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. UNITED STATES OF Al1 ERICA.,______.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY C0141ISSION 3/23/79

h ~ ~~

.,

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD._

| .
-

In the flatter of ) .

} Docket flos. 50-338 OL .
i

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER 50-339 OL '

C0f4PANY (Proposed Amendments to Facility
Operating License NPF-4 to Permit.

(florth Anna Nuclear Power StoragePoolflodification)
Station, Units 1 and 2) )

STIPULATION OF CONTENTIONS

Inhiewofthesubstanti$1numberofm$tterswhichwere$tissuebetween

thePotomacAlli$nce(Alli$nce)theVirgini$ElectricandPowerComp$ny

(Applicant),$ndtheNRCStaff(Staff),thesepartieshEheconductedfurther
<

conferences in an attempt to simplify the issues now before the Board. The

S'taff, Applicant,andAlliance,bytheirrespectiheattorneys,herebystipulate
$ndagree$sfollows: -

1. Alliance $greesthatthesolecontentionsitisassertinginthispro-

ceedingarethosesetforthinAtt$chmentsA,BandChereto, subject

tothereserh$tionsetforthinpar$ graph 8below.
.

.

Except$ssetforthinAttachmentsA,BandC,Alli$nceherebywithdraws2.

all other contentions submitted in all of its preYious petitions $nd
'

filings. .
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\ 3 _ All parties to this Stipul$ tion agree'that the contentions set forth

inAttachmentAmaybeadmittedforconsider$ tion $smattersincon-

troYersyamongthepartiesinthisproceeding. - <''

.

4. Alli$nceandtheSt$fffurtheragreethat-theunstipulatedcontentions

setforthinAttachmentBmay$1sobeconsidered5smdttersincontrohersy_

in this prcceeding. Applic$ntdocsnotagreeth5ttheunstipul$tedcon-

tentions set forth in Attachment B are proper contentions to be admitted as

mattersincontrohersy.
.

"

5. Alli$nceassertsthattheunstipulatedcontentionssetforthinAttachment
c

Cshouldbeadmittedasm$ttersincontroversy. Both the Staff and,

Applicant-assertth5ttheunstipulatedcontentionssetforthinAttachment

C are not admissible. -
-

6. The p$rties to this Stipulation will present st$tements of their positions

withrespecttoanyoftheunstipul$tedcontentionsinAttachmentsBandC

$ttheprehedringconferencescheduledforMarch 29-30, 1979.
.

.

7. Thepartieshdheenteredintothisstipul$tionin$spiritofcompromise
.

and cooperation with the goal of minimizing procedural disputes; therefore,

noagreementsby$nypartyhereinshallbeconstruedasawaiYerof$ny
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rightstoinYokeanyoftheCommission'srulesandregul$tions,with

_

respecttoarguingthe$dmissibilityorinadmissibilityofanyofthe

bnstipul$tedcontentions.
'

8. flothing contained in this Stipul$ tion shall be deemed to prehent Alliance

from filing new or amended contentions upon a showing of good c$use as

required by 12.714 of the Conrnission's regulations.

9. NothingcontainedinthisStipul$ tion:
!

($) shall be deemed an admission by tb- Staff or Applicant of the c

meritsofanycontentionortheh$lidityof$ny$11egationof.

fact or law stated in any contention; nor,

(b) ShallbeconstruedasawaiYerby$nyp$rtytothisStipulationof

anyrightswithrespecttotheadmissibliityofevidencepbrsbant

to 10 CFR 92.743 of the Commission's regulations.

10. Each party to this Stipulation expressly reserhes any right to mohe for

summarydispositionpbrsuantto10CFR52.749oftheCommission'sregulations.
'

J|2 9} 7 7 Kf
James'B. Doughert'y, EsV.
Potomac Alliance

3-21-71 _& %&
Steven C. Goldberg . U
Counsel for NRC Staff

dn/n L u e/w x
4ames Christman, Esq.'

Counsel for Applicant
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ATTACHME,NT A

.

, _
Accidents

,

The Intervenor contends that the proposed modification of the spent fuel 'I

pool will incre$se both the likelihood and the consequences of $n $ccident,

involving' turbine or tornado missiles, and that the Applicant has not demon .
,

strated that the pool, as modified, will withstand such' accidents within

the limits set forth in NRC Regulations.,

M$terialsintegrity *

TheInterhenorcontendsthatincreas.ingtheinventoryofradioactive
.. .

mocerials in the spent fuel pool will increase the corrosion of, the stress
~

.

upon, and resultant problems concerning the components and contents of the

pool. TheApplicanthasnotadequ$telyaddress.edsuchpotentialproblems
'

with respect to: I

(a) the fuel cladding, as a result of exposure to decay heat
'

and increased radiation levels during extended periods

of pool storage; and

(b) the racks and pool liner, as a result of exposure to higher
'

levels of radiation during pool storage.
-
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ATTACHMENT A (continued). - - -

.
. _.-

,

Emissions

The Intervenor contends that the Applicant has f$iled to $n$ lyze _ _ __. /

adequatelytheliquidandgaseousradioactiheemissionsthatwillresult;

fromtheproposedincreaseinfuelstoragecapacity,$ndhasf$iledto
,

demonstra'te that significant adverse environmental effects will not result

from such emissions.

.

Alternatihes

TheInterhenor.contendsthatneithertheApplicantnortheStaffhas
'

adequately considered alternatives to the proposed action. The alter-
.-

! natives which should be considered are:
,

(a) the construction of a new spent fuel pool onsite;

(b) the physical expansion of the existing spent fuel pool;

; (c) the use of the spent fuel pool $t North Anna Units 3 and 4,

(including the corr,letion of construction of such pool, if

necessary) for storage of spent fuel from Units 1 and 2. .
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ATTAClEE8 B
-

, -./'
Occupational exposure

The Intervenor contends that the Applicant has not demonstrated that it

will prevent the increased occupational radiation levels which will iesult

from the spent fuel pool modification from leading to occupational doses

in excess of those permitted under NRC regulations.
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ATTACHMENT C

- ,, ;

i' '
-

Alternatives
- .

. . i

The Intervenor contends that neither the Applicant nor the Staff has

adequately consider'ed alternatives to the proposed action. The alterna- |

tives which should be considered'are:,

(a) the use of design features which increase the safety [

of the spent fuel pool, such as boral plates or radiation- !
.

j absorbing safety curtains; *

(b) the use of different rack configurations from that.

' proposed by the Applicant;

i

(c) the derating of Units 1 and/or 2,'in-order to postpone the

point at which additional spent fuel storage capacity will f
be needed.
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