UNITED STATES CF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATCR" COMMISSICN

Refore the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of ) Docket No. 50=

n

~

PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY Proposed Issuance of Amendment
to Facility Operating License
(Salem Nuclear Generating Station, No. DPR-70

Unit No. 1)

N N N Nt

ORDER CONCERNING LICENSEE'S OBJECTICNS TO INTERROGATCRIES

On November 21, 1378, Mr. and Mrs. Alfred C. Coleman, Intervenors
in the above-referenced proceeding, propounded a set of interrogatories
entitled "Intervenors First Set of Interrogatories of the Licensee".

The Licensee objects to Interrogatories 18, 18(a), 18(b), 19, 13(a),
19(b), 19(e), 20, 21 and 21(a) and, in part, to Interrogatories 13 and
17. The Licensee alsc moves, pursuant to 10 CFR 2.740(e), for a protec-
tive order that the discovery not be had. The Interrcgatcries read as

follows:

Colemans' Interrcgatories

1 2 < N 3 14 ralt -} 3 2
13, Please describe why the licensee belleves that the increased

-

spent fuel compaction and storage will not af

w

fect the ccnseguences of
spent fuel pool accident? (see p. 21) Zxplain how the consequences of
an accident would be affected by acts of sabotage.

17. If in-pocl swrveilance finds problems requiring repair of
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Licensee’'s contingency p.ans

ry

spent fuel rods or racks, what are the

removal and repair?
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18. Does the page 25 reference to "two phase flow" signify that
local boiling can cccur? If so, how many bundles anéd for how long would
such boiling have to occur to reduce the water level to the top of the
fuel?

18(a). Please describe the circumstances or situations which would
lead to two phase flow.

18(p). Please provide a worst case analysis and an average cr
typical case analysis for the coolant mass flow rate for each fuel
assembly.

19. Regarding spent fuel cooling capacity (at p. 30) please provide
the pasis for the licensee's determination that "the spent fuel coocling
system can provide the necessary cooling for the normal armual discharge
as early as 100 hours after reactor shutdown."

19(a). Wnat is the minimum delay between 2 shutdown and full ccre
discharge?

19(b). Assuming a full spent fuel pocl (put with full core discharge
space availaple and after shutdown) when could the core be discharged to
the spent fuel pocl and still receive adequate cooling fram the spent fuel
cooling system?

19(c). What are the volumes, masses, heat rates, flow rates,
temperatures, and all other pertinent variables calculated and pletted

as a function of time after shutdown? Show the calculations.



20. Please describe the allowable distortion or damage for fuel
storage cells. (see p. 33) What is the sensitivity of the K eff to
damage or distortion of the cell dimensions?

21. What are the results of the seismic non-linear analysis and
structural analysis described at the bottam of p. 34? Please provide
a copy of the relevant analysis and study.

21(a). Similarly, please provide the results and a copy of (1)
the analysis descrivbed cn p. 36 ("Time history analysis"), (2) the
postulated dropped fuel assembly accidents (p. 26), (3) the cases to
be evaluated regarding fuel assemblies drocpped inside the starage cell,
and (4) the fuel assembly dropped from above tne racks but with the
assumption that the assembly rotates as it drops and impacts a row of

storage cells. (see o. 37)

The Licensee cbjects to the second sentence of Interrogatary 13,
which requests an explanation of "how the conseguences of an accldent
would be affected by acts of sabctage", on the gxround that no conten=-
tion pertaining to this subject has been admitted as an issue in the
proceeding. The Licensee objects to the other Interrcgatories on sub-
stantially the same grounds. Concerning Interrcgateries 18, 18(a), 18(b),
19, 15(a), 19(b) and 19(c), which relate to the flow characteristics and
cooling capability of the cocling system for the spent pcol fuel, the

Licensee nctes that no contention pertaining to this matter presently Is



in the case. The same cbjecticn is made to Parts 2 through 4 of Inter-
rogatary 21(a), which relates to accidents caused by hardling spent fuel,
and In.errogatory 21 and Part 1 of Interrogatory 21(a), which relate to
seismi: questions. The Licensee objects to Interrcgatary 17, which re-
lates to contingency plans for removal and repair of spent fuel rods and
racks, insofar as it ccncerns the rods, and cbjects to Interrcgatory 20,
which relates to distortion of fuel stcrage cells. The Cclemans have not

responded to the Licensee's meticn.

The Nuclear Regulatcry Commission has provided In its Rules of Prac-
tice standards which specifically govern the scope of discovery. Under
10 CFR 2.740(b)(1), "... discovery... shall relate only %0 those matters
in controversy which have been identified... In the prehearing order en=-
tered at the conclusion of... [the] prehearing conference.... It 1s not
ground for objection that the informaticn scught will be inadmissible at
the hearing if the information sought appears reascnably calculated to
lead to discovery of admissible evidence." In this case, the matters in
controversy are the contenticns which the Board has admitted. Those con=-

tentions are:

Colemans' Contenticns

Z. The licensee has given inadequate ~onsideration to the occurrence

of accidental criticality due to the increased density or campaction of



n

the spent fuel assemblies. Additicnal ccnsideraticn of criticality is
required due tc the following:
A. detericration of the neutrcn abscorbtion material
provided by the Beral plates located between the
spent fuel bundles;
B. detericration of the rack structure leading to
failure of the rack and consequent dislodging of
spent fuel bundles;

6. The licensee has given inadequate consideration to qualification
and testing of Boral material in the envircnment of protracted asscclaticn
with spent nuclear fuel, in order tc validate its continued properties for
reactivity control and integri y.

3. The licensee has give1 inadequate consideraticn to alternatives
to the proposed acticn. In particular, the licensee has not adequately
evaluated alternatives associated with the Nuclear Regulatcry Commissicn
adopting the "no action" alternative for licensee's application, which
would implicate the followling:

A. expansion of spent fuel storage capacity at
reprocessing rlants;

B. licensing of independent spent fuel stcrage
installations;

C. storage of spent fuel fram Salem No. 1 at the

storage pcols of cother reactdlrs;
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D. ordering the generation of spent fuel to te
stopped or restricted (leading to the slow-
down or terminaticn of nuclear power produc-
tion until ultimate dispositicn can bte
effectuated); and
13. The licensee has failed to glve adequate consideration to the
cumlative impacts of expanding spent fuel storage at Salem Nuclear
Generating Station Unit 1 in assecilation with the recently filed propcsed
amendment to the application for an operating license at the sister unit,
Salem Unit 2. (See Amendment No. 42, Docket No. 50-311, filed April 12,
1978 which proposes modifications of spent fuel storage which the inter-
veror believes are similar in sccpe to the Salem Unit 1 application.)
For example, the licensee assumes an increase in releases of Xr-S5 by 2
factor of 4.5 — due to the factor of 4.5 increase in spent fuel (licen-
see's application, at 10). A similar increase, absent exceptional con-
trols, can be expected at Salem No. 2, resulting in a cumulativ: incrcase
tn Xr-35 emissions by a factor of § — almest a full order of magnitude
increase. (If similar spent fuel increases are postulated for the cam-
panicn units, Hope Creek 1 and 2, now under construction, the cumulative
inerease could rise by a facter of 18, or almost two full orders of

magnitude. )



It is evident that none of the above contentions relate to sabotage
(Interrogatery 13), contingency plans for removal and repair of fuel ruds
(Interrogatary 17), flow or capablility of the spent fuel ccoling system
(Interrogatories 18, 18(a), 18(v), 15, 1%(a), 15(b), 19(e)), fuel hand-
ling accidents (Interrogatory 21(a), Parts 2 through 4), or selsmic ques-
tions (Interrogatory 21 and Part 1 of Interrogatory 21(a)). Morecver,
the Board does not see how the information requested by these Interroga-
tories could, with respect to these contenticns, be reascnably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Interrogatory 20, how=
ever, inscfar as it is concerned with allowable distorticn of fuel stor-
age cells as it affects K eff cells, could be relevant to the Colemans'

Contenticn 2.

Tis Board must, under 10 CFR 2.740(p)(1), limit discovery to the

matters in controversy. 3ee, £.Z., Allied-General Nuclear Services, et

al. (Barrwell Fuel Recelving and Storage Station), LBP=T7=-33, 5 NRC 4ge
(1977) and cases cited therein. The Scerd must therefore sustain Licen-
see's objections to Interrogatories 13, 17, 18, 18(a), 18(v), 19, 19(a),
15(b), 19(c) and 21. These Interrcgatcries need not be answered. Inter-
rogatory 20 is proper, however, insofar as it relates to distertion, and
must be answered to that extent. The Licensee does not object to Inter-
rogatory 17 insofar as it relates to spent fuel racks, rather than spent

fuel rods.




FOR THE ATCMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING
BOARD

/ /
":

Wl AE Al v
Gary L. \ilhollin, Chairman

Dated at Madison, Wisconsin,

this 29th day of January, 1979.



