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UNITED STATES OF AHERtCA ~\ 
0.'"JCLEAR F.EGULATORY COHMISSION ·~ 

<S>· 
:B..E ATOMIC SA..'t:"ETY AND LICENSING BOAF.D 

John F. Wolf, Chairman 
Dr. Linda W. Little.· 

Dr. Forrest J. Remick 

In the Matte~ of ) 
) 

co~~!OtThS.AL'I'h EDtSON cm1P .A.NY . ) 
) 

(Dresden Station, Units 2 and 3) ) 

D6cket Nos. SQ-237-SP 
50-249-SP 

(Spent Fuel Pool 
Modification) 

MEMOR..\NDUM A..'t-.ffi ORDER 
(September 9. 19 80) 

Pursuant to a notice, published in the Federal Register 

(45 F.R. 50025), on July 28, 1980, a prehearing conference,. 

regarding this riatter, was held on August 19, 1980, in Room 2502, 

·. Everett Dirksen Federal Off ice Building, 219 South Dearborn Street, 

Chicago; .Illinois .. 60204. 

The acceptability 9f the State of-Illinois' amended 

contentions was discussed pro and con by the parties' i.e.' 

the Applicant;. the regulatory Staff and Illinois as intervenor 
.. 

·. a..."1d interested. state. The discussion .led to an offer by the 

parties to confer since it appeared that·the.amended contentions 

v.·ould lend t:lemselves. to further clarification- and specification .. 

• Acco!'.':iingly;. on August 27, 1980 the State of Illinois on 

· ·. be::alf of ~!le a?plicant and t~e regulatory Staff mad_e a report 

to this Board and enclosed the."SecondAmended 

St.:.te·of .Illinois". 

··. ~oosu,o~/ 
_·.··. . . r.3 
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The report stated inter alia that: 

."As a result of the discussion and negotiations, 
the Applicant and Staff agree that Illinois 
Second Amended Contentio.ns 2, 3, .. 4, 5 (B), 6, 7 
and 8 are acceptable as to language and are 
admissible int}tls proceeding."· 

It also .stated: 

"Applicant accepts the language.of Contentions 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), b.ut does· not otherwise· 
object to the admissibility of tha.t 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 Contention 5 (A) 
or 9 and deems both to ,be admissible. 11 

"The State of Illinois, ·Staff,· and' Applicant 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 inspection. 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 modify its security/ 
sabotage contention. Should· the State take no 
action by October 1, 1980, Second Amended Contention 10 

. shall be deeI:led withdrawn."· 

The.Board fincis that Contention i of the Second Amended 

·Contentions of the -State of Illinois is· inadmissible since it 

lacks the necessc:.ry bases requiremen~s of-10 CFR §2. 714(b) · 

-as inte_rpreted in applicable C~mmission case law. 

Ph·i~adelphia Electric. Company (Peach Bottom Atomic Pm.ter Station, 

'Units 2 and 3). ALA.B;;.216, 8 AEC'l3, 20-21 (1974). 
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Specifically, the Staff, in its Environmental Impact 

Appraisal.concludes that the proposed license amendments will 
' 1/ 

not significantly affect the quality of the human environment.-

No contention is made which is . contrary to ·this c.onclusion of 

the Staff.· In the absence of any significant effect on the human 

environment, this· Board holds. that it is ·not required by law to 

consider the a.lternative of shutting down Dresden Nuclear Power 

Station, Units 2 and 3. Portla."1d General Electric Compariy (Trojan 

Nuclear Plant), J.1.LAB-531, 9 NRC 263 (1979). 

In finding that Contention·. 1 'of the Second Amended Conten­

tions. of the State of Illinois is inadmissible, the Board is not 

·limited to. inquire L.-ito any· serious environmental matter · 

subsequently raised pursuant to 10 cFR §2 .. 760a. 

The -Board does wish to have introduced into the record an . 
. . . . . 

updated report of'~he status of the unfilled.~pent.fuel storage 

capacity at Units·z and 3. Therefore, the·Board directs the 

App.li_~ant and the Staff to respond at the evidentiary hearing to 

the following Board question: 

Board QuestioTI l. The Applicant an~d the Staff are asked to -
address the following questions: 

A .. W.::i.at is the current status. of the spent fuel unfilled 
storagecapacity at Dresden Station·Units 2 and 3? 

!/ EnvironDental Impact Appraisal· by the Office of ~luclear Reactor · 
Regulation ~elating to the Modification of the Spent Fuel · 
Storage Pool, Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Unit Nos.· 2 and 3, 
June 6, 1980, p. 9. 
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B .. When will full core discharge no longer be possible? 

c. 'When will normal refueling discharge no longer be 
possible? 

D. What alternatives, 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 license amendments? 

The joint request of the Applicant, the regulatory Staff,. 

a"'.ld the State of Illinois that a decision on the admission of t':le 

Second Amended. Contention 10 should be held in abeyance t.mtil 

October l, 1980 is. granted under the conditions set forth in.the 

l~st paragraph of the State· of Illinois tr.ansmittal to the members 

of the Board dated August 2 7, . 1980. 

The Board firtds that the Second Amended Contentions 2 through 

9 of the State of Illinois are admissible t.mder the requirements 

of 10 CFR §2. 714 as interpreted by Commission Is decisions cited 

above. As edited, renumbered, and 'admitted by the Boar~ they are: 

1. · The Application gives no assurance that the radioactive 

waste. treatment system for the spent fuel· pools is adequat~ for 

the proposed increase in soent fuel storage capacity. 

C; 2nd Am. Cont. 2) . 

(Am. Cont. 

2 ... The Application does not show that the quality ·control 

and quality assura..'"1ce programs of Applicant and its contractors 

are adequate to assure that tube and rack construction and the 
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boro!'l.-10 loading of the. Boral in the tubes will meet specifi­

cations. (Cont. 26 and 27; Am. Cont. I; 2nd Am. Cont. 3). 

3. The Application does not demo~strate that rack and tube 

packaging, transportation, and receipt inspections are adequate 

to prevent and detect transportation damage. (Cont. 26 and 27; 

Am. Cont .. j; 2nd Ao. Cortt. 4). · 

4. Applicant has not provided adequate monitoring equipment 

in the spent fuel pool water to detect abnormal releases of 

radioactive materials from the increased numbers of spent. fuel 

bundles.. Abs.ence of such monitoring and alarms could result in 

undue exposure to. workers in excess of IU.ARA, specifically: 

A. There is.no description of monitoring devices, 

and therefore, no assurance exists that workers 

. in each ·pool area will have adequate warning of·. 

possible hazardous conditions·.·. 

B. The Applicant should demonstrate that the radiation 

monitoring equipment has adequate range and 

sensitivity to indicate accurat.ely the rates· 
. . . 

and magnitudes of radiation releases that ·could ··· 

occur in the reracked pool.s. (Am. Cont. F; 
. . 

2nd Ab.. Cont. 5). 
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5. There is no assurance. that the health and safety of 

workers in the spent fuel pool areas will be adequately pro­

tected during rack removal and installation, in that; 

A. The Application does. not supply adequate information 

·to assess· the occupational radiation dosage to 

workers involved in removing and installing racks 

and rearranging spent fuel in the oools, and to 

ether workers who may be in the pool areas. 

B. There is no consideration of the occupational 

radiation hazards from accitj.ents ·that may occur as 

a result of rack removal and installation, ~·; 

flooding. of the ,pool area anO. water spraying on 

workers. (Cont. 24, 25; Am .. Cont. G, H; 

2nd .Am. Cont. 6); 

6. The Application inadequately addresses the increased 

consequences. of accidents considered in the FSAR, SER, and FES 
. . . . : . . . 

. associated with the operating_license review.of Dresden 

Units 2 and 3· due to the.increased numb~r-of spent fuel 

. assemb.lies and additional amounts 'of defective. fuel. to be 

stored in the spent fuel pool as a result· of the modification. 

(Cont: 24(D); 2nd Ao. Cont. 7). 

7... The Application does not, adequately. assess the possi­

bility of general ~orrosion and. galvanic corrosion ·in the racks; 

in that.:· 
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A. The life expectancy of the Boral tubes is 

uns~bstantiated, 

B. Swelling of the Boral in the tubes and its 

effect on removal of fuel assemblies have not 

been analyzed. 

C. The corrosion surveillance program will not 

assure detection of corrosion in the racks 

because the . s;amples to be inspected will not 

be representative of the actual tubes in the 

racks, because the sample environment will 

not represent pool conditions in and near 

the r.acks, and because the program does not 

requi=-e a ·dunnny fuel test shortly before 

placement of fuel in each tube. 

D. There is no plan for steps to. be taken should· 

corrosion be discovered in the racks.·· (Am. ·cont 

2nd .Am. Cont. 8). 

8. The A?plicant should develop criteria for the racks 

defining \..-hen their use to store fuel would be proscribed .. 

K; 
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These criteria should be the acceptable amount of corrosion, 

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 

~Member 

.JOhn F· .. Wol , Member . . ,. 

.. I 

·Dated at Bethesda, Maryland 

. t.his 9th· day of September. 1980. · 




