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'MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
.(September 9, 1980)

_ Pursuantto a notice, published in the Federal7Register"
‘(QSSF;R.'50025);.on-JuIY'28;_1980, a prehearing,conference;_ _
B regarding thislmatter was. held on AuguSt 19, 1980' in Room'2502
.3Everett Dlrksen Federal Offlce Bulldlng, 219 South Dearborn Street

thh*cago Illinois. 60204 | S
"The. acceatablllty of: the State of Illln01s amended
tent*cns was dlscussed pro and con by ‘the partles i.e.,
the Appllcant,.the regulatory Staff and IllanlS as lntervenor
fanc lnterestea'sta*e The discussion .led to an offer by the
/'-partles to confer 51nce lt appeared that the amended contentlons
_votld lend uncmselves to further clarlflcatlon and soec1f1catlon
Accordlnclv .on Auoust 27, 1980 the State of IllanlS on
"-~beaalf.o:v:he aonl cant and the regulatory Staff made a report'

g of the

to tnls Boa:d and enclosed the "Second Amended Cont--'



‘The report stated inter alia that:

"As a result of the discussion and negotiations,
- the Applicant and Staff agree that Illinois
.Second Amended Contentions 2, 3, 4, 5(B) 6, 7
. and 8 are acceptable as to language and are
admissible in this proceeding.’’

It also stated

”Appllcant accepts the language of Contentlons 1,

9 and 10, but does not consider them to be
admissible._,In.particular;.Applicant'contends
-that Amended Contention 9 lacks basis.  Applicant -
objects to the inclusion of the term '"dedicated
sippers" in Contention 5(A), but does not otherwise
object to the admissibility of that contention.'

- "Staff accepts the language of Contentions 1 and:10
but  does not consider them to be admissible. The
Staff does not object to the language ‘of Contentlon S(A)
or 9 and deems both to be. admlsSLble

- . " "The State of Illln01s Staff,’ “and’ Appllcant have

..+ . - agreed that a decision on the admission of Second
Amended Contention 10 should be held in abeyance- . ,
until October 1, 1980. During the interim, Applicant .
will make the security plan available'to the'State
 for: lnspectlon If the State, after review of the
security plan, finds that the plan is inadequate ‘to"
‘assure protection against sabotage, as related to .
the spent fuel modification,. the State shall have .-
until October 1, 1980, to modlfy its security/
sabotage contentlon Should the’ State take no . :
action by October 1, 1980, Second Amended Contentlon lO

: Ashall be deemed w1thdrawn S , v

| The Board flncs that Contentlon 1 of the Second Amended
':Contentlons of the State of IllanlS is’ lnadmlSSlble since it

" lacks the ‘Necessary aases requlrements of lO CFR §2 714(b)

-as 1nterpretec ln annllcable Comm1551on case law A'
'Phlladelphla Electrlc ComDany (Peach Bottom Atomlc Power Statlon,zf

“Units 2_and‘3). %LAB 216 8 AEC: 13 20 21 (1974)



'Specifically, the Staff, in its Environmental Impact
-Appralsal concluces that the proposed llcense amendments will
not SLgnlf'cantlv affect the quallty of the human environment. L/
No content;onrls made which 1spcontrary‘t0'thls concluSLOnpof
"the Staff.~ In the absence of any:significant effect onvthebhuman-
environment, this~Board'holds.that it is‘notpreqﬁired'By'law_to
consider thelaiternative of shutting down Dresden‘Nuclear Power
dStation, Units 2 and 3. ‘Portland General Electric'Company (Trojan
Nuclear Plant), ALAB-531, 9 NKC 263 (1979). |
In flndlng that Contentlon 1 of the Second Amended Conten-
'a‘tlons of the State of TllanLS is inadmissible, the Board 1s_not .
»illmlted to. lnculre into: any ‘serious env1ronmental matter ;
.subsequent7y ~'a1sed pursuant to 10 CFR §2. 760a
The - Board does wxsh to have lntroduced 1nto the record an
nodated report of the status of the onfllled‘spent fuel storage
capac1ty at. Unlts 2 and 3 Therefore: the Board dlrects the
,,.Appllcant and the Staff to respond at the ev1dent1ary hearlng to
the follow’ng Board questlon |

Board Ques ion 1. . The Apollcant and the StaFf are asked to-
'address tne_-ol ow-ng questlons

A wuat is the current status. of the spent fuel unfllled
- st rage capac1ty at Dresden Station Units 2 and 3?

4 /Env1ronmental rmaact Appralsal ty the Office of Vuclear Reactor'

' Regulation Relating to the Modification of the Spent Fuel ‘
Storage Pool, Dresden Nuclear Power Statlon Unlt Nos. 2 and 3
June 6, 1980v'p.-9. S : ‘



‘Bf. When will full core discharge no'longer he'possible?'

'C. When will normal refuellng dlscharge no longer be
p0331b1e7

D. What alternatlves, if any, exist to shutting down the ’
Unit(s) when the spent fuel pool(s) is(are) filled
to capacity? ’ ,

E. Which if any, of these alternatives would'require
Subsequent 11cense amendments? : :

The joint request of the Apnllcant the regulatory”Staff,
and the State_or Illinois that a decision on the admission of the
Second Amended1Contention 10 should be ‘held in‘abejance until
‘October l,.1980'is,granted-under;theqconditions set'forth*in‘the
last paragraph of the State“of’Il;inois_transmittalqto the members
of the Bdard'dated Auoust 27,.1980. |
| The Board finds that the Second Amended Contentlons 2 through
9 of the State of Illinois are adm1551ble under the requlrements
of lO CFR §2. 714 as lnterpreted by Comm1551on s dec151ons clted
above. As edlted renumbered and admltted by the Board they are:

1. The Appllcatlon glves no assurance that the radloactlve
waste treatment system for the spent fuel pools is adequate for'
the Droposed lncrease in snent fuel storace capac1ty » (Am Cont

2ndAm Cont . 2) B

2. The nopllcatlon does not-show that the quality-control 2(

.and qualﬂty assurance programs oF Appllcant and its contractors

are adequate to assure that tube and rack constructlon and the



- boron-10 loading of the Boral in the tubes will meet-specifi-

cations; (Cont. 26 and 27; Am;'Cont, I, 2nd Am. Coht,AB).

3. The Application does not demonstrate that rack and tube

packaging, transportation, and receipt inspections'are'adequate

to prevent and'detett transportation damages t(Cont; 26 and 27;
Am. Cont. J; Ind Anm. Cont. 4). | |
&. Applicant has not provided adequate monitoring equipment
in the spentvfuel pool»water to‘deteCt.abnormal releases of
radioactive mzterials from the intreased'nUmbers of spent fuel
bundlesa -4bsence of such monitoring andfaiarms could resuit‘ih
undue exposure to,workers in excessrof ALARA spetificallyr- |
: A. There is. no descrlptlon of monltorlng dev1ces
_and therefore no assurance ex1sts that workers'
in each pool area will have ~adequate warnlng of
p0551b1e hazardous condltlons
B. ‘Fhe Applﬂcant should demonstrate tnat the radlatlon
o moaltorlng equlpment bas adequate range and
-hsensrt1v1ty to- 1nd1cate accurately the rates:
i'and magnltudes of radlatlon releases that could
~ocCLr in the reracked pools ~ (Am. Coht. Sﬁ

3-:2nd Al Cont. 5).



5« There is no assurance that the health and safetv of
‘workers in the spent fuel pool areas w1ll ‘be adequately pro-

tected during rack removal and 1nstallat10n - in tbat,

AheA. The Aopllcatlon does not supply adequate 1nformatlon

- to assess-the occupathnal radiation dosage to’
workersbinvolued'in_remcving and installing-racks
and rearranging.SPent fuel in the pools; and to
.cther workers who may.be in the pool areas,

B. There is no consideration ofhthe occunational'
radlatlon hazards from acc1dents that may occur as -
a result of rack. removal and lnstallatlon e;g
floodlngzof_the/pool~area'and-water spraylng ‘on
workers. (Cont. 24, 25; Am. Cont. G, H;
2nd Am. Cont 6) | :

6. The Aopllcatlon lnadequately addresses the lncreased

- consequences of- acc*dents consrdered ln the FSAR SER and FVS

fassoc1ated w1th the operatlnc llcense rev1ew of Dresden.
'Unlts 2 and 3 due o the lncreased number of spent fuel
iassemblles and add1t10na1 amounts of defecflve fuel to be
;stored in the spent fuel pool as a result of the modlflcatlon.
(Cont: 24(D); 2nd Am. Cont. 7) ”

4‘7“ The Appllcatlon does .not. adequately assess tne possi-
”.blllty of general corr051on and galvanlc corrosron 1n the racks”

in that;'



~

,.A;' The life.expectancy of the boral‘tmbes-is_b_
V. mnsubs tantiated | |
B. Swelling of the Boral in the tubes and its -
| effect on-removal ef-fﬁel assemblies have not
voeen analyzed. | |
C. The corrosion surveillance program w111 not
assure detectlon of corrosion in the racks
because the samples to be lnspected w1ll not
be *epresentatlve of the- actual tubes in the
racks, because the sample environment w1ll
not represent pool'COnditions in and near‘
'the racks, and:because the progrem7doesbnot_
: *equl*e a dummy fuel test - shortly before
‘9lacement of fuel in each tube
- D. There is no plan for steps to. be taken should
cort051on be dlscovered in the racks (Am Cont K;
lan:Am. Cent. 8).

".‘ 8. The Applicant should develop criteria for the racks

v_-defining khen'theifuuse-to stofe,fﬁel:wouid-be'proéeribed;»



B X ) Lo ’

5 8._

These criteria should be the acceptable amount of corrosiom,’
limits on dimensional changes and strength tolerance.

(Am. Cont: L; 2nd Am. Cont. 9)
'IT IS SO ORDERED. |

FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND
LICENSING BOARD

Linda W. Little, Member

' (§§féest J. Remick, Member

JA Ay T\ [(S%}-QL{

, . ) VJPhn»Fu;Wolf, Member . }'  ¢5
-Datédfét‘Betheéda, Marylénd-'7;‘3‘ -
~ this 9th. day of September 1980.





