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i UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

11
2 | NUCLEAR REGULATORY CO'OiISSION

.

!
3 ___________._________

:

'
4 In the matter of: :

:

5 DUIT POWER COMPANY : Dochet No. 70-2623
:

'

g ! (Amendment to Materialo License
SNM-1773 for Oconee Nuclear Station :;

f i Sper,t Fuel Transportation and Storage :.

at P inire. Nuclear Sta* ion) :

b 8
_____________________

.

9
Fourth Floor Board Room,
Education Building,go

,

701 East Second Street,
Charlotto, North Carolina.

ii

Thursday, 9 August 1979. i;2
t

The hearing in the above-entitled matter was
13

r: 2nvened, pursuant to adjournment, at B .30 a.n.,
34 j

BEPORE:
15

MARSHALL E. MTT.TIR, Esq. , Chairman,
16

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board. t.

DR. EMMETH A. LUEBRE, Member.
,

'
DR. CADET H. HAND, Monber..

19 f'APPEARANCES: ,

'
.

< 20 l
on behalf of the Applicant:i

I
,1 4~

~~
,

J. MICHAEL McGARRY, III, Eng.,'

Debevoise & Liberman,
22 1200 Seventeenth Street, N.W. ,

Washington, D. C.
,a,,

'.
CLLIAM LAPIY PORTER, Esq. ,

'Associata General Counsel,

g Duke Power Company,
E

f _ Charlottc, North Carolina.
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NFL/eb2 2 : :o s t. , or er app:rcr:t dif f rr.nce ir coct, hnd prepcred

t:cr.inonr o thov er explain what the renconim; fer the: .a

'

x e. differener wat.

Q !!cw long did you cpend on the tentinony? '

E A Reat'i.nr the testimony?

.. Q N, preparing thir tectitc.ony?

1-. I v:cid gtenc about r, wach, all in t.ll..
,

% |
1

- t C Can you de .;cribe to nm how did you go about cs- i

,

< ~:cining what had bcon excluded from various esticate! of- ,

, i

y, ! -: e costs of ar independent cpent fuel ctorage facility, and [
-

.t
t<< uO r..uch the value of those c::cluded items was? What was.i

' i

n- r;ur procons?
|
!
'

n A All right. As an cremple, ! refer back to I be--

l-
p> .: ove 2.t w;c the NF.DC exhibit of the Stone and Webster

,. i
f

;; ; < port which gere En e.stimated coct of in the v.iddle $20
i

g [r 7: ' lion, $25 tc S28 million, plus the cost of the rachs. I.

x ult' give you the exhibit number for that...
n

i-

gi G I hr.ve it, but I think it might be helpful to have
1=

! 11 for the reccrd.r-~, . 1c o
.

I i

n[ A
- . Okar. I believe it was Exhibit Number 10. ,is

c! That exhibit had an attached letter, and I believe,;
.

I

'e letter stated that that 9.'O E for the Cost or the Ccti-
t

'

nted coct of the buildinc nnd racks.'

j3,g

'" ten I evaluated the Duke Power Company octimate, , , ,
,

'

|
d ich was Ddlit it Nu:6er 7, whien gave e cost breakdown, |,. y

~~ . ,

!' t

'
f

As(o$fn' ; ,d Qd lin b %d G u.cm\
k ^~')

o m'. h' m/ ~ 's
'

i. m - 2j ij @ g d :.1 M
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3 i> 9 6

D.U s._." 1 :: if.ng strur tre s , scuic:n an t , 2ngineer ng, labor, over-

, u cort.ngen'.es and intc.rc a t .

I nc t. Ico add that the ZIt. had an estimated

f r in it of r,iut $10,,000 per assedly, but that w:ss in

v rr yetr t . ith er year 's date.5 e

3 Ther we re the numbers thet I b&sically used.

7 ; D_c uu xrticipats in the propnration ef the EIA-

A
3 :. arc of the 31C 000 nue sr?

*

\ No, . dii not.3

13 J Ia e '.11u ating the cost of the Stone and Weboter

; nov da.d yo : as:ertain what had been cxcluded fec= theg;

12 ::, rate, what tu yalieve was excluded from the estimate

tne cost of r.he Stone and Webster facility?
1.,3

4 1 roid tae report or the cover letter attached to
14

,

3 : sport and lisc 2esed it wit i other people, other raembersto

t'e NRO Staf to see what their opinion was.
16

Q Did uu 7all Stone and Webster?,

A No, di-1 not.g
.

2 Did rou read the file on the Stone and Websterg
,

?lication for a prelir.inary design approvcl to seeg,

2ther there was more detail in that file so that you might,,
..

:ertcin more arecisely what Stone and Webster did include

3 didn't inclide?

o. I e: . no: rcae the fire. I eiscussee it with the,, |
.

_
.3 .:sct manager at that tine. !

,?
- . .,s,,,

4 %

0 5
. #. n .f . . .$. m i
b W/' Ej u %,,,/ d rid q;j @ ty ,
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. .4 :

. p1 (s,
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W?l /e;G 1 A r.1 c .:nderscor3 th t. I c rurad tt: : vc were the !
!

i

0 r*_16tr ..L'ig Bechtel, the Uny that qJest.icn wuc worded.

O Q Fo, I'm atute.ing ncs t:.a srm;bcdy hac'. come to

4 En;.tel .nd offered to build Loneching for Lechtel that
}
.

I

5 Li c.c. ..s i .3 edea , or te supp1.y comaching, and your corporaticr. !
l

!
c 1u.5 c a.16 ;o you, "Er. Pittiglio, 2'f lika you to find out i

I

7 chet enis :.a rully gea ng to coct us. ".

=
i

3 Jos would you have dona it? Eculd you hcVe gun?

.

g In * t a :he person who made the bid to Decntcl. er vould you ,

;0 h:.72 a. shad uhe people around Lochtsi who had had further

5. i contec1 with the bidder?

12 is I would nave approached it ircr.. both viewpoints.

13 I m ?.d arc dont an independent etaluation of the estimate

;4 using peopla at Lechtel, ar.d prob:.bly clco reviewed cost

scrimaces that were furnished. jna>
/

.g Q licll, if the question were particularly what
,

itens were not included in the bid and what itema vare in-,,
a

ciuded, :f there were any ambiguicy, what would be the most10 .

.

19 reliable wey to find out the answer to that? Ask the bidder
1

.

.0 or cak people at Bechtel?,.

8

1
Being that we, Bochtcl, were reaponsible, uc'dA,

.

| une cur own information.22
I

.

0 Y ur wn in ornation te find out want the bidder !23
i

is decid 3 to supply? :y ,
1

i A If hic cost came out considerr.biv lover than ours
2e_. -

L-i
n -

| ,^I , -: |4-

t 1

|
'

J

i
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F.'F0 /cb E ', 0. ' e n J.'. c ; .-hat vc htc a questi:'n c...

2. C in otnc: tm rc. , von :.- .t ldr. t u.;; the bidder to

; cit.r5 f y cz r.. h c fin c0=. mite.ctt cc to V:.it it uns that

_ ta s y v er c. ; .iit.q :o euppl'. ycu for the prict they prond.ced?

r A Lv i: a baci: up. I T.ic's.derr,tec d .

c To . , w watld airo ask for e cla.rification it

writing of the tid.:.

;. .

,

0 i:ho didt't you do ther with S:.one and W bsterc av

"

nere to find out, given that their prics and the price quotedg

f

'O by thc Applicent for the sare prerccal arecars te he markedly
1

di f f e.rer.:'';,

.

1,. First of t.ll, the conte::t of the letter - thetJ

!

would be the 52ptember 6th letter of 19'?C, which was inp"
,

,

l *, i ' that exhibic number, directly from the letter our order of I
f,
'

I.

la p cognite.de figure for ' he coste are in tnc m.a 920 millionc '

!

,

# * Y* " " #* "" "16 ,' '

.: racks, depending on the type, decign, end number..

1/ '.
.

<l
:| t

18 ie The context of that 33ttEr indicates to me the ,'
'

i

i !e

order of magnitudo is not a bid type contract f2gurei

g! ,

-

s

gL C 1; ell, isn't it true that for purposes of thic
,,

,
.

proceeding, the reost reliable inform ion is to know, for *

21 i l
1 !
4 pu posec of inhing c choice among alternativcc., hou r:uch each ;

nlternative is going to cost?. _ _

c.
,

A Thct is true. However, the Stone end lieboter '

.n. %
1 i

@ .,. :. renort or u.ronecci wec ba. sed en sei g serenS..e.n: en cerncia. -

,.
v. .

N
oT% i' ,4 * v", 4

'?hy,f it"5 Qf_ ~ ,.

y n ; y J o &p gu $ % O *",,
s ; y7 ,

't ;
q

w
.

y ,1 ., / a.

L' / c_ Oc. s
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i
!

I'T.L ,'.* 7 p ;rt:it f r_cilitics. T ic net z. tat".l.- independent faci ry;*

' '
?.id ~ di no ': for how, with the ti.m per d tha. w had, that

,

: ie rt vu time to racntlyze tr :.: p;. rent fteilit'ec tc j

4 dritc-T.1: ? uhother taey were acecurte or no-
i

E C * corry, you snid ycc. di-In't see where thera

'
6 w..a cirt.c an the time that you P d. 10 t:htt cre you re--

.

7 forrin; 7 F
,

2 A twil, yea ncked me why I didn't go beck to Stone. *

-
;.

g c.nd vebe n ;.r . I would have had to propose the quection, woult {
i
t

;o tL 's cant be !or the Duhc Power cystem for Oconoe, and would :

|

;; :.l.e in:c.-ftco of the radwaste, colid wantor.,, .tiquic rac- ;

f

3 n nte , fir . prrtcetion,ma% cup water, electrical communice- !
i
I

;,3 nf.on e ayateme, which wdre dependenc upon the oconce system,

g4 at uld th':y h adequnte to evaluate that numbcr.

;g We would have to know whether those syntemc were i

1

;3 udequate er not. |
t.

Q I don't understand. K:.:.t'c thic thing about tima?;7

''htt's vhat I'm trying to understand. Whope time are we;g _
,

talking thout? Whtt do you mean, didn't have time?;g
*

7. Well, I think that this typc of crclysis vould take20
.I

21 a considerable amount of time, meaning months.

'

O If you had it, would you know nore precisely the22

coct of tl.e Stone and Webster option as a way of dealing withg ,

I
'

,,4 { the cpent fuel storage probler et the Oconee fccility? i
** t

i

,, y If I had the time and my management could talk iA
i

!
!

? h 'f ?,&tw ia]qn' [ ? D G r. r* ,

ipsv - ,

U U N f N d M N'.u, $ h 3 h d he. Z| /
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W.3/ eM. F ona c r. . '. :b:. r . into providing 'De inf:.'m:auica, ycc.'

' . . . . " . , yc . ve.re at Lach :cl. i:'w.t 10 your judgment2'
-

,

; c.r. tc ' n c, ..he::.ij :d that senman a wnose proposal might and

2 up bcing co ircvel by c Licensi.ng L :.ird a the. best c.lternc-

E ::_ve , yht'. de yc 3 think is the like.'.i:: cod that Stcne cad
'

'

( Wohnrc:. ' an .6 ha te toluntarily wantad tc provida thci infor-

7 =ction?*

3

I1R . ICTCHEN: Objection, Mr. Ch2.irrann.. , .
,

- ,

s CELIItEd; !GT.LER: Why?

;9 l'r.. KITCHEN: It's tr.e form cf the question. I

j; den t :nir.h thic Lir encing Ecard would be in c pocition to

$ _-
approve tht: at this point. The question of the Stonc i;.nd

f

Webcter decign is not beforc this Board for approval.1-

i!
.

i! CH1.IRiGdi ICLLER: It'c c quection of the cost, ask .
1

.!
, ti we undcrctand it, and the cost of a poccible citernativc
..

U

method. ..nd it's on that basic that we'll let the witnecs'

. c.s

It- enswer.
i
,

WITICSS PITTIGLIO: Let me bach up for one second. |M i. ,

.

ii I think nay'.m the question is coming becauce there appenrc [m.- i

i.t

!|
.0 h to be c largo dif ference between the Stor.c nnd Webster und !- ->

,

i !

,| the Duke facility. ;,
.

4
~ . Is that what you're criginc.lly qucctioning me ,

.A
u -.

'

|

', cbout, why I did not --,, e
,
*.6

i
,

' DY MR. ROISMiiNL,. .n
,

e de me me m- O ee

.
*4

j,,/ o
1 . _
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c .arge airference at all. I':n tr;ing to 'ind out, ct '

K25/ t: >9 t i. n "c

,

L '2.c _n.t.cl stages, how you justifiud the wcy rot: vent abouth ,

t 1 cree difference. !
'

; dcciding th.t you didn't think taare wet.
l

4 I don't vant you to ct rt anticipating where I'm ,

,

.

5 gcing: I just want you to ansrcr riy qucetton. i
1

'

(Witnesc Fittiglio) I cpologi:6.
e. o

Q ron't apologize. I utne you te understand the '
'

,

7roundrui.or under which I'm asking you the queatienc. !
3

i.

IA Hould you mind reposting the question?g

O Essentially what I'm scying in thct given your |g i

7; |, e::perience uith Bechtel, which was, like Ston^ end Wabeter, j
:

someone who built things for other poople, what do you think
12 4

V

g[ ic the likelihood that Stone cnd Webster would have been un- j

willing to provide the level of detail we're nar talking
.g.

0
* T "9 "*" ""8 * P "* Y " "

15 ,

I
i. li en in- heuing this Board might find that the alternative '

16 'n:
to building an independent spent fuel storage facility of!

-

7

!d the type Stone and Webster was proposing was preferable to
18 p-

h transshipping spent fuel from the Duke facility?
g

'
i

A MY personal feeling is that Stone and Webcter .*

20

would not have been overly cooperative in providing that in-
41
,

formation. Remember, Stone and Webster was not the origintl
a,

1

designer to the Duke facility and therefore, a considerable
,3 ;;u

amount of money or recourcec would htve to be apont to evalu-i

:% g

kh D nte this proposal.
:?.5 1

0

0 ,1
! !i.,

b b ''' k
.,

'

.
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ER*;/sl::_G G i'n< s :cr you m&he thLt ctL:tnent you're stikinge

about gc_.ng frN: ' 7!. : .t " : L;. ElLO" Ihiihit i:U'I6r.r 10 t0 t. com-'

,

niete d;sigt et r. cpecific bounf tmder c centrset bic, to

nove fr:R iat Iciat w the ware 6edailed' poinc? Chat'c what

m.;uld cc ::t _ . et of rme -?

A Thuc vot2d de2initely coct c lot. mcre money.

C .Jo fcu thinh 1.t wocid ecct a gre at Oct of money* -

; fu:: Storm t d 4 huter to have provided cl:c Uttff uith an
.

estimmte of whct they thought it might coct. to -- again stillg.

in the crder of ungnitu6e figuret, but atterapt to evaluere
,.

.

on c preli1M.uan basis the fit between"the Stonc and Webeter
,

0t

preposal r.d the Oconee unitc?
,,

A I recily couldn't give you c dclicr vclue. I will
..

''

v. ~ that I feel it would be lesc then a dctcilcd ccct.rav

,
. O EcVen't we had tectimony in thic proceeding, both
r
,<

F
i, frca the Applicent and the Staff iitnesses, regarding that,-

I- verv c_uestion, that is, the fit that one raight have with an
3

.

h
i

.
q. h indepencent spent fuel storage facility such as Stone and ,

i
:

.c..b Webster's with the Duke facility? Isn't that correct?

.. .

I:

!: A Isbelieve that's correc .-
. , ,

i. .
. . _

1
'. O And is it your understanding that to prepere that,,;

.. .

p

. tectimony took r substantial expenditure of money or time?',,

i.

1.180 Let me withdraw that.
.

i

Isn't it vour recollection thct almost all that
...

h f tcatir.cny calce out in the fon. of respont.ec to questionc on
'

,

- r

;r) k ;}. I)}b
' { +7

cm iTT, [[h .j h .b.ADj,-,. ,, t 4e : ur 9
:( u wn. M 4 c,j.u ti u ts W d d \e] 3 gl'c

.

' ' ; , 6 ; y g., , g . 3
u .'u

n - } p. v od' i,.

FT- ej,

.- , c. o,

U ,j vd
i

c
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WRL/chli crocs-en:rainution?'

A '?s s .
@

'

0 So thct it spent only t.i:e amaunt of tinte it tool:<

'
for th6 Jitnesc to think ubout the quertion and give en-

c answer, dict't it?

A It did for them, yes.,, ,

.
0 2.nd that involved eascntially loching at scme of-

E the f.rcui' gc vhich we have seen, either introduced inco evi-
.

donce nt c or c part of the otrer-cli docket for the Dukee

g facilit':. Isn't that truc7

MR. MC GARRY: I'l.1 object to the quection cr.d the7;

,,
previcac quection, and requset they be ctrichen from the

record. It's prcmised upcn what the previcus uitnesses'
..,3
i

thoucht orocess wae, and I don't believe that this witness ica ,
;'
.

,

qualified to add. recs that matter...
i.

i-

| CHAIRICS MILLER: Well, we won't permit any wit-w
.- ,

1

;' ] ness to testify to the thought processes of another. ,Royever,i
q t..

i
l we did interpret the question to mean that which this wit- !!S

\
~

} necs observed from the testimony of the othere, and the data. |g
- . ,

9

which they prefenssed to have before then..g.

o

i! Are you abic to answer without tr"ing to look into,,
.i..

their skulls, Mr. Pittiglio?4

, , ,
,

,

WITNESS PITTIGLIO: No, I really cannot., ,

J

'

CDJR*'.AN MILLER: If you can't,. taen we'11 sustair,,

g the objection.

.

.

a. 1

"I
( l' L a r
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3CD5 .
,

,

Ilit'../ a ai ,$ 3" MR. nGIStG :
1,
L

'

L j; C *r. Pittigl_o, when. di. vcu first bagin you- work
I

it
: ! tilt.': re: acct to th.' Oconec anol'. cation fu trancthi.cman: of

|i,

*1 rnent f t el to the ficGuire facilit v, roughly? '

1
-

!

l

: A U.:itnesc Pit:.igli Roughlv Mc.rch or Acril, u.'xvat '

,
,,

timc thct Dr.1:e.sh etcrted wo:iing. II t;tc 2. 2.,t
t
t

C Co you uere not :.nvolved in any vcy in tL 2 prepara-'*

,

,

r: tica cf the Environmenual Ircpr.ct Apprai:sc1 or the early -

i'
- 'j i

asalyri: thct were d0ne by the Staff? .

3

p E Nc, I was not. )
I Ii
,

h|
lb flL. ;-

n. l. i.
.I'
h j

|..
Se.

/

|..
.

b

m' >

Il. .

;. - -
kJ ;

,

,
!C '

*

!.
10 +

!

i*
20

21 li i

L:

22 !
,

|

23 e
i
i

!

24 j
-

,

@ ' '

,

,..

i I

4 |
i

.

6
"! O

f} f

j; {} / a 'V'
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lb wr'"!agal O De you know vhc did the. po:: tion of tna Environnant: '

_: met I apraica] thct deal: r th :nc inde.pc et pent fue_

cto: _g? fac ' 2y c o s t e n tir = .e b '.

I No. 1 do no: knes: who dr d the ini.t :.0 vc.rh .

'. 200 Q You tectified befo.m .1a yot, talPed cc then.

' .ic did jet talk tc?
.

A I talked to fir. Spitalny and cc. , Robertt.'

O But you do not know whether thev were the oner.. ;

i

une actually did the work that's contained in the CIJL on tha:
.

4

]
a ubj e ct'

A Ucy I de not.

2 Are you adoptine in any vay any pcrtions of the'

* Environn. ental Impact Appraisal as your own testimony'

'

A No, I am not.

O So your testimony is limited to Staff D hibits
.

'" il 27A and 27E?
E

'l A Yes, it is.,

1

i

'; ;! O Now I notice that for purposes -- in the answer-
.

4
i'.

f, tc the first question in Staff Exhibit 27A, you relied upon
I.

. .. j Applicant D:hibit 11 umber 7 for purposes of evaluating the'

n
,',,

cost of an independent spent fuel storage facility if Duke-' ,

;

'

ouilding it themselves, is that correct?- t verc

~

~ A Yes, it is,

i
J

C Can vou tell me, why dicn't you use App '.:. cant' c-

Exhibit Number 1, which is their update of that study

,..

c.. U J
1
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<

f I,

'

'vrb/cg 2 daced Jtme 15, 1979, and usedinetead the 197F study?

'I t-

1 A Th'_ reason thatz used the 1576 study to ev':luaue

e
'

it was the '76 ctu y had a more detailed creakdown of costs,'

;

- l'n
3 I believe in Tchle Four.

_
-: i
iI also personally had soma problems with the
'E ;'

Applicart Humber 1, especially Part D. Therefore, I relied ;.
,

:- - .
'

! on the unitial n. ore detailed report. .

! :

.
3 |l

|

I O Now looking at the bottcp of page one and the top

e

j of page two of Staf f Exhibit 27A, you identified in a very {
'

.

10 t

generalized way what the cost of the Stone and Webster pro- ;

' posal doesn't include and what the cost of the Duke facility
1

would be if ycu e:ccluded those items. Is that a correct su r.L:p
i.

r~,
of what you're attenpting tc do there? !'

" A Yes, it is.

U Q Fine.

M
| Can you describe to me exactly hov you went about

17 placing the various items into these categories? In other

- I6 Words, how did you find the parallels between the Stone and -

to Webster proposal on the one hand and the Duke proposal as-

20 spelled cut in Applicant's Exhibit Number 7?
i
!
'

El A Let's start with the Duke P wer Company Exhibit ;

I22 Number 7.
i
.

23 C All right. |
!

14 A That gave a detailed breakdown. |

25 O C7n you direct ne to the portion of the repor'c

,,
.

( I J "J'.r

Ol L ,

*
i
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wt h. e.gh? Ja+ we ough - te bc ; coking at er se. hE. :a c L:.imi.:27

A C.tay .

;c .- Tca_e Four?,

A Yt_s , I bc.12. eve it .5 Tab._c Four. rs trpnE to"i

leonte it r<rael".
~

(Pcuse.)
.

I'm still hcving z problen tz.-ing .:o ':ind E.

. cop ~y of chat table.

Q Look about six pages from tee back of the docurer:t.
- .

or five paget frem the back of the document.

A Chay. Tchle Four onav.r .

'

C Is that the one that you want to refer us te?
I had mercly su?9erted it. I don't want to pin you doun te.

.c
-

it.

,-

" A Yes, that's the table with the Octcl that scyr,
1

m

at line Dr of $44,315,000.
.

. . .

Q That'c correct.

'
. A That is the number for the tott.l. That's thei

P

i- table.
'

;
!. ~

-- i G All right.
-,

r,

-

Now when you did the stimatec that yo.*ve mad:
C. at the bottor of page one and the top of page two of Staff
E E::hibit 27A, describe to me what did you do, hot 6-d you get

thatinformation out of Table Four fo: purposen of the Dehe
'

- facility entin. ate at the top of psgi two of E23.070,C00?

, .. c mn~
.b ! .I

'
,
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wraja ; i. - ;, A Okay. Let ::e expiz.it it.
I'

- c
!' .irst of all, thz figures in T/..ble Four cra 19"5

" "
!!
I

2 c ollt.r s ;

|

-1
c

0 Okay.
.

I | A So they were escalating c.t apprenimately 5 percem,
i

H.

*
j c yetr, tc put them into the 197E yeare

! Now, the breakdown of the iteits as far at the
*

*

I
!

E ! $2 2,070 000 is a total -- I'm looking for another piece of.

I.

! information that I have up here that was also prov.ia d.I e

I- '
I don't know whether you have it, but in the

Il sans section that has the Table Four, in the initial part are

12 seme questions and responses. If you look at question seven --

I2 , C You're tclking now about Applicant E:c. bit Numbar
I.I

U 5 e vai.?
I
i
i

15 ,; A I believe it is number seven. In than the letter
|

16 | froa. Duhe Power Company? Lo0P at page five, the first F_vc

17 pagce.

18 0 No, I'm afraid what you have is not Applicant
.

1; Exhibit ' ember Seven, but the letter to which Applicant Exhibi

20 Number Seven was attached.-

21 A Yes, thct's what I have. I'm sorry ahcut that.

~

22 C That's all right.
,

23 You're looking at page five of the responses?

24 A Yes, the response to questien number seven,

h 25 A (Witness Mash) It's the fifth pave, inclucing thc,

cover pagc.
i
4

..
'7O

I b b/,
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,t_v..n

i _

r-
'

wrD/cph5 Q I hav eit. Go ahead.

7. (Witnecr Pittaglio) I took the curucture cnc.

equipment which is given in 1976 dolltre and eccListed then.

ct C. norcznt a year tc the reference year in the testimot y.
'

i
..

: O Okay.

t ;;s. how dif you accertain that the Stone and
i

'
~ i

Webster figures only covered two items, structure and equip-
.

- !
ment, that Duke had cut?c '

-

i'
' r

- [ A From the cover letter attached to the Stons End
,

|
. . , .

| Webctcr report.N
e

II Q Could you point me to the language of the cover
>

,

5 ,' letter that you're relying upon?
o

L !. A The third paragraph:
i

14 i. "Our crder of r.agnitude fic, tres

n

'5 !! for costs are for the nid-20 millions for the.

0
!!

16 || facility without rackc and five tc eight
t
:

n' million for racks depending upon type, design

-
is | and number."

;

i

la ! O What part of that partgraph tells us that they
a
l'*

25 9 did not include engineering, labor or overhecd in the
it
h

21 !) estimate they're giving?
a
e . .

% t, My interpretation of that paragraph indicttedu

n.t

1' '

23 ' that -- let me qualify it cleo by saying that even if Stone,

i

24 L and Webster is to design cnd buil6 tha facility. Dukt is stil:
i
. .. . . . . . ,__: | ;,orcec to no their analysis on their e::1stino_ ,.ac111tv s.usters. . . .

V/- w.
'r

k$
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-i

't
'l .r T

*s

. d..
$

wrb/agb3 |
and ntill has their can overnead contingencie; and interecu

.

.

y to deal id.
i.
,i

.

O Ecfor: w;a get to that -- and I'r going tc unnt yet..

z. 0'
to get back and tell me what the estimate of that would be --j

''l-

'

I'r r>ti?.1 trvina to find some language that I, ae a Icyman,.
.-

l" j,
,i can finc in that letter on NRDO Exhibit Number 10, thc ccvsr
it

*-s.

'] letter, that would 2. cad oc to cenclude that Stone and Eebster

u

' d did not include encineering, labor and overhead costs that
-.

iIe

h it woulc. incur in providing the fccility that is deceribsd in
-

't

h. j
I cht.t exhibit.
e
I
'$9'' A Again I can only say that m.; basis was this-

a
'' ')' d. paragraph plus discussion with the project manager.

,l
"

i G With Mr. Spitalny you mean?
il

* d: A I believe Mr. Rober c was the project inncger of
4 ..

it
!!

Lr I-
b; the --

1hh O I'm sorryc I thought you meant for thin project,
i

17 You mean for the other project?

R A Right. And I believe Mr. Clark, with whom we,

10 firs,t discussed it, provided a little information. That's now
'

20 -|'
-

we got to Mr. Robertc.

) Q Can you remember anything from the convareatior,21
i
iU ' with MR. Roberts that would shed more light on hov one
k
f

23 { ascertains from the Stone and Webster proposal as cthmitted
n
i,t

O ~

i n 1;RD; Exhibit hut.ber 1C t: tat thov have not includcd the
s

25 COstC for Gngineering, lahor and oVOrhead?
n,

" ana,

|- iUU.
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J e _ .-

,

erl/c.gc~' I. Yes, I believe there was c discutric:. that:

I:r nec px in:ve : :.ut : tat he had rc;.cim 6 even a r:7. c de tc i:.c

lict brca.kdown of equipment and racterisir as far ut the

facility went fren Stone and Hebater.

O hell if he hcd a m:re detailed lict oc e:uip: tent

and metericis,. woul6 that necessarily bc encltding engineerire

*

labor an6 overhead?

- A Who's engineering, labor and overhcad'r
.

O Stone and Webster's.

4 A It may not enclude it. I don't Know. I hcnect.'_y i

'

don't know.

1

Q Ckcv.-

- ,

N:V you caid that you felt confident that the Etcm.
,

' ' cnd. Webeter esu ,*te wouldn't have included Duke'c engineering.r'

lacor and overhead. Can you describa to me what is the procese

4o by which you assumed Stone and Webster would install an >

' -

"

independent spent fuel storage facility of the type dcccribed,

I

here at Duke that would have required Duke to spend engineerin::,.,

-

n ,
I;

5} labor and overhead with respect to that facility?
'

I
.

.a , A Well someone would have to provide Stone. and-

4.
i

: ; Ecbeter with design parameters and informatian conecrning it.e
!.

:. parcnt facility.

_ Q What do you actimate that night have involved

of the to' al cngineering cocts a ssocicuef with tht- constructie.c.

J of a facility like the Stone cnd Uebster one uhat parcontcse

- ,

j | c '.) e

p | L-
..



4
'l

. .J * =;---

,

i
'

ern/ cab: of the total c.ngineering cort. woc.16 rou cay?
,

.

'

'A That sculd .at only tno beginning.
-

'

O P n carry, that vould be the beginninc c:' tne --
A

a' ti
t: A Of Duhe's effort.

c
O Go aheci ar.6 deceribe all of Duke's effort, nhaa.'

- 0

A Duke vould probal;,1y havc to -- they vct1d n..ve

. -

: to supply the information. After they received infor n_.icn
ii

-'

*
..

back frc:n Stona and Webctor, they hnvc to re-analyce their
4

S l existing syntats, which would probably havc to be through
!

'l
s '-- i tlue crigina. crchitect or archi.tect-enginaer.

-|
t

'I h Q You say would probably have to, hre you nov
, '!
,

. . .,

:. describine to :e the stendard practice or the practice as you
n
0-

U e::pc.ct Duke would une it, or what must be done under any

[ circumstances as sound engineering practice?14

J
'I.-

A Sound engineering practice would have co evcluate-

,

16[ the systems to guarantee their accuracy for the sa#ety cf the

,,I
te I facility,

.

,

c

. IE! O Uith this kind of a proposal who would normtlly
;

19 ; do that, the person proposing to build the additional facility.

20|t
or the person who cuns the facility to which the additional,

i

21 | faci:.ity is being attached?

I2 ,'l
| A In this proposal -- I read it frcm the. qualifi-

El cutions that the proposal was based on the adequacy of four
.ig
y.~ c. - ... . ...

y or z.ve ru:111 tier or t.ne parent facility,4*

t
!

25 1 nean from what it read this contract or prcp:ra.

!i
,.

I

O/L
6 ["/ 6

dc. ,
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5:rb,1 pS una bm.c:.5 cn.- thete cystccc .Jor?oi.- this ic what yet hn c.

Ctna .cire., thov weni: Iwva to evainatt t!r cyEtent huf0ro : - '~

couli present the contract.

4
O *' 5 *v .t',.

. .e. g ' M.$* .

Ett doca it nececcarily follow that Stonc and
.
'

Wcbtucr ic 2p-ecting the utili:'r will be the enc. nic v2.1 "-
,

* the enginecring work cf mCing sure that thorn syrtenc litate..
-

wel7. with tie independent spent f*.'.el storage fccility?
, ,

'

A 1;o: it does not nacessarily follow that,

O Unat about the item labo-? What is your --.

,

$

WC11 weit,before we got to that,
,

|l Mcz there more engincoring thtt you thought Dde"

i

I

would be doing?"

, t.
'

A Yes, I felt that - are we t&lking about the lair
u

* :: ,

on D&e's cwn report now or --"
L
t*

h
#

0 no, I rithdrew the question on labor cnd want
!:

17 bcck to engineering again.,;

,

3 i What we're ascuning is that Stonc and W;bcter
.

- P.
D

! and Duke cator into a contract for Stons cr.d Webster to provid
I.

0 the fccility thtt they've outlined in NRDO Unhibit ru:t:cr .1
M*

i

I .,i ,

f / '

for the Ocones Plcnts."
L
.

L E 2.nd I'm nov *g-ing tc,got some iden of how imch
,

:L 1 engineerinc vou fot.1 Duke would do as you understsnd L1w, - a
i

b l' proposal thtt would b-; a coct that ucult have te he adic.i
e

@ C. to tha Stone and Esbater propcGal.
I

i

., .m q

.1 i
v _ m. ,
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,

a
.; 3c c
.,

--

o .
-

.

wrnf a p E [ J. When reu scy heu r.uch, T'u not v;re whethar, yet
,

e~ p

:. nno.. . I can give you a doll:.: value or hou r.
*1

' li-

!i G Wall ee.t's uhan r war tr7ing no cet ;au te firre
.

'# $

b incribe that fc: t' t , se we'd have so:.c underr.tand nr cf whit i

- n
. i
ic YtE.i

i.

<. ;!
!- A I think that the') uke engineering staff vetid ht vc ,

.

.I'

< .

cvslrate the decign, they have us taalycc- their c::istint i- 'j 20
' i

:

',1; systeme they have to re-evaluate . he foundation and soil<
'

r ,.
. .

'. Il !

1 cc .citicas at the site to provide th infornacion fer thc

.'1'

!, derign of the syrtca okay?W >

i

O Okay,-
,

i,

;f

m-j A They have to make sure that there will be no |
.a
1

'

overburder cr curcharging to the additional structcres fror2it ,
i !

^ l' equipr.cnt, so they would probably have to re-Lnalyce sens
I;f-

,.

l h. o foundatiers if the facility was fairly close to an adjacent
.

i i

i i

!

IE ! f~ccility. And I would imagine that they would supervise or .

s
I

!

si overview the entire construction project, being that it was .

-
- IE adjacent t<* an opercting reactor of their cwn. ;

,

M Q Do you have some feeling as to whct percer.tage of
*

I
.

..

20 the total engineering, labor and overhoad that would represenu?

i

21 Is the bulk of the engineering, labor and overhead the work

22 ?; associated with the design, physical construction of the .

I i
t

23 independent fccility, is that where the bulk of those cosa i
!

I |24 won.ld be? :

O :

25 A Yes. I.
-

l
j 3r i,

,

!I / u 4 .. ./._

!
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3G2

wrb /cyh. O 60 70 parcent racyht. in enct arez.?

I. . UOU.2.i Scy DrcRahlt SV2n ic!'S - O !?O b C'' ' V ~'L tim 3
'' *

a . .

50 percent of the total icbor.
,

~ 6 O I'ra Gorry. Now I'm cfrcid w+' re getting cc afw.ai

hi p:.rcentagm .
;
,

Looking et the line iter eregineering Ic~rc:. c d

.

*
.

cverhsa6 E.s it appetrE en tha rerponce to quantion Sevro
i

wnich ic cttcched to the hpril 22,19'/5 letter of Duke toK r
e

.

to William Dircks, that paracntage of enginecring, leibor and

I overhead would yor es:pect woulc le that which woule be

i. aescciated eith the physical construc-acc of the facilacy
- that Stone anC %cheter har. propered End that wotid have tc bE

- wo::k done by the ccatrcctor, r_c comntred to the cmonnt af

'

espineering, labor and overhaad that wonid be done by the
-

racipicnt crcrcni::ation?-

rP
; A L?t ce try to ansvar th::.; questice at. aes L 2 ca.

U | I would feel tnat probably in engineering-2 nbor m' s talking
!

.
~E[ chout a third of that amountr 33 percent or if they .ccu-

..

3h $14 m'.llion, p cbably $5 nillion in labor ove- the thre:e or
i.

c Mh four years ths facilitu is constructed.
i

l'

f The overhecd ic a difficult question becauceO
b

21 f thev're responsible for uroviding sc~urity - security ci. sche
i
i

'E accociated withthct pc ticular plcnt, anc that itculd bc c

. problem with ths arount of crcftsmen 2nd equipment cnteri:q

h ;- cnd out of the job site, cnd I wouldn't really be gn:,lific-d
a

!

l..
.

,,,

'l / . , -)t c

.
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', l. . . .
.. o t .

-

i

r |
'

1. .1 , a. 2 .- ii no giv-; ycn cetimtte on that.

...

O Wil le ;' . tais (;. loci ct Tchle F.:n" in l'up'.icr_nt'.
, ,

,

h E2nd_ait H=mr Seven for a noment.
'

'

( i
hoc as I understand it, the iterr licted an "c.ble ;

,.

! \r

h Fot:r ar 10, IL.,12 rnd 15 are the items that ve $ re not, na!.hingI
I..

j ac o'.it , zatd that :.hc totL1 that Duke Powcr cctimate:. for the i
'

. - .

no.ilding cf an indeocndent : pent fucl storEge faci'.ity which
'

r ,

j included field overhead and raaterial, field labor, field i
,

i; i
C i

j overhead icbor and engineering for the entire facility I
: i'

IC ' incinding nll cf the decign work that had to be done with i
- |

11 |',i respect to the cite specifically and all the cesign work. |
i

!' and le.ber on building the facility J.tself wce $12 millionp'

P'
L dollare or so in 1976 dellers, and it's that nunber that
1.-4,
,' you esetlate to nonething like $14 nillion in your analyci

"

,

i

F" ; !~in that correct?'

,

'C '

-| A Yes, that's correct.
.

''

i
l,i i

U '! O And they've got an l'on there of field labor
'

1
'

. . , . | of something like $5 million, is that correct?'' '

-

-

N A Yes, that 10 correct.
t

', m i
i 0 How is the bulk of the field labor work the.t i

-'

f 6

|

2? ! would be done by the person cetually building the indepencent
!,s e

"i spant fuol storage facility or by Duke Powert
>.

!
i. - -

" ' A I'ield labor would be done by the one building
i

24 a the ' facility.
,i

kh.-

25 [. O All right., !
o .

!!
i: I
':

!
* qnri

. '-
,

( ' I c_ '
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w c.fagh15 And the field overhesd labor woult Oc c ptre.at;.?L

cf thct ite rc.. I c.Esur. : all of cnah would. clm bc dow: 53 m* -
.

pi rson .74iMing the Itcility, is ii.Et c rec 00nah10 LDF' mq tir.''
.

J. Tact 10 a fairls- raaf.ontblC aEFA'Z0tiLh ,

G Okcy.

Ecw ficld overhead material, whct is that -- d-
8

-

you imoa what that item st:a.ne. I understand :htt it rtpre-
.

SInts, it's 1G.perccnt of the toth.1 1.uterialE that C e,

.

outlined in items one through nine., but whr.t is overhead fer
.

*4

rateris.1, what does that macn?

A My understanding would to that the overhead

.

materialt wott'.d consist of cran 6E, truchs, shuttles, additions:
.

~

equipment that may be necessarv for a labor forca to emuplete
- ,

C

. : i

C Wenld that norrx.11y be supplied by uhe pcrson
[ .:

building tha facility?

i.
.

A It rould be - not necescarily
$

- on c. nuclecr,

p,

. facility.
.. ,

~

O I'm sorrv.?,

}f,e
.l..-

!. A Not necessarily at a nuca,cDr power plairL.e

.

O Wall what would be thE factors that wenid enter'

-

~~ o into whether it would or wouldn't?
l-

'-
r

A Uell thc p; oblera is 6apending, yor knc/w, whtre
,

"
p uhey're vorhing.

Q -

Now ist ras go bLck. Yncre'c probably ne problem
-<

,

) i

(/ .. -
-1r>>

,
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i. t
i 4

.
s '3C'4
!
I t

,,

-; '- as f ar er crocsure er conta::inction cf any of the equi- mc:a.
.

- }
,

leu of ;he s'thocn'eracte v: Ti *cqu:.re the opercuorW .a w , c_
i

_

; cf tne planc or th; owner to provida the equipment, so thc.. > -

P

i

l' .1 enere r cny prenlcm rith the equipment not beir.g cble uc Se ;-

-
,

r e:T ~ 7e d from thr j ob cite for continual usc. |i
f

[4
i

r
R Ccn ycu tell from the Utone and Webster propo L1 ','

,
'

I in E1:DC R_hibit 1:ur.ber 10 s.hether they'rc propocing to provide
,

!

~

tacir cwn field equip:nsnt such ac you just donerihed or' !

i.

c~
| whether they are depending upon the utility ta prottide it? !

/

| Uc11 I think we're getting into a problen -w
A c"

| |
'

,, .

because Tabic Four ic the Duke Power cetimate, their cwn!i
,

|..

| ectincte of a tetelly independent facility which includes no"

i

II : re-analycia of the cristing parent fccilition, chny?

@ :
M

j Q night. But you understand so far I've only been

:

| asking you questions about items 10, 11 and 12I"

.

h- f A I recline that,
i
t
.

.- , . .. Things other than engineering.u Q

1E A Right. But they're also ucing in all p wbability
.

3 their own crance and equipment available at the cite and

'

20 charging that portion of the use to the facility, wheress'

EI Stone and Ucbeter in eithar forced to purchtso the equip"an:t
,

22 i! or contract it or rent it and the total contc would have ao
p
f'

22 !! ge into the Stone and Webster report or cost entitater.
*i

24 I O So in other words you rnann that Suc,ne and Webster' E
:

- !

I
Ej estimate in NRDO Exhibit Number 10 of the cost of buildine- the l,

o
M

r

# 9

1
.

rs

>([j 'z - .
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r ro/c a.. . s2=i-indepcndent spent fuel storage facility that it proposes.

:
probably, if broken down, 'would chow fol' the field cycrhead

*1

~

matericl z. higher number than whtt Duke has shown here becaust.
,

. .
'- it ney be c'arting Stone end Webster more money to provide

' y'j that portien of the construction costs that Duke night hcvc.

"

n
'

no spend itself, is that your tectimo y?n
,

*
- U

!! A '7eE.'

1
c
'

O New let's look ct the last item, the engineering
-

n
e .;

' h figure. That's the one where I gather you feel Duke itself
I,

.'# j might have to do a substantial piece of the work, even if |
I '

''

a'f t
9'

i' Stone and Webster is providing the iten, is that right?
:!

,

.

'"

] A If Stone and Webster is going to contract for I

i .

" Ed1 independent spent fuel facility that hae dependent related !
,U| I:

' ' - itens. t

|:
3" Q okay. Can you give us a bEllpark estimate, hca.- i

much of the total engineering would you expect Duke would |

probably have to provide $tself?

E
i A It'wocid bc- difficuTt, if not impossible, for -.

| 1
. m' -

.

ce to evaluate the cost of the re-enalysis of the systems. '
,

v -! i
"

.
'

fp It may well.be.more then the initial cost of the decign cf
'i

' ;i; tho fncility. I think Duke would be the only one who could
_. .

i

2 answer that question.
<

I'' O Will you bear with Ea just one second, please?

e, i

"t (Pausc. )

h 25 can you gat in front of you a copy of the

t

7 /T I. f

f '6 ji

'U|L "
..
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i su a. ;

h
I

}a
5

clC l' E n v i r o n n a n t s i Impact Apprairal and 7.coh ct pu;e 53?.-/e
i

".: *k. ycu neve that in fran: n.'1 y o u ? !
\~

i

f I. 'Jes , I do.
i

..i

. ' , O The second full paragraph ic discussing the !
i

.
-

facc2 ility of 1~ -racking spent fuol poo'.s cc:'7ing 0 cnee
, ,

' Uni:r 1 and 2. Let nia just giva you uhc bachcrour:' ir crt
I

*

!

you haven" pickcd it up.
~

Thic wec written at a tims when the Staf' did
,

i

I net knot. whether the pools I and 2 watld be re-rached cu
^

h
f alle an6 the analysis contained hrre in dealing with |

il' i
's re-racking of -- thct nightr in fac:, be the yrusent re-racting''
'

1. I or a:;guebly cculd have been poicon re-racking, Just to you

& | ha.vc that understanding.e,
'W .

!-

If you look about four lines - cir lines dor.1''

,

. . , .
. " in the paragraph, there's a r.tatements

:
1,

16 " Presently thcppool has two coo' Ling ii

!
!

. . .

i trsins, cooling capacities of" - I'm not going to try"

-
1
,

1" | to read that, rou can see what it says. And then tne nm:t

tte
centence: "And an additionni" - and some more coolir g

-.

s~o capacity would be required to meet m"-4 mum load requiremant;
'
't if the pool were to be re-racked

.

Arc those the hinds of analyses of capacitias cf .

"

!'
i. , . .

| the existing systems to withanand additional loads on then~'
1

: '
.

Q | that you're t:_ikinc about now that "ou think t oul6 have to re"

ii

| done if you did a Etone cnd Webster-type operctior 'e }
>

!,

. .

I.
)

O{
'

k
s** ,

i u



. . . . ,
acu

.

tr.:. . ;(= : 7 A Yer.
~

-

C And that is the kind. cf analysis thct yot feci

._ ,

would tche c fairly substanticl amount of engineerine effer'.-

.

to be able to asce-a in whether or not the load that would be,

' '

imposed cr. the eysees was greetcr tnan the systcIr could hen 61 '.'-

'

L '/ss. I'm net sure what that analycis consiste?

.
-

'' of,
t

I.' '
G tis 11 I was going to ask you if you'd done any

.

,
II

t' h asscacment of - do you think that if what .you wanted to find
.

. .

h out were how rauch you could re-rack the Oconee 1 and 2 cpe:!nt
'

u
-

", fuel pocl without exceeding the capability of their c::isting
n

,' I cooling system, would you consider that a relatively compli-
''

.

9. e

H cated process te discover that information or a fairly
~

'a
1 simpic ene?
L.

.= ..

i! A To determ na possibly the c::isting enPccity
~

e
- < . i!^

fi of the cristing Oconec pool =cy not be an extremely cifficult
a
i!

r., ,

p problem. What you could do is go to the design parametere"

..

T[ and take it-to its ruu:imum and work back to capacity and,yotr''

.

w 'i
| never exceed the ccpacity of tha cystem that way, yor're'"

|

d
, , ,"

k always within the e ximum cllowable,
.'

ve a
|; O Would that be equa.lly t uc for the; Stone end"

., _.,.
i._ . .

9 Ucbctor proposal if the proposal would not exceed the capa-'-

o
u

N. citice of the ryctems nov' tt Oconec? That is, dat it would' ' ' '

D'
!, bs a relatively cimple task, you trould go tc. the design'

*
.

,:

spec:.ficationc and find out whc.t ic the cyc cm capable of-- o

I

f

0
g

g m..t .
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Ir;, GM 2 noic.ing , do we hr.vc anougn excess horc tc add this addition?1
i.- 1 .

O r.. '.cVer wc're ad.df.ng?
,

i
.

A I woulci agree that you could deter:rir,r wbetbcr yor

|
'

a

| caceeoed the cxcessr' !.cirly casily. Howaver, vot: art o.oino_ i
,

-

r- -

i-

fror. c 300 or 40C assembly pool now to a facility that has,

( : ,

; 1500 or 2300 as the Stone and Webstar report showe.. ,
,

! !--
.

'1C* Mn ,

!
, e

b
i

| '.< t

. . I
l-

! !
|i i,,

es a j

!..
: n

e

,- :
a g

|i
4.. ,

t

i
1E ;

I
i

e ."
o hw

<;
.. ,

t

4" '

|

|| !
'

|.e..
-

I
I

s. :.

.
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I
~: i
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_

-
+

.

i

.;C l'RD /.>h i .'
_

.
i

_

I doubt seriously thcu if you did initini [
-

-

-

-- gns fcr four or five hundred escon.' lier that tnerc'r
$t.

facter of f cr so ertra in the origincl c.nalysis,;

a
__

g.
| 0 50 you would anticipate that h.2 a;; cess engineerir,q

'

_ .

ef fort woul6 be the effort require d to redecign the cyetena,1

J thEt vore in the parent plant to bc cble to have the car acit 7
_

I,

tc pich up the load of the new svctem rather than finding
_

*

i
i -

''

-

out whether theca systems as initially det ince were adeputte:

-

1 to handle the load? E'
,
.

'.610 iC A Yec, that'c correct, [
f

0 Now, do you understand that on pacc 6 cf the ;

fStoneandWebsterreport,whichisattachedtotheletter' :.

{whichisthecoverofimDCExhibit10--I'llgiveyoua:: '

.i . --

iu .! moment toget that in front of vou. }

_

t
i

,

15 | Do you have that?
_

, : -

't
--

15 Is I have it somewhere. I've got so many panerc --

'P
_

_

;- scattered around up here. I kncu I had it, because I iunt i k
!i

It[ referenced-- It's the September 6th letter. 0;;cv,
y'

..

is ji Now what page?
.\ -

, :
.

. 20 0
q Page E of the report that's cttached to the letter,; -

o

2: A Page No. 6 is blank on mine. e

'

G Elank?o
- :, =-

: -

,
The same Deonle who build nower plants dc xcrorinr.9

-

J
'C

,

t
_
-

I believe. -

-

M

e b 4 4 * 4 9

.

E

-$ (A

[//" _,vi
-

U -s
. "

F--h-
6

- ..---..--i.-.. . .
-
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t

~7T ' ,2 5 CIUt!RsUn; MILLF.P: It will be strickc..

i, LY MR. T.OISMAN :

y O I'm cnawing you MRDC D:hicit No. 10 and am nos
,

'

. di.recting your attention to page G. '

ri You'll notice there's a small caracraph c the
; '

c. top. I think if ycu icok at yours ycu can sec how yourt act '

t

'

. cut off 2 littic bit thera., t.

E Mould you just read the rcragranh?
l

'
* .I

t
-

9j A "The ISPSP is ncminally cn independent

7 .- facility, but it uses existint parcit plant !

$j Systems and personnel to miniL;i20 cost Where

gj possibic, concistent with the near universal .

.
n ,

!h citing criteria."
n. a

.,

P] O Do you understand thet to mean that Stonc and f
'

) ',
4

~

ij Webster believec that it chculd be cheaper overall to utiliza I,.g
1
)

!! their systcm with an interface with the plant than it would
t o- .

:
i

p|
be to build a completely independent system; is that your '

,_
.,

4
'

., j understanding of what they are claiming there? j
- . t

a i

gg ! A When the facilities, the parent facilitiec cre j
,

.t

3 :::|
a6causte. .,."

I
a

0 Q All right.
'

y
~.

Now do you think that they were assuming thev,, , 3
.

:i

!; would find a cubstantial number of parent facilitiec that could__
u ;.

t
1 handle 3, 4, 5 tbnec as much spent fuel in an adiacant intillev ;

& :| than they were cricinally designec to hold?W en ..
,, ,

'

,

!
j . ., ~nO<

() / ./_ sUL
'*



-., o:. g. . ,

if?.I 'cb3 T. I don't Ic-cliv know noF nuch e;;tra leewt y '..:ev-

anticipated. I wocid cather from thtt stecev.It thcv ? eel

therc js scr.e additional capacity evcilable.

D With your knowledac of Etone cnS Wicatcr wc?ll"
c

you cc an expert feel thac they are likelv to have a Jciu-1v

good hcadle on that, cc to what the cc: cess ccpacities night

. D , e.
-

A I think ther probably do, for c generic basis.-

.

.
'

O I understand Okay.
,

L Did you, by cny chancc, do any kind of an analvnir
,

1: of the Duke Oconce unite to see uhcther the cycte=5 w1th

which a fccility cuch as Stone and Mcbeter's would have to bei, i

a
1 intercennected, what their decign capacities were and how,.

ig , much er :ers they had?
t-

1 :, , , A I did not de any analysis. I did discues it with
h
:8

h Mr. Spitelny and Mr. Roberts to try to get backgroundi.for~n

17
Dation to determine whet 91cr.thc._cyntem was adeTuate.

, ..
.

!

i8;
I bclieve there was come problem in the cooling

,

system.39 i

I

I

23] C That may be what we have just been talking about,

a

]
in the I'nvircnmental Impact Appraisal, perhans.3;

;7 j! A Right. I tnink that the te.atimony frez the

i.
"

previouc time we ucrc here also -- there was somethina to the%

cffect ther thero ucc a S-million-dcllar coct concerninr. ,

. . , -.

, e ad be thb# to e G & & 44 4 L

p5
'( ',

-, e

'' /_ f - '

i' Ul L '

.

1;
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3"E . ,'tt 4 C Okay. All right,' '
.

;

:. Now On paqr 2 cf Staff Exhibit 27A the firs: full -

t

5 naragran? b e.r i n c , 'hs shour, by chose costs,'' 4.nd then vou

z" set dowr. to " . , .the Enviromacnte.1 Impact Apprr ical cresents
. .

5 ; the cost figure as a result of independent etudies done at

c; an earlier cato of $10,000 per actiemb3 y."
-

t

7d Uhat assemblier are you referring to?.

:s

gb A In the EIA they referenced a 10-thousand-dcllar ,

u!'-

'
e par assembly cost,'

;

te ,i O night.
,

i

|| A I went to Mr. Spitalny to determine how that;3

1 -

12 :| cost was crrived at and what it connic.ted of. He informed '

:!
'

4 me that that cost uns basically for equipment to -- you know,
l o- i

.

!

,,.|
the equipment and structure, or just the equinment necessary; |

. . , , -
,

.: !

. e

not t tal cost including contingencies, interest End what-not.,15 i
d '

16j I just accepted that. j
i

O What did you mean by "indeoendent studies?' Uhoss'#7,

independent studies? {
18

I.

A The NRC's independent study.gg
!

0 And when you used the werd " studies" did vcu mear i20-

to _mply some sort of a written document that had been pre-g

pared?
22 .

I
'

A Some type of analysis, not necessarily written,
3

I but probably. I mecnt that--
,,4 hc

il

[ O You don't have any independent haric to know thy.
na . s

$s

1'
,1

,
-

,
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i:Ri/Wh5 reliabiliby of thct; is that correct?'

I A 2 de not.

O Now you then next rcfer to uhe DOE cost estinats

#
; in the couple of sentencec down in the same paragraph, ...whtn"

!. [ put into proper perspective results in similar c=nenditures.'

What did you mean by that?'

~/ Tirct of all, what is the DOC cost estimate to'
,

E which you refer?
,

.

.

by A The DOE estimate was a number that was presented

10 ' in one of Mr. Spitalny'c charts in his testimony. ;

i

!) ti O That's the 7 to 12 thousand dollar per aceemblv
!

12 | nunher?
-

i; i
13 A Right. '

:

14 h O Okay. |

P
.i i

13 i: And what do you mean "put into proper perspective?'
h..

'

jc A hy discuncion with him -- and I believe we looked j

! !

17 , at another DOE report, and I don't know the name er the
I

''

.
number -- indiccted, he indicated to me that that wac strictly'gg

i

19 for the equipment and structurc, that 7 to 12 thousand dollar
;

'l
i- no coct shown in hin table. '

| 1
,

21 By " proper perspective" I usan now that I war

f trying to evaluate crerything exclucive of interect, con-22
| ;
i

i

23 i tingencics and overhead.'

n ,

.,

C Isn't it true that the DOE cont estimatc ic based,. '-
e.* i,

II

k|h upon a propored fee that DOE wet promocing to charge for the25
.

1

I'

f_\ f /
! V'

I
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.! '

ut,c of its incepennent spent fuel storace facility if it vere'T: 'e: E
.i!

.

'

'

i to 5aild one t.nd utilities ware te come and r oe it?
1

2d A ! honautly don'u know. I think maybe Mr. Sr.i tE lny '

'l
4 could answer that cuestion ver / easil.'.

4

5 Q Now down at the bottom you uce th!.c phrase, an6
!i

,

5 I'm just trying to get some idca of your -- some partmeters,
,

some qualitctive parameters on it. --quantitative parameterc, !'
.

E4 I mean. "The Duke Power Company estimate is very much _n
- 0

? line with...." This is at the bottom of the same paragraph'

+
.

10 it we've been talking about. i
3 '

tl !
11 I Wht does the range of differences have to be for j

j

il

12 ) them to still be "very much in line with," inscur judgment?

13 A In my judgment, the per assembly costs were

14 within a range of 15 percent, possibly as high cs 20 percent f,

il '
t'

-

15 i for facilitics which have never been constructed. There is !

I !

16! no facility at this time, as was mentioned vesterday, that
|

,

.

17 hcs been constructed to date; therefore, a range of appro::i-
|o
,

18 mately 20 percent appears to be, to me, a reasonable number, I

. |
,

19 0 Uell, how different is an indepencent spent fuel
;

20 storage facility of the type that one would want to build at-.

21 | Oconee from the kind of spent fuel storage facility that uns
I
t

22 p built by General Electric at Morris that's now being used fer

b
25 'd the storage of spent fuel, or the one that has been built at

I
i

24 j Barnwcil but has not yet been used? i'
Ii

kh !
25 A I've not reviewed the drawings, engineering drar.n,s

i

!

I'} ^
r

~J U)

0 /L, ..



.<n... c : a. .

WII < b :. c' any type for either facility. I 'm ret il y 2 at f amil..ar
e, .-. a. ~. .

_ Vi t''. tt c!.1 tO ', Vs. ..uf.t C. th'd CTf CcIpSri DA10 ..r di f.t c'"C. - ;
~

.

par.nas.tcrc cc the f&ci'.ity of Du?.2.

. O So yet de,n't really knct- that tners hac be c:3 n o n.:

built corpcrchio to the tyci: tht c ont mign't wcr.i. t> bu_'.c n.

. Ocones? Ic.e'u thct correct?

,

I. Other than une tactiteny thtt ue her rd ct this*

3 hearing.
.

*

O Yes, I meant on your own you have to --

J. Uc, I do not.
1. .

O Nou at the bottom of page 2 of Stcff Enhibit

27--I. you list the ryr. tams that cre not included in thei

Stcne and Webster cost cetimcte: solid unste, liquid rad-

weste, fire protection, makeup water, elecr.rical cor2unica-

tionr. , and security, cnd von say if those were inclu6cd, the
.
,. -

costs would increcce.
..1

Did you attempt to quantify how much you thanght..
.:

the cocts would increase if those itose were included?.
.

_
a

A Nc, I did not attempt to cue.ntifv it. I cnivh,. - - -

mentioned that they would increase to chov that right new the.. .

t.t

. cort per essembly ic ices than the Duke uithin the 20 perce:*
e.

but it wcc baced on the five fccilitice bcing1 010 :.tnger,
.,,

, , adequate.

O But theai. itemc you've listc6. tharc, they might - -
..

@ ..
. to na.> the" wouldn' t r ic what I'm achi:c;-ion have no utv

_

e*'

,,.,p
/ 1 |() / [.
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i
r: 3_'>
-

3
1

1.'nL./ cb 7 i S r!.he that. i
.

1
- Lo vet have cn" ucv to sur thct if thos; itenc !

,

,
,

; ucrc includode the cact would not 22111 de vcri much in liac
i

'

.e_ with the ecst canitato that Stonc and Webster hac .tsde?

A Other than the eetira.ted coct to Iccd:.fy the

cooling cycten, as an c c=ple, for the I'uhe fccility, right,

7 d D*** I $* 302- '
,

.-

g i. I micht ccy that if the facilitics were adequatc, i

''
'. it ic true that the coctc would not increase if the pcrenc

.e
-

i e

! f"

7g facilities worc adequate. I
;

i

* O The list of things you've listed here, unlect. 'm '
,,
' ' ,

>
,

mictaken. doca not include the cooling cyctur, do they? !0
".. |

1
'

"htt's not one of the items that -- '

to |

||h A lio , it 5 not. 8y
0

t

Q Ic it ''aur underctanf.ing thct the Etone and |15 -

..

Uebster proposal intended that the cooling for the new syctam !'

16

would be supplied by the parent facility and that basic llyc.. g
U y .

I

j cil they would build is a swimming pool without c cooling |1 c. n
- i i

p~ V cystem, or did you understand their design var intended te I

l !

include the cooling as part of the design? Ig
|

i; A ! understood that the ecoling vco part of the,, l
t;

e i
t.
|| design. I only used the S5 million es an example of a cort,

a= ,

figure for a modification to the facility.23 ,i

o

,.4 '. i 0 But would you cny that modifying tne cooling syrtem.
c :

,

c: the facility might be ons of the larger of the items 65
|

,

.

I
o

n
e

it
"

~l'. ry

'l i JVU
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; 3'i32
i:
.

W . 'er 3 1[ i>etween if we looked at now cix inener d cf five e,: clin; crr-
e.

; [ tm. s c.i.i: wa s te r , liquid redwacre, firc protecti:n '.r.:.k : ur
r,

1 water, electrier.1 cc:cuer.ications anc cecu-ity ant 0o011..;,
,

i.

n

that one of the biggest, _f not the bigacct itc= if ycu h;d.'. a

..

r j; to m,dify it, would be the cooling tyctem cort? .

1

.' ' A Yee I agree.
;!
', I

; O And theee would be smaller corts? ;
-s

,.

U ;

E j! A '.'ec , I agres with that. |
P- ,

'

t h. 0 All right. Let'r lock et page 3 new of Steff ,

.

It

Ir 0 E::hibit 27-A. '

4| -
< h: The first sentence of the response:t -

.

"The physice.1 layot.t of the existing~. :
.- .

O
'

12 't structu e prohicits expansion of the pool in a
i'
I

gh manner posed by CESG. There ir aveilable space, .

i| i
. .- n however, to proceed at a right angle to the crist-

p|
-

!

!

16f iD9 P001 " I

I

3., Did you take a look at the physical layout of :Jie

7g Oconee facility in order to make the statement that you make
i

l
jg there, or are you relying on somebocy elce for that?i

!

'
gg A I vent over and visited Mr. Spitalny and..

,

Mr. Robe *ns to see if they had an engineering draving lascut
3

3

i
-

i
I

;. | of the pool. ':' hey did. An6. I cpent a few minutes ico;:Inr . :

End Elco the pool to determine if that was the case or not.
.

. . ,

~
'Landon fis.

f

3

1
il9 *EI , , -n]
!! / -,v,
!i

'

cs

M

!

t .

6.
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v.-1 2 3 CJ <
. c ,

5 u no way, abaent the existcace of c_t Creaq huilt in
!

; cxacnci;n gate or ccnal to tne eniating pool, c have t ap:'..

p ruel pool tau: 1: phycically connected to the exicting pac; . ,

;

if a I correct that you h.we rnade that aaru: pt';:74

e' I. Yec, I made the ascumption that -- that's corn .

~ ,

.Ir C Whc.t ic the basic for than assumption?
- .

1

7' A Knon you say connecting, wc're now talk _ng caon.
,

,

g a breaching pool?
'

- g ]l O I'm talking about having a pool such that you

'l;g p would never hevc to rc=ove the spent fuel freni water and put
l'

, ,n ,| it into a cash in order to move it into the cnpansion s:)aca, j
. ,

il,

p! but could move it tnrough a water canal or juct into cuo:ntr
' i

pool that was physically attached.g
1

I A Yes. I made the assumptic becausa I feel taan
14 6

:

it's entrcmely difficult to penttrcte the pool lincr cr.dg
,

mair.tain the existing integrity of the pocl,
16

'

a
O What is your basic for that conclusion?

I _t
'

Well, let's etcp bach a second. Did you do an
1S i

.

analysis in orcer to reach that conclusion? -

i

A My analysis was baced on the c>periencc I had in
, g,

'
the design and construction of a spent fuel building fcr the

21 i

s

SNpFS project. \
i

! O Did you, in designing that, investigate the
'

23 i r.
! :

i possibility of a subcequent breach of the pool for purposs:, ,

2n, ,
, '
;

@ 25|:
of expansion?

I

il
n
I! .,,

d 672 _- i !-
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>
4
'

vc._ 3 3c?5

| J. When .' decigned that -- and I did a concidarable

>
I c:rornt of tne design -- I remembered the problem it had vitt

.

!

~ ! the foundction, and tc put cJ. cnistcng strccturc 46.jnctn to-

i
.

- ! that building would require excavation adjacent te the
i

! cristing building.

; Assuming, now, that you're ucing thct same war.1
i
t

-
. tc provide c penetration, thct type of excavation clone is"

i

E| c mejor problem that requirec probably underpinning the
.

I~

F exicting pool. You'd hcvc excescive vibrctions from equip-

K ment, depending on the type of coil -- if there'c rock, you

| may even hcvc to blast to get doun to the s ame depth. You'd
l'

.r_ j have problem: with differential settlement of the fuel pocls,
t

,2 This vac just based on experience that we'vc
,

'

c; had in working in arcac where you're adjacent to another
,l ,

structure. That'c how I = ado my judgment.g !}
!

!4 0 Se the factors, as I understand, that you've.
o

gp listed, we've essentially called site specific facters 13r
1.
if

!f that right? That it vould depend on r.he bedrock and theTE
.

I extent to which the already existing fccility was vulnerabicg,
i

2; to the vibrations, or would regaire underpinning, is that. .

i,

21 correct?
,

i

i!

A That in one aspect of it. I think that theg3 g
9
1;

ji other aspect wocld be the fcctening of a liner plate to cno,ua
,

I

cristing concrete r*m c Uro. Therefore, no pictec areg,.
..

@ !! c:cbedded in the wall, and you'rc forced te anchor it into the
.

m.. i-

4

?

I

,' ] - .g
o- L st L,,
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- en_nting ec ucture, which has never preven tr J.m en c.:::; 2.2;

'

- ~.c .:mi .

Arait, thcac cypes cf problccc. P:colonc ;_ 2

cranes that crc rpecifically connected te tac . sui 3 ?ing., cc

i f_r cc acing able to trancfor through thE., and thn citi

c .diticts, wcre 'd, I climinated that.t

. O Eut the rite conditiore that you warc tt.'...ir;
*-

t thout are ones that would depend upon anclycing that particular

~ |~
cite, isn't that true?

-

<

'

: A Yee, that ic true.

I
! O And you had not done that for the Ocone? site,-

f-
'

4 o that --4

~.. A No I did not.

'

,1 O How, the other espect of it that you're talhirr

thout, I think you said about attaching e liner to an alrc.ady.r ,

b;g existing concrete wall, you said that har never proved --

A I said that the method, which is come type of.

.. g
U

g' concretc ancaorc, hac not proved to be cdequate. i.s a netter
,

-

i

h of fact, several of the nuclear facilitien now are forced
1-

.. y to go back and reanalyse a lot of supports that were .festenti

p, by a concrete type anchor, which is why therc'd be c red hec 5

--
or a wedge..z.

_.
Bechtel ic doing entensive reanalycin on certc:.n

facilities becauss of the prchlers with thesc. They tend.
,_

||$ to pull out ac time goes on.g
.

-a
*

"}

OI L,,
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.a. .. , ..
.

il

t

'd C Is the probia.c that yea f oraste here, ir it enc
o
.

~g the i., t.o your cnswledgs, has ever actually been enc. lyze.d?

2 i: "'n tt 10 , has anyons ettc."tpted to investigate the feasibilia
li

h n some octail of treaching an ensting scent fuel pool fcr3

i, 8

: ! purpones Of expandir.g it?
'

A 1 c. I de not -- I de not know whe*: hor anyDol./ har,.

f:
n

I [ analyzed that or nou.*

li
j O Did you -- are you familiar with proposale tar.:E

-
..

r
5 il

.

have been made by the Department of Energy of the pocsille
i ,.-

S l ut.a of the spent fuel storaga pools now at Muclear Fuel
'

,

!
.

11 j Servicor in West Valley for adjacent pools for the purpcaes i

:

I I
U | cf the storing of a60itional spent fuel? Are you ct all

I
T2 i fEmiliar with th2t?

9 |
1A :. Mc, I am not.. ,

l

II I O Oke.y . So you would have no knowledge cf whethc;-
.

.; fj they might have 1 coked into that?
t :

!.

g ! A They may have. I do not know.
' i,

75 ! O Wnen you did your analysis of the cost of a cpenu ;i
I

.

;

3 | fuel store.gt - independent spent fuel storege facility here, j

2? nad you reduced it down to a per-aEsembly cost, what you did,- f
-
.

;
I

I, ac I undersuand it, was you took the -- to try to act t< vere-_e ..
; '

t

;; thing to what you considered to be an equal level, ou took
^

f
, ,

nj out c cert.ain group of costs and got everything dowr. in this -

d
" '

24 sort of 010,000 to S15,000 rcnge, is that correct?
.

0

@ !i E Yea, I toch out c group of costs, and then I%
o-

6

1;

li I

i- -
.

( ~
.

f > u

orc - >

.

. . . . . . - . . . .. . . . --
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*

3 E t.

!- divid16 by cix n';ss.r of . . .
,

,

C As u.rc. . ..w.s ?

'

A -- aszemciico per faci.sity, tc p"t it en ar O'~ci1..

I basis.

! O Did you look at Applicant'c Erhibi.: Munber --

dc ycu have that in front of yov~,

,

A Yes I do.-* c

! O All right. On page 0, undc:. Krabic 1,11:F.c d.
,

.

s- with hcif a paren, the crample involving a 3000-spent hel~

i

assembly f acility --:

,
L Yes, I did. I think I .cnticned ccrlier in ny

i

,; testimony that I found probicmc with 1.d.
,

t

| 0 Or.ay. Do you want to tell ne .. bout than?m
- p

; : A My probicm was that 1.d. referenced -- or 1.c, --

P
d. mark is cane as c., chay? It referencas c. rack that's-r

- ..t.

L
15-1/2 inches on center. 1.d. , same as above except storageg,

t

g, i provided while the racks are 10-1/2 inches on conter.
i

When I reviewed thin. c. indicated to ma in:.ti
n- ip.

I you had two racks every 31 inches, er 15-1/2 inches en mnter.-.g
,

while d. was putting racks at 10-1/2 inches on can c :, or yoe., _r.. ,

i
i had three rache every 31-1/2 inches.. . ,

_. ,

. . ilow. what happened was nhc criginn fvili;".
->

. I

! uhich unc the 1500 facility, wac 15-1/2 inches en cent.or.,
,.
._.. ,.

t

r.rc now they esfc rence doun nerc racks with 10-1/2 inches on
'

,

:~

cGnt32., , . 4
- - _ , , ---

-,c

..

e
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1
*

wi ;

! ';6 H

il
1 !! Well, if you have two reeks at 31 incher on

h 2 center, and three. racha at 31-1,'2 inches en etnuer, basicci..

11' .; y., :vc c.ny increased the capt.cir: of the racks by 50 pcreente

;

4I You be addec' one more rach in the same distancs.
il
.I

U If you agree with that, I -- *

i

C :: O Well, I'm not going to egree with anything.
il

.

*/ ,d
.

A Okay, I underctand.
.

8 Q I want you to testify, and I'm going to lister. |
.

!.

9i A All right, Bared vr. that, I saw that the faci it/,
.

|
!c . by changing the rach si=e, had increaced 50 percent, whichi

i
:
,

it I maant thn: you vent from 1500 to 2250 assemblies.
,

12 ' Now, they show a differential cost of about

i

13 i $6 million for the capital investment. I believe that the
t

'

;, .}1 c. capital investment was about $55 million, and do about i
.i .

1
15 il SG1 million. -

i;

.c y It punzied me how, for 10 percent, they can +

!

17| increase the cdditional capacity of the system by 50 percent.. !

18 Therefore, I fcit that since I had considerable
.

,

19 question with these numbers, I preferred not to use it.
.i

p,c, 0 'Ivo questions:
'
'

,

p,g One, did you contact Duke to attsr:pt to get a

e

octter underrtanding of this? ;e i-
2,

i !

I A No, I did not. '
- ica p'

t

d O l'on vere aware thct this document wcs in evadcocap~f
, ,

under ceth in this proceecing, were you not?y-y
L
tl
i t

.! 8 - *!
t i / ()If

'

g ~
Ol L. '

4
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O 12 it PCOLibic thr thL rW.T 07. 'C ' ' . 2147. : r'J 37 ; C.

crc diffarcnt ir thct Dh.e ww cetu lly ein;.J.r.g ch.tt tr.

0 0 0 f. facility tr.ight be phycically largc: th e_: the 1500-

,

e. ;,; w% ,.. c ,. ..

ML. MC GJsERY: Objection. Et questier. it.

premised upon whct Duke thought.'-

ER. ROISM;.K: !]o , I asked what i: porcibic, not.

.

premised cr. whct Duke thought,. Is. it possibic.r

r

C:1IRMAN MILLEL: Yes, you r.zy tswer it,

b'ITNESS PITTIGLIO: I cssumed that that was tne

casc. I juct could.n't justify for an additional 10 percent-

.

'

... how yet could increase the facility by 50 percent in sisc.

.
That's why I did not consider it.

BY MR. ROIS!G.N :._ ;

;,, O Well, let's sce. Let tr.e direct your at- ention

to Staf f Exhibit 27A, page 5, and I'll recd your answer to--
,.

s gucstion: "Do you think Duke's cost estimates cre reliatic?-
i

.

Yen sey, " Duke han the ccpability of bcing their

own architcct-enr.inser and constructor for thic facilit.o....

Ther,ir chcrgc3 for engineering, lancr and overbuc' contingen -
..

cics c.nc. interect are base 6. upon part c:: peri ur.e it uit

construction of their otin alucinar f acilinics. Du):c ' d

conimc2ec for contingency is 25 percent. Th1c ; r not a

9 unmasoncJne contingcacy for a nes.- fccility cf unir typn.",

..

*
/

b*

() / d ''}r n }
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!

19 i 3641 !

f
1 Is the thrust of that answer that you consider

|

| Duke to be e fcirly reliable organization, and that when they |
*

|

2[l nnho ettiraates you think they're prett" reliable? i

,

I.

' *

A ?es, I do. -

h 1

4 1
I 0 Well, can you explain to me why you cither don'ti

I
,' have the same confidence in item d., or if you don't, why I-

|
7 ' the existence of itez do doesn't shake your confidence in

'

,

j ,

E I Duko's capabilitics?
,1 ,

j-
;

*

E ; A I based thia, again, on cry own engineering
,

| !;c ; judgment. I also -- there was one other point that concerned
|p ,

a|meslightly,wanthattheorig.inalfacility,the1500 |
e i

| facility, was epf.r. a 1976 estimate, escalated at 8 percant::
'. i
i

lis ! a year, to get to the $55 million.

| At that time I don't think that, in my opinion,'e

h i

g .I poison racks were a viable option. I did not know, and was
l

,i

tg ; not abic to determine, whether, when increasing the capacity
;

;

g of the pool existing systems nucn as the cooling cystem had i..

7g been modified in this cost, or whether they had just -- just=

IS the cost had been escalated and something added to it.

20 0 Hall, isn't it true that if the item d figures-.

21 are relic.ble, thct your estimate of the cost of an independent

22 opent fuel storage facility per assembly would h.tve been
-

substanticlly lower than the figures given in Staff Exhibit23 p
3
i

a4 '| ''7A?.,

.

g A That is true. However, I was trying to evaluate25

c ,
'

t

'a ~1 9i ,
'vic , , u;

.
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things equally, and the Stone & Webster report, in the cover

'

letter cf Septc=nor 6, mantiens c high-density rack of the
.

~

flur type, but not a poison rach.

- Therefore, I would have been forced tc evaluate

2 the othcr report on that basis a.lsc, and I wasn't abic tc

contact Stone E Webster to confirm whether their facility
'

T, was adequate with poison racks or not, also,.

'

i O You woren't able to contact Stone & Webstcr?
i

.

E i. A I didn't. I felt that the easy alternative for*

e
"

K me, since I had question with this engineering evaluation --

and I'm not saying it's wrong - was to base it on what I'

, ,,

:1 [ felt confident in.
l'

:2 ; O So it may, in fact, be the caso that if you had
,

g called Stone & Hobster and got clarified on the poison racks
t

g i; situation, and called Duke and found out it had answers to
H

t

;g the probl-n that you had with item d., that the real acilcri

|
i. .r ,i cost estimato por assembly for an indopandent spent fuel

18 storage -facility, for the group of coats that you were*

1

g ,: attempting to look at in Staff Exhibit 27A, might have been
F
laj substantially lower, is that correct?.,

J
|.' MR. KETCHEN: Objection. That's been asked ando,

''
}.
i-J anEv.'ered, oncS St 1 Cast.7.y

l
~

;

3s CELIPS.AN MIILER: You scy cnswer.
!:

pg WITNESS PITTIGLIO: It may have been, yes.
U

g Ageln, my other pcchicm was that even the Duke.g
u
H ~*Gis t ) 'ii(t

.

il L.
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, .,m . ,

I" cppl.' cc. tion for rerecking of their pools. as P.r. Sp ucin:

i nentioned ycFtc.rday, cnly went as cloce as 13 inexc.
i

'

I just lacked confiicnce in the 10-1/ 2 incl.e
,

i

spacingc which I staued earlier, plus, even assumir.g thc4

L

E ] fecilitye cgtin, was larger, I was unable to justify in q
if

C mind hov t facility could increase in size by 50 perennt at

7 enly a nor.inal 10 percent cost increace.*

.

E i' BY MR. ROISMAN:
!

~

5i O Well, I'm gc,ing to ask you thin question c.geing
;

|

to L" be=nuse I don't think you told me yet.
,

11! You've gc'ne through what I muct state toemr. te h:

12 [1
a fairly impressive indictment of Duke's enginnering -

g MR, KETCHEN: Objecticn, Mr. Chairman. I thi:t

14 the cttorney is testifving now to what his imprecsionc art
!

t

CHAIRMAN MILLER: He hasn't even finished. the
13 1

is ! question.

| BY MR. ROISMAN:)
I

IB | Q - of what Duke's engineering and cist ostin.it.ir.c*

'

i

I capabilities are wich respect to this item d. in Appliccat's;c

20 Exhibit Number 1.-

21 I utill want to know why that doesn't make yor

22 subEtantially less confident of the accuracy of Duke's oder
.

g cost estimates upon which you rely in Staff Exhibit Murnbzt 2 ': i '-*

MR1 KETCHEN: Objection Mr. Chairman.24 ;l;
l

@ ~ ji This witness has answerci thc question, I thir 'er
.i

J
s.l

b/2 x3,-,m -o,
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.,

I

Why hG --*

1 01:h!TJUW I:!LLI:R: Knat 60 'or t''.in% hit EnSU2rf

'
. was?

/ I:n. ITTC1 Eli: His answ(.r was he didn't use iten
f

F 1.d. in hir evaluation, and he explained why sovr,rcl tiDEE.

s' CULIPJ'JI fi!LLER: The question is that the rececn
,

ne didn't une it might or might not have a bearing upon hic'

.

9 ultimate evaluttion.

5 That's whct he*c been c2hed beforo, and I don't-

X reccll a squarc cnsucr.

, You may nnsucr

.2 WITIESS PITTICLIO: Would you repeat the quertic'_

( againT:;

c'
' EY MR. ROISYM -,.

<r{ Q Okay. I'm not trying to improve o:: the way the
ii

3 Chcirman har put it.

9,g You found a lot of things potentially wrong with
i

l the way Duke made the entincte in item d of Acplicant'se.
-

.
r-

li-

IF {!, Exhibit Hecber 1 with regard to the cost of the 3000 cpecc
I

., n ! ctorage -~ independent spent fuel storage facility.
:

CHAIP5M MILLER: Is that correct?as.

!-

3} WITtWSS PITTIGLIO: Yes, that is correct.

!

-- | BY MR. ROISPE :,y.

:
'

,,a.
~ \

J'
.. O And whit I'm aching you is: Given that they may

e>l' t .

g hcVe trade sema cubstantie.1 mictal:ec in doine tact, uhv de vou.g ,
,

l.
i
l-
i

!

1.
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I.

continue to have confidence in the accurecy cud competenet c :-5 .
:

!,.! ,

' i; figtres that you rely upon f rom tnen in Staf f D:hibit IN ric -
h

2 27h?
I

4 A I havc to agree with them, that in any facility

5 I realize that poison racks will increase the capacity of ia

C { rystem about 50 to 60 percent,
i

7 I However, I was mainly concerned with the cLyitc}
*

S cost of the invastnent, rather than evaluating the -- tne
*

_

question was . let me just back up.C
. .

10 I agree that poison racks will increase the
i

11 capacity of the systan. Thereforc, I really have no tit.jor :
!

'i '
12 problem at a whole with the lower cost.

t

is However, there were cettin engineering complic atica:t
>

14 involved to me, and therefore I did not use the number.

end ElEL i 15 !
l
!,

16 ,I !

i

17
'

.

18 i

i

f,19

!'' 20

!

21

22

23

24

25

,
- 'T*

.

4|
_, r

If J L-g ;

.
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E1/cl 1 : CiU.IFKd; MIII.ER: Ycc ctilk. hrvcn't an werci it.

Raphrcsc it so thct tho -id.nccc oc:aci e r n '-

.

I lcast I undcratiand t bc the thruct :sf tue crucscic: . ".ar .

think thct he fully tmdcrstands.,

c MP. ROISM.UI: I thini the best thing tc dc i.;

e perhnpc if I e::plein want it is, and then I'll ach the que r--

- - tion. I'm not trying to tastify, I'm si= ply t;, ring cc....

r BY lit.. ROISMAM:
.

~

0 Whit it cppetro you have done ic you have iden--3

3.; tificC uhat on the surface appear to be sono fairly cubat.r.-

'

;, tici inconeiccencies that appecr in the cost catime.tcr thst'

ache u.n Itzr. D that aren't immedintclv cxplainabic: c. ,

sm

failuro to use the right nirnbar for the dietsnee betw:en
1.<. ,

; the contorc in ucing the poison rccho; fcilure to cde-
,

,

''
3 qucs :1.9 escalcte the costs for the inctcilation of that men, '

L

'; .

5. a.
more rackc in one pool; failure to cciculate properly hae

, ,

h much the capacity of c pool vill be incrocaed if you puu,,
t,.c

- poison -acks into it.yn i

.

.
i

. _ h. noce all sound like thinqu, to to as c leynen,
u. ,

,' that c good ostirctor enginecc ought to hava cecn end spottet ,-. 3..-
,

cnd thosc questions tiero cnough for you to cay you didn't..
s.

Mcnt to relv upon Item D.
a . -

, . Given that it'c ths came person who dis the ucct<

esti:r.cting and the same percen that did the analycic for,,
'*
.

@ Ite:a C upon which you do rely, what' c the bacis for yet.-, , , . .
. _ .

M 8 E

! |U' i - _) Gl*
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L /c s': i .i con 21dence thc.: the.t person did such c good job in Itc.T C

g I when you've got all chese quectionc chout ther in Item C?.

I
'J A (Witnetas Fittiglic) I understand the quecticn

i .

4 i now,
i

1

F ,| Tne reason why I he.ve confidence in Iten C cr
,

C ht comw. red to Item D was I evaluated Item C with similer citun-
;

i
7 tions or gasst.'ons in my own mind before I accepted that*

!

c number. And based on my own responce, I found C to be cde-

;.

s quate. And I 11ad questions with D.

1; . Q We.ll, -
,

4
;f MF. . KETCEN: M. . Chtirmtn, may I interrupt?'

J .

-|
12 : There's a problem here. I would like to take c break now and

d

is] I would like to concu]t with this witncsc because I think
I

;4 there'c a lot of testimony given in here and I'd be villing '

q ,

;g ] to clarify it with Counsel participating, but I think we're
.)

d just wasting a lot of time maybe on the record, due to an
'

16
a
!

17 't accumption that may or may not be erroneouc. And I'd like

*

;3 { the opportunity to find out.
'

i

I

CHA"RMAH MILLER: Well, we'rc going to take our
.J'

.a
-

81
g h morning recese at this time. As to whether or not you ehould~-

!
i

."t 1 confer with the witnese who is under cross-examination, I
-

h :

[, think that'c a matter that you and Counsel should discucs.>,
-

,

i

3 !Normally --e,
li--

h

i MR. ROISFJdQ : I will oppose that, but I have ac"3 ,
a

Objection to him, on thC record, at thic point interpeting., e
-

.

-9"

0 0t i J"'
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ICL/el e se:r.c redirect e:Kamination to that we can't. wirec ar.y tins.

9 - ; don't hr.ve any probic:. with ths.t.

: CET.IPEJE MILICE: Kou.id het he a.ccepte.ide,

- fi . Hetchen?

IG. KETCEEN: M:yix it will .nve us r. lot of tima..

t MR. F.0ISFJS : OhEy. Ohat's fine.. I uill tem--

porcrily r. top crors-c::cminttien to cllov soms rcdiract.-

.

CHAIPEAN MILIER: Jill right,sfo'll Gucpeni cror.s.

,

.

in order to peruit further cle--ification thct might be help --

'

;, ful. Fr. Kotchon.

MR. MC GARRY: lu , Chairman, in the effort to

,,, i speed things along, would it be appropriate to take e b~er.:

3 now, and then wc could --

MR. ROISMAN: Juett as long as there's c prohibi-,,.

, - . - tion on the witneca or any witnons of the Staff or the
s.

9

.

Applicant tr.lhine to thic witncsc.g

CHAIRMAD MIIJZ:R: We don't Elind. We think that..

1. . . ..

..

the request in probably reasonabic under the ci- cumsts.nces., g
.

It uentily follows that a witnocs undar cross-a::aminntionp
i

* - i. mav be requestad not to confer with airyone until that pnrei-..

c

i cular Lepect has boon concluded if we're going to have e..
i..

(
.

reccsc.. . .

.

i
*

ITITNESS BASH: You don't wish Le to spa.h vidh hir.F
_

l
'

CHI.IR?iT.N ICLLER: At tbs n0 ment,. no. Uc.'ve acon,

..

Ag recusa oa-- You ceo, that's the probica whnn wc ha m p:.ncic-

- R *;. , , .

'|[ J L- ' ',

..
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C . / e; 3 1 " arciore, in order to prest.rve the intecrity of tx- vi W ns
'

E ', piro car c , and ti2 g S c c requeat made and ar ap=a cn' re :_s cr

; fr t. v regucct the. witnesc who ic tutder crocc .narino.j e i

.t .

4 not to conf er with cnyonc ut tht'c point until the rubjact

r; . ic crvered.
I

(: It 'c the usual cuctomary m.umar. It co:an't c.;sta

,

an*; refic tions on anybody.7]*
,

E . All right, would you like to have c reci.so ut.dar-

-

q.
.

thoce conditions? |g
- p i

,

MR.E?CEEN : Yes. !9p j
!,

,

CHP.IIWAN MILLER: All right. {,3

l.

.,2 |., (Recess.)
i ,

, i

i CHAIR N MILLER: Proceed. !b .|, ,

||
-

h liR. IG TCEN: Mr. Chairman, as part of this re-g

15 | diruct I'm going to ach Mr. SpitcIny to give Mr. Pittigl.io

a cre.lculator.g

| CHAIRE'S MILLER: Yes. All right, you ray ';roceed..

1 /
*

I REDIRECT EXAMINATION*
.o
i .a I.

b}
.

EY 1G. KETCEN: -

9"

i Q Iir. Pittiglio, I'm going to ask you a few pro- i
. , , , |

<

u.
.

.

4

t liminary questions with respect to your concidorations or !, , .

u ,

hw you considered Iten: 1-D in thct exhibit. This =ty nor.ed ;
, , ,

'-
t

i

I,; simplistic, but I would like you to deal with the folloui;r-
n
*t

6

calculation.+

24 |
.

W N # N -

25 :

4 ,c
b'

o I )uf "I .L
.

.



ae b. c .o%I

EL/6.3I It by 10 and. tell ce whtt you get.

7. A (Witnarc Pitticjlic) I ' m htvin- L __irt1c- t. :"mie

: with this crlculator.

(Laughter.)-

CDCTdIA1. MILLER: Why dore ' n you sta r': uith rctv-
.

C thing n little er.cier?

,
(Laughter.)*

e tiITESS PITTIGLIO: Ir. fact, I only got 10.
-

.

i.
e MF, . ROISM7.M : Just a second.

.

|

;(, Mr. Chairman, I'r. going to give the uitnesc c.

;1 ', calculator that oven I can use. Yct juct do one zero pluc

the x and one zero cad presc the equals.;;

WITESS PITTIGLIO: All right. I got 100.
1s-

9 MR. ETCIIEN s I'm not trvinc to be faceticue .r<, , *
L% ,

,

. _l Mr. Chairmen, but I think it gets ur, to a point.
,j.-
i
:!

EY MR. KETCHEN:'
! o-

8 O Then 15 tiraas 15, cnd what the produc0 of that is.
17 J

A You don't want na to say the Icet nunber neu dc* rgg
.

you? This calculator hsa no memory on it.
p- f,

f

gh Q hil, you can juct tall r.c what it comes out tc.-.

h
i

O A no, I mean-- 15 timec wha.t?. . ,
a. >

b
o

,, ,, r O 15.
-

'

A 225., , .

c. e

O All right.,

c. ,

CCE you tCil mL the perOGnt i!crGP3e httVOCc thC

~U.
.

. * i !._ J 6-

u
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!
.

FEL/ebT- factor 10 and tne factor of 15?*

'

: A SC percent.

0 Okay.

J And then on the product that you got from 10 by
i

L !. 10 cnd the produce you got fror 15 by 15, I reccli cne vr.c
t.

c, 100, one wu 225, what ic the percent increccc of the ictter.
i

the lower to the higher?-

; A 225 percent.[.

~

Q All right.r

gc flow I would like you to teke-- Do you usnt to

7; give me thr_t ancwer again?

I A 225 percent.v..,

;3 0 I'm looking for the percent increase of 225 over
:
1

100.14 ,

I

E A 225 divided by 100? I think what you're getting33
F

< o- f, at is that the ar:a of one assembly is about 225 sque.rc
s

I.
,,

|! inchec. Ic that correct?le o
e

I
,

What I'm trying to get at is thct --Q 11 0 .*
gg

.

MR. ROIStGN: Wait.gg

)
-

' Mr. Chairman, I think under the circumstanecc --"3-.

h
!;

y U, CH7JERNAM MILLER: Yes.
.. ,

||

i:
i: Since we're running a test, you sea, then we muct

22
I

run a test.-

c.: ,

,, , ! WITICSS "ITTIGLIC: 225 divided by 100 equcle
.. : ,

g i; 2.2s.
p

h

f: - - 'l 7, ,.

! () / [ J'/
i
es
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I: 4552
h
r

!

'';L, c.~:,' ! _i El' MR. KETCHEN:
a
V'

Okc , but that'r not the queution.
h. C ;

||

p The quaction is what in the percent yot. get Ahen
*

i
I
'

4 you nubtrcet 100 from 225 cnd divide it by 100?

!!
f' A (Witnesu Pittiglio) 125 percent.

||
f 4 0 7.11 right, sir.

1

|

7| Now I'd 11ko no get it more cpecific into the ct.te ;'

t '| now if you would. I trauld like you to take the rack area
i '

+

-
- ,| i,

.' cf 15-1/2 by 15-1/2 cans. Okay? Just the framewcrk.e

'
>

1C( Then I would like you to take 15-1/2 multiplied
:!

11 ;! by 15-1/2 by 1500 spaces and give me the product in synare
f

'l
12 [I

inchee.

il
e A It appears to be 360,375 square inches.

14 O That's correct. Okay.

I
1'i - Would you write that down?

A Would it be easier to put it into square feet?Is 'g
I

17 , O No, equare inches is fine.

ggf*

A All right.
~

!

19 0 Okcy.
,

20 Now if I may lead, my understanding is that'a che.N

21 area that would be required to store in 1500 spaces on
|

22 15-1/2 by 15-1/2 centers. -

A That's correct.22 ,

24 0 All right. |

khk N w y u've written thet number down?25

- . ..-

0/ smu
.
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iC_ /cM L Yes, I he 'rc.

'

O Nor I truid lik; you t: eche 1.s -; _n: hat nul.ti -.
' ' '

plied br 10- /2 inenec, cnd give m; a runne.:..

1. 110.25..

O Imd that'c tne c: ea of one fuel ccccmb.' y --

. MR. ROISMI.R: Objection.

CEI.IRMAK MILLER: Mcll, let him cttte it.'
-

M. ROICFJ.H : Well, V: hat he's going tc d.c ic he'sR. ..

.

s! geing to tell the witness whe it 1:- inctord of aching -he
~

'
witncca rhet it ie.: ,

I CH1.!RFJ.R MILIER: Yec, it would be better --''

. ;, DY IC. ESTCIIEE:
,

,; O With respect to fucl astm-blies, what in that?'

v" L (Witneca Pittiglio) Thrt's the aren of c 3 0 -1/2
f'
i
'

inch centcr-to-center cpacine. fuel acecmbly,,-
u ,

.
. ~

ic - 0 All right.

i.
"

-. Would you write that nur.hcr doim?
3

*
.

i: L (Mitness complvinc.)= -

hc n - - -
- ..

6''

Lc Q Have vou cot that numbsr?- -

A Yes.-. .. ...;

,q. ' Q Now I would like. you to take the r: umber t*:.ct I,

'

. ;_ anhed you to u:ite down befo'e of 3 5 0 , 3*7 5 square incher and
_

divide thtt number by the number you juct celculcted by.

.,

r:ultiplying 10-1/2 by 10-1/2. and could v.ou c. rive ma thau,

..

@ product?w
.-

%

i; ,, j6 #

.

.
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b
Il

fWEL sf: i A Product er --'

i

|

LL Q I'm Ecrry, the result.
'

I
e

.. |, h T ccme up with 3265. !
h
Il l

4p Q Okay.

S[ Now what doec that number represent with respcct
: I

e ;; to fuel cssamtliec? <

[I
!
I

7 !, A That's the number ef anstmblics with 10-1/2 inchec |-

0
,

, ,

g . on center. I.

p
-

- c.' Q Nov I would like .vou to take that number, 3268--
,

It

w Let to strike that.
!

11 Juct for the sake of communication, is 3268 -- is',

b
I that sometimes referred to cs cans? Do you know the term

12 :
o i

" cans"?
'

s. .

L
E

.

A I don't use the term. I'm not f amiliar trith it.
t

i

O Okay.,o
|-

,t

z .3 i . Can we use the term "cpaces"?
I:

A All right. "Spacoo" is core familiar.7

Q 3268 spaces.-

g

'

19 Now what does the 3268 spaces represent with res-
.,

,

pect to ---. ,,ua

A That represents the numbe.r of apaces at 10-1/221

inches on center.22

- ji Q Ohsy.,

I:
Mr. Pittiglio, based on the calculctions that2/.

|hh ,y j you've done -- cud if you'd like some time to concider this,
_.

;

i

e

$1 "

i-q s

|
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.

:
!ICL/ ok '.0 I'm ac e the Locrd will givc you the time -- with tecpoet
i

T_ to ch? 360,375 squc- c inches it. rpacc, I wuld n.c.; 70_ -.c

: enpit.in 'che dif forence with respect to thc_ cp?.c:.:r inu . rc

_ arcilable in that aret. bceveen 15-1/2 by 15-1/2 cpent ftel

P5 acaemblics, center-to-conter spent fuel r.asemblien, anc_

10-1/2 by 10-1/2 ccater-to-canter spent fuel assemblier, u_th:

- -- roepect tc the diffcreatial in the cmount of spaces evcil-

. i ablo.'

i
.

~

g P. It appears that the pool at 10-1/2 inchus on

10 center ic capable of holding over 3,000 cesemblics ~onsu on

j- that calculation.
,

z! My mintcho was that I used the center-to-center

' spacing and neglected the over-cil aren when I co=parec them. ,.e
..

,i . .

!

'
b It was one of the reasons eby I did not use that numbar. I ,

i
! was incorrect on that mai-hmtical calculation.s. .e
;
,

. b' fir. KETCHEU: Now, Mr. Chairman, if I mcy jurt,t
,

'

i

cr. plain to the, Beard. .I guesc the problem with the rc Ord i
g.

i

right now is that there's a lot of-- The 1-D that It . I'oicman--

g
-

l ',
'

is questioning on, this t&. ness annuared that he rejectE: in,,gi
!,

J,, , L hisan}ysin.,

,

Now whethe- hc wtn in arror in rejceting it,'

a1
.,

<

,
;

' whether he made c mistake or did it ir the correct vny, the
,

; point I'm trying te- make with the tes .inony it it uns re-y

-- i, :
,

| jected even though he may have done at in an im=roner ucy.. , .

.:

So my point unc to bring out to the Bocrf cn6.

.

() _| | .) J d+

.

4.
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'

,

!

!

C , '?L . A i Ar. Roisma c.c well that the testincny :ncy have juct bec : I
,

going in c very obtuce, pcriphcrcl ocy, cnd I wartet. ec'
.

!
'

I ciecr thct up bcfore wa continued. !

|
t ,

CEAIRMAN FILLEL: Mr. Roismc.n, you ccy recu:nc.o

,

5 CROSS-ID'AMINJ. TION (Reetmed).

o i

i

e R MR. ROISMAN: i

!i

, i O Mr. Pittiglio, bcsed on the redirect cr.smination

U |
E that has just tchen place, do you nou feel thct example D' ,

i. ,

. i

.' in c reliable analycis of the potentir.1 cost of building aq ,
-

!,:

10 , 3,000 spent fuel assembly facility independently ct the
i

[ Ocence site?11

I
I

i A (Mitnear Pittiglio) Yes, I do.
.

I

!
13 i: MR. ROISMAN: I have no further questions.

.-

;; .' .h'a. Chcirman.
,

i.

g Lj CE!.IRMAN MILLER: All right. |
,

i'
!l16 Docc anvons else heve questions of the pancl~

l .

; Mr. McGarry-- Oh, I'm sorry. I don't care tic 1n
I

--
.

i
'

I comes next, Mr. Riley or Mr. McGarry. Do you have a prLfer- !-
jg

'

I

gg l! ence, gentlemen?
i
i

!

MR. ROISMAN: I think Mr. McGarry cince he'; more ;. 20 :

i.

like direct tnen cross. |g
!

' i
CHAIRMAP ICLLER: Well, I don't -- |22 ,

!

i Pa. MC GARRY: I just want to note for the rccorc'. !,,

i'
2.,, i . I object to that characterization, I'm u. ore like direct thcr. !

n
,

t

croSc. If I have questions it's cross-e m ination. We've
|-

!

i:
! [ ; ", q
t U!L j. J L
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E L / o b i'. i gene through thic b fort tuo uccht age, whether even ' bri

:. right tc crose- c::aninc.

.
I'm not goint Oc throw up the cof i m i.: <. , c.c

Mi" . Roist.cn cnyc, nnd givc thec6 tritnec GO:: On opportundty.

i If ." have qucstiona --

O''sJCRMN MIZE: F a--d n ms j ust o minute,r

7 13 " . IiC M ry.
*

The reacon that the Board is intcroctcd is for e.'
;

.
- ,

wholly different reuson, nancly, the leading or non-lcadingg
,

a

nature of quections wo would expect you to follow. That 's:<r,n

''

our oniv point.,.
-,, .

MR. MC GARRY: I see, Mr. Chairman.
j;

.

'- : he maant nothing clco. Hotever,UNEDE
13

.
I

your qucrti.cas would be core nearly like direct in the censt'
.

t"

we would not expect you to lead ac much as someone uhoc6i ,

g

f cuestions are core in the nature of cross woulf. be nnrmitted
10 - -

! to lead. That'c a point wo mentioncd before
2. ..

Anf in that regard we'll give yr,u the option if*
gg ,

_

you wish to procee.4 now, Mr. McGarry, or if Mr. Riley wiche.7'

g

- to cross-c amine. The Board doesn't really care either3 , ,

O

way, unichevc-r is core convenient for you, genticmen.y ,~.

' ' _
.c:-

1:R. MC G.RR1': It nahes no difference to r'.. J

, juct say ct this point in ti=c I don't hsve any qucatic:c.
..

CEhIP"J.!! MILLIT.: Ecil, Trybc yot ,.'ill teve cnce
..
. - -

h ,.
Mr. P.ilcy -

,

-

~77
(, -|, n[ ) .) 3.
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! t

i

!,

IZ_/ebl3 MR.MC G;.RRY: That's why I think it n::y be mora

i

; anprepriate if P.r. Riley goer now. ,

CHAIRIGI MILLLU: Very wall.e

Ft , Riley, you nsy procaud.undon 2 4 ',,
L 1

5| BY MR. EILEY: 1

i
i

s' C Mr. httiglio, on E=hibit 27-A, on the unnuntered j
:

pz.gn you have a line heeding which ic " Engineering lab:r
; 'I, .

: '
I cnd overhead." Should there be a common after the uordr

'
s.

i-

g i. "I:ngineering''?
,

!. I

A (Uitness Pittiglio) That was taken directly :. rom
10 -

u

!', our other referencc..

'8
, i
h

O Well, in order to give the correct sense of it, |je
1,

it cre you tell us that that's engineering labor, or ia thet
13

!
f engineering, comma, Ichor, a different sort of activity?3,

You'll see in the line immediately belou in the
. . -

4- o

E
I

16[ foil wing pcragraph it reads: " Engineering, icbor and i

i
;

overhead."/
7t

i

la | A Yes. I think that there should be a conna in.

-

i

there. The sentence below is co?. rect.
79

Q Then would it be proper to correct that page b:.r~~

20
.

1

inserting a comma after " engineering" in the line entryi g21
'a IJ. You can insert the comma.'p

u ,

Q 22 w d es your es h ny read, W M or 6 0 3
23 ||

- ,

i the comma?
24,J ,

9 c

j- A The tectimony docen' t have a corma in it .
y
"" !

!

!
!,,

t I

f.
.

- t, , ,

) f f- ig
I

sa,
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3CE?

h"JL/cb." 4 0 I'm scying do you wish to ccrrect it?-

,

it Yes.

C Mr. Pittiglic, you worked with Becht:1 cnd

accuired considerable knowledge about their mode of cpert. tion

.Have they built turnkey type facilitiec .'er nuclen: ce narctin<.

str.tions?

- - A Yes, they do build turnkey type facilities.

-

t. O Now when Bechtel does a turnhey contrccc, d035
.

~
'

it take the responcibility for being sure thnt the facility,

m - nocts NRO reculationc?

A Bechtel does do that., ,

;; I may also mention that Bechtel never tchec u
,

flat bid contract but always a cost-plus contract in theirt

1
.- turnkey operation.

a Q Under these circumstances is the Applicant re-
1

; ,_ quired to provide backup engineering?

A I think the 7.pplicant would for its own pretac-... ca2

'. tion provide enJinocring ascistance to Stone end Webster,. , _ , .. . .
,

if they were the contract.or, or whoever the contracter was...

. O My quantion wca: Does the Applicant -- cnd I'll,.,

e

add the word " int.riably," provide backup engineering?

g. Id.1 jobc thr.t I've previously worked on, yesA
,

O In th:e third line from the bottom of the sarne,.

n

page there is reference to the Stone and Webcter propcar.1.

,

,

for a facility
~

1. .
- capable of storin;; 2300 pes. Er.t tyne af

!

', ' ", -,

.
,,"J c'e,

-'J J
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oci 1 a
1 :

II ra:h is cavisaged for storing that r. umber of PUR asserliies'-
.

I
E

'

The cover letter indicates, that Septc:Lbcr 6 coverP. ,

3 j letter, I bclicuc, indicateu c high-dentity rack of une ilur I
.. t

, li
;

j type for thie facility ~ l*

!

F| Poison racks could also be provided, bu they hava |
! l

0fnot been includct j
!'

- 7| O If poit:on racks were provided, rougnly bow much
,

.

f
6| would thct increcae the capacity of the inctallatior.?

I

*

- i
- i i

E A I believe that the common belief it around SC !

10 q to G0 percent. l;
i

ii O Did you not just demonstrate for the 10-1/2 vercur,

i I

12 i 15-1/2 inch centers, that it was necrer a factor of 7,118 i
'

I
t i

12 |
percant? j

i i

14| A In chic pc_diceler case, yes, provided that 10-;/2 |
,

15 inches is an acceptable specing.

10 Q Do you know whether the - can you tell us what

17 che spacing was for the 23007
f

*

,
1e A No, I cannot.

10 0 Turning to page 3 of tne saine exhibit -

- 20 A Page 37 ,
. .

21 O Yes. Ycu were asked the queet. ion; would it be !

t ;
- i

22 |t! advantageous for Duke Power to physics.lly expcnd the Oconee-3 |'
* f

23 pool as cuggested by the Carolina Environmental Study Group,

!

g | which involves building an addi'id.on to cn existing pool, pocl ;

'

2f ] nunbcr 3? Did you have any problems -- well, you've already ;
,

, .

I4

7
m M /

U L) ! l .)Ju '

o
.

e
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.

o

I test.ified that you've seen the physiccl layout of pool numcer

'

3.

J. That is correct.

/ O And would it be a correct charactcrinction to say
.

f thct thct direction of fucl movcment from reactor numbcr 5

'

to and into fuel peci nunbcr 3 ic in line with, nay, the axic

'~ ~

of the three reactorc on the cite, pcrclici to that line?-

'

'F I can show you a drawing, if it'll help.
.

-
i

5 A Would you?

. CEJ.IRM.AN MILLCR: L'hile Mr. Riley is getting thc

d.

. drawing, Mr. McGarry, I unnt to cay, in fcirness to you, that'

,

; perhcps I didn't state accurately the Board's view of your;'

n position as an enaminer.

p Uc've been taking the position that where the

c ,- intercate of tha Applicant, as you perceive thera, cre very,

..

g nimilar to that of the Staff, thet you would err.d.ne, but
I

pf [ without shcrply leading questions, and that kind of thing.
i.

', p, This is not to suggest, however, that at any.

pg g point you would not be entitled to cither discocicte ycurscif
.

73. k fron ths views of the Staff witness, or anyone clcc und Est~-

l'
i-

[ leeve to cross-ermine in the full sense.~
u

g.; Did you understend that wao Unat no racc.:t?

g. V.n. MO GARR?: Yes , l'c. Chairman.

CEAIRME lE LER: 10.1 right.-
x

g M~. RILEY: Mr. ChcirCan, cheuld thic bc
4

I-

"'* 7
7%

(, nfg ut.

.
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n

h introluceci as an exhibit?1

h

2 i' CHAIRMAN MILLER: Did you say has it., or ray it?
,

3 M% RILEY: Should it?
I

lii
& J- CHAIRMAN MILLER: It should be =crked for identifi-:

,

,

5| cation.
U

6 i| MR. RILEY: I would like to mark for identificaticn

i
~

- I this exhibit, and it is a line drawing of a plan of the
'

'
,,

E [. Oconee plant, and the title is, " Duke Pcwer Ccrpany Oconos .

'

!
~

i;-

: s

9 || Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2 * i
t

!!

10 0, CHAIRMAN MILLER: All right, we'll have it marked :
4 ;

. ,

11 !i for identification. What's your designation? |
6 !
h: *

'
11 || MR. RILEY: I'm not sure uhcre we are.

!- I
i

13 CHAIRM;N MILLER: CESG Number blati foridentifica-|

14 tion, and then we'll fill it in.
t,
.

-

i EL MO GARRY: 7, Mr. Chairman.1= ,
t

.

g

!
~

jg i CHAIRMAN MILLER: All right. CESG Erhibit 7. |

17 M OCC M hy, referred to was ;

!;

'
l !

~ 73 j marked for identification as i

|
|

Ig { CESG Erhibit 7 '' I !

! ,
,

~

20 BY MR. RILEY:
,

i

21 O I would like to identify to you, Mr. Pittiglic , i

i

reactors 1, 2 and 3 on this exhibit, joint fuel pool 1 and 2,22 j ,

I
,

23 and separate fuel pool number 3. ;

i

| Could you now answer the quertion I put to you, f24

whether the direction and the movement of the opent fuel c/31: j3 ,-
il [7) ..) !

i; UI L. ' ~ ~

l
..

r

n >
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fo reactor 3 fuel pool 3 is on ths linc parallel to a :.ine

_
connecting the centers of the three reactors?

.

- A Diitnese Pittiglio} Yoc, it in.

O How, in your considsration of CESG's proposal,
"

; Vould it be necesscry, in your judgmente to make a right-ang'.e.

tu."n uith respect to the anis just described for moving spen

. . fuel inte hypotheticci pool addition?

A From thic drcwing, it appears that way.. g

.
-

Q 111 right.g

,c As an engineer do you have any problems with

mak.t~.y the right-angle turn, accuming that the pool addition

could be made without breaching probicms,that the engincarin,
.-

'

could be natisfactorily done?.

s !
0

A You mean, noir, building the pool perpendicu2 ar to
,,

the existing pool 7

ff

O Building an extension porpandiceb , Acsuming the
'

_i._
problem involved there could be catisfactorily handled, do

'

you see e proble: tcith changing the direction of motion of. y, <,...

.

the ascentlios 90 degrees, so that it could antor or leave thew i...

'

pool addition?, , ,

.-
.

A I don't see any probica. I t?culd imagine you're

.__

going to have to rotate the cssembly,tinich in going to uce

cpacc in the criati.ng pool.,.

_

-.

I see no problem with doing that.

CHAIR:~.AH MIIZER: Iir. Riley, did you mcrk your

,,,
# /

(> |0 '''L
..
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nnibii.i.or identification CUSG Numbcr 77 Please narh ite

>r the 6:cu:nant irnelf, so it will reflect it.

DY Mn. RIIIY:

0 Yet neto at the botton of the ca=0 pt;c of yotr

nsti=c/ , Fr. Pittiglic, that cu0te:

"I. enjer drawbuck frc tnis typc of crpancien

von 16 he the limited cire of tnc poole G50 aesc=blic:-

ec tactified to by S. IInger of Duke Pousr on Fridty,.

.
-

Jc:a 22nc 1979.''e

'. . Is that corroct~r

A (Mitness Pittig*io) Yes.

'. O Entt type of rackiner unc involved for the C50

ssserchliee ?
!

t A I do not knew. I vac not at the hearing on
.

- ?ridey the 290h. Thic ucc taken out of the testiscay that ;

i: i read.

0 So your basia for the 650 limitation ic -- uell,-
,

. n, strike that.
-

,

tg Did you conduct any further investigation of the

_
z, matter which would have ascertained the crec of the propoced

,n pool addition?

,
A No, I did none

.- 0 It's your testin0ny that you do not Encr the .

,
L

rach sic.c5
,

A Ho I do not knor whicu rac':c ucrc uced in tt.ctc

,

m 8

'r
-

UlL i
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|n (

|

c s, .lyais: . |-
'

!
,

O Given the fact thci you 6o not have information+-

:

cn ::he tree or the rack typo, are you reliably abic to stat: --

i

thnt the limitatica of such an addition would be 650 ,'

! esres.blicc ?
!
't h Dased on that testimony.

- ! C I5m s: king you, Mr. Pittiglio, based on yor or i |
i

0 n: ifio6 inf orr.atior. cre you able to at. ts that that in 1 j.

.
'

liuitatica?.

I
!

10 A Let um say thet I based that assembly cive at thm |
i

!! tine on tas tsctinony of that date. ,

i

E L l.: 12 CEAIntP.M MILL 3n: I thir,k that's a fcir ansnr.

.

*$ h
Iw

kk I

'

IE
i

. +

i

17

[l ', 'D g:/y
,['||y,<~q'$;)~ |Se.

N,t.

M'

C
is , , , .

'NIldff;f;f
'

-

;

May e

i

22 '

,

d

I
'

24
,

25 i

!

I.

U / (_ - , I !
I
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- . .

u: a , b BY 12. P.ILI"l:

O In the enne paragraph Mr. l'ittiet ic.- -vt he.ml

a :a':26 tnat One en.:. sting : support ;yetets neciai tc opczi.ts ':h'

-l

- G,:cnee 2 pocl have nce been sized large ent'agh to accomodcte

tli .incras.ued ecpecity of cpont fuel.-

The pe- icular inventory of the pco7. in te=s ed

-
'

.ne numscr of ar;cuilicc, her much agc th r have on ther

,
'

. a16 the inte<' rated therc.nl cutput, would deter:rd.ne the heat
'

_

.

. ,

e : change requirer.:ents of that pool?

'
-t L. (1.'itneen Pittiglic) *1ce, that'e true.

O , brJ if there is a sufficient amount ir :: hic poo'...

'

c:ystem cf fuel yith conciderable age on it, the additional
,

'
-1 theral requirer.ents would be comparatively smn .1, it that

i

4 correct?s.

A ''het trould be true._.

't

I

-t ; O Going to the pcrngraph above that, yce cay:

n' "7ne Oconee 3 pool was no originally
,

ny constructed with the capability for later-

.

: erpansien. The pool dose not have an cronnsicr
,

.

. & I cate or canc1 tihich can be used for the trencfer
i'

-

'

i.
1; li of asser.blicc to a new pool.'

t

n What was the basis for your testirr.ony that the
.

L, h pool dosc not heve such an expansion gcte or etn 1?

c
:. E I reviewad the drawings Uith Mr. Epitsiny, 7.ho

'l
i

had the drawir.ct,, I ?id not hcVe 6he drtwinec.- c-6 it< . .
_.

4

}} -- a q,
,

(. | [ s' {*
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! i

I
!

I

crteaf ! "'vaaled that situation. I
.

. i

|| Q hil right. i

a

| Given than that cituation, one could pose En i
e .

i

I cagineering problem of how could one do this particular i,

i-

!

;i operation. In ether words, could one provide that you've ,

( L t

it I

n n:xeady testified to what you see ac problems in dcing that,
. -M i

o i

numaly, problocc in the excavation, differential settienent of |
'

#' - ; I

- ,j tne cricting pocl and the pool addition, problems I'm surc
;

|} |
h

l' with joining the linerc -- you specifically reised the j

a. ! '

question about anchoring, I believe it was, the liner. It
'

.1 t '
1

; that correct?
: ',"-
! :
! A Yes, as::raming that you're using an existing wzil.

12 t

O Right.
;

"
{ |

ou crplained that anchors had been fotnd to work }v

:E i

loose in other applications in the industry, is th-t corrcct? <

:C 4

A Yes, that is correct.
17 ,

'
Why do you feel that anchors would have to be *

O
- 18

nued in this particular application?
|

-

10
i

A I think we agreed that you have to put a linur |
10 |.

P ate on uhe pool.
{

l

21 }
Q Ho. question, j

2a' !

A SemsSow the liner plate hcs to be fastened to the
r3

pool well. i

24 )

O Correct.

25 '

}
A There are no embedded plches in the exterior rail |

; i
'

, . , , ,,;

O/2 s. . J;

..

e
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arb/ ego *. of the poci ct this time, thct s Iny understanding.

O Correct
.

'

II:n on the outcics wrll cf tha a:i9 ting paci

-

at the point where the proposed attachment could be r.ide..
-

' j 'could there not be poured an additional segment of wall

G doubic walling, so to spez.%, in which these pletes coule be.

- enbedded?
f

f
,

- - ' A You can pour an exieting vall, true, and c:6cd
.

'

! ' pictes. However, you hate to anchor the wall then back to da.

b> '
c::isting well.

!

O Ic it not a ucil-ectablished cenctruction practica."

!

where you have two struecures, one of which is en addition"-
.

e

6

. j te enether, to have a flenibis connection?e

:

'E A Yes, that is the case when the structures are not

e. .; interconnected - I mean, the pool is full of water now.
'!

n

.. ;; O A m you familiar with the use of corrugatedR
i

7 Otainlesc steel diaphragus as a means of providing e. flu:-ib.'.e,

>:
*5

TC ij connection between elements of a structuro?.

n.

tf4 f A I'm not overly familiar with it, no. I have heard
0

-- l''
I'| of it and rsen - I do know that sometintes the practice has
L

C '.. ; been und.
.

2:. O You know they exiet?

C: A Yes.

I might conteent that ths uce of the ficnicle-ty;e.-

d [ connection betueun the tue buildinge is uruclly done c

<,
. . .,>

..i

$)/ [_ l '..
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:
'

cir c / .c u e i:ninatt transferrir g cci3r.ic icide cetvecr. rtnicru: es .
t

$ Q 'Itat is right- but you raiced -- this will bc
!-

'
argumentntive, I'm sorry..

?
CEAIRMT:R MIuLER: We'll give you t cha.cc at the,

a
.g.

.: appropriata time,'

n
,. . :

'j EY MR- RILEY:

7''

O T would .ike to turn to you now, Dr. Mauh.

E'

Can you tell us for the inst three years wnat
*

.;
~

F !! the annual rate of inflation has bcon?
i

IC A (Witness Nash) As an average for thost th ce

1.
t,

6 years?.

12 O Nc, for each year.

IE A I don't have that in front of me.
,

.
1a 0 Wculd it be burdensome to obtain it?-

!

'I
15 l A I couldn't get it this morning. It wculd not bs

t

i
16 g burdancem if I ucre at my offic,.

r

17 | O Could you come up with c figure which then you -fcir.
,,,

R

16
,

did represent the averago for the three yearc? i

.

t

.

10| A At n*/ office, are you aching?
t
i

,

-- 20 ' Are you asking if . and access to -
.

21 | Q No, I'n saying right now. You asked mc before*

E2 i do I want an average or year-by-year, and I acid I wanted ..t
,

i'
25 1 year-by-year. You said I dcn't have it here. Now I 5 cahing

9

24 | you can you tell un what the average for the three-ycar pc:: led '
i

25 P irI'
il
g; , , =--

%
- -'I

.

a
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rr/ q . Is Six te seven percent wculd be al:,ovt richt.

_

C' I' it tO st Ve n pc reen t.2

'- icd l'ok h2% EtEtOC thEO thErC E 25'J. ' .' l.;" E..

~ C- flerential hEtW2.En intGrect TA"- 5 cOEt of liViU E inOIECSC

c.J inflttion Of thrc0 pcreent.

'

A thic it the difference bet;;ecn thc c ost .- the

; J 'i 5 veighted c0ct of trney te utilitica r.id the gancrci infl.ation

' ' ratz, that's the three percan'.. age pointc thct w: ceter::.ined.
.

.

* O I;ight,

I hc'Je here Duke's 197E Annual hcpert.'
,

IE. RILLr: If I niay csh Mr. McGLrre, I think

'

- i.:'s circady in evidence e.e c Duke cnhibit, is that correct.

2 or Mr. Perter, can you help ucT
,

i" 1G.. PORTER: I don't believo it it.
,

CIIAIRMI& MILI:ER: Hold a minute, let's try to
,

I' find out.
.

1 .' i (Pauce. )

F 'l MR. PORTER: Mr. Riley, ny list of enhibits does-

.

:

10 , not show it ac an oxhibit.
!

. 26 ' CHAIR:- AN MILLER: Would it bo in the cpolication-
I -

't

1
that was filed by Duhe?21 r

?

? T4R. PORTER: No, cir.
.

.:.. MR. RIEEY: Then I would like it to be introducLd

as en enb!.h3 t te be r trkc6 cs CESG F)uceer 6.>

3L CEAIPJ'J.R IIILLEL: Til righi.. It s.-ill be merhci

.j p/ 5 4Ppn,

i *i s'' r., .

1

:ab t'6}%w!La|%|.w$ g l;
'

.

'
j'

% w a,
- ub 1 pi

'
,

u. pap- u , :,
ti/ (_ _) ' .' d
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i

i r: 'ag-f for identifictrica.,

,

(Whcreupon, the document,

;

previously referrec. tc at
q

4 i
CESG Erhibit Nuitbcr 8 wasg

ie#
! marked for ioentification )

~

:

'-
I E7 ER. E!!EY:

*
O I show you in this 197L Annual Iteport

!

~

'

page 24. Tnera'c a hecding on pcge 24 which is marked,

o
.

"a "Lon g-tent Dcht."

.j Is it your understanding that mortgage and
p#

I' retending bonds have a period of 30 years, I!r. IIash?
'i

12 A (Witness Nash) I'm not intimately familiar

I
..

w..Lt. the dif ferent -- with the detcile of financirg arrange- t

k,
4'~ a manto. .

h
15 ' Q I understand, Fr. Hash, thct you are a financial

,

'

3 specialint. Can you es: plain why you're not f antiliar with
li

the pro--irien of the most basic, largest amount of funds in |l'y
,

,

13 ' constructing c nuclear fucility? !-

I
t

.

tI9 A Hell I've never citimed expertise as a finenciti ',
,

i

specialist in the sense of knowing the arrangemente of ths - ;!
2e"

-

.

1 -

21 | the terms and ccnditiont of various bonds anc equity finarcing'.
} '

22 Economiste cenertily rely on financial experts fer the !
. '

,

2: details of these financing arrangements. !,

| :

24 O Dut aren't those the interest rates that yot're !
.

i
,

25 rcferring to in your tectimony? !
;

.t

'e
1

A ~jl
< '

h/d J 't /
,

4i



i J C e s,.
. ,_

v ri / ; ' A These are the ir.tercs rctes thesc arc n compsacnt.t

c ? the interest rates. Tne source of informction tnct wc

naed tc derive thie conclusion war from Ecody's Publ . Utility

'

Inder where tr y identify bEEically thr?.e typer of cources of

'
'

financing, thnt is, bonds, preferred ctocks and c.~.cton ctocht.-

~-

0 Buc cren't we diccussing a coecific cere ramalyc

7 Dake's applic: tion and Duhe's financial arrangeraentc7'

b*

A Yea we arc.r

.

.

tO Would it not be appropriate then to examine Duke c

'

history with respect to what it his had to pcy for noney in'

l the r.ost recent period?

b, A I uculdn't orpcet them to bc vestly different

3 frem the gansr:1 enperience in the industry.
4

I" C I will show ycu thic en:.. bit, page 24, "Lono-terre

!i
!5 , Debt," and uculd you please read the lact three entrics in

o

h1! two eclumnc cac column is Year Due and the other ic Seriesr c

'i

!! which describns the interect. If you wculd read Year Due
*7
i

.

W !'I first.-

,

d
'

lE d' A " Year Due 2006; Series 8-1/4 percant. .

4
.

-. Ef j|l " Year Due 2007; Series S-1/8 percent.
'

t

1 !-

21 " Year Due 2000; Serics 9-3/8 percent."
l
|

22 Snould I rcEd the heaning- of the tabic 5*

u s

22 Q You certainly.may..

ii

M !! CiU.!RMAM ICLLDIt? Yec. Mcke it corclete.
9 -

h 25| UITFT2SF E Slit %c tabic is entitle 6 ''Long-tern

..
. >

0| J
o

.,
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~rb = 1 Tx.nt,," and the hecding is "Pirrt and Refunding Mortgage Ec; O

g O cettndin'g st December 31st, if7E and 1977 Were at Fcilon
,

(Lollare i 4 Chouncndc).*
~

CHICCPJITC! ICLL3R: Are there any other c::planeter"
i
i" note: er inforrution with reged to that datc7 If so, you ,
,

i

" '

m:y rond it.

'
WITNESS NASE: Welle having seen this Icr the-

- " firnt time, I'm not sure of the significance of evc..Uthing I'm
,

'

9 |.
- reading. But one note says:

W "Subt,tantially cil-electric plant nc |i

4

I' mortgaged at December 31, 1978." '

U ! And then there'c another note that I belicVc
'

1

'3 goce vith the table. I'll d.ust read the first part of it. I

1' dcubt the figures are significant. It says.

15 ! ''The annual amount of long-term dec
I

'

10
| maturities (including sinking fund requirements

F' and capitalised lease principal payments) through
:

10 ' 1923 are...,' and then it lists figures in the sever;l.

i

19 million dellars for various years. I doubt that that has any .

20 significance to the table.-,

!
21 If I might continua, I note that there are oth.: I

_

y i

22 | yecre in these two columns that Mr. Riley referred me to t:2t
t
'

f
(

23 i have different percentagca, j
i

24 MR. RILN: I would like to stop the testiItony c
,

i

) thinpoint because we want current information,25

i ''}-' , -

oli
.



- w. .y.

'

v rb,< ic.r t CD.ITUU1. MILLEn- 14e don: t wcat. n c.umant, Mr. Rf..e ,

9
~

I_ you're Lch;.pg hir. to look ct ocm .thinc which we don' . hm

~

:t the raccrd, we want J.t to be fair to cli. 27e think th;

'

entire. talle I:hould he read. If there art othm: yLE.re we ; '

1;.ke to hcVe then read right nov.

DE. LUE32: If I nny inter. mat. One elemer of

interest is v. cur _11y the dett of insuc cf ,;he bon 6, ir that-

*
* gf.ven in the , table?

.
' WITNESS MASH: Lat's see, there is E. coltim

saying Year Dua.

'

CEAIRMFJi MILLER: Mothing on yccr of IEcua?

U UITISSS NASH: I don't ces thct.

O CHAIRIEN MILLEL: Well co ahead uni rc.d whatever

9''

iI you haven't road from the tchic so ve have c con:Plete record.e
I
;

15 i UITHESS NASH: Therc crc., perhaps von:::hing li::eei
|

-

4 15 sets of figurer that vonld be from these tv o coltr.nr.

. i7 Ci?AIFK2E FILLER: Wall do you consicer any r.f ths.--

18 to be pertinent to tim r:ctter bcing era cd? We're rely.ing.

.

10 on your judgrant. We want to give you a chance to fully un.

2; 1 fcirly hcvathe record reflect what you're looking ct.d;!
-.

j. tnumSS NASH: Thank you,21
a
'l

22 : I just might indicate that I think .:. could a t:.c.;r : c
.

23 ! the tablo in tni cry, that the yccr duw there cre sc:r/: duc

_ .'- in 1979. Thsse continue threvsh the year e000. imd tha

2' ceries, uhich I tckc to b;- the rcut of interach cr. tho.r'_
\

'l

" ' !)
I

t i ]i
"g ,

-! ." @ r* . >_
'

iI<

a $ii1 ~ b II..

c.



i

3G5 !
,
,

'ub gh tr etgaven , ctart at 2-7/Cths percent in 1979. Tney gencrclly -

# :
In MR, C LE'l:

,

O Encune me, you say start in 19797''

.

A (WitncnL l'insh) In 1979 honds.

;
O M ads due in 1979.

,

|,

A Bonac due have a raro of 2.7ti percent. As you ;
"

!
e

*
Uc fortiard in tine, these rates increase rather linearly

.

'
-

,

I

tr. rough -- rather, there is som variation, the high point i3*

1
- <

~
'> bdtg en 11 percent which is duc in 1994, and then it goen

!10 tc the three figures that were read into the record.
I
i

!; So there has been a generally rather substantis.1 |

i

U upuard adjustment in rates as you go forward it. tima. |
'

l.<

.

13 I CFJ. IRE MILLER: Well dc you knew wht: cenerm na
,

14 ti.one securities or do you know when the indebtednesses we e !

15 originally madc, can you tell that from the table 7

'

16 WITNESS HASH: I cannot, unless these -- Okay,

17 tl:ese two columns, apparently there are two columns liste:d'

18 1978 and 1979 cnd the give dollar amounto. Now, I'm intsr-.
,

19 i preting the table to mean thet --

20 CHAIRMAN MILLCRs That's the year they're due,,

t i
21 isn't it?'

22 WITNESS NASH: This ic juct the amount thaPE
|

23 outstanding cc of 1977 and '78. There's nothing in this |
1

24 table that indicater the year of issue. '
,

25 FA RIL2'Is Mr. Chairman, would it facilitcte the. i
!1,

[ /'U / (j ' F 1 j,

| !. a ,
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rr: : g; 1 preceeding to see if the Applicant wct1d stiptiste tc. the
'

yearc cf issuc of theca bonds? It woul6 cave us e let cf

-

tinc.

CHAIR!M MILLER: I don t know whether the

Applicant has the infortr#2 tion or can stipula:c it. You can
:
- requeet it.

Ey the way, r.mrk physically the exhibit nurbar x
-

B*
thare, picanc, as wall as the paga.

.

*
E are you willing to etipuhte that infor:aation?

1 '- Zin. MO G7tgTf: hre they set forth in that

'

docu~ent, l~ . Chairraan?c

Il CHAIRM?di MILIIR: I don't think,so.

13 Show it to lir. licGarry. ItS t an Annual lieport.

14 DR. LUEBKE: If 7. may add, I think where we're

if .i at is that the cost of money is really related to the ycar
.

IC of tha bond incue.
'l

G ;I (Document handed to Mr. McGarry.)
!

18 ER. RILEY: Mr. Chairnan, Mr. McGarry does r:ot.

q.

19j have a financial person here. He says he will consult Lt

20 il the break and then ctipulate..

ii
I
t21 I CEAIRMAN MILLER: That's fair enough,

h
;

22 h EY MR. RILET:b
h
f*

23 0 Proceeding then en the ascuniption that the tactg

L.

L .', three series that you rea6 vith rcopect to interest recnircu
'

.)

25 || were 6-3/ Sue, 6-1/8th red 9-3/Ethe percent, her dccs tact
II

i

')o e

.I h ,i ( _L
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'
vra/ eb:. ' ccmpere to e differential of 3 percent such as you referred

,

' ' te ir your tertimony vis-a-vis the cost of living increase 7
f

A (%itnes.c Nash) I believe that that would be
,

fairly concistent with what we hcvc derived as an industry.

i

5 :
I ave age,J

b
Q The question war how does it compare to the

|. ,

3 percent differential you discussed and the rate to which'

;
;

= n~ ! ycu testified of inflation, is it 1crger, is it smclier?
. .

9 A It's essentially the same. But the figure that
!
i

I read there in not the weighted coct of money that I used
'

Il in ny testimony.

12 | Q You talked about interest rate. When you're
:

13 .1 paying dividends and making earnings for a company, do youi

M cc11 that interest rate?
|

15 | A When you're paying dividends, no, that's a reuurn
\

I "- 1- on equity.

, . . . ,

' It 0 All right.
,

IS ! Now was the language in your testimony then',
i

19 interoct or coct of money?

- 20 A Weighted cost of monsy, which includes equity and

21 debt financing.

1 '.ws 22

23

- 24
i

-r,
_,

t 1 ~ JJ
OI -
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J e

- bl : O Ths. tesi-imny at thie point C..~.n that the c p>
230

r c ~ : <. u j, . e u.,.,. ct n.n.. , . _ uc. ,3 . .. c. t. c ~s <.. - .s . ~..:-..,_,, . . . . ~ + ~ - . , . ,_ ..ra. . . 7 .

.e
. : t.t ,,c ey. cs. o m-

- - -.
- .i. c.t.; e. p. t. ..a ..

3. . . . ..- ..
c.s. . ..s .. . . , + .-w . .. . ~ . . -

. .--a . - .. .u

- correct'

J. 2.0 lecwt "2y urders,:cndi'g is that 2he pcusim.1
.

c,._ e,s. ,. .:m. , . - c. ., :am , . , e e,m_o.. ... ~ .

s,r i
.

. c.s . 1,, hy. c. g : c~. , ... .,,..e. .x , ..,. e u,,. c :. , . .o.m . . t . ,.... ..s s- __ . . .. & ._._..c.

tier of the enictinc pccl bv using pcicen racking. :~ c t h t- -

-

.
.

. ,- _uc ?7 -- .

.

.
A YGC.

O t.rc you in s. position to cecept the n'nie.: of

. e. astrenblict aroduced at Octawba cc 110 r.:.cr v_ecr? And ifu r

. .r.. v.ou nee 6. to confer with other n;.rbers of Steff, that's

-pcrfcctiv. fine... .

A I precu:ae Ilr. Spitain'' hna the figure ir. hf.c ::~.r: .,.. ,

7 cr very cloce at hand.

. IIR. I2TCHEU: Mr. Chainnt.n, I object tc tile tro-
.,

.. . cedure. I think the witnesc car. be auhed if he knc.:n. If-e,-

.

he doesn't knc.r, I think that e:2dc it.x .
.-

I CEF.IRMAN ICI.3R- '.Uht.t 's correct.<... ...

j: Objection suctc1.nen.
. -

,.
-.

r.,v 1:.I. ILr- wv_ .,. . .. .,
. :. ,

'

y..~ Did you hecr testir;.ny to the effcet t Mt r2.:t cO

>.
40-yunr 1.icencine .nericd, sunt- actino tr:re c:. lasc cigl.:

M

s.:
@ $$beU % S h

, -r- *

f | {p ,

| '* 6 t ./.. .)

L

s
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.

I:R3/. b2 1 1 rof.ng on nr// is a p.~.ent life of 32 y9srs or tnere mute?
!!

.l A (Uitnest- Nash) i'e n .
'

3 i Q All right. Let's have a hypothe tical t ien-

::
<1 If Cctawba genarstes 110 spent fuel ass mbliar a

:

5 ,l yet.r, and we cultiply that by 32, we end up with 3,520.
-

-
;

:

6" A Okny, I'll accept the hypothetical.
i

'i
7 O All right.--

.|

E Nos the present position of the Catawba pool waicl-'

I-

s" han not yet been r4cked, according to testimony, is 2,036,
'

l.

A Ths prezent --10 ;

11| Q Yse, with high density racks.

0
12ji A The present ccpacity with high density scks --

o

13 C Right.
t

!

14 j A -- is 2,COC?
|I

is[ Q -- 36.

;i

16 As wa've seen, the poison racks vill appro::ima.:cli

danble this. And let's hypothesize the figurs of around;7

5600 racks.;g. .

.

ig A okay. .'m accepting the hypothesis. I think cht

- 20 figure was scathing like 60 percent increase but. . . .

O We've ha6,ssveral times, testimony. Mr. Pit :iglic -2;

93 i just came up with 125 percent increase, which is quite
-m .

s

different from 60.23 ,

A 5600 you're aching me to hypothesice?24

Q That's right.pg

()I L 'O
;

o
i:
'I
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' .%/E , And lee '-L compare v.het to 2,570 that wc pcttu;2ne'

t.ould be requirec through the.lifeti!rt cf tbc Cctm2c lant.
"

Does this not represent a poor invest 2.ent L.22n
"

'
en Duhe's part in the sense ths.t it ie now buying captcitye

i fcr Catawba that it will not use up in 32 years of Catt L

: cperation?

ER. KETCHIN: Objection. .

- '
.

MR. hC GARRY: I'll object. The nature of my. :

.

cbjt.ction is whatever Duke's decision with respect to Catawb;-
c

it end the ucc of the capacity at Catawb2. is irrelevcnt to this

ii proceeding.

CHAIRPJd7 KIIJ2.R: That objection will be over-s. , e

n i ruled.
~ .

.

11. IG:TCITEN: Me.v I bc heard on my objection,.'
.,

.~ u -

I I

1 :- 1 3L Chairman?
!

n

3 j.: I think the question asked, the hypotheticE':., ic.

I

i '

inappropriate bacically becarce there het been nc establich-"
. . , ,
-

P,

il ment of the foundction of the relationchip of the diusncienc. 1:_ i,.

o,,

!
j,! and sinat hind of fuel asscmbliec. and that tyne of thing,-e .

- -
.

.-

'
the difference. between the two plante..g

. m ,

i| 5

|i Im. MC GARR'l: Mr. Chairman, I would juct like tog

| ns.ke a c1crificatien of my chjcetion. I thich I underezand-.
c

the reason why the Board overruled my objection, end tnct,,
w ,

6 . , .- .. .

t ir ec.r_)y en in th1.s-proceeding the Bo.3.rc cetcrca. net .:na:,

s. :

it vould go into the gen:rci iccue cf feet thet enco".parecr,
. _ .

s
(

-
7-

i-f! 0)

f uI L "

u
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|i

U_ peL , i " e Duke cystem, the Duke plants,7

t!
U

.q Whcr I cm suggesting -- and I appreciate that; '

:t

2g th:t's not the nature of my objection. Here what we're :.lh-

li
4 ij -ng about ic a cpecific decicion on Catawba that rels cc

il

5f cpocifically to Catawbt, and I do not see a nexus. I don't ,

;l ,

,

c i; thinP. the question tied in the over-all plan. That uns the
., ,

II .

0 10 7[ c.:::ent of .my objection.-

I

8i CFD.IPJUS MIIJER: Yes, I was pioceedicg on the*

!-

*

g c:her basic.

MR. RIIIY: Mr. Chairman, if I may, the connec-10 ;
'

tion is thic:;;

!

;g Mr. Nash hen made an adverse judgment on building
,

,, I an ISFSI at Oconee because it means investing present dollarcw-

| '
for deferred use.74 ;

I

gg ! I'm simply pointing out that that has already ,

t

Leen dor.e in large magnitudc at Catawba and that's part of ;
1C

339 thic record. I'm asking him -- or I wish to ask him how ;g

he ic able to favor it or at leact not object to it in the i; 18

case of Catawba while he favors it here.gg

CHAIRMAN MILIER: I think the problem is you are20'-

partlyhypotheticalandpartlyyou'regettingintoecpecificj21

picnt. And if you wanted to makc it purely one-- Well,g

you'll probably have to make it purely a hypothetical if you !g

wish to get into matters that are not covered by the record ,

cc to the main plants, and leave it there for your own

i
| , , - -

7 ,
-

:.

h C | !. J~l
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#

' .~RE / G'c !' purp33GS.

: HR. ROISIGI: It . Chairman, the record. in Etaff

: 2nhibi.t liumber 22 contcinc Mr. Spitclny's cciculation of

the rcracking of the Catadoc pacit; with poison racks, chcv--

ing c ccpacity of 4700 fuel cocar.11ics, and his calculatientr

doncnstrate that that ic in excess of the capacity that
t

C.ctaube would have.-
'

So we do have in evidence what it is th:t*
t

Mr. Riley is asking.*

CHAIRI@.!! 1: ILLER: You hcvc the numbcrc.u
u

tiR. ROISIIPZ: Yec. So I don't see why- It'

.
,

dcecn't even bcVe .to be a hypotheticci or at c minimum, it'sg
,- the Staff's hypotheticci thct he's acking the Sttff uitnescn ,;
'i

- about.
,

CHkIRCd! MILISR: All right, we'll let nim ansucr.
. ':.cw

. 0 Do you understand the question? We can take it
bc ::

.

by etcps.,.
./

,

!| FITNESS NASH: I understand the cucation, cLd I
m -. w .fi

a think it is generally cimilcr to one that Pr. Rois:cn csked
m..

.

. 2c h yecterday.'

.i
At the time investments cre made, decisionc for

i|
. . ,

s. a ;

invectment to be made, you cre always in a cituation whereg

you have to forecast the future. And ac I indicated yec-
.g

tcrday, I'm speculating cencuhet, but at the time the'

.. ,c..

decision wac made to expand - to build the Caterina poc,12
, , .
. . .

i e
*

Li. sad..
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3CS^,.

; 'cr. present site, thc. hnowledge that there would have to .nl'R.~. f et : .

.

'I

lon?-te:T.c storage ci spent fuel wnn rather ne;:. T.1ere

3 vs.r.tn't many cptiote known at thet tir.!2 for storin.; the
,

.I

4 numbar -- the amount of spent fuel which we nou arc facs5
4

4 9ith.

,

f] So I can at least foresce the.t the-- ""cresee"
t'

nt;y not be the proper word. But I can at least se:3 that the-
-

1

h
c knowledge that DtG:e had at the time seemed to indicate that-

.

g. ; .

c=p:nding -- making a larger cool et'Cctawba was -- cnd as*

i

10 j I indicate' yesterday, just merely adding te the size of

II
1; en existing ps ,1 before you buil6 it, knowing that you have

i

12 to have spent fus'., adding to'that is not a great 'szpense.
'

;

'|; And so that decision to do that was-- even t.hcuch
|

-ete -

g, by hindright we night say could bo erroneous -- was not ,

i
.

purticularly costly.'

jr

l
1.i BY F.R. EIIrl:

i
a
ti

0 In this conter.t, what do you mean by th:: phrass --
g|i

i. qucte - "was not a great czponso"?
, ;g
.

A (Witness Nash) Well, it was not a great addi-19 ,

__ 3 tional unpense to what circady had seen expondc,1 ;',2st to

i
build the spent fuel pool, say, to hold one and . . f.:

'

g
.

core, which was the old standard.g

, , , ,
.

O Do you cay that in the sense thct it va-: a cr.cli I
-

'

proportion of the cost of t..e origind.ly plannW. fuel pocl,, r,

g or r. cmc 11 proportion of the d ole plant cost, or ricplyg

o - .jn ,, ,

!: 61 L ''

.il.
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7:TR. '.2b'. n amall dollcr nun:ber?

A Not a c. Ell dollar number, ct leact in tern c f -- -

on a persont.1 basic but a.small additional cost to that of

the original cize " the pool,, and certainly a much, rcuch,

anciler dellEr pcrt of the cost in preportion to the whole

- ' plant.

-
'

G Wnnt ir your bccie for th t tcctinony? Can you

'
-

; give us the doller valuec?
.

t L Us, I en'rnt.*

389 ;- O Did you anke e etudy of the cont increase in come.

: past time, and do you have the dolinr valucc?

n A I did not make a Etudy. This iE bhued on EF

i convercctionc with encinsorc on the NRC Staff, that merely.s -

9

! ozpending dimensionc to comething of this partienlar con- I
,.

i

st .:ction that already has to be built is not a great addi-3

; tional expense.

O Can you recall whether they used dollar values.. .

!

- } or whether they used generci terns cuch c.c you're ucing?
, .; ,

i

;-

3 i A General terna, I would say-- h' ell, I don't re-

I

., ; ca.L1 any dellar coat figurer being in the discuccion, but...

,

!

perhaps there rcro come percentage figuron, and I can't
;

.

i

I rite thc2c riche now..

_i
-

; O And the frame of reference in which they tere..

. cperating wes c prcject estimated at appro::inctcly n billion
,

dollurc- ic :nar ccrrect?.,7

UIL Ju

.
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51

it
.1. / s S 1 '' A In thtt m gnitude, yes.' B

E, O 17ns.t p oportion of Dutc'e money is obte:.nsd by

33-year sortgage refunding bonde such ar thosa we uerz juanI -

', lxxing at.?i

;. ,

s (i A I don't knou.
I

e' O Can ycu tell us what co=non utility practico ic''

A Yes. This ic the average fcr the indurury. It;- -

?,

wze taken from Moodv's Public Utility Innual, I thf.nk i.; the'

6j .

-
i

title.
*

e' .
m

t.

13 G Can you give us a date on that?
I:a

;; -' L '977.
.

'
The correct title is Moodv's Public Uti'.its-l '. ,:

.

'.k

Le g futual. And for this particular issue, 1977.
.

'

The portion of the financing secured fram variout'

II
si
e everces is bonds -- I'm rounding now -- 51 percen:, pra-<r

.. i ...

! terred stock,12 percent, cad enmnn stock, 36 hrcent.Iw
.3

I Q All right.
1 ci

'l
, g ji I would now like to .show you page 23 of our

ij.

Exhibit CESG Exhibit Number 's. I submit it for yo2r examinc-pi
.

;

tion. Section 3 a entitled " Capital Stock." And. therz'r
, 2g ;

!
i

a table in it of preferred stock ct $100 par, et csterc,
21

.,

'

which I would like you to familiarize yourself wit % Lad
37 4 ,

!s

then read into the record the rate seriec for the lcat thret
2:,.

yf icsusG.
.H

'l (Hendine document to the witness.)!

25 h, "

;

2n dis. y

il
..

"9 b
e

6 "/ )] Uvl
.
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, i
o

~ '2E/s b' E The rate and series for the part three yccrt?.

C The lact three issues. 7.nd idon,. 3 tnt ve;.r i ..

It The title of th2 t.nle ic " Preferred 5:cci. J. G C
*

,

''

par at December--31c...' 97C and 1577 t.cs as folless (dcllcre pt1

- z,.iousana ,e
. -,

i,
-

.. -

..ot just wt.nz une rate enc. the cer:..et c

"l O I only unnt the rcte.'

-

i A Without the sericc?

.
.,

D O You may give the series, certainly.,

10 A 8.28 percent, Serius r.; 8.375 perec.nt, Series L;

:', 8.84 psrcent, Series L.

a I'm not familiar with these design tione; I'm:
i

U not sure if that meant the usucl bond rating. I'm not oure.

iz That'c -inst the series of Duke.
.. i

h
#5 a Now I would nchc the ecmc cc rnent I did with the

50 o other table that I read from. There are other series that
.

i,

i: have lower percente7ec.'

.I
o

- in - O Thank you.
i

-

C4 19 " On page 3 of the scue enhibit there's the cuart .
1
i

- 20 p " Arc there any other reacene why cuch an ISPSI shenid ne Pc
1

it
"

21 built before it is needed?' And in the middle of your cnsus..

m. :i ycu ctate,

"SecondlyW at sc=c future time NRC or*
u

'I
<

2x cchar regulatory bodiec may conclude ulut protection
i

Il

g r- of the pr.blic health anf s2.fety requirec modification;i

o

U

O[ 7 'I
~ ')i

i a v..t..
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3607
a

1 - >t: . il of the design or construction of spent ',cl pools,"
i: '

20 Uhat is your reason for so thinking 7
i:

o - A 'fhs NRC has the responsibility, and continubily
.i

4 investigates the existing nuclear facilitier and proposed
i

I
'

t' nuclear facilities, and continues te evaluate whether
,

a

f, changes should be nade in these facilities for protection of
. .

tne public health and safety. And it is certainly a real7-
,

,

,

'

e pot,sibility that they will determine that changes vill be
>s

~

g mi.de in this type of facility.

g O Are you familiar with hew long fuel pools havt '

37 been in operation under NRC license?

12 A Yes. ,'

a. - O Hov lone?-

),, j A At least since the late 1950's, perhaus even
|

! earlier than that.,3.- .

O What's the track record on changes? '
g ,

,
<

! MR. KETCHEN: Objection. Changes to wh:t? !7
| .

. g ,} BY MR. RILEva '

| i
~

19 O Changes to fuel pools of the sort that wer* i

i

20 : discussed in the previous context. |-

i

A (Witness Nash) I'm not specifically awitre that ', , ,
, . .

i

i

22 any changes have been made. The fuel pools are bel:rg used '

I
for long term storage now. And by "long term" I menn nicre,,

~~, ' ! |
! i

24 | tnan cne cooling-cff period that was t.ginally contemplated |

|
j for them. So I'm not sure we can take the past e:merien.?e :tnd

,.2. . .> ;

t
i
e

, f I'

(,1 si v'
. .
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Nn2/w 2 c::trapo ate fo ward completely.

; O You arc concerned about prctection of the unblic

; hee.'.th and safety, modificctions related ce that. De I unde.c-

stand your tcctimony that ycu do not have an historical2

e bacis fcr crcu=ing that that vill occur 'n the foreseeable.

E future?

4. P ' - A No.~
,

E O It has been the testimony that something like.

% 9 forty-two planto have taken the roracking option at this
i

10 , point; is that correct?

A I believe that's the number, yes.; .,

12 O Do you know what the ratio of poison racks to

J. . , other rack types is in that raracking?i.

h '

A I do not.,,
,

15 | 0 How many plants have opted for independent storagt,
,

m. . ,i facilities en site?

A I don't believe there cre cn*/. I could1r mir-, , ,;
. . . .. . , ,

. ..

'n

-
16 j taken. I'm not arcre of c2:y.

Ia

19[ O In other raracking proceedings similar to thic
f*

.i

-.
ge, || heve you testified?

p
l

i| MR. KETChTN: Objection.|'y
t''

:s

2;. [ CEhIRMAM MILLER: Re may ansusr.
P

F WITHESS NASH: Well, I testified et c rerachingg
n

b. , .
proceeding. It war more ne.rrow ' hen what har been the conte =c

, ,

9-
"

2a - of this hec:-ing so far.
I,,

'
, f .

r

I
. ()/ 1 *

.> L -
'l

1. i
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t:
i: 5. . ~

'
o '? Mk. RILEY:'

l'

1 O At only one?
O, >

' e A (Witnces liash)
f
I
!4 ! O Did your testimony at that point favor the rc+ ~

li

E rucking option't
9 i

~

f

6j A Yes, There were only two options being concisiered'
I
.

7 O You've heard tectimony that at the G.E Morris'

!1 '
. E4 plant that the fuel pools are designed with a gate which

',

-

c will permit subsequent fuel pool expansion. The cuection is,,
,

t
.

to | Have yot he rd that testimony?

i

1; A I can't really scy that I have . I w;.c probably
:

12 present, but I can't really say that I--,

.!
;

,3 CHLIRMAN MILLER: Your answer is No; ia that
,

f

gj correct?
t
i !

!5 o WITNESS NASH: That's right.
o
'

IC CHAIRMAN MILLER: Then just say No.
i

??ITNESS NASH: No.17 i
I
'

-

gg BY MR. RILEY:
,

" ,

gg j O All right. Let's hyraothesize that it's in the
i I

20 |
-.

record of thic hearing,that there is testimony by Mr.Spittlny .

21 that at the G.E. Morris plant there is a gate in the exist nq

| fuel pool to facilitate subsequent c pansion.
|22

6A 071tness Nash) All right. i23

G Would not the most econctic way of handling ft:1 I.-..a i,
!

I

ipool growth,in te-ais of the economic analycio you present in
!9 .,

tb

,~ nr -
) jU'

i

'
.
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I:; - testinonyc be the buildin7 cf incrcrental addition ,-.

I etch with itr own crpancior. gatc, of c rite that v;G cn

- optimuu in tem c of the comprc2ise betr:en morey coct r.ni

tic need of going back to building another cddition?'

- A Tha fir.?t part of ycc question wac-- If I Oculd

C Stet ack ycu tc rcpeat the first part. I havc thc rest.

-
~

O What I'm aching ic: from cn econcaic r.nc.lycic,

'
if we are operacing uith, in effect, modulce of fuel pcci'

.

-
. . _ . . . . .

tc cn cricting rue;. pool, _s tharc rot an optimum cice oc_(

T addition to build on where there is a growth in the require-

ucnt of the pool?

; A Mell if we cocume -- and I presume you vant

r me to -- th2t the only option is to crpand cpent fuel patic

at a certain locction, thic requirec quite a bit of engineer-

3 t. ir,g judgment that I don't have. But from the c._capoint of

n investmant, it would seem to be advisable to build facilities

cr thn" are needede rather than a large facilitv. richt :t-, x -1

. t the beginning of the projcet. And so the modular additions,
I.

n within my purview of knowledge, would seem to make some --
!

.. p u would seem to mska sense, yec.
I,
f5
V

.- i. 0, 0 Ic it recaonabic to believe that it rould bc
,

n poccible tobai2d too cas11 e modulo, cc that there ic cn

octinne mcdule sice?x
c.. -

A I ~ int thct-- i;c-ll r in termc of cice,rowe hindsj

h ,

of structures, t's c very unicue minimum coct cice cnd*

r

-
, ,

() / j U U v}
a n

.
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W'i ~ fcr c1her kindt of structurec chic ir a flat curve over a,

? broud runre of cizec, anf in the latter category yo2 hrve

3 merc flexibility in determining si=s, in the former one yo

4 wculd hcVe to be very precist in ycur selection of size if

yce werc to achieve the optimum size.a

'
E C Mr, Pittiglio, I would like te turn to you,

- 7 Envc you been following this colloquy?

"

e A (Witnese Pittiglio) Yes, I have. .

.
~

C In tarms of the totc1 amount of well t' at wou159

10 be required in a program wherc you added modules to an

3; cxisting pool, too cm:11 a nodule would maka for c greau

amount cf wall material; is that correct?
..

I

A Yes.13

O All right.34

Can you visualize, then, an optinum mo6ule sire?15

A There dafinitely would be one optinu: rize.g
,

Now the size I can't visualize as far as how many casemblies, i
1_1 ,

0 I'm not asking for specifics. I'm just saying,-g.
,

- ,

;g j Does the function have ai optimum, inyour judgment?

A In ny judgment, yes, it would have an outimum... '0,
a ;
,

O And that would contcin both the cost pc unit
21

area consideration and cost of money concideration that22

Dr. Isach called to our attention; is that correct?",, a
A Among other things, yes,o,,

|
O With regard to the Morris pool, what provicion h;r'

,,
__ ,n ,

, . , .,,

() f d
~

I

|
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'

h'F3/irb i boer made for cecurint the liner in the fuel poc1 +:hcre there

'

.mc clready been c gcte built in?-

e A I do not know.

- O How has the prehlem of differential cettlin?

E of the net addition with respect to the originci pool bcOn

6 addrecsed?

-
~

A I'm unfamiliar with that fecility.

'
S G But you are familicr with the fact that therc ir

.
~

f such a facility with c gate built in for czpansion?

10 A Yes, I ar.
.

1: O Non turning to the Environmental lu.pcet hurreirt.1,,

12 Dr. Unan, page 58, you have discuseed with -- you testifiec ;

:s in tosponce to Mr. Reis=an'c crosc-araninntion cbcut alterna-
;

l'I tives. And the alternctive of building an addition to the

y cr_icting fuel pool has been rejected; is that correct?

16 A (Witness Nash) Yec,

i

17 j. O All right. New let me ach a hypotheticcl.

gg i' The hypotheeic in that we can solve the engineer-,

.

19f ing problem in building an addition onto Peel Pool No. 3 '

?!
'l

.. 20 f. Weald not c determination of the optimum module size and
-

,

n

21 added capacity in terme of the optimum module eize be c more

COEt-effectiVG approach than trying to build the entiregt ,

. h.

cepacity at once?>

oc
-

A Yee, I believe that's similar to my previoun"
2z.

,

-

25 , recponce, yes.

,

l'

ii
'

'?

(bl, ,
,

0' g %j (
J
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:o

13 1. 'ab' Q All right. We already have sunk costs--'

g 2 A We're ta king hypotheticals, now?

G Ut bric t hypothetical c oing .-

Ir. te me of surJ: coctc Et Puel Pocl Ec 3, the.

5 c:. car _ eys te. a, .he fuci pool assembly handling systen, and '

i tl.c cank hendling cynte. are all substantial cost ..tems;

*

it that correct?-'

>
.

t If you uculd wish to defe" to Mr Pitti!110, ycu
.

.

g cc rtr. inly nay ec so.
t

0 A I think he would give you a more reliable annver.

1; Q Mr. Pittiglio?
?

12 A (Witness Pittiglio) Yet, I agree with rou; fer
I

.
that buildin" thsy are substar. ial cost items. '

c

e., Q So there would be a real cost saving if we could

3 cdd x.odules to the e::iating pool and make use of tha three

;g typs.s of facilitiec I referred to; is that correct?
i

A Yes, I agree with that statement.;j

1

q I might comment that this hypotheticci uituatica, j-

'
i

9 the expansion was already designed into the existin~ pool; j
,

J that's correct, right?-
. no

'i
,

Q No, it in not. It ascumaa that cn econaricalof .ao

i'

22 and, in an engineering sense, a reliable means coul. be forud .

23 f adding capaciuy to the exicting fuel in a module whichi

.

would contein a gato alc Morris fc,r further c::cansi .n., . , ,.*

. MR. ."ETCIIEM: Ob;.etion, Mr, Chairman. "hea, -

y < , ' '

*, I
;

U/J V U 'I
,
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E S, * o hypothstical ru.c now changed.

- I van to make mirc the witnecccc trc :.e.1 reacord-

ing to thc samt hypcthetical.

First it ;mc just the engintering problem. that

; could be sclned. !!ow it'c the engineering and ecenemic

. problems could be solvsd. I think that changer, it all around

.
- oglin.

* : CHT.IPS.7S MILLEn: Yes, in fairnccc to the vit-
. -

~

L ncascr I think we chonid knou exactly what the: nature of

the hypothctical in. If the o have b2cn changes or alters-

tions in the as m ptionc you chould state thcr..

': HR. RILEY: Mc will regcrS as estal.lichad by tt.e

; ! witnccsas' testitony thcrc is en optimum module sice-

CUT.IRPJ.M MIL .ER: Nc; thic ic c bypotheticci4

;5 quantion. I'm cc?:ing yc2 t2 frame the hypothetical encation

in cuch a way ac whenever therc'c cny mv.iifications or other_,

;-: clements accumed er rithdrcrn that it'e called to.their
, ,

.
. ,

ettention.w .. .- .
$.
i-

m1. MR. RILEY: Well I wat not awarc that a char,'c.
, -

* h, had bacn =cdo, cithoug.h indeed I nc" have ph aced cuch c,. t. .

b'
i

change.em ,

1

2; C2LIRF.7.n MILLER: The ol-5ection ctated thr.t chere
,

,

were. I don't really recall thtt clouely whtt ynr.: Frec-,j: ,

3 thetical in:.lud' d with reference (c) to engin*2cring, b) tc,

9 economic factcre end (c) to e.ny coabine. tion thezeof,g
i
i*

1 O '9( / i, biV
-
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U 2,v. 3 ' rny don't vou just state it naain, then.

I MR. RZLEY: Ws.'vc already noticed -- a.3 this r:ay

2 w.;:vo bean Mr. Retchen's stimulue--

,

CHAIR 9.F MITIPE: Neve); ni7d hir stirnulus,. Te." 1u

.

,= u.? what's che hypothetical. The core we get into extrane .ms

( 2:.t: tors the n:oro dif ficult it is for the witnesses to fo'f0%

; MRe RILEY: All right..

g DY KR. RILEY:-

.

,
O What may have been thought of as en eccnomic'

10 facuor is the sunk costs in equipment-

CHAIRMAM MILLER: What tbout the cunk costc7 '

11

gj MR. RILEY: The sunk cost has to do with the-- !

CHAIRMAN HILLER: No; what are you assumingg

'
in your question.u

MR. RILEY: Right.,e
..

BY MR. RILEY:
r. t.

.

!

O What ;*n asguming in thr.t an additional module ,, . , . , ;,

!

1 will make use of the cunk cost that'o in the cack pool, i:.
.Bi.

[ l=

the cash crano and in the fuel acceably handline crano c.ndg
'

traneport equipsont. We're anst: sing that now hac Eeen paid
. 20

l for. i,, t i}u

h
The hypotheticci then it.: If we find c satin--,., ,

a
!
' fcctory onginouing solution - and by that I mean it's notg

n {
priced out of cight - for making a modular attachbant to tha '

s

C:*icting Fctsl Pool 3 which lacks c gate, would this not be a j

-

,.

,

$ V k

.i
'

.
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EL 00 ses c nencive approcch to pursue thar. cn ISFSI?

(1., .u. ,m.e s s . ... w m _: o , _c w ...n_ . s -.e.. r1v ._:
. L.. ac. E, , .A u s

tauld bc c lest e.nnencive Epproach.

I might cc::raent th&t on c. h:Gothetical .citucticn

_.C you could design thons paramuters '..uc the cyette to

tilo.' for future expa.ncion including che crano, the struc-

tural walic, thc. pool linc and the gate, it wculd be at muci-

.

lesc cost than having to modify and re-artly::e an enicting
4,

ctructure.

O Now there are e nunbar of advantages, then, thct

nay be attributc6 - and you havc juct listed scric of

thcr. . Another of r.he advantagcc vould be that it vauid be

porcible to chsre certain costs of criccing facilitics

1.,,r.e ion exchange clean-up for .._ne .ne.t poo.:. te.ter, ena .

compared to an ISFBI; ic that correct?

A Teat's correct.

17.. KETEt?: Mr. Chairman, may I interject an,

ob lection herc, just to preserve ray record?.
,

.

I would like to object to the hypotheticci ac,o

phraced and mo'o that the entire line of questioning he
7f

. dicreg. ' based on the part of the hypothetical acctring'

that the engineering prchicmc can be colved ct renscar.ble..,

coct. Just dor the record I would like to st.;te that I think
..

there'c nothing in the record that supports that hyuM h".tical

and under the Diabic Canyon decicica I think it it cn

. . .
~ 7,f i. .

g i
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FE i. intpp2cpriate hypothctical.

MR. RILEY: Fr . Cimircan , you dii. indicate, ~
|

_ ;

i

!LEllera that CESG night have the cpportunity for puttint; ? r.-

c.r engineering exoct in this contorb'

i
" CMAIRMAt' MIT.TIR? Ycc. !

I

I

(- MR. 9ILEY: So I think it ic oretature.
'

'

CHAIRMAU MILLER: I will cverrule the objectic.
.

for the reason thct at this point it'c simply testing the-

.

.

crpsrt.~.sr of the wittiesses, and so farth. It is no beinga

i
i

u received to prov2 the truth of that for which the hypothetictl:

it statci, which ir the distinction between the kinI of"
.

,

i;. hypothetica] question I believe counsel alludou to

Ucs if it in to have any Lignifican.ca or meaning,r i

:4 it will incur. bent upon the cxaminer er sc=eonc clse if that ,

i

ir be his position, to put on evidence and give the founfttica
,

i' tc enere it could then have significancee |

i

n Are we cicar nov on what you'vc accompilshed
I

g. and not acccmplished?

i.

19 You may proceed. i

,

20 BY MR. RILEY:
.

i
*

21 0 Another advantage would be that in thic type of j
!

22 a cituatien, au cc=pered to an ISFSI, there would be no need

I

23 to load opent fuel tssemb3iec in the cacks, move the cask

2n to the side of the 1SFSI on c.he plant cite, unload tc bring.
,

i
i

it bach, and so forth, whien ir a relatively clon procesa) ir
@

ror
-

P

6

'[
' T 0

) Yi
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i tha cpent fuel pool by the conventione.1 neans cf :.e :: ciel ut

E crane is ve.m.f, very much less thr.n the procacz of Icading

th r in c ccsk and pulli.ng. them bach cut, etc.; ic that cor-

: ,.e .:. 7-.
,

.

t: ,
-- - a .fes, thct.O correct.
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.e.

O2 ci ' , ' O Nor going bach again to you, Dr. Nash, in many i

; acpect of the aperation of a nuclear ganerating F'rter the:e'

o

;y n. incurz.nce of one sort or anc,ther. Is that corr::ct? ,

fi h (Winnuss Nash) Yes.c. ,

c. -

C Would it be, in your opinion, a reasonable quer-
3
li

f fi tion to c m ine the Applicant'c incurance with retgect tc

i
-

; :i avoidinF s chutdown of a cenerating plant due to lack of .
,

Ei :ssembly capccity, assembly disposition? !-

! .
i

..t
a e : 13.. MO GARRY: E=cuse me. I'l lost hers. Art.:-

i;
i..q

{ vc discussing insurance?3
i .

.
r

d MR. RILEY: That's rorrect. And the ftether
'I

i
*

i

n< guentione, vill develop what I racen by " insurance" .n thic |

I'
-

.

n 'i ccutert. ;
i.

I MR. MC GARRY: I'll reserve my objection. <

jj
> .

I
!

CHAIFE.JdU I'ILLSR: You will have to connsct it ui- i
u. .. .

.

i :
te show it hcs some relevance. i

g
,

I WITNESS MASE: If I could clarify sometaing, wir.:n..
t

e

I
'

1 gave my previous response I thought of, you know, purchts- t
gg

- i ;

;- i
ing insurcnce. So you're talking about insurance sgsinst, q. t i.

having to close down the facility. Is that not truo?
3 ,

,.

| I

MR. RILEY: That's correct, Dr. Unsh.,, ;,
u. t

I
. i

: CHAIR"AN MILLER: What cze you referring to? '
, , ,

ii-

J !

.; Let's have it dczined - ,re e:learly, Fr. Riley. There't t.11 *

,ua ;
$

i-- kindo of insurancc. We have to knew the neture of what ur rc|2., ,

i

talking about. !e
. 1

.a ! 5

. . .

P !

H e

! .

* *
o'.,y )[j*
V 6
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, 'I. u 3 .. MR. RILEL Right.

O
. In L scnse thir v.isole proceeding it c. fort N?

i.netrtnco against chuttin5j 5 /n7 h .; n : and in the TLbic

cf Alternatiroc en pnge 50 of the EIA, Dr. IIcch has re-

viewc d and agreed that the reactor shutdown vauld cos

c T100 million a your, and if cto* age es.pacity oncite :;

- c.-hcucted and trzr.schipment is interferred witA thLre is
. 6

i L potential for c subetantial exne.nditure, depending er.

L
3 3 how long it is not noccible tc rtove cashe offcite.*

3 SY MR. RILEr:

Q Is that correct?

A (Uinnecc Nach) Well, the development of means,. y

g. of henciling epeat fuel is centinuing. "'herc a e a number of

idenc that have been propounded. * hey haven't been tacted

vc."r much over tha --e. r -
,

g Q Exctae tc. Dr. Nash. I fail to see how tat.c

' relctos to my question...

g j. CEP.IRMAN FCL IR: What is your question, Mr. Ril= if
. t

!* ' EY MR. RILEY:g,
i

Q My question is: Is there an advcntage in in--,
u ,

-.
suring the continued fleu ci fasi twsemblies out of J.,

g .,

reacter thct needs to be unlotds:1 vithout delny7 Chnt*e
,

bccicclly the quertion.

A (Mitnese Ench) Okty. Yec, tc thn; question.,

O All right.g ,

m

. c/661 ,.

;
(

4.

.
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I !aov have you conside. red that the trancchipmen'c 'nr .
_

V
.i a.iternative is vulnerable te stoppEge?

@ :
A I haven' t taken thct into direct consideratior., no:

',

'

.i C Eeve you look r.t a mcp of the Oconee site with

[ respect to the locations of roads, bridgec, dikes?

EI A The Oconee cite? No.

-h O Right. Let me put forth c hypothetica'. thet:
.

h If there were or.e critical bridge or two critical[.
I

b:-idges -- let's make it two critical bridger that we c'3 ; ,

'

li
'

ic || absolutely essentiel te Itcyc spent fucl off the Oconee site
..
i-

j and these bridges, whether by flood, come sort of other<

- i

inj accicent, or cabotage not in the context of attaca on thc. ,

.i
d

t~- l|
cash truck, were kno-bd out, and there were delay until -

.
4

transpc:tation could be resumed, and the Applicant was |$ p
|' !

.. 03s d operating under circu=ctcnces where if their feel were net '

y
i.-

i i

moved ut n schedule it would face a chutdown, wculd that j1 E. 'i

I not havs a substantici economic consecuence? i
1< ,

A Yes, it certainly would.
7g

,

gg| Q That being the caso, would you regard cc in-'

|
surance a margin of capacity, fuel assembly capccity storege

20
.,

onsite such that the plant was never entirely dep:ndantg

upon the move. ment cf spent fucl aseenfelies by trcnsshiptw.nt?3

A Yuc, I would. And I would include in my ansv rg
,

,

i

||
the margin being w.aat could be --

|

i C May I supply a phrase, "An sconomically fencible
g1

I
. < t,

! !() [ / y i

|
t .
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IGA * c::4 ucrgin*?.

;

i
', A I we.s going to ccy that if that raarpir. includer,
!

o poriod of cin.a where corac adjustnant could b*, n.ade or,-,

site -- in other words, there c.ny bz core further adjustment. ,

,

!

that could be made onsite.'

'

. G Well, the assumption uns thnt the site woul6 bc et

- I itc limit.
r !

! A At itts luait. Okay.;
,

J MR. REF_' HEN : F.ay I have a clarification of ths ?.

9

g There are two limits coming into issue in this ca.se,
!

Fr. Chairman. Could we ash the crnminar to specify wh=.t,5
.

33 he means by " limit"?

I
CiU.IPurd MIlJ.SR Can you tell us traich limit,

,

,,

i

-vou're referring to, Mr. Rilev?t.,
: -

.g | MR. RILEY: 'les. The limit in this context is
,

i. thct there would be no more capacity far assmhly storage, e.
. :

1.,, l..
without infringing en full core reserve.

, . ..

|: ..

CHAIRMM MILLER: Very well.g
j.

li Are we approaching the and of your c= amination,-
,o

pa
-

...,, , h, . Mr. Riley?

jJ
,

'

NR. RILEY: We are, Mr. Chairman,/. ., i
.

h
"

CHAIRMM MILER: All right..2.,: e
.

'l

ti B'I M3.. RILI"I:
/. .n

,,

!

2 <. [ O 17ould I be correctly construing your teetimony
.

..

...!. ac su' emitted uhat if there are no environnerM1 cr hecith
,

m. m
1.
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.
,

'76 M i tal 152, I Lslieve !.t tns. There van a direcrive
r

: :.;t to operd so nuch tir.s icoking tt the dell:.r ccat of
1
.

c | c.1:rrnatives but tc bring to the fc re -- more. to tne fert.-
0

A c;round the enritenmentcl a.6 cafety aspects of alternativos.
t

O Woul:' rou say tlat a recucta. - power duc rr3-
5 i

c .c !.nability nc chip cut ft.cl areetilder would weigh in

.

7 Olit co ntc..t , tha pocsibility of brcwnouts or blackoutE?
.

d
, ei A Oh, yes. We wotld ta,%e very sericusly the prcm-

| pect of a shutdow of r. poter plent., cepecicily fcr sore, y

i

1C 3eason like this which cocid be avcided with proper fore--

} richt.3;

i

I O knd in an Envirc.:utental Impact Stctencat, v: uic '

7 .-
i
|

nuch m.cc--ial be tila subject of e ee.ighing in which yot!,c
i-

,

|
'-unrticipated?T i;. ,.

'l

g g A Yea, ac it was in the EZA.
.

.!.

-

j O Are yotr standards for weighing the calce er. tbrg
.i

i.IS and the S~A7
7

.c c ese nt to 6 a cee&g t f ;1E

cgtimuma in an EIL than there is in my EIS, in my under-g
!!

20 i standing. '

l. .
,,

i
! O Gentlement, that ,will cc,nclude m3 e;:aminatic.n.g

' |
|

OEAIPEGU MILU:R: Tietnk you, Mr. Riley..,
:. . ,

; WITNEES NASH: Er. Chci21na.n, in response to onc,

'|
cif Mr. Liley's earlier questions I said I had somethig u ci

2?
-

i. .

nu ;he office, cn6 I would like to crive some 'nforer. tic n : erc
- _

.e-
,

f

" ?\t'',
,

,

k _f Li;I i
u a
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IE /c~ . 7 It won't chnnge the cuhntance of Enything thtt I cnid. I do.';:

: tclieve.

CIU.IRMAN MrLLtn: 17t.c.t 6ces: it relate to? I,

1ecall you- discuscing it,

~
h7;.TNESS NASh: Ee enhed if I knaw the annutl rats.

c rd inflatic. for thc past three yccra.

CIILIPs.TJ' ICLI.nR: Do you wish t''.at infonnation,
.

Fr. Rile.r? Apparently the witnesc cc.n new supe'lv it>r, -

. .
HR. RILEY: I requested it befera. I c uld likc. c

it..g-

Car:Ipf,iAN HILIER: Thank you, Dr. Ncsh. Go :?i;ihts,

chead.a. - ,

ir"ITHESS IUSII: This is as Itassured by the inplicic,g
,

prico deflater thich -- there crc other r::casurec of f.nfls-g

tion which generclly fc11 within n tenth cf a nercent or,y;; - ~

so of cach other. And I can only civu. the-- You scid for,

,;

tne past three yea c. You want that for what:..
LJ '

| MR. RILEY: '76, '77, '78.
I m,

,

. -

. c WITNESS HASH: I don't hcVe 1578 here. 13nt 1976
.

ic 5.2 porcent.: 1977 is 5.D percent. .r.m I believe -d.t theu
. p

inflction rate, the one thn: I don't have here for 107E,

, , ,
-.

is conething on the order of P porcent.
L. _

So tthen I gave the cverage earlier cf 6 to ''
--

percent I think that thr.t ic concictent with thsae fic..uru..
..

DY IIR. RILDY:
?

I / ',
,

/' L-.

t ;, I "
t .)g

es
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h' i

i- ,

Kl. 'e I -

O Censidering that yot. dor.' t have f f.rm ir. form.tior.
i
.

on ' 73, would you plaase p:: ovide that for ' 757'

. A (Witness Nash) 9.E perc:ent.
t

. C Thtnk ycu.

|-

! MR. RILEY: That's all.
i;

( , CF.nIRMAN MIII"P- Thank vou.

'
- Mr. McGa:.y.

.

4 ,

e j' MR MC GARRY: No questicns, Mr. Chairnun.,

L
i;

.
|, CPJ.IN 7d 1*TT R'C: Mr Wilson.
;o_
!

;c q KR. WILSON: No questions, Mr. Cnairmar,,
n

. . O. ; CIIAIRMT.5 MIILER: The Staff?..

!
-!

7p MR. ITTCHEN: Mr. Chairman, I may have questier 2
.i

i

j| .n four areas, but we're getting very close to lunch. Ig~
|

g g 1.hink it would be cfficient if I could consider whet.her I
!! 'gj vant to ack them over the luncheon break.
[ i

, ,' CHAIRFEN MILLER: All richt. j
..

t ,

; i
,_ P We will recess now and return a'. --

ll
'#

,

l' IG . ROISMAN: Before we recess, I had mentioned,6 |2

i.

.g ycnterday that I wr.s waiting to get some documents that I hat-

.,g requested under the Freedom of Information Act. I've gotten
., i

them.g

What they cre are various drafts of the Environ-,,

! r.. ental Impact Appraisal, the sections relating to alterna-, , ,
-~ c

' tivec. Most of thcc are drafts that ware either p:repared, , ,

i.

t

, , _ , by Mr. Spi *:alny or Mr. Glenn, with corne margin notes on tJ t |.o t

,f

ji I.,

U/s J l"
om
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1

MILroN irafts.

Tncy rcice about 30 minutes worth of quertticar

that. I would like to put to Pr. Glenn and Mr. Spitalny, and

| I would M glad to do that imedictcly cfter the luncheca
i
i

| renh, or imudiately efter this panel 10 finished. It ic

my cnticipation that the cross-examinction of Mr. Ccrter-

,

!

by me et lecrt will not go mere than an hour, and that.- in-

i-

| J11 likelihood, we will be able to finish up today, unless,

. : cuber pcrtiec hcvc scuothing longer that they intend to do.
,

: Lut getting Mr. Glenn and P.r. Spitalny now would

I be advcntageous if it is not intenced to bring Mr. Glenn

_
.o Wcchington in Sectmher.

CI! AIRMAN ICLLER: Let me inauire about tutt.

, Is Mr. Clenn avcilsble? He wasn't feeliL? Very

wnll lest nine I heard.3
.

MR. MO GP.RR1*: P2 fore we get te that, I have an.g

objecticn, so it may table that discuscion. My objection ir.,
.,

of this nature:g ,

.' Mr. Roisman coulc hr.va obtcint+d this informstiong

b at an earlier date.. , ,
ss J

h,'
-

b, u. MR. PDISMidi: That's falac. I stated voeterdty
i;
6'

. . ? that I could not.
a .|

4

!| MR. MI CARR'l: I don't maan receive it,,,
. . . . .

i

. ! Mr. Rairr.mn, I said you could have reaucsted thia inferna-
/ ',

g

{

tion c yc:: 1ugo, u monthe ago. I don't dicpute that ycu:

&
,, , .
**

f

f I

6. {;; u ,_ J

.
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G.S.< :2.M cc,216 n t - eceive it antil yecterday, My point le it cou:.c

- htvc coc: asked for. It could have %sn sought at c much
-

'

::rlier doce.

6 I2. Roicran could have had thic inforuction at ie

T. Clar the witnessen were en the panel, and thereforc, I

. c &..it Oc witncccen have baen encased, and there is tw ncM.

f:: now, bocanca !!r. Ecirm22 has osac later informatic: tlL:t>

.

4 3 ht c.onli havc obtair.cd, to cubject thocc witnesscE to furtGer

. c:cas-c anination.;,

7- 1iR. ROISEAN: I I.w_dc it clear at the time they

p wi.re u:cused that I had this. Mr. Glenn wac excused becan';c

g h rac ill -- that I intended to look at thic and raahe c

,- decision. I w:sn't going to makse him sit up t- .c if he
!

n ; ecs ill anyway, but I did rot ccquiesce in "Taey're en-
i
'

33 cured" to nov be told the next day that they were excusad
o

73 | and I at irrevocebly barred from dealing with ther.
3

.., i CIG.IPJIAH MILL 2R: I think the objcction it n
4 .' .

;

g, :| little different. I think the objection is you should _tava

].

'

g] gotten the information sooner and hence been cble 2 do 1:

P

3j ec pcrt of your crocc-emination.
,

l'
MR. ROISMAN: I think the short nnewer to that41

i

is it was not until n conducted the hearing in June thaty 4
-

d'
.

.
it became apparent to na -- and there was nothing I hcd

h. ;.
%"'

I coen h 2cre that -- the s2y in which this document vae. , ,

"n
drcfted and the interrelatlanchip between Mr. Glenn and'

9 g
..

!

*
, _ . . _ , nn

* ,
u
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f3 oh ' . :. Spitelny.

My rcrucst under the FOI ucc nadc on the Hondry

cf tr the end of that hecring. There would hcVe beci. Fler.t1

ef tius for es to have it in advance if the NRC -- cnd :<.'y

. neo cc.'tp;,..,ed with ec requer:.
. :nt. wty, a hanc.-cci:;.veret, 4.t --

. , .. . .

tinhin ten dr.ys. Thcy didn't do thr.c and ther d.idn*t nake

it evcilable icr tt.T weekc after they complicd with the
- e

.c 1 cmaca t:. - that i.I, not c'7;ilable schere I could get it.
.

.
I don't feci groscly et fatit.

- CIU.IPlGI CLLI:R: All right. We wish it had been

.

r.cre earlier, but it soundt like a enn of wres,, to be frari.

,- taout it. And it is en adrair.ietrchive proceeding. We is

-.. dollou nestly the Ru3er of Evidence but I guces we'have tc

g bend them a little here and there
._

In fairncsc it would seem thet .T. Roismen shonid3

,

he pern:itted to interrogetc.,3

- MR. ROIS!?E: If it Mre goirs to be veJy lonr, .
' , . . . .

I think --..:
*

4

, . CHI.IPEAN ZGLLER: Then we don't bend he much.-

,

. . MR. IETCIIEN: To preservc my record I vmuld if.ke
._

.

to -ioin in Mr. McCarry' c objection. As Mr. Tourtellotte.. -a

ceid, he cust havt- been lookinc over av shoulder because,. .

I tcac prepcred to make the carce objecticu for the crac.
.;. :

SOCSCnE.
,, t

g , e4 .e . e M$ *j

g. s,

.
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WI e'.. cad it anded. However, as you knot.'. sometimes the Staf f is '

;

eated equelly with cll parties, cometimes we have advan-

h h
; !! tager cnd comotimou we have disadytntages. One Of the dis- ,

l

2 ; sdvantages is the Freedom of Information Ac which we comply
i i

1,
- tith. And of cource Mr. Roisman knows he can use P.hnt and

|i
+

g se ccep ied with it. 4

i ,

)

i But I think under our, as you say, expeditiouc, |-

*

11 !,
*

E cfficic:-t procedurcs, he ''lould have discovered that material. !
:

I

. I think he has been around long enough to know hov the Staff Ig

!

3 j! cperates. We go through several drafts of things. If he ,

: ,
! i

| r.ad wan cd thtt information he could have ached for it on5

g-

at

.; ; a ciccovcry rcqucst and we would probably have given it to
,"

l
.; h hi:n. *

4
I I think this request, in support of my objection,y ,

,!
!

It
- |; just comen lete, is out of time, and is delaying this p..occcs |,-

. t,

CHRIRMAN MT'LZ't: The objections are noted and !.g
!

arc of record.. _ ,
., ,,

I ,

7g You say you're going to have how much longer? '

|
'

MR. KETCHEN: One other thing, Mr. Chairnmn. I.g

20 have a problem, an impoacibility problem. Mr. Glenn is not
.

here. tTnen Mr. Roisman did nention to me this morning when, , ,
, ,

he walked in that he did want to speak to Mr. Glenn enda,,.

Mr. Spitclny, I thought G.).enn was here.g

J HR. ROISMAN: I saw him walk in the door an hour.,

|I
- \

;
.

q and a hnif ago, t

,

,, q
-

i

.. y pR!
ri. . .

!
'

L .
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.

3, _1 _s
,

.

~ R2, nd * MR. IITCIEM. That var my undt.rctanding, thLc he+

'can here. But it'r er understending now hc's out riding-

i

1,rour' routes crcund this cree, and I don't know whether we

- :2n get him bach.
;

CHAIRMie? MILLER: Hell, I'd sly over the lunch

i '

-tour make an effort te get him back. If not, he'll hcvc tc
:

j go with Mr. Spitalny. Pleace have Mr. Spitalny cvail;bic.,

I

+ i ; uet's move forward as c::peditioucly ac we ccn.
i

1
'. f I lie would like to receco this hecring by at least noon t<*

!
t

M ucrrev, giving time for whctever motione cud things there,

i

! nay ?e. So let's et least shoor ''*r that ac cu: objective.
'

,,
i

: L And todey, if we could finish teetilnony, we'd certainly likt
t
t

'. .T to.n
J-

[ Now how much longer, Mr. Ketchen, do you have with'
: .,

i

"r ; :his panel?
r

g 17.. KETC N : I have about-- I'm going to debatt

with myself over lunch whether I'm coine to eck cny ques-.

a : - -

Is

3 tions at all, but if I do ask quectione it will be about four-

.

'

g quactions, plus or minue e couple of quoctions..

n N FJGN MILLUR: Well, let's return at 1:30.
.

(Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the hearinc in tScg e
I

n, above-entitled matter wac recesse6 v.o reconvene at
i

r
2:. 1:30 p.m. the same day.)

rc. ;...
|;

$

~
i ,/ g eLI

..

e
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I, 3 E.2
4 I . .A .P .T .C_ .R. .N .O _O _N. .S .E 5 .S _I O. _1:

'

_ . . ,
-

'l::0 p.a.).

g CELIFl M MILLER: Shell we proceed?

Before we proceed, the Dor.rd has L regr23 t to ranc:>

4 ef cl1 pcrties,- co perhaps I'll juct recd it into de record

'

ci thic tire. I dod t know thet it wil effcab you beiare

Esptember, but this ic some information that n uculd find

*

tilpful.
e

'"hc Eoard woul like to ash c11 of tna parties i

.

t;.16 counsel to prepere an e:thibit for our Septe=ber hcEritt.

tWe e '.ikt Scr thic cnhibit to precont c tabulation .i.n conciac>

,

form of the tir.e schadules or tiro intervele of critiet1

events for all of the various actions or cita m otivac rnich

a o under concideration in this proceeding, perticularly cr.,

relctos to the present stato of factc, environmentcl, technicM

m tterc currounding circumetaneca, and the lite, as dittingtiiril

from the conditions which may have prevailed et the time thate

the application was filed, or the EIA wcc prepared, er eventt..

n; which now we would like to review in light of present cr,
-

;g future projected situctions.

y We requeet ^. hat this be prepared. We don' t mir d.

it could be done jointly or individuclly, hauever it it.
s.

easiest for counsel, But this is the inform tien thct we,,w,

7, would like to have in the record et our September honring.

MR. ROIS?GN: Excuse me. Ih Chairman, do you&,.

, wish that to be prepac.ed by a party like HRDO that tril' have,g

. nn )I.
'

y

Lt i.'
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_

e

nc dir1ct p.rconal knewledge, but --

0:IUPEJE NZLLER: Ilescfzr c3 you cc:n. Some of it,..

: oF cou r.c, you'l:. b5 got%ine frc.c vr.rious scattcred placar. ,

i

!

ir *;.he tu ascript, from the cro:c-examinction you'va cotter i-

i

! scne, ?crh mc not all, And perhapc yeta vill peresive it 2. j

i

i little t!_t difforently in rEnge then would the Stcff or thz i

i

; /.po.'.i cant. ;-

.

L So this will be bringing together, I think, anc .

.

e in a 2cnso collating the infomaticn.'

I

MR. RGISMMI: Do you went it in evidentiary fctm? jn

;; That is , do you want 1.t - ,
:

;i CIIAIRV.Mi !! ILLER: WC'd lihe to h ve it put in I

i,

;; the re:orci in some fanhion. j
i

1r HW, if comel amng themnelres could agree c: !

g to what tl.300 factors are, tciloring them fo: your on
.

positiana if they vary, that tsould be fine, put it in theg

'record, If not, then it night be noceccary to have it
3 ,

it.entified in whole or in pcrt by a vitness.39,

. 4

MR. ROISMAN: Ync prob 1cm I hav-- in that it ic ,g i

conceivabic that the nost lihuly person at NRDC to do it on !20 , ..
.

'
,

! the basia of direct knowledge is ma. I have no problen wi';.h !( ,s,
i

}

'!
going on the witnesc stand and ten',.ifying, if nonecne want2

iZu, i

i i

i to knew trhere I would havo found that in the trenncript. : ni -
i, , ,

w ,
I

8' i

I put it togethrr, I would identify the tr nscript pagtf4"
,.

4, . ;

; any=y. tue --
3

,, mi,; /) ou/



3714
f.ul 5

OU.IRMAK MILLEn: Ut wouldn't ask counsel tc

t:rtify.

-- MR. ROISFJP : Well.- the thing 12 , my =>:perte Ponid

'

n: t norTtsily hs. readir.g the wr.ols transcript. I wotid he

de:.ng that. "or proposed findings. I have no prob.'.em -- in .

f t :.t r I'vs b,un ir. the proces.G of doinc. that anyway, of

ruding the trascript and identifying in the tranc=ript.

vhcro I think it anpports e daw that I might give.* -

'

.
But with the undarstanding that it probably would-

h ve becr. rac that -- -

-

!

i' CH.URMAN MILLER: That's sufficient. W 'ro not

". now worrying about thz technical foundation proof, es proof. '

'

We would like to have it idantified. If it's in the. trane erip .,.3

h i t. fino. If-'.t'n vitness no-and-so, fine. If it's a study

:s you've had prepared.
i

:c In other eerds, we're not being technical ebout -

n, the nature, but ve woulc} like to hevo the foundation identi-
,..

n, fied no we'd know what it reste upon, and then the triggerirg ,

.

p.

ic " 6ates or ths datos of commenecment or the dctec of cocpletionf

1:
"

r, of these various events. It would help us to have the uhele
,,

,

18 i
l' rance before us.e

I

'
2; MR. MO GARR7: Mr. Chairman., en observation. It

I
E seeins to rue this is a workintT tool for not onl'? the Board buto.
,
e'

for cil partier, and I think Mr. Roimaan her cor.te up vith a;,

i (food coggestion. If we don't corce up with e jcint exhihit.-3 .

n ,

,; j a L: Jt



'
' 355

o 6 ,

'

_.It >. ciigly ref:2r to 1.*nere in the record we suppart our

- O..:e , ..m e be it.

3 CLAITEMJf ILLER: I'ine .

4 i MRc MC CARRY: And tnen z.t lent". the Bo:rd an6

I the pa tie vill haw the in prescions of the other partist .

i I just rart to c.ake clear I dor 't -- thic is re t

*

ca evi;cnt try item. It's r working tool, as I charceteriz2C,

* S .1 . W .. ' r 2 not goine- to bat rasooncible for providine- a witute

*
-) t.: giv.. tt s document, and we wor. 't have further cross-exca Lna--

10 tion ca h s?

i

CIL1IRMAN MILLER: No.
I

1.2 r*R. MC GAERY: It's a cc: pilc. tion of wh.st hasi

13 transpirci.
.

1/ OLIDiAli ICLLER: That's correct. It 1:2 a v or ?.irig
:;

15 ' tool. If fou can't discern, or whers there'r nothing in t|m

i{'
!. transe::ip t and so forth, you might even agrco what a witten

17 | wculd nel .f called. I mann we're trying to get tha facir,
!

jaj a::d we'rt et tiying to get into c technical cituation
.

*

19 requirint a vitness, and so on.

20 MR ROISMAN You.want this by September 4 or
,.

#

21 by September 10?

2;. CHAIRMAN MILLER: 'rabably the 10th. I noen w.a i.

!

23 want you to have sufficient tirao, and you'll be werking on
,

d
'

24 . other thia;;s, and so forth. So the 10th would be an e6cque.:t. .
I ;

1

2.5 ! proffer duLe.
!

{I'
'

i . ,
J () ,|
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1 MRs TCTOREN: Mr. Chairntn, I want to nske sure _

'. ardorcrcnd your :cquert.

3 You started out and I understeed it to be we van

net lir.ited to the reecrd, and it's my un6erstanding that if-

thi. inf ormation comas frorn witnout tne record, any war ve can-
<

get. it --

' CHAIRM;J. MILLER: Idantify it..

* ; MR. KETCHEN: t:. makr the situation nore
.
* currente as opposed to, say, what it was six months age, or2

:, s voar ago. Ent you want the current informatien on ro're
.

1 schedule datss?

i; CFitIRMW MILLERr Yec.

MR. KETCHEN: Thsnk you.4,
- i

,4 CHAIRMAN MILLER: Current and projected future.

| Tins.t we're doing is updating, ossenticllYr you see. If it's3
n

33 ir the record, and probably most of it is, that will 61 'line .
'

But there may be areas where it's not. Identify it.. - -

., 3 You're right, it's & working tool, Mr McGarry.
. n
.

g} MR. WILSON: Mr. Canirman, as I underst:.ni the

'! schedule you have been discussing, those de relate -- ato-
Ia. e
l;-

[ lacst if p/ understanding be correet'- basieclly to cite nc-21
6

h
tives in the selection of these particular methods. 7nd;,,,

~ v

g.. of course, that is not one 2.npect of the. StatC's interent

in thcas proceedinga ce the degree that it is of tbc cenar, r
. - -

parties. And at this time I carmot perceivn a real intc. ac: crg. ,

!-

f , -,

(J [ ] ts s{ L
O l.
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t

i ! nic' :er ic State'2 invo2valant in ,.hi. joi'.:t e:x;rt. I

2 i iculi ' a 1:. poin': that out for the irtrd t u& 1 2.nding
-

e

3 CHAIEMh'; ICLLhi', Yes. , wc r r. der.- tand. *c t.he
.

1

4 c -tci ;h' Stntt m:'.'; h ave c't _ r.t a r e c t c .finc If ii- do r.m 1. ' t

5 _ ou Lrs not requi.':cC :.t't :. .t ve < r : r
.

I ITA . WILLON: Thanh you; Mr, C.4r.irman,r
i
.

7 | C5hIR.vJ5 .CLL"R. 1.11 -irbt, I st.ppose we: re.

i
*

* *' ndy n c proccade F.r. I;ci:chan I think you were rend;. e

i.
^

t. atr rt ' atr e::amic.ation?
*

3

l' . Chcir:Icn, ercuse r:m for10 | K% MO CARRY: c

i; i int rz c ig, but juct beforc tha recesc I indicatLd t. Tut -
3

: W u d ther: on sone financie.1 informEtion Pz. Riley had
-

12
i

3 inquir r2 r )out, and directed ry attentica to page 4 cf

ja OlSG Erhil t 8.

3 I' ' ookint; at c. category er titicd, "H ::cher 4
.

23 ; L. sng 'Isr ., : mbt," and a colunn captioned, "Sericc,5 and
'

17 another :c. u=n ca?tioned, "rcur Duc,".

i

1g The Years Due that I am refe.rring to ura 2006,
,,

.

39 2007 cad 2.'808.

20 i Pz. Riley had irguired as to the date of incur t
'

.,

21 of these b uds. The dates cre as folieva:
;

22 i Por the your 2006, the date of issucnea was 15'6.
!i

2. , a Por the year dus 2007, the date of issuance wr'
;

24 n 1977*
i

25 P r the year dus 2000, the date of incuance wt

i
I

/

(. / ,, n -

'' -' u_. ,

1
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CO.~Ff_'.1; KILL 2E: Thank 'fotr 11- . McG armf.-

I Any cf you who rich te tc u.c ce ycur j arkti s ? lease

- ' c l. : - L to 3.o ca. I'm cfraid our :diertorur.tc arc cot t

f the 7:*, e r whate. var it i::..

'

R: n enpen,

, c.- w r. y F.r m._It2 m u--e
. u.._., m

.

I and
.

'
; DIM GL L. NASE

'. :?:cm d the stand as witncccc cn bchslf of the NRO Regulatcrf

it Staff c:i, having been previourly duly swain, were e::cmiend

il cad. tretifiad further cs fellces:

73 nEDIFJ20T CL*1J4INATION

'i SY Et KETCHEU:
i

<3 f C Dr. Dash, following the closc of yecttrde.y's
t
.

!; | hearings, did I ccil you up on the phonc and crrange to

' provide you with c copy of yerterday afternoon'c transcript

I
'

cnd cch you to review it?, !.

.

1> A (Witness Ucch) Yes, you did.

., 23 , O And did I indicat2. to you that I right cch ysn
i

2: .i sore gncationc on the trenacript?
d

| E h5 *

21 |d
.e.2 O All right. Dr. Unsh, 6o you have a c:pv cf the i;

- . . .

O s
I

, trcr2cript 17ith you nov of yester 61.y cf to noor?m

e "- ===->

~.-
I L.

i

6
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1 ;
*.

I C All right. A:id 4. in, if you will, !*ll be ar.kito 8

|

T- !g yee sce a cinetions about the Er.vironner tal I:. pact Acaccame c .,.

2 '. f y ou ' 1. h ave that arcailable c ,

'
Okay. Dr. Nash it'r ny understanding thtt yetd

tc-stifii * erterday that you firs t es.me - well, we'll juct !I j
!

'

C rr.)ect tv ni ..

T Uill you just repet.t again '. nan you firs t heca:u-

.

E ir.7olve 5 1r. uny participation in the analysis of the propos t.d
.
.

!- t?:tm?st irrott action?

K 7 It was March or April of 197S.

11 C Were.1d you explain the ciretuastancec of how you .

!

12. bare's 1.aclved in the analyait of the propcccd trar.sshipmi.. :t

i

u n.T ioM

@
'

b 1. If I can recall, I believe what I remember iu k . i

!

Epitalr y contacted me about the- same time, and indicated thi.t ):

,

it; there ta:, ta be a her. ring on this matter and that come furti er

17 an11yst.s unuld be required beyond what was containci in *:ho ,

|

H: E14 for purposes of the hearing. ,
, ,

i

19 C All right, sir, ifould ysn explain or describe j

i

20 : any information that was given to you at that time? [
1

-
.

!

21 A Let's see. I was given the EIA, and qtc.te a '

!

22 . , stach of other material that had been I think received ca
i
.
,

23 discovery, and so fcrth, that related to this case.
, ,

2t.- O Did su require additional ir. formation? i
.,
,

h n;j J Yes, Z did.
I

i

v~L..

J b
o{ o J
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I O And her d.'.6 you obtain thct infarnation?

2 A Hell,, the soecific requent for my usistuc wse

! that th rt. na6 been contentione submitted, three, ? rom Enr ;,
'

4 and so I nceded informttion to prepara testimony in enswar

!' to tho t cor.tentions, which I prepared quastions, for and serN

no thc Applicant, er they were directed to the 7.pplicant.

~

Q And I a.ncume you obtained a recponse to that-

t

a rr. guest 7
.
.

9 A That is correct.

10i O And in that in this record?
H
t.

11 L. A The resoonae itself is not in tbc record,
,

D

1:' ', MR. MC GARP.7: Mr. Chainnan, may I intcrrcpt here
e

13 |! for a moment? I have discussed the matter of Duke'c respontne
h
.

11 u to Staff's remacet with councel.
4

13 i. I nuat admit, I did discuss this with Mr. Blun.
a

10 i,' and not with Mr. Riley, but with respect, at loante speakinc-
.

i

17 || for Mr. Blum anc I think Mr. Rilcy vill acme with this,. He

16 y will at the close of today perhaps request that Applicar,t's
,

~

I12 .h responses to the Staff's requast be roccived into evidsnco
II

2'; [ for the fact that Applicant responded, not for the truth or
,

'!
1

21 ; accuracy,

t

22. N CHAIR Ut MILLER: All right.
,il

,

23j MR. TSTCIIUli: That's all I'm getting at. I:n

;<, 1 trying to crat scruhare. Thanc are foundation type things.

2 5 !!
E

h
I. =

9(|j a * 0:
u ,

s .; s
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Il BY MR. KETCEEN: |
'

t
I

2 O Do you have a copy of the inforuation eith youg
. .

2ji tnat was furnisasd in response tc your request?
>

4 A (Fitnest Nash) Yes, I do. !

5 0 Can you identify that by some dete? Do you have

6 it in yc ur pocessnion right now?

7 A Yec.-

-

,

S, O Just to help you along, and lead a little bit,

'. le
9( would t!.st be a letter dated April 23rd, 1979 to Mr. Wil?iar

10 J. Dirci s, Director, Office of Nuclear Material Safet'.I and

11 Safeguar de, signed by William O. Parker, Jr. , showing a

!.i

12 ' service list showing that it was served on all parties, in

13 , this caE e With an attachment entitled, "ReCponSee to NRO

h Qaestiora 1 through 8 (Ntsbar 3 withdravn)*14

O
15ij A I don't have the cover letter that you idenuifiedc

||

16 | I have the responses te - what I have is a document called

|
ty |! "Respontes to NRO Questions 1 through 8." ,. . ._

i
'

tg MR. MC GARRY: Mr., Chairman, I hate to kecp
,

19b interrupting, but perhaps it would be easier if right not

- 20 I requert that the matter I've just discucsed be roc-ivad

21 in evidence, so that thz, Board and the parties vill have tne
,

!

22j documente before them.
81
b CEAIRMAN MIILER: Fino, I think that would be23
!

y ji halpful.
_. f'

25 MR. KETCEEN: Well, before you do that, ict's trot

u
o , -,

Ni: L,<

i:
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I C *v 2 CDE too s,

CZIJRIN MIIJIR: Yas.s
.

(Documsnts distributed.),

liK. MO GARRY: Mr. Chcirman, just for c1crity --*c

'

1 : can gc through this very quich.7y -- Applicant's Erhihit 23-~

e.nd I'6 juct like them ts be mcrked a through however far we-

! to --,

,

9

2 ne first one is May 10, 197?. W at would be
.
' '

+ 23A.
'

April 23, 1979 would be 233'*

3- ; Septe:r.ber 27, 1978 would bo 23C.

:2 j De.te'ocr 25, 1978 vonld be 23D.

g Ortober 20, 1978 would be 23E.

@ 14l October 18, 1978 would bc 23F.

m ,. June 16, 1978 trould bo 230.
,

gj June 5, 1978 would bc. 23H.
>

7. q And ..~aquect they be received into evidence.

it
te j! CHAIPJCAN MIIJ2R: .Any objectior.7

+ | . >.1
*

g te (No' response.)
t -

i

20 | CHAIRMAN MILI2R: Siey will be roccived in.,

o
n; !'r evidence.

,

0
p; i: MR, ROIS!G.N: Mr. Chairman, for the limited

.

;, ', pcrpose offered?
.

.: s CHAIRES MILLER For the lirited purpose effered.

g .y hL KO GARRY: W ank you Mr. Chairman.r

c
t

6- t t

I' i J UsJ).

..
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I: I
,

I (Tric documente ref erru' to rare ;
i
r

narked for identificetion a.s !9 '

,
' t

Applicant's Enhibier 23A tr.ru i

I
23 L cnd were received in'

|
,

evidence ) I
.

BY MRo rITC H t '

,

l
- :

O Dr Nash, do you tino havn a copy of a. document f.,

;

. .

vi en you e . titled -- voll, dated May 7, 1979, to Mr. Willic:a t

|, !
,

-

l
~

*

; C. Circk , cubnitted. b:- Mr. Willi 22 O. Parker, Jr., with cc :,

e i
h j

eftacn:MDt - 1p
,,

e
'
i CRJ.IPJ!;.I' HIIJER: Uhtt c::.hibit ntmber u. auld thz t

' ;

I
; b:, Mr. enchen?.

.. i
;
'

MR. I*E2 M d: I believe it's 23D cf tno ;pplictr.t...

OKAITR?.N MILISR: Is that correct, Mr. McGarry?

IL-'/ 7, 1575 tc Mr. Dirchs fro:: Mr. Parker?g

PA EILET: I think you n.ay have taissed the Mcyg

'
|7lette.,r: Mr. McGnr w. ;.

,,

MR. WILSON: Mr. Chair =cr., could we get the dateE.
.J.

,

arcin of the lotters?g

CSAIRMRN MILT.T'R: I think perhapa we hc6 bette ,
., y

We're no'c quite in the seme order in which we have thca.,,
-i

; Therefore, we're not certcin.,,,

-
.

i

| MR. MO GARRY: It would oe 23A'. Tannk you, ML
.,

!-
a

bg,,
- .

e . , ,

t
- ,

j o m.
<

.

6 ,/ ; -us
, .

'
e
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.
,
I
i
t Mn. WILSOM: Would it be too much trctile to go
}
i

tr. rough those, A through E, just te ider.tify itc ' becauce
i

I think wc di6 havo soms differences in daten in the order
.'

} " hey we:c in.

!

! CEAIIG'X: MILLEE: All right. Yec.i

'!
.

! MR, n GARRY: I though*. it would be -- J'u sorr"

:o labor the record, I thought it would be speedy.-

I
,

.

j fuy 10 19 9 is 23A.,

.

-

Mcy 7, 1979 ic 237.'.4

!

l-
April 23, 1979 is 23b.it #

'

Hovsrtbsr 27, 1978 is 23C.-
,

t

|

| Cetober 25, 197S is 23D.4-

I

f*

.; ! Ceteber 20, 1973 is 232.

h October 18, 1978 is 23F.,

o

June 16, 1976 is 23G..,

,

j June 5, 1978 is 23ft.,,
i

,

_

p IL ROISMMI: Uhet F_hout August 23?.

n MR..MO GARRY: And August 23 1978 chonld M 23F5
. - 1 -

g.
,

CCAIR*mN MILER: What is June Sc 197B?n r
o

. . i MR. MO GARIC* That's 03U..m p.

I

! CKkIPJ E I~ ILLER: June 16, then, in G'/A. :
..

,

!

MR. MC GAhnY: That's correct, Mr. Cararmarn,

)

! CE7.IRMF.H MILLER: All right. I think Ue heva it3,
.

[

^''

,:r p*--

() / ) d1. v
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I
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,

.'n '

[ fThe L6ditienal dor:rconte
,

'

t

re':errei uc we.re tirhe '. fc :g . r- .

n a.ac.:r..:.,a cc tien at . no A:.c.ar : 3.. .. .. . .

o

I|:

|! Ex1.i. bits 23A' and I3P' onf warn.

,; ,
' I

*

t '3: |f receivet in evid".mcc...
p !
.6 I

e 'm.. I'22 0Ed: Mr. Chairmn, I want to talk Lbett
4 i

- ' , t. tat 17 .wa 23A an6 23A', ca6 I want to make cure the v:..tr.c s 3--
su

i. \.
,

E . CI'J.IPEJJ? MILLER, All right, shov then to himc
,

l. '
t

. *
* (Docurac. ate handed to the vitness.)e

- ,

a

! $.-. ,

'I
'

,

.. ,
.a .

.5 i

I.
-

f
1

*_
!. *
t. t
'!
il

1
t & i

e

l' I
li 1

ir ig :- i
.$ g

.. ,

.: o
i

t..
*I

| |
. r

I

.c.

, 20

.

.

...

$.*%-
I
h

M|
_

*n
h

I

!8

a
!

G[; '

1( i ;
- D| ) u i
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'

'i?itnest reviewing docurr.t.' " ' "

'
i. > .- .

.

WITNES5 NASH: LTnct I n;"e ic not Er, um c'.

~

n % ict, t.*t the "ordings cro the came icr 'd.e qua atiene th :c..

T subriuted.
.

SE ME. ICT3EU:
_

O TAllen you say it ic not an crect rcp.ica: Mnt
.

-

6m yee rcl.n?

.

A (Nitnoce Nash) As I recall, thic icuct herc bcr".
.

9

t'.ie Tch f ax ccpy.

.-

N?.. ROISt'JJ:: P.r. Chairmen, let the record shcr
,

I

'
that in order to cpeed this up I'm giving the witnesc ny

'

capy of 23A cnd 237.'.

CET.IFJV.N FCLLER: V e : / uc.l l .i ~
,

i
,.

You mcy proceed.
,

' '

RR. KETCEEM: You want me to give hirt ry copy?
-

IIR. ROIS!&N: No, I'll give him cine, I jus".
,

want you to ack the questions.'

U U EY MR. KET M :;
i

w
'''

Q Noa Dr. Ncsh, you've described c pile of informa-.,

, ;
.
*

tion here. Ic'this the type of infonntion thct you vanid,

,,;,1

norrally have cvailable to you in prepcrctiot. or i. ful:.il?.ing
'~

,

. . >"
your function as an NOC Staff mamaer in the coct-b2nefit'

w .
" ,' se.ction of tlk agency?

^
,

F. (Uitn Ws MLeh) Yes. If thic inic: tation it n '.v

h w
clrendy provi6ec scy ct the. tim tht: effort wra becan, nhc;

'

()bo ,/ ,,o

.

.
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'
i

'C i t .- ro woulC recuest thic. type of irJornatica frerc. the Applice.c>

->
~

end perhspr seek cu othcr ocurces if we Iclt it ns casse._7

0 Han you inclopeL6cnt1;* exar.insd the ir.formLticn
.

'

p ?cTid.3d to you and made n :~ udgment about its rclichility?

5 '
A 'Je:: , I hcVeo

1

~5
0 Is the inforection that you had and hs''.e cri.ili.ule

to vou tw type of information that you wnuld customarily
-

,

rely on n performing you- tork?"

.
. ,

# A TEll, yes, we keep up with inforrr.atien courcer of

i' thin t.'rpa and when we're nahin7 an evaluation we use thtt
i- infornst.on ar. we.'.1 as that from the Applicant, one of t.hc.
12 '

primary au poces being to verify the vclidity of i- formetic".

' cupplied by Applicants.

M O I wculd like to direct your attentisn, Dr. Na!.!,-,

'J to page 38r Table 10-1 of the EIA --- Strike that,.

10 I would like to direct your attention to page f2

17 ' c:' the E~A,. I':n sorry.

f10 A All right,,

i*

13 0 Under Section 9.4, I would like you to read th:

20 first se:uence,., .

f

i

21
|

A ''Two nothods exist for expanding the
f

22 ! cpant fuel pool capacity at Ocenee Nuclear
!

23 ] St:tien: phycical crpansion of the p001

|
24 ' an1 reracking with clerer spacing betwaen

_ i

23 a3'-GIchl3 c3 e *

,

-' 7 O '' 7.

/;
. .J..
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.

'

'c1 at C O Okey.
.

I don't want to go through cli ti.ir; but going
_

t3 page 33,. would you read the firc5 centerjee of the eccond
:.

Par a grr- :..

5
A "hcr&ching the t; pent fue.1 pocle

-

sc ving Oconee 1 cnd 2 would ler.ve e shortags
,.

of storcge cpace for an interim pericC of tim 2.
.

e
Th3 eetimated time deley in completing the re-i

*
.

re ding of thic pool is 15 :conths."

1

O Also on page 52 -- I von't go through that cxercic:

II acain, Dr. Hash, but I'd 12.i;c you to oxanina tha final para-
,.
'~ graph -- I'r. sorry, the final paragraph first and second,

,
'

13
sentence cnd, if you want to, the whole page.

,

l '. I

I'uparticula-lyinterestedinyoubeingfamilicrj
15 i with the first and second sentence of the last par 2. graph on .

I
. at page, ethrting with the tire required te rersci. the .

17
; basin.

. '

"'
,- A All right. I've read through most of that para- !

;

19 H
it grcph. i

i

IO |'*

q. Q Okay.
*

,.

.. ..
'" Now at this point, Dr. Kash, I would like you to

,.. , , ,
"

turn to 'icbic 10-1, page 50 of the EIA.e

. . ..
A Ter.

"

2e,
3 knd I won 16 lihu yot; on the benefits coltr'n --

.

|,
-O ff

I

! One. seccr d..
b
d

[x 1., .<
-

1 J %

,

e.
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,

I a
icij t 34 : (Pause.)

h Benefits column, fourth paragraph down, I would
'

lake you to read the entire paragraph. It's short.,

4
; A You're saying Tabis 10-17

- :)
Q Right. Right-hand coluan, the far right under ,

,

o
6

the benefits section, column, fourth paragraph down.!

7]
*

A All right.

S
'Centinued operation of Oconee Units

. ?o 1
1, 2 and 3 and production of electricity. This- -

i

IO
| cption is taken to be viable but doec not Iceet

| the iwiediate needs of the Applicant."II

12 :i 0 And did you misread the first sentence?
.

13 You ccid electricity. Does your copy cay elecuri-
'l

14 'j cal energy?
r

15 || A Electrical energy, that's correct.
i
i*

16 g O All right., '

ti

17 h At thir time, D . Nash, I would like ycu to turn
I

18 'to transcript page 3529, lines 10 through 15. The questicn,

,

19 was caked:
:

i. 20 "So that to that extent thic coct-
2I benefit ana. lysis,as it appears in Tchle 10-1

22 and as it was when you did your review, actually

23 t had icft out not only a viable citernative but

24 ' one, in fact, that the Applicant has chosen to
_

li25 J pt.rsue? Is that not true?"
.

. . . , .-

s. h g

i
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I

wel eghd You crswered, "Yes."

_

I uculi like te cch you Et thic tin'.c if you can

e::picin er would like to clarify tcur answer in light of the

t_sterial I have cirected you to in the previour feu n.inuten.
_

A Well when I did my rc*riou and prspcred tertinony
'

it war ri undsretending that the rcraching wac chill in

. ,

question as te whctner it would be completed on time.
.

%

7 don't recall es:actly wher - I think it was- -
,

1'
some time in Func or perhaps late-Mey w'a.cn I was awcra that

i

p
uhe rcracking option mcy be more viable than I had understoed'

1 1'

ecrlier.>

p',' ;

O Okay. I'm not sure that's - well, I'd like to
,

hq nsk another question, Dr. Nash.

I''
- Ls.t ma refer you to line 12 of that page., where

n
. , . . t
"'

the question caid -- well, line 11 and 12 - or part cf the e

i '

f questien was in Ta.ble 10-1 and as it was when you did yourI

T

i
I ., I

.

' review actce.10.y had left out not enly a richic El'iiirantivs r

;'<. I' I cnd refer you to Table 10-1 to the material yoh'io j ust reci.,-

t-

j t? '
' A Yoc.

I

. 20
0 And ask you if you want to c1crify your 'cntrwcr. .

4, . i>. j A O'.:ay ."'
'

:|

!q Otrtainly ct tho time of the prepcrn5io: of the 521:
, , ,
"

!
6:

*o n 't
; Tubic 1 use ccrrect, .to the best knmdedge ci thc. Steff,

" ' -

1
o-'

u Enc at that time uhat opuion wouic not hcvc baan le"t out
ii

9 .

, , - ip beet use it was the Staff's belief that that wa.;: ' t en o.ntien.-' ,
o

li .

!,! >

,

> >f
.

#

s a v.t.
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'
sn',, A ,d whe: I re-'iewat the EIA- 7 thanght that would contil:ui.

t.a he tl casc.
~

O Cnank you, Dre linch.

One other queat.ol.: I"d like to refer you to

p tge 33t : and also pages 35G:, through 65. If you woul6 g~ Lace

-

4 . dosc pager for caa moment.

. --

' A Starting with where,on page 35627
.

~)
'

O 3562. I'm particularly interested in t.hhoquernien
y i

3 en line .h In that quection there ie c word or a phrcse

M " quick :.xh." The wnole question readc:

'l
"Well tell ne sonethf.ng, .in lig'et of

'

p-
tha history of tais caso, why are you placine-

ip'
st I:uen confidence in the ability of a quick

4

14 ic:)k to warn you ef the possibility of seriot.s
,

.O j p::chlemn?"'

15 And that word ic also used again on 3563, 3'64J

U
i and 356! And I would like to ask you, in the conte::t of

IU partici ation in this case, what you understood or what yor.:l-

19 definiti.on of the tarminology " quick lock" meant.

20 , (Witnoss reading document.).

21
d O I'm norry, let me add sonothing to the quartiM..

22 Eitner the words " quick look" ,or " quick judgment," the ten.c
a

23j a.e ucer sort of interchangenlily.
n

24 (Witnarc centinuing to read document.)

25 A Ucil PL Roieman, on page 3564 hc scys -- vcIli

i

e

673 (M 7
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,

cc._/ ;7 I'll r;td the part. IIe s e y r.:

- "'I mean., it r Ecill the. case that5

ycu hc.vc not dont - and by quick jvfgannt,

I m an tc centrast that tc :ec*-t cf Elte.ing 6mm

end doing an at your deck on n piece of pcper
.

r

detaileG nnalysir of such thing; ac whether-

' ~

thare really will be a group of viable options
;

.

!
'

available and so forth."
*
.

E I'm not sure that ny previous answers had c ren:. ,

,

F clear ur.darstanding of what his ese of the word "quich '

'

i. judgment" maant but I believe he had in mind - well ny

t understcnding of his questien was that the analycis thst
,

G appearsf in thc EIA and perhcps some other subsequent testi- )
i, many would be categorized as quich judgment and that a r: ore - '

something more than has been done nov would be requirsd to :
u

's go beyond what hs would characterize as quick judgment.
i

1" O How 1cng was the EIA under preparation by the A,
'

1E Staff, do you know?,

"
i .

19] Ma. ROISMAN: Objection. The witness testified i

20 '' yesterday he didn't even get involved with this until four
*
s

,
;

i
.

-

2i i- months after the EIA was' prepared. !

,

i

'
22 CHAIRV.AN MILLER: I believe that is the s' ate ofc

25 the record, unless the witness wiches to change hit t sc tir.ony. -

27 The previous testicony chouc he~wouldn't kncu.
;

2c MR. !COEal: All right.

p ' (' l,

dfy Ve '
6
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*

Ws , ;g K BY MR. ITfCHEU:

-

O C _c final question. Dr. Hache on line nirm -- or

lin:. eight ichcro it aays:

'' "I mean to contrast thet" - thtt rcfcrring

btek to quick judgIcent "te cort of citting dotm

'

cnd doing an at your deck on c piece of paper

'

detailed cnalysis of cuch things...."

' Are you with =c?
.
*

.

A G7itness unsh) Yes, I an.,

F 0 Which did you do?-

''
A Well it was a detailed analysis, in my evcluation..

. e- I think what I did not do -- because, as I tecuified yecterdaye
'

'

M I didn't feel that it required going to that extent -- vas
!

*/r

to seck an overall optimum or at least cost option typs --''
..

t

15 I atte:cpted t& place the options on the equivclent basec

II] but did not teks a further step cf ceehing an optimur colution
,

17 to cither a-short-term or a lcug-tern spent fuel storage
r

18' problera.,
,e

19 MR. KETOTi'Mr Thank you, Dr. Nash.

i 20 ') That completes my redirect of this pancl,r
r

21 Mr. Chairnanw
f

:

22 CHAIREK MILI,T*R: Any further questionc?i

.i

23 !! MR. ROISMAN: No, Mr. Chairman.
1
:-

24 | ER. FO GARRY: Mo, Mr. Cnti=an.
.

CELImsw cLLER: Apparently not. () / 3 h, . /25d
~

1

k
I ,'

H
t'

6
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!
!we. . 2 Than:: you, gentlen.en, you will be c::cused

i

(The Uitncesec er.:uwd ).
+

!
CIIAIFM! !CLLER: Ccil your ne:{t ultr. :ss,

MR. KETCHI:11: Mr. Chairman, I would like to cc 1-

1

f', Ca.Mer to the witnecr4 stand. Pz. CErucr has been pre-*

0- n.ously sworn, Mr. Chairmen

7 Enareupca, |
*

i-

T. JERPJ:LL CARCR |o

, ,

9 resuraed thn stand an a witncse on behalf of the Ragulatory 1

|
10 5taff, cnd.. having been pret'iously du2y sworn, testifisc'.

17 iarther as follows.

1. MR. ZET E 7: Mr. Chairman, I've compisted I:y j
i

13 direct of it. Carter. His testimony is reflected in Sttff ;

'4 r".hibit ?1 umber ICA and D, if I recall. ;;

1.* CHAIRMAti IIILLER: All right.
i

16 Any cross-e::nmination? :
)
i

17 ME. ROIGMA!i: Yes, Mr. Chairman. j
i

la I think Mr. Ketchen wants to wait one n.oment. |,

. .

19 (Pauee. ),

t
'

i

|20 " MR. m1Cru;N: I might point out that t'lere ua:: o-

!

21 question raised yesterdny -- I'm sure Mr. Roirm.nn remambert -,
i

22 but he had reserved the quertion thtt had been as.had of
,

i

23 it. Spitalny about what factual information Mr. Carter 1.ac
I

24 { cbout bracching n spent fuel pool.

25 At thic pointe P2, Chairman, I would like --

|

| r - [ 3 r- ;O/7; umo-
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ve. a ; . '. 0 :.ht.t completer ri dircet and he.'s cvailable for crocr-

enarr'.nst icn .-

2 V.E . nr SE!: An one er we hs.vc that, ict's get

it out of ths wcy.'

'

CROSS-ETJJm;ATICN-

'

BY PE. RCISMN.9:-

' Q Wnct was the information thrt you trancmitted to,

i 1r. Spitalny yesterday on the question of brscching the
.
~

i containment?-I'm sorry, that'll be another day-- bretching

'

the spent fusi pocl for an addition to that pool?

ii A I indicated to Mr. Spitalny that cpproximately '

.': 15 years ago while working for another orgt.nization I was

:2 involved in the decommissioning of a reacter. And at that

4 time, one consideration war ht to remove concrete such as
'

is brecching and cutting open the cpent fucl storage pool.

16 We did at thct tims consider the flarm cutting,

17 , that we talked about yenterday where you would burn concrete

le i into segmente and could renovc it. This wac disecrded because
-

.

.

13 of the difficulty in containing dust particien, radiometiva:

25 cround the reactor possibly. Un did not do it. The burning.,

;

2i Il technique was used then priecrily for thin concrete structurnl:
i

,; ,

2; '' raembers.
;

'

23 Tho second point that I montioned to Mr. Spitciry ;

24| was rclated to a more recent occurrence wtile I tm: uith URC.

h 25 I'r. atmre that the. utility &_t the Fitzpatrick reactor did

.

k

[ I

() ! J IJ J |'''
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vcl/: J. . c:nridor a separatt pcol with c trer;cfer canul for fua*... ' ' :y_

n:6 a nu uing with ;he Staff unere tieey discussed taic.
.>

~

S J u 2',ru s n 1 : th'. concept %ez dropptC, For e00ncrt.10s ,. v.6 mid ,1
i

n:-t go i .E'. Ury. |
!
,#

Thaac arc the tiro instances rc.ferred to ;

s

M. Epii 1.y, that relate 6 to him. The informati m, !
''

'
~

covicus: r, uith rrf prior working hictory, is not on tha C

rt cord, tnd the Pityatrick uculd be cnly in the rteeting
' '

.

n ..nutes , there was nothing in the wny of an application fitm i

i

tne Liccasec, !

>

f-

G Is that now operating or v der constractior, i

!

I2.,
~~

khat's : s status?

,_ i
"' A Pit: patrick, operating, ;

i

b Q And thin was just so we're cicar e.bcut it, I

'
- this wct a proposal in which they were giving come conside. c-

E' t.4.o . to 2xpanding cpent fuel storago capacity, is that -

17 ?. That's correct.
i

% Q I,ooking at Staff Exhibit 18A, Mr. Carter, on.
,

8 ;

19 the firrt page, the very firct sentence states what's now |
,

4 |
20 d become timost a truism in thic area that there ic to require

!

i.

i,

21 ment of the Staff that for tr_fety reasons that one murt i

lt *

22 maintair. a full core discharge capability.

23 And thea on page fo'ur, in the first full parar"aphi,

24 in the r iddle of tiv.t paragraph, speaking of the acvantagc cf 1
"

h 25 r aintnir.in? full cera discharge capability, you sa3 :
4

,
, p r- G

b / J- U s t-
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.
sosi

u t. . cg: 12 I "The bones. fits from prudent design in

- the cvailnbility of the facility and reedue: loc of

: man-rcu. c::poetras foe inspectionc and w.pcirr cre

se.lf-c* ident. "+

. Ccn you tell ma, what did you have it- nind whr-

'

yo 1 rcfcrsd to the reduction cf mc7-ran crpactreL*

- '' h In his case and as 1.ontionfri in th*; terstiniony,
.

E thcrc are operctional occurrances that may co x: up at a picnt
.
.

& ct votid be perhaps done cacier if the fuel were unicade.:

i: from the reactor vessci. In not all cases would it be msuccto r

for the fucl to be ramoved nor would it be noccosary for ..*

to be irredictely rc,:oved, you could wait for the fuel to, _ .

'. decay.
;

I again h ve thought of the reacter ves.rci
'

4nspection, you may have rescir of piping systems ucte.ched-

j to the reactor veceol.19

!

17 j Q Icu said rska it encier. Dc you mean have J.over

1c expostres to the workers or do you mean some other hind of.
,

. .
'

easier?n -

i

E} A Lower as:posure to the Me*kerc in the conter.tf.

21 your earlier question.
:

72

23

1

'b !
L-

'p t:
tu-

' .!

( ~l
(c,~7

,
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.L t.1 ~1 I , . , ,

. . , .

''. i/e'r c. D yet have a genere.1 knowicdec ci how the 7E V i

I ,ria ai; ..c vor',:c t,t - . appli: 4 te occupaticz.cl cnpenurec'

) .T I n E. ce: cral cense.-

.i
-

| 0 Is it trv.e that .'.f one vara propecing ie cond t'

.

.1 Any c.:iiv..ty where workers re.ght be cuposed to the radia-- a

l i

E : icr. c: ..iug from tM cora ._tcalf that' th: LIMU. p"incipic
i
! .

~

muld 1 y applicabic and thLt you woul6 1cok at the MARA
. i

j e:::. cept to se: t/act is the beat vny to acccmplich thee

.
,,

S| acrtici i.c- tach in light of thc ALAPJ. goals? Is ihet you '

1
,

R Il tr.icrct u: ding of it?
i.

I
'i A That's my underuttnding, ycc.. ,

1: I Q If you heve c facility which coca not lavc n f' .21
i ,

'j : ore rc. 3erve availchle in .1.ts spant fuel pool, anc. yor ar.i'
iy

|14 - xzr::ini ng a propon - le.:' c say in-service incpc:ction i

f.

R. I
technitue to bo fellavad by the wrkorc and your enly opt..cn i

>

16 , t re. to (ither leave the fue" in place and conduct the in- i

o
l'

17 i specticn or to remove the fuel, ona by one, cnd trancchip

1E it out to whe.revor you found storage space availalle, if 4

,

I-

a

15 ' thoce varo your tuo options, in thnt care would y:n orpe:' .,
.

'a 20 l just fr:c: your general knowledge, that the cost of the j

renovci a:d traneshipnent out to a.nother site won'.d fru- !

21
|

'
22 sz eed any benefits ths.t you 1eight get to the workers >

'

23 er. king the fuel cut for pu poses of the in-service incpee ;

! !

2f. !! tion? !
..

- :
o i
sj

I would crpcet that would be the casc but I hr*c*w t'
a.

;

,

;!
' r ?I3l'

-. ,

(3 ,/ ) d.
. oe..
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!

'
WEL/ cb2 never been called upan to do thct type of ::.n essccc=s.nt.

. O I understand.
,

If that iE LC, thG". WOuld it be fEi" tC Sty th2t*

- the failure to require a utility to rotei: a full cere
,

, rererve might usen have the utility be in a position vtcro
,

C brecunt of thG ntture of the- AIARE balencing f actors, workcrf:

i
'

: unre exooued to more radiation than they would hcve been
.

expeced to if the full core reecrvo had been reccined?:
.,

. .

A It'; porrible. It's obviously a question of; -

.c i mactnitude of exposure thct they hava. Due your nnarer le

Correct,*

t; ' O Well, I'm really relying upon your ctate:nent about ,

;; recognizing the banafite to workere ou page 4 of Staff

!

u! Exhibit 18-A, the bancfits to workers of the reduction of

g man-ram exposurce by having a full core reesrve availahic.

;c So I'm using whatever you nccot there in terms of the

venefits.t, ,

ta | A Thct's correct.
,,

i
*

|
0 oksy.tp

, .

g now yos nontioned one of the situations in which.

' '

g' you might want to offload ~n full oore. One of the cituation: ',
l~

.

. is 'for the inh.anecion of thc vo ;nel. / Is that corre:ct?
., . ,

. <
' '

A i' hat's corre:tr... ,

Lt I ,

..~ Q Ier tnet whc't is known EE in-SCrVice in5pection
sw

G Mado?,

/ - (3 r_ .
] (',j7J v''
L, -
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I

|'G.I. to. ! 7. That ir e port:.on or the in-service inrpection
,

' ,

t,

/ ''h ! in- se.wice inspection z.s I's mZering to it le a la : 2r-
.

,
t

I.
it 9rogrm of which the reactor vensel inepection le a portic n.-

[' .

O Io it your tontimony that an in-service inspection !'

I as you mderstand it, can be conducted within what you wo.ld ;

I !

E underst and to be parnissible limitc vitnout rerving thep

~

j 2 nil 0 e from the reactor?
*

- i

E ! h With so:r3 facilities, that is correct. f
. ,

! ; Q Do you know if that iu true for the Oconee
!
'

M facilitier?
|

11 . A I do not.
;l

'.1 j Q Did you hear tN testimony yesterday fram |
o

'l ,

3 i

]
Er. Spi 21ny or mayoc even earlier than that, and it ir sena- ,12 i

i

14 | shat or: lined in Staff Erhibit Number 22, indicating and 'f
1

15 ,! ( puntiag on the assumption that a full core rese: re would

i

16 ' bcve to be able to be removed at certain specified times b i

I
- . --;- order b do in-scrvice inspoctions for the Oconee unitc? Je

.. |
.
.
.>

1E ! you remember that tnatirony?
.

.

is / Yes.

20 Q Are you ruggesting to me now that that <:eeti~.cn,*.
-

21 night not bs accurate if Oconee is one of th e faci 11 ties
,

|
22 that does not phycically require the remove' of the eers in j

23 order to conduct the inspection? !
g

i
i A I don't knm1 that I would any it'c not decur.2to.

~

24
_

, ,
,

25 ' -I don't remcmber the conto =t cf whether or not the corn ha.
i

? ~ , ' ()
C, / J U s V.,

.
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WCL/eb6 to be unloaded or should be for in cervice inspection ic

there or not.

O Your testir.ony is, ct least bcsed upon you- know-

ledgc, it may be that you don't have to unload it in order

to do the inspection?

A In come cases that's true.

Q Okey..

>.

On page 2 of Staff Ibc.ibit 18-A you indicate ct
_

~

the end of the paragrcph that carries over fre the previoua
,

,,
pcge that the current practice appears to be the retention

?

,,j-
t

of 1-1/3 core for a single or 1-2/3 core for a dual-urd.t

,:, facility. Thtt ic what you start eff with in the spent fuci,

, pool, cnd that: ,

, , .

. ! "The staff believec the above ic an
'

< a, i

g || cppropriate bccic for selecting design ctorage
;. -

o
,g g capacity, and han infort::ed applicants to this,

,

4
h effect....",_

:s a ,

i
'I

.
-

Do you see that?x ,

>

.

A Yes.gg

Q Okav.
. A.-: i

-

Why hac the S$ff not cont luded that it trould be '

.g
-|

|. appropricte or coro app.op-inte for a unit to have e life-,

.. :
t

,..,h ti".c storage capability in itt.: *nt fuel pool rather the.n
im* ['

i
I'

. l-1/3 to 1-2/3rdc?
.~ ;,;-

p

|| A In the tacticany in another locatiet I do nantic.
, _ ,

" i,.: ,

y } j

D || ) U ''

j.
.
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i

L

' : A.c3 zgn.. u. nmic huf : ectings, we have uir cuspec the .:nf et:7
r i

Lt :enci4;retions thet wx.1d require m. ore thcn 1-1/2 cr rare .

I
,

i N.:. v; atovar in sto:: ace canacit e. ;
-

I

The conclusions reachrd ct that time wsrc that- |-

|
i. epent iusi stored in s reactor vessel is stored 12. c. safe'

.'

p.te.ce ; n: thct there was no iz= mad:.sto need, from z. saf aty '
=.

i. - ,,

(-

: considerction, to unloau the core. And for those two lac- ,
-

. ii ,

the NRC, have takun the pocf. tion, and nr it's jC[ : ore ut ,
.

I

! i voice in the StEndard Review Plan, that the 1-1/3 - 1-2/3 |
h

~

.
Ir

C i.!
acre it an adequate design consideratien. i

.

. , .

.

: The botton lino, ac I u)uld sea it, is ths.t fu 1
I,,

:i
;; ann be safety stored in the co e.

3.: ,. Q 17hy doecn't the Staff then find thet the appro-
.

'

y :riate racis for cclocting of too design ctorage capac:.ty

1,

ic<, hint at a single unit, is 1/2 of a core? I1g i-

I 1
o

. .: ; J. '" hat would be a basie. I don't know tiet any ;
.
!

g licenu.L has proposed that in the part, r.or prece:tly do i

;

m{ they. If they did it would be conjecture whether it woult. j.

,

:

i

19[ 1re approved or not.
|
'

In t.ll instances that I*n aware of, the propo.w is''

20
I
,

.

have be an in the r:t.gnitude of 1-1/3 as oppoced to 1/3 of jgi
,

!

n, a core. And the Staff has found that proposed vtlue a:.ze ;

og Etoceptc ClG.
I

If a licensee proposed turc or leas, it wou.d 1 c !24
l.
'

Ec reased at that time on its merit Spent fucl obvioucl-l

.
c

.{
tj j J .a ' r,

i
*

.

4
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w 4. .a,t
-

'C L ui~ _.s c larger p001 proposcl. Some newer pltnte cre propocir?

rcrc. due cc I stated harc,. it is not c req 1. ire._anc cnd Sag
u.:y thia in c bccic.

O Sc ycur nooiticn is that you uunif not ruic ou'c

.pprovi w c plant with as little ca 1/3 of'ths core chorage

capability, or as much ac c full lifeth, and cli you've d:rie

2.n lock at the applications that yen:ve gotten, 1- _/3 heir?*

.

the mos; frequently seen, and that one is okay for the St-ff
.
.

dthout passing judgment on the otherc. Ic thtt iti

F. I think thnt'c c t uo representation.i.

~

| MR. ROISMhli- I htve nothing further for thic

, P eitness.
f-
,

._

CEIsIP;&N HIILER: Mr. Riley.

li
c Bv.. MR. e.n.wv.. .

:,

<,
-e

[ Q ME. Ccrter, you've just testified thet in regari;
II i

. I, f te one plent, that underwater cement me.1 ting tcrec. work hif
-

t.-~

n

,; L bow. concidsrcd ced rejected.
7

: A Let me clarify that if that was the inmrescion . von >

.m.

.

:i, got. .

, nu I ccid in one plant we considered the ?lanc t wtin;

for c pool. That peci at the tino would have been crpty ','
, , .

. . , ' . cf fuel and no water.,>

i:
; Q And what plant was that, at:d what yccr?

_,

t

! A Tnct wat the Pique nuclear powar facility,.
2

9 _.

cad I'm relyine; on metro,, , but it wer in the time 2 ems4

. D'GrI
-,q,,

! ! +

.

4.
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I

3 7tA-

,

i,
'

I
.

. .f '9C5 ,6
't ,

i ! O Phat had been tiu hirtory of the use of that fr u.

!i

, peri?
|
ie : A Thtt fuel pool had been in use for apprm:inctel 7

!! t

": en v_ ea: c.

t C Wet the tims of conctruct_on of that full pool'

i
.

? cocentitlly sini.lar to that of the Oconce fuel poo. in tht
'.

,.
..

n
conse c' hozing n etcinicac stoel liner and embeddid platt: |E ,',

1
.

1 9

i i 'n the 15.~.1, cnd so forth? ,
.

s.

,..,

.C g A It ucc net exactly tbs same. It was a Teinf ore. 2t..t

;

".1 j c oncret: r pool. That was one of the cr.rliest plants. It d t.d

a I
i

n] "ot ues a ctainlecc stcol liner. It had an epoxv JLint Et ,'

it .
I,

4. ce. ale- on the pool.ny
l

I,

O War there any evidence that the opoxy 1inor hcda.
||
n

.g :; See.n par.nce.ted?
I .

)f J. We had had leaks with that pool. ;U
'

I; i

;7 [ Q Uould that not be a substantial differcice uith
,

,.
,

rocpact to e pool where there is c stainions steel lincr,' g ,;
i

;g .

which had retaincd its integrity and the cenent had not

-
,

! become embedded with rad.ioactive materials? ;20 I

d.I
'

~ . .,!. (Pauso. ) !.,.

!
I!

ggj A It could hcvc been a difference in the sencs that f,
,

i:
in one'cace von had a low-level radioactive v-ter teckingm au

.I from th: pcol with its radioactivs particlec.
|ns. e.- p !l' .

In the c.ther ecce you have a stainican Itac1 j'

3 s

f

f *

L
|r

h: p '
,

-

6/3 uuU-



3745

GIfebE : 2.iner which ct times doea leak slightly, and it's usually

1 Lni.:cor : cellected :.n the spacc behind it, and it r.:y cr n.cy not be
;,

r . .,. ae,.

; dratin off.

.
*

0,

.

|
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2e eb. c ..: 1 C DO you k.ow of your our. h:.owledge thnt ruerc is 1

- d: cycff 3rovicien in the Ocence tuel pool? ,

~

i i T hava not looked at that.

- C Let us hypcthesin then that there ic n drawcff

J previsic- in the Ocenee fuel pool Number 3 and thst it
.

O f t nerier s. This would mean thn: there was neve. an:7 appre-

cichle cipth of wal.1 wetted .cy radioactive liquid. Is tntt- i

.

3 corr ect?
*
.

;; MR. KETCEEN: Mr. Chairman, I'm going to ob ect oj

a 3 e quae don. This witness was put on for a limited purpers.

1; 3 As I said yesterday. I wanted to z:i n sure that when one of

11 tce Staf2 witnesses ansvarc a question and somebody else on

13 the Staf_' knowc an answer, under the obligation that the

1; Staff ha: in reporting to the Board, un wanted to raport tha

information we had. And that wss the purpose of g coming; .;

g e- forth cni caying that we do have a person who has 1:1formati a:.'

1

or that..
37

;3
,

He has given that infornction. There is no inte:t
,

gg .whatcoov2r to offer him as ono who in prepared to discusea

:

3 ,, or go into all the if's, and' c, and s.t.y's about Oconec on.

el

V
F that. Ec was to report the information to the Bonrd. Es t n'o.-' a
i.

donc that. And I think to go into any line of questionir.gn
2 .

g f., baced on all corts of hypotheticalc is objectionabla at thi2

time.,

u ,

CHAIRMM 11 ILLER: It it beyond the scope of dirc7,3

^

| ~i r >
|I,

1 i r i ! [_
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KT.2,. ' ab 2 e22.mination. Thz objection will be suctained. Ec wan put on'

Scr a limitci pu posa, Mr. Riley.*

2 MR. ROISMhN: Mr. Chairm:J., it seems to me he une

2 put on for a much more generclined purcose, to try to

5 rchabilitato c pie:c of testimony that no put in by other

6 Staff mec:bc c as to uhother there' c c bccis for concluding

.
- ths.t the bren=hing of a spent fuel pool will is or ic not n

,

e difficult task, or I think the testimony was "an impossible
.
*

g task."

10 As the record ic left now, although I'm not con-

;; vinced that thic it all that persuacive, but ct lecrt it

;2 points in the direction of suggesting that there's sens

13 crlier crperience in t(nich doinu rcas of the engineering'

g tnings that cight be done w=en't deemed to be feasible.

15 i It this vitnecc' tesH m ny is allowsd to stand and.

i

p" you can't ack the sort of quartionc that Mr. Riley io cchita,
p

then you're really inculating the Staff from exploring it.g

gg And consistent with Mr. Ketchon'c wcil-ctated principle thati

19 the Staff job in to got the record ftd.1, I tM* the record
i
i

goj needs to know whether what happened et the other facility.,

d
i

21 is really relevant to Oconee. And I thought that's what

g h Mr. Riley was trying to f1.nd out.
:I
i
6 MR. KETO E h I will egree with that statenert

23

y( of the premise but that's not wharo we're going nou. How
,

we're aching hypotheticc.lc. If he wants to ack about tht.-

g
t,

b, , o

!! b/3 Lv;



.
,s e, , .

c:ner sit usuion ther 's fine, but no': we ' re getting i ntc .3cn t-
'

T1, .-

22 ng el e. I*n not aure thic witance knows the tc. aver.-

4 Cr.h! RUT 1 MIIL' R: I think the.t'c the bcsis on wt.ch

curtr. ned the objection, thct insofar ac the in tness harwe

3 tarnific._ about ther other sieuctions :.t the other p.~.t.nts

isn .' insofar as that s'c referenced by Mr. Spit.iny, and I

.

'l b ieve 4t was,:Jou m:y eranino.
. .

i But tx think that the purpasc ucs more if2nited.
*
.

? 'Ihs dire: t oranination of tha witneca itself me linitc6 -

13 a:nd you _hould stay uithin those bouada. He's not c.n all-

;1 purpose citacar,.

12. MR. RII.E*f: Mr. Chairman, I would requer.t c. ra-

'

ic c:nsiderction of your rul ng. The b:cis in his:
.

14 The testimony that thi.s wi'..ncsc ha.s c1ree.dy give i

.3 r.anid ru: ttin previot:c Staff tbstimony that torch cuttin.t
.

M ,' of a concrete fuel pool wall is not practiccble for hecl.h

reasons er emissions of dust.n .

,- 15 What I'm trying. to demonstratn is that the case

19 there and the case bcre are really quite different.

10 [ CHAIID*AN UTT.Tml: That may be, but thic c the'
o
!'

2i m'.tness on the case thero. That's all he has purperted to

2 'r.now abont. You_can explore fully the case there, which ia

wnst he has covered, but -n.
P

e ,- KR. RII2f: I think I follou you, M . Chairru.n.'

M d

CID.IRbE.N IIILLER: Chay.m.,-

.
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' T SY MR. RIIZY:.EJ/C

O One of the cubstentic? concidtrr.tient 11. ths casr*

' that you've referred to ic that then wa . contamint. tic:, of

- the fuel peal concrete wcil t:hich scE:aci to mke risky or'

5 infescibic, on the bncic of the ignition'concidcration.,

C cutting Uith c torch. Is that correct?

7 A Yec. Hot only did we nnt cut with e torch,. ue did.

,

11.01 E' not cut uith enything cc it turned on.t.
*
.

; O All right. One noment, please.

10 (Pause. )

You are familiar with the fnct of course that then

;.2 Ocones pool has c dif ferent type of fuel pool canztru : tion,

n thet the tic cases are different?

y A Yee, cir, I am svarc of that.

1E Q In initially judging that -- and I'm referring to

your tes .imony, Exhibit 16-A on pigo 2 - that a 1-1/1 to7g

1-2/3 core, full core reserve, whether it was a cingle or7

c dual-unit station, would be pradent, the Steff wts making. g
,

.

the judgment that to facilitate the continued cparction ofn
!

L, the pinnt in the Itoct timely vcy, thic would be c good step.^* ge

t
,F Ic that correct 7
a

,

A I misced the lact part of what you scic.~
_

Q l'C Borry.g-

A It uns c i:crd I r.icard.,

.:. .-

$s G.
s eL seemy

'/ ! |

(, i J VvJ-)
.
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h
a i

h15/a5 1 supply it: to me, '.

i
2j But you are saying that for a dual-unit facility,

:i

3fi though you don't insist on it, it's prudent to have a 1-2/3

!i
4 :| core reserve becausa it will facilitate handling certain

'!

5 .i unanticipated events that sculd require reactor unloading

!!
G '' for exannation or repair or sorsething like that. Is

!

! . that correct?
'-

7
I*
I

a l' A That's correct. I

. !!

9; O And would you feel it would be desirable for a
!

10 pJant to maintain that 1-2/3 or so full core reserve through-'
i

g i p!
out its operating iffetime?

.

4

12 |
A Would it be prudent to do so?

0 Yes. '

13
,

A I would say it would be prudent.14

15| 0 Right.

N w the frame of reference in which that ground-
16

rule was originally laid..was one in which reprocencing wac
37

envisaged for the nuclear generating industry. Is thatjg

correct?3g

A That's correct... 20

Q That situation has changed since 1977, has it not?g

A It has-22

O Rowever, it would still be prudent to nu:.intain tha::
23

1-2/3 full core reserve, vonld it not?
,,4c

""*
/ ~ 7, P'/25 U/J Uvd'

}

!

"
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0 It is conceivable that the mdanc of maintainin?; a9.7.' Vct 6 -

- 1-2.'2 core full ressrve would have change.d cince 1977 baccusc

- cf a 1cc: cf reprocessing, Ic thtt correct?

~~

L You cay the means of ms.intaining it?

? O That'e correct.

'. A I'll hcvc to erpinin whct I understand your cuec-

tion tO DCan.'"*

.

;" Q Would you like me to elabcrete?

.

A If you would.

O One of the things we talked about ic increasing..

,
fuci pool capacity, crid a number of means have been

i. discusseti. Poison racks are ono. The pocciblei crtension of

" cricting fuel pools ic another. And an independent storagea

:: facility oncita is another. One in vhich modules are added

g' economically is ctill cnother.

10 And my eucction is: Would you not consider it

;, '! still prudent,. by whatever meanc used, to r.cintcin a con-
!.

,s. vanient end accecsible 1-2/3 full core reserve at a dual-, ,
I.

a] unit plant?
.

I

, .g | A It would be prudent to maintain the full core

3 f reservo. The 1-2/3 was the pool cico. You would only necd
1

: c one core reserve for a dual unit.' . ..v.
Y

..

r-
L Q I seespt your*cpendesnt. ~ ~~

.

,. n,-

a

'l Ecr when I ecid 'ecccccible," ic it not more con-
t'

'

,; venient in cacos nocosen f to ut:.lcad e, reacter to hevc theu

r ,, .,

i!
. b l' J Uv/

'

H
a

e
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Him . . ~ , rencne ac:muniente Cirectly to the fuel pool where the can n
.

i cttc hes to the reactor, connects te the react.r, t.acn t, an

3 independ at fe.cility wherc the fuel as rembliec wet?.1 have t;

4 be place in the essk, transpcrted, et cetern?

5 A isare accettible, yes.

c G So there. would bc c re.a.1 advantage than in rc-

du :ing c :tage timo if, for the cpecific Oconec pli.n situs:-
.

r
,

s tion on cacter 3, the fuel pool could be increased in
,
.

ecpacity by an expandcble modulcr addition. Is that correc:".g
t

A It wculd be more convenient. I think I : teed to !

to|
i

;,

tt [
add some 1ing that c:gleina thic bit.

!

I If the need to unload a core came up and the
12 ,

licensee decided, for whatever reason, it was to be unloaded13 ,

now, obv: cutly it is easier to unload into a convenientg

pool loc".ted adjacent, sucl as the eriginal opent 2 :e1 stor v.:c
1.z ,

i

16 ' Pool.

EowcVer, on the other hand, if it was e plannei. .j q

dischuga that he foresaw at perhape a refueling some tino .

.' 18
ii

of f, fue~.. could be removed from that pool and then space made ;i
gg

'

i availablo. Th'ere ic that added etep, though.
20

Q All right. !.

21
.

Fow then, in the e/ent 'of an unanticipate.1 neci to2bc
remove tTe core from, say, Oconec Unit 1 or 2 at c :ime wLc:>g

the full core reserve would hypothetically e::ist in feel roa.o24

3, would in termc of this morning'c tectimony, recutrey
_

e j -' r

|i {g _'-'
i

1
'

!!
,
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WPS/ebt [ something lihc 1"'7 dc'.'0, cni the 177 dEyr is cppronir.ctEly

[ :
t

2' hr.lf a yc. .

I

E, imd in ter 7., of Cahic 10 .:. in the EIT. the cort !

! I
l 3

4 would be half cf $109 nillion, or $5C mi~.lior, so thur the !7
( t

i
price tag in not hcvine acceesibic direc^ly a full coreni

-i. -

t

rece ne is of the ordcr of $50 tillion. Ir. that essentic11y |C '

r
..

7( ccrrect?*

. ,

E/ A It coul6 be tc much ac that.
i

. L
g. '' EI. . P.ILIT : Thank you, Mr. Carter,

i
i

CEF.IElmil MILLER: Thank you, Mr. Riley. !1Ch
r

gg Dt. CLSZi FS. Chs.ir=an, I have onc question
1; i
i . . .

*

DCS;;.Ca.t.lv. . |l': i .-
4

1:

n.. EY !@.. WILSON:;

'

gg O Mr. Cart _ , in the discuscion of the effort that
li

i. von were involvod in b.ek cround 1965, do you reccll whether. = '6. |- **

h

1G or not any concidcration was given ct thtt tine to uintain-i-
- e

i: 1

37 i; ing the esistic integritv of the pool that had clready buen
t.
e.

1 in unc?.. hic.

p'.

i L ht the tirw ere lechen et Pique it ve.s for de-1g

F

2C ' miscknt'ir, nni ct tbt peint it nc no icnger to bc c*

f. ,
.
l

l- .- e a ctor . No sc.ic.~.ic cor.ciderctic: t.t that tiric...

.o...

!I n3n; nico indier.tc thct seicc.ic concidcrata.on.,

! l
I.

|i dtr-ing the design var nct t m .jer inue *.dien eithcr...
..

.k e. a.. - U= ' u ibrbtt.*'.L=' y ur cErlibre

* I:
b
O ter3tirOnv s . .; 0 m' 1.nd;.cr?;cd - o- h: _ ,' C:~ ir vc 2 V';C in CO'I.C

_ ;
3.v,. ;. g

|* ?
;* *

t

)b 4y

m -- r .1 , . .eg a
US NJ wi isL) &, yy

-

L ,
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WRB/eb9 1 discussion on the I'it: patrick rcactor? Is that correct? !
!

|
I A I'm autre of those discuracions that Fitzpatri t i

t'
i

I h'd trith the Staff, yec.
,

4 C Dc you recall whechcr or nc,c the scicnic incogrity'

5 tas considered there or not?
!

C A I don't remember. I have seen nothing that ex-1

V7j plicitly states that. I would assums it was but I don't "."now*

. .

!

6 it for a fact.'

*
.

MR. WILSON: That's cil I here, Mr. Chairu n,g
,

i

10 ! Chink you.
I i

i

.g | CIG.IR11N MILLER: Thank you.
t ,

12 Mr. McGarry?

MR. MO GkRRY: No questions, Mr. Chairman.
12

;

I CHAIRMAN MILIER: Docc the Stnff have cnything
34

UI
15

E. Cm: W. h irmen, the.t complete: my
16

questioning.of Mr. Carter with recpeset to full core reserve
g7

18
j and the other limited matter. So I would like to end that. |

. ,
.

However, I would like to present Mr. Carter again
3g

before he leaves on another matter., 20

A 1 ng time ago, in Junc, the Board had a ques-
21

tion and I'm trying to get Mr. Spitelny back in here to get

the precicion of the quostion, but I think it vac Dr. Luebke
2a

,

had a question about poison racks, and Mr. Carter can
44
,

respond to that question in a limited sense.,

,o ,, .- ,

6 / :) uU
i
i
4

h0D

mVT @ IM3 b@JM d c 6 Ed. ,dt,
f ,



I i

,p

3755i.

F

WP1:/ebl0i[ I neled Mr. Spitniny through Mr. Carr.er to find
;

2. , s emcenc. on the Staff to repc--t bsck informntion cJx:ut the

2 "cicon reckt. Therc. 5m0, ac y w'11 reccll, c gau bubblei

l-

prcbic=, and thc c was conc inicrre. tion requested on how'

5 rarr --
,

6 !. DR. LUEEEE: h deterierttion.

i

7 ', MR. ITTCHEU: Whct was the ctatus of that.*

t.
i .

S DR. IOEBII: Had it been solved.
. i,

e[ MR. I2TCITE: Yec, had it been solved, and that j

i .

to i cort of thing. Fr. Cartcr is not en expert in those areas
,

r
1: I

II !! but he can report to you what the status of that nctter, so I
-i !P

i

i; fcr as the Staff is concerned, is. '

i

!

13 | I know Pr. Ccrter can pcrcphrass the question

N
74 becausc ha*c been princd to answer the question.

15 4 CHAIRMAN MILEER: You may tell us, Mr. Carter. i
h ,

!! I

tg [ TH" WITHE 3S: The problem that we cllude to with |
li

;7 the poison racks hc;; been a gas generation within the storage f
i, i

13| cell. There cro two gcncral typec of problems. One han j,

j' |
'

gg been c radiation-induced problem. Tne other had nothing to '

1

, go do with radiation. '

i
. .

! In the first cace we had a boron carbide natrix, I
- 21 !!

s ,

!

'which ic the pcicon, studriched between-end.within a cte.in-- e
T

,
-

,

. ,,
-

.,
,

lecc cteel cc: led mell. Thc organic binder part of the boron
'

-m. ,
~, , ,

.

o.. .z cerbide binder deca = posed undcr irradiation. Hydrogen was-

I.
.

;
t

-

giVCn off. Thnt h p gCn b3C h 'the ynd PIOCfurc Uhichg
-t

^

,
s l

I , ~*'9
.- | , ,> s

e
- () / J v I

, . . . . . .

<. _ )/L w 4, , .

i) k "
I i [4< , , ,
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t

WRL/ebill in asc.d the stainlece creel well to bulge.
'

t

2 ;

Thie uns observed snen fuel stored in cells witn '

3 1 _ls made up of thic boron crcbide material swclied inuard;

!

4
|

and pinched the tual necembly and rc= oval became difficult.

O h :his uns obacm cd in ths Haddam Neck facility in Connecticut.
!

|

6 | Uubsequent to that, we observed a gas cwalling
'

\
7 problen that was caused by Boral @ ich is a boren aluminum=

,

,

8 | ctrin. In thic case, the beron aluminum mat--ir wac sand-
.. 1,

D ! .?iched between two piztes of clean aluminun. There ic a
!

10 | cignificance to the " clean."
.

i
11 Alund.num when in contact with trater and not

!

i

12 ! tessivated will react with the water and give off hydrogen
i

12 again. In this case, the aluminum had not been pascivated;
'

i

14il it was clean. The water leaked into this sealed area.l'
i

15| Pyarogen was generatred and it in turn caused the walls of the

16 currounding tube member to swell. Again, the fuel assembly ,

17 ras pinched.

18 The solution that has been used in both cases
.
.

19 and accepted by the Staff has been to drill holec into the

. 20 can containing the poison matarial to let the gases be
.

21 vented. No pressure will build up; no bulging will occur.

22 Another solution that has been proposed by a

23 ntility and in tmder evaluation to date is to use higher

24 cunlity fabrication techniques on the boron aluminum matrix

23 catorial to assure that water does not get in. The belief

, , ; o , . ,

,

I , )e L

' I '; h Uh 7[' }N!.Ud;,sI,1bdbDu[[ff M,]it.
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WR3/ebl2 : i. in that there will be only a fev cecer wherc weter ncy get '

2. - in and the cvck.ti.tig be obaerved, and those cacer we h .ve

.: prc. van -- or it ha:, bean proven by the utilities: thet drill-
.

i .

4' Lag vill rele.se the pressure,

i "he.t'L the othsr cpproach,e

l'

C That's cbout ths substance of what I hevo. I'll
;- |

7b x. glad to t: y to answar any other questions you may heve..

.

E FURTER DIRECT EDsMIMATION-

.*
g BY IG. KETCHEN:

top G If I ccy ask ono question, that was about past i

n history. If I may load, it is my undcratanding thht those|
,

'
i

!7g rackc are now- It's not a matter of-- How about for

;

futuro reckc? ,|g

gg f,' A Thic ic history that I've mentioned. Proposals
c .

,,I.,! are in-house and hcVe been approved since then wherc poicon '.
i

t- p

I

g, matericic like that have been used and havs been found ;
i

acceptable. The propocci has been ceceptable to the Stcff I;7

|
g f! cnd they cre bcing instr.lled. I

f!
- i.

i,

3g '| 0 You caid co:nething about boring holen. That had

b
, go to do with past racks thct are installed. How about the

holec with recpset to the Staff's approvc1 of futuro racha.g
h

h with thoso kinds of poison in them?..

o

A If there are holen in there to relocsc the sac,..m

a, - the Steff has approved the proposal that way.
,,
i'

,. . , . . 3 e no Mles,

n .

, . _ .._ . ,, , .

U l s,4
. .

t -

' s
' Oi i*. ! , m . ,. ; . L,j ,i} .

'hb ui b. o a ,a
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MR. K - ." C C N : 1.t thic tirse , Mr. Chairun, we ;
9

t,.

j vould like to call Mr. Uiilis EcNeill to the wit:.ast; stand I,

t

t.

!.
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145, obl where we arc. on Tuesday, June 26th, the Staff witnesses were ,

I

on the stanf, testifying cbout the transportation inpacts of !.

t' h
t, i

if cad shipmsnt, and iir. Wilson of the State of South Cr rolinn
I
i
'

1 posed como vestions relative to cask inspections.
i

11
i i A point was reached in the transcript at page

I
i

.' 1556 where the pt.nol members could no longer respond with

meaningful information, and the Staff indicated it would makea r

I*

|| & witnosc available to respond to that line of inquiry. And3

. |
3 ! that is the function of Mr. McNeill.

;i DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. HOEFLING:,

:: O Will ,.you state your full name and precent posi-

tion, please?;

:

, A My full name is William Michael McNeill. My
i

;q pr2 cent position ic that of Contract Inspector for the

1
; Un.lted States Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Regios IV

Office.,

O And what do you do in that capacity?
.

1:
.

;3 A I'm a member of the Vendor Inspection Branch in
,

s 3) Region IV, and in that capacity we inspect manufacturers of

components for nuclear power plantw.21

3 0 nave you had an opportunity to inspect cask

73 manufacturing operationc?

A Yes. Part of my personal assignment is to innpectg

| the cask manufacturing activities currently, that are cur-..
>

3d fl: rently underwny.

h ,- , -

!! O/J 0, 3 ,
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1

2D wrbfagL._ i G A e you familicr Witt the NRC's activitier in thic

crce., progrmt2 fcr these typer cf inspectionr?

L F ''e s . If you msh, I'll eltocrate on the vendor

'

|
ir.spection prograr..

r !,
~

.|' C Would you do that. please?

A All right.

'

1.2.276 Approximately five years ago the vendor inspection
! !

F
' was dormally developed. It provides direct and independent *

,

p
.

C10 ' [ ovaluation of manufacturers, particularly of their quality
n

'

assurancos program - of not only manufacturers, but also
,

;
'

architect-engineers and what we call NSSS or nuclear steam'

| supply systemr."

i
* s.

'' '
The assumption is a proper quality assurance ;

i

# prograr implemented, assures delivery of a saf'e comoonent to;

).

1 the power plant.--

i
|I Approximately in '74, very late in '74, the

,

. , 'iF
h vendor inspection program was also charged with the respouci-'

N
1" 'l

I bility to inspect cask manufacturing. prior to that point, |
3.

h;*

M h cash manufacturing had been inspected on a regional level,-
J
r

. h as oppoced te being done by the vendor inspection branch,
' "

a

21 H The basis of the inspections that I and r.:y
0

E ,- compatriots de.-in Region IV is to assure that Appendix B of
8

ti
M 10 CFR 50, in dcaling with casks, Appe.ndi:: I in thc. case of

,

M i; Part 71, as well as ASME Codes, American Society of Ihchanica.1:

E Engineers--the generic evaluation that we do of these
.

.

O

t

o .

h ,/ y,) |II V..
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ei

Tbfac~ 3 'i manufacturerc. In the ccse of the cash manufacteerc, we ;
'

-c
h

u s 2. Appendi:: 2, vc cico use the S72. and the certifiests of f||
h

3I ccmulianec,

!! !

!! MR, no PLING: Mr. Chairman, the witness would
'

:

n' ,

- 4: noe be available for cny questions that Mr. Wilson would
i.,

I;
I,

- p[ li.ke to felicw up on.
|

'

I, !( 7F C57.IRFitN MILLER: Mr. Wilson, if you wich to
F;d
!! inquire along-the lines you previously suggested, you may do

*
.

5 I so.
.

I
2 ! !!R. WILSON: Thank you, Mr. Chcirman.

: CROSS-EXAMINATION
1

2
~

BY MR. WILSONa.

!

; ! O Mr. McNeill, the certificate of compliancec the,

i

i I ce--tificate which is issued on each cash, is this something
i
!

5 ; that is processed through your office, is that correct?
a

;- 'l A No,.the cortificates are not issued by my office.j
!
'

7 I eceive certificates, of cotrse,-so'that I can use them as

. 3, an inspection bacic.
,

15 Q So these, although they're not issued by you,

* ;:0 you are involved in the actual, I guess, comparison of the

71 certificate conditions and the cack itself for conformity,

::2 is that correct?
I

t iM [ A Yes. Its I've already statsd, one of the bases !

l
21 for inspaction in the certificate of compliancco

23 Q In the earlier testimony we had, there was some

t
'

!

!

!

, - o ?

() / )7 Ui /
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1

.

Vrb/ cgm indication which I5t like to get some clarifiention fron you

on, that uhen a cask wcs tound to be out of conplianct with

its certificate that the owner er the lessee as ths case tcy
H
1

"" be of the particular cack certifici correctione to the '

-

pcrticular cack to the NRC. '
,

i
II
" Mould that bc your office that receives that

i
'

d owner or leesce certification
. .

. .

;

A If I can qualify an answar before I say yes or !
.

1 no. u

p '

E[ First off, we interface primarily with the !,
\r

'I o' ,

;aanufacturer, not necosnarily with the licensee. In somc. !
F |12 i: casec, a licensee may or may not be the manufactura"
8

a 1

Q All right. That, I thinh, is getting to the corea >

1 .
.

V I of my interest here.in this particular aspect.
-i

i P

- 15 j I" understand, ac I did earlier, that the parti-
p ,

'

1
M i cular cash as it comes from the manufacturer before it coac

i -

t! |
'jf in service don'- have to meet certain specificationc. -

.:
I
I *

. k || Now ic there an inspection tI is done by you f. e
n ,
"

19 at that point Infore the cash gocc !7to service, an actual ,'

20 i; physical incpection?*-

;U i.. -

21 i. A Yoc, there are inspoetions done. The inspections !p
- ,
, I

2%g mcyormcynotbeforeachindividualcashctthatparticular|
p .

U23 time frama. !
.

.M ; O Eill you erplcin the circurastances under which j
_

25 - an actual inspection would not be requirod?
i,

,

) I m/

.

! .. .
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*

,,

" V"9b4 h A It's c matter of, just . frankly, time frames. We

2 || ij try to inspect through the course of the manufacturing history!'

3 ji
j a sample of events that have occurred. The testing which

4
i

occurs at the generally terminal end of the manufacturing
5

process is only one of the many things that we attempt to
5

look at.

7-

We may see the testing, we may not see the.

B

: testing. We may review the records of the testing. We may
.,

9
review the records or procedures that are drafted before the

10
testing.

11
0 There is, I take it, then, at least a possibility

12
of a cask then going into service prior to your having

13
eynmined thoSe records, is that correct? It could go into

14
service before you've examined the records?

15
A Yes. We work on a sampling oasis.

15
0 All right.

17
so it is, then, not inconceivable that a

y defective cask could go into service prior to your having
19

an opportunity to either see the records or otherwise become

, 20
alerted to a probism, either through visual inspection or of

21
the records?

22
A That ramnina a possibility.

23
Q All right, sir.

.
Let's move on, now, to the point at which a

"5'
utility has a cenk tiit has already received the certifica".e

d h b/['
i
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li
5"g/agb5 of co:cpliance and is in-service.-

In pErticular, 2 xould direct you c:ttention to

,'

t:n Dukt Powcr cask the.t hai the extra chiclfing Edded. Ara

t '

you familiar with that circur. stance?
.

A I'n familiar with the circumstances, yes.

#

O All right, sir.'

,

', ~

knd could you briefly relate to us the roic which
,

.'
;, you- brcnch would play or did play in the particular cash

E circumstcnces we've just identified?

'

A Backing up to previous testimony, the cask", ,

I fabrication of that particular ccsk wac prior to late '74
i:

-
,,

E and, in fact, it occurred throughout the period of 574, but ,

n.
If

IM '; I believe the ship date on that cask was -- it was postponed
ĥ

r

M[ appreciably, all fabrication vac done before December of '74,..,

!=

15 ij Consequently, my branch did not have any interface en that
a

i9) particular problem, it was handled by Regica II.
i

,

t- )

" fi

M- Q The plating that was added on there, as I under-
!
b

In
, stand it, had to meet certain specifications which your. .

. ,
,

if division either through records or actual inspection would,

.

20 [ verify, is that correct? j
-

4

i' -

21 A True.i
a. '

f

21 ' . O And in the particular cases when you cannot got
!

r |I out and phycically inspect the cack itself, what basis is !,
'

El your inspection on? Is that the records alone that are sont :
- it

as [ by the utility, is that correct?
7,7 , , .

o/J n,J
.

&G &
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wrb 'c gb6 A Again our inspections are done at the ma.ufacturinr
2 !! facility,- so there would not be records that would be sent by j,;

,
a
!!

the licensee or utilities, keeping in mind that the licensee"

I 14

6;
in this case may not be the utility. particularly, in this~

,

case, the Nuclear Assurance Corporation of Atlanta, Georgia.:

!

5 I! Q All right.

7 Now farther down the road when a cask, for what-.

!3i ever reason, goes out of compliance, as soon as it is out
. ,

-
i

3 of complianco with the conditions of its certificate it is,

I3 as I understand it - and correct me if I'm wrong - required

11
.

to be taken out of service, is that correct?
!
*1)

A Yes, and indeed, that's what occurred with this'-

I3 particular cask in mind.

I4! O Right.

I3 The fact that it has been broughtback into
7

I' compliance, however, is verified in what nanner?

I' A It's' kind c.f difficult to answer that, because10c100

13,- we don't know exactly how that cask is going to be brought

13 back into compliance.

S 20 Presuming, if I may, what you're talking about

21 is some sort of repair operation -

M Q Yes.

23 A - the cask would be returned to the fabricator's

24 shop, and I would be there to inspect the repair operations
-

,

b b e

:

7 ,n , ;-

O <, J L. v i
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*
1

wrb/agb' O That wouldn't always be necassary, though, would

it, thcu ic he returned to the fabricatcr's shep?
,

' A True.

b,
,

~

i. O In those instances, what verification is mcdc te

b your branch of the satisfactory ccrrection of the defect?
C

I'

.

'

A Ths quention that you pose, ence you preclude,

7( repair, would be to what us call in Quality Accurance E
g- |

6 disposition accept as is. That would be an activity that '

. i
'

0
- {: would be entirely between the trancpertation branch and the

d
. - ||N

d, Licen m .
.

1I Q h*nat was the disposition as is?
,

A Accept as is. In other words, presumably if you f
12

n

;i
. -

i

12 had a non-conforming condition and it did not have c con- ;
H ,

14 L saquence of safety -- maybe it cut some of the engineering !

9;
-

^ ,

i'M safety factors or something like that or perhcps the cask !<

i
k_ ;;r could be returned to use but with limits on its use - this '

,,

i:

17 ] would be sometning that would be done by the transportaticn ,

i
IE branch and not by my branch..

-

13 ,} Q All rignt, sir. !
t .

!4

20 Is there any indepandent verification, aside
'*

-
.

, t'i 1

|! from those instances which you related earlier where a cask21
,

a

22 || actually has to be returned to the fabricator where you might
h .

|
22 become actually involved, is there any independent verifica- !

: '

-
|

24 tion of what semenc is tell'.ng your cffice, or the NRP i

, ,

25 ] generally, has b e corrected? g ,/ / '.,' - .'f
3

-
s

9 ,

|,

!.!. i
.

e
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H

|
wrt/e:b5 A Again if the correcticn is in terms of c repairg ,

.
.

.o i

: tl.-t it dens ct a manufacturcr'c facility,I wcr.1d inspact. -

h
~

7" 'h2 correctio it of tho 'ype where the neraware act ,

!! .

~h ?

l' physically not. changed perhnpc limite are put on the usage |
1 I

i; of the hardware, That is handled between the Trancportation
! i.'j Bran h and the Licensee. I

, !!-

|| Q T.11 right..
,

d

! Now I'm coing to try to get to the heart of this
~

.

>>
thing because I'm not quite to it yet."

i
3) ' If we have a situation where a cask, for instance,
n
il
p has c shiciding. defect, and if it were e defect which could

>P i

- d im corrected by the individual operator who had the cask in a

it i

r9 possession at that time, short of sending it back to the
f

'

fasricctor, is there any independent verification device that

l

.|' is available to confirm that the repa:' has been made in a
*

5 proper manner?
,

!' !' A If I understand you, Mr. Wilson, what you're

> !

;
,

scying is if the repair -- and I'm using the werd * repair" {
'

l i,

'! intentionally -- is done by the Licensee, ia that case, we
,

I
.
'

. ) would inspect the 13cair operation even if it was done by a
'

b

|
Licensee.

i
!

| 0 If you could -- I think that's the anr;wer I was ,

'
{ looking for, but I would like if you could,please,to lay out

1

i or us the actucl role that you do perform in inspecting these|'

#
;.

casks phycically. Under what circumstances do you go out therd
i 8

8 !
i !

i

t O ' f'i '

b [ .J UvJ '
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wrb.iagb9 and look at thct - I believe ncv uc've get when they're

I sent back to the fabricctor and when the . Licensee perfc ns t;a.

~

- repcirs -- anf when you de not. I*c like a compcrison of thoct -

please, if you could give us a genarcl e:Kplanation.'

.,

E A Part of Part 71 requircc that a Licer. Ge notify

2
the NRO wacn he commences manufacturing activities on r cash.

7 At that time --
*

iq
.

E O Excuse, me, before you go on. Manufacturing,

.

E h activity, does that include correctionn to manufacturing
.

.i

'O [ aspects?
il ,

il 9 L I'm frankly not sure. I'd have to go back and
'

li
,

1
12 ;| question the people who wrote that part,

,

II
'

i

13h O v411, is thet really then applicable to what the ,

. .

i
i4 i sesnaric is that I just gave you? '

1

I10,160 15 A About the repcir of the n cask?

!$ O Yes.i
,a

ij '

17 ;. A I would suspect strongly there'c enough attentic,g
fl i

'
12 on the repair of r.he 1A cask that notification vill be made'

,

. ,

19 in any event.g
il

13f C I unders+,.and. But I'm lochin; at procedurer and !s
,6

3
;. -

21 U what is required from your ctandpoint.
4

22 A My inspecticr., as I indicated befere, is a generic;

;; , quality assurance program inspection. The repair er fabri-
a

-

2e. h Oct2.on IE 4cinC to take BoCS timC fraOS. I would BE{ up a

h 25 . framework within that tirce framc to inte: rogate as raany of ths-

... .

s

F
i !.
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h,
'

u.:: , a gh C IE elementa cf Appendix E r.s I could. |
|

|! Q 10.1 right. Now wa're speaking gencrienlly there,
! !
$. is that right? !
s i

i| t

ij h Eight. |
n i
I

Q All right.'

d- Now in a specific instancs what would be involved,I
|'

when would you go out and actually see the cask, that's I*

,

; ganes what I'm s.sking, a particuler cack.
. i

{ A As I indicated before, working on a sampling basisi.
i

1 l' when you cay a particular cask, a particular cash may not be
s
1

1 h subject to the- s:1!:Ple.
il
d

'

;; O But in the uamplo you're taking a generic approach.,
t

1 ! is that right?
:
*

1 A Right.

1 O !c your division then lir.ited to generic acaess-

:

i mantc?

!
T ! A Yes.

!
i

1- ! O All right.
.' |

i: 1 So is there any other division within NRC which

s 2.- hac responsibility for specific assessments?

2' A Specific assessments?

i. . ! Q Of casks, that's what WE're talking about, and
!

[ inspecting the cacks? A particular cack as opposed to aE
i

SI generic type,
i,

& : A I would believe that would be the Transportation
+

t

,,

{p$Ps ( jj)GE b b d M b
'

f[ A . * "
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wrb/egbil ' Ercnch.

- g " N?e WILSCH: Might I inquire of ha staff et thi.t

point - thth ic the aspect I was interactei. in getting en t. _:.

s cord was ths.Specificc, the generit is fins. Ent the nr.rt
,

i
step ic the ?.pecific aspects, and I wonder if we do heva tn:-'

body who could triefly give uc that?
'

', - G. E02 git!G: Well I think there may be renc
,

ccmantic quantion here between generic and specific. fain'

!,

genti m n ic.the gentlene,n who conducts the field inspecticac'

,

i
R. of cankc.

0 Iice I think what he'c saying is, in acmc cc.ces

i:
11 ;i he may not conduct any inspections and in some cases he mayr

r
i
'.: r.x i. we'rc onerating on a sampling er an audit basis, and I thinh *
:

e. r.:
a you may be confused by the uce of the word " generic."R

h

IU He ie in a generic program, but he is alco the

r.
;, individual that applios that generic progrca to the cpecific

#7 [ is my understanding, and he can correct ma if I'm wrong.
1.

E DR. LUEBKE: As I was listening to the witness,
.

3- I got the impression that he used the word - he wac inspect:.ar
:
I

2'' i'. QA programs an awful lot but he wasn't inspecting runny ccehs,''

I
i.

E i and he used the word "campling" an awful lot. We're not
n

E talking about 1000 casks er 100 cashs, we're just talkingo
c
6

15 ! about seven or eight cashs.

Ei And I seriously quection even thtt the conccpt
i

.C ii of sa::ipling belongs herc,. and I thinh it . Wilson is on thc
v

O( /j?
or

J vv,
.

I

Nt
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;

| +.re,ch of scrething that should indeed be pursued.trh/ag.:. 2 ;

! |Et 13. MTLSOII:'

.

!

4

O Or.r. you tell ut, Mr. Moticill, how nany cac!:s thcre,' '

arc involved, do you know?'

A Currently there are appro::imately 10 cashs that

have been nanufactured and thero are three in nanufacturing,I i

.

0 Tht.t veu r:y next quection.-

' The manufacturers are spread where in the country,
.

f can you tell un this?

R A Currently caske are being manufactured by
. DTLCO Developmente Incorporated, Silver Creek, Now York.

U There is aisc - I stand corrected. I may have to say fcur

O casks are in nunufacturing, three canks that could possibly

' ' '- be used for the United States that cre boing manufactured in

1 Robutel, Ginr:ns, France, under licenso to Transnucicar,

K White Plainc, tiew York.

'?, O hatt many manufacturers are there in the country'

2 at this time that you're responsible for running ss=ple ,

.-
,

inspections or so=o kind of quslity assurance investigationF

,

20 on?

21 A There tre approM entaly, uniera I forgot one,

M there are four people who have manufactured cashs in this

23 country,

i

M, O I*n sorry, how nany?

9 2E A Iour nnnufceturces Sterns-Rogers in Denvar,
,

;

p r. 7
() [ 7j UV/

,,

y
,

.
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wrb/s.rbl3
' '

Colcrado; UTLCO Desr-lopents, cc I me"'ioned earlicr-

.

ML Inductries in Wilmington, Delawarc and, ac 'I m2ntioncd

'

carlier, Transnucicar in in.ite Picinc, Nov York.

.L,. dC
-

.

!

9

..
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O
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:
! .

-2 UR3,'ebl O I'm not being criticale but I'm having a little'

t

!

. | troub'e u.dcretanding, w; n four manufceturers and, c.t the

t

5 moct, eighteen cashe involved, uhat the difficulty would be,
i
'
.

i. I in conducting the se_cplings that you go around doing. Coald
1 i

l you giva us come illuminatica in that regard?r; 3
!

C A 'len. flay I respond to Dr, Luebke at the came time?
a

I When I say I look at quality assurance programs,', ,

7,

t1 cir, I do also look at the hardware. It is difficult to

?*-

r 0 assess, for example, the control of special processes such as
i{

ic welding without looking at the welding of che casks them-
!

ln selves. And, indeed, this has been done by myself, and others
i'

! before me.12
,

CHAIRMAN MILLER: All the casks?g

1., d, THE WITNESS: Of all the casks. We've looked at

the manufacturing of all the casks.g
'

CHAIRMAM MILLER: All eighteen have been physicalle16j
is

cyeball examined?
7

lI THE WITNESS: Yes, sir; all have been inspected
;g |,

':-

at one point or another in manufacturing.Ig

'' BY MR. WILSON:20 ,

O Before they go into service?3

A Befo.e they go into service.
2*.

I apologize, Mr. Wilson: you took off in a diree-'23

tion that led me to the position that you were coing to ask
34 ,

i

h me did we get to see the preoperational testing of all
25

,

) '[ J uu)
? [1 f) ^$

p

.
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WRB/w'2 : [ cighteen casks. My answer to that has to be no; becante wec
;

i' do not have, you knou manpower and thingE like that tcr
b

vitneon preoperational tes: ting that ic done on all eign ceno

I

| casks. We do it on a sanplina basis.
f-

10.250 E! I think now you can see why I used the term
I i

C| " sampling," Eir.
:

7$ CRAIRMAN MILLER: What is it that you sample? t
"

,
.

i
,

E! THE UITNESS: We may sample welding, testing,
*
.

Cll 5. procurement activities; how they handle non-conformances;
i.

l'
10 how they handle corrective action and manufacturing errors;

,

}
11 y any one of those subjects: tho design.

I i

DR. LUEBKE: Do you depend on the vendor to do ;12 .

; ..

'3 ! the complete inspection?
._ |

g :

'i ?
'

14 THE WITNESS: That is true.
i

15 'i We are on a third tier level here. We have the' '

!

Ic vendor who has to have a quality assurance program; and, indess,

ty that is what I'm looking at. The licensee also hac to have a

te quality assurance program. My evaluation of the vendor is
,

-

t.

Is to double check on the evaluation also that is performed of ;

|
~~ 20 the licensee, so that we measure tho effectivenesc of the ;

i

21 licensee in controlling the manufacturing of the cask.

22 CHAIR E MILLER: Unit a'~ minute. The cflective- |

23 | ness of the licensoe in controlling the manufacture of the
,

t

) cash? !24
1

(h THE WITNESS: The licenoec han the prime |25
i
'

r

(

? ..
'

C,-''U1 I: / j. -
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WRB/r? .' I rcsponsibility here.

L! DR. LUEBRE: In the sense that he wrote the
'
:

purchase crder with ccmc specifications, and he has to be;

sure he gets the product in accordance with what he wrote4 i
i

.i

r !i in the order?
:

(. THE WITNESS: Right.

I

7{ He also has a certificate and a safety anclysis
,

*

,

0 report which he has submitted to the Cnmmission.
.

f. CHAIRMAN MILLER: Yes. But what is his role

i

Ic vis-a-vis the manufacturer in the production as well as the

it
testing and checking of this cask?

n THE WITNESS: Part of Appendix E, which is

n( applicable to the licensee is -
1

jf, l CHAIRMAN MILLER: Never mind that. What does
:

I he do? I'm trying to get the physical real world picture.
35

1 -; WITNESS: That's what I'm getting at.gg
,

!
CHAIRMAN MIIJ.ER: Good.'

;7

THE WITNESS: Part of it is for him to audit tojg
,

.

assure that the manufacturing is done in accordance with hisjg

purchase crder specifications and drawings, and things like** 20

that.21

CHAIRMAN MILLER: How does he do that?
22

THE WITNESS: In the particular caos of the cask
23

in question here, an nutside concern was hired by Nuclear
24

Assurance Corporation, namely, U.S. Testing,of Hoboken,
25

f Do!N; ~t
'

J U< |
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i

WRBfwb4 New Jersey.
,

CHAIR *1AN MILLER: What did he do?g f. *

; TIE UITNESS: They went in, vitnessed welding,
j

4 reviewed rndiographs, witnessed testing; much the same sort j,

i of activity that I did; assuret that procurement activities

f. i

0[ and matericio received were proper and correct.
8

f
i

DR. LUEEKE: Uho signs off?'

7 |,

1

E' THE WITIESS: I believe U.S. Testing did acknowledgp
I..

p ,' a sign off. What you mean is, Who releases-- 1
I

1 I

10 | DR. LUEDIE: Who cortifies that they did the f
.

I

{ work? jp
?

i
1; {

TIE WITIESS: The manufacturer writes a release, .

|i
I*

and that release is acknowledged and coun+:ersigned, if I'm |g
,

4

g4 not mistaken, by U.S. Testing.

BY MR. UILSON:15

16 Q W . McNeill, if I understand this correctly now,

the process is, as the cask is manufactured, the manufacturer- '

17..

has to provide your department with certain records involvedgg
,

9

in its manufacture. That's one step; is that correct? On thegg

manufacturing side that is its responsibility, at least as* 20

far as you're concernod; is that correct?
21

A Not necessarily provide the records; just maken

them evailable for rcview.g

O All right. "' h at ' a fine .
24

IThe recipient of the cask, the licensee, they, if-

u5 |
,

!
; o ,i ;,i / .

u,c
;

i
i i
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KR3/wb5 I understand this correctly, must verify what the manufacturer

k hac ciready rtated or certified to be the cash'r condition;

is that correct?
#

; F ics.

'i, O Rnd there may or may not, as I understand it, be
<

c. further verification by your division?

I

t A That's right. Thct's why I say it ir a third- -

.

level verification.p
,

~.
c. O Thanh you. That's what I thought you meant

!
'

gg before. And that's perfectly consistent.
2

! Mow what I'm looking at is, on the road, afterg;

g3 someone has -- assuming it has been manufactured, the licensaa

I

y | has had it in eervice for some time, and, for some reason,

f the cask has gone out of compliance and requires same modifi-j _,

, -

cation to its present condition, there, as I understand it, is. ,
,,

g j no independent verification of what the licensee certifiec
i

| as having been done; is that correct?.

!

! A I would say that's not correct, sir.,e
~

t.
.

j Q Would you explain where I am in error? Who doesgg

VCIif IY% 20

i A Again, if there is a repair operation thiEwould,,
1u

take it back into a manufacturing situation, and, again, I22

would verify in my inspection that the repair was done in ac-a, _

cordance with whatever was agreed to between the licensee and
34

.

I
~

| the Commission, that it wac done in conformance with that.
5

1
i
t >

{ , ; o n ~'
! D/J us

.i i
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,

!
.

I:RB/wbd I ,, O Well I believc you carlier stated that in every |
h

c .
^i. inccan=c where a licensec mches L modification to a cack ,

:

I !
;- you do inspect; is that correct?

It !

1; A No; becausa not all-- Pardon me; but not all'
.

h !
F- ' modificaticas to licenses vould neccusarily involve a manu- '

-
i

P'' facturing type situation such as I pointed out before.'

!

7 You could modify yocr license by modifying the usage of the }
'

,

! l
0 cask. |;

.. .
i :'

F O All right. I understand that. !

'. ,

i
'

K) Now what I'm thinking is, where you don't-- I'm
|
i

11 ; back to the particular instance we talked about with the I
- .

I

shielding again on the Duke Power cask. If you did not change!12 4

l
I

as i the license features, and they did have a modification cuch ac !
i !

I14 j occurred in that instance, isn't it the policy of-the NRC
l
.

to have you, or ecmaone frc= your division, go down and i15 i

l

16 cetually lay eyes on the thing cnd certify in some manner, or

17 verify, if you will, the ocmpliance with the regulations?
i

t
-

!

le ) A Part of the problem with that particular task is '
,

1-

I that it's a first time event that we have incurred. The cask10
i

% 20 is still out of use. The license has not been reinstated on
I

21 it. ,

)
i i

P.2 | Your cuestions hinge around some policies that j
i .

i ;

23 i perhaps have not been really cast in stone so that I could :
,
1

at; say yes we would or no we wouldn't. .

I

25 I'm sorry if I can't give you further information .

i
*i -, . q:f

i b/3 u,j
f

i
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!

W25 / tic 7 beyond that. '

I
'

L C un6 cr etand..a
: i
.

So tc the best of your knculedge ct this point-

,
.

I
! uhcre could or could not -- you recily cannot tell us, if<-

!

T '' I'm cerrset, tc the best of your knouledge whether or nct

f thcre indeed ir any verific tion of those kinds of cituationsri
t

-

-

I
1.

" "
7.s that ccrrect?

u
.

As I said just c second ago, we're dealing witha n
. I. -

i '! a one-only situation right ncnr.
.t
I' f
<l

!C ,] O Well assume for en inctant that that's acido, that,

'.j we today find the cask in the same condition as the one we
:\

.2'' have just set caide. Now under present circumstancoc whet
t

; ,) verification is there to the certification hy the licensee
t

that he har made the modifications in compliance with the. . ,
i
h

;g || regulations? What verification is there?
It
I

!c !
Do you coe where I'm going? I'm trying to get*

:

3- acne certcin verification.
t
!

. - '6 DR. LUEBKE: If I may interrupt.

:9 I think Mr. Wilson is asking, Is there a regula-

20 tion or a procedure that you're going to use whenson finish'

! uhis one of a kind thing you're in the middle of.2;
5

H

33 'l MR EILSON: That's correct, Dr. Luebke. Thank
i
:

23 i you.

i

g i, DR.LUEBE3 And what is thct procedure? And

we are distu-bed that there doesn't seem to be one.
'

,,2
- , . .

9

ti
h
h U s/ 7

/,
J |1 - ~

h U,J
,
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V.T:B /v;G CHAIRMili MILIIR: Well there icn't one, really,

.

ic therc.- at the present timO? Icn't thtt the situaton?9
- THE EITHESS: I'm afraid I'm going to have te

c
answer that question thnt I really don't know.-,

:

?| CEAIRMAM MILLER: That'c all right. He're
e
f'

sp just trying to find out,

b
7 Di' MR. WILSON:.

,

-

|

3 O This ic ny probica. Who would know? How can wa
,

*
t..

pH find an answer to-thnt question? Do you know? i

h. .

Kg '' A I will have to defer to counsel on that.

5. r. CHAIRMAN MILLER: Mr. McNeill, I take it it is
,

i

n not within the area of your knowledge or perception at the

!.j, present time. We don't want to get you beyond what you know.

1 7g | THE WITNESS: My bailiwick is the manufacturina |

1 !
>

of caske and making sure that they're manufactured within3g ,

!,

-[ the conformance with the certificate, the license documentc,g
i

the SAR. And you'ra questioning is getting beyond that jg
i

area. And I answered it in terms of repair because that
'

73

would come back into my bailiwick. We're dealing with ngg

i i
s 20 I one of a kind situation. I don't know where we have an answer 6

i
!
i CHAIRMAN MII.LER: Mr. McNaille I gather, I infer

21
i

I
i from your tectimony that you're a generic cack-checker; is,,

-- , ,

I.

23 |
that right?

'

i

g' ! THE WITNESS: Right, -

1+

CHAIRMAN MILLUR: And we seek to cet you beyond ;y
wa .

- n r, / i6/;7 U,u ,

a i

.__

5
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WRt.Nb ? that. And, of cource, ycu don't havt the hnouledge. So ut
,i
'

jna> want to know what you do knov and when wc get beyond whc;c.'e e

i

; [ your experience and duties take us, just tell us.
!

/ Ic there anythin~ further you can add to what
,

!0 ': you de besides what you've described?

:

: q THE WITNESS: No, sir.
.!

d DR. LUEBEEt I think I would ce= ment at this time;.

1
-

.

[ that this son of verifies what I think they were worried

! thout in this GAO report that wac published last May.
p !I.

;( l The other thing I would like to pursue is that
'!
't

,; j there's a little gap between chairs here as to where tha DOT
;'
'l

j; F inspection and verification takes over from the NRC. And

7; that ought to be clarified.
,i
!!

g f .' Now is that a difficult problem to get a handle on?
n

I

g Do we talk with the DOT 7

y | CHAIRMAN MILLER: Do you need tima to ascertain
i

7 ;j this?
4n

g MR. HOEFLING: I don't know the answer to the
.

jg question Mr. Chairman, as to,you know, what the DOT does ins

s g3 this area. I suspect they don't do anything in the area of
;

2'. cask manufacturing type of inspecticns.

22 ' DR. LUEBKE: Mr. McNeill sort of identified a

23 place where the bridge was being crossed. Idon't renember

the details, but mavbe he could help uc.e- ,w> -

;
--

I
i Where is this place where things get to the DGT?gg
I
i
i
i n r,

,6 / g / /
'

.:
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WRE/wb1G It's to do between manufactu-ing and repairs comcplacc, and'

; vbere it is repaired rhnt it gets to DOT, irr.'t it?

i.

THE WITNESS: Te the best of my knottle.iEL: cir,
,

thie morning -- or this afternoon I hnven't usci thc initiclEg

.i DOT.

CHAIRMkh MILLER: I think wc misunicrotood you.
t

- - , Ic there any other agency that you were refc ring to, federal
-

.

;

t
agency */

.

THE WITNESS: The Trancpertation Branch?p

CEISIEIV.M MILLER: Yes.ua ,

e
'

DR. LUEBRE: Oh, of the NRC. I see. I mis-. . ,

.: a
p

interpreted that.. . .u.

THE U!TNESS: That was in response to Mr. Wilson *Ee
-

|;
i

question.
.f2 ,.

U
H When one makes a license modification that did_ . ,

- n
II
h not involve a repair, you know, who would be involved in

02

| that; and it's the Trancportation Branch,..u t;
I

h CHAIREN MIr22R: Thank you, sir. .

, L. ,
.

i Any further questions?
.g.

[. MR. WILSON: Just a couple of moro, Mr. Chairman.s
uC.
.,

f:.
'i BY MR. WILSOM:e

.:. , ,

,,, i[ Q Mr. McNcill, accuming that a cask is manufacturedc
a y

b
E cay in 1974, and is icsued a certificate of cc pliance anS

, , . .s.. : .

f.- goes in service, does UEC ever go back and inspect for
, , ,

v.-
..

t
it co~pliance, for continusd compliance with that? _, _, r. ^.c

, , , /s t - o,ua
p. UlJ,
r

.

!-
.

Oh
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'P2/ . L .1 A :~. gain, thtt wotid be outcide of my bailivich, cir.

:

1.e: stas the ca3h wot.16 not be in tnt manufaccu-ing fccility,

I recuma C"a* your questien. f
1

Q Do you know whether or not the Nn0 has a fie1d

ce m to go cut and do the inspection in such as manner as I |
.

se., just spot verification, or sample verification on a
4

cpt cific bacio, as opposed to the generic which you do? f*-

A On a specific basic we bree gone bach and, indeed. !
t

*
.

on the 1A cask that you're referring to, with the repair, -

I
:

: ha" e reasured that cach. And I indeed participated in i
i
l

me. rul ements of scrae cicilar cashc. .

l

O So your earlier statement that this was out of
'

.
i

;; yo:r bailiwick then is not quite correct; am I right in that?
1

-

A No. It was at a specific request that I go ;

?,
'

witness the dimensional neasuremonte that were made. I

!

| 0 All right. Acide from tcat specific request, Iy

I

e.. nee.n had.that not been received who else in NRO would have !
;

1

done it? Dc3ou know if anyone else has that kind of
11

.'
n responsibility?i

s ga A No, sir.

2, j Q You do not know or they do not?
i
4

A I do not know. !-; . .
. t
i I

. | Q All right, sir. !9.:
. [

-

l
3, ' In the particultr instance that you just related

,

9 -
i '

wh~n you did have a specific request, who was that received'
g

i n r; 3 '
,J IJ e /s
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FRE/ s'al2 fre ni Can you tell us that?

g A The Transportation Branch, Mr. Cunningham.
-

ME. WILSCH: Mr. Chc.irman, I believc we're at

th. end of whu: this witnese can provide uc with at this '

e

point. I:n afraid I still haven't obtained the aseurances I-

va: scehino when we started here. and I would again ash

,
ths Etaff if wc might have same clarification in the erec from

- so:t eone. If it is not Mr. McMeill, parhape we can gain it
*
.

fr: n Mr. Spitelny or some other individual who in associated
r

With these things. Becsuno thost are creac that do impact
'

on the public health and safety..
.

:

L '| CUI.IRMAN MILLrn: its cpprecinte your concern,.
f

d
tr 9 We'll ses about getting scue inferuttion.

l j

3 We also appreciate Mr. McNeill. He has veryv
.

E candidly told us where his area cf knowledge is and where it i

i

e C isn't. Th:t's exactly what we want of the witness.
!

g :!
,

DR. LUEBKEr In earlier testimony I chink I
t

:|

ic 9. heard about cacks which were intended to have a 10 Kw heet
d-

'

4
19 y dissipation and came out with maybe : 2 Kw heat dissipation.

f!
20y That would show up in a precperr.tional test perhaps. Iss

t
i a

21 that within your crea of interest and responeibility?

22 |t
'

*HE WITNESS: perhaps yon could straighten me
*
.

23 out a little bit.
;

c I: DR. LUEBRE: If the deficiency were 10 percant,a
e
o

||[ 2-3 that woul6 be one thing. That the deficiency is a facter of 5 -

n
?. '

~/
* ''\ i * i

4 b/J vd
1.

-

.
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m 't o13 _n Te::urkcbli and means that somer,ody has made a elide rule

rI sr of sc:a: consequence,

shat happens in these cases, and how does it

:3ar )cn? I menn, do you uitness this in your work?

TliI: WITNESS: Again, through the quality assurence

rec air 2monts. the tests would be done, of course, by the'

;wl ifa:turer He would be identifying this problem first.',
?hc licensee is also required to have a quclity

*
.

uur2rence program which would include things such as sur-

ve: 11 tace, bc.ving a gentleman from U.S. Testing perhaps witnece

cht testing. That bringe the identification of the problem
,

wit.hin the licensee's bailiwick. I may or may not be there,

i

i an: see the sama consequences of the test.

Some of the things I would look for would be

no set that indeed the test results were documented, the

9
i er. ant. of the non-conformity which was identified, that it

,

war properly bumped up the chain, the manufacturer to the.,
,

i

;I licencee, and the licensee on to the--
.' 4

DR. LUEBI'E: Someplace somebody says "No." Wherec .

.1

l dots the buck stop?s z
i

THE WITNESS: Unacceptable, or whatever they do |n,
i

c wi..n it.
'

j
-

I

DR. LUEEKE: You're suggesting it's negotiable?p

3 | TED WITNESS: Not necessarily. I would presume
:|

wi .h that sort of differenes you put it on a back chelf and'
.

bb $0\ ||

..
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|
WRE,W 4 ; start again. ',,

: DR., LUZOIT : I hec the impression .fror. the earlie:*,

!

I tertiraony that therc were come motions in tne directior of -

: what do you call it? reducing ths4 capability or the operating '
I
t i

C USO o:2 th6 Cask. .

3 FITMCSS SPITALNY: Reducing the therra.1 heat
i >

.
- ' .ioud. '

- i

; l. Dn LUE3II: Yes. In other words, it'll be '

,.
.'

; p acceptei conditionally.

8u, HITNESS SPITALNY: That s correct.
- ,

:

). DK. LUEBKE: That's what I mean by negotiated. t
,

n CF1.IRMt.N MILTRR: Is there a situation where you

I
>

g can cither adjuct the qualities or qualifications of the i
f i

g[ cask or you can leave the qualifications of the cack as-is '

' t

u. . ', and adjust the requirer.ents of the rule, or the criterion
;!

!! that you're using? I guess those are the two methods, cren'tl e. t

i i

g' they, that you alluded to? '
,

, ;
4

p, J TIIE WITNESS: I quality casurance work we tclk '

.- I
'

g about a number of different typer,of dispositions to c

y) non-conformity. One is to repair it, or rework it; dispositicn,

p,; accept as it; or a conditional acceptance. [
e

.u. . !. CHAIRWdi MILLER: The condition is loucring the i

i
.%.

; standard by which it was criginally tested or cheched. t
; ;
t i
1 DR. LUEBl3: At what point de you tell the man >.3,

.- i
.

>

r

_u;. i to go back and redesign it and rebuild it? IIed it becn 1 Ru? !.

i i
6

1
! ,

, ,. ; n
h/vl l V-



i
'

3787
i

'G3/vi.E THE WITNESS: To correct you, sir, I would not

te.' l 1.im .

] DR. LUEEKE: You wouldn't?

! THE WI* NESS: No, sir,
i

'
ji DR. LUEEKE: Sc= cone else docs?
*l
i
; THE WIT!TESS: in a sense I would force the con-
;
.

clicion upon himself,"
.

r
,

DR. LUEBKE: Somebody makes a decision.
,

.
'

i THE WITNESS: Yes. The manufacturer at that time.
1
i

: DR. LUEBKE: He has to admit that he has a |

3
fat.lty product?

g: , . THE WITNESS: It would have to be the manufacturer

ip at that time, keeping in mind that the title of the cash is
|

; i in the me.nufacturer,

i

DR. LUEEKE: All right. Thank you.p

CHAIRMAN MILLER: Any further questions?. f;I

MR. HOEFLING: Mr. Chairman, I have a few redirect
g.

questions, and I think Mr. Riley has some questions also.gg
'

.

CHAIRMAN MILLER: Mr. Riley.g,,

3f.fle 3g

21

2':

23

2i.

25

b[3 $0
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1 A wrb/agM CEJ.Irli?di MI' ER: We'll take our cfternoon recesl

r. ,J' about 16 .ninutes.

:
(P.cceE c. )

,

.

CPAIRMAN MILLER: Uc'11 be back on the record.

:.
C8

.

It. Riley?
*

,

Br !!R. RILEY:
.

O IL . McNeill, you dcfine as Worhing on a an=pling*
,

tanic thet is cubject to a quantitative translation comparei,
, ,

<

to 100 percent incpsetion. Could you relate your campling

bacic to 100 parcent inspection?

~

A Zt is not poscible to relate in the crat of
,

^

auditing, quality rccurance cuditing en that parameter that
,

' '

rey. It may be done when one ic sampling parte, hardwars,

1.
so many bolte cut of the whole population, buu when you'rc "-

.g

on an auditing basic, it ecnnot be done.
''

- .' h''

. O Iat us accum that the manufacturing time for .

-| :

~
;.-- .

ons of the cachs in quection is 10,000 hours. How much
* ,

4 a.e

,- f auditing tims could be assigned to that one cask?"
,

d( . Pe
*

;' A Thct depends upon the manpower cvailability at
"

:-
g on !'

" I. the tinc.
p -

O I

"i !!a O I raclize, but what ue would like ic a cense of-

,o

:|
-

~

~] quantitatively - ;

h i

-r :

j! A Ecy I ~
. i.

G May I continus the qucation? He would like cn
'

b.., e
"' ;

indication quantitatively of how much effort your depte. ment
' ,,,,

~' '(/ ,s*

! )
.. .
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e[

it abic to cring te b2 r upon its miccion. In other wordt,urb , ; g. ; : .
.,

!
, ar yat unscrettffed, overstaffedy Eisquetelv staffed?

A Could I answer that by pointing out that, for
ii
t.

ij er ..mple , racently as E}2LCO manufacturing hac been in the
ii

b praccsc of =nufacturing one cack, we have cpent four man-weeld.
I

at the manufacturing facility. That's concictent with the

' munfacturing cycle that occurred relatively recently at
|> ,

tl.a National Lnb - the I?L Industrioc.
,

* -

,

1

O Ccn we use 1GG hours or equivalent to four man-4

t

we.aks?
;
.

i IA Scy that again?4

:| 0 lity I une 150 mcn-hourc as equivalent to fou -
'

|I
r nc;-weekc?
,I

h 7. Certcinly.
it

'! O All right. !
,

t

How what is the actual number of man-hou c for j.

!

on of those LTLOO cccks, manufs.ctering tine? f
'

1

i
A Not being the manufactu: er, cir, I cannot anmrer'

,

.
-

r

j that question.

I

j Q Do you have en order of r.agnitude as to it?%
,

~

No, cir, beccuso the manufacturing has been eA
i
!

| rather dis ointed stop--suart effort.j
I

'

-
i , O Arc you awaro of the selling price to an
i
1

Applicant of: an UAC-1 cash, the current value?-

f _
A Ho ci . ._c

, - , , -(.)
u ,/ t,c j

i.,
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vrb.hqt; O You hcw not heard that it's of the crdor of

c quarter of r. million dolln:c?

IG. MO GARE": I want to objcet to the Z.nt of
I

~ cruesticning, the coct of the cash, I don't think, ic within
,

the -
'

MR. RILEY: Ehat I'Ir. trying to get io c Icbor

.

ficcre h re. If we cubtract the caterini cost and the profit.

cost, we can get c labor figure end an idea of how many
,
_

man-hours went into it.

'' C31.IRfGN MILLER: It scy be difficult, but we'll
i
r
; let you try.

t's.

- i BY MR. RILEY:

O Let's hypotheticclly cay that -
'

CHI.IRMAN MILLER: A hypothetical icn't going to,.

!

: r help us eo mr.ch. Can't you see if you can get a litt1c bit

.H
' !! ' tcre from . m entinate, et leact, from the witaccc?-

s
.

I,
t.

I. MR. RILEY: ife 'have. in the record that it ic.

: .

t

f { about a quarter of a million dollars.~P

'

F CIIAIIGIAN MILLER: Mhare do you go frc= there?
i-

20 . [ BY FR. RILEY:
'
-

1
n

. )-21 J Q Hevo you an idet of that the profit targin i
!

''L ! ' " involved ic? --
! .

Ei h IMc cir. .

1.

E" O there arc cir NLO-1 cache thct have emerged and

L i,: have been in carvics, is that correct?
,

, . , .

$

s.
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I
I

.

wrb/ cgm - ! A There are sin of that type cash in service ,

I

currently.

3 0 Pdght.

# A Ponding the order to - -

j

3 Q But momentarily 97uuuded?

'
) A True.

', Q Now you pointed out that ono defective cank was
I

3 I made prior to late-1974.
*
.

E A That's true.
|l ') O When was it first determined that it was defectival,

II A It had beon determined during the manufacturing

U process. The problem that the 1A cask has, as I perceive it

and understand:? he problem, there was an apparent void in the"I' t
,

!

t- lead, when the lead was poured in the annulus between the'

!!: inner shell and the outer shell of the cask.
!

1L There was some repair that was done at the time,g

!7 a repair that was sanctioned by both manufacturer and the

18 Licensoo, and that was to add additional copper plates to
,,

.

19 make up for the deficiency in the shielding.
~

' 20 Q h"nere were the copper plates addad?

'

2; A On ths outer shell, sir.

22 O on the noutron shinld, the outer shell?

hareferringtotheoutershellofthecask,23 A

24 not the outer shell of the neutron shield.

h 23 Q Which means that the neutron shic1d was thinner

g- . . . -s ,% ,

% v! { } }%
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vro/ ego 5 in thct region? The neutron shield is a 4.5 inch gap that

g ~

conti N borr.ted Etti-frecce solution.

A 'lu tha crtent thct the width of the copper platec'

.

- which I'm not surs what the width uns, I'm sure'it wac

~

approximately4/t, of an inch or loss. -
,

i

O ths cr.ch wac placed in service, yet within the

'

icet year it was withdre.m from service. What uns the bccir-

,

", for withdrawing it from service?
. !

'

A The bacis for withdrawal of that particular cack

"
var twofold,.in my understanding. But I would think that

j it would be Luct to put that question to thd Trar.coortatione

if . Branch people Tho did the v..*.thdrcual from servico.

7 f,f Q 7.n your judgment, can you say that the procass
.

er

M j;I as it was in place prior to late-1974 worked, if it did

>

: || indeed perr.it not one but three cacks to go into use without

j meeting the functional compliance standard?"

r.,

'3.080 17 : A Which proccer are you talking about, the inspection

10 [ procsss of tha.URC?
. . ,

.
.

,

if N O .rThat is right, ths inspoetion process.
i

ii i

20 i In other words, rc.gulation, in a broad sense.s

| !

21 | A Would you raphrasa your geontion age.in, plence? i
,

22 , ,1 It was rather long. ;

l .' ,

'

23 O Can ws concluds that the inspection procsss or. i

e

i
24 regulation failed vis-a-vic the operation of three non- ,

i
2F i corplianco ccake being pernitted to occur ever e period of

,

&*

* * *

u i
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e

wril 7 5 k se r.thirc like four yttars?5
h i

Fi vonld. not r:onclude that, sir. i
e

l'
O Would you give your reasons, sir?

.
i

! A Nmaaly, as I've ciready identified, that tho {
. !

! ncct-caaformence thet you're teihinc about unen a cash wac
f
D 16 mtified at the time of :mtnufacture, in us handled as a
.

. . i. nea-caniorcarco by the manufacturer which ehews t L the. .

- j quality acarranco program that is required by Appendi:: 2,
,
- .:

|| th :t was receirad b" tne san, was indeed in place and being
ti

! irulemnted by the manufacturer.

O That cack han subsequently been declared, in
;

|
-- p| cfdect, out of coz:pliance with the functional requirements.

|
] of the certification, is that correct?~

it

]I A You say functional requiremnta of the certifica-
.

I

i tion. I would .11':s you to clarify.
<

l

| 0 Yes. There are certain requiremnts with respect
i

j to uniformity of radiation fic1d specifying a given source.

Thore are die nsional requiracants with respect to freedom.
.

T sm' interference on insertion of the charge which is c

'

a defined masa and that sort of thing.'

A Given that I understand that the casks ere, you

l-. hnow, they have been pulled out of servico becc.use of failura

13 to ccGly with the certificato, yes.

2 O uc can say then thct the cask was used for four
_

.
years in a condition of not comolying with the certificate?

H 6/5 n .l
. 4

i u
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wrb./cg't * 117,. MI G.RPY: I object to that quectl.cn.

CTIAIFl:JE 12LLEh: Let n: ir:quirs, Ucc the. ensk

nulccquc?.tir pulled cut for non-camplianca in ucc. for four
.

yetrei

TIO WIONESS: I scn*t really addrosc thG Uc:: of '

" thc cc.ch. -

~

.

CEI.IRMIC MITr.ER: ITnct dc you use c cach of thic'

.

'

hii.6 for, what's its purpose, whtt's ice functics?
,
- ,

'

"HD WI'llT/:SS: It*c to chip spent fucir Cire

t Ct!JlRMTE FILLER: UAc it used to chip spent fucl

i during somt. pcMion of the fcur yonre prior to its bein:3

tekon out of service?
.

THE WITIIESS: I understand it han, but I really

M c not the bset person to ack cbout the use of the ccck.
4

L

f CIIAIRIGC FILTCR: You're the only one we have.
U

! Such ac you are, we must do with you.

''

Go ahead.
,

,

if BY MR. RILEY:
.

O CeE you cay in view of the fact that the cash
i
!* *.y /*

[ vhich was not in cenplianec and was used four yccrc repre-' -

p c. ,

E'i y scnted saticfactory operation of the regulation procccc e

,, , _ - . .-

- cc intended?
P. 4. . .

" IG MO GARI2: Mr. Chcircan, let ma juct note,

a

'" again my objc tion. The quection is p:emised upon the fact

that from the ente that the cash want into service that it

i "e'

h 67j;) i , u
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il i
U

in E !
!! 6cfectivi'rJtd hid ther. been used fer four yearE

-vat iu-b?e n
c
n

:i! de:ective cr.stc. Thzt har not been cotabliched, so : thinh
.,
l '

th- prctrise of the quention is fa.11acious.i

pI !

F( CI;LIIV~.N! ICLLI:R The witness can indicate
:

wh: ther that's .s fact, whe ther it's consthing he doenn't kncuM
!:

e

:|
or whether he kr.ous it isn't oo, we'll just let the witnessl'

;
'

li*

gisc uc the facts an he knowc them en that score.* '

s
it Let un answer ths question then this
|' TIE WITNI:SS:

.

I! the four ; year time period that the cack was in use,i uc. :
e

prrcunably in uce, it vcc not acknowledged by the LicenseeI E
! ;

11 b thLt ..t urs in c non-conforming condition.

The problen is that the repcir that was donc is
I
t~

;

di: forent from the certificate, particularly different from'

-

1

the drawingc rcferenced on the certificate. And the problen
i'

thc.t we have here in we have e repair condition that brought

thn cask cut of the cortificate condition, that it didn't'

r. lonk like the drawing after they put the copper plates on.

-
R However, the Licensee did not identify thic'

h to the Comission, he did not sec the need t o. De did not.

understand that ha was in non-co=pliance with the conditions,s
26

21 as I understand tho situation.

2^. BY HR. RILEY:

A= tha Licensee then is r link in the regelctory23 O

with the- and this would be in accord, I casrm ,
_ 2et pr ces:

regulationc - can you not scy that the regulatory procesc in2::
-

, ,.

)
f
|
4

e

e
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wra/agb? thic instance failed?,

'

E Agcin I'd say no, sir, because you know the ,

conaltions were ' ming handled in accordance with the orog an'.

I:
o,

,' thct had been established.

I' CHLIRM?R FTLTTR: He think that'e about ac far
'

i '.
,

(
'j as you could go without getting argunsntctivt. The factc,
'.

..

~. ' li. i think, cre clear of record.
f

li

'O LY MR. RILEY:
. ;

#
6 0 .To pa-t of the fin:0. incpection procese tinich
r!

iC' it
I|

you atP.ccted to in an exarapie you gave by U.S. testing,'

,
+ I,

y et cotera, is part of it concerned with the dimensional''

.- n
|

cc:mliance of +.hc interior of the ensk, the inner chamber''

D il which I think is of 1/2-inch or S/ff-inch steel, that those
h

k". 'I'
dimencions comply with the drawings?

I
'

IS
! A Yec. It ic not done necessarily at the fincl
,i

I6
'

manufacturing process, because that dimencion ic dete:ntined

17 long before that.

15 0 But therc would be a date of end of process
,

.

19 , established? i

E A Yes, sir. .

s
I

21 Q Is it trus that crong those three cashe nov
i
a

00 found i.n ncn-cou:pliance, that a problem was encountered in
|

03 {|
.

-

} insarting ths load, the basket inte the cash?
9
h

24 y A I'm not aware o* any problers of insertion of

h -
P

25 |f the fuel bunme into the cask.
h
F _.

. . ,

3 6/3 ,''
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?
.:
l'

wrb,'agle.:." ', O nre you familiar with the probleme encountered

with one of these casks in the Lacrosse Nuclear Station?
1

. A 12c, sir, i
1 --

|
0 I ra.ve here a document which is entitled, |

:i
"Inventicative Report Concerning Shipment of Radioactive

e

'| Mater:a1 by Darien Power Cooperative, Genoa, Wisconsin."
t
r.-

'i I will chow you this document and ask you if you
*

.

p .

>

it
1 are familiar with it..

.

14

?|
'

fIis

i.

T' |I
i

')
!

i.: ,

i

73

} .' s

a
1

1:3

1E !

l
.. -

. . . . -
hs ..

V.

. .
1b

,

.

. ' '

' 20

27

* > *,
_. eg

6

rI

L it
!!
,

O.u .'
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-
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i

WRE3L2 ebi ' I CHAIRMAN MILIIR: Has that been identified cc cr.

_ exhibi't?
.

ME. RILIPJ: That vill hav: to be identified cc

' CESG Mu=ber 9.+

CHAIFMAN MILLER: All right. Let's have it marked

6[ then.

r' (Whereupen, the document-

_

g 'i referred to uns marked
.

'

: ac CDSG Enhibit 9
::
.

So for identification.)
i

f CHAIRHAN MILLER: Describe it for the record so wee
~~ .,

Cg know what you're talking about.

$3 f MR. HOEFLING: Mr. Chaf man, I would object at

g [i this point to Mr. Riley'c effort to have the witness become
i

U familiar with this document. The witness has indicated hew
~n

it
, o- !!, is not familiar with it, and I don't really know what pur-. ,

;7 y pose wotild be served by having him become familiar with it

gg since his reason for being here is to testify to the '

.
~

| Commiccion'a program in the t.ron of cash inrpo::: tion.yg <

|
s 3 CHAIRMAN m mn I haven *t heard him say whether-

Ig; he's familiar with it or not. ?!e've just had it carhed for,

!u identification. We don't even know what it ic, so we'll!.m
i,

[ let him go forwcrd, at least to thct extent.
'

w. .

tt

!!

y You may anmmr. Are you familiar with the document?
'

THE P:ITNESS: No, sir. I thought I had ancwareig
,

h
n

f,f b/ .
,

f [i
..

.
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!

' N /es: th;t qucation before.'

: CEJU:FJ.iTC MILLER: I'n sorry, if you did I didn't
b

: } ntc.r rou.

I2 MR. ROISM7J : No, he did not, Mr. Chairman. He

i. sc: d he was not familiar with sece incident. The document

| anf the incident have not necessarily been related by any-
*

- - ont .
.

i

: L CHLIRMAN MILLER: That war ILy recollection, but I
0.

j oot.1d have been wrong.,

I

; ,1 At any rate, take e look at the document which has
i;; j nor been identified as CESG Er.hibit Number 9. You look at it.

d

g || Let me have a copy of it. Do you or.ly have one?

Ig I want to have it deceribed for the record so I
h,

; hnow itat Exhibit 9 is, first of all.

;",; ;h THE WITNESS: The document is entitled "Investi-
\

i

33| gativc Report Concarning Shipment of Radioactive Materio.1

g.. ; by Darien Power Cooperative." There is no date on it. And

it har an addenda en the last two pages that co::: parises three,

i
*

.

;; pag es, a total.of five pages.

CHAIRNAN MILLER: Thank yo-.s g ,

3; Now have you seen that document before or can you

identify it, sir?,,

TEE WITHESS: No, cir, I've not sacn that documentg

before.

CEAIRMAN NILLER: Now then, let me inquire:

, . , ,.-
), .I )

|
.
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,

WRB/eb3 ! What's the nature of the document and sinat is its
; relctionship to your interrogation of the vitness?

: ! MR. RILEY: It is en inspection report which ic
5.

4 !- cn attachment to c Nuclear Regulatory Coscission document ,

I -

ri which I now would like to introduce into the record, and I
I

;[ Will identify it ac CESG Number 10.
|

7 CHAIRMAN MILLP-R: And what is CEEG Number 10 for

e identification? '

li.
~

gi MR. RIIEY: It is titled "U. S. Nuclecr Regulatory
'

n r'nmission - Office of Inspection and Enforcement - Region

7g Number III - Report Number 50-409/79-06 - Dochet Number
'
,

!
.

12 50-409 - Licence Nunber DPR--45 - Licensee: Darien Power |
i.

. !
9~. Cooperative, 2650 East Avenuc, South Lacrosse, Wisconsin." '

l

h And the title, under "Purther Information" on the document,g
e

!g which is eigned by Inspector Ridgeway and approvod by R. F.

g Warnock, Chief for Reactor Project Section Humber 2, dated
!

April 20, 1979, ic " Inspection Summary." 4

g

18 And it ic my under=Whg thht the d~ xtent that
~

.
.~ '

I introduced as CESG Hue.ber 9 is that Irvestigative report.g , j
6

]
Im Wm And what does that hcve to do '

.. 20
,

'

21 with this witnees' inta w.ation? '
.

ME. RILEY: It has to do with inspections of this3
' type of cast, presu=nbly one of the three defective onee in '

a,,,,

i

i which it was found there were diuencional non-conformities,,

a .
,

or irregulcrities inside the cash. And it relatet of course
i

.,

, ,

f
~

[) ! D'/ 1 1 /..

i i O
'
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G :%o, :.c c - line of qucctioning chout hoe: the dimensienti ir teg--ity

ef the cach is evclucted cLi confirresd.
@

>

CE*JFJrJI MILLET.: Wa*1, n ':.1 here cc' find out if

thie cinnucc hac :ny knouludge.

(Whererpen, the documen

.; rcferred to vac mr.rked,

cc CESG Exhibit 10.

.

for identificef.icn.)-

.
~

CILt.IRMAN HILLER: Wh.'.t was your objection,,.

,

Mr. Hoefling?-
'

I

- - ME. HOEPLING: I'm objecting uhut the witnem: ic'

- tr.fcmiliar with the dor.=aante, and that thic inquiry ic not

rcitited to hic purpose in being hcre, which is to describe'
,

,

' One typen of activitice reintod to ceck inspection which

': the Oc=miscion conduc'c.c

, , " CEAIRMAN MILLER: You I:ay inquire, Mr. Riley,

h to whct e:: tent it it within thic uitness' knowlcige, respon-

I' cihility and the like insofe. oc the di::.ensions.1 probls #
,

.

" concerned, or matterc of that 1-lnd. Mc'11 find out firct,

.

h what the state of the witaces' knowledge is, before you go.,,- - ,

[ too deeply into it.
v

You may ask.'

7

M BY MR. RILEY:.,

..s

[ Q Ere you familinr with "he content of eithara
.-

I

! CEGG Nur*wr S or Ntrr.ber 10?

4

/ ' "." ,,

I s | g i

v
..
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!

WRE, a u 5 A S c ,, sir. .

t
,

!-

'

FR. RITII: I don t .hinc we can proceed then,

'i ,

- 11: C_1airmt . !
_| s'

I

- CRt_IRMhN HIIJ.IR: Apparently not. He cpparently {

de :nn't heve. ::he in#c: .nat< nn that you seek.

EY HE. RIIJ"Z:
,

'

0 l'r. M::Heill, in tcrne cf your jcb function in tne |. _

. .,

I
lir : lea:- F.cr. lf.to_"I Cosniscien, usuld onc not orpact that youi i

:.
.
~

'

w:..ld be faniliar with such matcriti in the nor=cl courrie of
.

ye ar .< rk, conmunication about c cask problem, the same type
6

of cask at aLether facility?
.

-
,

,1 (

h Sir, did I do not - or have no awcrancac of the
3

t

'l
.

cc '. tents of those raports, I cannot anm;cr that questiong
. . . _
_

d; i:

assin.,

.. y
1 .

-

ij Q F.ould it help you to again inspect CESG Uu' ber 10 '

1
.

j tc decide if it is c valid agoney document?.

?

C19.!RMMi 12LIIP.: Yes, you zr.ay show it to the.g

wi:nosc.,,
w

.
~

Er. McNeill, you may e.:: amine those exhibito andg
,

,, 23 , sr.;isfy yceself as to what they are at any rate, and lot
I

us know whether cr not it's within the scope of any of your;

*e;poncibilities, knowledge, information,and the like. We'll
-,

I lc :ve it to your judgment, but we want you to tell us how-
ca i

f
| it fits, if it does fit, within your own arca of either.

u

'S re monsibility or info mttion that one could rcesonably I
.

*1:3 i
i
i

i

!
~ sev iO/_ i,/ i

.i 1

.
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WFI/eb5 . orpect you to have.

_ TE WICUESS: 11ould ycu like tc take c break hare?

2 CIUlRMhE MILLEE: 'le t. . Ecw about ten ninutes,

"

or fivo7"

9

TEE WICNESS: Preferably ton cir.
- '

e

CEi.IR'~IAN MILLER: All right."

.
~ (Recoss. )

.

,

p

6
-

4

? **

e b

*%
6

'. 7 |
1

l'
f

13 '
,

e9

,,

. .:om
g

ji
'
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n ,

s. ~,r ;t
c

t

.

.

l'

19 I
.

| t
-;

20 - !s
I
-

,

21 i I
t :

i
,

no , ss.~ !I i

f|
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l. : i
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I
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h
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4 TiTt- :p: CLA.IRMM MILLER: On the record.
i
e

I.E. EDISMAN: Mr. Chairma.n, we have discussed the

cut:: tion of the cotiore to strika. As I understand it,

Mr. McGarry and Mr. Hetchen are amen 2ble to the proccas by i'
>

vhi;h I will file within a week the motions to strike that I

rot d .aave o ha:xise presented orally here based upon whatever

< he sa'2e legs.1 standard would have been if you had not ruled*

:he adniscibility of -- otherwise ruled en the admissibilityon
.

of :he evidenece Tney will respond under tha rules for resoont t

to Itobionc, i hatever those times are that are specified in the

: JJ is. And that will be the end of it, unless I make a
,,

'
"

recaest which you would then have to rule on under the rules
ar

L.
for an opportunity to reply.'

.

CKh!RMAN MILLER: All right. We'll construc that
.

t

I te he a sticulation.i;
)
a

.I !s that agreed to by all counsel *?

I
MR., MO GARRY: Yoc, cir. , . ,;;

!

CIIAIRMAN MILLER: It vill be so indicated in the
.

. i
8 .6

e

il record.

I

y ; #nat's next.'

II
;| MR. KETCHEN: Maybe we should hear from Mr. Riley

|[ on a similar request he may have.,;,

!!

Ij CHAIRMTdN MILLER: Mr., Rile:y.r. t

.

'b, MR. RILEY: At this tine I'm not in a position to
.t 1-

1-

L'

!! make a sir.:ilar rec esct. Might I res?.rve the right to usa e<
- i;

ti
N

8 1 iu ,,?
le )/ ) I i I .

t.
I.
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i.

W L Arb: cor escencinc nrocecurc ir on re-examining the transcript, !
''

e
i>

wi :h ! do nn. I have, I find myself in a similar position to<

1

Rolsa.an?c. <
.

'f

; CI1IRfU.E !! ILLER: Yes. In other words, you Vil3

i"i mal . wr.atever rnc ;ons you deem appropriate, and counsel vill
J

hat t the time previded by the rulec, and you wish te respondjt

i
; approp riately in that what you have in mind?*

,
el

'
!!n. RILEY: Yes.t

. |

MR. K2'"OEEU : I have one reservation.. With
't

j Mr. Roisman I had the sense that this would happen within ad

..

! wecx and then we would respond very promptly. I would like

| ma3oc the same indication from Mr. Riley,

i CHhIPFJdi MILLER: Well I think we'll do it; except

we've got to be fair. Now we are loaning a copy of thei,.

!i

il trtnscript, one of the Board merc.Lern, to Mr. Roisman, which
I

! ! think neceasarily is a cogent part of his week. view ara.

I
;

j, yot going to make available for the use of 10. Riley one

:c set of the transcripts? If so, we'll have the same rule.
- ,

j If not, we'll have to think about it,

s ? We sacrificed. Now let's see if the Staff is

- prepcred to sacrifice.
,

If counsel can provide copies of the transcript1,

,j j we will ask Mr. Riley to observe the same time period, one,

-

week from the time he receives the copies of the transcript,
3

h MRc KETCHEN: I'm hesitating because it's really
7

.m
3 .. ,

L 6/3 ui '



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

E

'

i
9

3806 i

I
L

-

t

GtLb.. 2 | 'n impositica. There is the Public Document Room cvailabic
,

' ters in Chcr.'cete cnd elsewhere. !,
,

rould agree to culmit copies of the transcript is.

wh.4.ch deal with the maverial that has not been admitted into

evidence, which is basically Staff - the part of the hearing
,

!couring the e:iibits after Ftcff Exhibit No. '. 2 , I believe.
7

'
.

And tha t vould-~ And if that's agreechle I could do thc.t- ,

1

?!n. RILEY: I would have no problem on thato :
.

! i

crG_IRMAN MILLER: All right. }s
h ;

MR. KETCIEN: We, cf course, truld regcrd this as fi
"

h
. .

+. '
- a loan he trauld like to get them back.,

- CHAIRMAN MILLER: In that event the Stcff will
I

;

O mthe the transcript described, Mr. Riley says that will be<

g
d

; agreeable to hian. We will therefore give Mr. Riley the same I

i

|| opportu:lity, and ask that he file within one week of the time1.
F |

J . he receives the copies.
I

I Agreed?
,

. 5, MR. RILEY: Yes.
.

;g CHAIRMAN MILLER: It is so stipulated.

'
y, Anything else?

Are we through with the witness, not??g

MR. RILEY: No.2?

CHAIRMAN MILLER: He doecn't have to sit here ifg.,

| you don't have nny merc questions for him.
~

2t
l

MR. RILEY: No , sir..

u..

i

4,-7

! 6/3 Ii <-
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WRB/wb4 I! THE WITNESS: I thought I had a little task before:

4 I left.

'' *|
CHAIR!GE VJLLER: You were rending something,-

B

4 weren't you?

E THE WITNESS: Yes.
:

E CEAIRMAN MILLER: All right. Proceed. '

* 7 BY MR. RILEY:. i

E I O Mr. '4.cNeill, normally in the course of you' wc k
. j

'
f would such documente cross your deck?,

a

!
10 A No,Eir. I see no need to.

|
-,

With the Chairman's permission, may I deceribe11 *

12 | the documents and cicborate on their content?
i
t

!! ! CHAIRMAN MILLER: Well, first of all describe i

,

14 them. And, aince you doa't see them, lot's find out what

15 you know about their contents. Give us a description.

16 Yes, we'd like that for the record. ,

i

17 THE WITIESS: CESG No. 10 in what we ecli a
i

18 sta W M inspection report. CESG No. 9 is an invaatiactive i
.- !

to report to an allegation. They are 4Mmd redundant. And, a

i

20 indeed, one was the attach >mt to the report. Tbc investiga-*
:

If tive report was probably an attar h ant. It ic not en unco:nmon
t

| practice in our cffice file systemI2

23 ; The report, I uculd like to point out, cince it

2c involves a con crn that the State had, is c.n increction of,
i;

2= !! if I can road the stametry-
.

*
y ,

i U/; ia !
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i !

I4011, do you know anything about!!

Mnk/t.J CHAIRMA?? MILLER:
!
,

it ec=e within the secpe of your responsibilitiebth. . .< , cr dos.:
,

"IIE WITiiESE: fic.y I clabore te juct a little bit?
,

i C2AIRMAM MITJPR: 'le m, But I don't want to get
i
r

[ inr3 it unles.= you're going to go all the way. Don't dip your
.- ; I

h toc ir. it and then have to pull bach when we cuart asking you |
l

questions. That's what I'm really t ying to find out..

-

THE WITNESE: One of the concerns the State had
% ,

!
war , that happens after my inspections at the fabricaters.

g.

I t, CHAIRMAN MILLER: You'rc getting warm. Go ahead.
!

THE RITNESS: This inspection report is an example
;

i

; of what happens aft'erwards. We do indeed have people who go
,

1

i out and inspect the use of the casks.
.

I CHAIRMAN MILLER: You may tell Mr. Riley about it.
4 . I

it
i ??e think he's entitled to know. Go ahead.

2a

e

M e

= aa
e

-

s
23

21

1>
._.

.

9. , ;

, E. .

$

.
e' !

f / i 'l 7

i. |Ui J tJs
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i

'' FITNESS MO IEILL: This ic # . deed what thi.s report
!'
'

: it, chout. It is a report about the inspection of the use of

'

the cash at Dairyland Power Cooperative, I,aCrosse reac.or cite.~

The dimensional proble:r. you're referring to was:

!' that the canisters which cre used incide tha caske, which are

or:sidst generally, the scope of the cack manufacturers, by

.
- the way, were too big,. Jed, as pointed out in the invectiga-

,

tivt report, tlut's hardly a safety-significant item, when
.
'

[ you can't ;nc the lid on. -
.3

1

R' Now, on the basic of the conclusion of tho reportr

I
. , . I sec no need why I would ever have to be aware of the

2 report. It would be totally useless informatien.3

e,,
,

,;; |. BY MR. RII2Y: '

t ." [ Q Now, Mr. McNeill, in one instance the backet wee
\ -

g too long, cnd in the other the interior of the cask did not !
:

.c| permit unhindored insertion of the basket?:

;;' A No, sir. They're talking about insertion of the
'

. fuel assemblies into the bachot.
nf.' ,

::. : CHAIRHAN HILLER: Refer to the portion that Mr.
}

pa f Riley 10 aching about.,

:: ,

!. TE WITNESS: The basket in the NAC-lD was+
-.

,

t
;; ; punned to one cide, or bowed slightly.

i.
i Hay I go back to the beginning cf that sentence?

'

,

I:
"The basket " It s not referring to the interior8. i.

.

(g 3 of the ench, cir. That is the portion thee yac ro talkinga

,

, y 1 e ',

O/3 i c'
.
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t

f about, r:.ght?'

!I I
Lr t'Y MR. RICY:

L
; h 0 That is the pcfdon I'm talhing chout. |

| Ic there so=e means of interoffice communication !j4

t | whereby there would ecce to your attention the facts thnt did -

.

a ;

Ie ( bear on the cash, ac d ntincruished fror. the basket?
'!

'A Yoa, cir.*

, ,
i3

I

( ; O Are you familier, then, with the deficiencier in |
;

., ,

'the other tko NAC-1 caska?
,

| -

'

A Yes, I am aware of some deficiencies that are-

I-

i

still under review, sad I don't think it's appropriate to '
<

;
!

" t

.g !j refor to them nocoscarily ac deficiencies. |
1

i CHAIRMAN MILLER: How would you chara charize them? i.:
~

D

!! THE FITNESS: They"re disc: epancies from the

h.;

y drawing at this time. I, y-

! ,' Ci\IRMAN MILLER: Please call them discrepancies !,

' t; i
n
F, it: tha drawing then, and you may inquire. ,

' O ,

U BY HR. RILEY: 1

.c- 1 !c
.

i
*

O Phat is the nature of these discrepancies? '
e .

' A There ic an ovality condition and a bowed ;30
L !

i' condition.
..

,

.,, !! O The second condition?
~ ||.

., ,

.,,, [i A A bow. ,

;~

n,, ,.

I! O Doac bow mecn that the inside of the cask is not ,

. ,n, ;,,

O ker==ee=ic=1tothe=mehe=ie? ,,c
u.

-

.
,

; ,r
U s, _) 1 ( Je ,.

'
I' ,

i
a.
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A 'Ihat's true.

. O Uould that not interfere with the insertion of n

'

propcrly di:nncioned bachet?

'
A lio, cir. Tno amount of bow is not sufficient to

provide interference with tlw baskat.

.

"
: O Oculd you give us an idan of the o & r of

s

magnitude of the bow?-
,

*
i.

.
A The appro~iento clacranco betwocn the backat and

.

,

tno I.D. of the cash 10 a half inch., The amount of differences

'
: wc*rc talking about in bou ic in ths neighborhood of about

100 mille,. 10
3

,3 0 .10 inchos?
' A Over drawing tolerancos, yes, sir. Mcybe 150;

!'
. i MR. RILUY: That co=pleton ny questions. Tha.ik

!

! you, Mr. McNeill.
,

. CIIAIIUEN V. ILLER: Any thing further from the.;

,

witness?. . , ,
''

.

g }; MR. HOEFLING: Yes, Mr. Chairman.
."

'

CHAIPSAN MILLER: Procosd.;g

REDIRDCT EXAVINATIONs y ;

!;
.

E BY MR. HOZFLIUG:
. . . [..

o

--[ Q !!r. McNeil.1, with regard to the manufacture of. , -
i.

.

the casks, is the manufacturer roccired to have a qualityg
:

anacrcaca progran?,,,
>

n Yass . TnE Canufcetu:Or iE required by Part 71,.,,
.

;

,

y m - 3 !)
!

0 / ]j i ,_ o.
.
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: ! Apper: din E.
;

'

i

1 '' Prio::- to the cristence of Part 71, Appendin u, it i

t.

;, we,s still required, an in the ccas with the NAC cask, by the i"

ii !

4 !' machanier. of the Safety Analvcis ncporto !
U |

'
| 0 Now, in the licences requirad to have a quality

|,.

6 a_ strance p: ogran?

;

,
'I ; A res. Yac samt Safety Analycis Report details the

I i
B licensee's cuality acsurance program. As e matter of fact,

s ! '

I the reanuft cturer's quality assurance program also detailed |
1 !

.0 t out the role of U. S. Testing. .

i
: !
t 0 How, would the licanoson' quality assurance..

12 procram c:.11 for auditing of the manufacturer?

13 ; A Something just clicked in the back of my head. !

! !
| May I go b2ch to the last question and correct ien

'

!
t 1

something? I said the Safety Analysis Report. It's addendas {is ;

;6 to'the Cortificate of Compliance that have that information,

..g._ such as the Excelco quality assurance program, U. S. Testing,,

18 and the NAC quality assurance program.
'

.

is 0 Thank you.

,, ?0 The pending question is: Would the licensee's

:

31 quality accurance prcgram call for auditing of the manuf ac-- |

22 turers? I

i

23 A Yes, indeed, it does. |

|
y 0 Mew, does the NRC practice a program of periodic !

25 audits of either the licensee or the manufacturor?

.n, ,

,

b/J tc/
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4 e.2 5
.

Welic do not particularly auf.it the licenseas.A-

e check on the quality effort
I do audit the manufacturerc at

!I of the licensee,

'! O Fine.
.

How, I want to go to the eituation where we have?,

trhat is -- vall. let us call it a repair situation of a cash.C

', -L -A All right.

Would the repair of the cash bc the subject of aEI O

r (p quclit1 assurance program?

E A cortainly.

i Wedd thct progrcm call for auditing of the repair
i s -- 0

5. activitico?

A It ttccid most certainly.;a
One of the criterions of App *M:: E is titled'

;;

v

y [ Non-Conformancos, and another criterion as Corrective Action.

I
m t' Between those two it would detail cut such things as we

i
'

mentioned before, identification of the dicperition of the.-
. . .

catt, condition, to rework it, to repcir it, er accept as ic.dg
t.-

3 C Har, if the repair were performed by a group

other than the 11cancreo, would the licenses be required to- y
4

have e quality assuranco program in p1=_ce to cover thctg

repair L:tivity c>nducted by, lot's cay, e subcontractor?=

3 j A Certcinly. There vodd be a quality assuranca

p.. pro,g cm establiched to pacc on the applier.bic. c1cmente of
t
' Appen61:: E, so that thosc 6oing the ropcir would have t.

.u. ,

e
- , - . 4 q-

*

Vggs Gm',sM':.$.Ag



i

!, 381-: j
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requirement to meet Appendir E, in whole or in parte i'

!

i
,

<

! "nc rsprir activity itccif, wculd again, much like ,'

1 I
i '

5 the manufacturing, be dene by someone with an established.

i t

| grality program. The procurement activitics, the curveillancep'
-

i
I i'

9

L wecid clso be donc by the licenses. ;

i

Q Nov, if the disposition cf a problem cack is to j( ,
i

!i
. -! ute nu it, who within dts NEC, if you knov would cpprove of !

7 e*
:
.

f
I

L i that dispecition? I
-

I. ;
i

Ir I A In that casc, the licenec would hevc to be
i

I
i

C amended, 'ftw liconsea would cddreas this quection to the ,

) ;
.

1 Transportetion Branch. They'd say wo no longer hcve 'X"
.

,

.2 amount of chisiding, or senething like ths.t, identify that

as en amendment to their license, where they said they had i
.2

' .c cancthing else.

And thic condition wenid be reviewed by the !e
, ,

1
,

.e Transportation Branch,. and either accepted or rejected by |
I

7 ! ther:. ,

i
f s
'

a C Ocn you tell us what, if you know, what tha j
i,

,

.

'
.

banis of their review would be, the types of information,
. i

I

no if you kncu? |'
1

!

A Their review would be much like the review that3 ,

they do with an origin:1 cash application. They would look
4.2

,

I

|
at it strucenrelly, they would look et it radiologically j.3

and things liho thet, keeping in mind the cromisen thct they I
;g

mcct citrayc work with ct protecting the health cud safaty ;e

)
7 1 RQ

n [1/ J t'/
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| of the public.
.
'

I:R. DOE!*LINC-: That's all I have, Pz. Chr.inaan..

3
-

.

b
{ OJAIRMMI MILLEE: Any further questions?

,

'

MR. RILEI: A little recrocs, Fr. Chairman?,;

OEAIRMTJi KILLER: Yet.'

7

RECROSS-EXAMINATION4, i
i
i

, .| DY MR. RILEY:
'

t

7. " O Kny is the sort of review on a ropeir operation

'

not done on a sampling basis es the manufacturing is?*

,

e

A Corld you rephrase that question once again?

. [ Q Yes. Why isn't the inspection process on repair
. ,

, b jobs done on the sampling bacia that cash manufacture is
.a. j,

h donc7 Uc found out that we didn't have 100 porcont' inspection;
,,

p.x

h . [ there, and if I interpret your rem =rk correctly you're saying

" you do havn 100 porcent inspection on repair work. And I'm
,,

..

st?ing why not on a sampling basis?1

n :i
(

!; A I did not, to the best of my knowledge, nor did j.,

- il

I mean to inply cuch, that we vould incpeo: repairs 100"

m ,

,
. i* *

percont.,

E '

i

i O Thank you. '

. , ,s . .u :
i

|j A Doec that enswer your quertion?
, , . .
.: -

MR. RILEY: It does.'

22 :

l' CHAIPy_AN MILLER: Anything further? Very well,

you may be excused, Mr. McNeill.
L :

.

i. MR. ECE7LINGr Mr. Chairman,. ncy I raise a
T L,

matter?,.

!

1. - ,,, 3

O/3 i - U
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i counnol firste Who virhee tc, be heard?
I .

I
E : MR. ROISMAN: UclI, it. Chairman, let me make ,

i i

| clccr what ry position is on thic:2

i
I

Mumber 1, if the Secff providsu us with the'
- i

I
i

! I infornction the or.ly person ut the Nctural Resourciss ,

e

f
C j Defense Council that will lock at it undar any agreement such

i

as this will be myself. Dec. Geffenn and Tacplin, who would^

'. i
.

:

!

E be the enec who would have to anclyze it, would not do so
j ,

,
*

:

| until such time: as they could see it unrestrained.E

'

L i So that its early receipt by us would enable ma i

! -

1 to lock at in, but I would not be'able to consult with my
'

arperts. That might maan that ct the time of the hearingl -

!

O" if the issue came up the von firct day, as we propose it to, !

!
te accom:nodate Mr. Wilson, I might want to take the issue'

;;

, t

; j back up agcin in c day or two after my people have had a .

[ chaneo to 1cck at it.

I

I've not worked out when the 30 days might erpire. .n

I

e Number two, it is my underctanding that if the !
,

.

lj
g9 30 day ntcy crpiros without it having been reinstituted by :

,

i !

ne ! a higher board or by this Board, that the document in ny+

|

'1 hands would i n diately boccme a publicly available document ,

.

g th t I could show to my witnesses, cnd that I am not agreeing >

!
l 6

3i to some de facto extencion of the ctay beyond the 30 days

i

Mi the Board han grantch ebsent the Stcff getting somebody cine ,

h to give them more of c ctay.43
,

!
'

!

d 'j yd
;- . 9
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es! 10 [
l' Tnird, I just vert te note thct I hr.ve net looked

!g ct thc recrclations, so I don't kneu rhat the rules crc that
c

: h c.re appliccble hers. The Bocrd, as I understanf its ruling,

har ncither granted an interlocuto:.1 cppeal, nor cortified the'-

o
a

f [ question. It'c left that as an incue th t the Stcff would
L
1

Ci have. to fight out fer itself.
r

7h I don't knov what, if any, time limits cre-

,

!!

E eppli able to thc Staff taking en appeal from the Board *E
. 1

5 ; crdor, but I would juct note on c non legal basis rf objection
:

if !- to the Staff waiting until the end of the 30-def poried to
i

:' !! file try piccas of paper uith regard to it. I think it would

;; do tre things if they did that:
U

:1 f onc it might for=c me, et the very ' h that I'me
't

[i trying to be ready for the hscring on the 10th, to Elso bet

.e

il
0 trying co respond to a motion and, two, it would see:n cimoct
h

I certainly to postpone the conclusion of the hoarings well

i

3 n beyond the wock of tho 10th.
I

i;e It would be of hope thet the Staff would move '

i.

!-

i almost h *dictoly upon its return to Washington cither to;p

S 2, file en appeal, or to notify the parties that it wcs not
!

n i going to file an appeal, and that the Board could diocolve
:

! the stcy.-2

m CEAIRIGN MILLER: Mr. McGarry?c
i

;y, MR. *@ GARRY: I thinh counsel have cummed up ou

understcnding of tbs situation, Mr. Chairman.4.g

.

G

sn
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.

-f CLIR!'W MILLEE: Pr Wilcon?

ML WILSOK That cruenticily is our underctrading
i

. .

tco, Mr. Chai man. He uould also concur in the effort to'

hcVe the Stc?f notify us, one way or the otho , at soon cc-
,
;

- |. pt:ssible of their 6ccicion on how to procced.;
J
1:

-[ At the preceeding in Septcmber we'ra going to maha-
~

I evm; cfferu to have ct least another half a day, if at :- -

,

all possible, available if need be. So I could leave so:notinn.:-

. ,
*

i : tb5, middle of Tuesduy and still get back into columbia in
.,

i !
i time to ecke my other co=mitments.i

i,

In the msantime, wc*re perftetly amenable to
,

I
1

2 II t cating this material in a confidantial manner. .My technical.
e.

h

[
assistant cnd the other me=bors of the Dopartment of Bealth4

I .
t

/ : and Environmantal Control in the State, the Radiclogical
i ,

! i

E ,! Hstalth Division which is concerned with this, we consider

I

C j them bound through my office in this rescoct, and esrtain

? | m?mbers of that?ctaff would be reviewing it too, but they
::

E h, would certainly treat it in the came r.anner of confidentiality.
I,

.

a
L" that we have agreed to here.

|
* "O CHAIRMAN MILLER: Mr. Riley?

'
HE. RILEY: We would hava no difficulty in''

I,
p. : accepting the propoccl. It would not go beyond myself until

e

f ,

.2 P the stay on confidenticlity une released. W3 would join with i"

i

:4 Mr. Reisman in exproccing a desire for an en-ly decision

"
.5 by the Staff on whether or not it would appeal, and notifica-

a

y tien of the pcrties of their action.

U
"

613 1%
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C./c~ J.r ("'he Board conferring.)'

CIii.IR!EE MILLER: Well, thn Eocrd hac cGruninly rc.

ch5cction inasmuch en Conneci and the parties hcva screed

'o receive this enterici upon c confidentici bacir uhich hacc-

,

- been described and .7 bcliovc culpulated to by rll Counnal

. and cil pa--tico. As far as the Board ic concerned, ve would'"

,

- ' ,; prefer not tc have, it filed bacause we don't really need it.
..

I

L" We'6 nrefer not to have it filed until the matter of M
'

I
:= ? camera er non- g cancrn proceedings ic dctcrnined which won't.

!!
6.

t handiccp anyono boccucc the STnff will be free. to take their'-

n
u'

; cppeal. And we would want it to be coaled and rc:.ain accled
H,

' || until the natter is disposed of one way or the other.,

O
la I

Eut the Board wishes to indicato its pocition in
'

;2 y!
! .

, || the matter. We don't wish to have anything filed with us i

a
u -

!-h until -- if it'c in c.=racre or subject to any inhibitionc
l

<q U upon the Board for use of it.
'p -

;
o
li MR. HC GARRY: Mr. Chaircan, as I underctand it,, ,

*
!|

Dmj that would not prohibit the Staff to serve it on the partiesi

: l-
y. '! or provida it to the pertics?

!

I:
U CHAIRMAli MTTJ2R: Thnt's correct. Staff and the~

3 c. p
.

I

g [3 parties are free to do as they have agroad and stipulated.
.

And you're on your own in that respcot. We're cortain you. ,,

t,
~

', will cll heed the limitation that you htve impocad upon your-,

.

selves, but it in not Board action. The Board hac, however, '
e ,< t

no objection.'

7
.

,-- . , 36|3 iaJ-
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CL/ r,2 : I think that's prebsbly all that you require of
i

| the Daard, is it not, ct thin timei You've been requasted,
i.
!- i

nn I'm sure it's your cun in .entic:., cs fcr as the Staff ic
!3q
'

!!
4 t ccacerne6, to seek an early determin: tion or at least some

i

3 action, whatever the Staff decicio.1 is, in order to accommo-

fl
; j dr.de the parties.

!
y| Cur stay was for 30 days. We think thru expirec.

. i

i| on September 6th, scatewhtt in advance of the September|2

.

) rc.suption of the hearing, therchy giving time for everyone

to de. ermine what he or ehe wishes to do.;

; Anything further? Or does thic poco problema for

3- ! any of youi>
I
,

; All right. We'll concider than that that tahea

4 care of the status at the moment of the transporation muttars

and you will keep ecch other and the Bocrd informed I'm sure..-

!

3 Is there anything else that you want to take up
i

nor at this tir.e?,

:
'

ER. EETC E : Yes, sir. I think it's an appre-'
s
> ,

. i

~

printo time to mention a corollcry catter that comen to mind
,,

which is we are going,according to tho etipulation, around
, g

September 4th on this physical security plan natter, ifnich

is different, the phycical security plan at McGuire.,m,

We're going te have the report completed, as Ig

understand it, based on everything I've said in that etipule-..
&>

tien. However, we haven't faced the problem in that netter,.

a

'l
i t 'y , ,,

d U/J isU
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CLL*cb3 there are no contentionc. The partice want to looh at the

phycical cac city report that we're going te fils. Thtt'c

' probnbly going to ba difforent than the physical secu-ity

picn. In otner wordc, it, too, will crette probleuc with

confidentiality.,

,

I juct t,.T.nt to cention that to the Bacrd. Therc'c
,

L no problon yet becauce we haven't the report. And I don't.

i-

;O know whether anyone wante to talk abcut it et the hearing

!.
*

[ or not at this point. But I don't think it's premature tc
o

1: I rcino it. I just want to indicate that it could create r

h probier. in the future.
,

l.

,,
DR. LUEBI"J.: I'd like to at.h,18 . Hetchan, in thic

,

a matter in controvercy?'

,,

E

qi MR. KETCE: Not at the precont time. But basc5
4

on thin;n I've heard, it could come up et some time., . -

.

,,I CHAIRIthE MILLER: Ucll, that is c ceparate and.,

i-
7, ; distinct matter covered by c::isting regule.tions and those .

e

matters have been adjudicated by the Appeal Board, hcVe theyp

m' not?
i.

MR. KETCHEN: Yoc, cir., , , , ,

*
a
4

CEAIRMLN MILLER: So ve have an outline crocciure, . -

as -

thct you're all familicr with and that doea not i=pi. 3 in
.

.

any way upon th's othcr matter which is sub judice.p
'

.. MR. KETCEDi: No, cir, it doesn't.
o:

.

. CEAIEMAN MILLER: Thank you.

.

I:

r . '/ j '' 7

[ h/J i vi i

..
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1

Docc anvene have any problen.or question regardingW n',/ ;t 4 '

t i plant sc:::ity rhct tr. Zetchan hac tJ.orted us tol !
'

.

I

i (No responce.) |

I tcke it that will proceed than on course, and,

i ne probicm is anticiptted. And if the matter ic filed, you'll

1
; tcl.e appropriate cetion and we'll be convening for the week
>

!, of September 10th in Washinaton, D. C., that is to say in-

-

Bot.hasds where the offices are located on the fifth floor
.i

. .I

l of the East '.iest Towers which is the courtroom that's4
r

!

| chcred by the Licensing Board and the Appeal Board that you,j

|
, are all familiar with.<

Is therc anything further?: 3

] MR. KETCHEm res, sir. We would like to recallt

<-i Mr. Spitalny to the witnese ctand to respond to Mr. Raisman's
i
,

question achd yesterday about, I believe, s.-hen would the..
,

i

j date hcve been to make a decision about poison racks.
.

|| CHAIIu:AN MILLER: All right, Mr. Spitalny. Would;
u

I
;3' you ecme forward, pleace?

- i

!

y3 Whereupon,

,, g
- BRETT S. SPITAI2N

rerumed the stand on behalf of the Regulatory St2.ff and,2-

;, | hacing bacn previously duly strorn, was nrm 4ned and toctified

further as follows:'

a, j
i
*

ME. KETCHEN: Mr. Spitalny alao has a package
;.

fH
of accumento-uith him. I'll -Just go chead and indicate to'

, . . .
c: :

'

..

$

q .

|
..

6,/j. i s., ,u
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:

Tz.2feba the Boa-d that he ir also up there in reeponse to Mr. Fr,icrit.n's

. requo.: c. bout c- ocr-er.cmir.ation on the I'rcedon of Infornexion'

I' Act cnteria.ls thz.: Mr. Rois:re r. obtained fro:n the Stcf f.

4 on that issue, the Staff hec recclied hita ovc

I" objection. Uc think it's inappropricte, br.ned on the earlier

grounin. but over that objection, he is there.r ,

, r We ctte=pred to contact Mr. Glenn. I wasn't

: awsre personally thct he had been rele sod to go to ts.he ccre'

. '

of other bucinoss cnd then to return to Washington Stcte,
_s

B

t

;j and he got nucy from me, end vo're etter.rpting to get head

hin off at the ni:. port. So far we've been unctccocstui.-

! ,
,

r ;

l. CHAIRLiia Im2SR: I think you'd botter let him go; 1.'

73 ft henc.
|.:

;; f' MR. IT7'GN: Mcll, he can if necessary-- If there
i

h are any questions that Mr. Spitciny can't handle, hc- will
73

1:

3h be ct the September 10th hearing. .

. .

CIIAIRMAN HILISR: That will be sufficient, I thinh.,'
7y

b
.

,
. |

73( Mr. Roisman, do you Vich to proceed? I

, '
.. y

79 !| MR. ROISMAN: l'es, but I want tc 'Tet comething {
;v

clarifloa. >

20 ,
i

*

l, ,

Is it my understanding that these doctnsents that :
7

5

I had flown down from Washington and didn't gat hers until .', , . , ,
.-

't'
i Atst night efter the hearing had closed that caused the% i
i ,-

,

'

Subject of all this controversy had bSen in your POSCGBG.',on
.n ,.

,

g denn here at the hearing this week 7 i
g

c ,

i

(3 | ) - .-|
( _ , . , 3 ,

!" sa

.
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,

1.TL. 6.n MR. I'ETOEEN : I haven't had them.

2 {
RR. ROISI LM; : They were in the Staf f * s possescion?

I

> jj F~R . IETCIIEN : They wre in the Sttff'c pocsession,
O

t |i ye a.
il
l'

5| IT. ROISMAN; Mr. Chhirman, I really want to objoet

-l t:. that. That is, in my ju6gn ent, extremely unethical con-

I
'

,
,. dia:t when I made crystal clear that I was waiting for the

3 documants. I nean this whole thing now, the dispute ae to

.

3i whether the. witness should be back or not, Mr. Glenn has
i
;

:y j gone awny-- The documents were here. I could have seen them.
1

,I The Staff made a big noise about being in favor
I

3 of voluntecring information. No one volunt6ered that the

y POI materialc were down here in Charlotte alrecdy. I could

here rond them. I could have looked at them. I didn't have.;|

g to w.it to have thin thing ilo4rn down at $25.

,I MR. sa:,n.m.;N : Mr. Chairman, I resent the rezark

'

saut unethical.;,

CIUJRMAN MILLER: Well, strike the " unethical"g
.-

but ti. ult are the facts.g;

Now did the Staff hevo those document p, 2)

12. KETCEEN: We did have them. I assumed2.

Mr. Roismnn got thon. How do I know?g

CHIJRMAN MILLER: He made a statement here before,43

uc that he was expecting them and had just received them, as7;

I recall.,
,

I

!

I 6!3 i .0
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UCL/ob7 When ins that etctement r:ade?

: MI;. R O I Si a'J H Ucil, it we.e made d.uring t:10 cL ."T
'

' pc Of the icy yanterdef; ct lecct then. I don't ir.cw li.

it wac rade es:-lier than that or not.
.

Enct I identified wce the probler : hr.d nad be-=

ecuso the FCI requected documsnts had not actually phycice.lly,

been made avcilable to ma until cf ter the closc- cf bucin.:sc.
,

on P-iday. '
;

n
.

CIIAIR).*.L. N MILLEP.: That is correct. ido recEll th:t...

s

Mr. Hetchen, we think that the Staff should have-
;

I

been fc.w. hright and Ehould hEVC produc3d th80.1.
s

l-.2 Ycu nar ash Mr. Spitalny to step down tnd pleaso
.

II havt him and the other witness available on September 10th.i .-
| -

pp And lot Mr. Roic:uan have in the meantime whatever documents.

,;- P there nrc, without any fooling cround.

I MR. KETOIIEM: I underctcnd he has the decuner.ts.s
i~
i

! new..;
3' ,. . . , _

p ..
t-

; CPJ.IRMT.R MILLER: He has thes r.ow, but he shot.ld '

. ,
~

I.
,

have had then sooner. The Staff should not play gaucc.,,. ;
I

MR. KETCIIEN: We waren't playing -- in any u.y, g

.I. trying to play gancs, Mr. Chairman. We werc --.,

-

3

. P ClH.IRI* .H MILLER: It war clecr to the Ilocrd thatJ
,.-

'
'

5

7 there was c problem abou.t when he was receiving thc lhedo:
,

' cf Information recuested doennentc. Certainly wc- did not knor',

! nc a Beard that the '6ttff at-that voq time hs.d them, cri.
,

.a

h

%

|- ,.*
s.

p /"7 #. l
b/3 i .i. .
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i

WII...c:: i wc think yov cnnuld have disclosed it. ?

|
Wedon'twanttomakeafederalcaseodtic" bit,but!'

i

!' we th'.nh you vere vrong, just ac wc previously told M . Roissc:ia
I

; we thought he was w ong on c cetter entter that you rcised.
,I

||
Let's let it. rect therc.s

!!

: [ Lut have whatover documents in the m2antime, cnd

7 hcvs the tv:: witnecsco cvailable, by agreement if neccEucry,.
,

a fo: Saptembcr 10th.

. ;

| You may step down, Mr. Spitclny.
, !

. i.

;' (Witness ex=usci.)
|

| CPJ.!M.T.N MILLER: Ic thcre e.nything further?
r
,

! MR. KETCHEN: Mr. Chairman, ncy I suhe c co= ment?,

:
|

CEF.IPSE ti!LLER: Yec.,

'I>

h !, KE. KETCHEN: I went to be clear that,
-

, . .] hr. Chairman, when I reocived the request for the Freedo= --

I (.idn't receive it. When the Cormic:-ion roccived the Freedom33

;, of' In:!ormation Act materials, I didn't personally handle it

;3 but I contacted the people on the Staff who handic thoso
*

.

3; type of mettors overy day.

, g And we followed the procedurec and policion

cctabliched in the Staff to respond to Freedom of Information3
-i

g Act requests.

! CHRIMM KILLER: We'll accept that. You willed. |
,

.

j note thet what we said was " Staff." Me did not may you, sir.
i

WG do nOt thinh that the StEff, hoWOVer prOOceded properlye
t

!

U :
a

6/3 i"
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WEL/ciS at icest in the sensa of nct bring fertin-ight and ascist:.ng,

: th: e and any Soard by c pro::t cu=pl -ing of doen=cnte ratheri

2 than uhr.t appeared to us ec bsing c:xte unnacccccry dilatori-

.c neas.

I And so m're talking nor thcut the Staff, we arc

c' not cactigcting you cc cuch, because tre c o casuming that

you, ac c membcr of the .legcl etaff, are co=nlying with 5: hat-
-

.
.

a over rules you cr.3 governed by, which are, of courne, dic-
~
*

i

3 tinct and separcte frcm uhat thic Bored is governed by.
,

Mc'll 1cavo the mattsr there. We're not pleasedn ",
,

,

:1 uith it but uc're not blaming ycu persontily. Ic that ciecr? J
U

'

,

U
.

12 MR. I'JfrCliEN: That'c clear, i
i

I I
T3 If on the other hcnd I mado a mistche in not

,,

y f volunteering tne documents I'll take tne blame, but I never
I

g !,i undtrateed ny oblige. tion to do no. Itith that, I'm prepared

Fg to drop the matter.

|i..

,J .!! CIIAIR!irm MILLER: All right. ;
.

n
!

g f,!
*

.

f,
MR. MC GARRY: Mr. Chair =an, tuo obcarvations.

..

|gg One, I tM nh therc'e another open matter concern- |,

,

0 .!;. ing Mr. Spitalny. Perhaps un can take that up. |

*

,
,

..

i

[J tCEAIPJUW iM tRE: All right, if thcro is, tell uc. |,,
<l

, . .
" MR. MC GLRRY: And then maybe I'll just' inquire, . ,

,;
.

l. of Mr. Rois=nn if he feele the,t he can croca-cucminc. , _
1 ,. ;
y9 lir. Spitciny on the Freedom of Information het material et

i

, , , , - thic time. '

-- j
... s

.! .
.

,

l. )

. '/ J
7 i 7

i .)
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(l
'i

' elf'eh10 j! Im. ROISMAN: It will bc substentially cacic ,

ia '

t

|' t.*i' n Pr . Gle.nn . Part of it relates te r::nterialu trJitten by ;

D - (
,

.t
,i M. Gltnn. Gomo cf it ic hic handwriting which cppocrr , but,

I. : I can't tell for surc.
!-

CiTAIMM MILISR: Rather than have any corfusion''
,,

tht. n, s-a 'll take care of it on the 10th.*

,,

o

N trnat is the other natter, Mr. McGarry?
h

*
. ,

.i

q' MK. FC GARRY: I believe there was e number there
. |

, the.t -
6

MR. ROISMAN: It's the Oconce Number 3 number,
;.

!

1
Mr. Chairman, on that raracking question.

CHAIRMAH F M TR: Mr. Spitalny, come forward,1.3 .,

1
;;, pleanc.

!

Whereupon,je q

BRETT S. SPITALNY
.,

i reaumed the stcnd on behalf of the NRC Regulatory Staff and,
3:;|j

'I ha ring been previously duly sworn, unc ownined and tectifiedj,

,,

I

g3 { further as followc:
.

-

.

FURTIER CROSS-EXhKINATIONg .

| SY MR. ROISMAN:s 9O- ,

I

0 Mr. Spitalny, I think the question on the table
2 .-

is: If we assume that Oconee 3 cannot be rcracked without'

24

g |
draining the pool and effcetively rerraving all the spent

I fuel, and if we assuno that.thct is semothing for which therc
,,4 a
. i

i

h I is not availcble storege space on the site now and could
, , _

;~

I

, . .-

' )/ ) |
'

,
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t

C L/cbli
- n ~ be mede sw.ilable short of building En independent spent

' fuel etertge facility on the site what 5.cc the dcte on.

- .hich, J.. there was cu:L t date. cnc enuld havc rc acnei

/ 7 mnw Unit -ith the poison rachs?
"

, J. There is auch c acte. To calcultte that dcte

c rcquiroc you to loch z.t when eht number of spent fuel
;

b ceremblier at the Oconce cite wac less than 336, which w.s
,

-

I
i

e! the totcl nuaber of spaces tvcilcblo in uhe Unit 1 and 2 pocl.
. ,

,[ In Septc=ber of if76 there ware 233 assenblice,

I
a

u' oncitn. Of these, 56 had -juet been recently discharged inte

[ the Numbcr 3 pool. It would raquire moving those 56 cut of;,

.. I thtt pool.:e
p

[ To nove those asse=blies, first of all it would-
~ .

.

k

g p' require thc= to decay for n period of 120 dayn, then begin
L

3 h the trentfer procons at the average rcte of one per day,
;

73 ' Vaich would take approximately two conthc.
;

g[ Ohtt then pute uc at the time franc of March '77.
- ;

[ In May of '77 there vould be another disenarge .,

-

t.

|? from the Unit 2 pool, and e.lso August of '77, there would be
.

'

,,
..

i
-

|' c cecond dischcrge frcm the Unit Nu=ber 1 pool. At the end -
. , .-. 3,

of those two dischE.rgeG thC total nunb6r of GUoe=blice LVuld
J.. !

, , ,, [ be 345, sfaich 5 onld be in crcccc of that of the Unit Nur6e--
.._. ,

i 1 an6 2 pool, which meanc prior to the August 1977 discharge,

p you would hcve to cornleto rerecking of the Oconce 3 pool. ,
, , .

. . , .

e O b

o
!

t

7 7 i 6.

)/ j iJ
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tCL/en'.7 |

| we allcu tecr months tc, instr.ll the rcckc, w: would have had

! no .r.ve secruxi at accut April of 1977. The decicion to in- |
t

i 8

+b212 poiscr. rackc would back up cpprc,rinu.tcly 15 months from.

. tnr. : timi, which putt uc at chout May of 1976. That would bc

; tbc cctual decision date.
-

;

-

At that particular time, May of '76, the Applicant

,
1 vac und2r tha understanding that reproccccing would take care,

of thcir cc.ent fuel and was not necessari1v. faced with n. ,, . .

. i..

;. etcrage pechlen. that they knew of.
n

Lg Additionally, in May of 1976, the use of poicon

;. rac!:e was not a videly acceptable alternative. At that tfJne,

gp P2y of '76, there had been one installation of poison racks
F

. and two other applicationc on file with the Staff. So that
,

Ip trotrience to draw on at that time was also limited.

[d
E. ROIS N : h . N i m n, may I m e % s tikoly

'l
p h the pcrtion of the ansvar thnt speculated on what the

a

Applicant knew about the cristence of the reprocessing in9
!
!

a May of 1976.1E o
..

i CHAIRMAH MILLZR: Yes, that portion may be stricken.g

BY MR. ROISMAN:s g,

0 Mr. Spitsiny, let me just ask you a couple of.y,

,,[ questienc.
h

..

!

Ae of May, 1976, what wac the status of the Ocaneo

3 pool? Had it yct been reracked? It has been rcracked oncey

g ,_ !! I know, but wcs that rcracking done at that tixe or was it -
- ,:

i

N
1:

*'
,7 i ,J[

,,-
b/; i

'

..
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M/Ch .3 ' , 7- If I reenll the detec -- they're spelled out in
.

'

1 the Environmental Impact Apprai.%1 - it was the end of 1974

; that they hr.d filed, and it was the beginning of 1975-- It
i
'

4| van during the time frame of 1974 when they were anticipcting ,

.
#

y. raracking and filing the application.
(

1

cf The ccepletion of it I believe took place in 1975.End 8 ,

1

T! i
,

.

b
*
, s

.

to .

.

It .

12 |: i
!i }

,

13 L I
.

'

i

14 :, !
'

.

15 |I
1-

D t

'6 ||
li

17 ",

se .

l=

t
'

19

20*

N
2 a

!)
,i

i |

22 i.
1 |'

1

|

E4 ' i

i
,

I25

.
',

,, ,,

h
/ ) ,/ p'

i
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6

; A I could verify that by looking et the DI7m !
i.

I

|!.d O Thet's all righu, if it'c in there. UE v._ll
iil

il
i! accums that whatever is iI: th:i:rc is what you meant to testify

;
t ,

t

4d to, and if there wcs a slight diffcrence we'll undcratand
i,t i

,

.] thct, i

!

c ! A That'c exactly right.
\

I Q Why do you feel co hesitant about the acceptabil- ;y-

I i,

,

1

3] ity of tae poison racks, given that the Staff had already
I,!-

.

h actur.lly e.pproved the inctc11ation of poison racks as of
g

,

i

Mcy of 197E in et Icest one reactor?rc
|

A Why do I fec1 ec hesitant?-3

O Why did you feel that it might be questionablo
'2 i

| 1
1

.4, !
as to'whether someonc would be willing te go for poison

|

rccho, given that the Staff apparently had completed a
e z.
' 1,

review cnd found poison racha essentit.lly ccceptable in c
,e
..

reactor as of May of 197G?g

A There uore two applications that were ,on file....,
. ;a:

.. .

' with the Staff which had not been completed. The one that.n
I \*

.

. c., ; you referred to, I believe, 7. hat had been completed was
'

;4. .

I ;

installed in 1965, and there had been a number - a numerous t

20,

amount of changes -- well, I don't know that for a fact, the j
y ,

, i
'

g f or.act amount of changes. But it was quite a period of time,

i ,

j where the type of racks may have changed. !
g

. .

|
I don't know what had happened between 1965 and i

2e.

'g the period 1976, fy
_

I

|
i

! f.,, / b.
. .,

: :
|iu
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O To the bcst of your knowledge, did Duhe. approach

g. '

the Stcff ct any tin.e in 1975 or 197C to inmaire as to the

rc.cleto_J tttitud? With respect to the uce of poirca racht?-
.

i
' A I havo no knowledge of thct.-

MR. RGISMN: Thct's til, Mr. Chairman..

:

t CHAIRM;.M MILLER: Vcry well. Donc anyons eloc.

. vich to interrogate clong the scre cubject?' i

,

MR. MO CAICY: Nc, Mr. Chairman.
.

f C'ihIRMId! MILLER: *atank you, Mr. Spitulay, you!-

|

K I mcy step dcun.
F
,

; I ascc=c you had no further - -
t

'

*: . 131. RETCHEN: I was going to ach one quick
!
!

quection..c

I

r. ' h CHAIR'I7d? ffTT22R: GC right chsad. .

!; REDIRECT C::AMINATIOK

'

CY MR. L N i:,

. (t 10het was the statuc of reprocessing in 197C?.

,

A At that tire rcprocarcing was asemaed to be E,,

..
g vishic_.- wer escumed to be ecsing around, and there had been

,, gc no tetilons to dcfer or do anything to dolcy rcprocessing et
P that tins...

.

HR. ROISMAM: I'm going to object and ach thEt
*

the answer be struck. If the witnesc wante to give na th6.

,.

.

whole ctatue of reproccccing cc of Mty of 1976, I accure he'd

9 like to mention that organicationc which I concider of come

b/3 l .)"
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v .,1 *

, fett,ture, such as the Eaturcl Resources Defense Council, werc ,

edenc:stly opposed to it and ha:' published z. sui.stantici numberg ,

'

j,;

;!|ofpapersonit.
!

Il There was a GESMO honring going on invsetigating j
g .I i

t ,
1 and I believe there (g '! the vicdon of reprocessing et that time r

1
a i

c j wcs a Second Circuit Court decision effectively staying any iI

:

I
,

' reprocessing activity, as a result of the absence of completion*
, .

,

of GESMOeg
p' I don't think the witnocs has given us a complete j-

ig

anrwer on all of this, and I have no reason to believe that !
y

i

: I'd like the answer struck. !1 he is qualified to do so.
9) !

i
W. EETCHEN: Can he give his understanding?

;3 !

CHAIRMAK MILI.ER: I'm sorry, I missed ths
;

reference to reprocescing. FTnat was it?
g

What did you say about that, Mr. Spitalny?

THE WITNESS: I stated in May of 1976 that the
1E ,

utilities -- I may have stated the Applicant - was under the

impression that reprocessing would becoma available. There
,

, i
.

were no -

CHAIRMAN MILIIR: This statement has boca mada -

3 .

20

*d:ree or four timas in the course of the hearing. Na don't i

21

take it cs being probstive of anything in particular, but if

that's tho -
23

MR. ROISMAN: No, I hadn't objected before but
24

h what I balieve he said was that it was generally assumtid. And ,

.

()/J isV
i
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|

t

j I wanted to cpect for this organization, for the Second i1

i

h 2 } Oircuit Court of Appealc, for the witnesses in the GESMO
I

; pro =aas, and so forth. |
'

t

~f I nean if he's limiting it generally to say that j

!! |
F '; it's hin underrtanding that this utility thought that, or - -

I !

CI CEAIRMAN HILLER: All right. I get your point !
<

i i.
" now.-

E Is it your testimony that utilities generally,
.

S and parhaps Duke, were under a certain impression regarding

10 reprocessing, without attempting to get into the merits of
l'

11 it or the extent of discent on that point?
,

!E THE WI'INESS: It is my testimony that reprocessing

12 had not been indefinitely deferred.

14 CE7.IRMAU MILLER: In May of 19767
-

.

15 THE tTITNESS: That'c correct.

16 CHAIRMAN !CLLER: All right. That's neutral, I

17 think. We'll let it stand.

18 That was prior to the election of 1976. We -
,

,

,

19 can take official notica of that.
i

20 MR. ROISMAN The.t'c right. And one could'

21 interpret the Court of Appcals decision in the Second Circuit ij
i

22 as having indefinitely deferred it, but I will leave that to i

i

23 legal argument. |
'

.

I

N CHAIRMT.N MILLER: All right. Fair enough.

25 MR. m ami: Mr. Chairman, I have an additional '

p g , c~~ e q'f
s

- r h h 6 M.q &$_JI fl J I' \ De i
4e m;;no;m

b \
< a . .

, . ,
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(! !

'[ r.e; tor to take up. j

~ li t

I; OUJ.IPJ3.H MILLER: Doce it involva .%. Spitalny? |
i

'

!!R. KETCHEU: Nc, it docca't..
i

I.

l !

- !| CHAIRMTJN MILLER: It eve:fone through with M.r.
'

.

S Sp..talny?
{

2 (Laughter.) .

.
>

* i

I7 Mn. ROISMAN: Arc iou kidding?*
+.
1
ri

5 ! (Laughter.)
.

I
'

'

!
E ! CEAIRMAN MILLER: On this round? Mr. Spitclny's ,

I
iG

, round vill and now. You nay step down, and I thank you, cir. |
,! !

.1( (h'itness excused.) {
'

l I
'

12 d MRo KETCEEN: May he go to Minni now? -

j; - - ,

J | CHAIRMAN MILLER: Have a nico trip to' Mismic Mr. I;

h !
.

j Spitalny.1e

i !

;5 All right. Uhat was the other netter? !
i

M MR. KETCHEN: Mr. Chairman, I would like to at .'
I

17 thic timo -- Staff has no more uitnscoes to present at this j
4

ft point. Howevor, I would like r.o take up the matter of the {
.- t

is Staff evidence end its ctatus, and what I would like to do '

?
'

, ao is move. the -MM ncion of Staff evidence and ash that it be
.

I

at bound in the record as though read. .|
i

i i

22 Some of the ovidence ic, I don't think, going to

23 .

be objected to. Some is. I would move that it be bound into !
| t
i

34 : the record as though rond, subject to the motions to strike. i

!

h The purpose is it wonid, I think, got it into the 125 i
;

i

, . - .rn
() ! ), k d L--

.
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.

l
record in one place cri et least for the Staff would save>

hr.ine to carry documente bach and forth. Cnce we get it intcq -
,

I un< transcript it becorse very helpful.y
% l{

|
~ would propoco to run througn the exhibits and

.. i'
l
j lir t the onec that I would requcst be bound in.c

b
''

" f{
'

CEAIRWJ: EILLER: Int me ace, first of all, is,

{
.

.F there any objection, with the lir.itationc stated by counsel?.

ii- -

MR. ROIS!2M: As long as it's not the St.foty

*\.

. I Evt.ltu/cion Repo- cr the Envircnmental Impact Appraisal, wilid.
*

' ||
vs know are subject to cubsequent craendment, and if it's,,

|.,

:

,
j linited to these thingc which we've cesecticily completed our

.f i

I croco-c=maination on, I have no problem, subject to the
.,

i.q
,:, h un6erstanding of the motions to strike.'
.

CHI.IRIIhn MILLER: All right.

*

Mr. Riley, Mr. McGarry, Mr. Wilson 7 So cay you,

all?
16

MR. RILOY: Yes.

MR. KETCHEN: Mr. Chairman, av motion was to
18

~

i.,
~ include the Environmental Impact Statement, the Safety

,

Evcluction Paport and the crrata sheets. '

3 20 i

CHAIRWJN !! ILLER: Wall, thG errata sheets pertain

to what? What errata? i

22 i !
,i

MR. r2'*CHEN: I'm sorry. The exhibits, for
;

excmple, like 24, which was a second errats to the Environ- !,

g mental Impact Statement, which was hended out yesterder or i
,

i
.

f

() / .)
*

1 J*

.
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l-
d

| the dry before.
'

l
*

! CHAIRILS MILIZR: *!Ou rec.lize, dc you not, the

i

! I boe.rd bc3 ncvar EGCu thL Bo-Celled Cr Ctt Ch0Gt thCt yCO keep
i
!

i telling us you pasacf cround? All right, we'll accept you--

F,

! { deceriptior.. We're ncver seen it.

!- Let ne indi.ccto in rerponse to ycur cotion,*:c
*

r
!

: [ will certainly partit the introducticr., the offer of having*
e.

; '

! | bound in the record thr proffered written tectimony cs to
I.

F ! which there'c bcen cresc~sx * nation, or any documents that
,-

I

l10 ; relate thereto.
.

'

?! Fe do not trich to have bound into the record at

1: this time ths -- what do you have c Safcty Evaluction Report?r

;5 [ ME. 2WM: We have a Safety Evaluation Report,

'

R the Envircnmental Impact Apprcisel, and Enhibit 24, which I
i

'

ir believe you've just been handed. That would bc Staff Erhibit

:t 24 for identification, which was --

1- [ CFJJRMT2? MILLER: For 17hich there are amendr.cnts
e

10 or errata t.o both of those doccmsntc?
.-

!O HR. KSTCEDI: That cue was -- yoc, that*G to

s r both.-

n1 CEAIRMAN MILI,ER: You Ecy this is the second
,

;;} crreta ehect? Ic thero a first one?

I

i,: HR. KETCEEN: The fir t ono was Erhibit 7e Im
-

i i

pf. believe,

nr; CIIAIRFJli MI!1ER: Easn't that been admitted in

, , - .

_) / j d
.
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evidence?

IIR. I*ETCHEE: No.

CHAIICE. MIT.T.ER: Ali right we'll cdzit 7 inte

- evidencs, and we'll deny the adnicsion at this time of the

becond c--~cta cheet, or of the Safety Evtluatica Rcport.
'

-

(The document heretoforc ma-kod

' for identification cc Ste.ff.,

Er.hibit 7 van received in
.

.

evidenco.)-

He vill cleo deny admission at this time cf the''

EnvironmantcL Impact Appraiscl, or any supplcmonts thereto.'

" :. Uc will defer ruling until - we understand frcm

. previous remarks that you will hcve or mcy have some

cdditional cupplemente thereto, sc we'll take these matcore:

a' up ct the Septc=bor hearing.

.
The others may be bound into the transcript, and

sema cf them cro cubject to motione, some not. But since
,, ,

.
they've been prf..conted and the witnessec cross-eramined, they'

: -,.

!, may be bound into the record, cithough without prejudic; tom

:

s] the rights of cosasel M file rhatover objections they want
,

ctd have appropriate rulings from the Eccrd.'
,.

i

.t j nny questions?

11R. KETOEEN: Ycu*re sayine! you're not allowingn

| the SER and the EIA to be bound in the record ct thic tims.?;.,.
;

#S IEMAN MILLER: ThCt 5 Corr 60t. Uot Cnly SO DC;
t

h

c- rf 7 g

, _*
t

te
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wel 9

bound in the record, we're deferring any ruling thereon, and
t

2 part of the bacic of our ruling, anyway, is the fact that

we crpect that you will be filing aw.ndmente or supplemente,
3

as you previously indicated, to those documents, or at least f
; ;

'
i

5j there ic that poscibility.

MR. mIw: All right.
e
s

; ,

Gen may 1 run through the numbcrc, then?'

7
-

CHAIR M EILLER: Yes.
g

The testimony I'm referring to in.

MR. IIETCHEN:
p

number 13, Number 15, Number 16A, Number 16B, Number 17A,
70 t

Number 17B, Number 17C, Number 18A, Rumber 18B, Number 18C --
g

MR. ROISMAN: One of those C's is - :

12 i

MR. KETCHEN: If;C was withdrawn. Not 18C. |

13-

Number 19A, Number 19B, Number 19C, Number 19D.
14

Y* '

'" ** *

15

6B,t h 27A, m h 273.
16

And that completos that list.- ' ~ -
'

17

(The documents heretofore marked
18,- for identification as staff
19

T5hibite 13, 15, 16A, 16B,
s

20
l I 17A, 17B, 17C, ICA, ISB, 19A,

Qb 1 k. i"21 ' ;.

{ '[ t , A
- '@pd 19B, 19C, 19D, 22, 26A, 26B,A T 4 ~ #s.

27A and 27B were recaived in'-
~.1

J"
.

23
evidence.)

24

(The foregoing documents inse. M. at the end
25

of this trenscript.)
.

, ,r -

- f h
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r.

L
' I hT.. GTOEN: I do have a request. Going through

it

I thq transcript notec, I noticed that thcre vare two I.D.
i

2 (' numberc givt.n in this hearing for Numbar 20. Nimber 20
n

4i admitted ini.o the record already, wac Dr. Nchemics' tactimony.

F Ecrlier en, the number 20 was accigned to the SCR.q

!

O At this point I wonid like to withdraw thog

7 number 20 for the SER, and havc thct rcidentified, if I may,
,

t

5M as Stcff b:hibit Number 20.
1

, it

s ii csAIRMm: P1 TILER: All right, it may bc.ao

0
10 " identified.

I:
d

11 (The SER, previoucly marked for
li

IE identification ac Staff
1

13 ! Rvhibit 20, was re-scrked as

I

Staff Exhibit 28.)14 -

!

HR. ETCEU: And, Mr Chairman, just for the15 :

i ,

16 ! record, may I identify at least the Safety Evaluation Report,

t- or have it. carked na Staff Exhibit Number 29?

18 MR. ROISMAN: The Safety Evaluation Report? I |
>

.

19 thought you just called it 287

20 ER. KETCEN: I'm sorry, did I nahe c Kistake?, ,

21 |
Okay. Number 2B uill be -- I would like narhed i

i
22 j for identification, is tho SER. 'Enet*c na:bar 28.

2- The EIA hat elrcsdy been identified na Staff j
.

i

pz; Exhibit Number 3. f
i

CDRUE MITTUR: Yoc. Tne document raar be co25 j
!!
n
b

j. b/yJ iJI
,r7,

a -
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wel . | |
3 !
j itantified, er in the case of the SER, re-identiffed. ;
i !

- MIL EETCHEN: Thet ec=pletec my offer, and I !
'

d |

gccca thct ecmpleton at loact this portion of Staff'c case>

;4 fer taic precaeding.

5 CHAIRMtJ! MILLER: Thank you, Mr Retchon. '

;

C De counsel or partiec have any other matters that |
!

'! th T feel chould appropriately be cencidered at this scanion?.,
l

'

!
l .

Ui HR. MC GARRY: The only c e ant I would have, Mr. ,
!

. . !

I Cnairman, is that based upon a number of ite=c that have como ,

| 1

10 up this weck, it cecms we're going to have a busy sescion the

11 uook of the 10th, and I would suggest that a start Monday ;

12 | at 8:00 o' clock. f

12 CHAIRMAli MILLER: Well, you know, we live there. j

i/ Ua have no objection. I get to work at 7:15, as I think you ,

i

'? hnow.

16 MR. MC GARRY: I'll amend that to 7:30.

17 MR. ROISMAN: Mr. Chairtinn,. I would rather not.

,

te I commute out to Bethesda. If I go by any sort of public
.

19 transportation, which io at leact a poscibility, that's |
'

20 really ctiff. I would like to ctart at 9:00. I don't mira.

21 going a little 1ctor in the ovonings.

22 CHAIRMPJ1 MILLER: h il, how about 8:30? Let's

23 try 8:30.

2.g HRo ROISM?d : :tnowing your compromises, I should
|

25 hcVe asked for 10:00.

1
,r am ,

b
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wel 12 *

!
'

r CIITJRM7J: MILLER: Than I'd have given you 7:15.
I-

' I:.

[ (Laughtar.)
,.

L j, CETJRMM; MILLER: All right, we'll start at 8:30
i'

4 j! and cce bor it ic. If it's too difficult for counsel, we'll

t'
I ;. take it into considoration. But you're right, there is c good

i:
n

C ] deal to be done, and we would like to use our time profitably.

7Y Tnank you.., .

!

'E Anything further7.

'
'

.

5 If not, ladios and gentlemen, thank you for

M meeting with us, and have pleasant tripe home those of youj r

ft who are traveling, end wo'll cea you in Bethosda.

.ii!2 e We ctand adjournod.
il

,

13 (Whereupon, et 5:10 p.m., the hearing was
,

14 i adjourned, to reconvene at 8:30 a.m., Monday, 10 Sep' h r 1975.)

a- :. . -
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.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In :ne Matter of )
)

DUKE POWER COMPANY ) Docket No. 70-2623
)

( Anenament to Materials License )
$NM-1773 for Oconee Nuclear Station )'

Spent Fuel Transportation and Storage )*

at McGuire Nuclear Station )

.

AFFIDAVIT OF BRETT S. SPITALNY
AND R. DANIEL GLENN

1. Our names are Brett 5. Spitalny and R. Daniel Glenn. We have

prepared statements of professional qualifications which have been submitted

previously in the above-referenced docket.

2. We have prepared the attached Table I from information available

in the above-referenced docket.

We hereby certify that the above statements are true and correct to

the best of my knowledge and belief.

NM 9 SoM _ .
,- Brett T. Spitalny

' Jw
R. Daniel Glenn

Subscribed and swo to
before me this45gday of /d Af ,1979.

d.@ - -

' ' Notary Puolic
'

My Commission expires: - # / /1fd, y'

s
- g 1.,p-
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STATEMENT OF FROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS
.

BRETi S. SPITALNY

I have been employed as a Process Licensing Engineer by the U. S.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission since January 1978. This position

is in the Fuel Reprocessing and Recycle Branch of the Division of -
,

Fuel Cycle and Material Safety of the Office of Nuclear Material

. Safety and Safeguards. This branch is responsible for licensing

actions for irradiated fuels including licensing facilities for

spent reactor fuel storage, facilities for spent fuel processing,,_

and facilities for processing of materials recovered from spent

fuel.

I am the NRC Project Manager for the Duke Power Company proposal of

transporting spent fuel, and in this capacity am directly responsible

for the health, safety and environmental reviews of this action. My,
.

responsibilities also include that of environmental project manager

for the proposed expansion and license renewal of General Electric's

Morris Operation Fuel Storage Facility.
,

.

Prior to my assignment at NRC, I was employed by the Department of3

the Navy. My affiliation with the Navy for 31/2 years was

separated into two major capacities. From November 1976 until

January 1972, while located with the Naval Ship Engineering Center

i<7~

, i

b/3 ivJ
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in Washington, D. C. , I was employed as a General Engineer for

a maintenance and reliability group for the extended cperation of

Polaris / Poseidon SSSN Nuclear Submarines. Responsibilities included

cvaluating system performance and response to naintenance and testing.

The ultimate goal was to improve system reliability and extend the ~

,
,

operating cycle of the systems and subsequently the ships.

.

From 1974 until October 1976, I was employed at Norfolk Naval
,

Shipyard as a Mechanical Engineer in the Nuclear Production Department.

I was assigned as a Nuclear Ship Superintendent. Responsibilities

included scheduling, authorizing and overseeing all nuclear production

on the overhaul of the ships. I became qualified to work on SSN 637

class nuclear submarines, and CVN-68 class nuclear aircraft carriers.

This position required extensive training on Westinghouse and

General Electric design (submarine) reactor power plants, and
,

Westinghouse (carrier) plants. Qualifications also included successful

completion of the eight week U. S. Navy Nucitar Ship Superintendent

School at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton, Washington. I was,

.

also assigned the man-rem reduction program for Norfolk Naval

Shipyard under direct control from Naval Reactors.s

Prior to joining the Department of the Navy, I was employed by

Cessna Aircraf t Company through 1973 and 1974. I was employed as a

Structural Engineer, and analyzed T-37 aircraft for structural damage

and fatigue.

-, 1 .'
6/J t"
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I received a Bachelor of Aeronautical Engineering Degree from

Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University in 1973 and have done graduate

work in Business Administration and Thermal Engineering at Wichita

State University and Cid Dominion University.

.:
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

in the Matter of )
}

DUKE POWER COMPANY

(Amendment to Materials License )
SNM-1773 for Oconee Nuclear Station )
Spent Fuel Transpor_tation and Storage )
at McGuire Nuclear Sittio( )*

,

w
~

Affidavi t of Erett S. Spitalny
and John P. Roberts*

-

1. Our names are Brett S. Spitalny and John P. Roberts. We have

prepared statements of professional qualifications which are attached to

this affidavit.

2. This affidavit addresses Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)

Contention 1 which reads as follows:

1. The proposed action is a step in the proposed program to handle
the shortage of spent fuel storage space by st.;pping and storing spent
fuel away from the reactor where it was generated. The proposed action
has no independent value in solving the spent fuel storage problem and.is
inherently premised on the near-term construction of an interim away-from-
reactor storage facility. The proposed action, if taken, ,ill bias the-

final decision on whether to approve the program by foreclosing at-reactors
options at both Oconee and McGuire. The proposed action is therefore
inconsistent w':th the conditions 1 and 2 laid down by the NRC in promul-
gating the criteria for approval of interim spent fuel storage.
(40 Fed. Rel. 42801). Thus, the proposed action cannot be acted upon*

.

until completion of impact statemants on the proposed program now being
conducted by DOE (Storage of U.S. Spent Power Reactor Fuel (DOE /EIS-0C15-D)
August 1978, and Supplement, December 1978; Storage of Foreign Spent Powers Reactor Fuel '(DOE /EIS-0040-D) December 1978; Preliminary Estimates of the

Charge for Spent-Fuel Storage and Disposal Services (D0E/ET-0055) July (Draft
1978;

Charge for Spent Fuel Storage (DOE /EIS-0041-D) December 1978; and NRC
Generic Environmental Impact Statement on Handling and Storage of Spent
Light Water Power Reactor Fuel (NUREG-0404)).

6/) k'
,
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In addressing this contention, our response does not include

consideration of the proposed program (identified as a DOE initiative)

cited in the contention, or any national policy which may or may not be

developed by the Federal Government. Our response rather follows the

~

decision of the amission that licensing actions such as the proposed'

;

be considered on a case by case basis on their individual merits. [ Spent
.

Fuel Storage, Intent to Prepare Statement on Handling and Storage of

Spent Light viater Power Reactor Fuel, (40 Fed. Rec. 42801; September 16,

| 1975) (Commission Statement)] We adopt as part of the basis for our
i

affidavit the analysis contained in the Environmental Impact Appraisal

(EIA) (December 1978).

Procedding on this basis we examined whether the action considered

I has independent utility pursuant to Factor 1 of the Commission Statement.

The Commission's statement of Factor 1 is:'

'

"It is likely that each individual licensing action
of this type would have a utility that is independent of the

* uti.lity of other licensing actions of this type."'

Of the three reactors at the Oconee Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2

.- ,

are presently going to an 18 month fuel cycle, while Unit 3 will remain on an
'

annual c;cle. Units 1 and 2 will be discharging fuel assemblies at the,

rate of 72 every 18 months; and Unit 3 at the rate of 56 assemblies

every 12 months. .

The amount of space presently remaining in the reactor basins at

Oconee will provide storage for 209 assemblies. Pust irradiation

examination (PIE) equipment and piping is installed in the Oconee 1 and 2 basin

O
, ,, ,

( | |t .VI
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occupying the equivalent of 51 assemblies of this available space.

Therefore, after the Oconee 3 discharge in May 1979, the facility will

operate with 158 readily available spaces. A full core load at each of

the Oconee Units is equal to 177 assemblies. If for some reason,

conditions dictated an unplanned core off-load, the " PIE" equipment.,

could be removed to accommodate the discharge. This option, however,

will be eliminated at the time of the next scheduled discharge in November,-

,

i 131'. At the conclusion of that refueling, only 141 locations will

exist, including those presently allocated for the " PIE" equipment.
'

The transfer of 300 assemblies as proposed in this licensing
i

! action would alleviate the immediate shortfall of storage capacity at
i

Oconee_ This action requires no other action on the part of the applicant

@ either prior to or subsequent to transfer of the Oconee spent fuel to

storage at McGuire to ensure its utility,.nor do other licensing

applications need to be made to ensure .such utility. This action would,

1

J provide 2-1/3 years of continued operation of the plants, and subsequent
i

continued electrical power generation. Thus, this action, stand alone,

has an independent utility regardless of any other actions of this*
.

type that the applicant may or may not pursue to provide additional

future alleviation of storage carcQv shortfall.

This contention continuo; ; Augr:st that this action is inconsistent

. T. Tnat factor reads:with the Comission's set ,

O

f ', '9 -

,
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"It is not likely that the taking of any particular
licensing action of this type during the time frame under
consideration would constitute a commitment of resources
that would tend to significantly foreclose the alternatives
available with respect to any other individual licensing
action of this type."

With respect to the proposed licensing action, we have considered
*
.

commitment of both material and nonmaterial resources, and our analysis

is based on the fact that impacts from the proposed action are negligibly.
.

small, and, therefore insignificant (EIA, p. 59). The material resources
i considered are those to be utilized to ship Oconee spent fuel to McGuire.

The nonmaterial resources are primarily the-labor and talent needed to
'

accomplish the proposed action and the available storage capacity which

exists in the McGuire Unit 1 basin. Since the spent fuel storage capacity

of the Duke system provides for sufficient total capacity to the mid-1990's,

there does not appear a potential for impact on the capacity to provide for
__

storage of McGuire spent fuel from this action. Additionally, a suitable
._

spentfuelcaskisavailabletotheapp5icant. Hence, these resources

were considered to be nonmaterial in nature. The only consumable material

resource would be that of the diesel fuel used during the 340 mile round.
.

trip for each spent fuel assembly. Use of the amount of diesel fuel is

really inconsequential when considering the proposed action or any'

other action to alleviate the spent fuel storage problem. The proposed

action in simple terms is movement of spent fuel and storage in

available space. Thus, it does not involve commitment of resources such

as men and materials, and use of space and environmental resources (a'

6/a iU), 1 i-
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aquatic, and terrestrial resources); expensive equipment modifications;

or construction and operation of fixed based facilities as do other

suggested options. Thus, the proposed acti-on is unique in the physical

sense in that it would commit little, if any, material resources tM x,

x

canmitment that cannot be reversed. ' The Oconee spent fuel can always
'

be moved at a later time from the available McGuire space if such a

decision requires it.

Accordingly, based on our consideration of these factors, the

proposed transshipment action does not constitute a commitment of

resources that would tend to significantly foreclose other actions to

ameliorate Duke Power Company's spent fuel storage space shortage at

the Oconee facility.

The staff has concluded in the Evironmental Impact Appraisal that

this action has no significant impact on the quality of the human

environment. In conclusion, the implementation of this action does not

foreclose the applicant from installing aoditional storage capacity
'

.

at Oconee, which on February 2, 1979, Duke applied for, nor does this

action foreclose Duke from other alternative actions involving transfer,

of either the spent fuel involved in this action or other Ocanee spent

.

@

. -. .
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fuel to additional storage capacity as it may become available at Oconee

or elsewhere. Consequently, we conclude that this action is in
.

accordance with the Commission's second factor.

Although this contention raises questions concerning only factors

, 1 and 2 of the Conmission's notice (40 FR 42801), the Commission requires

the staff to consider all five factors in examining license actions

~~
of this type.

The Staff's Environmental Impact Appraisal (EIA) addresses all of

the five factors. The Staff has applied, balanced, and weighed all of

these factors (EIA pp 61-64) and has determined that the proposed

license amendment will not significantly affect the quality of the human

environment and that there will be no significant environmental impact

attributable to the proposed action.

As a result of this consideration of the five factors and this

determination, the Staff has concluded that this is an appropriate

action and should be allowed to proceed.

I hereby certify that the above statements are true and correct
' to the best of my knowledge and belief,-

b 3 . 3 r:Uftfu .
Brett S. Spita9ny~

P A
Subscribed and sworn to / John P. R5berts ' *~~

before me this //7'// day
of May, 1979

Ncr5ry Publi(
~b]JL

-

-

'

. .

-- --. _. ;,1;32

( ~; ? 1 ~
tr; ) t' ' -



.....

,.s.. ...s .e**. w . . . ' ' .v.M...,... Fe .e.
==r . . , . . . ~w.......m,. . i .s, , .. ..s .... . w

. gi

,a

ww.-t . .

e.m.....,. . . , e
.

. , , . . ...

V.. e 1 ~.: ,- .' e. e. . a.: - : m a. e. .' .C c_ e. *. ;. .~ e . z. .u p r. e. Z. e e . = c. e *. ... . w. . ". p '. 2 * s e .: ; :_m~j . . s - .... ... w. i ..

. a. . ea..s'*
*

. 4. r. e. j .e. e , s. :. .; ....,r -se e . ;
*

. .e.. ; c. .j. e. i. a. .'..r_r.... .

. . o.
:* - ... w_ .ww.s

r- :.
.

". 4 4ae m. # 7 c' .j.l.
*

re C 2 e. . *. ' '. S * 1 7 .2'. ..E #. C. *.g- E m. **L. O #. # 4. * o. ^ #. 8 ' b. *. 'i . .a e.2 . i so c-. . . . . w .t. ..-

V .: =. z_ e . .2'. .R 2 1.*.,.i .n e. - .E g . c. e . , a p s- 'v .e o. *. :. =..C * ,* e. M . . '. a .n e
# t

C. o m .. . '. c . .~ eg
, - *

.

.,w . . ,s. . , . . . . -two . .,

^^*~4. .e4^a * h 3 j a. w g s. e. c.=...a'.a.j. f g e.
L

w..+ . .. . . .
2e .s a. e .m + c. e. *. ~. .G" p w y . e. #. w *6 s c. e. . . #. s. c. '.mac a ea *
s . q

' 4 e c. e. . ; e. -i 3.. y j. * f * *I . # pp e . s .e s '
4. ,- o. p g . p. -4*=.-~..~e. g.aa c J ".a4 . 4. n w 3. . < .i . - w . e . . .. 3 . c. y p. o. n. e 3g.

.e
*

..* * ,,,. .. .

v. *. . a .d
.s -

a . a * * . - e g ( *. = w p< ] p s .a m. e. s. e.
s yc.-.pr w . . e. .s .e s wa..c * m. e.se

. .o. ~ . po~arp.ai 7
.j s .... .

. P * ^ h e #. 107.' .'. . . . . w . ".#.c. .c e ." ~. l ;' ' " r " _" e " *. "~ a *. 2 ~ c. ". #'". *h.'. <*. .

2*
. w w . ; . w .. ..'9A. . " " . . ' ...'<..s.#.*

.

m p e n - e n. H. e. a c. e. *. #. . s ' e* e.n-c. g *. .s p. w .se. .d s. e. J a a e c.o. j o.s. s e, w o. ] '. a e. a. p n. .oc. w- *.. .. - . .s. s .. .: . . . .

[ 3 .e. w : c. e. #. .^ ( *he * p e. c. e i. % o n. . s/ j p a e. .~.om*si. 4. m. . c - *.
na r

. . e. ', J. e. .e* * Wg .
.

a . .s s. . . g e. . s. C e: * m. e... . .. - w w.- .. . . w . .. .

&. S. 2 *. S. e .j a R

.Hw . e. a. .%.. 3 w. .
S * ,}*

7.. ....&.f. . e'_. .e ...?.*..Sr.Q} 1. .. .

*
e. .n y p w.ce c. ~. .m iw a g y m. d.wy * * c.b k

*] t . *w . '. o. .s p C. o a. g ' . 7. 3. *. .* pfa .- .
, , . . . # a*1. 4 3 . ^ e. 6 e 4. p a c..w.. As 4 r . e. c. ~ h o. e.

. a. .
- u

, a w s .-

] .O * ; [s. q c. e. j +. ** i * .-. .a S * W o. e a. .- 4. a " .n. o. p a).F a - 4.e t . r.e. ) . . 4. n . *. J. u 'n '. .j e .a*s uj,c. .4 3 s.v u . . . . : w.. .. . nc5. ..

. a .

a .c 2 ". .' i *. d. .S l # * '/ 2r. ...io.
d Chi

ld4. 6 r. :" ! a. " # o" a c. r '. ' a v a l 'w a *. .; *..". A. e .2 . c. *.,v C.# #. ., .3 . . .

.

m. e . e r .e
.

S ri '. e . . . r. . *.. ~.''c. a "i . . . . . . e #. ".
. *** . .** * . .

" **" . . 2
. . .e .2 . ., 2 - r. :

.

2 .* '. 0 w " *. ', V e ~. . 2 '. ' r ' ; . ~. .w ~: w . : ,w . . .. w . . . .

T e. w....mce } O ". O * .W A .e 2 3 a 13.e. a. d Sqe **. 4 qi * L. G.*e** dn . ** 4
e . n. . g e.g *. 4 a. p. ^ #. "..h o

.
. . . . o .. ... ae a.- i .. . v .

* ~

. 2 c. i =. r 4. - . .a. y 4. e m. .e. o_ r * si.w] O * n . a m. . .e .e. *. aq U <e. '.g..s ~J p '1 [ * * * * ' .a i j ...*;=.3s. A '' .. . - sw .. . . . . . , . . . . , ...

t. e. . '. : c a. e. .. e. . .n. p . n. n :na
J e * a m e s . a. s. . .e y . e.ne o.e*1'4 T . . a. s e. . ~g.k]o :np s a. a

b
4

, .. - ; w.. .i. ;i o . i w e. . . is m .

.h
- ,

w' ' o i . . . w' * h. l
, , .g .

4.- . ,9. b.
e...n ..

. h. ..,..; 4 w . .% . ' . w. s w. , . g. w tu ** b. . I gw.

C .+. e a. n, . ' o. r. *. 9
.

N. 2 5 .' ' S ', " #. . a " ~ . . " . * .O2 5 A' p-^#.~. c. * * " . 6.9 A. ..".".1".^..*.~.2."'.'.
.

i ** i - . p . 4.c .j i . , w. .. . , . .w . m
.

; g e v. e,y - e, *.g O.g e .# "v C * S 2 . r " * r, .* .Y.a s *.o. " .'. a. n$ ~ c. a. . *s?. y- a r *. ', a r: s ^w *. * ". e .''.M,,- i
. . w w

. s .. u .. .w
g

=. .j c. e
e . . ..e,*.j w i o. e m e * m e.. ==a.n, a ima. gr . g e p .b. ., | . . - aio, i . w

: o. c .e c. 4 ' - #" ^^
a. .. C ".i..": * * c. w ,, ~. ~. #. * e, i * ", "aa 5

* .' ' " 'e *. ~ i , ;' *. . y ". 2 ".".f' ' d. o' ~~^ 9 " '.."^#.2**''.c'. . . . . . . . . . .. , . . .s
%

. . ** f s
2 e.

: e.m. e s . c..a .e. a,nyei **2 . i c :s. * ] c. w .se,
. . . . -3ma * a. . c. r. i 25 2 .".''w' .' c '. r. a. *. *s '. r. c. . e-or***'-

. w .. ,.y w. .i. w..w . . s . . .

$..e-
. .

**
-

~ ~
. - 9 AP . *4 .

* 'o' 'w
. , . ' 3. *. #D. ' *. a~ 2 . s' w' ' '. '. ~."s"."m l * *. "w * ) 4.~e *ny r .s C '. .' '. '. *. 9. * r w$ .". ~ '. .' '.'. '4'.*..*.. a . . . < .

m8 ** .a. 2+
. . . . . -

v.4 I. .m p a r .g e , , 3 * s. 2 .a .,j . * e. c. . 2 * e e '. d. a .' ' e. 4 i g e.t 6.j. , .m # 1 = c. e.4. w .2
.gic, F 4: .. a . .au.

. -.. e.... * . , . 3 * e. w. . ..C
,, .

''. '' , .

m''.' sic" ^*..e
.",'a'.'e'... #..".a.'."..~ .

=-= * 9 .

..'.'..#.".^.2 m".:". ". c. . # -'.. . . v
. .. w. .. . .-. . . .

e* M *
O

|fO i . h. . e. .MweA@gg ,..A. . ) . e. ..... $. f. M. ) .h f * ] e w . . c. O] .$ c N(
. . - .7 ; .. .- .so. , -

. . . .. w. *so

T_ e m 4 r. g o. r i a. . .' c. . e..c. ] O .* .I . . . e. d ' a. .s - r grwe.
a Ja * * *

.,c 2;. a . 2. *. c. i,35:
.

' -
. . . .. . . o. . . . . . j . e.ge-

3. .r 7 n. e o e c. c. .. r a . .n * *t
!..= *:*l+

'. A c * a ;. . . .e 4 e. ' e. i wm.
* *. *

*'.s 2. ..e 4 .m. ; - : . ... ..j . . .. g ... . .

@
1 . -f - . i

O!J i e t.
Om



.

P
'. - .

O c. e a. :. r . .L. -. e. n. e. t - . . . 3 r. . , 3. 3.r e 4-- 1
.__.,$ n, : .y,y

--e g ,. , . - - , -
i - rv . . .

- . . , = -..
.. ., _ t y;, ,

- . i .w c. ,g o.

r o . . - . - o. .- .s e .a r.
..

a. r. ..s- .r. 7 . n. . c. o. r r ..q o. .s,... . . . o. r.
,

. . :. - . r.
. . . ,

.

. . .

ac ..., ,

. . s e r. . c. ." s .e.i-.- .s > . .2 v .

2
.

r .s . d .2 = .32..n- . e- -

.s e .y 4.
0

,- .

a, c. ,:.- ,3- ., r . ,c re
. ..< . .

2 -s-.
a ,

,,.2.w,sw
M. ww0 c. e. . c.h e . ^^6 .w h $ g $- ^ b6 WM .se n yig $ I + M ' y ) $

- m .

. c. a r , m, . e ..y . a i . e. ~,-e,= , . = . n_ e , e. . .,.1 r. .-
. .m e. .- . e. s. e. g .Cw. . ~. . c. e .. ., ...

,

~

. . . .
m

.... e. . . e *=- , .e ; w .na..-. ; . . .; .

.
pg'-. O. . ". ,.",g/ C. 8 .S .T .< - . ,$ #. #. P..M N. ..# . P. M ggf c . e.. g , ,,,

,,
0,F,. ,m ).3gp ",m,. . p. E

. . ( Ipm, ... - ..e,
M - *e .y

. . . ; ..,
. y

.

**.a,"9 = ma~.e
.- 9 e. +. . ..ym .(~4 ;.

m

~e :-
.. v. , . 34- w. w. .

- : *

... . u. . n.o. n. . a e n. :. ..,e,, _ o. .,:,,,n ;
.. . ... . ...,

,-1.**
*

C . e d. . *.,g. i6wS. 3rA n :a .. *n. i .e+4..*3 .: "*.ww.gsr
w . . . . 6 . l .w .. w. . s g.+r.g , 3 '1 O *l m. e. . . e n d. w.

A3r. ... . w. aJw . .. wa

Q er. + *; * O. Q. O. Y *.m
.

h.e

o
4

%

@

.| . - .
h' J

.

)i i



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING SOARD

In the Matter of )
}

DUKE POWER COMPANY )
)

(Amendment to Materials License ) Docket No. 70-2623
SNM-1773 for Oconee Nuclear Station )
Spen Fuel Transportation and Storage )
at McGuire Nuclear Station) )'.

=/
TESTIMONY OF CARREL A. NASH1

~.

I, Darrel A. Nash, am employed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

in the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Cost-Benefit Analysis Branch,

as the Section Leacer in Technology Assessment. I have reviewed the NRC

Staff's " Environmental Impact Appraisal Related to Spen Fuel Storage of

Oconee Spen Fuel at McGuire Nuclear Station - Unit 1 Spent Fuel Pool",

Docket No. 70-2623, cated Decemoer,1973, and will be available co offer

background cost-benefit information regarding cententions 3 and 5 in this

oroceeding.

, . . . .

'
,

s

a/
- A copy of my professional qualifications has been reviously filec in tnis

croceeding.

O

j <-
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UNITID STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

h SEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING SCARD

In the Matter of )
)

CUXE POWER COMPANY )
) Docket No. 70-2523

( Amencment to Materials License )
SNM-1173 for Oconee Nuclear )
Station Scent Fuel Transportation )
and Stora
Station) ge at McGuire Nuclear )*

.
)

TESTIMONY OF DARREL A. NASh.a/, -

, Contentions 3, a & b

NRDC 2. The following alternatives to the croposed action have not been adequately

considered:

Tne alternative of using Oconee as a last-on, first-off,a.
base-loaded plant to reduce spent fuel discharge requirements
is not considered.

b. The alleged economic cost of increased ourchases of power if
Oconee is shut down is speculative because there is insufficient
infomation to justify the conclusion.

DPC's system is designed so that base-load plants handle minimum load.

Minimum icad is the seasonal low in demand on the system. Tnus, in a planning

sense, there is no occasion where load on the system is below available base

load cacability.'
,

Cost estimates of cnanging the loading order of units on a system recuires

a cetailed specification of costs per unit and clanned dispatching plan.

M cocy of my professional cualifications is attached.A

9
- , - -
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The applicant uses a com uterized probabilistic simulation production costing

model to allocate load among units on their system and to make intersystem

transfers.b/

In order to obtain cost estimates to reduced output of Oconee, tne staff

recuested the a;olicant to assume Oconee was reduced to one-half its cacability
*

-.

and compare this system cos: estimate to that case wnere Oconee is o;erated at

its rated capacity. As a result of this assumed restriction on the croduction.,

model, the more efficient fossil units produce more energy, but are not sufficient

to replace all of the recuced output of Oconee. Thus, several additional units

are called on to meet demand.

The applicant ran the computer model #cr the period of June 1979 to Oecember

1980. The cost of restricting Oconee to one-half the rated capacity is $163

million for this period.

Other amounts of derating would affect cost, but probably not linearly. For

example, a lower derating would not recuire as much production from high-cost

units. The cost estimates provided, however, show the general magnituce of

costs of ocerating Occnee at a lower cacacity.
*

.

The staff has examined the computer runs provided by the applicant and fincs
s

the data and results camcarabla to other information. We monitor trace and

information from applican:/ licensees on a need basis, and perform economic-

engineering studies. We therefore concluce that 5163 million is a reasonable

*/1 In addition to cost impacts of changing the loading order, OPC, in resconse to
a staif question notes that tne Oconee units are not designed #cr routine cycling
c;eration. Potenciallv shcr ened life cf the turbine rotor due to transient

||| thermal conci: ions, anc tne availability of Xenon in the reactor core due tc
~

cyclical oper.: ion are proclems of cycling coeration.

t,, , , o
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cost estimate for a derating to CC% cacacity for the period June 1979 to Decemoer

1980.

The aoplicant was also asked to provide the cost of completely shutting down
- --.

Oconee for a year, so that the staff could better understand these imoacts.

The same r oduction costing model was used to supoly this rescanse. For the
~

period June 3,1979 to May 31,1980, the increase in cost to the system is

,,
3255 million which consists of increase in variable coerating and maintenance

costs, increased fuel costs, and increase in emergency power cost. The staf#

has compared this estimate to other available information and believes it is

reasonable.

In addition to increased operating costs, including ourchased power, the

acclicant ray have to contract for capacity to reolace Oconee if it is

cerated or snut down. This is estimated to be between $3.25 and $3.75

cer kW-month. This cost is comoarable to other information. This cost would

be abou: Sa.5 million per month if Oconee is derated to one-half of cacacity

and 59 million if comoletely shutdown. If tne firm purchase of capacity is over

a-long term basis, i.e., one year or longer, rather than a monthly basis, then

,. cacacity ourchase costs would occur each montn, not just the months when

insufficient cacacity is available on the applicant's system. Thus, if they are
' unable to contract for capacity for less than a year, at several times during the year

OPC would be buying capacity it may not need.

We have considerec NRDC Contention 3a and 3b and conclude it would be

unreasonable to operate Oconee in the manner suggested # rom an economic viesocint.

_ , . ,
, ,

D| |} l. I
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, . r e rt A. .ieSn.

.. . , y r. ,. C.s. . O . Cr..c. u . _ru__. . OF.- , .r. .. . . . -- -

i a= cuplcyed as a Senior Cost-3enefir Specialist with the Cost-3enefit

Analysis 3:anch, Division of Site Saf e:y and Environnen:21 Analysis,

Office of Nuclear Reacecr Regulatica, located in Zethesda, Maryland.

forth belcw.
'

My educational and p ciessicual qualifica:icns are set

Education

3.S. Agricultural Ecencaics Celerado 5:c:e University 1953
*
.

- e 3 ., *cao4 ., 2v-
,-- < a- u,...3.- c3.~ s - ..., . . - - - -

3 <
u. . . a . - -- ~~ - .

-- .a- -

Ph.D. Agricultural Econc=ics University of 1111ncis 1964

In additien, I have taken advanced courses in ecencr2:rics. My formal

educational progrs= has enecapassed, and espF.asized, studies in =icrc- ,

ec:nc=ics, =athematics, and statistics as they relate to land and water

resources and agricultural produccien.

Ex erie cee

I joined the Regula: cry Staff of the Atenic Energy Cc- 'esicn in August

1973, being assigned to the Cost-Senefit Analysis 2:anch. As a Senior .

Analyst, I a= rescensible for reviewing and analy:ing environ =entnl

reports and prepar'ng cost-benefit portions of enviren= ental state =ents.

I as responsible f or developing the criteria f or analysis of alternative*
,

sites, alternative fuels and alternative eccling syste=s Oc be used in

enviren= ental statenents. In additien, I ccaduct generic ecenc=ics

research en tcpics related to environnental L pacts of nuclear power

plants. I prepare testi=cny and participate in three to five enviren-

nental hearings per year regarding cost-benefit analysis and need for'

.

9 .. G 6

m "1to ,_ i
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power, in particular , ces: analysis of al:ernative fuels, land use

i= pacts of pcwer plant siting, recreaticnal i= pacts of pcwer plant

siting, regional ince=e impacts, and the need fer the f acility.

Other activities include review and propese revisions of ?.egulatcry
.-

Guides, in particular Regula: cry Guide 4.2 which pertains to prepara-

tien of Invirenzen:a1 Reports.

4

..- .s.p.4_3 , c. a. .s . , . _ _ , , - . 3 c. / , r. . .a s . a..w. .. . a.. e ..a ,. 2.c . ._ ., C c , s- ._ _< -. .- ,. a- v
..- . . -

.. .- . ...3. .

-

Atnespheric Ad=inistration in the U. S. Depart =ent of Cc==erce and i:s~
'

predecesser agencies. This position began with responsibility for _

research and research supertision in fishery marketing, 'ncluding
*

esti=ating censu=er de=and f or fishery products and distributien of

fishery produe:s. A =ajor prcject was te ccnduct a cost-benefit
,
.

analysis of preservation of fishery products by Icw level icnicingaw
radiation. Censu=er and marketing .ees cuinina:ed in a study

making long-range projecticas cf the de=and and supply of fishery

products en a worldwide basis.

During the later peried of this appoint =ent, =y pri=ary responsibility

was in fishery =anage=ent wherein social, ecenc=ic, and biclegical.-

studies were conducted :: deter =ine needed institutional changes :=

s better allocata :he utilization of fishery resources. Studies were

also supervised an the ecenc=ic conditions of fishing vessel cuners

and environmental anal sis of narine fisheries habitats.f

.

Specialized assign =ents in the ;0AA pesitien included werk en estab-

_

lishing the ??3S syste fc Federal cc =ercial fisheries programs. ,

.-

. ] (I
a

.
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.

Also , under 10 sn to the U. S. Agency f or International Devel prent (AID),

I have traveled to eight countries to evaluate potential for producing

h and distributing fish protein concentrate vi:hin these countries.

During 1964 and 1965, I was employed as a rescurce e :nesist by the

Eureau of Land Manage:ent in the U. S. Depart:ent of interi:r and

developed :dels for deternining optinus cultiple use of public lands

f or such activitias as grazing, witershed managenant, recr eation, and
1

forestry. My duties there a :has;;ed de'.aler.nent and analvsis of the
. . . .

econ ==ic consequences of didf eren: land uses.<
.,

.

From 1969 to 1973, I had an appointment as Visiting Assistant Fref essor

in the Agricultural and Rescurce Icene ics Depart:ent at the University
.

of Maryland and have taugh: graduate courses in Industrial Organizati n

and Iconceics of Marketing in that Department.

I have authered or coauthored about 15 publications, more i=portant

areas being (1) opti:== land use patterns , (2) ces:-benefit analyses

of food preservation by low level 1:nized radiati:n, (3) lcng-range

project as of demand and supply of fishery, prcduct;;, and G) deme-
..

graphic patterns of fishery product purchases. Nu=ercus unpublished

.. papers have also been written cc these and related areas such as ces:-

benefit analysis of rublic land use and analyses cf financial assistance
%

progra=s for narine fishing vessels.

I an a me ber of the A erican Agricultural Icenc=1:s Associa:icn and

'

the Societv. of Covern=cnt Econctists.
e

=.

"
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UNITED STATES OF AMIRICA
NUCLEAR RESU_ATORY CCMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SidETY AND LICENSING BOARD

s
In the Matter of )

)
DUKE POWER CCMPANY ) Docket No. 70-2623

.
'

)
(Amendment to Materials License )
SNM-ll73 for Oconee Nuclear )
Station Spent Fuel Transportation )
and Storage at McGuire Nuclear )
Station )

AFFICAVIT OF T. JERRELL CARTER, JR.

O I, T. Jerrell Carter, Jr., being duly sworn, do depose and state:

1. I am a Technical Assistant in the Division of Operating Reactors,

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission (NRC).

2. I have prepared e statement of professional qualifications which

is attached to this affidavit.,.

3. This affidavit address inpart, Natural Resources Defense Council
s

Contention 5.

S

u -



Contention *5 Applicant overstates the need for action at this time
by using the one-core discharge capacity reserve standard
as if it were a requirement where in fact it is not
a requirement of NRC regulations.

(a) Either Applicant should be bound to comply with
the one-core discharge capacity standard [as a
license condition] or it should have to demonstrate
on a cost / benefit basis that holding that
capability is more valuable than the costs of

s shipment off-site of one core of spent fuel
(Tr. 85-127).

There is no regulatory requirement for any particular spent fuel storage
,
_

capacity nor is the regulatory staff aware of any compelling safety basis

for requiring maintenance of a full core discharge capabilit;

The lack of a spent fuel storage capability can be costly in terms of

extended reactor outage time, however, the benefits from prudent reactor

plant design, in availability of the fccility and reduction of man-rem

exposures for inspections and repairs, are self eviaent. Therefore,

the licensing staff plans to continue its past practice of pointing

out these benefits to applicants and licensees. This testimony is

based in part on general conclusions reached as a result of numerous

spent fuel storage reviews and associated evaluations of alternatives.

The specific alternatives and conclusions relative to the proposed
,

,

shipment cf spent fuel from the Oconee station to McGuire will be

covered by others.s

Historically, power reactor facilities have been designed and built

with storage pools for irradiated fuel assemblies that could store the

fuel discharged during the refueling, plus some additional space.

O

-
,'ia,
- saJ



Contention 5 cont'd -2-
,

Generally, utilities have followed the practice of providing additional

space for a full core, so that if a need to unload the core should occur,

space would be available to permit immediate unloading. The staff has

endorsed and encouraged this design philosophy. Our present practice,

it as described in tne Standard Review Plan is to require applicants to

state the basis for the spent fuel storage capacity provided in the oesign.
' (The Standard fieview Plan is guidance for the staff wnich presents a well

defined base for reviewers and a statement of regulatory policy.) For

example, the safety analysis reports for some Fecent light water reactor

applications state that the storage space provided is consistent with the

maximun number of spent fuel assemblies unloaded from the core, during

the refueling cycle, plus the fuel contained in a full core load (e.g.,

1-1/3 core for a single unit plant and 1-2/3 core for a dual unit facility).

Tne staff believes the above is an appropriate basis for selecting design

storage capacity, anc has informed applicants to this effect, but we have

no guides or regulations that require any specific basis for selecting

design capacity.

'

The Oconee station consists of 3 reactors. Two reactors share one pool'

and the third reactor has a separate pool. The shared pool had an
5

original capacity slightly greater than 12/3 cores and single unit

pool had a capacity slightly less than 1 1/2 cores. This was consistent

with the then prevailing design practice. Since then the license has

,. , c.
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Contention *5 cont'd -3-

O
requested and received approval to increase the storage capacity of

the single unit pool to about 2.7 cores. Therefore the license has a

total station storage capacity for the three units of about 4.5 cores.

Prerently there is available storage for 265 fuel assemblies; each of

the three units has a core that consists of 177 fuel assemblies.

The staff has previously (1975) considered the possible need for
-

establishing requirements for design capacity of spent fuel storage

pools and for the maintenance of available space sufficient to permit

storage of a full re tctor core in the event the need should arise to

unload the reactor (full core reserve). The staff considered various

postulated situations that illustrate the benefits of being able to

completely unload the reactor, such as the need to perform repairs

or modifications (e.g. repair pipe cracks or replace steam generator

tubes) or to reduce the accumulated man-rem dose to workers during

certain maintenance or inspection activities ( e.g. inspect the

reactor belt-line welds or reactor fuel). In all cases, however,

the conditions that might require unloading the core could be

,- permitted to exist and the unloading put off or delayed until space

was made available by shipping stored fuel to some other location.
' No postulated event or safety consideration required immediate core

unloading. The core cooling system with its redundancy and the

@

, , , ,
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Contention 75 cont'd -4-

reactor vessel with its integrity provide assurance that the reactor

vessel is a safe location in which to keep fuel already in the core

for an indefinite period, following shutoown of the reactor.

None of the postulated situations presented any Compelling safety
1.

basis for recuiring maintenance of a full core reserve; however,

lack of such capability can be costly in terms of extended outage
P

time. The benefits from prudent design, in availability of the

facility and reduction of man-rem exposures for inspections and

repairs, are sel f evident. Therefore, the licensing staff points out

these benefits to applicants and licensees, but has not established

a basis for imposing a requirement to maintain full core reserve

fuel storage capability.

Licensees recognize the benefits of being able to unload the reactor

but not all licensees have taken steps to assure that a full core reserve

is available. Possibly because there is no requirement for a particular

spent fuel storage capability, the steps taken by licensees have not

all been the same. In the past some utilities requested increases in
-

-

storage capacity of only a fraction of a core although most requested

increases were for more than one core of storage capability.. Today
,

only 2 reactor stations, with one or more reactors, are operating without

a full core reserve (FCP). But during the past four years, numerous

other stations also have operated witnout a FCR. These actions show

that not all licensees believe that full core reserve is necessary.

@
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Contention 75 cont'd -5-

The contention, simply stated, would require a licenses to demonstrate

that it is better to rely on a full core storage capability than to rely

on shipment of spent fuel. Fuel may have to be discharged from the reactor

to permit reactor vessel inspections or certain repairs. The contention

' presupposes that shipment of spent fuel to another location is a viable

option. In the particular case involving Duke Power, the McGuire spent
.

fuel storage pool does exist and it could be used to receive spent fuel

from the Oconee station. In most proposals reviewed to date the option of

shipping spent fuel between reactor sites did not exist; therefore, increasing

the on-site storage pool capacity was the proposed option. (The NRC assess-

ment of case specific alternatives available to Duke Power is discussed in

the Environmental Impact Appraisal and Staff affidavits with respect to

Natural Resources Defense Council Contention No. 3 on Alternatives and

Carolina Environmental Study Group and Carolina Action Contention No.1.)

Assessments of cost benefit for those proposals that have been approved

to date show that shutting down the plant is less desirable than either

increasing on-site storage capability or shipping spent fuel to another

.- reactor pool with space.

The Commission stated on September 10, 1975, in the Federal Recister
s

that approvals for pool modifications can be granted, pending issuance

of the generic environmental impact statment, provided that they are

consistent with consideration of five specific factors. One of the

9
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factors specifically covers the need for the increased storage

capability. It and other factors have been considered in an Environ-

mental Inpact Appraisal issued by the NRC in support of every

licensing action on a storage pool modification. We have approved on

3 a case-by-case basis, approximately 40 proposals to increase on-site

spent fuel storage capacity. In these cases it was found that the

cost associated wit;. the reactor being unable to operate for a short~-

time because of a lack of storage capability is far greater than either

increasing on-site storage capability or shipping fuel to another site

for storage if it were available.

NRC nas been authorizing on-site spent fuel storage expansive well before

the necessity to preclude a reactor shutdown. Our reasons include:

(1) modifications to increase spent fuel storage capability can be cone

with less personnel exposure to radiation when the pool has no spent

fuel in it or less than a full complement of spent fuel and (2) regardless

of the amount of storage available the added storage capability will

not be used until the i.eed for storage exists - storage capability does

- not cause a utility to generate either a larger quantity of spent fuel
~

or spent fuel at a faster rate just to fill the pool. Modifications

s
to on-site pool storage capability can be most easily done before spent

fuel has been discharged from the reactor to the pool. All work can

be done with the pool dry since water does not need to be in the pool.

@
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When spent fuel is in the pool, water is required for shielding and

cooling. Keeping the amount of spent fuel in the pool to a minimum

reduces the radiation field strength and increases the distance

between the workers and the spent fuel. It may also reduce the

% amount of fuel handling, simplify the modification procedures and

thereby minimize the time that personnel are exposed.
s

Thus, altno gh there is no regulatory requirement for any particular

spent fuel storage capacity, providing increased storage capability

does not increase tne rate at which spent fuel is discharged from the

reactor to the pool, but will instead provide the licensee with

operational flexibility which the NRC staff encourages. NRC will

review each proposed option and give approval . *:h?n necesary and

appropriate.

I hereby certify tnat the above statements are true and accurate to

the best of my knowledge and belief,

o

~ T h..a Yg$$/ /

I .'Aerrel l Carter, J r.

..
Subscribed and sworn to
before me this / c day of

.
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t

'-
/ 'i 7 '- ) ''

f' .% fA ,

r_ i1 /?< +& No.tary Public
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PROFESSIONAL OUALIFICATIONS

OF

T. JERRELL CARTER, JR.

I serve as technical expert in the nuclear engineering field as
1

advisor and assistant to the Assistant Director for Engineering and

Proj ec ts , Division of Operating Reactors. I coordinate technical

reviews within the c' vision. As such I have been involved with spent

fuel storage increases since 1975. I have -?thored a paper on spent

fuel storage given at the 9th Annual National Conference on Radiation

Control in 1977 and another updated paper to be given to the June

1979 Meeting of the American Nuclear Society. I have also participated

in a joint NRC/I AEA Seminar on Spent Fuel Storage in 1978.

Prior to coming to the Commission in 1969, I was with Atomics

International in California for 11 years. .I workec as a process

design engineer for a power reactor. As such I performed safety

studies in support of a Safety Analysis Report, evalueted-sys-tec ,

designs and prepared system design discriptions and equipment specifica-

- tions. I also designed and specified equipment for experimental loops~

installed in domestic and Canadian reactors. I assisted loop operation
s

and evaluated the performance. In addition, two years were spent at a

reactor site during preoperational testing and initial operation of a

power reactor. I was responsible for evaluating system performance and

designing modifications that would improve performance. Included

were spent fuel storage pool systems including water purification.

()/, , 1 n .3
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I received a Bachelor of Arts from Amherst College and a Bachelor

of Science in Cherrical Engineering from Massachusetts Insititute of

Technology in 1957 a.,d a Master of Science in Chemical Engineering

from Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 1958. My master's degree

included work at the MIT Practice School in Oak Ridge, Tennessee. I3

am a Registered Professional Engineer in Nuclear Engineering in the

$ State of California.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
)

DUKE POWER CCMPANY ) Docket No. 70-2623
)

(Amendment to Materials License )
' SNM-ll73 for Oconee Nuclear )

Station Spent Fuel Transportation )
and Storage at McGuire Nuclear ) ,.

Station) ) -s

TESTIMONY OF T. JERRELL CARTER, JR.

1. I am a Technical Assistant in the Division of Operating Reactors, U. S. -

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC).

2. As part of my duties, I have been involved with spent fuel storage

storage increases since 1975.

3. This testimony addresses inpart, Natural Resources Defense Council

Contention 3e and d, Carolina Environmental Study Group Contention 1

and Carolina Action Contention 1.

_- 4 I have reviewed and support the statements made in section 9.0 through

9.8 of the Environmental Impact Appraisal for the proposed storage of
'

Oconee spent fuel at McGuire Unit 1 except as subsequent events have

changed the staff testimony.

.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NL' CLEAR REGULATORY CCPMISSION

SEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING E0ARD

In the Matter of )
)

DUKE POWER CCMPANY )
)

(Amencment to Materials License )
SNM-1773 for Oconee Nuclear Station )s
Spent Fuel Transpor:ation and Storage )
at McGuire Nuclear Station) )

s
Affidavit of Brett S. Spitalny

I, Brett S. Spitalny, being duly sworn to depo'se and state:

1. I am the Proj ect Manager for the McGuire/Oconee spent fuel

transportation and storage proposal, Office of Nuclear Material Safety

and Safeguards.

2. I have prepared a statement of professional qualifications which

is attached to this affidavit.

3. This affidavit addresses Natural Resources Defense Council (NROC)

Contention 2 which reads as follows:

The procosed action is a major federal action significantly
affecting the quality of the human environment and cannot be acted
upon until preparation of a final environmental impact- statenent.

*
.

The contention suggests that the staff should have prepared an

Environmental Impact Statement in lieu of an Environmental Impact Appraisal
,

(E!A). The natural Resources Defense Cocncil (NRCC) bases for this state-

ment is that the proposed action is a 74jor federal action significantly

affecting the quality of the human envi:anment. T're contention does not

4-
.,
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suggest, however, those areas of concern in which the EIA falls short of

its intent, i.e., of evaluating the proposed ~ action to allow a determina-

an to be made with respect to significant impacts, if any, of the proposed

action.
'

Resolution of NRDC contention 2, therefore, is necessarily dependents
w

directly on the resolution of NRCL contentions 3, 4, 5 and 6. (See NRDC
S response of April 16,1979, P.14, to applicant's interrogatory No, 51 of

March 28,1979. ) My affidavit nd the affidavits of R. Daniel Glenn,

Dr. M. Parsont, Dr. J Nehemias and T. Jerrell Carter as well as the

Environmental Impact Appraisal (EIA) (December,1978) show that (1) the

environmental impacts are negligibly small, and, therefore insignificant,

and (2) there are no preferred alternatives to the applicant's request

to ship Oconee spent fuel to McGuire for storage if alternatives to the

proposed action are evaluated. .I adopt the material set forth in t 'IA

pertinent to the NRDC contentions 3, 4, 5 and 6* as part of my testiinony

and affidavit in this case.

Although Duke Power Company has applied for an amendment to modify

.- the Oconee spent fuel capacity by reracking, modification of the existing

Oconee spent fuel pools to provide additional storage capacity is less
'

preferred on an economic basis. Modification of the Oconee pool is

rougrisy comparable to the request to transship Oconee fuel to McGuire

* The motion for smmary disposition is not being sought with respect to
contention 6. Further explanation will be supplied at the upcoming
hearing, reaffin.1ing the staff's conclusion in the EIA that related
ir,) acts are not significant,

b |N
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with respect to normal radiation exposure, although neither activity has

other than a negligibly small environmental impact including the impacts

of radiation dose. Transshipment and storage of Oconee fuel at McGuire

has negligible or no measureable environmental impacts, and certainly no
' significant environmental impacts.

*%

As the NRC Project Manager of this licensing -action, I have directed and$

taken part in the preparation of the Environmental Impact Appraisal

(EIA) in support of the staff's negative declaration (43 FR 61057).

The staff's EIA has considered all facts that are material to this issue

q and concludes there are no significant impacts from the proposed action,
t
i

I have prepared testimony with respect to NRDC Contention 3,

alternatives and CESG Contention 1, alternatives. My affidavits, those of

other staff affiants which I have examined, and the EIA clearly demon-

strate that the proposed actisn will result in negligibly small and,

therefore, insignificant impacts with respect to air, aquatic, and

terrestrial environs. Impacts from occupational exposure and the dose to the
'

'' general public are negligibly small and therefore, insignificant. The

affidavits of Messrs. Hodge, Glenn and Lake confirm that the burden of radiation
e

dose cs a result of routine and non-routine operations (CESG and CA

Contention 2) are also negligibly small, and, therefore, insignificant.

<
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In addition, the flatural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) in its

response to discovery requests of tM staff and of the applicant, has

failed to point cut substantively where the Environmental Impact

Apprai;al (EIA) is in error, or if those impacts noted in the EIA are

w other than negligibly small, and, therefore, insignificant,

Based on my analysis, which has conside ed the EIA and the evidence,

offered in evaluation of the factors described in NRDC Contentions 3, 4,

5 and 6, I have determined with respect to fiRDC Contention 2 that the environ-

mental impacts from the proposed action will be insignificant.and,

therefore, constitutes an insignificant effect on the quality of the
.!

| human environment.

I hereby certify that the above stateunts are true and accurate -

to the best of my belief.

a&t~ T_ ih~f- ,

Brett S. Spitalny
! ,

I Subscribed and sworn to
! before me this //W day'

,

| of May, 1979
!

d)/ & --. .

" Notary Public
My Commission expires h 6 /./4 P L

|| |'
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARC

In the Matter of )
)-.

CUKE POWER COMPANY ) -

) Docket No. 70-2623Ja== (Amendment to Materials License )
SNM-1773 for Oconee Nuclear Station )
Spent Fuel Transportation and Storage )
at McGuire Nuclear Station )=

Testimony of Brett S. Spitalny
and R. Daniel Glenn

.- , .

~

I

This testimer.y jadcresses Carolina Environmental Study Group

(CESG) Contention 1 and Carolina Action Contention I which reads as follows:
.

Shipment of Oconee spent fuel to McGuire for storage is
unacceptable as compared to other alternatives:

--m,

a. Modification of the existing Ocones spent fuel pools
to provide additional storage capacity.

b. Construction of a new separate s' pent fuel storage
*

facility at the Oconee site.

c. Construction of a new and separate spent. fuel storage,

facility away from the Qconee site, but other than M.cGuire.

The contention by Carolina Environmental Study Group (CESG) and

Carolina Action (CA) suggests that the staff did not adecuately examine

the alternatives to the proposed action. The contention focuses on two

O
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options available to Duke Power: 1) the modification of the existing

pools at Oconee, and 2) the construction of a new facility either on
**

or away from the Oconee site. We adopt as part of the basis,for our
L ., affidavit, the analysis contained in the Environmental Impact Appraisal

(EIA), (December,1978) .
*

The first alternative, that of modification of the 'xisting pool

may be accomplished by three means, a) physical expansion of the pool,

b) reracking with high density stainless steel racks, and c) reracking

with neutron absorbing materials (poison racks).

The physical expansion of the Oconee pools is not possible (EIA p. 52).

The existing pools, both the Unit 1 and 2 shared pool and the Unit 3 pool,

were not constru'cted with the intent of expansion and therefore there is

no capability to breach the integrity of the pools. Since the Oconee 1
*

and 2, and Oconee 3 pools contain spent fuel, such an action is not feasible

(CIA p. 52)._
'

Another means of increasing capacity in the existing pools is to install

high density stainless steel racks. Again, as evaluated in the staff's EIA,-

this action was one of two viable alternatives available to the applicant
* (EIA p. 52). Experience had indicated that the time recuired to design,

contract and procure the racks coupled with the time to license the action,

made this alternative less attractive than its counterpart, transshipment

(EIA, Chapter 9). Subsequently however, the applicant has requested, and

received, an expedited delivery date from Combustion Engineering for the

acquisition of these racks.

n) In-



,

.

-3-

.

On February 2,1979, Duite Power submitted an application to the

NRC staff for the approval to install high density stainless steel
.

racks in the Oconee Units 1 and 2 shared pool. The staff irtrying

to accommodate the expedited schedula requested by Duke and provide

Duke Power with a completed review by early June 1979, as presently
s

scheduled. This licensing action (reracking) wil1 increase the storage
-

'

capacity of the Oconee 1 and 2 basin from 336 to 750 assemblies. This

increase of 414 assemblies will provide some relief to the immediate

problem of a spent fuel storage shortage capacity at Ocoree. However,

it will not solve Duke Power Company's fuel storage problem. An

additional measure is still needed. Duke has indicated that it still

envisions transshipment as the preferable alternative (Duke Power

Application to rerack Oconee 1 and 2, February 2,1979). The staff has
_

indicated that both alternatives, transshipment or reracking, were feasible,
~

and that neither alternative imposed any undue risk or significant impact

on the quality of tha human environment'
'

As evidenced by the application of February 2,1979 from Duke Power

to rerack the Oconee Units 1 and 2 spent fuel pool, the consideration of
.

reracking as an alternative to transshipment has become an additional

measure actively being pursued by the applicant to ameliorate the shortage

of spent fuel capacity.

The last option open to Quke for modifying the pools, is one of

incorporating neutron absorbing materials (poison racks) to increase

.-. .. -
-. ._ ._ _ _ __ .
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the density of assemolies. This alternative was considered in detail

in the Natural Resources Defense Council (MRCC) Contention 3c and 3d

(B. Spitalny and R. Glenn testimony).

In general, the staff would agree that the use of coison racks

mignt be considered a reasoriable means of ameliorating the shortfall of

storage space, but in :nis situation is not considered cost-effective.
a

Due to the . timing required in procuring and licensing this option and

assuming that Duke does not install stainless steel racks as presently,

being pur.ued, the shipment of scent fuel will still be required to

ac ommodate the installation of poison racks. Assuming Duke does install

the stainless steel racks, ample space will exist for their installation,

however, the added costs related to this licensing action (dollars and

man-rem) must be added to the costs for poison racks. The method of

||)- contending with the shortage of storage space at Oconee by transshipment

and raracking as proposed by the applicant, has been shown to be cost-

effective and results in negligibly small, and therefore insignificant'
-.

..

impacts on the quality of the human environment.

The alternative of constructing a new and separate storage facility
'

has also been addressed by the contention as being inadequately evaluated.
.

The economic consequences of constructing a new and separate storage facility

remain constar: agardless of whether the site is at Oconee, or at some.

.

other location. Soeaking independently of site se'.ection, the construction

of cn In ependent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI) by the applicantd

was evaluated in this licensing action's Environmental Impact Appraisal

(EIA pp. 50-52). That evaluation concluded that the delays associated with

licensing, construction and testing of such a facility would not allow

completion in time to solve the immediate storage needs at Oconee. Additionally,
e7b d

.
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the financial burden potentially passed on to the ratepayers is of

proportien as not to be overlooked as an incidental cost. In comoarison,

transshipment to McGuire and reracking Oconee Basin 1 and 2 with stainless
.

_

steel racks would meet these immediate storage needs. ~

4

The installation of poison racks, would, however, allow sufficient

time to construct a separate facility before Oconee again gets to a,

point that spent fuel storage space would be a problem. ,This alternative,

assuming no prior (stainless steel) reracking, will not preclude the shipment

of fuel however, and subsequently does not result in an option advantageous

to the one chosen by the applicant. Assuming Duke does rerack with stainless

steel racks, will add to the ultimate costs, as mentioned earlier, of installing
,

poison racks. (Spitainy and Glenn testimony, NRDC 3c & d)
.

,

Use of an onsite, but separate spent fuel storage installation would

not significantly reduce tne total dose received from similar shipments

to offsite storage installations such as McGuire Nuclear Station. The trans-

shipment of one spent fuel asser41y from Oconee to McGuire is estimated toi -
.

result in an occupational dose from 0.1 to b.25 man-rem. This total, due to
.

loading and unicading of the shipping cask makes un approximately 75% of the
~

overall dose. Since an onsite storage installation at Oconee could not be
>

connected to the existing basins, it would still be necessary to make similar

transfers using a shipping cask. (Spitalny and Glenn testimony, NRDC 3c and d,

and NRDC 4).

,
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Recent studies by utilities and confirmed by the Department of

Energy have indicated tha* costs for constructing and operating a
* - facility of this type range upward to approximately $30,C00 per

,

3, , assembly. This is sharply contrasted by the approximate cost of

shipment at $2,000 per assembly. (EIA, Table 10-1, P.58; DOE /EIS-C041-D,
* p.II-27.) To assure adequate spent fuel storage capacity for its

operating reactors, the applicant has increased the s'ize of spent fuel

storage basins at those reactors it has presently under construction.

The potentially small reduction of exposure achievable by building

separate storage facilities at Oconee coupled with the large additiond

costs involved do not support construction of such facilities as in'the

best interest oY- the applicant or its ratepayers at this time. (EIA pp. 30-52;

Spitalny and Glenn affidavit, NRDC 3c and d.)

171 regard to a new and separate facility at a site other than

1.) Oconee or McGuire Nuclear Stations, ilttle or nothing is to be gained

over transshipment to McGuire. In facts the proposal suggested in CESG's

and CA's Contention 1(c) would result in requiring the shipment of spent,

fuel in a manner identical to that of shipping to McGuire. The intervenors
'

have suggested an option which they oppose as presented in their.

Contantion 2. "This action could most likely also result in greater-

environmental impacts due to construction of such a facility offsite

and the development of land which presumably would have to be acquired

by Duke Power. This would result most likely in additional increased costs

to the utility and ratecayers. An indirect cost would also be incurred

a-
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in that the construction of a new facility fails to take advantage of

economic commitments already made by the aoplicant.

Dube's procosal, on the other hand, takes advantage of storage,,

capacity at McGuire for which monetary cantitments have been made.M

In summary, for the foregoing reesons, we have determined that

the proposal to transship is an environmentally sound option, with3
_

negligibly small, and, therefore insignificant impacts. In general,

the use of neutron absorbing (poison) racks is an accepted practice.

However, in this case it may not be the optimum alternative.

Additionally, the construction of a new facility either on or away

from the Oconee site has been shown, like poison racks, to not be

cost-effective. .Although we find these alternatives technologically

feasible, they are not preferred alternatives when compared to the

proposed action to transship and store Oconee spent fuel at McGuire.

m
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of )

DUKE POWER COMPANY )
) Docket No. 70-2623

(Amendment to Materials License )
SNM-1773 for Oconee Nuclear Station )

* Spent Fuel Transportation and Storage ),

at McGuire Nuclear Station) )

s Affidavit of Brett S. Soitalny

i
I, Brett S. Spitalny, being duly sworn to depose and state:

1. I am the Project Manager for the McGuire/0conee spent fuel

! transportatioit and storage proposal, Office of Nuclear Material Safety
i

l and Safecuards.
.

2. I have prepared a statement of professional qualifications which
:

is attached to this affidavit.

3 This affidavit addresses Carolina Environmental Study Group (CESG)
!

Contention 3 and Carolina Action (CA) Contention 3 (CESG and CA Contention 3)
i

which reads as follows:i

. .,

Factors set forth in items 1 [CESG-Contention 1 &
Carolina Action-Contention 1] and 2 [CESG-
Contention 2 & Carolina Action-Contention 2] above
require the preparati of an Ervironmental Impacta

Statement because the groposed action is a major
federal action of the Commission significantly
affecting the quality of the human environment.

CESG and CA Contention 3 states that the Staff should have prepared

an Environmental Impact Statement in lieu of an Environmental Impact

Appraisal because the proposed action will have a significant adverse effect

@
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on the quality of the human environment. CESG's and CA's stated basis

is that the impacts from transportation will impose and unacceptable burden

of radiation dose to the public as a result of routine and non-routine

operation, and that the Staff has not properly evaluated specified alterna-
4

- tives to the proposed action.

This affidavit further addresses CESG and CA Contention 3 with respect.,

to the factors set forth in CESG Contention 1 and CA Contention 1 and

whether those factors demonstrate that the proposed action is a major federal

action of the Commission significantly affecting the quality of the human

environment such that preparation of an environmental impact statement is

requi red.

(hh Resolution of this contention is necessarily dependent directly on

the resolution of CESG Contention 1 and CA Contention 1. My affidavit and

the affidavits of R. Daniel Glenn. Dr. M. Parsont, and Dr. J. Nehemias,

as well as the Environmental Impact Appraisal (EIA (December,197.8) show

(1) that the environmental impacts from the proposed action are negligibly

small and therefore insignificant and, 2) that there are no preferred
,

alternatives to the Applicant's request to ship Oconee spent fuel to

McGuire for storage when compared to other alternatives. I adopt the.

material set forth in the EIA pertinent to the CESG Contentions 1 and 2

and CA Contentions 1 and 2 as part of my testimony and affidavit in this

case.

@
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Although Duke Power Company has applied for an amendment to modify

the Oconee spent fuel capacity by re-racking, modification of the existing

Oconee spent fuel pools to provide additional storage capacity is less

preferred on an economic basis. Modification of the Oconee pool is
&

rougly comparable to the request to transship Oconee fuel to McGuire with

respect to radiation exposure from routine operations, although neither,.

activity has other than a negligible environmental impact including the

impacts of radiation dose.

Transshipment and storage of Oconee fuel at McGuire has negligible

or no measureable environmental impact, and, therefore, certainly no signi-

ficant environmental impact and far outweighs the cor.struction of a new

h and separate spent fuel storage facility at or away from the Oconee site from

a time, cost, and environmental impact standpoint. This conclusion is based

on several factors.

The radiation doses from transshipment and storage at McGuire, although

extremely low, would be comparable to transshipment to a new and separate

spent fuel pool if constructed at the Oconee site. The economic costs of,

such a new, separate pool at the Oconee sita would exceed many times the

transshipment proposal. (EIA, p 49-59, EIA, Ch. 5) The time required to-

design, license and construct such a new, separate spent fuel facility exceeds

the time available to Duke by a number of years. (ETA, pp 49-59) C'onstructior:

of such a new, separate spent fuel facility at either the Oconee site or at

another site other than the McGuire site most likely would result in

. greater environmental impacts from construction, where the transshipment

! bb

.
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option has been shown to have negligibly small, and therefore, insignificant

environmental impacts. Environmental impacts of such construction of a

new, separate spent fuel pool facility at the Oconee site or at another

site other than at McGuire, since the impacts of the proposed action are
s

insignificant and construction of such a separate spent fuel pool is not a

reasonable alternative, have not been, and are not required to be evaluated,

in this case other than in a general sense for purposes of this affidavit.

As the NRC Project Manager of this licensing action, I have directed and

taken part in the preparation of the Environmental Impact Appraist' (EIA).

in support of the Staff's negative declaration (43 FED. Reg. 61057).

The Staff's EIA has considered all facts that are material to this issue

and concludes there are no significant impacts from the proposed action.

I have prepared testimony with respect to CESG Contention 1, alternatives,

and CA Contention 1, alternatives. The EIA clearly demonstrates that the

proposed action will result in negligible or insignificant impacts with

respect to air, aquatic, and terrestrial environs. Impacts from occupational

exposure and the dose to the general public are insignificant. (EIA, pp 29-32),
,

The affidavits of Messrs. Hodge, Glenn and Lake confirm that the burden

of radiation dose as a result of routine and non-routine operations-

(CESG and CA Contention 2) is also insignificant.

In addition, the Carolina Environmental Study Group (CESG) and Carolina

Action (CA) have failed to point out where the Environmental Impact Appraisal

(EIA) is in error, or how the matters described in the document constitute

@
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(1) significant impacts or (2) a major Federal action of proportions

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. Indeed,

Carolina Action has failed to provide any supporting factual basis for

its Contentions 1 and 2 in response to discovery requests of the parties.

8 Based on my analysis, which has considered the EIA and the evidence

offered in evaluation of the factors described in CESG Contentions 1 and 2
~.

and Carolina Action Contentions 1 and 2, I have determined with respect

to CESG Contention 3 and CA Contention 3 that the impacts from the proposed

action will be negligibly small, and therefore, insignificant; and,

consequently, the proposed action to transport and store 300-270 day old

Oconee spent fuel assemblies at McGuire constitutes an insignificant effect

on the quality of the human environment.

I hereby certify that the above statements are true and correct to

the best of my knowledge and belief.

W9he'd
Brett S. Spitalny L

'

{

\
Subscribed and sworn to,

beforemethisH7ddayofMay,1979

$/ clL -

Notary Public

My Commission expires: (n iu //9 M .
j O
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of )
}

DUKE POWER COMPANY

( Amendment to Materials License ) Docket No. 70-2623
SNM-173 for Oconee Nuclear Station ),

Spent Fuel Trans.portation and Storage )
at McGuire Nuclear Station) ) '

s

TESTIMONY OF DARREL A. NASH

Ouestion: Are there economic advantages to building an ISFSI as soon as

possible to avoid the effects of future inflation?

Answer: If the facility is not needed at the time it is available, it

is almost never advantageous to have it sooner than needed.
.

Ques tion: What do you mean by the word "needed" as used in the context

of this case?

Answer: The need is for a means of storing spent fuel as it is discharged

from the three Oconee units. Need is not to be confused with.

alternative solutions available to meet that need.
.

Question: Are there exceptions to your statement that it is almost never

advantageous to have a facility sooner than needed?
.

Answer: Yes, one case is where the time of need is highly uncertain and

the consequences of not having the facility when needed are great.

Question- Why is it not economically advantageous to build a facility early?

Answer: The reason for this is that cost of money (i.e., in the case of

an electrical utility this consists of bonds, preferred stocks andO
common stocks), almost always exceeds the rate of inflation. Th?

-
' F- ',.i i
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staff has found a nearly constant spread over more than 20 years

between inflation and the weighted average cost of money to

utilities of about 3 percentage points. Thus, investing now

for the sole purpose of avoiding inflation later results in

added costs.
u

.

Question: Why is the weighted cost of money to utilities important to

the comparison?

Answer: In order to compare dollar costs which occur at different points

in time, all costs must be adjusted (or, technically, discounted)

to a comon point in time because of the time value of money. A

dollar is worth more now than a dollar to be received next year.

The weighted cost of money is used as the discount rate. Future

dollars discounted to the present time are called the present value

of this sum of dollars.

Question: What is an exemple of the comparative costs of constructing a

facility before it is needed versus constructing the same facility

to be available at the time of need?
'

Answer: The following is an example where an ISFSI is built to become

available in 4 or 5 years, assume 1983, versus delaying construction
.

for 3 years. Using the cost of an ISFSI of $51,750,000, the com-

parative costs are shown below.

The cost is increased by E% to adjust it to a 1979 dollar, (assuming

8% inflation). The 1979 level cost is $55,890,000. This is the

cost of completion of a facility which is started in 1979 and completed

g in 1983. A facility started 3 years later and completed in 1986 would

continue to inflate by 8% per year. However, to express the
acost on a common time basis, the 1983 oresent value cost 6]j aUu i
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m'ist be used. The present value of 555,890,000 using an 8%

annual inflation and 11% discount rate for 3 years is $51,479,750.

Thus, in this example, tnere is about an 8.5% cost increase by

constructing the ISFSI earlier than needed.

The delayed facility would always have a lower present value cost,,

regardless of the spread between the inflation rate and discount -

rate, as long as the interest rate is greater..

Question: Are there any other reasons why such an ISFSI should not be

built before it is needed?

Answer: Yes, one reason, especially with the continually developing options

for handling spent fuel, imediate construction may tend to foreclose

technological development which could reduce cost or improve public

health and safety. Secondly, at some future time NRC or other

regulatory bodies may conclude that protection of the public health

and safety requires modifications in the design or construction of

spent fuel pools. These changes likely would be lower cost and more

effective if done before design and construction rather than to retrofit.

Finally, national policy may change at some time and spent fuel could.

be reprocessed, in which case the requirements for long term storage

of spent fuel would diminish.*

Question: What are the cost comparisons of building an ISFSI at Oconee versus

other f easible means of handling Oconee spent fuel? -

Answer: Since an ISFSI will only be available in 4 years, optmistically, the

comparison should be made on that timeframe when the ISFSI can receive

g spent fuel. This will be from 1983 to 1995. By then the 2300 assembly

m., m .
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facility will be filled. The cost of this facility in the 1983

timeframe is $55,890,000.

A feasible alternative is tc transship spent fuel first to

MCGuire, 300 assemblies, and then to transship to Catawba and

Perkins the remaining 2000 assemblies. The alternative presented
,

below assumes poison racks are installed at Oconee in 1991 rather,

than shipping to Perkins. This is done for illustrative purposes-.

only, as it is quite uncertain which set of feasible alternatives,

may ultimately be selected,

Oues tion: What are the costs of this alternative?

Answer: First of all there is a cost of $2,500 per assembly to transship

in 1978 S. Using the 8% escalation rate, by 1983 this will have

risen to $3967 per assembly. The following analysis uses $4000

per assembly in 1983 dollars. Thus in 1983 tne transshipment of

177 assemblies at $4000 per assembly results in a totai cost of

$708,000. Each year thereafter, costs of tNnsshipment are

assumed to increase at 8% per year. Cost of installing poi'an

racks is $3650 per assembly. The following analysis assumes
,

$4000 per assembly. By 1991, at 8% escalation for 12 years,

this cost reaches $10,072.
,

Question: Are there other adjustments needed to obtain the cost comparison

of the two alternatives?
.

Answer: Yes, as presented in the response to an earlier question, flows

of costs over time must be expressed on a present value basis.

The 1983 present value of transshipping / poison racks as described

9 above is 55,970,428 (approximately $6 million). The 1983 present

value cost of an ISFSI is over 9 times greater.

673 7:2
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Question: What conclusions do you draw from this analysis?

Answer: Building an ISFSI for near term storage will be a much more

expensive means of providing for the need to store Oconee spent

fuel. This is partly because one option is a comolete new facility,

and the other is simply ecuipment modification and transportation,

costs, including costs of preparing the spent fuel for transportation.

Another important reason is that the ISFSI requires a large cost at.

the beginning of the project and results in a large amount of unused

space during several years, (13 years are requires to fill'the facility).

The other option enables expenditures to be made much closer to the

time of need, thus lowering present value costs.

There are lower cost alternatives available which allow an indefinite

delay in need for an ISFSI. There is a cost penalty in building a

facility early just to avoid inflation when properly expressed on

a present value basis.

.
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O_estion: What are the cost comparisons of building an ISFSI at Oconee

versus other feasible means of handling Oconee spent fuel?

Answer: Since an ISFSI will only be available in 4 years, optimistically,

the comparison should be made on that timeframe when the ISFSI
-

can receive spent fuel. This will be from 1983 to 1991. By
,

then the 1,500 assembly facility will be filled. The cost

.

of this facility in the 1983 timeframe is $55,890,000.

A feasible alternative is to transship spent fuel firs t to

McGuire, 300 assemblies, and then to transship to Catawba and
_

'

Perkins the remaining 1,200 assemblies. This is done for

illus trative purposes only, as it is quite uncertain which set

of feasible alternatives may ultimately be selected.

Question: What are the costs of this alternative?

Answer: First of all there is a cost of $2,500 per assembly to transship

in 1979 S. Using the 8% escalation rate, by 1983 this will have
-

risen to S3,401 per assembly. The following analysis uses $3,400
.

per assembly in 1983 S. Thus in 1983 the transshipment of

'

177 assemblies at $3,400 per assembly results in a total cost of
,

S601,800. Each year thereafter, costs of transshipment are

assumed to increase at 8% per year.
,

O_estion: Are there other adjustments needed to obtain the cost comparison

of the two alternatives?

4
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answer: Yes, as presented in the response to an earlier question,

flows of costs over time must be expressed on a present value

basis. The 1983 present value of transshipping / poison racks

as described above is $4,253,800 (approximately $4 million).

The 1983 present value cost of an ISFSI is nearly 14 times

greater.,

.

.
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Ouestion (1)

During the course of the hearing different cost estimates have been given
for the construction of an Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation
(IS FS I ) . These estimatas have ranged from a low of $10,000/ assembly to a
high of $34,500/ assembly. Could you explain why there is a disparity in
the numoers?

.

RESPONSE

The variations in cost are as a result of a difference in scope of the
,

estimates, and not inconsistencies in the construction costs of the

structure and equipment. For example, in the applicant's Exhibit # 7

( April 23,1979 letter to the Staff), Duke Power Company's cost estimate for

an ISFSI is $51,750,000 (escalated to 1978 dollars at an escallation rate of

8%/ year) for a 1500 assembly storage facility. This cost is broken down

as follows:

Structure $ 5,964,000
Equipment 517,106.000

Subtotal $22,070,000

Engineering Labor and
Ove-head 514,384,000

Contingencies & Interest $14,235,000

5 551,689,000

Duke's cost estimate includes engineering, labor and overhead as well as
,

contingencies and interest. Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC),

Exhibit # 10 , (letter to Duke Power from Stone and Webster Engineering

Corporation dated September 5,1978', estimated $29,000,000 to $34,000,000 as

the cost of the structure and equipment for a facility capable of storina 2300

PWR asscenblies. This cost does not include engineering, labor, overhead nor

contingencies and interest.

v(d / ) 7;
o i/
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Comparing these two facilities, the total cost for structure and equipment of

the Duke Facility is $23,070,000 or $15,380 per essembly, and the Stone Webs *.er

Facility ranges from $29,000,000 to $34,000,000 or $12,600 to 514,800 per

a s s er. bly.

.

As snown by these costs, the estimates represent consistent cost figures.
.

Additionally, the Environmental Imoact Appraisal presents a cost figure as a

result of independent studies done at an earlier date of $10,000 per assembly.

This figure escalated to 1978 costs at 8% per year results is a cost of $12,600

per assembly. The DOE cost estimate, when put into proper perspective, results

in similar expenditures. Therefore, it can be concluded that the Duke Power

Company estimate is very much in line with the other estimates which have.-

'

been provided.

Question (2)

Are there any other differences between Duke's proposed facility and the Stone
and Webster design?

RESP 0NSE

Yes, the Duke Facild.ty is a totally independent facility, while the Stone and
.

Webster design is not a completely independent facility. The Stone and

Webster design relies on an interface with the parent facility. The following

systems are not included in the cost estimate: solid radwaste; liquid radwaste;
.

fire protection; make-up water; electrical; comronications and security. If

the Stone and Webster design was a totally independent facility, cost would

j increase.

-
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Question (3)

Would it be advantageous for Duke Power Company to physically expand the
Oconee 3 Pool as suggested by Cirolina Environmental Stuoy Group (CESG)?

RESPONSE.

./

The physical layout of the existing structure pronibits expansion of the pool
,

in the manner posed by CESG. There is available space however, to proceed ate

a right angle to the existing pool.

The Oconee 3 Pool was not originally constructed with th; capability for a

later expansion. The pool does not have an expansion gate or canal which could

be used for the transfer of assemblies to the new pool. Therefore, the

h movement of ' assemblies would have to be accomplished by the use of a cask as

presently done between the Oconee 1 and 2 Pool and the Oconee 3 Pool.

The existing support systems needed to operate the Oconee 3 Pool have not been

' sized clarge enougn tc accomodate the increased capacity of spent fuel. That

is the logic behind the need for a building to accommodate the new auxiliary
6

systems, and their associated cost. The construction of such a pool would

still require the majority of expense that would be required for a separate
,

pool on the Oconee site. The only gain of such an undertaking would be the

distance traveled by each spent fuel cask. However, a major drawback from this

type Of expansion would be the limited size of the pool, 650 assemblies, as

testified to by S. Hager of Duke Power on Friday, June 22, 1979. (Tr.1105 and 1151).

. -n. m,
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In light of the limited size and lack of suostar.tial cost saving, there is no

advantage for Duke Power to pursue an additional pool adjacent to the present

Oconee Pool.

'e Ouestion (4a)

The remaining costs associated with Duke Power Company's estimate of $34,500*

per assembly, for the construction of an ISFSI, are attributed to engineering,*

labor and overhead, contingencies and interest. Would these costs be added
to those cited by Stone and Web-ter?

RESPONSE

The Stone & Webster costs, as well as costs estimated by the other studies,

were only for structure and equipment and did not include engineering, labor,

overhead, contingencies or interest. These costs must be included to detentine

the capital cost of I.S.F.S.I.

Question (4b)

Based on your exoerience, do you have an opinion as to whether those costs
cited by Duke Power Company are reasonable?

e

s.
RESPONSE

*
Yes

Question (ac)

What is your opinion? -

S

6% 1D
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RESPONSE

Duke has thc capability of being their own architect / engineer and constructor

for this facility. Their charges for engineering, labor and overhead, contingencies,

and interest are based on past experience from the construction of their own
.

e nuclear facilities. The Duke's estimate for contingency is 25t. This is

* not an unreasonable contingency for a new facility of this type.
,

8
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Sb STATEMENT OF PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS OFW CLAYTON L. PITTIGLIO, JR.

Education

B.S. Civil Engineering University of Maryland 1969

Professional Engineering License
State of Maryland P.E. 9249
District of Columbia P.E. 6962,

w
George Washington University - Master's of Engineering Administration Program,

* Current Registration - 2 courses for comp 1.etion

Summary

My fomal education has encompassed all phases of engineering and engineering
management. The technical and management programs placed special emphasis
on all phases of the nuclear and coal industry.

Exoerience

I have been employed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission in Bethesda,
Maryland as a Cost-Senefit Analyst since August 1978. During my employment, I
have participated in review and evaluation of environmental impacts and economics
of purposed nuclear generating facilities with respect to cost-benefit
analysis. I have provided specialized input to NRC environmental impact
statements pursuant to Appenuix D, 10 CFR Part 51. I have evaluated construction
cost estimates for modifications to new and existing facilities resulting f om
regulatory requirements along with supplying cost estimates for systems to
mitigate adverse environmental impacts of nuclear generaMog facilities. I
have worked in economic and environmental comparisons of alternate generating
systems.

May 19f0-August 1973'

,

4

Prior to my experience with the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, I was,

employed by Bechtel Power Corporation for 8-1/2 years. During my employment,

with Sechtel, I worked on many different phases of design, construction cost
estimating, bid evaluation, and construction of nuclear and coal generating
facilities.

'

Generally, while with Sechtel Power Corporation,I was responsible for analysis,
design, construction detail, and sequencing for the spent fuel building .

foundation for the SNUPPS - Standardized Nuclear Power Plant. My responsibilities
on the SNUPPS project included review of the existing design, interface design for
construction problems, including determination of appropriate rn:.*.erial quantities
for concrete and steel. I also coordinated with the designer of the exterior walls

p and designed the roof structure for the SNUPPS spent fuel building. Construction
L drawings for the SNUPPS projcct were issued by Bechtel Power Corporation. I

signed the drawings as the responsible engineer.

O' / J
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From Novemoer 1,1977 to August 7,1978, while at Becntel Power Corporaticn as a
senior engineer, ! was responsible for the analysis, seismic and non-seismic,
as well as the design of support systems for electrical conduits which supply
power for safe shut down during accident conditions. I was responsible for
supplying construction input to the job site ar.d for checking construction
drawings.

From June 1,1977 to November 1,1977, as a senior engineer at Bechtel Power
Corocration, I engaged in engineering foundation work on a nuclear fuel
building massive concrete structure. I was direc*.ly responsible for seismic
and structural cesign, detailing, scheduling, cost analysis, and erection.

i sequence,as well as related management and administrative duties. (See above,
pa ra . 2 -- May 1970-August 1978) .,,,

*

From February 1,1976 to June 1,1977, as a senior engineer with Bechtel Power
Corporation, I was responsible for the review of the existing design of an
industrial nuclear turbine generator building for construction and engineering
pro bl ems . Afte reviewing the design, I made the necessary changes and additions
as required. slang with these duties, I reviewed and approved structural
steel shop drawings.

From December 1,1975 to June 1,1976, as a senior engineer with Bechtel Power
Corporation, I was responsible for neutron shielding modification work to
an existing commercial nuclear power facility, undertaken by Bechtel . This
project consisted of design modifications, construction scheduling, cost

q analysis, and preparation of specifications, and bid evaluations.

From April 1,1975 to December 1,1975, as a design engineer with Bechtei Power
Corporaticn, I was responsible for preparation of analysis of construction
modifications. I worked on cost estimates and construct' n schedules for thosemod i fica tion s . I was responsible for the entire civil ' - neering input for a
bid cackage for construction of a power plant modificatic 7 articular
construction contract was awarded to Bechtel based on the ..c .Kage I had prepared.

'"

From May 1,1970 to April 1,1975, a s an engineer with Bechtel Power Corporation,
I worked on various aspects of the analysis and design of bcth nuclear and
conventional power plants.
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