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Gentlemen:

I regret the delay in the submission of my “"limited
appearance"” written testimony; however, it has taken longer
than I planned to obtalr the source documents needed %o
¢corroborate my statemen s.

To put this entire review in the right perspective, I
think it significant fo.- the record %o show that the proposed
increase in storage of :went fuel capacity at the Salem
Huclear Generating Staticn Unit No. 1 is substantially more
than any planned increase in any other, to my knowledgze,
reactor storage pool in the United States - an increase of
approximately 54C75 vs. other atomic plants of 20 to 330;3.

In light ¢* oy research and analysis, I an convinced
that the ASLE cannot possibly recommend the approval of %his
amendment or application for the proposed iacrease of spent
fuel rod assemblies to be stored at 3alem Unit lin. 1 and lo. 2,
as. regilastad.
Neither ths Nuclear e
nd aavirommental Ispact aAn
Analysis lReport amencments,
iug issues ad therefore la
enis application based on y
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The amendment would permit modifications of the spent

fuel storage pools at Salem Unit No. 1 and No. 2, allowing
hizher density of spent fuel assemblies inventoried in

each pool. The water contained in each pool acts as an
#lleged shield against the release of radicactive isotopes
to the enviromment. After analyzing the Final Safety
Analysis Report (FSAR) 9.7.1.3 which states "GCamma radia-
tion is continuously monitored in Fuel Handling Building."
"Containment integrity will not be violated when the
reactor vessel head is removed unless keff is< 0.95. All
fuel and waste storage facilities are contained and equip-
ment designed so that accidental releases of radiocactivit:
directly to the atmosphere are monitored....," outlined in
9.7.1.4%. Then under 9.7.1.5, "A controlled ventilation
system removes gaseous radioactivity from the atmosphere in
fuel and waste treating areas of thne fuel handling and
auxiliary buildings and discharges it to the atmosphere via
plant vent. Radiation monitors are in continuous service
in these zreas....”

The above admission on the part of » applicant appears to
show normal routine releases to the ._.vironment, taking
into account the proposed 1170 fuel assemblies vs. 264-
larger quantities . potential radiocactive isotopes, and
greater percentage of probability of larger releases, in ny

opinion will result in undue risk to the health and safety
of the public.

If we look carefully at FASR, 9.7.1.1, "Borated water is
used to fill the spent fuel stor. ze pool at a concen*raticn
10 match that used in the reactor cavity and refueling
canal during refueling operations. The fuel is stored in a
vertical array with sufficient center-to-center distance
between assemblies to assure € 0.95...." "Boric acid is

dded to the water to ensure subcritical conditions during
refueling." Regardless of your background "n nuclear
engineering or nuclear chemistry, it doesn': appear that
the zpplicant is able to maintain 2 consistont concentra=-
tion of boron in the reactor coeling system (primary), froem
higtorical License Zvent Reports and =hat does not lead one
%0 believe there is any assurance this can be done with any
level of confidence in the spent fuel pocl,

. :
-aere ars many reportatle occurrences of low concentration
. .
¢l Beron and an event of nizher concentration. These repor<:
. - - - . - -
are available to the ASLZ dating back %o august, 1875
[Tt ng (mi+dal ®tial TAads wee 1 Pmadd o) i s o
\..’.1:"‘.:‘..3 dnlvias Idel loadinz and LesSing wLToUZn cate
wareh 22, 1979,
“hat is the probatility of detericration of the
> - - i =t T ) - A - ’
such fluctuqaticn in boren ceniraiions, somesimes nizner
L8228 C.337 Under 3.7.2.1, "The spens fuel Storase rscks ars
et . _ : A . .
Sesizned such hat Zgre 1s limi%ed ©0 a value of less <nan
o : - . . -
Vo723 uncer normal circumstances wnen the pool is flooded wi=n
demineralized water."”
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The TSAR states, "Storaze racks located in the pool are
physically arranged in such a way that the assgmblies are
always maintained in a subcritical condition.” Agzain,
inferring a certain boron concentration which the
applicant may not ve able to maintain consistently.
Neither the NRC Staff evaluation nor the apr ‘cant have
fully evaluated the potential effect or consequences of
changes in fuel design, new utilization of uranium, burn-
up to be ocutlined later in +his testimony. Therefore,
this section rendered invalid.,

The FSAR states that, "Criticality is the new and spent
fuel storage areas shall be prevented by physical systems
or processes." Again, certain boron concentration levels
(questioned above), in light of historical mixtures at
the site, and certain punp systems do not appear to
substantiate a high level of confidence of performance.
Under 9.4.3.1 (FSAR) please note "In the unlikely event
that one spent fuel pool pump should fail, a2 second pump
is provided for 100/ redundancy.”

Certainly if I'm aware of pump problems at other reactor
spent fuel pools, the Board is aware of problems experienced
at Turkey Point Unit 4. Under "Reportable Occurrences, "
Fay 23, 1978 the in-service spent fuel pit cooling pump
shaft failed, resulting in pool water overflow contaminating
two operators. A second reportable occurrence on September
11, 1978 revealed a spent fuel Pit cooling pump seal failure
causing radioactive contaminated water overflow agzin.

There is no finding of fact to substantiate 1002 redundancy
in the continuous operation of spent fuel pool pumps to
provicde either continuous heat remova. or cons.stent boron
congentrations. [Ne'ther the applicant nor the N2C has
evaluated the change in fuel desizn described above and its
potential effect and consequences. Th refore, the zpplicant
nas understated the potential consequences without evaluation.

Neither the F3AR nor the NRC "Safety Evaluation Relating to
the llodification of the Spent Fuel Storage Pool - Docket lNo.
50-272" has addressed the change in fuel desizn, Re.vcad 2
Cycle recommended by «“estinghouse and 2 of 40 fuel assemblies
being installed, allowinz additional zrams of uranium. “his
is a major consideration no= addressed and therefore
anvalidates all cadsilations,

it is ay understanding that DCZ is startins to work
intensively on §tretening wanium utilization in current

iizht water reaciors. liew desiins include shertenssd

relueling intervals shrouzh rarid refuelinz; radizl refiectors;
-OW power-densitiy fuel cores; increases Ppressures, Tamperatursa:s
and elficiencies; vented fuel =5 Pyurge fissicn produrss and
fuel lattice gh~~»~~, 202 is Proposing wranium utilizstion
iaprevenents i Mmi-zeneration, for near term, on izl
durnuy extension to 435,000-50,000 iwds thréuzh fuel

irradiastion projecszs.
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unirradiated fuel
and a fuel loading of
now seem valid.

3valuation assumes only
with no burnable polison
of Jz35+ This doess not

ter reading correspondence dated August 7, 13978,
covering radiation levels from fuel element transfer
tubes, a possible radiation streaming problem that exists,
due to some pipe sleeves being imbedded in one of the
compartment shield walls, creates tiie question if this
nas not been experienced at a similar reactor, why is the
NRC writing the applicant? If you quadruple the number
of spant fuel assemblies, does this quadruple the per cent
of probability of possible problem elements and pose
additional chance of releasing deadly poison isotopes
into the enviromment? If not, what is the potential
increase in probability in light of changes already known
to be incorporated? To the best of my knowledse, it does
not appear that this has been :.ddressed fully by the XC
evaluation.

The Safety
assemdlies
44.7 grams
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« In a letter dated lNovember 28, 1978, written by
A. Schwencer, Chief Operating Reactors 3ranch No. 1 to the
applicant to the attention of F. R. Librizzi, subject:
Contairment Purging During Normal Plant Operation. "Cn
September 8, 1978, the staff was advised as a matter of
routine Salem Unit No. 1 has been venting the containment
sess” "Should a loss-of-coolant accident (LCCA) occur

during purging there could be insufficient containment

backpressure to assure prcper operation of ICCS." You
then refer to correspondence, July 10, 1978 by Boyce K.
Grier to PSE&G, Attention F. Ui, Schneider, subject
“"Inoperability of Service Water Pumps." "On January ll,
1973, Salem Generating Station Unit MNo. 1, .... loss of
four of six installed service pumps...."” Again in January,

1979, two of four pumps out of service. As I understand

PGSR CRICINAL

1%, the secondary water sc'wwrece backup to the ZCC5, is the
river. Combine these facts with . statement made by an
employee of the applicant that "in case of need" we can
St i
utilize water from the spentfuel pool for backup water.
Due to the large potential quantities of spent Zfuel
assemblies, complete review of potential effects z2z sut-
lined in the Sandia Laboratories report "Spent Fuel Heas-
up Jollowing Loss c¢f later During Storage” printed
September, 1375 should be reviewed carefully bty your s%ass,
This type of occurrence was not evaluated by either the
dRC gtalf or the applicant, therein rendering the analysis
-:‘.-"a;iil
Ton  @rsemonnwnes mal e aw *ha b L T R e, ekl Sl ana il TS F
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adlressed, evaluataed, nor tased thelr calculasiocn ¢f sorotanili=
ans conseguences on the followinz
~ -
V2 SR OP s - - w2 SSSNL 424 DO0L WL AlZner o ~ 5\ ..).', L
wranium Iuel roda (core desiz change) and possitile
defective fuel z0ds (sizmilariy reported at iillssone
Foilnt ia Somn,, report releassd by NRC in Laren, 1577
another plant at Haldan lleck, possible situation resuls
AR AR s men . mE S .- S em? Yaum . - - - PR e e
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(v) Inaaecua*e means of maintaining boron concentrations
(time-history analysis on fluctuation on site).

(c) No evaluation of speed-gf burnup of uranium rods and
its effect on the zirconium cladding shr”oundlnb the
fuel rods, detericration, release of fission products,
effect on racks, criticality and similar issues.

(d) Mo evaluation of increased uranium density (grams) in
new fuel core desizn and its effect on all calculation
on all issues.

(2) Loss of water incident as related above in No. 6.

I oppose the approval of this amendment and feel that the
applicant should ve held tc the original spent fuel rack design
under which the operating license was issued.

Your help in getting this information forwarded to the
proper individuals would te appreciated.

Respectiully,
: -..J-"//-(?k'( A ..’ ."\»c,..',".;(c.';(z ¢

Michael DiBernardoe
President, UURR
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