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1. Pressurized thermal shock is a condition that results from the intraductiosn of
cold water into sr “nts 5r ctroximate to . a hot pressure vessel while pressure is

)r becomes high. (Intervenor's Statement at A.4)

#Please note that the numbering system proposed and used in the Applicant's Ztatement
of Material Facts is used in this Intervenor's Rebuttal,

Intervenor differs with Applicant in this 1st fact , andarea of disagreement is
underiined. Justification for disagreement and Intervendr's position can bde

found in referenced (Intervenor's Statement at A.4 ). Similar conventinn will

be carried throughout this Reouttal to show areas of disagreement.
2. Thermal Stresses are produced in the vessel wialls when ¢21d water is introduced

into, on or proximate to the vessel (1d.)
3. Stresses are produced when vessel is subjected t> high pressure.(Id.
#3 is accepted by intervenor as it stands.

N2 comnent.
N5 comment.
. No comment.

:\IO\\A‘-‘

No comment.

3. High reactor vessel pressure , during or after cold water injection , can sccur
in a BWR. (Yee Statementof |ntervensr at A.5.1.)

9.1t has not been adequately desonstrated that significant neutron embritferment
dses not occur in a EWR. {Intervenor's Statement at A.4 anm 4.5(2)).

10.Has not been adeguately demonstrated that the decrease in vestel material
toughness as a result 4 irradiation is substantially 1less in a BWR than that

in a IWR. (Intervenor's Statement at A4.11 and A.13.)




13.

11. §o comment.

12. X» comment.

13. The neutron fluence at the vessel wall in a BWR should be very low compared with
a PAR due t> the presence of a large water filled annulus... A

Comment: Intervenor disagrees with this #13 . (Intervenor's Statement at A.5.2.)

1%. Intervenor disagrees in totowith *his #14 for the reasons stated in Intervenor' s
Statemetnt at A.5.

15.No comment.

16. N> comment

17. Required weld test samples were perfir:ed... Intervenor must disagree with thic
#17 because it is a conclusory statement that another Contention an GA/2C in this
proceeding will be without merit. Until and unless gr Romans's Czatention on

QA/QC is dismissed without merit, #17 is conmclusory and without asis.

18. Zame comment as 17.

19. Same comuent as 17.

22. N> comment.

21. Same comment as 17.

22. N» comment.

23. Same comment as 17.

24, came comment as 17.

25. Same comment as 17.

26, Same comment as 17.

27. Same comment as 17.

23. came commént as 17.

29. Tnis is a promise not a statement of material fact.

30.No comment.

31 N5 comment.

32, This "material fact” is rifewith assumptions,"well above thase expected™; undefined
nuances,"conservative calculational techniques”; and allusions to data that is not
on the reccrd,"verified by operatisnal experience.”

33. No comment.

3%, Mo comment.

35.N9 comment.

36. This "material fact " hangs upon data that is not in the record,"fiell
measurementsy and nuances that intervensr has not had access to even the

definition of words,"couservatively uverpredict.”

37. This "saterial fact"is only true for the calculation of average valves and is
not exact or reliadble for point data.

19, No comment,
39. No comment.




L3, %5 comment

41, N> comment.

2. N> comment.

47.A maximun fluence reported by the Applicant in this "Material Pact" is
really a calculational average that dies not take ints account anomalies, (See
Intervenor :tatement at A.5.(2))

L4, This "material fact" hangs o~ a framework of assunption , calculations, and
complete ignoring of the parssivility £ PTs in a 3WA.

45.52 e mment.,

k6. “ame comment as L&,

47. came comment as &+, Als> this "material fact™appears conclusory without
factual basis on the record.

“8. This "material fact” is really a prediction and is the crux »f the Contention.
49. Yo comment,

50. "Fracture Mechnaics evaluation" has several drawbacks . This should not be
depended upon unless and until defended upon the record. (Seelntervensr Statement
at A.12.)

51. Aside from *he concerns stated in the answer %o "material fact" 50, abave,
the term “available materials” is not defined hereim. I may not really understand
@hat the Applicant is trying t7 say here ,but if aztual data is not obtained from
materials actually used in the reactor(archival is sometimes the word used), this
material fact is without basis.

52. This is conclusory, and merely describes the results of an analysis that

has n>t passed any scrutily amd is not on any ASIB record.

53. This is merely a statement of an assumption, It is not a "material fact."

4. Same comments as 43,50, and 51.

55. Xo comment.

56 thru 60. No comment.

61. This is really a promise and not a s®tement of material fact.
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