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INTRODUCTION

On December 1, 2000, the State of Utah (“State”) filed the “State of Utah’s Eleventh Set of

Discovery Requests Directed to the NRC Staff” (“Eleventh Request”), in this proceeding on the

application for an Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (“ISFSI”) filed by Private Fuel

Storage, L.L.C. (“PFS” or “Applicant”). In its Request, the State filed 69 requests for admission and

four interrogatories, purportedly concerning Contention Utah L (geotechnical issues). The NRC

Staff (“Staff”) hereby files its objections and responses to the State’s Eleventh Request, as follows.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

Objection 1. The Staff objects to each of the State’s discovery requests, in that the State

has not complied with the Commission's regulations that govern discovery from the Staff. In this

regard, it is well established that discovery against the Staff rests on a different footing than

discovery in general. Consumers Power Co. (Midland Plant, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-634, 13 NRC

96, 97-98 (1981). While discovery from parties in an NRC adjudicatory proceeding is generally

governed by the provisions of 10 C.F.R. § 2.740 et seq., interrogatory and document discovery
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1 See also 10 C.F.R. §§ 2.740(f)(3), 2.740a(j), 2.740b(a), and 2.741(e) (excluding discovery
from the Staff from the general provisions of those regulations).

against the Staff is governed by the provisions of 10 C.F.R. §§ 2.720(h)(ii)-(iii), 2.744 and 2.790.1

These regulations establish certain limits to the Staff's obligation to respond to requests for

discovery.

In particular, with regard to interrogatories, the Commission's rules provide:

[A] party may file with the presiding officer written interrogatories to
be answered by NRC personnel with knowledge of the facts
designated by the Executive Director for Operations. Upon a finding
by the presiding officer that answers to the interrogatories are
necessary to a proper decision in the proceeding and that answers
to the interrogatories are not reasonably obtainable from any other
source, the presiding officer may require that the staff answer the
interrogatories.

10 C.F.R. § 2.720(h)(2)(ii). With regard to requests for the production of documents, the

Commission's rules similarly provide:

(a) A request for the production of an NRC record or document not
available pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.790 . . . . shall set forth the
records or documents requested, either by individual item or by
category, and shall describe each item or category with reasonable
particularity and shall state why that record or document is relevant
to the proceeding.

(b) If the Executive Director for Operations objects to producing a
requested record or document on the ground that (1) it is not
relevant or (2) it is exempted from disclosure under § 2.790 and the
disclosure is not necessary to a proper decision in the proceeding or
the document or the information therein is reasonably obtainable
from another source, he shall so advise the requesting party.

10 C.F.R. § 2.744(b). The rule further provides for application by the requesting party to the

presiding officer to compel production of the documents, where the movant shows that the

document is relevant to the issues in the proceeding; and the document is not exempt from

disclosure under 10 C.F.R. § 2.790 -- or, if exempt, that the document or information is necessary
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2 Additionally, 10 C.F.R. § 2.744(e) provides a framework for limited disclosure (under a
protective order) of documents exempt from disclosure under 10 C.F.R. § 2.790, upon a finding by
the presiding officer that such disclosure is necessary to a proper decision in the proceeding. Cf.
10 C.F.R. § 2.740(c).

3 To the extent that the instant discovery requests seek information that has been withheld
from public disclosure as PFS’ proprietary information, the State has been afforded access to that
material by the Applicant under a confidentiality agreement, and the State has not shown why it
could not obtain the requested information from the Applicant.

to a proper decision in the proceeding and is not reasonably obtainable from another source.

10 C.F.R. § 2.744(c)-(d).2

Moreover, it is an adequate response to any discovery request for a party to state that the

information or document requested is available in the public domain and to provide information to

locate the material requested. 10 C.F.R. § 2.740(b)(1); accord, Metropolitan Edison Co. (Three

Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit No. 1), CLI-79-8, 10 NRC 141, 147-148 (1979).

Here, the State has not complied with any of the Commission's requirements governing

discovery against the Staff. First, the State has not indicated that the requested information and

documents are not available in the public domain. Indeed, much of the information and documents

requested by the State are available to the public at the Commission’s Public Document Room

(PDR) or the former Local PDR (LPDR) in Salt Lake City -- or from the Applicant, inasmuch as

much of it concerns the Applicant’s analyses.3 The State has not indicated that the requested

information and documents are exempt from disclosure under 10 C.F.R. § 2.790 or that it can not

obtain the documents from public sources. Similarly, to the extent that any documents may be

exempt from disclosure, the State has not explained why any such exempt items are necessary to

a proper decision in the proceeding.

Objection 2. The Staff objects to each of the State’s discovery requests, insofar as they

request information that is not relevant to the issues in this proceeding and/or that exceeds the

scope of admitted contentions in this proceeding. In particular, Contention Utah L, as filed by the
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4 See (1) Private Fuel Storage, L.L.C. (Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation),
LBP-98-7, 47 NRC 142, 206-09 (1998), dismissing Contention Utah EE (“Failure to Demonstrate
[HI-STORM] Cask-Pad Stability During Seismic Event”); and (2) “Order (Revising Scheduling Order
and Granting Motion to Withdraw),” dated October 6, 2000, slip op. at 2 (granting State of Utah’s
September 14, 2000, request to withdraw Contention Utah GG, “Failure to Demonstrate Cask-Pad
Stability During Seismic Event for TranStor Casks”).

5 Significantly, the State does not assert that each of its requests relate to Contention
Utah L; rather, the State asserts that “[t]his set of discovery against the Staff relates to
section 2.1.6, Geology and Seismology of NRC Staff’s recently issued Safety Evaluation Report
(‘SER’) released to the public in October 2000. . . .” (Eleventh Request at 7-8).

State and admitted by the Board, asserts that PFS has failed to adequately characterize the soil

and seismic properties of the proposed PFS site. Nowhere in this contention did the State raise

an issue concerning the seismic design of the facility, or the Applicant’s cask/pad sliding analysis.

Yet, despite the clear language and scope of the contention, the State has chosen to present, at

the close of the discovery period on safety contentions, numerous discovery requests concerning

sliding and other structural analysis and design issues that the State had never raised in this

contention. Not only were these concerns never raised in Contention Utah L, many of them were

raised in other contentions that are no longer at issue in the proceeding.4 Accordingly, it is

altogether improper for the State to seek discovery on these issues at this time, under the rubric

of this site characterization contention.5

Objection 3. The Staff objects to the State’s discovery requests insofar as they relate to

matters which are outside the jurisdiction of the NRC and/or are beyond the proper scope of this

proceeding.

Objection 4. The Staff objects to each of the State’s discovery requests, insofar as they

request information or documents from the “Nuclear Regulatory Commission,” “NRC,” or other

persons who are not NRC Staff members or consultants in this proceeding. See, e.g., Definition A

(Request at 4). The NRC and persons other than Staff members (e.g., Commissioners,
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6 The Staff’s responses to the State’s Eleventh Requests are supported by the Affidavit of
Dr. Goodluck I. Ofoegbu, attached hereto. Objections to the State’s Eleventh Request are stated
by the undersigned Staff Counsel.

Commissioners’ Assistants, Licensing Board members, ACRS members, etc.) are not parties to

this proceeding and are not properly subject to the State’s requests for discovery herein.

Objection 5. The Staff objects to each of the State’s discovery requests, insofar as they

seek to impose an obligation to respond that is different from or greater than the obligations

imposed by Commission requirements in 10 C.F.R. Part 2. See, e.g., Instruction B, “Lack of

Information (Request at 2).

Objection 6. The Staff objects to each of the State’s discovery requests, insofar as they

may request information or documents protected under the attorney-client privilege, the doctrines

governing the disclosure of attorney work product and trial preparation materials, and/or any other

privilege or exemption that warrants or permits the non-disclosure of documents under the

Freedom of Information Act, as set forth in 10 C.F.R. § 2.790(a). Notwithstanding this objection,

the Staff will prepare a privilege log to identify any documents that are sought to be withheld from

discovery as privileged, and will produce that log to the State.

Objection 7. The Staff objects to each of the State’s discovery requests, insofar as they

pertain to the Applicant’s seismic exemption request or its probabilistic seismic hazard analysis

(“PSHA”), inasmuch as those issues are outside the scope of Contention Utah L. See, e.g.,

“Memorandum and Order (Ruling on Discovery Requests Relating to Contention Utah L),” dated

June 12, 2000, slip op. at 2.

RESPONSES TO DISCOVERY REQUESTS

Notwithstanding the above objections to the State’s Request, and without waiving these

objections or its right to interpose these or other objections in the future, the Staff hereby voluntarily

provides the following responses to the State’s Request.6
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CONTENTION UTAH L - Geotechnical
A. Requests for Admissions - Contention Utah L.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 1. SAR (Rev. 8) at 2.6-22
(emphasis added) states:

Based on the borings and laboratory test data, the
generalized subsurface profile consists of three
layers. The uppermost layer extends to a depth of
between 25 and 35 ft below existing grade and is
mainly interlayered silt, silty clay, and clayey silt.
Standard Penetration (SPT) N-values for this layer
are mostly between 8 and 20 blows per ft, with an
average of 16 blows per ft and a median value of 14
blows per ft, indicating that these are “stiff” or
“medium dense” materials.

Do you admit that the above statement in the SAR does not support
giving the uppermost layer a classification of “stiff” or “medium
dense.” See also SER at 2-46.

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly vague

and ambiguous, and impermissibly confusing and compound, in that it fails to indicate which of the

several, lengthy quoted statements are the subject of this request. Notwithstanding this objection,

however, the Staff states as follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 2. Do you admit that engineering
properties (e.g., soil unit weights, shear strengths, consolidation
properties) were not determined for each of the soil layers described
in SAR Figure 2.6-5 (Rev. 8)? See also SER at 2-46 to -47.

STAFF RESPONSE. No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 3. Do you admit that averaging
of soil properties was used in the engineering analyses for the soil
profile in the upper 25 to 30 feet?

STAFF RESPONSE. No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 4. Do you admit that in the SER
the Staff relies on averaging the engineering properties in the upper
soil profile?

STAFF RESPONSE. No.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 5. Do you admit that the upper
five soil layers shown in SAR Fig. 2.6-5 contain dissimilar soil
properties?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly vague

and ambiguous, in that (a) it fails to identify which of the many possible “soil properties” are the

subject of this request, and (b) SAR Figure 2.6-5 consists of numerous sheets, which differ from

each other in their identification of the various soil layers at the site.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 6. Do you admit there is no
justification in averaging the engineering properties of the upper five
layers shown in SAR Fig. 2.6-5?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly vague

and ambiguous, in that (a) it fails to identify which of the many possible “soil properties” are the

subject of this request, (b) SAR Figure 2.6-5 consists of numerous sheets, which differ from each

other in their identification of the various soil layers at the site, and (c) it fails to identify which

“engineering properties” or regions are the subject of this request. Further, the Staff objects to this

request on the grounds that it improperly contains a predicate that has not been established (i.e.,

that certain undefined engineering properties have been averaged).

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 7. Do you admit that the
unacceptable performance of a foundation system (e.g., sliding) is
not governed by the average properties of a soil profile?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly vague

and ambiguous, in that (a) it fails to identify which of the many possible “properties of a soil profile”

are the subject of this request, and (b) it fails to define the term “unacceptable” or “foundation

system.” Further, the Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it constitutes a confusing

and compound question, in that it contains a predicate that has not been established (i.e., that

“average properties of a soil profile” have been utilized).
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 8. Do you admit that when
averaging is used in engineering analyses, a conservative account
of any potential low shear strength zones in the shallow soil profile
must be considered?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly vague

and ambiguous, in that (a) it fails to identify any particular “engineering analyses” or “averaging”

that are the subject of this request, (b) it fails to identify the properties of interest that were the

subject of “averaging,” (c) it fails to define the terms “potential low shear strength zones” or

“shallow soil profile,” and (d) it fails to explain the context or type of “consideration” that is the

subject of this request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 9. Do you admit that the PFS
license application does not account for any potential low shear
strength zones in the shallow soil profile?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly vague

and ambiguous, in that it fails to define the terms “potential low shear strength zones” or “shallow

soil profile.” Notwithstanding this objection, the Staff states as follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 10. Do you admit that the SER
does not account for any potential low shear strength zones in the
shallow soil profile?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly vague

and ambiguous, in that it fails to define the terms “potential low shear strength zones” or “shallow

soil profile.” Notwithstanding this objection, the Staff states as follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 11. Do you admit that the tip
stress from the cone penetrometer test (CPT) at the PFS site was
not correlated with the undrained shear strength of a fine-grained
soil?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly vague

and ambiguous, in that it fails to define the term “fine-grained soil” (i.e., this term could include
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many different soils, such as silt, clayey-silt, silty-clay, etc.). Notwithstanding this objection, the

Staff states as follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12. Do you admit that if CPT tip
stress is correlated with undrained shear strength (i.e., lower tip
stress indicates lower shear strength), then one of the five the layers
in SAR Figure 2.6-5 has the potential for having the lowest shear
strength?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly vague

and ambiguous, in that SAR Figure 2.6-5 consists of numerous sheets, which differ from each

other in their identification of the various soil layers at the site, and it is unclear which sheet and

which soil layer are the subject of this request. Notwithstanding this objection, the Staff states as

follows: Yes.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 13. Do you admit that the shear
strength for the low strength zone in SAR Fig. 2.6-5 was not
accounted for in the sliding and dynamic bearing capacity analyses?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly

vague and ambiguous, in that SAR Figure 2.6-5 consists of numerous sheets, which differ from

each other in their identification of the various soil layers at the site, and it is unclear which sheet

and which soil layer are the subject of this request. Notwithstanding this objection, the Staff states

as follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 14. Beside laboratory shear
strength testing, do you admit that no other data or methods were
used to estimate the shear strength properties of soils in the
Bonneville Clay?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly vague

and ambiguous, in that it fails to explain which soils are referred to as “soils in the Bonneville Clay.”

Notwithstanding this objection, the Staff states as follows: No.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 15. Calculation no. 05996.02
G(B) 04-6, Stability Analyses of Storage Pads (June 16, 2000),
at p. 13 states:

. . . the resistance to sliding on that interface will be
limited by the shear strength of the silty clay/clayey
silt. Direct shear tests on samples of the soils . . .
[sic] in the pad emplacement area indicate the shear
strength available to resist sliding from loads due to
the design basis ground motion [sic] 2.1 ksf as
shown in Figure 7 . . .

Do you admit there is no explanation of how this design value was
derived?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it contains an improper predicate that has not been

established (i.e., that testing of soil samples was utilized to establish sliding resistance values of

the storage pads at the site). Notwithstanding these objections, the Staff states as follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 16. Do you admit that the peak
shear strength used in the calculation for seismic sliding of the pads,
Calculation 05996.02 G(B) 04-6, p. 13, is based on one set of direct
shear tests taken from a single borehole (borehole C-2,
Sample U-1)?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it contains an improper predicate that has not been

established (i.e., that the shear test data from borehole C-2, Sample U-1, were utilized to establish

sliding resistance values of the storage pads at the site). Notwithstanding these objections, the

Staff states as follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 17. Do you admit that a single
datum, borehole C-2, Sample U-1, is not a representative sample of
this layer across the entire pad placement area?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
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discovery of admissible evidence, (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it does not identify

the “layer” that is the subject of this request, and (c) it contains an improper predicate that has not

been established (i.e., that the shear test data from borehole C-2, Sample U-1, were utilized to

establish sliding resistance values of the storage pads at the site). Notwithstanding these

objections, the Staff states as follows: Yes.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 18. Do you admit that for the
sliding analyses for the pad, Calculation 05996.02 G(B) 04-6, it is
unknown whether the value of 2.1 ksf represents a mean value,
upper bound, or lower bound to the undrained shear strength?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it contains an improper predicate that has not been

established (i.e., that the shear test data from borehole C-2, Sample U-1, were utilized to establish

sliding resistance values of the storage pads at the site). Notwithstanding these objections, the

Staff states as follows: Yes.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 19. Do you admit that the silty-
clays and clay-silts [sic] found in the upper 10 feet of the profile are
partially saturated?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly vague

and ambiguous, in that it does not identify the “profile” that is the subject of this request.

Notwithstanding this objection, the Staff states as follows: Yes.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 20. Do you admit that for partially
saturated soils, the shear strength is a function of the amount of
matrix suction present in the soil fabric?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it exceeds the

scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding this objection, the Staff states as follows: Yes.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 21. Do you admit that as the
matrix suction increases, the moisture content decreases?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it utilizes an

incorrect term in lieu of the term “saturation,” and contains an incorrect statement of the causal or

other relationship between variations in matrix suction and saturation.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 22. Do you admit that the shear
strength also increases as the moisture content decreases?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) is overly vague and ambiguous, in that by utilizing the

word “also,” it contains an improper predicate that has not been established (i.e., that something

other than shear strength “also” increases as moisture content decreases), and by utilizing the term

“moisture content,” it utilizes an incorrect term in lieu of the term “saturation,” and fails to identify

the conditions that are assumed to be present (such as the type of soil and soil void ratio).

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 23. Do you admit that prolonged
exposure to air causes a decrease in the moisture content of the
soil?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it fails to identify

the conditions that are assumed to be present (such as the type of soil, air humidity, and length of

exposure to air), which could affect any answer to this request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 24. SAR 2.6-32 reports total
stress parameters of phi = 24.9 deg. and c = 1.22 ksf based on
direct shear tests performed as described in Attachment 7, Appendix
2A of the SAR. SAR App. 2 A, Attachment 7 at 1, states in relevant
part:

The samples were trimmed into a nominal 2.5-inch
diameter ring and placed in the direct shear
apparatus. The samples were not inundated because
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the soils at the site are not expected to be saturated
during the life of the facility. A normal load was
applied and the deformation measured. Primary
consolidation occurred prior to 1 minute. After at [sic]
minimum of 90 minutes, the sample was sheared at
a displacement rate of 18 mm/hr.

Do you admit that the samples referred to above may have dried out
during the minimum of 90 minutes between primary consolidation
and shearing?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it calls for

speculation as to whether something “may” have occurred. Notwithstanding this objection, the

Staff states that it lacks sufficient information to respond to this request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 25. Do you admit that PFS
conducted supplemental unconsolidated-undrained triaxial tests in
March 1999 from samples taken in October 1996? See SAR,
App. 2A, Att. 5 at 1.

STAFF RESPONSE. Yes.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 26. Do you admit that NRC has
no objective evidence to support that these samples used for the
supplemental unconsolidated-undrained triaxial tests in March 1999
have not undergone significant drying in a two year five month
period?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it contains an

improper predicate that has not been established (i.e., that the samples tested in March 1999 were

utilized to establish any soil property values at the site). Notwithstanding this objection, the Staff

states as follows: Yes.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 27. Do you admit that is it [sic]
not a common procedure to test samples that were collected
approximately 2 ½ years prior to the test?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it contains an

improper predicate that has not been established (i.e., that the samples tested in March 1999 were

utilized to establish any soil property values at the site). Notwithstanding this objection, the Staff

states as follows: No.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 28. Do you admit that PFS relied
on CPT data to quantify the amount of variability in engineering
properties across the pad and canister transfer building sites?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly

vague, ambiguous and compound, in that it fails to identify which of the various possible

“engineering properties” are the subject of this request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 29. Do you admit that the Staff
relied on PFS’s CPT data to quantify the amount of variability in
engineering properties across the pad and canister transfer building
sites?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly

vague, ambiguous and compound, in that it fails to identify which of the various possible

“engineering properties” are the subject of this request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 30. Do you admit that PFS did
not use geostatistical (i.e., spatial statistics) techniques to determine
the degree of horizontal and vertical variation for the CPT data within
the pad and CTB sites?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it exceeds the

scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding this objection, the Staff states as follows: Yes.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 31. Do you admit that PFS did
not correlate the results of the CPT data with foundation design
properties such as undrained shear strength and friction angle?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it exceeds the

scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding this objection, the Staff states as follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 32. Do you admit that PFS did
not measure and account for shear strength anisotrophy [sic] in
determining the sliding resistance and bearing capacity of the
storage pads and cask transfer building sites?



- 15 -

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it exceeds the

scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding this objection, the Staff states as follows: Yes.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 33. Do you admit that PFS did
not compare the results of the shear wave velocities from the
seismic refraction survey with the results from the seismic cone
penetrometer soundings?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it exceeds the

scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding this objection, the Staff states as follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 34. Do you admit that the Staff
did not compare the results of the shear wave velocities from the
seismic refraction survey with the results from the seismic cone
penetrometer soundings?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it exceeds the

scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence. Notwithstanding this objection, the Staff states as follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 35. Do you admit that SAR
Figure 2.6-28 (Rev. 6) shows the shear wave and primary wave
velocities versus depth from the seismic cone penetrometer
(SCPT)?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) the document speaks for itself. Notwithstanding these

objections, the Staff states as follows: Yes.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 36. Do you admit that in the
upper Bonneville Deposits (i.e., upper 10 feet of the profile) the
shear wave velocity values shown in SAR Fig. 2.6-28 range from
about 400 to 700 feet per second?



- 16 -

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, (b) the request is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it is

unclear that the “upper 10 feet of the profile” constitute “the upper Bonneville Deposits,” and (c) the

document speaks for itself. Notwithstanding these objections, the Staff states as follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 37. Do you admit that in
Calc. No. 05996.01-G(P05)-1, Development of soil and foundation
parameters in support of dynamic soil-structure interaction analyses,
prepared by Geomatrix (June 9, 1997), Figure 3-2, “Idealized Shear
Wave Velocity Profile,” shows shear wave velocities of 700 to 800
feet per second in the Bonneville Deposits?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, (b) the request is overly vague and ambiguous, in that the cited

calculation has been superseded, and (c) the document speaks for itself.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 38. Do you admit that the profiles
shown in SAR Fig. 2.6-28 and Figure 3-2 of Calc. No. 05996.01-G
(P05)-1 cannot both be correct?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, (b) the request is overly vague and ambiguous, in that the cited

calculation has been superseded, and (c) the documents speak for themselves.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 39. Do you admit that the shear
wave velocity measurements from the shear wave refraction surveys
in SAR Ch. 2, App. 2B, Fig. 4.2 and Fig. 4.4 show that shear wave
velocities in the upper 50 to 60 feet of the profile range from range
from [sic] 721 to 829 ft/s for seismic line 1, and from 695 to 952 ft/s
for seismic line 2?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
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discovery of admissible evidence, (b) the request is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it is not

clear which area (i.e., “the upper 50 to 60 feet of the profile”) is the subject of this request, and

(c) the documents speak for themselves. Notwithstanding these objections, the Staff states as

follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 40. Do you admit that the shear
wave velocities from the CPT in SAR Fig. 2.6-28 are

Depth Shear Wave Velocity
0 to 10 feet mean Vs� 550 ft /s
10 to 25 feet mean Vs � 750 ft / s
25 to 30 feet mean Vs � 1100 ft /s

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, (b) the request is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it is not

clear what level of precision is represented by the use of an approximation symbol, and (c) the

document speaks for itself. Notwithstanding these objections, the Staff states as follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 41. Do you admit that the data
from the shear wave refraction survey and seismic CPT cannot both
be correct?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, (b) the request is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it is not

clear which data are the subject of this request, and (c) the document speaks for itself.

Notwithstanding these objections, the Staff states as follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 42. Do you admit that the SCPT
data from the upper 10 feet suggest a mean sheer [sic] wave
velocity of 540 ft/sec and a lower bound of about 400 feet per
second? See SAR Fig. 2.6-28.

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
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discovery of admissible evidence, (b) the request is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it is not

clear which data are the subject of this request, and (c) the document speaks for itself.

Notwithstanding these objections, the Staff states as follows: No.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 43. Do you admit that PFS did
not revise the design basis motion calculation to account for the 540
fps velocity layer?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, (b) the request is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it is not

clear what “design basis motion calculation” and what “540 fps velocity layer” are the subject of this

request, and (c) the request constitutes an improper compound question, in that it has not been

established that there is a “540 fps velocity layer.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 44. Do you admit that the Staff
did not analyze the PFS design basis motion calculation to account
for the 540 fps velocity layer?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, (b) the request is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it is not

clear what “design basis motion calculation” and what “540 fps velocity layer” are the subject of this

request, and (c) the request constitutes an improper compound question, in that it has not been

established that there is a “540 fps velocity layer.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 45. Do you admit that a design
basis motion developed for a 750 ft/sec shear wave velocity layer is
not appropriate for a soil layer with a mean velocity of 540 ft/sec?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, (b) the request is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it is not
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clear what “design basis motion” and what ”soil layer with a mean velocity of 540 ft/sec” are the

subject of this request, and (c) the request constitutes an improper compound question containing

unsupported assumptions, in that it has not been established that there is a “soil layer with a mean

velocity of 540 ft/sec.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 46. Do you admit that the Fault
Evaluation and Seismic Hazard Assessment (Vol. III, App. F,
prepared by Geomatrix February 1999) calculations were not revised
to reflect the lower shear wave velocity in the upper 10 feet of the
profile?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) the request is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it is

not clear what is meant by the phrase, “the lower shear wave velocity in the upper 10 feet of the

profile.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 47. Do you admit that based on
Calculation no. 05996.02-G(P018)-2, Soil and foundation
parameters for dynamic soil-structure interaction analyses,
2,000-year return period design ground motions (August 10, 1999),
Geomatrix, a significant part of soil sheer [sic] strength is already
mobilized due to free field wave propagation?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it is not clear what

is meant by the terms “significant” or “already,” and (c) it constitutes a confusing and improper

compound question, in that it fails to identify the conditions or events that are assumed to have

occurred such that some portion of soil shear strength has been “already mobilized due to free field

wave propagation.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 48. Do you admit that PFS has
not considered how much sheer [sic] strength has been mobilized
and how much is available to resist sliding of the foundation?
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STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to identify

which “foundation” is the subject of this request, and (c) it constitutes a confusing and improper

compound question, in that it fails to identify the conditions or events that are assumed to have

occurred such that some portion of (soil) shear strength “has been mobilized,” the conditions or

events that are assumed to cause “sliding of the foundation,” or any portion of the proposed facility

that relies upon soil shear strength to resist sliding.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 49. In calculating the factor of
safety against dynamic sliding and bearing capacity, do you admit
that PFS did not give any consideration to the degradation of
stiffness and peak undrained strength in the upper 10 feet of the
profile due to earthquake cycling?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to identify

which calculation and which “profile” are the subject of this request, and (c) it constitutes a

confusing and improper compound question, in that it fails to identify the conditions or events that

are assumed to exist or to have occurred so as to cause “degradation of stiffness and peak

undrained strength in the upper 10 feet of the profile due to earthquake cycling,”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 50. Do you admit that if
degradation of strength has occurred, the factors of safety for
dynamic bearing capacity and sliding for the pads and canister
transfer building are potentially lower than the reported values?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to identify

which “reported values” are the subject of this request, or the degree or type of “degradation of
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strength” that is assumed to have occurred, (c) it constitutes a confusing and improper compound

question, in that it fails to identify the conditions or events that are assumed to exist or to have

occurred so as to cause a “degradation of strength,” and (d) it calls for a speculative answer.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 51. Do you admit that in
calculating the factor of safety against dynamic bearing capacity and
sliding stability of the pads constructed on the silty/clayey silt, the
maximum horizontal inertial force was reduced as follows:

However, the maximum horizontal force that can be
applied to the top of the pad by the casks is limited to
the maximum value of the coefficient of friction
between the cask and the top of the pad, which
equals 0.8, multiplied by the cask normal force.

Calculation no. 05996.02 G(B) 04-6 at 14.

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to explain

what is meant by the phrase “calculating the factor of safety against dynamic bearing capacity and

sliding stability of the pads.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 52. Do you admit that if sliding
does not occur it will adversely affect the calculated factor of safety?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to identify the

“calculated factor of safety,” and the structure or foundation, that are the subject of this request,

(c) it constitutes a confusing and improper compound question, in that it fails to identify the

conditions or events that are assumed to exist or to have occurred such that sliding or an adverse

effect on the calculated factor of safety could occur, and (d) calls for a speculative answer.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 53. Do you admit that to justify
factors of safety below those listed in NUREG-75/087, Section 3.8.5,
the Newmark analysis was used to estimate the potential amount of
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sliding of the pad and canister transfer building atop the silt layer at
8 to 10 feet? See SAR at 2.6-115 (Rev. 11).

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it calls for a speculative answer by the Staff as to the

Applicant’s reasons for using a Newmark analysis.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 54. Do you admit that the
Newmark analysis does not consider soil structure interaction?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it exceeds the

scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 55. Stability Analyses of the
Canister Transfer Building Supported on a Mat Foundation,
Calculation No. 05996.02 G(B) 13-3 (June 19, 2000) at p. 25 states:

It is likely, that should such slippage occur within the
cohesionless soils underlying the building, it would
minimize the level of the accelerations that would be
transmitted through the soil and into the structure. In
this manner, the cohesionless soils would act as a
built-in base-shear isolation system. Any decrease in
these accelerations as a result of this would increase
the factor of safety against sliding, which would
decrease the estimated displacements as well.

Do you admit that if slippage (i.e., displacement) is required to
reduce accelerations to the canister transfer building, then reduced
accelerations resulting from that slippage cannot reduce the
displacement that has already occurred?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to explain

what is meant by the phrase, “if slippage (i.e., displacement) is required to reduce accelerations

to the canister transfer building. . . . ”
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 56. Do you admit that the
Newmark analysis does not consider fault fling and other near-field
earthquake affects [sic]?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to explain

what is meant by the phrase, “fault fling.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 57. Do you admit that the
Newmark analysis did not consider the potential degradation of
shear modulus and shear strength?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it exceeds the

scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 58. Do you admit that the
Newmark analysis did not consider the potential for asymmetrical
sliding?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it exceeds the

scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 59. SAR p. 2.6-81 states:
These analyses include several conservative
assumptions. They are based on static strengths of
the silty clay block under the Canister Transfer
Building mat, even though, as reported in Das
(1993), experimental results indicate that the strength
of cohesive soils increases as the rate of loading
increases. For rates of strain applicable for the cyclic
loading due to the design basis ground motion, Das
indicates that for most practical cases, one can
assume that cu dynamic ~ 1.5 x cu static.

Do you admit that the textbook value of cu dynamic ~ 1.5 x cu static is not
substantiated by site-specific testing of soils at the PFS site?
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STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it exceeds the

scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 60. Do you admit that based on
the shear strain developed in the upper 10 feet of the profile as
indicated by the 1-D SHAKE analysis, there is potential for large
degradation due to cycling? See Calculation no. 05996.02-G(P018)-
2, Geomatrix.

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to explain

what is meant by the phrase, “the upper 10 feet of the profile” or to define the term, “large

degradation,” and (c) it constitutes a confusing and improper compound question, in that it fails to

identify the conditions or events that are assumed to exist or to have occurred so as to cause a

“potential for large degradation due to cycling.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 61. Do you admit that the
following statements in Calculation no. 05996.02 G(B) 04-6 imply
that the soil-cement mat will substantially improve the sliding
resistance of the pads:

. . . the shearing resistance will be available over the
areas between the pads, as well as under the pads,
and additional passive resistance will be provided by
the continuous soil cement layer existing below the
pads.

Calculation no. 05996.02 G(B) 04-6 at 13.
Furthermore, the pads will be constructed on and
within soil cement, which will be strong enough to
resist sliding of the pads using only the passive
resistance of the soil cement. This soil cement will
effectively lock the pads in their respective locations,
so that they can not move relative to one another.

Calculation no. 05996.02 G(B) 04-6 at 73.
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STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it exceeds the

scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 62. Do you admit that for the soil
cement mat to be effective in resisting sliding, it must act as an
integral unit with the pads and allow no differential movement
between the pads?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to explain

its use of the terms “integral unit” and “differential movement between the pads.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 63. Do you admit that PFS has
not computed the tensile strength of the soil cement?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it exceeds the

scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 64. Do you admit that the Staff
had not computed the tensile strength of the soil cement?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that it exceeds the

scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 65. Do you admit that PFS has
not considered the potential weakness in the soil cement mat due to
cracking upon drying and other environmental factors?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to explain

what is meant by the phrase, “other environmental factors,” and (c) it constitutes a confusing and
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improper compound question, in that it fails to identify the conditions or events that are assumed

to exist or to have occurred so as to cause “potential weakness in the soil cement mat.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 66. Do you admit that the Staff
has not considered the potential weakness in the soil cement mat
due to cracking upon drying and other environmental factors?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to explain

what is meant by the phrase, “other environmental factors,” and (c) it constitutes a confusing and

improper compound question, in that it fails to identify the conditions or events that are assumed

to exist or to have occurred so as to cause “potential weakness in the soil cement mat.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 67. Do you admit that there are
no calculations to determine the effect of the non-uniformity in
thickness at the interface of the 3-foot thick soil-cement mat outside
the pad footprint and the approximately one foot thick soil-cement
underneath the pad?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 68. Do you admit that no
consideration has been given to how the joint at the interface of the
soil-cement mat outside the pad footprint and the soil cement
underneath the pad will respond to the dynamic torsional and
bending stresses?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to explain

what is meant by the phrase, “joint at the interface of the soil-cement mat outside the pad footprint

and the soil cement underneath the pad,” or to identify the “dynamic torsional and bending
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stresses” that are referred to in this request, and (c) it constitutes a confusing and improper

compound question, in that it fails to identify the conditions or events that are assumed to exist or

to have occurred so as to cause “dynamic torsional and bending stresses.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 69. Do you admit that there is no
objective evidence that the soil-cement mat and pad system will
perform as an integral unit as implied by the sliding calculations?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to explain

what is meant by the terms, “integral unit” and “soil-cement mat and pad system,” and (c) it

constitutes a confusing and improper compound question, in that it has not been established that

the sliding calculations “imply” that “the soil-cement mat and pad system will perform as an integral

unit,” or the conditions under which such a phenomenon is implied to result.

B. Interrogatories - Contention Utah L.

INTERROGATORY NO. 5. Please explain the rationale for allowing
the Applicant to compute sliding force and the overturning moment
using only the peak ground acceleration values rather than the
spectral values applicable to foundation frequencies. See e.g.,
Calculation No. 05996.02 G(P017)-2, Storage Pad Analysis and
Design (February 4, 2000), prepared by International Civil
Engineering Consultants.

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it constitutes a confusing and improper compound

question, in that it has not been established that the Applicant was “allowed” to perform its

calculations in any particular manner.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 6. Please describe whether, if at all, the
Staff considered the fact that the passive soil cement forces
restraining one pad is an active force for a second pad only five feet
apart in the longitudinal direction of the pads. See e.g., Calculation
No. 05996.02 G(P017)-2.

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it constitutes a confusing and improper compound

question, in that it has not been established as a “fact” that “the passive soil cement forces

restraining one pad is an active force for a second pad only five feet apart in the longitudinal

direction of the pads.”

INTERROGATORY NO. 7. Please explain why the assumption that
the casks slide smoothly on the pads is consistent with the
deformation of the pad due to axial loading?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to explain

what is meant by the term, “slide smoothly,” and (c) it constitutes a confusing and improper

compound question, in that it has not been established that an “assumption” of the type alleged in

this request has been made, or that “deformation of the pad due to axial loading” will occur.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8. Please explain whether and how the
proximity of the pads to major active faults warrants consideration of
inclined seismic waves that could adversely impact the stability of
the casks and the foundation pads?

STAFF RESPONSE. The Staff objects to this request on the grounds that (a) it exceeds

the scope of Contention Utah L, and is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence, and (b) it is overly vague and ambiguous, in that it fails to explain

what is meant by the terms, “proximity,” “major active faults,” “inclined seismic waves,” or
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“adversely impact,” and (c) it constitutes a confusing and improper compound question, in that it

has not been established that any “major active faults” are located in “proximity” to the pads.

Respectfully submitted,

Sherwin E. Turk/RA/
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Rockville, Maryland
this 11th day of December 2000
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