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PATZS NUCLEAR RSGUZATORCY COMMTISSION
BEFCRE THE ATOMIC SiFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

——

In the matter of:
Houston Lighting & Power Co.,
(Alleas Creek Unit 1 )
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Tex:s Public Interest Research Group (TexPIRG) amendments and replies
to Applicant and Staff to Conts.tions submitted pursusnt to ALAB - 535,
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INTRODUCTION

Purzuant to the Atomic Safety and Licensing appeal Board Crder
(ALAB-535) TexPIRG, intervenor in these proceedinc-s, filed 49 con-
tentions with the Board on May 15, 1979. We are in receipt of
Applicant's responses to those contentions dated May 3*', 1279,

and Staff's presponse to those contentions dated June 5, 1379. Usinr
the numbering of contentions of the May '6 tb subaission, we have
replied and ir several ezses amended some cf those contentions.
™hose unazmenied or not the subject of a reply may be am:nied at

a later date or be furnished with supporting replies at a later
date. In order “> produce this document as rapidly as vossidle

we have besn uarb.e to treat the contenticas in order, for which

we appelogize fo. inconvenience.

ALAB=-535 pernitted Tex IRGC to file contentions which it believed
it would have filed had it not deen blocked by the limitations stated
in the rederal Register notice of Lepteaber 11, 1978, Also, conten-

tions may be filel anytime up to the ore-hearing conferenze for good
cause., e point out that the 3oard’'s interpretution of the Jeotember
11th notice and in its subseguent action plus the Staff's inter-re-
tation of the rules in the conferences with TexPIRG in the latter
part of September were strict. Contentions were rejected or crit-
icize? 'u a secintilla of evidence thac thery =2i-kt have been raised
pricr to November 11, 1975, the date of tue Partial Initial Decision.
Tex>IRG beli>ves that it should be allowed to raise any con-
tention -ithout rejection on the basis of the previous limitatioas
excluied by ALAB-535, we beli:ve that for any of these contentions
to be rej=2ctei on the dasis of ALAB-535 timliness, the burden is on
others than Tex“IRG to show that the coatention could not have been
2088ibly raisei before the Partial Initial Decision. After this
has been achieved, then the burden would shift for Tex”IRG to
;how why the contention should be admitted under 10 CFR2.714 (a),
the usual procedure in a construction license hearing.

R3Z3 ‘ONSZS AND AMENDMENTS
#29 - REPLY = Apolicant's statement, "Tex”"IRG's con’ ention is...

unders®andibly moot", is in error. The 3ER reviews the ?3‘3.366 -~ -
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dence, the contention is litagable until an "Errata” is published . o
showing Starf's position. rex IRG seeks unamended adzission of

the conteation unless 4o errata shows that tpplicant will meet

the request of "two reiundant recomdicers Permanently installed

inside containgent.®

#35 - <EPLY- The contention is poorly worded, and Applicant and
8taff may wish %0 rply to the below amended contention:

Apolicant's relief valve protection ageins overnressupizi-

tion of the reictor vessel is based On an asnalysis that

allows to little margin between the calculated value and

the AS“T Boilder and Fressure Vessel Code lizits for oube-

lic safety, Flux Signals are plus or @inus (4) S5.4% ac-

curate in iaitiating SCRAM froa the Local Power Range

Maitor System (accordinrz to the PSAR,APP4A ¥eh) ani may

thus fail to actuate relief valves and prevent exceeding

Of the ASME limits, Purther, Applicant has not comzitted

to & pressure §ignal to aztuate relief valves acceptable

fo Staff (See ©.2.2 (2) Pg. 5-% of Supp. #2 of the SER).

Bonce there is inaiequate over-pressurization protection

with the hi~h fux signal due to theip inaccuracy, aad

the high prassure signal system due to its Unaccentabdility,

Apnlicant should have a reduniant high flux systea or

meet staff requirements with a pressure signal system here.
The contention should not bhe excluded on tizliness, because
Staff's finding that aprlicant has not confirmed that the
initial operating pressure of 1045 peig results in the highest
pressure transient if reactor ICRAM is initiated by a high pres-
sure signal was not available to TexPIRG until receipt of the SER,
has not nean raised by others, covers the sisnificent safety iscsue
of Oversressurization, will not delay these already delayed pro-

ceedings, and will protect TexPI j'g meabdbers interests,

#37 - REPLY - Apolicant has e€quated this contention with hydrsgen
‘gas resulting irom a LOCA. TexPIRG's contention is not raised by
LOCa events, rather %y the danger of a "teaperature excursion”

in a charcosl adsorber bed as reported in Nuclear Safety, 20(1),
1979, P. 78, (receivea in March,197¢), Sta’f cites the Sup#2

. of the okx, oublished in march, 1979 as containing languace by
whica .exPInu could bave been sleypted to charcoal adsorser beas
being installed Aue to the 2 to 1 change in nun_er of auclear
plants for ACnuB, that hence the contention shculd have been
raised in response to the soard's September "M" ( yag wqqn meant,
&S we presume?) ihis would not be possibdle.

APP icant modiried the off--as treatment system to reduce emissions
a2z well as to accomoaate the plant design changes, making it un-
certain if the modification were for one or the other purpose.

40 addition, Tex:rlkG would call to the board's attentior that

this issue will not be addressea by any other party, cover's an
issue related to the important srown' re uhit s fire (not
ke fir of 1975) and heace contridutes to a sound record, will not
veste tiac and 44 ot 4 Part of other Lommission action,
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#38 AMENDMENT TO CONTENTION:

TexPIRG contends that individuals who had radiation
treatment for diseases such as asthma, Foeuxonia, ton-
8ili‘is, adenoid conditions, acne, uriticary, exuma, thy-
mus conditions or amy other benign conditions of the nead
and shoulders “ave heen shown to have increased can-
risk as a rsult of sSuch treatnent ee: Journ of the
Ratio ncer Society, 62(5), 1§,, (May7, p. %137L41;
: edicine, 294:1019-25, “1976; Hew

? s _€72:171-5, 1975; Joupnal of
: 2ciety, 55:519-30, 1975] and that £ich
persons siould not be additionally exposed to radiation
in Applicants atoamic facilitr through employmen®. Appli-
cants license should be contingent on an agreement to
take reasonable steps to prevent such persons from working
in areas whe e there is exposure to radiation.

(Note: This is mow the text of Contention #38)

Response to previous replies to Contention #38;

TexPIRG does not contend Applicant's plan violates regu-
lations or rules. TexPIRC believes the contention is in the
snirit of 10 CFR 20.103 (a) (1), while utilizing these pscent
findings. That is, it does not Permit individuals to recejve
20re than the doge previously received (most of these persons
were irradiated in the 1940 to 1960 period). Of course that
radioactivity dose was not due to applicant. The contention
is slso within the spirit of 10 CFR 20.104 18 it too recognizes
there are individuals who should receive some le:s than the
10 CFR20 regulations due to special physical conditions. Where
recently it has been shown there is a tendency for oscupational
exvosure to inerease in nuclear plants ( Nugloa; Enﬂinoer;ng
International, Feb, 1979, 36-41, "Radiation exvosure in LWR'S
higher than predicted”), and where ACNGS will be the largest
Boiling Water Reastor licensed to date, justifies a screening
procedure, such as a questionnaire or the like.

#80 AMENDMENT 7O CONTENTION:

During an Anticipated Transient without scram (ATW3)
accident, the Rasmussen Report assuned g reactor coolant
pipe would burst at its design) pressure of 1,250 psi,
causing a LOCA and decreasing the transient severity
before there was any fuel meltin-. NZDO-10349 at P42,
calculated 1,535 Psi for the Main Steanm Isolation Valve
Closure ATWS, and there is curréntliy-a 2,700 psi rupture
lizdt in both the Piping and the reactor vessel in ACNGS,
due to a 2,25 safety factor. TexPIRG contends that dan-
er to its safety ir‘erests can be greatly reluced if viping

8 luss strong against pressure transients following ATWS
then the reactor vessel, because:

a. Tre ECCS is designed to cope effectively with a large

pipe break, but not the breaking of the reactor vessel, and

b. a lower nipe break prassure will p revent fuel melt due
%o the transient which results dus to increased moderation
of the coolant aue to the greater pressure which ircreases
coolant density,

Further, TexPIRG bases this on the hicher power core dendty
of ACHNGS than any cperating or licensed facility making

a transient of this type more rapid in appearance, more 366

difficult to control with reacfivity control systems, and
more lixely to =asult in fuel melt with conseguent danger
to Intervenor's members.
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#42 PLEASE AMEND TO _READ AG POLICHS:

TexPIRC contendsApplicant and Staff have not considered sd-
equately the use of natural gas for fuel in a goncrating
station. On Page 1 of the April 2, 1979 "Energy Insider

& Depa-tzent of Energy Publication, Deputy Aiministrator
Hazel Roilins, of the Economic Re latory Administration,
indicated, "...a DOE task force dentified over a half
trillion cutic feet of natural gas last month (March) for
possible use -y utilities and industrial plants capable

of switching from oil to natural gas.’ Purther that ex>lor-
ation techniques using seisamic - hologram methods have
made disco.ery of natural £as auch easier than was evidam-
tly known by the Staff when it created the Final Cupolement
to the Pinal Fnvironzents) Statement. Arnother reassa for
the increased availabil ty of natural gas is deresulation
of inter-state shipment. Farther, the Texas Public Utilities
Comaission has withdrawn its "Docket 600" which ordered
that utilities switch from matural gas and oil to other
fuels. TexPIRG contends ths use of natural gas will have
less severe environmental consequences (particularly ther-
mal pollution) and hence g patural 325 fueled generating
facility is reguired under National Environmental Policy
Act mandate for the Allens Creek site.

#43 REPLY

In the Detroit News, Jan. 9, 1971, P. 3, a Gruman Aircraft
executive stated the crash of the military plane may have been
caused by the "latching" phenomencn. The issue doss not have
to meet 10 CFR 2.714, as it would have been excluded under the
pre-ALAB-535 rules. The phenomenon is not "mysterions" as
APplicant suggests, and at this licensing should be arcued be-
cause a largemsjor airportto serve Southwest Houstca (the pop=-
ulation center of the city) is to bz coastructead and overated
nea™ enough to ACIGS to make flight paths from the Weet ' pess
over., A large plane erashing into the plant complex could de-

stroy &ll power sources for the plant safety systems, enda ering Tex-
PIRG member's health and safety interests. i 1 ' g -

#50 ggg&zStntt's reply that since Applicant's "fast" SCRAM system
was introduced in a May 1977 Anendoment, so that TexPIRG could
have raised this in response to the September 11, Board Order,
does not ta<e into account the fact that information on the
rapidity ¢f the SCRAM was proprietary according to the PSAR
at the Housto-. Publice Lidbrary. According to 10 CFR 2.740
(a) (2) such information was mot available to TexPIRG until
they became a party. This would have required filing this con-
tention and arguing its validity at the special preheering con-
ference with no basis to assert the SCRAM system was too slow
to remediate a transient as is now contended. In ad’ition, the
issue to our knowledge was raised in 1975 (in Agcident Hazards
of Buclear Power Plants, by Richard E. Webb). Staff at its
September 1978 conferences with this and other intervenors ex-
pressed the idea that contentions based on evidence from 1975
probably would not survive the pre-ALAB-535 "new evidence" pules.
AMENDMENT TO CONTENTION #50.

TexPIRG contends in event of steam-line break or recircu-
s.tion pipe break, depressurization of the reactor core
ould take place resuliing in sweeping out the core steam
bubbles (upward) by the lower plenum water and drawins of
coolant water into the reactor. The replacement of steanm
bubbles with water will increase reactivity before the SCRAM '(66
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systexz has functioned {nllg. The National Reactor
Testing Station (See: IN-1370, 1470, p. 104) states
a blowdown in & BWR LOCA " clould cause the watar
moderator level in the core region to rise. An in-
crecse in water level in the core region would re-
sult in a reactivity eccident.” Reactivity insertion
constitutes a danger to petitioner's health and
safety hecause of the danger of fuel melt following
svch a power excursion. exPIRG contends the high
power core density of the reactor to be licensed in
this proceeding increases the danger of this acci-
dent, hence Apnlicant must demonstrate its SCRAN
syeted capstle of prevanting this accident.

#28 REPLY--On Staff's citation of Partial Jnitial Decis~
ion, TexPFIRG would point out that parts 124-G give nc deci-
sion on the effect of the weight of the ACNGS cooling lake
on underlying faults or other geologicel features.
AMENDMENT TU CONTENTION #28

(Place at end of the Contention text Mut before the
foo%note)

TexPIRG contends the Allens Creek cocoling lake and
the damnmed lake used for cooling the North Anna
-gtomic plants are .. .lar sufficiently to present
‘an ‘earthquake stimule'“:g situation which endangers
its members du=s to the multiple failure of several
systems likely to occur in the event of earthquake.

CZRTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Copiesof TexPIRG amendments and replies to Applicant and Staff
to Contetnions submitted pursuant to ALAB-535 were served via
first class mail on the persons listed below at their wsual
adiresses on this 754 day of June, 1979.

Joha P. Doherty #__7“: 3_‘;?2 P 59'0
Wayne Rentfro espectfully Submitteéd

Brenda McCorkle, Esq. Attorney for TexPIRG 366
Carro Hinderstein q.
Sheldon J. Wolfe, Esq. .RRC) Stephen Sohinki, Esq. (Staff)
gnlcev' A. Linenberg (NRC) Richard A. Lowerre, Esq. (Texas)
. Eo L.Ont!‘d Ch'ltlﬂl (NRC) a. Gordon Gooeh. E.q. (‘pplicant)
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