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Sinclair Contention 13 (formerly revised new contention 3)

The assessment of the likelihood and severity of "severe
sccicents” (or class § accidents) in the DES is inacequate in that it
relies for methodology and probability of occurrence of severe |
sccidents on the Rasmussen Report (WASH-1400) DES 3-£5-66. FHowever, 2
new NRC report reveals that the Rasmussen methocology, at least as it
sertains to more severe accidents (total meitdcan), significzntly
_nserstates the risk of such accicents by & facter of 20. Frecursors
.- Potential Severe Core Damage Accicents: 1969-1979, @& Status Report,
NUREG/CR-2497 (June 1982). This report snows that probapilities of
severe accicents should be cerived on the basis of actual accicent
sequences and significant events, rather than the Rasmusséen

methodology. The failure of the DES to incorporate this anaysis

cripples the entire Class 9 analysis of the DES.



Contention 3 deals with the water hammer problem of pressurized
water reactors of the Midland type. This preblem is identified as one
of the unresolved safety issues 2pplicable to Midland 1 & 2 in the SER,
C-4. .Saoccck and Wilcox (2&W) plants with an internal 2auxiliery
feedwater (AFW) feed ring of the same design as Midland in recent
events, have sncwn a marked susceptibility to internal damage of the
feed ring as a result of water hammer. From this, reduced cooling in
the steam generators could occur a5 a result of inadequate AFW flow
follcwing loss of normal feedwatér flow. (NRC Respecnse to
Interrogatory 7) Since this effect -involves critical safety systems,
e Task A-l report (Jan., 1280) states that systematic review

srocedures in the OL review process will reguire %he Soplicant to:

m

) aacress potential water hammer problems in verious systiems;

2) cemonstirate that there are adequate cesign features ana cperating
procegures to prevent camaging water hammer events; and 3) expanag the
preoperation;l testing program to insure that the;e design features ana
operating procedures do prevent camaging water hammer events.

However, the SER does not indicate that these criteria have been

met by the Applicant. As a result of this omission, the fingings

required by 10 CFR &§ 50.57(a)(3)(1) and 50.57(a)(6) cannot be made.




y original centzntion 30)

The degr:dation of stzam tube integrity cue to corrosion induced
s2st2ge, cracking, recuction in tube dizmater, and vibration induced
cracks is a serious Qnresolved safety problem at the Midlend n&clear
ant. It is admitted that the chemistry of the ccoling water is
~itical to prevention of sizam tute failure (NUREG-CEEE). However,
she fact the. these plants depend on cooling watar from the cooling
sond increeses the likelihcod of corrosion and peoor water chemistry
seczuse the DEIS states that the plant dewatering system will first be
jischarged to the cooling pond. (DEIS at 5-2). That means that many
~zstae, including radioactive materials from lz2ks and spills on the
reactor site, can enter the ccoling -pond and cisrupt the chemistry of

~re aond. Therefore, due to this contributicn of an undetermined

s=a.ne 2nd quality of ground dasatering inflows to the cooling pond,
--~e %Z2's blang assurance that corrosion is unlikely due tc tne lack of

solium thiosulfate, is unsatisfactory. (NRC Respense to Interrogatory
g.5.) in fact, cue to the contribution of groundwater, the NRL is not
fully aware of the likely constituents of the ccoling pond, and the

findings required by 10 CFR &§ 50.57(a)(3)(i) and 50.57(a)(6) cannot be
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