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they are set forth in Commission documents readily available to the public.

See Perry, supra, 14 NRC at 181-184. In addition, by listing those attri-

butes set forth in filing, Mr. Eddleman indicates that he does not appear

to understand that the SPDS need not meet requirements for safety systems.

NUREG-0737, Supp. I at 7. This misunderstanding exemplifies the necessity

for these contentions to refer to the specific criteria for such systems

which Mr. Eddleman contends are not met in order for the other parties to

be put on notice as to what the issue is which must be litigated in this

proceeding. See Peach Bottom, supra. For these reasons proposed Conten- '

tion 169 must be rejected because it does not ineet the basic requirement

of 10 C.F.R. S 2.714 and Commission precedent.

Proposed Contention 170 alleges that the SPDS design fails to take

" sufficient account" of overcooling. Mr. Eddleman contends that over-

cooling could result in pipe breaks in the primary coolant system and

in pressure vessel failure. Motion at 2. Tnis contention also lacks

basis. It is also vague. Mr. Eddleman fails to state whether it is the

function of the SPDS, as set forth in the Staff's criteria for reviewing

such a system, that it take account of " overcooling". Since Mr. Eddleman

has not related this contention to a particular function of the SPDS, or

to a particular parameter ~ covered by the SPDS where the criteria for the

SPDS would not be satisfied by its present design, the parties have not

been put on notice as to what issue to address. See Peach Bottom, supra.

Thus, this contention should be rejected since it does not meet the

requirements of 10 C.F.R. 5 2.714 and Commission precedent interpreting -

those requirements.
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