;Q In answer 29 again you mention a manual release .

!5 Jforithe sprinkler . system being provided for those diesel

;6 : day' tank' areas.

17 Do you-know where^that release is located?

-
. 8 A (Witness Eberly) No, I don't.

9
,

- Q' Were you gentlemen involved in' preparing the

10 Staff responses to interrogatories from me to the Staff-

II 'on Content' ion'll67

12 A yes,

j#'[ 13 Q You are the same people identified there, right?-
%f

14 A' Yes.
_

l'5 Q Okay.

16 Thank you'very-much, that completes my questioning.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Okay.

18 Well it seems sensible to stop at this point.

19 Do you anticipate redirect?
,

?20 MRS. MOORE * Very brief redirect.

21 JUDGE KELLEY: Well the Board may have a few
. . , . .

[Asfl-
'22 questions but it'is almost 6: 00 and I think they want

23 their speakers back anyway.

24 Is there anything else that we need to raise
< As..Federd nepori e., Inc.

25 this evening?

!-
L .a---- -____.__:_. .__ - . . _ - . .
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- l - You will recal1$ that tomorrow we are going to
'

2*

. have another'one of these bucolic affairs in Apex. We

L3 will start at.9: 00. I see no furthe r comments .
.: 1:'

'' 14 10ne.from Mr. O'Neill..

5 MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Chairman, the first day of

6 the. hearing we distributed an order of testimony presentation.

7 JUDGE KELLEY: Right.
-

H :8 -;MR . O 'NEILL : With respect to Eddleman 9,-which
,

9 we' assume we will start pretty early tomorrow, we had-
.

10 ' listed Applicants' eight panels and NRC Staff.

<- 11 We have talked to ---and beginning with introductory

?12 _ piece and then 9A and 9B and 90 and on down.,

} '13 We have talked with both Staff Counsel and,

14 Mr.LEddleman and both have agreed that we could put on

.15 first 90, Mr. Miller and Dr. Dakin, which hopefully would

16 allow Dr.- Dakin to be excused and not have to return next '

17 week. EHe has some schedule conflicts next week and it-

-18 seemed --to be a reasonable adjustment of that schedule

19 cfor that accomodation.:

20 So we would move that the Board expect a change
~

'

21 'in'the' schedule in that respect.

-m.

: 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Fine. We appreciate your'i )
23 mentioning it now. It will affect our reading for tomorrow.

24 MR. O'NEILL: There'is a second part of this
Ass-Faterd Fsporters,' inc.

25 : motion.

_-

a, -- - - - - . - , - - - - - - x_ _ - . . - - - _ - - - - . - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - u---__- -*--- ---m-&
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11 JUDGE'KELLEY: Okay. Granted in part.,
,

;2 MR. O'NEILL: The second part is Eddleman 9,

^

'3
-j is.a series'of seven disparate allegations regarding facets

d ).
'

'' 4 :of environmental. qualification program.

5 ~ An NRC Staff.. witness is listed at the end of

6 this order of presentation. However, for the clarity of

7 the record and = this proceeding, we would propose -- and
1

8 Staff Counsel-will agree -- Mr. Eddleman doesn't agree at

9 theJmoment -- that after'each of Applicants' panel that

10 Mr. Masciantonio be put on the stand for cross-examining

11 on his aspect Ldf. it so that we could close each of these

12 separate issues as each area is completed. I think that

Lf'j '13 will:make it much easier to review .the record and also,
'

; N/
Id to the-extent'that our technical experts must remain =

15 until the end'of the Staff testimony so we have someone
'

16 to advise ;us, it' allows them again to leave at the end
,

~17 of . their-' proc eeding . So that is the second part of our
~

;18 ' motion.-

'

19 JUDGE KELLEY: How many out of town experts have

'20 you got, apart from Dakin and Miller?

'21 MR. O'NEILL: Mr. Dakin and Mr. Miller are here

[v} 22 .from Pittsburgh. And'Mr. Bucci and Mr. Pagan are here

23 from New York. And of course our fire protection people

24 will have to go'back tomorrow.
: Ass-Federd Reporters, Inc.

25 JUDGE KELLEY: We should be through with them,

9-
<
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Ithough, cfair1y early in 'the morning, I would think.'

~

2 -Did.you particularly decire to get out of here
.

3"

*today or is that;all right?.

i 4

[4 MRS. SERBANESCU: -It is all'right..

5 JUDGE ~KELLEY: I would..th*nk we should be done

6 at'.'10:00 or 10: 30, something like that.

'7 Okay. I understand the second part. So did

8 -Mr. Eddleman.

~

9 ' Do you have a problem with that?

10 ' =MR. EDDLEMAN: Yes, Judge. I think this is what

II is called by the lawyers a vigorous objection. .I think

12 it is ' far t;oo late to be bringing this stuff up. I first

[] :13 ' heard atiout it this morning and I would like to point out
w

I4 a couple of. things about this.

15 Tte first thing is that the Applicants themselves
,

16 prepared this order and made a motion -- a propo u with

17 the-other parties to approve it. We went to .; Board
,

18 and read it into the transcript. I think ' they had

19 problems with 'it it .was their responsib111: / to take care

20 of that. I relied on it in preparing my plan for how to

21 work up cross on these things; it is a lot of work. This

"[ j' 22 throws it off.

23 I would also point out that as to Mr. Miller,and
24

. Mr.'Dakin, I think Dakin is the one that has got the time
Aeofederal Reporters, Inc.
'"

25 nroblem and we are taking care of him by putting him first,.

}cndWRB#23 which I.have agreed to.

w _- . ._. __ _ .. - _ _ _ - _ _ . . _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _-_ _ __
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1 Bucci and Pagancare all the way up to 9G anyway,
.

:2 and they've got;to stay here to the end anyhow. And as a

13 -practical matter.of| fact, we are not-going to get those;,

I[ ?
..4 guys out of here any faster by having the Staff witness come !

|
'~'

{
15 ~on after each part or not.

6 ' But I just~ think that it is very unfair of the<

,

'7 Applicants to spring this on me at the last. minute, really

8 .even beyond the start of the hearing. I've heard them

9 numerous-times.saying well, if you want to change the

10 schedule, you should at least say it at the start of the

II hearing. That was not done in. this case.

;12 And I come back to the last part which is they

~

.
13 ' prepared the. schedule, and doggone it, at this point I think

14 they.should have to stick to'it.
,

15 ' JUDGE KELLEY: Well, I think the point that I at

16 least would like to' focus on the most with'you, so I underst'and

'17 it exactly, is how are you prejudiced in practical terms by
!

18 this kind of a' change?

!' 19 MR. EDDLEMAN: Well, I think in several ways.

I< 20 First, if they really talk about closing out an

21 ' issue, to the extent that some of these issues might

interrela te , I certainly would have my best chance to tie this22 LI C) '

F Q
l. 23 up with the Staff's witness who covers all of them.

.

In other words if I asked Applicant about it they24

| Aspfeile,el Repo,te,s, Inc.

25 may say, well, you know that's the next panel, that's Smith ''

. _ . . . _ _ _ - _ . -
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1 and Jones or, you know, that's~ Brown and Green. And'it may be
|.

2 -a little hard to tie those things together.

3 Also I think it throws my preparation offp
'

>
~ 4 terribly because I'm working on my questions for the Staff

5 independently, and I put that off until the end. I haven't

6 touched it.. I thought that was sonething I would, you know,

7 start working on next week. I mean there's a lot of

8 witnesses between now and the Staff's on this schedule.

9 Also I'm worn out myself, and I just don't know

10 if I can deal with it. I~really don't.

II . JUDGE KELLEY: Is it possible to isolate the

12 portions of Mr. -- is it Masciantonio? Is that the correct

fi 13 . pronunciation?
v

Id MRS. MOORE: That's correct, your IIonor.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: -- and the portion or portions

16 of his testimony that have to do with the related testimony

17 of Witnesses Miller and Dakin?

18 MRS'. MOORE: Yes, your lionor.

I9 Mhen I was approached by Applicants' Counsel I

'20 -agreed to this motion but I wanted it understood that

21 cross-examination would only be on specific pages of the
~

[ l' 22 testimony which I would mention at the time that the
v

23 cross-examination began.

24 He have-- I believe if you look at the Staff's
Ase+mswer nepo,wr , inc.

2f testimony, cach item is separately set out. It is not a
.

- _
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I -separate question, but'it is preceded by a quote of the

2 : concern,:so.that you can= split out each of the concerns in

_3 the contention.: ],%\ '

s >
4 JUDGE 1KELLEY: Part C if you will?

'~'

:S MRS. MOORE: _Yes, you could' split out Part C.

6 JUDGE KELLEY: You indicate that 'you consent to
~

,

'7 this proposed change. .Do you support it enthusiastically? Do

s8 Lyou do this with reluctance? Do.you think it is a good idea

9 or_a bad idea yourself?

10 MRS. MOORE: I can't say I was enthusiastic

II ~about it. It is easier for a witness to be on the stand once

12 of course, but I' understood there was some need for Applicants'

.(e) 13 witnesses, certain of them, to leave earlier, and I agreed-to

..V
I4 'it on that basis.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: What about Mr. Eddleman's point

16 .that your. other two out-of-town witnesses, I think from

I7 New York, are last anyway?

18 MR. O'NEILL: With respect to the other out-of-

I9 town. witnesses, that's true. But certainly some of the
~

20 other Applicants' witnesses .who are even here at the site.

21 could go back to work rather than sit back for a week.'

v

m
22 ' JUDGE KELLEY: That's true.j i

-23 MR. O'NEILL: I think equally important, quite

24 -frankly, is-just that just this record make some sense when
Aems n pe,me., Inc.

25 one is' going through it, and that we motion we made will

I
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-I .certainly do''that.

2 LAnd-I find it hard to really believe that

'3 Mr. Eddleman is. prejudiced to the: extent that one would think,-v
: l
~' ^

'd itfwould be easier to prepare one's cross-examination on

N ~- the subject matter, looking at the Arrhenius theory once

6 rather1than doing it.now and then seven days from now. I

7 think it would be much easier for the. Board and all the-

8 -parties to' follow'if we don't talk about the Arrhenius thermal

9 agent of RTDs.with a week's interregnum.

10 I suggest it might make a lot more sense to do it

'" all at once.

12 JUDGE KELLEY: I think we. understand the basic

13 points,
u. -

Id Let me ask whether-- Obviously we haven't~ talked

15 -about this. We have already decided we will start with

16 9C, and Miller and Dakin tomorrow in mid-morning.

17 Is there any' reason we can't rule on Part 2 of ,

18 your motion, whether Mr. Masciantonio's appearance should be

I9 ' bifurcated or trifurcated, or whatever the word is, tomorrow

20 morning as opposed to now?

2I MR. O'NEILL: I think in fairness to Mr. Eddleman

.+() 22 we probably should let him know tonight whether he should

23 prepare for Mr. Masciantonio's cross.

'24 MR. EDDLEMAN: With some reluctance, if it would
Ase-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 help-- I mean I think it does do me some damage but I know
,

L
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I you-have to-do adjustments now and again.

2 Let me respond to some of these things that have

3 been said.

'~' 4 : JUDGE KELLEY: All right.

5 MR. EDDLEMAN: One thing is about the other folks

6 -getting back to work. I don't see any reason why when they

7 .~are not on the stand they have to sit here and see the other

8 panels of'their own people on. They would only have to

9 come back the day that fiasciantonio is on and that might

10 actually. be 'less out of their time than this set-up.

~U The other' thing is it would be a lot easier

12 for.me to conduct cross of this witness in the areas I

[') 13 was talking about without the restriction that Mrs. !!oore
v

Id -was talking about' that you can only ask him about certain

15 parts'of his testimony at a time. Then I can't even

16 ask him is that consistent with your testimony there or

17 there or if~I want to I have got to be able to remember

18 it for days because I don't have the instant transcripts

19 that these folks have.

20 JUDGE KELLEY: Well that is significant.

~ 21 I guess without thinking, it is true, I thought Mrs. Moore

X
[ 22 was doing you a_ favor by saying we will restrict it to

23 page eight,' lines 10 through 17, something like that. And

24 you are saying that that is going to hamper you, is that
. Ase Feewei neporwes, Inc.

25 right?

._____ -_ _
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I
, MR. EDDLEMAN: dell in that respect, yes.

2 In other words, it would be shorter pieces to prepare for

3 'it-but there wouldn't be the opportunity to interrelate or,_

' A) l [to ask> consistency across the treatment of different things.''

5 I also think it would probably be more efficient

6 in terms-of my cross to have him up there once and to ask

7 'him'th'ese things rather than by going to it several times: in

8 one area, one area, one area, I am probably more likely

9 to take more total time with him than if I have him there

10 once.

II - Now as to this question of getting everything

12 .together in the: transcript, I think all of us are perfectly

[} 13 competent to find where his testimony starts and flip
(s

Id back and for'th in the'trancript to where the other people's
.

15 is.and compare it, I think we can do that. So I don't

16 see that as any great advantage.

17 JUDGE KELLEY: Just as a point of information,

18 the portion of Mr. Masciantonio's testimony that would,

19 pertain to Part C and this first panel we are going to

20 have tomorrow, can you identify that in the testimony?

2I HRS. MOORE: I am afraid I don't have it right
.;<

f} 22 with me at the moment. Can I have a moment to see ik I
a

23 can locate it?

'24 JUDGE KELLEY: Sure.
; Asafederal Reporters,Inc.

25 (Pause.)

____-_ _ _ _ _ - -
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I -JUDGE KELLEY: . Is- the gentleman here from
,

'2'

.th'e sound. system people?
i

3 ~

/s VOICE: I don't believe he is here yet. He
!

4 said he would be here around 6 :00.
'

,

-5 JUDGE KELLEY: Are we discombobulating him

6 unduly,.do you know?

7 VOICE: I don't know.

L 8 JUDGE KELLEY: I appreciate your talking to

9 him.- 'Thanks a lot.
10 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, I have the answer if

II you would like.

I2 JUDGE.KELLEY: Sure.

( 13 MRS. MOORE: It is the bottom of page 11.L }-

Id through the top of page 14.

15 JUDGE KELLEY: So it is about three pages.

~

MRS. MOORE: Yes.

I7 JUDGE KELLEY: Excuse us a moment.
1

18 (The Board conferring.) |
I

19 MRS. MOORE: Your Honor, can I interrupt you I

20 for'a moment? I made a mistake. It goes to page 16.

21 I' apologize.
A

"( ) 22 JUDGE KELLEY: Thank you.
,

'-f |
i23 (The Board continuing to confer.)

24 JUDGE KELLEY: We are going to give an interim !
'

; Ase-ressres neponers, lac.

25 direction in contemplation of a full ruling on this issue

w - . _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ __-
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I.
Ll the first thing in the morning.

2 The interim direction is to Mr. Eddleman to

3 familiarize yourself with those pages from the bottom of !--s

-'')i
,

4 11'to 16 that was'just referred to by Mrs. Moore.

5 This does not necessarily foreshadow a ruling

8 against you and in favor of the motion, but it just seems

'7 that it is ~ not that much material to take a look at and

18
, __

so we are asking you to go ahead and do that tonight and j

9 we will speak to it tomorrow morning.

10 MR. EDDLEMAN: All right.
,

II JUDGE KELLEY: -- in Apex.

12 We don't have anything else. It is 6:00, let's

i

/ s. .\ ,j ' adjourn.
-

13
i

Id (Whereupon, at 6:00 p.m., the hearing in the l

15 above-entitled matter was recessed, to reconvene at j
l

16 9:00 a.m., the following morning at the ECU Room, Ramada

I7 Inn,'U.S. 1 South, Apex, North Carolina.)

18

19
;

20 |
i

21
|

^

'7 22'

23

24
Ase-pederes nosenen, one.

25

__ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ __-



,_

CERTIFICATE OF OFFICIAL REPORTER

This is to certify that the attached proceedings before the
_

UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION in the matter of:

NAME OF PROCEEDING: ,

CAROLINA PONER AND LIGHT COf'PANY(q and NORTH CAROLINA EASTERN !RINICIPAL
f.

)

POUER AGE 1;CY

(Shearon Harris Nuclear Power Plant,

Units 1 and 2_

DOCKET NO.: 50-400-OL & 50-401-OL

PLACE: Raleigh, tiorth Carolina

'DATE: October 18, 1984

were held as herein appears, and that this is the original

transcript thereof for the file of the United States Nuclear

Regulatory Commission. ,

[(Sigt). / r p. ,/A'f.

(TYPED)Milliam R. Bloon

Official Reporter

Reporter's Affiliation
Ace-Pederal Reporters, Inc.

|

*

,

L

$

|

.

t

| Q~ -

l

|

. _ _ _ _ _ __ ___


