13215 | SEYET HUMBER
A ;:%fnh-.'.“ll. :ac.ﬁQ..ﬂ._.—w oLA 7 ” f&
B Z

Fhe avclhosct. Yle 4‘7‘,4-/ 137 TR Gt fo.z"'-&u-./,... onel.
Al : a‘.t. av ,.A'f,/M i Ovr~ KQM:-Q"_{{';‘V_ ’ ?/"/"‘ -
Rr I Asd yoe, T J‘om ot L er s Ppcp;'o;t{ Sracn.
Gt AeT ment, ‘ '

oty i AU N,L/ Phat wa AOCE vad o Yos

Ve T haot arl roce,ied a Co ¥
o R . g —
SHaps. T huvs tc/pae e s copive £ é?‘fa 74 v

” v . . ' d ”

L At oty L amsi, f | et

; & By
TEENE FRNE >
i 5 'l ‘
i R
g YRR
!E IR
TSRS

NASHINECRY
§§t5\3§§\\§ :f
iggjwil\ei‘ :
it P IR |




rative
N. Kelber
4761; ang
lear Regu
on, L& 2

Judg

4
ALe
v -




Docket No. 50-336-JLA

Mary E11a~ Marucct

104 Brewnell Streat
New Haven, (T 6511

Rosemary Griffiths

39 Scuth Street

Niantic, CT 062357

Jffice of the Secretary

Attn: Docketing and Service

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
nashington, 0. C. 208555

Michael J. Pray, AlA
37 Blinman Street
o - - -

New London, CT 063

Wk

Joseph M, Sullivan

17 Laurel Street
waterford, CT 06385

7 % 7 .
Uy (o 7 iiicca
21gnature )

.

'I [ 1‘" rramns / ,' -
Address )
#" - go




.

CCMN Kew Hovn CT.

06506.149)

Shvaalin o Foow’ 1-800475.2266
T i

CoOpurative Citinen's Monitoring Network, L.

ATOMIT SAFETY ANC ICENST BoART EL

\'4“:‘;“ ;.‘P\'L: n"‘ ¢ ] ,L -‘\' [ ru):ﬁ# |‘

WASHINGTON, [.C

RE: DOCKET NO. SO-237-DLA, ASLE E5-02-0ULA

MILLETONE POWER STATIO® LINIT 11, SPENT FUEL POOL REDESIGN
AMENDMENT TA INTERVENTION AND HEARTNG FEQUEST

ON A‘u_:T IRD WE PECEIVED YOUR PANEL 3 SCHEOQULE FOR FILIN JE
ADLZYI:r\ REQUEESTS FOR HMEARING AND INTERVENTION WHICH WE INTENL
TO €O LETE BY THE AUGUST 14TH DUADLINE, WE FEEL THAT JE WAVE
su:»:.lEN1 CAUSE TO ASK FOR A HEARING BASED ON THE REDESIGN NOT
ONLY NOT MEETING THE SPENT FUEL POOL NRC CESIGN SPECIFICATIONS

(SAFETY STANDARDS), BUT ON IT ALSD MAKING THE POOL MORE
DANGEROUS RATHER THAN LESS DANGEROUS FROM THE CONDITION ~OTED IN
THE LER#92-003-00.

1
>

MOWEVER, BECAUSE OF VACATI(C : WE ARE UNABLE TO REACH EITHER OF
OUR TWC EXPERTS WHO WILL BE FILING CONTENTIONS., ONE 1S EXPECTECD
BACK ON AUGUST 13TH AND THE OTHER ON AUGUST 16TH. ADDITIONALLY,
WHILE WE HAVE BEEN ABLE TO GET SOME INFORMATION FROM NORTHEAST
UTILITIES THAT OUR EXPERTS WILL NEED TO LOOK AT BEFORE
SUBMITTING THEIR QUESTIONS AND AFFIDAVITS, WE ARE UNABLE TO GET
FROM NORTHEAST UTILITIES THE CONFIRMING CALCULATIONS BECAUSE
THEY ARE CLAIMING THAT THE CALCULATIONS THEY DID WERE NOT USED
IN THE REDESIGN CF THE POOL AND REFUSE TO GIVE THEM 70O uS.

WE NOW NEED TO GET THESE CALCULATIONS FROM THE QUALITY ASSURANCE
COMPANY THAT CIHECKED HOLT= 'S CALCULAT I'PS THAT WERF USED TO
REDESIGN THE POOL BUT NU DID NOT TELL US THE NAME OF THE QUALITY
ASSURANCE COMPANY .

NU CONTINUES TO USE THIS POOL AT MAXIMUM CAPACITY IN REGION A
AND IN SEPTEMBER PLANS TO USE THE POOL FOR A NEW FUEL MOVEMENT
INTO THE REACTOR. BECAUSE OF THIS, WE AGREE WITH YOU THAT

DELAYS ARE NOT APPROPRIATE. HOWEVER, WE ARE UNFORTUNATELY
CAUGHT IN CIRCUMSTANCES BEYOND OUR CONTROL. BUT WE DO EXPECT
THAT OUR EXPERTS WILL BE FTLING THEIR CONTENTIONS WITHIN TEN
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AL STATED ABOVE, wE FEEL THAT WE “avE SUFFICIENT REASON TO
BELIEVE THE REDESIGN NOT ONLY DOET w07 BRING THE POOL UP ™7 NEC
CAFETY STANDARDS, BUT IN FACT REDUCES LAFETY IN THAT POOL., WE
REEL THAT YOU ARE ASKING US TO BROVE LUR LONCERNS AGAINST TWIE
REDESION WITHOUT BENEFIT OF MEARING (5 PRE~-wEARING DISCOVESY,

WE HAVE THEREFORE TAKEN 1T UPON CURSE_VES TO FIND OuT a3 MUCH AS

1
WE CAN SO THAT WE WILL BE THFOAMED,

BECAUSE WE TAKE THIS MATTER MOST SERICUSLY, WE HOPE HOLTEC AND
NU WILL COOPERATE BY PROVIDING US WiTwx THE INFORMATION WE NEED
AND THAT YOU WILL GRANT A HEARING SOON.

NU #AS ACREED TO PROVIDE US WITH INFOSMATION ABOUT THE &MOUNT OF
RADIDACTIVITY (IN CURIES PER ISOTOPE) IN A TYPICAL ASSEMBLY TraAT
HAS UNDESGSONE BET BURNUP WILL HMELP THE PUBLIC TO UNDERSTAND THE
POTENTTIAL RISKE IN THE EVENT OF AN ACCIDENT,

THE NRC wAS TRADITIONALLY RULED THAT ANY REQUESTS FOR DESIGN
CHANGES TO THE SPENT FUEL POOLS DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A
SIGNIFTNANT HMAZARDS RISk, THEREFQORE Ou:.. REGUESTS FOR HEARING
AND INTERVENOR STATUS, WHETHER GRANTED OR DENIED, wOULD IN NO
WAY AFFECT THE COMPANY FROM PROCEEDING AS IF NO SIGNIFICANT
HAZARD EXISTED.

THE DEADLINE FOR ASKING FOR A WEARING wAS MAY 28,1887 S0 WE
MOVED QUICKLY AND REQUESTED NOT ONLY A HEARING AND INTERVENGCR
STATUS, BUT THAT AN EXTENSION BE ALLOWED SO THAT THE UWSE OF TwE
SPENT FUEL POOL WOULD NOT BE ALLOWED UNTIL WE HAD TIME TO SuBMlT
EXPERT WITLESS AND OUR CONCERNS. WE ASKED FOR A 10 DAy
EXTENSION. JOMN STOLTZ OF NRC DENIED OUR REQUEST AND WE WERE
INFORMED THAT THE NRC wWOULD DELIVER THE AMENDMENT TO THE SPENT
FUEL POOL ON MAY Z29TH AT NOON,

LATER THAT DAY WE SPOKE AGAIN WITH MR, STOLTZ HE SAID THAT A
FINAL RULING WOULD BE MADE TO ADDRESS SOME OF THE CONCERNS WE
AND SEVERAL OTHER PEOPLE MADE AND THAT DECISION WOULDC SE MADE
MONDAY OR TUESDAY (JUNE 1 COR 2),

WE FEEL, BECAUSE OQF THE ENORMITY OF THE DAMAGE YO LIFE AND
PROPERTY A SPENT FUEL POOL RELEASE ACCIDENT CAN CAUSE, THAT OUR
REQUEST FOR AN EXTENSION OF 10 DAYS 15 NOT UNREASONABLE. THE
ERRORS FOUND IN THL DESIGN AND OPERATION OF THE SPENT FUEL POOL
IN FEBRUARY 1992 TERRIFY US, A CRITICALITY COULD HWAVE OCCURRED
IF OTHER PROBLEMS HAD OCCURRED AT THE SAME TIME, ALLL.JING A
CHATN PEACTION TO BEGIN IN THE WASTE AND COULD HWAVE RESULTED IN
RELEASE OF THE RADIOACTIVITY OF THAT POOL WHICH [§ AT LEAST FOUR
TIMES THE RADIOACTIVITY OF AN OPERATING NUCLEAR PLANT CAUSING
DESTRUCTION MUCH GREATER THAN CHERNDBYL.

THE FACT THAT THE PROPOSED CORRECTIVE ACTIONS WERE NOT BEING
TESTED, AND THE MATHEMATICAL CORRECTION: PROPOSED BY THE COMPANY
AND THE ORIGINAL DESIGNER (ABB=COMBUSTION ENGINEERING) WERE NOT
BEING INDEPENDENTLY ANALYZED, DOES NOT SEEM APPROPRIATE,

CONTENTIONS OF CCMN, INC. TOo NRC. PAGE 2 OF 7.
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THAT THE 200U CAPACITY WAl ALWREADY BEShN INCREAZED 1IN (1SEE AND v
1822 8y FACKING THE PUEL CLOSER TOGETHER AND BY N EAPERTIMEMTAL
FROCEBAM 57 RECONCENTRATING THE IFENT FUEL BEFDRE RERACVING, MaE
TRAT POL. AN CHGOING EXPERIMANT,

JE WEFE P BTHER CMOCKED By THE COMPANY T BEQUELET, JRANTED BY et
HES oM MA 20, 1382, THAT ALL CRITICALITY MONITOKRS 8 BREMOVED
FROM THAT PARTICULAR PLOL, In GCToORER oF 1801, TeE NREC GmANTES
NU'E RECSLEST THAT ALL CEITICALITY MONITORS BE REMIVED FROM ALL
SF THERIR IEENT FUEL POCLT.  IN ACTUALITY TRIY WERE NEVER THEAL,

THIZ SPECIEIC REQUEST FOR REMOVAL OF THE CHITIDALITY
WAS GRANTED ON MAY 20, 1022 AFTER T#E MILLITONE II PO0L wAS
FOUNS TO HAVE AND ERRO® OF ER IN ITS (EFF . CALCULATIONS ERIMOINM
IT CLOSE TO INVONING A CRITICALITY PROBLEM POSTIBLY RESULTING 1IN
A CHAIN SEACTION.

TY MONITORY

4 bt h

« O

CRITICALITY MONITORE ATE, IF WE UNDERSTAND CORRECTLY, NEUTRON
FLUY MEASURING EQUIBMENT AND THEY NEVER wWERE USED Iv THAT POCL
OR ANY CTHER POOL OF NU OWNEESHIP IN COMNECTICUT. THIS MEANS
THAT THE UNIT Il BOOL 1S PART OF AN EXPERIMENT,

NU'S ATTORNEY, NICHOLAS REYNOLDS, TOLD US ON JULY 15 THAT THE
COST OF LEING THE POOL FOR SPENT FUSL STORAGE (I NOT INCREASE
THEIR COSTS SIGNIFICANTLY, BUT PLACING MONITORS IN THE FOOL
WOULD BE A COST WE FELT WOULD NOT BE JUSTIFIED BECAUSE THWE Cog~
PROBABLY COULD NOT BE PASSED ON TO THE RATEPAYCERE,

IN ADDITION TO THE RISKX OF CRITICALITY IN THAT POCL, THERE IS
ALSD A RISK OF COOLANT WATER LOSS AND A CHEMICAL REACTION
OCCURRING, RELEASING VAST AMOUNTS OF CESIum 137 AND CTRONTIUM
180. THIS RISK OCCURS EVERY TIME THE FUEL 15 MOVED INTO OR GUT
OF THE REACTOR CORE. BETWEEN JUNE 26 AND JuULY &, 1822, NU mMOVED
ALL OF THE FUEL QUT OF THE REACTOR 30 THEY COULD EEGIN
REPLACEMENT OF THE STEAM GENERATORE., ON REFUELING THEY WILL
MOVE BACK 2/3 OF THE OLD FUEL AND 1/% WILL BE NEW FUEL 0OF A MUCH
MIGHER ENRICHMENT THAN RAS EVER BEEN USED IN THAT PLANT,

WHEN WE SPOKE TO JOKN STOLTZ, WE TOLD HIM THAT THE RISK, EVEN IF
VERY SMALL, WAS UNJUSTIFIED BECAUSE THE DAMAGE wOULD BE
EXTREMELY LARGE AND THERE WERE OTHEER METHODE QF FUEL STORACE
THAT WOULD NOT ENTAIL THESE RISKS, HE INFORMED US THAT NO FLANT
WOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR DRY CASK ESTORAGE UNTIL IT RAN OUT OF
SPACE IN ITS POOL. WE FEEL THAT FOR THE SAFETY OF CONNECTICUT
AND SURROUNDING STATES THAT THIS MATTER NEEDS TC BE IMMEDIATELY
INVESTIGATED AND THESE RISK BEARING, DOWNLOADING, LOADING AND
UEE OF THIS POOL BE INVESTIGATED BEFORE THIS PLANT I3 ALLOW TOQ
CONTINUE BUSINESS AS USUAL.

INSTEAD CF ALLOWING PUBLIC INPUT INTO THE PROCEZS, AN NRC
OFFICIAL TOLD US THAT THEY WERE "NOT GOING TO DD ANYTHING THAT
WOULD STCP THE PROCESS™ AT MILLSTONE. TmEIR DELAY HAS NOT
RESULTED TN ANY CHANGES BEING MADE, WE WERE TOLD THAT THEvY
GOING TO CONSIDER THE CONCERNS THAT A4 FEw OF UZ HAD EXPRESSE

(e 3
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o THEM, BU™ NO HEFARING WOULS BE HELD PRIOR TO THEI® RULING,

E.

P STCLTZ, Wed T ThE FROJVECITI DIRECTAHR FOR THE NRL, TOLD A MEMBES

' L NCLESR INFORMATION ~E220RCE JERVIZE (NIAQ) TwAT IT was TOO

} LATE TO FILE A REQUEST 12 HEARING OR T¢ SUBMIT COMMENTE, THERE

. MAY BE CTHERS ~HO TRTED T3 INTEFUENE N0 WERE NOT ALCTTTED
SE:A-:E «:? -""E?!E:: 1.4 i N

i

. -~ o i N e R - — v U s

o ON MAY S8T% ARTCR RECEIVINLG THE =8, SSSAGE Wl LEET FOR

x MroMAEL FRAY, ONE OF OLS MEMEEZ | wmi _I/ES MNEAR TwmE FLANT, 10

P CONTACT OUR COCRDINATAR, v MAv JUTH WE RETURNED THE CALL ANC

" WAS GIVEN THME INFIRMATION LIETED IN T8 FR 20 THAT HE COULD

o -~ - - + v - - - - -

i REQUEST & MEARINC AND INTERVENE., On Mar 207w mE CALLED AGAIN TO

[ TELL OUR COORDIMNATUN T#AT THE NUMBER SIVEN WIM wa3 NOT

| HE WAS GCIVEN MR, STOLTI': NUMBES wHIC= HAD BEEN CBTAINED EARLIER

: THAT DAY WHILE FILING FOR AN EXTENSION AND MAD SCUND THE NUMBER
GIVEN IN THE FR WAS INVALID., HE SAID LATER THAT ME =AD CALLED
MR, STOLTZ AND EXPLAINEL T2 HIM THAT HE WOULD BE SENDING RIS
LETTER THE NEXT DAY BUT 210 NOT HAVE TIME TO HAVE IT NOTARIZED

, AND THAT HE WOULD SEND =IS NOTARIZED Z0PY ON JUNE 3RC., MR,

[ STOLTZ DID NOT TELL HIM ©=AT IT WOULLD NOT BE ACCEFTED.

MR. PRAY FEELS WIS REQUEST WAS TIMELY, BUT IT MAY NOT WAVE BEEN
CLEAR FROM HIZ LETTER THAT <€ DID NOT =AVE ANY INFORMATION AECLT
THIS UNTIL MAY 27TH. THERE IS NO WAY #E COULD mAvE COMPLIED
WITH THE LEADLINE AND STILL PRESENT AN ACCURATE ASCTESSMENT COF
1% CONCERNS.

Ho i N Ry mm € ™ L N
G |

OUR LIBRARY USUALLY 15 ¥ TO € WEExS BE~IND IN GETTING THE

: FEDERAL REGISTER., THE FR ONLY SERVES THOSE wITH MORE

i SOPHISTICATED SHILLS THAT KNOW ABOUT AND HWOW TO USE THIC

i PUBLICATION., IT SEEMS THMAT NEITHER T=E UTILITIES NOR THE LOCAL
e PAFPER OF RECLORD ARE REQUIRED TO INFORM THE LOCAL FUBLIC, THE

o ‘ RATEPAYERS OR THE SHARESOLDERS CF THEZE LICENSE CRANAES, OR
DESIGN ERRORS.

YEAR OLD NEED TO DEPENC PON OUR MEMEERSHIP AND GENERAL PUBLIC
TO LET US KNOW WHEN THEY ARE CONCERNEC ABCOUT CONDITIONS OR

5]1 PLANNED SITUATIONS AFFECTING THEIR MEALTH, SECJURITY AND WELL
i BEING. WE NEED TO BE SURE THAT THEY WILL ®NOW ABOUT MATTERS
(4 THAT MUST COME BEFORE YOUR COMMISSION THAT AFFECT THEM,

i
i‘ WE AS AN ORGANIZATION, BEING TOTALLY VOLUNTEER AND LESS THAN ONE
)

'i

rll

i ALSO, IF THE NRC STAFF DECIDES THAT NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS RISK
o EXISTS, THEY ARE THE ONLY ONES » CITIZEN CAN GO TO TO ASK FOR A
1 ‘ HEARING., THIS WILL THEN PUT THE STAFF IN 2 POSITION OF RULING

F; ON THEMSELVES THAT A RISK DUES EXIST, AND THEY HMEED TO MAKE

| THAT DECISION BEFORE A =EARING CAN BE =ELD,

| 17 THEY RULE FINALLY THAT NO SIGNIFICANT WAIARD EXISTE, THEN 2
i HEARING WILL NOT BE HELD BEFORE THE LICENSE IT ISSUED., IT sggws
v INAPPROPRIATE THAT SIGNIZICANT RISKS ARE SEING TAXEN BY STAFF
WITHOUT RECOURSE AVAILABLE T0O THE PUBLIC CONCERNING THEIR SAFETY

CONTENTIONS OF CCMN, INC. TO NRC. FAGE 4 0oF 7.
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. BY INDEPENDENT JUDICTIAL PEVIEW. THIT If TRULY A CAZE OF TS #ox

i EEING IN CHARGE OF THE =ENWOUSE.

: TRE FAMEL THAT THIS MATTES 12 NOW BESCSE IT CHOI8) INTIANALL

4 JF THEIR DECITIION IS NCT BELT 8¢ THE PUBLIC 'O ALLOW A5CEIZ T 4

L. EARDNS, THE ONLY REVIEW THAT 12 ExTE2NAL ANk ICIAL, ASVE ZNLv q

I nﬂ:’*En TAE NHL POLLOWED TREIR PRICELLVRES CORRECTLY, AND wOT If |

ﬁl THE NRC PROUTECTED THE SATETY AND PUBLIC TNFORMATINN SISKTL 0F n
. p g 00 |

o THRE CITIZENS. ]

;!-" THE NEC FANEL AND STAFF BULINGS CAN 8E REVIEWED BY THE ]

F COMMISSION: BUT IF THE COMMISIION =J-=‘ AGAINET THE ZAFETY (F ’
i THE PEQPLE, THE NEXT STEF 13 cw~v CCEDURAL AND WILL NOT GIVE |

b THE PUBLIC A FORUM FOR ADDRESSIN .He:a SPECIFIC SAFETY CONCEERNE |

<\ OR EVEN THE SATISFACTION THAT .u&u CONCERNS WERE FROPERL

f ADDRESSED.

IN THIS MATTER BEFORE THE PANEL, WE WERE TOLD By Gur VIZSING, ,

NRC © THAT NO SIGNIFICANT INCREASE IN EISK WAS CREATED BY THE

y PROPOSED CESION CHANGE EBUT HE WOULD NOT TELL HOW MUCH THE R|1I%k

r WOULD BE INCREASED OR WHAT THE ACTUAL FISK WAS IF THE PLANT MET
DESIGN SPECIFICATIONS, (0% WHAT THE BRIV WAS AT THE TIME THE

| COMPANY DISCOVERED [ESIGN ERRORS.

r} - WE WERE BEING ASKED TO TRUET THAT THE NRC KNEW WHAT SIGNISICANT

WAS, AND TOLD WE OID MNOT HWAVE THE RIGHT TO REQUEST THE |
. INFORMATION, SUBSEQUENTLY, WE WERE NOT PROVIODED WITH THE |
3 REQUESTED INFORMATION, :

MR, VISSING AND STOLTZ SPENT 2 DAYS AND A WEEKEND FINALIZING

| THREIR REVIEW OF QUR CONCERNS, WHICH BISICALLY WFRE IF TeE 200U
7 WAS T OF COMPLIANCE, HOW COULD THE NEW DESIGN PUT IT INTO ‘
L COMPLIANCE BY FORCING ALL THE FUEL THAT WAS IN THE REACTOR TO 3% «
U STORED IN Z/3ZR0DS OF THE SPACE THAT WAT ALLOWED WHEN IT WAS OUT .
OF COMPLIANCE . 1

B 5 Our Msmeeas AND OTHERS HAVE ADVISED TO PERSONALLY FILE THEIR
h_ COMMENTS, REQUESTS FOR HMEARINGS AND INTEARVENOR STATLUS, AND |
b PETITION FOR WEARING PRICR TO ANY FURTHER USE OF THE MILLSTONE |
B I1 POOL EVEN THOUGH THEY MAY CONTINUE TO BE TOLD THAT THEY WIL.

oz ~ NOT BE ACCEPTED, AS PREVIOUSLY STATED, wWE RAVE REASON TO

¥ BELIEVE THAT THE PUBLIC WAS NOT LESALLY NOTICED.

R - IT SEEMS THAT EVERY POSSIBLE EFFORT HMAS BEEN MADE TO XEEP THE
sef PUBLIC IN THE DARK. THE COPY OF THE FESDERAL REGISTER OF APRIL

7 28 SENT TO A MEMRER OF DON'T WASTE CONNECTICUT DID NOT CONTAIN
2 THE NOTICE PAGES WHERE THE NOTICE OF GPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING

= Ca SHOULD HAVE BEEN LQCATED.

 THE NUMEER LISTED IN THE FEDE®RAL FEZIZTES FEOR THOSE T0O CALL I7
y THEY WERE FL ING IN THE LAST TEN DAYS OF THE NOTICE PERIOCD wAS |
| INVALID. ;

OF RADIATION CONTROL COULD NOT TELL US WHEN THEY RECEIVED NOTICE

.
l
| THE CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, DIVISION
\
[

;;,, i CONTENTIONS CF CCMN, INC. TO NRC. PAGE 5 oF 7. :
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OF THE PROPOSED LICENSE CHANGE REJUEST DR WHEN [T APPEARED IN
THE FEDE=AL REGISTER,

T SOk 3 ZALL TO THE Law FIeM 0¥ AZLCE0 RLEONU, Dav, S8RV AND
Sev.ais o GET THE  Uileity 7o MALTL UE COBY 0OF "=fl& RELLELT
BB LICENTE AMENCMENT.  TeEY 2ENT U3 SCRY OF TEE AMENDMENT

BUT NIT=2.T *=E NRC nOTIZ

WE BECETIVED THE NI APPLICATIIN AZCUT “uv 1D, WF ASAIM CALLET
THE ::F AND WERS TOLD THAT THEY D0 LT LEEE RECISLT OF NRD CALLE
UNLEIT T-SY SAVE A NBEL T0 AC( om 1T, THE PESLUN wE IEGRE TO
SAID THE DEPARTMENT OID NOT FEEL ANY AZED TO ACT

WE CALLED THE NRC TO GET TWE UATE THAT THEY WOULD GIVE NOTICE
FOR THE ~EARING., FINALLY, ON Mav 21 w2 WAS TOLL BY THWE OF=1cs
OF A ME, NELVIN TRAT IT HAD BEEN NOTIZED IN THE APRIL 28 FR,

Hig EECQE"AR' SIC NOT WANT T SENMD LS & COPY,  WE MWAD TO EBEXPLAIN
TRAT CUR LISSASY WAZ LATE IN RECEIVING THE FR AND WE MIGWT GET
IT ZCONEFR IF 3HE MAILED IT. IT was BIZEIVED THE Mavy 22 MAIL,

WE CNEW “MAT WE WERE LOJKING FOR, ANG YNEW THE TIME FRAME IN
WHICH IT MIGHT MAVE BEEY NOTICED. In MID -VAf WE ENEwW IT wWOuLl
BE NOTICED AFTER 1€ APRIL.

WE AL3O ALERTES "DON'T WASTE LS" THAT 17T WOULD APPEAR N THE FR
APRIL 1 2R LATER, AND T3 LOCK FOR IT. THEY DID A SEARCH IN
AID=MAY AT TWO LOCATIONS IM THE GREATE=2 D.C, AREA AND DIDN'

FIND IT,

17T SEEMS THE RULE OF LAW AT THE FEDSERA.L LEVEL IS OFTEN
cxncumveu*to BY ADMINISTRATIVE SETTLEVENTS BENIND CLOZED DOORE
AND THE PUBLIC CONSTANTLY SHUT OUT,NCT DONLY FROM THE FPROCEZIS,
BUT ALSC FROM MECESSARY INFORMATION RELEVANT TC MAINTAINING A
DECENT STANDARD OF LIFE. IT FURTHER IEEZMS THAT IF THE PLBELIC It
NOTIFIED OR ALLOWED A HWEARING, IT IS AFTER THE DEED I3 DONE ANC
SIGNED.

APPEARANCES GIVE RISE TO CONCERNS THAT TWIS INQUSTRY INTENCE T2
CONTINUE TO MAKE THE WASTE, BUT NOT AIIUME LTIABILITY.

THE RIS ASSUMPTIONS MADE BY THE COoMPinyYy AND TwE NRC ARE BAS:eD
MORE ON COST IN DOLLARS AND POLITICAL TOWES THWAN ON DANGER COR
DESTRUCTION OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT, WHAT NU AND ITS
REGULATORS SEEM TO BE DOING IZ WASLTING THE RESOURCES, INGENUITY,
AND HEALTH OF THE PEOPLE BY DIVERTING THE FUBLIC FROM ITS RIGHT
TO BOTH INFORMATION AND CONSENT,

NOW THAT NU MAS A LITENSE TO CONTINUE 70 USE THEIR PQOLEI, THE

ONLY THING WE CAN ASL: YOU FOR IS IMMEZIATE ATTENTION TO REMOVE

THIS ABILITY BY TAKING ACTION THROUGH AN APPEAL, TO THE NRC

Lrgsuss SOARD OR TWE NRC NUCLZAR REACTIR REGULATIONS DIRECTOR
THROUGS AN INJUNCTION BY A FEDESA. _JURT.

EACH POLL CAN CONTAIN THE RADIC=ACTIVITY QOF UP TQ TEN REACTCRS
AND EACH REACTOR HAS A POOL., JUST QNE FUEL RQ0OL AZCIDENT
RELEASING ITS RADIQACTIVITY WOULD ExizZ2 IN DAMAGE TO LIFE AND

CONTENTIONS OF CCMN, INC. TC NRC. PaGE 6 OF 7.
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JOSEPH | LIEBERAMAN :nm e:uo :-;;m
CONKECTICUY sy ‘
0D 214040

At ew

Ou
ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS

oA ian Hnited States Senate il Pt

WASHINGTON. DC 206100703 St~ | + 99

September 10, 1992

Mr. James M. Taylor

Executive Director of Operations
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Taylor:

We are writing to you ~oncerning information we have
received from one of our constituents, xarI Ellen Marucci,
regarding the issuance of a design change in the spent fuel pool
for Millstone Unit Number 2.

We are aware from previous correspondence that the NRC staff
made a determination that the g:opo.ed license amendment did not
involve a Significant Hazards Consideration and issued the dooa?n
change in early June. While we are alsc aware ThAT M8. MArucci's

eet for a hearing on thie matter ie before the Atomic Safety

Licensing Board Panel, we wanted to bring to your attention
the attached material, in particular the memorandum from a sto’.
member of the Connecticut Department of Health Services.

Ms. Marucci is most immediately concerned with the need ¢or
immediate installation of criticality monitors in the Millstone
spent fuel gool. We would appreciate if you would review the
concerns raised on this issue as expeditiously as possible and
report to us in detail, in accordance with cthe requirements of
the Administrative Procedure Act assuming such review does not
conflict with on-going administrative actions.

Sincerely,

(el

ieberman
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-é‘g”; STATE OF CONNECTICUT

: i DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICE
tl‘g%%’"’;m T {EA ERVICES
f;? David R. Brown

A0
From: Carolyan Jean Dupuy™)

Date: September 8, 1992
Subject: Cc - respondence from Ms. Marucecl, re: SPENT REACTOR POOL SAFETY

1 have reviewed the packet of lnformation from Mary Ellen Marucc! wnich
Coumissioner Addiss forwarded to us and requested that we deternine whether to
forward in whole or part to DEP. The packet contained:

(1) materials from the Cooperative Citizen's Monitoriug Network (CCMN),
dated August 24, 1992, to the Administrative Judges of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission; these materials also contained affidavits from two nuclear physics
experts, Dr. Cordon Thompson and Dr. Michlo ikuj

(2) a request for a 10-day extenslion, from August 14 to August 2

24 (which
was granted), with letters from Ms. Marruccl to Northeast Utilities (NU) and
the NU reply;

(3) attachments which represent the fission product load at t=0 and t=¢l

days for the reactor fuel; excerpts from the Flonal Safety Analysis Report of
NU for Mlllstone Il; and Benchmark Calculations by lioltec,

1 recommend that we send the entire packet to DEP, as requested by Ms.
Harucei.

There are important safety concerns related to the design and loadling of
the spent tuel assemblies in the speut fuel pool which some meabers of the
scientific community do not feel are adequately addressed. Since the nunmber
of curies In a fully-loaded pool could approach the level io an operating
reactor, and sioce accidents to date have i{nvolved multiple factors, it is
important that the potential of criticality be seriously addressed, especlally
in light of a July 6, 1992 situation at the spent fuel pool, and the large
number of assumptions upon which NU's analysis (s based. The Conclusions and
Reconmendations section of Dr. Kaku's affidavit are attached, which highlight

the concerns of the grour and which detall certain requests to NU as well as
the NRC.

"rhc'cctm'nomfﬁnumho?hur1ng'proemntthﬂhmct'-‘é‘y_fcu
only take cognizaonce of the materials sent to us. The (DHSTHBREYROL Nava
regulatory-respousibilitymoverethetnuclear=utilityrindustry. ThTa" belongsvio
the -NRE, with some™notTftcaridonYoversightvandwresponsegactivities®by the

*Departoent™of "EnvironsddtAINProtectlon M accident scenarlos.

It is to be hoped that the NRC will examine the materials provided by
CCMN and that NU will provide information regarded as necessary for thorough
safety assessment. If at some time in the future should these concerns not be
sufficlently addressed, iwposeiblesroute—tovbe explored™Ts that™ofYa*request
‘to~the-UrS~Ceneral™Atcouuting™0fficay which reports™Bn nuclear oversiBht™ &
matters to the-ChairmanvpfmthesU5 -Seuate (asittee=on“Coveramental-Affairsg
53141
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Subiy in the puol. For example, a fire or chermical EXPIOSION May cause an evacuation

of the wite, leading to a power falure. Witbout Anyone moailoring the pool, sne
“an imagine the water level dropping due 1o leaks, boil off, aad evapeoration as the
temperature rises. It only takes about 10 hours o cause bolling witkin the 7 ent fusl
pool. When the fuel wasembiies arc uncovered, the temperatuse may be suflicient to
cause bydrogen gas geoeration and then explotion, dispersion large amoun's of
fission products iato the envirvamen:.

33. o light of these difficulties, | would like to make several recommendations:

First, that the utility carry out a full-scale evaluation of the Boroflex boxes 1o check
lor pew gaps as well o measuse the rate of eresion. Until this is done, ol computer
programs are largely useiess. The ulility should also perform rigorous benchmark

ttudies uring Boroflex boxes with the the actual geometry found in the spent fuel
pool, rot just idealizations af the geometry

M. Second, the utility should carry out the reasonable demands of citizens groups,
such as releasing a copy of its neutron reactivity calculation, agd placing neutron
detectors arouad and inside the pool. This is reasonable, since detertars have N
proven worth. For exarnple, the prosence of such & detector (which could measure the
lovel of water at TMI) could have prevented an accident which has already casy GPU
$1.5 billion. Neutron coLnters could §ive a rough indication of whether the pool had
higher-than-expected neutren reactivity before an accident goes out of contral.

33. Third, the NU should be required ‘o do a realistic analynis of & maximum
credible accident, j.e. the release of T8% of the fission product inventory inte the
euvironment. Like exirting studies of nuclear reactors, oue should assume that all
tafety systems are somebow voided, and that large aawuiiis of flssion products escape
into the environmant In the form of a plume. Since the distribytian of Sssicn products

s different from a conventianal auclear reacior, one should obtain different resu’ 1 (or

A spent fuel accident. The fact that, 50 years into the nuclear age, such as basic study
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for & epent fuel site does nol exist is & lestament °a he {act thal nucear waste tas
always been piven (0w prLoTity. However, now that nuclear power plants are gradualy
filling up speat fuel s'tes and are beginning 1o copsoidate and repackage spent fuel,
4 is vital thad such & study be dase.

35, Untl thesa recommendations are carned oul, 1 canaot sruthlully state that
s {clly loaded speat fuel pool in Lhe uew rearrangement is safo. On the contrary, it
may even prove 1o be a health hazatd.

| declare, subject 1o the pain and penalty of perjury, the forsguing s irue and
correct, to the hest of my knowledge,

Michio Kaky, Ph.D
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Mroczka etter to ¢ S. N\ ) Regulato commisslor

¥
lstone Unit No. 2 Spent Fuel Racks Boraf x Degradation"
)icCtober 1 1990

J. Mroczka letter to the U.S, - I Regulatory Commission

Y
"Millstone Nuclear Power Station, 11 0. } Request for

]
Additional Information - Boraflex Degradation in Spent Fuel
Pool Otorage Racks (TAC No. 77726) ; d January 4, 1991.

stent with ocur conversation, it is m understanding that any
e Iinformaticn needs you may have of Northeast Utilities or ou:

Wi
3

aActors on this matter will be directed to my attention,

truly yours,

\
!
1/

Y )4& L/(./Jic(uz&

M. Kacich
~Nuclear
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August 7, 1990

Docket No, 50-336
B1360%

Re: Boraflex Degradation

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555

Gen.iemen:

Millstone Unit No. 2
Spent Fuel Racks Poison Surveillance Coupon

————nBoraflex Degradation.

On July 27, 1990, while preparing Millstone Unit No. 2 poison surveillance
coupon #5 for routine examination, Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO)
observed that the boraflex material in the area of the vent hole was missing.
A visual examination of the remaining surveillance coupons revealed a similar

situation existed in all the coupon samples This was identified to the HRC
Resident Inspector on July 30, 1990.

NNECO's initia) assessment was that the deterioration mechanisms were probably
due to a combination of radiation exposure and erosion induced by flow and gas

generation exiting at the vent hole. Additionally,

the erosion was probably
limited to only the vent location.

The subject coupon (#5) was delivered to Combustion Engineering on July 30,
1990 for a more detailed examination, specifically the removal of the stain

less steel shell encasements, so as to permit inspection of the entire
boraflex sample.

This fssue was the subject of a conference call with the NRC Staff on
August 1, 1990 in which NNECO explained the circumstances and provided a
preliminary assessment of the deterioration mechanisms. NNECO also provided &
short-term action plan that conservatively addressed these observations (1.e.,
maintaining the spent fuel pool boron concentration greater than 1720 ppm and
restriction of the loading pattern to a checker board configuration). These

actions were at the time Jeemed prudent prior to receiving engineering
ifnformation from Combusiion Engineering.

On August 1, 1990, Combustion Engircering repnr
was missing only in the immediate proximity of e vent hole and the remaining
coupon appeared to be relatively intact and undamaged. Further testing and
examinations are ongoing. Combustion Engineering’s assessment based upor
visual inspection of the material in the

area under question was that the
damage to the boraflex 1s due to flow-induced erosion

ted that the boraflex material
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On August 3, 1990, photographs of the subject boraflex coupons were presented
to an independent consultant who has extensive experience in inspections and
avaluation of boraflex material, NNECO was informed that several utilities
have experienced erosion of the boraflex coupons in areas that are exposed to
flov currents in the rack region of the spent fuel pool. In the consultant’s
ogtnion. based upon the photographs, the damage to the coupon was due to
flow-induced erosion.

NNECO's determination, based upon the visual inspection of the surveillance
coupon and utility experiences, is that the deterforation of the boraflex at
the vent hole location 1s due to the accelerated radiation of the exposed
boraflex in the coupon coupled with erosion induced by flow currents inm the
rack region of the spent fuel pool. Accelerated radiation surveillance has
the sample coupons exposed to the most reactive discharged spent fuel on 2
cy:\: basis as opposed to long-term surveillance that accounts for fuel age
and decay.

NNECO's conclusion is that this deterioration experienced in the surveillance
coupon does not affect the calculated K .. of the spent fuel racks and does
not violate the Technical Specificatioh 'requirement of K .. < .95. The
conclusion is based upon the fact that the vent hole in the tgint fuel racks
i« above the active fuel region and, if the erosion exists at the vent hole
‘seation in the racks, it does not affect the current qualification to store
spent fuel. Therefore, no restrictions need to be instituted with respect to
storage of fuel in the spent fuel racks such as alternate checker board
storage patterns or maintaining high soluble boron concentrations.

NNECO intends to continue to monitor the situation and collect additional
intelligence on the deterioration mechanisms being experienced to further
support our cunciusion. Our effort: imclude continuation of the coupon
surveillance program ar. +isual inspection of the vent holes in a
representative sample of tn spent fuel racks.

NNECO trusts that the information in this submittal, most of which was
provided to the NRC Staff in a conference call on August 6, 1950, is useful,
Should you require any additional information, please contact us.

Very truly yours,

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY

¢ . T. Martin, Region | Administrator

. S. Vissing, NRC Project Manager, Millstone Unit No. 2
. Habighorst, Resident Inspector, Millstone Unit No. 2
. J. Raymond, Senior Kesident Inspector, Millstone Unit Nos. 1, 2, and 3

ot
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October 1, 1990

Re: Boraflex Degradation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555

Gentlemen:

Millstone Unit No. ?

In a letter dated August 7, 1990.(1) Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO)
detailed that on July 27, 1990, while preparing Millstone Unit No. 2 Poison
Surveillance foupon No. $ for routine examination, it was observed that the
boraflex mate. | in the area of the vent hole was missing. A visual examina-
tion of the remaining surveillance coupons revealed that a similar situation
existed in all the coupon samples. This was fidentified to the NRC Resident
Inspector on July 30, 1990,

NNi Q's initial assessment was that the deterioration mechanisms were probably

due to a combination of radiation exposure and erosion induced by flow and gas

?onoration exiting at the vent hole. Additionally, the erosion was probably
imited to the vent location.

On August 24, 1990, at O0B30 hours with the plant in Mode 1 at 100 percent
power, during performance of neutron blackness testing, gaps were discovered
in the boraflex neutron poison material in the Region I spent fuel storage
racks. The neutron blackness testing was being performed as part of an
investigation for an erosion grobleu of the boraflex surveillance coupons.
Preliminary results from the blackness testing vendor indicate that of the
420 boraflex panels that were tested, 45 panels have a gap in the poison
material and 3 panels have two gaps. The largest single measured gap is
estimated to be 1.8 inches and the largest addition of two gaps in 1 panel was
1.9 inches. A prompt report of this event was made on August 24, 1990, pursu-
ant to the requirements of 1O0CFRS0.72(b)(1)(11)(B), “Any event or condition
that resulted in the condition of the nuclear power plant, including its
principle safety barriers, being seriously degraded, or that resulted in the
nuclear power plant being: (b) in a condition that was outside the design
basis of the plant." 1In evaluating the safety consequences of this event, the
Combustion Engineering criticality analysis assumed that the boraflex neutron
poison material was completely intact. Since gaps were discovered in the

(1) E. J. Mroczka letter to U.S. Nuclear Regulat.ry Commission, *Millstone
Unit No. 2, Spent Fuel Racks Poison Surveillance Coupon, Boraflex
Degradation,"* dated August 7, 1990,

083422 REV a8
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boraflex material, the Region I spent fuel storage racks were considered, at
:ha: time, to be in a conditfon that was potentially outside of their design
asis.

The boron concentration of the spent fuel pool at the time of the event was
anproximately 2023 ppm, and the fuel assemblies stored in the Region I spent
] storage racks were arranged in a two-out-of-four storage pattern (check-
oard). There were no safety consequences as 1 result of this event since
.ot K of the spent fuel .ool was maintained less than 0.95 as required by
the p"xt Technical Specific tions.

The spent fuel storage r~~. were manufactured by Combustion Enyinoering. The
Region 1 storage racks cont: n 384 storage cells designed for fuel assemblies
with a maximum enrichment of up to and including 4.5 weight percent U-235.
Each storage cell in Region I contains a poison insert box. Each poison
{rsert box consists of four beraflex panels which are enclosed between two
stainless cteel sheet panels.

T.e specific cause of the gaps 1s unknown, but fis believed to be caused by a
restraint of the boraflex material coupled with irradiation-induced shrinkage.
Combustion Engineering has completed an analysis which confirms that the K

is less than 0.95 for 2.7-inch gaps located at the same axial clovat?gﬁ
throughout all of the Regfon I spent fuel storage racks for fuel assemblies
with a maximum enrichment of 4.5 weignt percent U-235. There were no safety
consequences as a result of this event since the K of the spent fuel pool
was maintained less than 0.95 as required by the ﬁﬁtnt Technical Specifica-
tions. An fincreased surveillance program is currently under review and
additional investigations are being performed to determine the root cause of
the gaps and the potential for the gap size to increase.

On September 21, 1990, a follow-up notification call was made to tha NKRC
Operations Center that retracted NNECO’'s prompt report because of the conclu-
sions reached above. This letter is being sent to the NRC Staff for informa-
¢ion purposes and requests no specific action to be taken by the Staff.

éf you]havo any questions regarding this information, please contact my Staff
irectly.

Very truly yours,
NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY
FOR: E. J. Mroczka

Senior Vice President

BY:

. F. Sears
Vice President

cc: T. 7. Martin, Region I Administrator
G. S. Vissing, NRC Project Hana?er. Millstone Unit No. 2
W. J. Raymond, Senior Resident Inspector, Millstone Unit Nos. 1, 2, and 3
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Decket No. $0-336
AQ9150

Re: Boraflex Degradation

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20585

Gentlemen:

Millstone Nuclear ower Station, Unit No. 2
Request for Additional Information

Boraflex Degradation in Spe:* fyel Pool Storage Racks ‘™ _No, 77726)

In a letter dated October 1, 1990.(1) Northeast Nuclear . ergy Company
(NNECO) submitted information to the NRC Staff regarding Mi11stone Unit
No. 2's Boraflex degradation in the spent fuel pool storage racks. In
reviewing this information, the Sf!f’ requested additional information in a
letter dated November 15, 1990. The fo'lowing are responses to the
questions raised by the Staff.

NRC Question ]

Preliminary results from the blacknes’ tests indicate that 45 panels had a
gap in the Boraflex material with the largest single measured gap
approximately 1.8 inches wide. What was the total accumulated gamma
radiation to these panels at the time of the blackness tests? What
additional gamma dose will be accumulated by the Boraflex panels before Lhe
next blackness testing and what additional shrinkage (gap size) could this
cause?

—

(1) E. J. Mroczka letter to U.S. Nuzlear Regulatory Commission, *Millstone
Unit No. 2, Spent Fuel Racks Boraflex Degradation,® dated October 1,
1990,

(2) 6. S. Vissing letter to E. J. Mroczka, "Request for Additional

Information concerning Boraflex Degradation in Millstone 2 Spent Fuel
Pool Storage Racks (TAC No. 77726)," dated November 15, 1990.

O8Mi/ REV 482



U.S. Nuclear Regu’atory Commissfon
ADS150/Page 2
January 4, 199

NNECO Response

The total accumulated gamma radiation to the panels containing gaps was
between 5.9 x 10* and 2.3 x 10'° rads gamma, depending on the service of
the rack cell with the gaps.

The spent fuel racks have recently experienced the discharge associated
with end of Cycle 10 spent fuel. A conservative method of estimating the
additional exposure 1s the averag. value at !.] x 107 rads/day for 1 year
storage. NNECO 1s sti1)) evaluating the freguency criterion associated with
the follow-up blackness testing program.

NNECO contends that 1ittle or no further increase in gap sizes to the
tested cell locations are expected. This 1s due to the f ct that Boraflex
shrinkage significantly reduces and/or ceases to occur at gamma
saturation levels beyond 5§ x 10' rads gamma. A1l of the cells tested,
wherein gaps were observed, have seen this exposure level and beyond;
therefore, they are at or approaching the saturation level.

NRC Quec<sion #2

It is reported thit the results of the CE criticality analysis confirms
that the K-eff of the spent fuel pool is less than 0.95 for 2.7-inch gaps
located at the same axial elevation throughout Region 1 for the fuel
asserblies enriched to 4.5 weight percent U,... Since the present fuel
assemblies stored in hkegior 1 are arranged Zﬂ} a two-out-of-four storage
pattern (checkerboard), was this the configuration assumed in the CE
criticality an:.ysis? How much margin existed between the calcuiated K-eff
and 0.95? As a result of previous Question 1 above, could gaps larger than
the 2.7 inches assumed in the criticality analysis occur with further
irradiation?

NNECO Response

The CE criticality analysis assumed 4.5 w/o U fuel arranged in a
4-out-of-4 storage configuration as originaily rcv?i’ed and licensed by the

NRC. The only difference in the analysis was the incnrporation of the
axial gaps.

The 2.7-inch gap criteria resulted in a K-eff « .95,

It is possible that larger than 2.7-inch gaps could occur in the untested
locations with further irradiation. However, of the 420 panels {inspected,
only 45 panels contained gaps; 37 of which had gaps less than 1 inch,
7 had gaps between 1 inch - 1§ inches, and 1 panel contained a 1.8-inch

gap. All of the gaps encountered were randomly distribuied axially
throughout the panels.
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Additionally, the average gap size experienced by other nucl utilities
utilizing Boraflex has been less than 1 inch, consistent with our results.

The follow-up future Dblackness testing program will provide the
confirmation of gap formation and size n the untested cells. However,
should additional reanalysis be required, a redevelopment of the
.o itica'‘ty model to account for the different gap sizes, axial locations
and paneis containing the gaps wo-ld eliminate the very conservative nature
of the current analysis and thereby permit incorporation of gaps larger
than 2.7 inches should they occur.

Please contact us 1f you have any acditicnal questions.
Very truly yours,

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY

. e cika
Senior Vice President

cc: T. T, Martin, Region I Administrator
G. S. Vissing, NRC Projec. Manager, Millstone Unit No. 2
P. Habighorst, Resident Inspector, Millstune Unit No. 2

W. J. Raymond, Senior Resident Inspector, Millstone Unit Nos. 1, 2,
and 3



