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I. INTRODUCTION

The Board has indicated in its Memorandum and Order of
March 23, 1983, (p. 22) that 1t has decided to hear first the case of
the NRC Staff, then that of the Applicant, and thereafter that of CBG
as to the inherent safety matter., The City of Santa Monica has stated
that it would be “. . quite concerned about any action that even appears
to shift the burden of proof from Applicant to Staff.,” The Board therefore
provided CEG and the City the opportunity te object to this proposed presentation order
and any adverse affect it might have on preserving the burden of proof
with the Applicant; the Board likewise provided the other parties with an

opportunity to respond to any such objections.
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CBC herein makes known its objections to the above matter,
as well as to certain other scheduling matters included in the March 23

Crdor.y

II. HAVING THE STAFF PRESENT ITS CASE FIRST
WOULD CREATE AT LEAST THE AFPEARANCE OF AN IMPROPER SHIFT
CF_THE BURDEN OF PROCF

A. Background
At the February 23, 1983, prehearing conference, the presiding

officer directed that the Applicant would go first at hearing, due to it
bearing the burden of proofs:
JUDGE FRYE: Mr. Cormier, you will go first since you are the
Applicant and have the turden of proof.
TR 915

No objections were raised at that time, nor havo. any objections been
raised since that time, to that determination of order of presentation.

At the March 9 and March 11 conference co,lllz.’ btrief discussion
occurred about the problem posed bty the fact that Applicant's witnesses,
as yet largely unidentified, might wish to refer to and comment upon"
the studles performed for the NRC Staff. Judge Frye asked if there
would be any objection to pre-admitting those studies. CBEG's representative
inquired whether pre-admission was for the purposes of authentication of
the studies or to admit them for the truth of the matters contained therein,
to which Judge Frye indicated he was referring to latter. CBG indicated
it would indeed object to such a procedure.

1/ Because of service difficulties due to Mr., Hirsch being out of town

at the time of service of the Board Order, the Board extended CBEG's response
time by one working day.

3/ No transcript was apparently kept of those conference calls, during

which matters were discussed which were quite important and potentially

very injurious to CEG's interests in this proceeding., CBG requests that,

in the future, conference calls where matters of such importance are considered,
be transcribed, so that a record may be preserved.
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During the conference calls, Counsel for the Staff indicated
1t would be willing to put on its case second. It is CBEG's clear reccllection
that there was no suggestion nor any discussion of the prospect of Staff's case
being put on first, prior even to that of the Appliant.y
®n March 15, CBC submitted a motion on scheduling matters ‘_4/
which, requested, inter alia, that those portions of Contention I which
relate to inherent safety questions be heard during the inherent safety
hearings., Among the matters addressed in Contention I is the reliance
by the Applicant on a series of analyses (the original Hazards Analysis,
a general AEC statement of environmental considerations for research reactors,
and the Staff studies) it did not perform and CBG's contention that the
inatility of the Applicant to perform éssentially any of its own safety
analyses demonstrates lack of the necessary technical competence to safely
operate the facility, as well as being a major insufficiency in the Application.
The Board indicated in its March 23 Order that it would await the responses
by the other parties before ruling on the CBG motion to include the
Contention I issues in the summer evidentiary hearings rather than defer
them to a later stage.
In its March 23 Memorandum and Order, the Board stated as follows:
In the course of discussion of the scheduling of the
evidentiary hearing on inherent safety, questions arose as to the
order of the parties' presentations, UCLA's representative raised
the question whether UCIA's reliance on Staff documents might present
a procedural problem because, at the time UCIA's witnesses testify,
those documents would not ordinarily have been introduced. In the
ensuing discussion, CBG's representative noted that he would
object to UCIA's reliance on these documents, Staff counsel
offered to put Staff's witnesses on first, After reflection, in
view of the fact that CBC's witnesses criticize Staff's and UCIA's

assumptions and conclusions, the Board declided to accept Staff
counsel's offer. This would have the effect of taking all of the

3/ This difference in recollection between CEG ard the Board as to what
transpired during those conference calls underscores the need for a transcript
in such a situation.

4/ *CBG Memorandum and Motion Regarding Hearing Scheduling Matters”, 3/15/83
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evidence that justifies UCLA's and Staff's positions (which CBG
attacks) first and the criticism of those positions second, thus
making for a more comprehensible record. %

Pe

The Board ruled further that, "Consequently, should CBG or Santa Monica
desire to seek relief on “his account, they are to file motions by April 6
ﬁatcr extended ts April 27. UCLA and Staff may respond as provided in
the rules.” Order, p. 23.

B. Objections to the Decisional Proceiure

As noted above, the Board had determined at the prehearing

conference (TR 915) that the Applicant, because it carries the burden of
proof, would, as is the normal procedure, present its case first.
No request for reconsideration has been made, yet the Board has, on its own
motion and without providing the parties an opportunity to argue the matter
prior to the decision (the City was not even a party to the
conference call and CBG was not even put on notice that the Board was
considering hearing the Staff case first), reversed itself and normal hearing
procedure, The Board has provided parties injured by the decision the right
to submit motions for reconsideration, but it also provides the parties
favored by the decision the right o reply. (Memorandum and Order, p. 23).

CEG's concern about this decisional process is two-fold.

Pirst of all, it appears to result in a shifting of burdens., If a party

were aggrieved by the Boa.d's determination at the prehearing conference

that UCLA would go first (and no such objections were registered), that party
should have the burden of requesting reconsideration, with an opportunity

for reply by the other parties (e.g. CBG), However, the Board has reversed
that burden, requiring CBG to show why the original determination should

stand and permitting those parties benefited by the Board's unilateral reversal
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the last word, More importantly, the Board made a determination that the
Staf? would go first without making clear to the parties (at least to CBG)
that it was considering such a ruling and thus without providing CEG an
opportunity to presents its views prior to the decisien being reached.
CBG is therefore now faced with the additional burdens assoclated with
reversing a Beard decision rather than the normal burdens associated with
all parties equally arguing a matter prior to decision.

Secondly, the Board in this matter and in certain other recent
related matters has taken action the effect of which is to assist the Applicant
without the Applicant even formally requesting such relief, or has provided
relief that goes substantially beyond that which was requested. This seems
to CEC to go beyond the Board's primary duty of resolving disputes put
before it, As the Board has often reminded the Applicant, it is the Applicant
itself xhich must, as best it can, put on its own case. In this instance,'the
Applicant merely, in the course of a wide-ranging discussion of other
matters during the conference calls, asked as an aside the question of
how it was to resolve a particular evidentiary dilemma it faced: presentation
of its case when the bulk of its case rested on studies it could not sponser
because it had no witnesses who knew anything independently about the studies,
Such a question 1s, of course, mare appropriately addressed to in-house legal
advisors than the presiding tribunal, as it is essentially a matter of how
best on party can put on its own case, given the legal quandry it finds itself
in due to heavy reliance on materials it cannot sponsor as evidence.

However, without a formal request for relief, or specific suggestions for
relief from the Applicant, the Board proceeded to propose various solutions
for the Applicant (e.g., pre-aduission of the Staff studies) and consider

those suggestions on its own motion, And, after close of the conference calls,
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the Board has come up with another possible solution to the Applicant's
dilemma (e.g., that of putting Staff's case on first), and putting that
suggestion into effect on its own motion without a prior opportunity for
the other parties to argue the matter, switching the burden regarding the
action from Applicant, whom it would benefit, to CBG, whom it would injure.

To all this, CBC wishes to preserve its objections,

C. Objections to Decision on Order of Presentation of Evidence; Motion
for Reconsideration

The substantive decision by the Board that, rather than as
initially determined and as is the normal order, Applicant would not present
its case first is objectionable for several reasons, It would tend to
create at least the impression of an impermissible shifting of the burden
of proof from the Applicant to the NRC Staff, It would maks for a less
comprehensible record, because the logical presentation would be the Application
first (which is the matter to be ultimately ruled upon), followed by
differing reviews of that Application by Staff and CEC witnesses. And
it is objectionable because no good cause has been demonstrated for
reversal, as the problem sought to be aveided (difficulty in referring to
material that will be introduced at a later point in the hearing) is a
common situation readily resolvable through normal procedures and which
would exist no matter which party goes first.

As to the first point, the Appliun.t has the burden of proof.

10 CFR 2,732, And as indicated by Juige Frye (TR 915),the party with the
bturden of proof presents its case first, As to whether Applicant's reliance
upon the Staff's case is so all-encompassing as to affect a determination
whether the Applicant has met its burden must await, obviously, presentation
of the Applicant's case, as well as resolution of Contention I. At this tinme,
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the Applicant refuses to identify its wi tnesses, let alone the areas of
their testimony, so the degree and nature of Applicant's ultimate reliance.
on the Staff's case is an unknown to all but the Applicant. However, there
is absolutely no question that the burden of proof rests with the Applicant,
and putting on the Staff case would create a dangerous lmpression of shifting
of burden in a proceeding where that alleged attempt to shift the tarden of
proof is a central issue,

As to the second point, CBG agrees with the Board's assertion
that a more comprehensible record would be created were “"the evidence that
justifies UCIA's and Staff's positions (which CBG attacks)” taken first
and the criticism of those positions taken seconi., However, the sub-portion
of that propeosal, that of the positions favoring the Application, the Applicaut
be put in a secondary role in the hearing order would, CBC asserts, actually
make Jor a less comprehensitle record. The Application is the document
before the Board for decision; it is the Application that forms the basis
for the differing Staff and CBGC reviews of the Applicant's proposal; and it
is the Application that contains the tasic information about this particula:
reactor up for this particular licensing action. Both the Staff's case and
that of CBG's heavily reference the Application. Thus, the precise problem
the Board attempts to avold by putting the Staff on first--difficulties
created by reference to and comments upon documents not yet in evidence--
would be created as much or more by putting the Staff on first than keeping
the normal order of Applicant first, 4 quick look at the SER indicates that
that Staff document more heavily references (and is dependent upon) the Application
than is the case with the Application's references to the Staff studies,

This leads to the third point, that the difficulty in referring
to or commenting upon information later to be introduced in evidence is a
common one for which normal procedures are available for resolution.
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Parties commonly comment on or rely upon evidence in their testimony that,
because of order of presentation of testimony, may not yet have been accepted
inte evidence, The comments remain hypothetical until such time as the
material is accepted into evidence, at which point the foundation has been
established and the record is made complete., Putting the Staff first would
simply switch to the 3taff that same situation, as its SER and studies would
not be fully admissible in so far as they rely upon the Application not then
in evidence, Ir fact, far greater difficulties would be posed with Staff first,
for every time a specific statistic is needed for the UCLA reactor by Staff
witnesses in their testimony (e.g., UCLA's neutron flux for Wigner consideration),
all conclusions dependent upon the truth ol the material taken from the
Application would be only tentatively accepted until the Application, and
t hat portion of the Application, were fully accepted in as evidence.

CBG thus respectfully submite that putting the Staff's case on
first would create at least an injurious appearance of countenancing a shift
of the burden of proof from Applicant to Staff; that a more comprehensitle
record would be established with the Application offered into evidence
first, and the opposing analyses and reviews of the Application presented
thereafter; and that the normal procedures for dealing with references to
documents later to be offered into evidence are more than sufficient in this case,
no good cause being shown to go beyond them, and that the problem to be solved
would in fact not be solved, but merely shifted to a problem with references
to the Application before it was offered into evidence. For the reasons
identified above, CBGC respectfully moves the Board to reconsider and reverse
its decision putting the Staff's case on first, and return to its original
plan of Applicant, as 1s the usual situation, first, CBEG has no objection
to Staff going second, btut vigorously objects to the Applicant, with the burden
of proof and being the proponent of the requested license not presenting

its case first,
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III. REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION OF
DEFERRAL OF DISPERSION/DOSE CONSIDERATIONS FROM INHERENT

SAFETY HEARINGS

A. Introductdoen
At page 11 of its March 23 Memorandum and COrder, the

Board recounted portions of two conference calls in which CEG indicated
that because of possible witness availability considerations, it might
substitute witnesses on the dispcrsion/dou aspects of the inherent safety
contentions, CBC had indicated that it had no problem making that substitution,
and much objected to the possibility, suggested by the Board, that in light
of the witness availability consideration, these matters be deferred from
the inherent safety hearings., Both UCLA and Staff saild they had no
difficulty in considering the dose/dispersion matter during the inherent
safety hearings,

Nonetheless, though no party requested deferral and CBG
strongly opposed it, the Board decided to defer consideration of the matter,
ruling, in part, "...although CEG has offered to produce substitute dispersion
witnesses this summer, it would be preferatle to treat this issue at a
time when CBG's key witnesses are avallatle, The Board has therefore
determined to defer the issue of dispersion to phase two.”

Based in part on new developments regarding witness availatility,
CEC respectfully requests the Board reconsider its decision to defer the

dose assessment issue,

B. Discussion
CHG's primary declarants on the dispersion matter were

Steven Aftergood, Jan Beyea, and Miguel Pulido. Other witnesses who would likely
contribtute to consideration of that matter are Dr, Kaku, Dr. Plotkin, Mr. du Pont,
Mr. Norton, and Dr, Warf, all of whom CBG hopes to have avallable at the

inherent safety hearing (Dr. Warf being the prime uncertainty at this time,)
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Of the primary declarants (Aftergood, Beyea and Pulido),
CEG indicated at the prehearing conference and again in the early March
conference calls that there was a possibility Mr, Aftergood would be out
of the country for a year beginning in June and that Dr., Beyea's availability
for the hearings was uncertain, irrespecti.e of their date, but that suitable
substitutes were avallablle,

Since that time, we have learned that My, Aftergood will not
be leaving the country, at least not through the summer, and we have
ascertained the availability in early August of suitable substitute(s) for
Dr. Beyea. Mr, Aftergood and the substitute(s) for Dr. Beyea have considerable
scheduling uncertainties after early August, and we thus cannot guarantee
their availability for a later hearing, Thuo, if the Board wishes to hear
this matter, as indicated in its Order, "at a time when CBG's key witnesses
are available,” this issue should be heard during the inherent safety hearings.

Furthermore, contributing to the testimony of the key witnesses
will be, as indicated above, several of tne witnesses who are already
scheduled to be present for the summer evidentiary hearing. It is very
unlikely that we would be able to “ring several of the key ones btack a
second time to contribute to consideration at a later date of the consequences
of the accident sequences already analyzed.

Additionally, separating the matter of accident consequences
from accident initiating events would greatly complicate the Board's decision
to be reached after Phase One, whether UCLA has shown "that the reactor is
not only safe, but safe by a wids margin,” (Memorandum, P, 8), That margin
of safety is a function of the degree to which the consequences of the
maximum credible hazard event are acceptably low. There really is no other
measure of safety than a determination of maximum credible consequences,
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Staff repeatedly has argued that the standard for safety for research reactors
in terms of accident is Part 20, contending that the doses resulting from
evon the maximum credible earthquake, fuel handling accident, sabotage incident,
or plane crash would be below that standard, CBG, of course, contends
that even the maximum credible event hypothesized by Staff results in
doses far in excess of that standard, and that far larger release fractions
trom more serious accldents are possible.

All parties agree that the matter of dose and dispersion estimates
are simple matters of simple mathematics, not likely to require much time
at hearing., It appears that those estimates are central to the Board's
findings on inherent safety, because the measure of safety is the acceptability
of the consequences of the hazard scenmario producing the greatest release fraction
(that fraction alone tells nothing without translating it into dose via
accepted dispersion and dose facters). And, furthermore, CEG's witnesses on this mattex
will be available in early August, while their availability is far more limited
later,

CBG therefore respectfully requests that the Board reconsider
its determination to defer the dose/dispersion portions of the inherent
safety contentions., As no other party had objections to consideration of
this matter 2t the inherent safety hearings, we request the Board expedite

a decizion on this request.
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IV. RESPONSE TO BOARD'S COMMENTS
A3 TO AUTHORITY TO SET DATES FO LING OF TESTI

A. Introduction

On March 15, 1983, CBGC requested that the Board estabdblish
a date for prefiling of testimony at least sixty (60) days prior to
the start of the evidentiary hearings on inherent safety, The City of
Santa Monica made a similar request,

CBG made its request because the 3taff and UCLA, through
misusing summary disposition procedures as a form of discovery, had essentially
forced CBC to prefile its written testimony over six months before hearing,
whereas Staff and UCIA, admitting that they were using the intervening
time to prepare response to the CEC testimony, refused to submit their
testimony earlier than a few weeks before hearing. CBGC pointed out that
Staff and Applicant had both previously agreed to pre-filing their testimony
in Mgy when hearings were being considered for June, and therefore a May
date for prefiling of testimony, no matter when the hearing actually occurred,
would pose no difficulty. CEG further pointed out that it had performed
a significant service for the Board to date by being able to point out
ma jor errors in the original Application and the Staff studies, made possitle
only by sufficient time to check calculations and references, and that
the evidentiary record would be sorely deficient if through this procedural
effort by Staff and UCIA, revised analyses or new calculatiors were presented
{o the Board and parties for the first time with virtually no time for review,
checking, or preparation of cross-examination or rebuttal, CBG's interests
would be sorely damaged, we argued, as would be the public's by presentation

of an essentially unscrutinized case,.
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The Board, in its March 23 Memorandum and Order, offered the

following comments with regard the scheduling matter discussed above:
First, we are in general agreement wi_h CBEG and Santa Monica

that they should have ample time %o evalrate Staff's and

UCIA's testimony in advance of hearing. However, insofar
as the filing of Staff's testimony is concerned,we have only

a limited ability to set deadlines. See COffshore Power Syst
(Floating Nuclear Plants), ALAB-489, 8 mcziﬁ (19797.
Pe

CEC, upon reviewing the cited case, does not see it as in any fashion
limiting the Board's abllity to set deadlines for prefiling of testimony,
by Staff or any other party. This matter is discussed below.

B. Discussion
Offshore Power, supra, dealt not with 2 Licensing Board's

authority to set a deadline for prefiling of testimony by Staff, but
the authority of ASLB's to set deadlines for filing of the tasic Staff
documents in a case, the environmental statement and safety evaluation
report, Testimony prefiling for upcoming hearings is clearly a matter
more within a Board's discretion than the matter of due dates for SER's
and ER's,

However, the Cffshore Power case found that Licensing Board's
do have the authority to order the Staff to sutmit its environmentsl
statement by a set day if found necessary to avold unjustifiadble delay,
and established certain guidelines and review procedures in such cases,

So, even were the issue that of an environmental statement,
the Board has the authority to order its submission by a set date. But
the matter before the Board in this situation is one far more clearly
within the Eoard's powers to)regulate the proceeding, simply scheduling
of prefiled testimony far after the SER and EIA have been filed in the

proceeding. There is no question the Board has the authority to meet CEG's
and the City's request for sufficient review time for new material from
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Staff and Applicant,

Furthermore, there is newly-received information that the
purpose of the delay is merely to provide longer opportunity for Staff's
witnesses to prepare rebuttal to CBG's already pre~filed testimony and
to shield the Staff's testimony as long as possidle from CBC and City scrutiny.
Attached hereto is a letter to Sean Hawley, Staff's witness as to the Battelle
study, fmm Counsel for Staff, dated February 16, 1983, The letter was
cbtained only recently by a visit to the FPDR in Washington; it had not
been provided to the parties or received yet by the LFDR (this problem with
the LPDR having been discussed previously).

The leiter outlines a series of weak points identified in
the Battelle study by the declarations of CBC witnesses Kaku, Narton, DuPont
and Warf, snd asks the Staff witness to begin preparing his response to
their teatimeny.

Certainly, if Staff is to be permitted six months before the
hearing to prepare its case tased on CEG's testimeny, CBGC has a right to
at least two months to review the Staff and UCLA's testimony.

Finally, another new development underscores this need.

Mr. Norton, one of CBG's key witnesses and central to any retuttal testimeny,
will be completely unavailable to review UCLA and Staff testimony or prepare
rebuttal for the month preceding the hearing: Two other key witnesses will
be similarly unavailable for review and retuttal preparation during the

same period., Earlier pre-filing is essential to preserve fairness and, more
importantly, to give the Board ths benefit of an adequate record.
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V. DIVERSION OF RESOURCES SHORTLY
BEFORE HEARING

The regulaticns provide that summary disposition motions
not be considered shortly before hearings if they would divert substantial
resources from preparation for hearing. As we get closer to hearing,
CBG requests that the Board take notice of the workload required bty
Orders demanding that legal issues attendant to summary disposition motions,
or other legal matters, be triefed on very short notice..
Just three days ago, CBC had to subtmit a forty-five page
trief on a aumber of matters which, as indicated in that trief, CEC
believes no justification sxisted to require triefing, were the Board's
procedures as to bifurcated consideration of summary disposition followed.
Judge Frye said at the February 23 prehearing conferénce about
that procedure regarding the summary disposition motions still not decided:
At this point we've got two options on these motions that

have not yet been ruled on: we can treat them in the same
way that we have treated the ones that we have ruled on and

deny them because we find that they are factual disputes

If we find that there are no factual disputes, L]

the second phase and we get responses on the lcga.l points from
the opponents to the motion and then we reach a decision on the

motion, summarily disposing of the issue,
(emphasis added)
To which Mr. Cermier responded:

Judge, Frye, could I suggest that, in the interest of saving
time on those nonsafety issues, perhaps we ought to have them
fully triefed as soon as possitle,

And Judge Frye responded:
Well, I don't want to get into that because if there are factual

disputes underlying them, then there is no point in having
further btriefing on them at this stage.

The disputes as to facts which require a hearing to resolve them,
we're going to have to have a hearing, and your briefing then
will come in the form of proposed findings and conclusions,
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It's only if there are no disputes as to any material fact
that require a hearing for resoclution --

MR. CORMIER: I understand.

JUDGE FRYT: =--that we get to tlie next step of the Wriefing, and
that, in essence, takes the place of the proposed findings and
conclusions and goes to the legal consequences of these facts.

(emphasis added)
TR 974-5

Thus, the procedure imposed by the Board in its initial Orders and

reiterated at the prehearing conference was that the Board would first

rule as to whather disputes existed as to material facts (l.e., facts

asserted to be material by the movant), and "only if there are no disputes

as to any material fact™ would we get to the next step of the triefing.
CBG is concerned that the Applicant is continuing to use

the summary disposition procedures as a form of discovery rather than

for their intended purpose, and now attempts to discover CBG's legal

strategy and arguments intended for its proposed findings of fact and

conclusions of law., This is most inappropriate.

Furthermore, continued requiring of CBEG, especially on short
notice, to brief extensive legal matters will significantly divert needed
resources away from preparation for .the upcoming evidentiary hearing.
Since, as the Board has already noted, the fundamental conclusions,
assumptions and premises underlying the Staff and Applicant's case(s)
are subject to genuine dispute, CBC suggests that the requirement to trief
legal consequences of facts that are clearly in dispute goes beyond the
Board's tifurcated procedure and unduly burdens CBG, an Intervenor of
extremely limited resources, particularly at a time when that burden
significantly takes away from its abdility to prepare for hearing.
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VI. STARTING DATE FCR
EN HEARING

The Board has indicated in its Order that the
evidentiary hearing will begin either July 18 or July 25. CBG wishes
to inform the Board that, as of the current availabilitr ¥ its witnesses,
a July 25 starting date would appear necessary if the Board continues
to intend to hear the Applicant and Staff's cases first, with the
assumption that the CBG case would begin approximately the beginning of
the third week of hearing, CBG respectfully requests that the Board,
before final determination of the starting date, notify CBG and provide
an oppertunity for update regarding witness availability.

-
/
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Daniel Hirsch
President
COMMITTEE TO BRIDGE THE CAP

dated at Ben Lomond, CA

this 7th day of April, 1983



¥ February 16, 1983
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Mr. Sean Hawley
Pacific Northwest -

S S ECSUMENT i "N
(Battelle) Laboratory P pERRRTR L 15

P.0. Box 999 '
Richland, WA 99352

Re: Testimony for UCLA Proceeding

Dear Mr, Hawley:

1 am enclnsing several documents for background information to assist
your understanding of the issues raised concerning NUREG/CR-2079
"{Analysis of Credible Accidents for Argonaut Reactors). The Licensing
Board has decided that the following questions, raised primarilv by

Dr. Kaku and B. Norton, but also by Dupont and Warf, should be answered
regarding the "Battelle Report:"

\2Y

1. The validity of using data from Soert and Borax tests given
the differences in design between the test reactors and
Argonaut UTRs. :

2. The assertion by Norton that a destructive power excursion
occurred at Spert at $53.54 excess reactivity,

3. The assertions that the "Battelle Report" calculations are
inaccurate for:

a. Wigner enerqgy stored in graphite
] b. Graphite combustibility
5 c. Fuel melt ir Spert & Borax
:;’ d. Increase in reactivity from partial loss of coolant
e. Excursion period
f. Amount of possible energy release during
excursion period (supercriticality)
g. Metal-water reactions
h. Extrapolation of Spert reactivity coefficient
i. Fission prnduct release calculations for fuel
handling accident (2.7%).

‘ . | VYT
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Essentially, what is necessarv is justification of the conclusions
reached in the Battelle Report by explanation, and/or references, at an
elementary level.

I am also sendina you copies of the analyses done bv 8rookhaven and
Los Alamos in 1981.

Thanks for your assistance.

Sincerelv,

Colleer P. Woodhead
Counse! for NRC Staff

Enclosures: As stated
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