
-7 -,) -/0 "7 J-V 

RADIOACnVE WASTE MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATES 

Decembe 31, 1998 

Mak S Ddlitti Si. Projec mana 
Speot Pud Lkeuing Se~d= 
NMSS 
US Nudew Rqpuatoay Commi4nion 
W ngM DC 20555 

Dwr Mork: 

Thank you for yor November 19 rsponae to my February 27 letter. Your lener did not 

rMly anwer my concerns, so M try oce more.  

From seera N••-conoramr repsts, it is my Understanding ta iradiated fue cladding 

is more brittle than unirradiated cleadding This should ak the cowac nes of a 
trmpiaiu or LSS •l~ involving inzpacL You statd that irradiate fue 

claddin ha @a r wse tre argt valu than unirradiated ad cladding but ths does not 
addr• my coam s aboutbrdttlm1ess doe ampperthtNRC staff are queying 
H. lat wd SM &At this izsartant distinction betwaen bradiated and unirradiated fuel 
claddigS* using ,,irradiated cladding stmrt in the tec and SNC SAR, may 

no be accptable

I am awe t110 the Wil assembly weight is taken into accourt in the LLNL report and 

the Hake SAP, but the lading is stati• , that is, the fuel weight is am med to be evenly 
distriue ag the dadding. The model is esentially a beam between two supports.  

&ut this mod my not bound the physical situation. in a side impact, the cladding wn d 
the f&d we disinct beams Under impact the fWel pellets would be expected to break 

thi fixed codroltion and strike the cladd;n with force This dynamic loading is not 1Af.  
consideired ia the LIN rmpast and may be impoant. It does t appear that NRC Mtff 
a. Wusing Hole and SNC abo this important distnction betw" static and dynamic 

loading.  

Thank you for rccommadeing thes issues. And best wishes for th year.  
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