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" UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COrMISSION

n the Matter of

Docket No, 50-272

(PropOSOd Issuance of Amendment
to Facility Operating License
No. DPR-70)

CUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC-§ GAS
s N {ft al .

(Salem Nuclear Generating Station,
Unit 1)
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INTERVENORS, COLEMANS', MEMORAMDUM IN OPPOSITION
TO THE LICENSEE'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY DISPOSITION

INTERVENORS' STATEMENT OF MATERIAL TACTS IN DISPUTE
PERTAINING TO CONTENTTON TWO, '

2. The licensee has given inadequate consideration
to the occurrence of accidental cxltlcalluy du= to
the increased deblL‘ or comnaction of the spent fuel
assemblies. Additional consideration of criticality
is required due to the following:

A. deterioration of the neutron absorbtion
material provided by the Boral plates
located betwveen the spent fuel bundles;

B. deterioration ot the rack structure leading
to failure otf the rack and consequent dislodging
of spent fuel bundlecs.

For its convenience, P.5.LE.GC. EO‘ choosen to lump together 1its
onsideration of the Colemans' Contenticns Two ov Six. These separate safety
iszsues, however, are too immortant to be glossed over with such superficial
treatment.  The Colemans' second contention deals dirvectly withAtho increased

T

otential of accidential criticallty occurring in the spent tuel pool due €O

deteriovation of the neutron absorbtilon material vprovided by the Boral plates

which are proposed to be placed sianificantly closer than in previows long
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term usage in the nuclear industry.® Accordingly, the statement on the sixth
page of licensee's memorandum in support of its motion, to wit: "unirvadicated
stainless steel fixtures have been exposed in pools up to 20 years and Zircaloy

clad spent fuel has been successfully stored in pool for up to 18 years without

evidence of degradation," is a complete non sequitur.

Intervenors in this proceeding are not cpposing storage of spent fuel
in water cooled basins situated adjacent to a nuclear generating station
situated near the Philadelphia metropolitan area. Rather, they are strenuously
objécting to the density of such unprecedented long term basin storage at this
location with an untried svstem that entails a known potential for rack
deterioration.** In this case, past experience with low density storaﬂe provides
very little assurance of high density pool safety.

“ Furthermore, what experience there has been with spent fuei pool storage
in conjunction with nucléar power plant operations is not reassuring. As stated
in the Minor affidavit attached hereto the Monticello and Connecticut Yanke
reactors experienced rack degradation. (Minor, page 3,B). The relevance of these
rack integrity deficiencies, while disputed by P.S.E.§G., is clearly an unresolved
factual issue material to the Colemans' contention two.

Finaily,'the very report relied upon the iicensee: "Behavior cof Spent
Nuclear Fuel in Water Pool Storage," BNWL-2256 Battelle Northwest Laboratories,

Scotember 1977%% details the known corrosion problems which have

F4A]

The present rack design has a nominal center-to-center spacing between fuel
storage cavities of 21 inches. The proposed new spent fuel racks would be modular
stainless stell structures with individual storage cavities to provide a nominal
center-to-center spacing of 10.5 inches."” NRC Staff Safety Evaluation, January 15,
1979 Section 1.0, page 1-1, paragraph 2.

2l

#**This NRC Safety and Licensing Board can take judicial notice of the fact that
heat plus acidic water over tine induces corrosion in meta ls including stainless
steel. The NRC Staff Safety evaluation estimates that:''The maximum increwental
neat loads Hdt will be added by increasing the number of spent fuel assemblies

in the SFP from 2064 to 1170 will be 4.5 x 106 Btu/hr."” RenLrt page 2-4, Secticn

2.2.2, paragraph Two.

*%#5ince P.S.E.§G.'s motion and supporting documents attached thereto only the f
LOLT pages of the Battelle Report, page thirty-six of this report is attached here-
as Exhibit A.
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already occurred in spent fuel pool storage cells:
"Aluminun corrosion behavior has been substandard in
some borated pools. . . . Considerable aluninum

corrosion also occurred 1n crevices on the cannisters,
perhaps due to oxygen concentration cells."

The wnfortunate circumstance that .the Battelle Report can only speculate on
the cause of the corrosion as being the result of oxygen concentration cells
merely adds to the unresolved safety issues pertaining to long term basin storage.

Intervenors intend to fully examine both the NRC and P.S.E.&G. witnesses concern-

.ing these corrosion risks at the Salem hearings in May.
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IElVEﬁORS’ STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACTS
. DISPUTE. PERTAINING TO CONTEN[ION SIX

6. The licensee has given inadequate consideration
to qualification and testing of Boral material in
the environment of protracted association with spent
nuclear fuel, in order to validate its continued
properties for reactivity control and integrity.

The numercus unrésolved safety issues nertaining to fhis contention are
best exemplified by the licensee's anomolous argument that the greatest car
possible has been taken to protect the Boral from exposure to the spent fuel pool
water environment, while proposing under certain circumstances to dose this Boral
with contaminated pool water. When a leaking problem arises in the stainless
steél shroud,'P.S.E.GG. intends to drill vent holes in the top of the Storage
c=1l to relieve the gas pressure buildup inside. This intentional breaching
cf the integrity of the Boral'protective.shielding demands the utmost scrutiny
to determine all the consequences of action which, on its face, appears to scverely
undermine the very design basis for the safety analysis of the spent fuel pool.
Fxamples of specific factual questions pertaining to tﬁe nature of this venting
procedurs abound: what equipment will be used to drill these Vént holes?, what
size holes afe contemplated?, how long will the cells be used with vent holés?_
What safeguards will be used to ensure that the holes are drilled no further
than requived to relieve the gas pressure buildup? In sum, no detail i$ given
on the proposed method of relieving the gas pressure thru venting without doing
additional damage to this safety System. |

Moreover, the uncertainties of so-called normal storage operations ar
also fertile areas for factual inquiry by this Board. P.S.E.§G. has stated that
1ts pfesent NRC plant operation license permis contlnu use of the spent fucl
pool for the life of the plant, aﬂproximately 40 vears tirme; also use beyond this

period is even. contenplated (See Transcript, Prehearing Conference, May 18, 1978; —
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102-16 to T63-6. Despite this very real possibility that fuel assemblies will
be kept in the Salem pools- at least for seventeen years (dus solely to economic
considerations since viable alternatives now exist), the NRC Staff Safety Report
states:

""Since the possibility of long-term storage of

spent fuel exists, the effects of the pool

environment on the racks, fuel cladding and

pool liner are under continued investigation."

NRC Staff Safety Evaluation page 2-14, Section

2.4.1, paragraph Two.

This candid acknowledgement by Staff that the P.S.E.&G. plan involves

many facets still being evaluated itself underscores the necessity of examining

these issues at a plenary hearing prior to authorizing reracking which may c:ipose

the public unknowingly to unreasonable risks.
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INTERVENORS' STATEMENT OF MATERIAL EACTS
IN DISPUTE PERTAINING TO COTENTION MINE

9. The Licensee has given inadequate consideration

to alternatives to the proposed action. In particular,
the Licensee has not adequately evaluated alternatives
associated with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
adopting the '"mo action'' alternative for licensee's
application, which would implicate the follcwing:

A. expansion of spent fusl storage capacity at
reprocessing plants;

B. 1licensing of independent spent fuel storage
installations;

C. storage of spent fuel from Salem No. 1 at the
pools of other reactors;

D. ordering the generation of spent fuel to be
stoppad or restricted (leading to the slow-
down or termination of nuclear power production
until ultimate disposition can be effectuated).
' That material facts exist concerning alternatives to the prcpeosed risky
expansion of the Salem One and Two Spent Fuel Pools can not be seriously questioned.
Nor has P.S.E.G.G. really attempted to do so. In its Statement of Undisputed Facts,

P!S.E.&.G. has included the following points:

34, It is highly unlikely that an Independent Spent Fuel Storage

Installation ("'ISFSI") could be availdble to accept fuel by 1983 or.1984. (emphasis
addsd).

306. It is unlikely that the Hope Creek units would be sufficiently
complete to enable fuel to be stored prior te the unmodified Salem wnit frel pool
being fﬁel. (cmphasis added).

ot coufse, Qere this Board teo deny Public Service's apnlication to expand
its Salem Pools for any one of the safety or emvironmental concerns addressed |

herein, we can rest assured that.the likelihood of the company expediting the
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construction schedule for the Hope Creck pools would undcubtedly be much greater.
This is particularly so in lightd the cost of shuttiﬁg‘down Salem One, estimated
by P.S.E.§.G. at $300,000.00 per day.
Furthermore, the unsettled posture of "ISESI" availlability is subject to

rapid change. Within this past week, the New York Times reported that the United

[0p]

States Departwent of Energy had reached en agreement in principle with the State
of New York regarding the reopening of the West Valley, Neﬁ York  spent fuel
storage facility. (N. Y. Times, p. 1, March 21, 1979, Exhibit B). XNo one can
make the categorical statement that an ISFSI will not be available by the time
that Salen One and Two will reach pool capacity (no .socner than late 1983 if no
unusual down time is experienced at either plant; a highly unlikely eventuality).®
To do so is pure speculation, uponAwhich a motion for swmary disposition can not

~

be granted. Mississippl Power and Light Company (Gran nd Guif Nuclear Station,

Units 1 and 2), ALAB-130, 6 AEC 423, 424-425 (1973).

*The NRC Staff Environmental Impact Appraisal, January 15, 1979, Section 7.
16, paragraph 3 states that the U.S. D@Ddrtnenu of Energy anpounced 1n O to
A1377 its plan to provide interim fuel stecrage facilities by 1983 or 1934,
"For some unexplained reason, the staff has decided to discount the avowed comnit-
ment of a Cabinet level Dbpartmont of the United States Govermment. This caliveer
treatment of a major national initiative warrants a thorough review at a plenary
earing.

S

-

vioreover, P.S.E.GG. has stdted without clarification that : "(s)ince Salem Unit 2
is expect gd to begin opﬂraflon shortly, /—Sqlem One has been operating for over 1
year now and will need to refuel w1ﬂ1u1L few weeke 7 ond will have an annual
e [ }

i scharge of fuel, both unenlarged fuel nools \Ole be full by 1983 even if th
pa ity of the pools were shared jointly." This identical deadline for both
4 e

®

1¢
apac
slants makes no allowance for the additional vear before Salem Two will need t
tf-load its first 1/5 of a cor Intervenors “1un to fully explore all these
actual issues at the hearing cheodlei for My 2, 1978,

Fh O T (0
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INTERVENORS' STAIEMENT OF MATERIAL FACTS IN
DISPUTE PERTAINING TO CONTENTION THIRTEEN

13, The licensee has failed to give adequate
conSideration to the cumulative impacts of expand-

ing spent fuel storage at Salem Nuclear Cmncraurnﬁ

Station Unit 1 in association with the recently flled
proposed amendment to the application for an

operating license at the sister unit, Salem Unit 2,

(See Amendment No. 42, Docket No. 50-311, filed April 12,
1978 which proposes modifications of >Dent fuel storage
which the intervenor believes are similar in scope to

the Salem Unit 1 application.). TFor example, the licensee
assumes an increase in releases of Kr-85 by a factor of 4.5
due to the factor of 4.5 increase in spent fuel
(licensee's application, at 10). A similar increase, absent
excentional controls, can be expected at Salem No. 2,
resulting in a cumulative increase in Kr-85 emissions by

a factor of 9--almost a full order of magnitude

increase. (If similar spent fuel increases are postulated
for the companion wnits, Hope Creek 1 and 2, now under
construction, the cumulative increase could rise by a
factor of 18, or almost two full orders of magnitude.)

~

nead for

()

In addition to the nurerous factual issues associated with the
faultless operation of the Salem One and Salem Two spent fuel vools over a long
period of time (See Minor affidavit, pages eight through ten), the Colemans’
Contention 135 is wholly misconstrued by P.S.E.§G. in order to avoid the fundamental
policy thrust of 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix I, and 10 C.E.R. §20.1. Pursuant to
the latter NRC regulation,P.S.E.&G. is required to:

"...make every reasonable effort to maintain
radiation exposures, and releases of radicactive
materials in effluents to unrestricted areas,

as low as is reascnably achievable." 10 C.F.?.
820.1. T

This rule, then, clearly obligates the licensee to make every reasonshle
effort to maintain radiation exposures as low as is rcascnably-achievable in

making all decisions on plant operational modes and not merely reliuance upon the

b

existing containment mechanisms once 1t has -drastically increased the vadaiticn
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load.iﬁ the spent-fuel pool.® Having made a decision to increase the public's
exposure to radiation, Public Service is udner an affirmative duty to establish
the reasonableness of this action in light of alternatives that would not ential
such increased exposure. If not by implementing additional coﬁtainment measures,
the licensee must seek to achieve this standard by adopting alternatives to the
proposed acfion which do not result increased radiation exposure.

Therefore, the factual basis for P.S.E.§G.'s conclusion that increasing

solved at the plenary hearing scheduled in this matter.

*P.S5.E.§G. hereby sceks. impermissibly to obtain both a shield and sword from the.
NRC regulations and rulings pertalning to this proceeding. When intervenors

assert that considration be given to the adgquacy of the spent fuel pool contain-
ment in light of the increasced risks posed by high density storage, they are told
that this has been foreclosed by the prior grant of an operaticn license to

the plant, which found this structure to be adequate. Nonetheless, when confronted

with the obligation to maintain radiation exposure as low as reasonably achievable,tne

licensee proposes to make no  Jurther efforts whatsoever, except to declare the
increased exposure to e 1nsignificant,

Intervenors respectfully submit that the Nuclear Regulatory Comission's mandate
to maintain radiation as low as reasonably achievable constitutes an directive
- ~- . - . P P R f e Fachd
tfor affirmative action which can not be ignored in this tashion.




CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, the licensee's motion for summary disposition

<hould be denied,

Respectfully submitted,

STANLEY C. VAN NESS, PUBLIC ADVOCATE

] . ‘/‘/ /’?; /\-
By: ) ¢ R AT At / /:

KETTH A. ONSDORFF, ES¥ TRE
Attorney for IRtCrvenors
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BEFORE THE ATCOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSTING BOARD

AFFIDAVIT OF GREGORY C. MINOR
On Behalf of Intervenors
Mr; & Mrs. Alfred Coleman

Regarding
CONTENTIONS 2, 6, 9 and 13

In the Matter of

"PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY, eﬁ. al.
Salem Nuclear Generating Station Unit No. 1
Proposed Amendments to
Increase Spent Fuel Storage Capacity
Docket No. 50-272

March 26, 1979

I. - INTRODUCTION

My mame 1s Gregory C. Minor. I am a partner in MHB

Technical Associates, a consulting firm located in Palo Alto,

Californmia. My educational background is in electrical engi-
neering (B.S., University of California at Berkeley, 1960, M.S.,
Stanford University, 1966). In addition, I participated in

Genmeral Electric's 3-vear Advanced Course in Engineerin

a2
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in 1963, A full descripition of my experisnce and

0
o\

background is attached at the end of this affidavit.
6

During the period between 1960 and 1976, I was employed

(

al Electric Company in enginearing and management posi-

icns involving the design of components and systems for use on

reactors. These systems included reactor monitoring,

and safety systems. Between 1972 and 1976, I was
of Advanced Control and Instrumentatiocn EngL ering;

responsible for designs of new safety and control systems whose

first application will be on BWR-& plants.

I am presently a consulting engineer with MHB Technical

Associates, consulting on nuclear power issues for public and

private

level.

organizations at a state, mational, and international

I am also a member of the Nuclear Power Plant Standards

Committee for the Instrument Society of America.

2 and 6.

Summaxry

IT. STATEMENT AND DISCUSSION

REGARDING INTERVENOR'S CONTENTIONS 2 AND 6

The following is a statement of the Coleman's Contentions
Because they are treated together in the Motion for

Disposition, we will also treat them together:

2. The licensee has given inadequate
consideration to the occurrence of
accidental criticality due to the
increased density of compaction of
the spent fuel assemblies. Addi-
tional consideration of criticality
is required due to the following:




A. deterioration of the neutron
absorbtion material provided
by the Boral plates located
between the spent fuel bundles;

B. deterioration of the rack
structure leading to failure
of the rack and consequent
dislodging of spent fuel bundles;

The licensee has given inadequate consideration
to qualification and testing of Boral material
in the environment of protracted association
with spent nuclear fuel, in order to wvalidate
its continued properties for reactivity control
and integrity.

There are a number of issues of material fact which apply

to these contentions and which are not adequately addressed in the

Applicant's documentation.

Al

While there is experience with the materials of the
proposed high density storage racks for Salem, signifi-
cant uncertainty exists as to the corrosion effect and
associated life of the storage racks, including the

stainless steel and Boral material.

There has been degradation of the Boral/stainless

steel racks installed at Monticello and Connectiéuﬁ
Yankee reactors. The Applicant claims these problems
have'limited relevance to the issues in the proceding”
(Liden at paragraph 12). However, there is no evidence
presented that assures these same or similar problems

will not occur in the proposed racks for Salem.



Very little in-service experience is available in

storage pool racks with vented cells, as cell venting

]

[t
[a®

was not anticipated until leakage and associat
swelling recently required modification at the

Monticello plant,

The expedient of venting as a way to deal with the
leakage problem is a major cause of much of the con-
cern over the rack material performance questioned
in this contention. The basic design and materials

evaluation leading up to this specific design intended .

utilization of leak tight, encapsulatad Boral. Liden
at paragraph 6). However, the Applicant has discussed
venting at some length. (Applicanf's Motion at 7, 8,
and Liden at paragraph 8). There does not appear to

be sufficient analysis by the Applicant of the opera-
tion and effectiveness of the racks in the event the

cells require venting.

The September, 1977 report by Battelle Northwest's
A.B. Johnson, Jr., '"Behavior of Spent Nuclear Fuel
in Water Pool Storage' BNWL-2256, substantiates that
the Boral cell venting decision may have significant

corrosion consequences. To quote from page 36 of

this report:



F.

G.

"In most cases, pool and fuel bundle matexials
have appearod to function satisfactorily in
boric acid fuel Doo* chemistry, but wvery few
detailed analvses of the materials are availal
‘Aluminum corrosicn behavior has been substanc
in some borated pcols.---Considerable aluminum
corrosion also occurred in crevices on the
canisters, pernaps due to oxygen concentration
cells." (emphasis added)

;.n (J"
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This experience seems clearly to indicate the possi bi1
p ¥

of corrosion problems with the design as currently antici-

pated and is certainly an issue of material fact.

The NRC in their SER on Salem make thes following obser-

vation regarding swelling and wventin

"Upon exposure of the Boral plates (B C/AY Matrix)
; A 4

to the spent fuel pool water, galvanic coupllnc between
the aluminum-Boral liner, aluminum binder and the
stainless steel shroud could occur..... the hydrogen
producad by corrosion of the aluminum will be released
by venting to minimize bdlg1 g." (SER at 2-15).

In this instance, it appears the NRC analysis assumes
the cells are already vented which is contradictory to

the Applicant's assumption (Liden at paragraph 9).

1

Based on the above, there are sufficient issues of

[
Hh

material fact regarding the possible degradation o
the rack material to require that these contentions be

considered in the hearing process.




III. STATEMENT AND DISCUSSION

REGARDING TINTERVENOR'S CONTENTION 9

The following is a statement of the Coleman Contention

The following are issues of material

the above

AL

The Licensee has given inadequate consideration
to alternatives to the proposed action. In
particular, the Licensee has not adequately
evaluated alternatives assoclated with the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission adopting the

'no action' alternative for licensee's
application, which would implicate the
following:

A. expansion of spent fuel storage
capacity at reprocessing plants;

B. licensing of independent spent
fuel storage installations;

C. storage of spent fuel from Salem
No., 1 at the storage pools of other
reactors;

D. ordering the generation oI spent
fuel to be stopped or restricted
(leading to the slow-down or ter-
mination of nuclear power production

~ until ultimate disposition can be
effectuated) .

contention:

4

The Morris Operation has applied for an amendmant

®

of their license which wcould expand their storag

facility to 1800 MTHM. However, the NRC in their

fact which pertain

to

review of the Applicant's alternatives only considers

the existing 750 MTHM capacity of M.0. Although they

acknowledge that hearings for the 1100 MTHM addition

are temporarily halted, they could resume hearings at

-6-




The

at anytime the M.0. owner (EIA at 14) decides to

do so.

o

The NRC mentions several alternaﬁives which could be
available in time to take fusl from the Salem site if

a nominal amount of transhipment is employed (EIA at 14,
15, and 16). These possibilities do not appear to have

been adequately considered by the Applicant.

These facts should be explored in hearings on this

contention.

IV. STATEMENT AND DISCUSSION

REGARDING INTERVENOR'S CONTENTION 13

following is a statement of the Coleman Contention 13:

The Licensee has failed to give adequate con-
sideration to the cumulative impacts of expanding
spent fuel storage at Salem Nuclear Generating '
Station Unit 1 in association with the recently
filed proposed amendment to the application for

an operating license at the sister unit, Salem

Unit 2. (See Amendment No. 42, Docket No. 50-311,
filed April 12, 1978 which proposes modifications

of spent fuel storage which the intervenor believes
are similar in scope to the Salem Unit 1 application.)
For example, the Licensee assumes an increase in
releases of Kr-85 by a factor of 4.5--due to the
factor of 4.5 increase in spent fuel (Licensee's
application, at 10). A similar increase, absent
exceptional controls, can be expected at Salem

No. 2, resulting in a cumulative increase in Kr-85
emissions by a factor of 9--almost a full order of
magnitude increase. (If similar spent fuel increases
are postulated for the companion units, Hope Creesk

1 and 2, now under construction, the cumulative
increase could rise by a factor or 18, or almost two
full orders of magnitude.

.




. . ) '

The following are issues of material fact related to this

contention

A.

that should be reviewed in a hearing process:

The Kr-85 releases discussed in the SER and Applicant's
Motion appear to be normal leakage values and do not
cover the magnitude of release due to an accident in

the pool (such as a cash drop accident) when there is
more than four times the amount of fuel stored. The NRC
includes an arbitrary 114 ci/yr release but does not
quantify that in terms of an accident or deterioration of

the fuel. (EIA at 7)

Applicant's Motion for Summary Disposition states that
Zircalloy clad fuel has been stored in U.S. reactors
spent fuel pools for up to 18 years (Liden at 3). This
is only marginally true. As reported in the Johnson
report (BNWL-2256, Sep. 1977, page 14), only one
zircalloy fuel bundle of pressurized water reactor
design has been stored in a pool since 1959, and that
one is not at a commercial reactor site. Johnson's
report also states (on page 3) that 'detailed,
systematic examinations of fuel bundle materials have
not been conducted specifically to defins storage
behavior, because of the expectation that the fuel

-

would be reprocessed after relatively short pool resi-

1R

dence., Johnson recommends that additional investigation




be performed,'”particularly if the stored
inventory is expected to move into the twenty to

one hundred year time frame." The potential impact
of longer term storage on radiological releases shoul

be evaluated and discussed by the Applicant.

The NRC states that there is a generic review of load
handling operations in the vicinity of spent fuel pools

to determine the likelihood of a heavy load impacting

diological comnseguences

H

fuel in the pool. and, the
of such an impact (SER at 2-6). This should be

evaluated for Salem as it may represent a much greater

release than discussed by the Applicant or the MNRC.

The Applicant and the NRC take credit for four years

of discharges of reactor fuel (seze for example, EIA at

6) but the Applicant admits that maintaining Full

Discharge capacity "'is prudent from an operational s:tand-
- LR IR b} s ’ .

point.'% Such a capacity may also be necessary for

safety reasons if major core internals or vessel

leakage requires rapid repair to reduce radiological

releases to the environment. Therefore, the Applicant’

analysis should consider maintaining Full Load Discharge

capability and thereby the incremental storage in the

new racks is one year old fuel, not four years old.

* (Liden at 25)




. . )

30 times the maximum permissible concentration in
water, MPCw (occupational). (CSAR 7-8). This appears
to contradict the NRC statement that 'there has not

fission products from

Hy

been any significant leakage o
spent light water reactor fuel stored in the Morris

&L

Operation (M0)'" (SER at 6). The possibility of such

a leakage and possible release to the environment should

be evaluated for Salem.

The Applicant has not specified any in-service inspec-

tion requirements to verify on-going acceptable

performance of spent fuel materials and possible leakage/

degradation.

The Applicant has not indicated any contingency plan
for emptying the pool in case of serious degradation

or pool lezskage.

Based on the above issues of material fact, the Inter-
venor s Contention 13 should be addressed in the normal

hearing process.

~-10-



V. CONCLUSIOH

Based con the issues raised in IIT,

S
of this affidavit, there are material facts regarding Inte

{Coleman’s) Contentions 2, 6, 9 and 13 which need to be

H

5]

n

g
N
]
0

in the license amendment hearings for Salem 1 xe

GRpuORY C. WINOR

-

Subscribed and swornm to befor

&)

me this . -l7" day of ~ =+ . | 1979
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3 - 1970
Desizn Engineer - General Electrlc Company, Nuclear Energy Division,
San Jose, California.
Responsible for the design of specific control and instrumasntation
svstems for nuclear rsactors Lead design responsibility for various
sudbsystems of instrumentation used to measure neutron flux in the
reactor during startup and intermediate phase. Perform ed lead
system desizn function in the design of a major system for measuring
the power generated in nuclear reactors. Other responsibilities
included on-site check out and testing of a complete reactor control
system at an experimental reactor in the South West. Received
patent for NMu clear Power Menitori ing System.
0 - 1963
Advanced Engineering Program - General Electric Company, Assignments
in Washingten, CaTLforj*a and Arizona.
Rotating assignments in a variety of dlSClpllnms.
- Reactor maintenance and instrument -design, e;gineer,
" KE and D reactors, Haniord, Washington. Circuit design
and equipment maintenance cooxrdination.
~ Design Engine jave Department, PaT Alto, Califormia.

esr - Microw

Work cn dESlgn of cavity couplers for TWT

- Design Engineer - Computer Department, Phoenix, Arizona.
DeSLOh of core driving circuitry.

- Design Engineer - Atomic Power Equipment Department, San Josea,
California. Circuit design and analysis. :

- Design T"ncrineer - Space Systems De2partment, Sar
California. Prepare control portion of satelli

- Technical Staff - Technical Military Planning Operation.
(TEMPO), Santa Barbara, California. Prepare analysis of
missile exchanges.

During this period, completad three-year General Electric program
0F extensive education in advancad engineering principles of higher
mathematics, QrObaDll7LV and analysis Also completed courses in
Kepver—ire oe Effective Presentation, Maenagement Training Program
and various technical seminars. ‘




University of California at Berkeley, BSEE, 1960.

g

Advanced Course in Engineexing - 3-year Curriculum, General Electric
Company, 1963 1

Stanford University, MSEE, 1966.

CNC?S AND ASSOCIATIONS

- Tau Beta PL Engineering Homorary Society

- Co-holder of U.S. Patent No. 3,565,760, "Nuclear Reactor Power
Monitoring System'', February 197L. :

~ Member: American Association for Advancement of Sciencse.

~ Member: HNuclear Power Plant Standards Committee, Instrument
Society of America.

Born; June 7, 1937

Married, three children
Heighi: 5'8", Weight: 165 1bs
Health: Excellent
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Tn the Matter of the Black Fox Nuclear Power Station Construa-
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31 and September 1, 1978, Bonn Germany.-
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April 26, 1978, Sacramento, California.
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6. The Risks of Nuclear Power Reactors: A Review of the NRC Reactor
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3. Testimony of G. C. Minor regarding the Grarfenrheinfeld Nuclear
Plant, March 16-17, 1977, Wurzburg, Germany.
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March 23, 1976.
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proceeding have been served on the following by deposit in the United States
mail, first class, this 29th day of March, 1979.

airnan, ALoml

Licersing Bboazd .
1815 Jeifarveon Stre%fﬂﬁ
Madison, Wikconsin 53711

Mr. Lester Kornblith, Jr.
Menber, Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cormission
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