. 4/30/82

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION : USNRAC

In the Matter of

)
)
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY )
PROJECT MANAGEMENT CORPORATION g Docket No. 50-53
)
)

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

(Clinch River Breeuer Reactor Plant)

APPLICANTS' UPDATED RESPONSE TO
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC.
AND THE SIERRA CLUB SEPTEMBER 16, 1976

REQUEST TO APPLICANTS FOR ADMISSIONS (39-67)

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.742, and in accordance
with the Board's Prehearing Conference Order of February 11,
1982, the Department of Energy, Project Management Corpora-
tion, and the Tennessee Valley Authority (the Applicants),
hereby submit their Updated Responses to Intervenors,
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. and the Sierra Club,
September 16, 1976 Request to Applicants for Admissions (39-

1
67)._/

1/ Agglicants responded to Admissions 39-67 onndéfﬁber 6,
1976, and supplemented certain responses (50, 55, 56)

on January 21, 1976.
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ADMISSION.

39. Alpha-phase 239Pu (low zaoPu content metal
with a normal density of about 19.8 g/m3) at 25° C has a
spherical critical mass of approximately 4.2 kg in a thick

(4 inch) Be reflecror.

RESPONSE.

39. The Applicants admit this statement.

ADMISSION.

40, For a uniform compression of this 239Pu
sphere and Be reflector (both densities increased by the
same factor) the critical mass varies as the inverse square

of the density.

RESPONSE.

40, The Applicants admit this statement.

ADMISSION.
41, Using a shaped charge of a suitable chemical
high explosive (e.g., Composition B plastic explosive),

normal density alpha-phase 239Pu (low 24

oPu) sphere of
approximately 4 inches Be reflector can be compressed to

several times normal density.

RESPONSE.
41, The Applicants admit this statement to the

extent that the material can be compressed using high



explosives, bhowever, insufficient informaiLion has been
provided to determine the extent of such compression in this

instance.

ADMISSION.

42. In an implosion type nuclear explosive, the
amount of fission explosive material required to produce a
nuclear explosion of significant yield (at least equivalent
to 100 tons of high explosive), depends on the maximum

compressions that can be achieved.

RESPONSE.

42, The Applicants admit this statement to the
extent that compression is one cf the factors that deter-
mines the amount of material required to produce a nuclear

explosion.

ADMISSION.
43. The quantity of stracegic SNM required to

construct a nuclear explosive device is less than the 5 kg

formula as defined in 10 CFR 73.1(b).

RESPONSE.

43. The Applicants deny this statement. See
generally 34 F.R. 6277 (April 9, 1969); 38 F.R. 3073-3083
(Feb. 1, 1973); 38 F.R. 35430 (Dec. 28, 1973).



ADMISSION.

44, Contrary to the NRC's answer to III.5 of
NRDC's Sixth Set of Interrogatories to the NRC Staff, there
is no "margin of safety" introduced "by arbitrarily
establishing the critical amount at the level of the 5 kg

formula", as defined in 10 CRF 73.1(b).

RESPONSE.

44, The Applicants deny this statement. The
factor between the 10 CRF 73.1(b) formula and the amount of
material required to construct an improvised nuclear explo-

sive device incorporates a sufficient margin of safety.

ADMISSION,
45. Small quantities of plutonium can be con-
verted into a nuclear bomb which if used could cause

widespread death and destructiun.

RESPONSE.
45. The Applicants cannot truthfully admit or
deny this statement. "Small quantities” needs to be further

defined as does "widespread death and destruction."”

ADMISSION.
46. Small quantities of plutonium can be con-
verted into a plutonium-dispersal device which if used could

cause widespread death.



RESPONSE.
46. The Applicants cannot truthfully admit or

deny this statement for the reasons stated in No. 45.

ADMISSION.
47. Pluronium in an easily usable form will be
available in substantial quantities at the CRBR and at

supporting fuel cycle facilities.

RESPONSE.

47. The Applicants deny this statement. CRBRP
plutonium will not be in form that is "easily usable" for
malevolent purposes. At supporting fuel cycle facilities,
plutonium will be present in varying chemical and physical
forms, most of which would require, as would the CRBRP fuel,
substantial reprocessing. The CRBRP fuel has an additional
burden to potential malefactors -- i.e., it will be
intensely radioactive after a brief period of burnup. This
statement uses the phrase "will be available in substantial
quantities" in reference to plutonium. This is not true to
the extent plutonium will only be "available" to those who
have 1 legitimate purpose with the material; i.e., those
specifically authorized persons involved in its handling,
processing, shipping, etc. As has been previously discussed
(e.g., Preamble to Applicants' Response to NRDC, et al.'s
Interrogatories V through XIII of the Eighth Set), the



Applicants' safeguards system will operate to assure that
potential malefactors do not have plutonium or other

materials associated with CRBRP made "available" to them.

ADMISSION,

48. Analyses of the potential threat from
terrorists, saboteurs and thieves conducted by the Federal
Government demonstrate several credible scenarios which
could result in plutonium diversion or releases of radiation
(both purposeful and accidental) and against which no

adequate safeguards have been proposed by the Applicant.

RESPONSE.

48. The Applicants cannot truthfully admit or
deny this statement. A more specific identification of
"Analyses of the potential threat...conducted by the Federal
Government" must be supplied before the Applicants can make
a determination as to the adequacy of the proposed safe-
guards in the face of such threats. However, the Applicants

believe that the proposed CRBRP safeguards will be adequate.

ADMISSION.
49, Acts f rabotage or terrorism could be the

initiating cause t.r CDA's or other severe CRBR accidents.



RESPONSE.

49. The Applicants admit thic statement to the
extent that it is not impossible that acts or sabotage or
terrorism could be the initiating cause for CDA's or other
severe CRBRP accidents. However, as discussed in detail in
the Applicants response to Interrogatory Set Eight Number

IV, it is highly improbable that this could occur.

ADMISSION.
50. The probability of such acts occurring has

not been analyzed in predicting the probability of a CDA.

RESPONSE.

50. The Applicants admit this statement to the
extent that quantitative analyses of probabilities have not
been performed. On a qualitative basis, the Applicants’
position that such acts of sabotage are highly improbable
and a defense-in-depth approach to effectively preclude such
acts has been implemented is described in the Applicants'

response to item IV of the Eighth Set of Interrogatories.

ADMISSION.
51. The Applicant does not analyze the health and
safety consequences of acts of sabotage, terrorism or theft

directed against the CRBR or supporting facilities.



bomb, was directed to Orlando city officials. For several
reasons, including the possibility the material emanated
from some foreign source, the AEC could not forthwith assure
the city government that the threat lacked credibility.
Payment of the ransom was under consideration when the

threat was determined to be a hoax by a 14 year old boy.

RESPONSE.
53. The Applicants admit this statement to the
extent that:
a) there was a hoax perpetrated by an
Orlando, Florida, area youth (a
10th grade student)
b) an extortion demand for one million
dollars was made with a twenty-four
hour response time.
The Applicants deny this statement with regard to:
a) the AEC not being able to "forth-
with assure the city government
that the threat lacked credibil-
ity," and
b) the "possibility that the material
emanated from some foreign source"
as being supportive of the hoax's

credibility.
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What, in fact, transpired was that the AEC, upon determina-
tion that the material claimed by the hoaxer had not been
diverted and that the sketch of the device provided by the
hoaxer as proof of his ability was in fact a meaningless
schematic, determined that the extortion threat was likely a

hoax and so informed the Orlando city authorities.

ADMISSION.
54, 1t is possil.e, following the successful
theft of sufficient plutonium, that a credible atom bomb

blackmail threat could occur.

RESPONSE.

54. The Applicants cannot truthfully admit or
deny this statement. Knowledge that "a sufficient amount of
plutonium” has been stolen does not provide sufficient
information to assess the credibility of an atom bomb
blackmail threat. Credibility would depend upon many
factors, including circumstances of the theft and the form

of plutonium stolen.

ADMISSION.

55. It is possible that, given the possession of
a sufficient quantity of plutonium, a terrorist group might
have the skills and equipment required to construct and
explode an atom bomb with a yield of at least 100 tons (TNT

equivalent).
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ADMISSION.
56. It is possible that, with a sufficient

quantity of plutonium, a terrorist group might have the
skills and equipment required to construct and explode an
atom bomb with a yield of at least 1000 tons (TNT

equivalent).

RESPONSE.

55 and 56. The Applicants admit these statements
given the possession of a sufficient quantity of plu-
tonium, However, it is the Applicants' position that the
probability that such skills and equipment will be available

to a terrorist group is low.

ADMISSION,
57. The Applicant has received a copy of the NRC
Staff's response to the Sixth and Eighth Set of Interroga-

tories to the NRC Staff, propounded by NRDC, et al.

RESPONSE.

57. The Applicants admit this statement.

ADMISSION.

58. In the Preamble to the Applicants' response
to NRDC, et al.'s Interrogatories V through X-II of the

Eighth Set, the Applicant truthfully stated:
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In general, while the regulatory respon-
gibilities of NRC and the developmental
responsibilities of the Applicant (ERDA)
must be clearly separated, the activities
of the two agencies toward improved
safeguards will be coordinated. It is
the Applicant's policy that there be
parity between safeguards in the private
sector and in the government sector. To
secure parity, the Applicant, in accord-
ance with the provisions of the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974 (PL 93-438),
consults and coordinates with NRC plan-
ning related to threats, theft and sabo-
tage of special nuclear material (Sec-
tion 204). Thus will the Applicant
comply not just with the letter of
license conditions, but also with their
spirit, since the Applicant will be
party to evolution of those require-
ments. In particular, the Applicant
will make its experience in safeguards
system design and operating experience
available to the industry and to NRC.

RESPONSE.

58. The Applicants deny this statement. See the
preamble to updated Responses to NRDC's Eighth Set of Inter-

rogatories, V - XIII.

ADMISSION,

56. Regardless of the NRC Staff responses to
NRDC, et al.'s Interrogatories, regardless of the coordina-
tion between ERDA and NRC on safeguard matters, and regard-
less of the fact that the CRBR will be licensed under NRC
safeguard regulations, the Applicant adheres to the response
given to the admissions 3, 4, 5, 13, 15, 16, and 18 on

Contention 5, namely:



S

The Applicants cannot truthfully admit
or deny this statement. The Applicants
do not possess sufficient information
concerning NRC's internal delikberative
process and the parameters of the
inquiry conducted by NRC with regard to
this topic to make such a determination.
RESPONSE.

59. The Applicants admit this statement.

ADMISSION.

60. Regardless of the NRC Staff response (3 and
9) to Part 111 of the Sixth Set of Interrogatories pro-
pounded by NRDC, et al., the Applicant adheres to the

response given to admissions 14 and 19 on Contention 5.

RESPONSE.

00. The Applicants admit this statement.

ADMISSION.

61. In the response to Interrogatory XI:I1.4 of
the Eighth Set of Interrogatories to the Applicant pro-
poundad by NRDC, et al., the Applicant truthfully stated:

The applicants' posture with respect to

guara forces is that they are engineered

to me2a~ oredible external/internal

threats.

RESPONSE.
6!. The Applicants deny this statement. Sec

Updated Response to NRDC's Eighth Set of Interrogatories,

XIII, &,
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ADMISSION.

62. Regardless of the Applicants' statement
quoted in Admission 61, the Applicant adheres to the
response given for Admission 28 on Contention 5, wherein the
Applicant denies that guard forces should be engineered to

meet credible external/internal threats.

RESPONSE.

62. The Applicants can neither admit nor deny
this statement. See Response 24 above, and updated Answer
XIII .4 to NRDC's Eigth Set of Interrogatories to

Applicants.

ADMISSION.

63. In the response to Interrogatory XIII.4 of
the Eighth Set to the Applicant propounded by NRDC, et al.,
the Applicant truthfully stated:

The Applicant's posture with respect to

guard forces is that they are engineered

to meet the credible external/internal

threats. In order to assure that guard

forces remain effective in meeting

postulated threats, their response ade-

quacy is tested routinely as a force...
RESPONSE.

63. The Applicants deny this statement. See
Updated Response to NRDC's Eighth Set of Interrogatories,

XIII, 4.
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ADMISSION.

6({. At the present time, included in the credible
external threats mentioned in the quote in Admission 61, as
stated in the Preamble to the Applicant's response to
Interrogatories V through XIII1 of the Eighth Set is the
threat of a group of less than 10 well-trained outsiders
armed with automatic weapons and assisted by a single

insider.

RESPONSE.
64. The Applicants deny this statement. See

Response 61.

ADMISSION.

65. The maximum number of well-trained outsiders
armed with automatic weapons in the spectrum of credible
threats is (select one):

(a) 1

(b) 2
el 3
(d) 4
(e) 5
(£) 6
(g8) 7
(h) 8

(1) 9
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RESPONSE.

65. The Applicants cannot truthfully admit or
deny this statement. There can be no singular definition of
a maximum number in the spectrum of credible threats since:

a) the threat is dynamic in nature and

reflects changing socio-economic
political conditions, and

b) the range of numbers of individuals

within the spectrum of credible
threats is dependent on the type of

of scenario being considered.

APMISSION.

66. The maximum number of well-trained outsiders
armed with automatic weapons in the spectrum of postulated
threats against which the response adequacy of the guard

forces are tested is (select one):

(a) 1 (8) 7 (m) 13

(b) 2 (h) 8 (n) 14

(e) 3 (1) 9 (o) 15

(d) 4 (j) 10 (p) more
(e) 5 (k) 11 than 15
(£) 6 (1) 12
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RESPONSE.

66. The Applicants deny this statement. The
response adequacy of the guard forces is not tested in
isolation against a given number of "well-trained outsiders"
but rather as but one element of the safeguards system at a
given facility. The Applicants, in defending against speci-
fic threats, will deploy the various elements of his safe-
guards system consistent with the defense-in-depth concept
which does not necessarily respond in kind to a given singu-
lar threat (in this instance, numbers of outsiders) but
rather seeks to meet the performance objectives of defeating

the attack and minimizing adverse consequences.

ADMISSION.
67. The number of insiders that comprise the
spectrum of credible internal threats to which the guard

forces are engineered involves (select one):

(a) 1
(b) 1 to 2
(e¢) 1 to 3

(d) 1 toc more than 3

RESPONSE.,
67. The Applicants deny this statement. See

response to No. 66.



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the matter of o)
Department of Energy ,)

DOCKET NO. 50-537
PROJECT MANAGEMENT CORPORATION and,)

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY "

AFFIDAVIT OF Thomas H. Isaacs, being duly sworn, deposes and
says as follows:
1. That he is employed as Deputy Director, Office of Safeguards
and Security, U.S. Department of Energy, and that he is duly
authorized to answer 3/16/76 Admissions number 64.
2. That the above-mentioned and attached answer is true and correct

to the best of his knowledge and belief.
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My Commission expires -

PATRICIA G. TIUMBERG
NOTARY PUBLIC STATE OF MARYLAND
My Cammission Expires July 1, 1902
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the matter of &)
Department of Energy ol

DOCKET NO. 50-537
PROJECT MANAGEMENT CORPORATION and,)

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY s

AFFIDAVIT OF William Knauf, befng duly sworn, deposes and says as
follows:
1. That he is employed as Program Analyst, Office of Safeguards
ana security, U.5. Deparument of Energy, and that he 13 duly
authorized to answer 9/16/76 Admissions numbers 61, 62, 63, 66,
and 67.

2. That the above-mentioned and attached answers are true and correct

to the best of his knowledge and belief.
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SUBSCRIBED and SWORN to before me this X ¢ day of é,'cev/- , 1982,
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otary #ublic
My Commission expires , 19 .

PATR'CIA G. CIUMEIPQ
NOTARY PUBLIC STATE CT MARVIAND
My Commizs'on Expires July 1, 1982
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
WUCLEAR REGIRATORY COMMISSION

b —  ~ . ——

In the satter of " 1 .
Department of Energy o) ~ 5
DOCKET NO. S0-537

PROJECT MAXAGEMENT CORPORATION and,)
TENWESSEE YALLEY AUTHORITY )

AFFIDAVIT OF Thomas K. ]saacs, being duly sworn, deposes and

says as follows: o

That he is employed as Deputy Director, Office of Safeguards

e

— —

and Security, U.S. Department of Energy, and that he is duly

authasized 0 answer 8/13/76 Admfssions numbers 1, 2. 5. 9,
10, 11, 12, 17, 23, and 27 and 3/16/76 Admissions numbers 46,
48, 81, 52, 53, 54, 67, 58, 59, 60, and 65.
2. That the above-mentigned and sttached gnswers are trye 3nd correct

0 the dest of his knowledge and belief.
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Signature

SUBSCRIGED and SKORN to Defore me this o7 day of ?_44(_ 1982
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| UNITED STATES OF ARERICA

WUCLEAR REGULATORY COMAISSION

{ In the matter of ,)

Department of Eneray - DOCKET NO. 50-537 1

T T PRUJECT MARAGEMENT CORPORATION and,)
TENHESSEL VALLEY AUTHORITY )

v/

AFFIDAYIT OF ¥illiam A, Higinbotham, defng duly sworn, deposes and

says as follows:

el e T P ——

1. That he is employed as Senfor Scientist, Department of Nuclear
Energdy, 8rookhaven Natfonal Laboratory, and that he is duly
duthorized to answer 9/16/76 Admissions number 47. |

2. That the above-mentioned and attached snswer i3 true and correct

to the best of hicknowledge and belief,

My
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g Tignature W 1
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLFAR RECULATORY COMMISETION

In the matter of ( s )
Depertaent of Energy ')

DOCKET NO. 50-537
PROJECT MANAGEMENT CORPORATION and, )

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY »)

AFPIDAVIT OF Major General William W. Hoover, USAF, being duly sworn,

deposes and 8ays as follows:

!+ That he is exzployed as Deputy Aessistant Secretary for Military
Applicatioen, U.S. Department of Energy, and that he (s duly
authorized to answer 8/13/76 Adnissions pumbers 30 and 32, and
9/16/76 Admissions numbers 39«45, 55, and 56.

2. That the above-mentioned and attached answers are true and correct

to the best of his knowledge and belief.

Signature

ax o Il )
SUBSCRIBED and SWORN to before me this 2 " day of ozl ., 1982,
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Notary Public -
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My Commigsion expires » 19
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
PROJECT MANAGEMENT CORPORATION Docket No. 50-537
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

(Clinch River Breeder Reactor Plant)
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Service has been effected on this date by personal
delivery or first-class mail to the following:

*Marshall E. Miller, Esquire
Chairman

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board

U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545

Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr.
Director

Bodega Marine Laboratory
University of California

P. 0. Box 247

Bodega Bay, California 94923

#Mr. Gustave A. Linenberger

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545

*Daniel Swanson, Esquire

*Stuart Treby, Esquire

Office of Executive Legal Director

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545 (2 copies)
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*Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Board
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545

*Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Panel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545

*Docketing & Service Section

Office of the sSecretary

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545 (3 copies)

William M. Leech, Jr., Attorney General
William B. Hubbard, Chief
Deputy Attorney General
Lee Breckenridge, Assistant
Attorney General
State of Tennessee
Office of the Attorney General
450 James Robertson Parkway
Nashville, Tennessee 37219

Oak Ridge Public Library
Civic Center
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37820

Herbert S. Sanger, Jr., Esquire

Lewis E. Wallace, Esquire

W. Walter LaRoche, Esquire

James F. Burger, Esquire

Edward J. Vigluiceci, Esquire

Office of the General Counsel

Tennessee Valley Authority

400 Commerce Avenue

Knoxville, Tennessee 37902 (2 copies)

**Dr. Thomas Cochran
Barbara A. Finamore, Esquire
Natural Resources Defense Council
1725 Eve Street, N. W., Suite 600
Washington, D. C. 20006 (2 copies)

Mr. Joe H. Walker
401 Roane Street
Harriman, Tennessee 37748

Ellyn R. Weiss

Harmon & Weiss

1725 Eye Street, N. W., Suite 506
Washington, D. C. 20006



Lawson McChee Public Library
500 West Church Street
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902

William E. Lantrip, Esgq.

Attorney for the City of Oak Ridge
Municipal Building

P. 0. Box 1

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830

Leon Silverstrom, Esq.

Warren E. Bergholz, Jr., Esq.

U. S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave., S. W.

Room 6-B-256, Forrestal Building
Washington, D. C. 20585 (2 copies)

**Eldon V. C. Greenberg
Tuttle & Taylor
1901 L Street, N. W., Suite 805
Washington, D. C. 20036

Corunnissioner James Cotham

Tennessee Department of Econcmic
and Community Development

Andrew Jackson Building, Suite 1007

Nashville, Tennessee 37218

/

eor, : g
Attorney for
Project Management Corporation

DATEDP: April 30, 1982

*/ Denotes hand delivery to 1717 "H" Street, N.W., Washington, D. C.

**/ Denotes hand delivery to indicated address.



