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In accordance with R. L. Tedesco's letter to LILCO, dated
January 21, 1981, four copies of this submittal, including
enclosures are being forwarded directly to Dr. Morris Reich at
Brcokhaven National Laboratory.

Should you have any questions regarding this material, please do
not hesitate to call.

‘lery truly yours,

Manager, Spec1a1 Projectis
Shoreham Nuclear Power Station

GJG/law S3
Enclosures
cc: J. Higgins

Dr. Morris Reich, BNL (4)
All Parties Listed in Attachment 1



ATTACHMENT 1

Lawrence Brenner, Esq.
Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 205855

Dr. Peter A. Morris
Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Reculatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. James H. Carpenter
Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatcry Commission
Washingten, D.C. 20555

Daniel F. Brown, Esqg.
Attorney
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

" Bernard M. Bordenick, Esq.

David A. Repka, Esa.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

James Dougherty
3045 Porter Street
Washington, D.C. 20008

/
Herbert H. Brown, Esq.
Lawrence Coe Lanpher, Esq.
Karla J. Letsche, Esg.
Kirkpatrick, Lockhart, Hill
Christoper & Phillips
8th Floor
1900 M Street, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20036

Mr. Marc W. Goldsmith
Energy Research Grecup
4001 Totten Pond Road

waltham, Massachusetts 02154

MHB Technical Associates
1723 Hamiltnon Avenue
Suite K

San Jose, California 95125

Stephen B. Latham, Esq.
Twomey, Latham & Shea

33 West Seccond Street
P.O. Box 398

Riverhead, New York 11901

Ralph Shapiro, Esq.
Cammer and Shapiro, P.C.
9 East 40th Street
New York, New York 10016

Matthew J. Kelly, Esq.

State of New York
Department of Public Service
Three Empire State Plaza
Albany, New York 12223



SNPS-1 FSAR

Reguest 112.18 (3.9.2.4)(5.2.1.7):

The information presented in Sections 3.9.2.4A, 3.9.2.4B, 5.2.1.7
of the FSAR concerning operability of active pumps and valves 1is
not completly acceptable.

Design by analysis of active pumps and valves to assure
structural integrity may not necessarily guarantee operability
under faulted condition loadings. Acceptable procedures for pump
and valve operability assurance are given in Attachment 1.
Provide a commitment to an operability program for all Class 1,
2, and 3 active pumps and valves which it consistent with
Attachment 1. As a minimum, we will require that in addition to
appropriate analyses, the operability of all Class 1, 2, and 3
active pumps and valves in the Shoreham Nuclear Power Station,
Unit 1 be assured by testing complex active devices such as pump
motors, valve operators, and other electrical, mechanical,
pneumatic or hydraulic appurtenances which are vital to the
actuation and continued operation of the pumps and valves when
subjected to faulted condition loads.

Resmnse :

GE supplied active pumps and valves for the Shoreham Nuclear
Plant were procured under specifications issued during 1970 and
1971. These pumps and valves meet the criteria that were
applicable at the time of purchase, which pre-date the criteria
of Branch Technical Position MEB-2. Assurance of the operability
of the equipment was demonstrated as described in
Sections 3.9.2.4B and 5.2.1.7. Equipment Procured at the same
time as the Shoreham eguipment 1is currently installed in
operating plants such as Duane Arnold, Hatch
Brunswick & Fukushima-2.

Table 3.9.4A-2, in response to Requests 112.6, 112.9, and 223.10,
presents the results of the operability assurance program
employed for SWEC supplied active pumps and valves as well as a
qualification summary of electrical equipment, instrumentation,
and other mechanical equipment. Testing of complex active
devices and valve operators has been employed as part of this
program in addition to deflection analyses to ensure maintenance
of operating clearances. These results indicate that acceptable
programs have been employed to assure the operability of active
pumps and valves for this installation.

In addition to the above, Class 1, 2, and 3 pumps and valves will

be tested in accordance with ASME XI Code IWP, IWV to the extent
practical within the limits of design and geometry.

112-6



SNPS-1 FSAR

Reguest 112.9 (3.10)(3.9.1.2A)(3.9.1.2B):

The response to question 110.10 and information presented in
Sections 3.9.1.2A, 3.9.1.2B, 3,10A, and 3.10B 1is not entirely
acceptable. In instances where seismic Category I electrical
equipment and instrumentation and mechanical components have been
previously tested to standards not entirely in accord with
current NRC requirements, it is the staff's position that certain
critical electrical and mechanical components within both the
NSSS and BOP scope of supply may have to be retested.
Identification and selection of such components will be based on
an inspection by NRC personnel of installed equipment at the
plant site.

Response:

The programs utilized for qualification of electrical and
mechanical eqguipment, as outlined in Section 3,7.2.1A and
referenced in Sections 3.9.1.2A and 3.10A, have conformed with,
or exceeded when possible, applicable requirements. As stated in
response to Acceptance Review Reqguest 223.2, this program is
consistent with the requirements of position B.l1 of Branch
Technical Position EICSB 10 that IEEE-344-197]1 be met. On this
basis, the applicant believes that the seismic capability of
components has been adequately demonstrated.

Table 3.9.4A-2, in response to Requests 112.6, 112.9, and 223.10,
provides the results of seismic qualification programs employed
for electrical equipment, instrumentaticn and mechanical
components within the S&W scope of supply. These results
indicate that acceptable programs have been employed to assure
the adequacy of Seismic Category I equipment.

For additional information on equipment within the NSSS scope of
supply, refer to the response to Request 223.10.

112-9



SNPS-1 FSAR

Request 223.10 (RSP) (3.10):

Section 3.10 of the FSAR states that the Category I
instrumentation and electrical equipment within General
Electric's scope of supply have been qualified according to the
procedures described in GE Topical Report "Seismic Qualification
of Class I Electrical Equipment”, NEDO-10678. This report has
not been approved by the staff. It is the staff's position that
only topical reports which have been reviewed and approved by the
staff may be used as a basis for licensing reviews. Provide the
seismic analysis, testing procedures, restraint measures,
conclusions and results which have been used for seismically
qualifying all BOP and NSSS Class IE eqguipment. The
qualification program should include all information reguested in
Section 3.10 of the Standard Format and satisfy the requirements
of IEEE Std 344-1971 as augmented by Branch Technical Position
EICSB 10 in Appendix 7A of the Standard Review Plan.

Response:

In response to Acceptance Review Request 223.2, reference to NEDO
10678 was deleted. Further, Section 3.10B was revised to address
seismic testing and/or analysis of Class IE typical equipment as
well as compliance with IEEE 344-1971. As stated in response to
Request 223.2, the position of paragraph B.l of EICSB 10 is that
IEEE 344-1971 contains acceptable methods for qualifying
electrical and mechanical equipment.

Table 3.9.4A-2, in response to Reguests 223.10, 112.6, and 112.9,
presents the results of seismic qualification of instrumentation
and electrical equipment within the SWEC scope of supp.y (as
performed by the vendor), as well as a summary of mechanical
equipment gqualification including pump and valve operability.
The information presented in the table confirms that seismic
qualification programs for balance of plant instrumentation and
electrical equipment have been conservatively implemented for
this installation.

Table 3.10.1B-1 lists all essential equipment in the NSS scope of
supgly. The results of seismic qualification are listed in the
table.

223-10



SNPS-1 FSAR

Request 223.69:

Tables 3.10.1B-1 and 223.10 of the FSAR submitted in response to
request item 223.10 indicate that some of the results of the
seismic qualifications are not available to date or the tests
have not yet been performed. Update these tables to include all
the missing information or indicate in the same tables when this
information will be made available for our review.

Response:

Tables 3.10.1B-1 and 3.9.4A-2 include all currently available
information on the results of seismic gqualification. The

remaining results will be incorporated as the information becomes
available.

Interim justifications have been provided for those items which

may not have their qualification fully completed by the time of
fuel load.
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SPECIFICATION AND

TABLE 3.9.4A-2 (CONT'D)

METHOD OF
ALILF I

RESULTS

88AD-6
18 in. - 300 Ib
Angle Globe Valve

88AD-7
20 in. - 150 Ib
Gate valve

88AD-8
20 in. - 900 Ib
Gate Valves

88AD-9
24 x 22 x 24 in. = 900 Ib
Gate Valves

L.24

7.60

4.90

4.30

3.00

7.20

3.80 (1)

5.60 (1)

79

67

146

113

3 of 28

Single Axis, Single
freq., Sine Beat Test
on Operator, fFrom 2
to 100 HZ

Equivalent Static
Analysis on valve
Yoke.

Single Axis Single
freq. Sine Beat Test
on Operator From
2-100 HZ.

Equivalent Static
Anaiysis on valve
Yoke,

Single Axis Single
Freq. Sine Beat Test
on Operator From
2-100 HZ.

Equivalent Static
Analysis on Valve
Yoke.

Single Axis Single
freq. Sine Beat Test
on Operator From
2-100 HZ.

Equivalent Static
Analysis on Valve
Yoke.

Single Axis Single
Freq. Sine Beat Test
on Operator From
From 2-100 HZ.

Operational and Structural
integrity of Operator
verified

S Max = 27600 psi
S Allow = 28800 psi
Defl, Max = 0.003 in.
Defl. Allow = 0.0469 in.

Operational and
Structural Integrity of
Operational verified,

S Max = 57000 psi
S Allow = 137000 psi
Def!|, Max = 0.007 in,

Defi. Ailow 0.047 in,

Operational and
Structural Integrity of
Operator Verified.

S Max = 17000 psi
S Allow = 35000 psi
Defl. Max = 0.0014 in.
Defi. Allow = 0.0469 in,

Operational and
Structural Integrity of
Operator Verified,

S Max = 17300 psi
S Al low = 35000 psi
Defl. Max = 0.008 in.
Defi. Allow = 0.0469 in.

Operational and
Structural Integrity of
Cperator Verified,
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SPECIFICAT'ON AND REQ'D G'¢ G METHOD OfF
EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION HOR VERIT £l HZ ) QUALIFICATION

single Axis, Singl
Freq ine Beat Test,
1100 HZ, Cperator

88v-4 ) y . Equivalent Statid
4 in, Forged B.8B Analysis on Valve

Gate & Clobe Valves Ma

Al low

yingle Axis Single rational and
fFreq. Sine Beat Test ) ictural Integri

on Operator From rator Verified.
1-100 HZ.

16500

88V-5 ¢ . ; Equivalent Static
6 in. = 900 ib Forged Analysis on Valve S I low 9100

B.B, Gate Valve Yoke and Operator Ma »
Mount ing } Al low

Single Axis Single rrational
Freq. Sine Beat uctural Iintegrity o
lest on Operator rator Verified
From 1 to 100 HZ

and

88v-6 . 7. 3( Equivalent Static 43 X
6 in, Forged B.B Analysis on VYalve | low

Gate & Globe VvValves Yoke. i Ma x
Al low

| 1

Single Axis Single rational and
Freq. Sine Beat Test ructural Integr

on Operator Fronm rat
From 1-100 HZ.

88v-17 - ! Equivalent Static

6 in, Cast Steel Analysis on Valve
B.B. Gate VvValve Yoke

Single Axis Single
Freq. Sine Beat Test
on Operator From

2=-100 HZ.
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SPECIFICATION AND

89-4
Engine Control
Panel

89-5
Diesel Engine

89-6
Starting Air
Receiver

89-7
Starting Air
Compressor

95-1
480 V Emergency
SWGR Bus 111, 112, 113

95-2
125 v DC
Switchgear

102-1
Reactor Building
Exh. Boost Fam

102-2

Control Room
gontrlrugai Booster
an.

TABLE 3.9.4A-2 (CONT'D)

REQ'D G'S

QUAL'D G'S
HOR  VERT HOR  VERT

0.42 0.32 0.50 0.4

.30 .20

0.42 0.32 0.50 0.4%0

0.42 0.32 0.50 0.50

0.50 0.35 1.50 1.50

0.42 0.32 1.50 1.50

0.70 1.00 1.20 1.00

0.97 0.47 1.20 0.80

LR

51

27

10 of 28

METHOD OF
QUALIFICATION

Single Axis, Single
Freq. Sine Beat Test
From 1-60 HZ.

Response Spectrum
Dynamic Analysis

Single Axis Single
Freq. Sine Beat Test
From 1-60 HZ.

Single Axis Single
freq. Sine Beat Test
From 1-60 HZ.

Single Axis Single
Freq. Sine Beat Test
From 1-60 HZ.

Simultaneous Hor, &
vert. Phase Coherent
Random Multi-Freq.
Test From 1-100 HZ for
SWGR & Bus.

Simultaneous Hor,

& Vert. Phase
Incoherent Random
Multi-Freq. Test from
1. to 100 HZ.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
and Deflection.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
and Defiection.

RESULTS

Operability Verified

S Max
S Allow

= 16300 psi
= 73500 psi

Operability Verified

Structural & Operational
Integrity Verified.

Structural & Operational
Integrity Verified.

Structural & Operational
Integrity Verified for
Switchgear & Bus.

Structural & Operational
Integrity Verified

S Max

S Allow
Defi. Max
Defi. Allow
S Max

S Al low
Defl. Max
Cefl. Allow

Hauun

Huun

21600 psi
24000 psi
0.0028 in.
0.061 in,

20600 psi
24000 psi
0.00539 in.
0.02010 in.



SPECIFICATION AND
R

105-1
Control Rm A/C
Filter Trains

105-2
Reactor Bldg
Stand by vVent System

106-1
Centrifugal Water
Chillers

106-2

Standby Vent
System Control
Panel

1=
Air Operated
valves

REQ'D G'S

0.85

0.50

0.60

0.90

YERT

0.39

0.73

0.27

0.40

QUAL'D G'S
HOR  VERT
0.96 0.39
0.85 0.73
1.1 0.74
2.30 1.60
1.0 1.0

TABLE 3.9.4A-2 (CONT'D)

METHOD OF
(HZ) QUALIFICATION

17 Equivalent Static
Analysis for Filte?
Trains

Singla freq. Single

Axis Sine Beat Test for

Components & Solenoid,
1-60 HZ.

1" Fquivalent Static
Anaiysis for Filter
Trains

single Freq. Single Axis

Sine Beat Test for
Electrical Components
& Solenoid, 1-60 HZ.

9 Equivalent Static
Analysis for Chiller
Ass'y.

Multi-Freq.
Multi-Axis Random
Test for Machine
Mounted Components,
1-100 HZ.

13 Multi-Frequency,
Multi-Axis Random
Test, 1-100 HZ.

17 Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
and Deflection on
Valve and Actuator

Single Axis, Single
Freq. Sine Dwel |
Test on Solenoid,
1-40 HZ.

11 of 28

RESULTS

S Max = 18100 psi

S Allow = 36000 psi

Def!. Max = 0.024 in,

Defi. Allow = 0.125 in. »

Operational & Structural
Integrity Verified.

Max lLoad Factor = 0.75
Allow Load Factor = 1.00
Defl. Max = 0,113 in.
Defi. Allow = 0,125 in.

Operational & Structural
integrity Verified.

S Max = 23700 psi
S Al low = 24000 psi
Defi. Max = 0.00098 in.
Defl. Allow = 0.007% in.

Operational and Structural
Integrity Verified.

Operational & Structural
Integrity Verified,

S Max = 17200 psi
S Al low 38000 psi
Negiigible Deflection,

Operability Demonstrated



SPECIFICATION AND

111=-2
12 in. Control
Room Isolation
Valve

11'-3
Air Oporated
Valves

114=1
Chilled Water
Surge Tank

114-2
Chilled Water
Surge Tank

114-3
Diesel Fuel 0il
Storage Tanks

114-4
Diesel! Fuel Oil
Day Tank

115-1
480 Volit Motor
Controi Center

115=-2
480 VAC Circuit

Breaker Paneiboards

116~1
125 Veolit Control

Storage Batteries

and Racks.

REQ'D G'S

0.80

9.19

0.5

2.00

0.90

0.52

0.52

01.0

YERT

JABLE 3.9.4A-2 (CONT'D)

QUAL'D G'S

0.868 3.00

0.70

0.20

1.30

0.40

0.62

0.40

0.36

5.60

0.9

0.9

2.00

0.90

1.6

1.20

YERT

3.00

FREQ

N

13

43

4

28

>40

12 of 28

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
and Deflection on
Valve and Actuator

Single Axis, Single
Freq. Sine Beat Test
On Operator, 1-80 HZ.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress &
Defiection on Valve
and Actuator.

Single Axis, Single
Freq. Sine Dwell Test
On Solenoid, 1-40 HZ.

Equivaient Static
Analysis

Static Analysis

Equivalent Static
Analysis

Equivalent Static
Analysis

Multi=-Freq. Multi~
Axis, Random Motion
Test From 1-100 HZ.

Multi-Freq. Multi-
Axis, Random Motion
Test From 1-100 KZ.

Multi-Freq. Multi-
Axis, Random Motion
Test From 1.0-40 HZ.

RESULTS
S Max = 24200 psi
S Allow = 27000 psi

Negligible Deflection,

Operability Demonstrated

S Max = 29800 psi
S Al low = 38000 psi
Negligible Deflection

Operability Demonstrated

S Max = 15700 psi
S Allow = 19200 psi
S Max = 15500 .si
S Allow = 19300 ,si
S Max = 248000 p»>.
S Allow = 32800 psi
S Max = 10400 pei
S Allow = 30200 psi

Operational & Structura:’
integrity Verified,

Operational & Structura |
Iintegrity Verified,

Operational & Structursl
Iintegrity Verified.



SPECIFICATION AND

118A-1
125 V Static
Battary Charges

120-1
BOP Main
Contro! Board

124-1
Breaker Distribution
Panel

124-2
AC & DC Distribution
Pane! Board

125-1 through 11
Instrumentation Pa.els

134-1
Reactor Containment
:Z‘l;:t):;rlcal Penetrations

159-1
Limit Switches
(NSSS)

168-1
125 V DC Motor
Control Centers

172=1
Air Operated
Valves

REG'D G'S

0.30

.55

0.35

0.30

0.90

1.30

3.2

0.45

4.80

YERT

0.19

a7

0.40

0.20

0.46

0.65

2.5

0.60

4.80

JABLE 3.9.4A-2 (CONT'D)

QUAL'D G'S

0.33

.96

1.00

0.3

1.0

2.80

7.0

0.96

3.00

VERT

0.20

.39

1.0

4.00

7.0

1.35

3.00 (2)

15

15

21

24

>60

>100

11 HZ

13 of 28

METHOD OF
|

Single Axis Singile
freq. Sine Beat Test
From 1-80 HZ.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Panel

Single Freq.,
Single Axis Sine
Dwell, 1-33 HZ.

Multi-Frequency
Multi-Axis, Random Test
From 1-100 HZ.

Single Fregquency
Single Axis, Sine
Beat Test From 1-35 HZ.

Static Stress Analysis
of the panels. Single
frequency Biaxiai Sine
Dwell Testing of

Instruments, 1-100 HZ,

Single Frequency
Single Axis Dwell
Test From 0-100 HZ.

Single Frequency
Single Axis Test,
1-100 HZ, Sine Dwelil

Multi-Frequency
Multi-Axis Random
Motion Test From
1-100 HZ.

Equivaient Static
Analysis for Stress
& Deflections on
Yoke & Actuator,.

RESULTS

Operational & Structural
Integrity Verified.

S Max
S Allow

= 9056 psi
= 25000 psi
Operational & Structural
Iintegrity Verified.

Operational & Structural
Integrity Verified.

Operatiunal & Structural
Integrity Verified,

Awaiting Final Test Report
from Vendor. Preliminary
Report Demonstrates Struc-
tural and Operational
Iintegrity.

Operational & Structural
Integrity Verified.

Structural and fFunctional
Iintegrity Demonstrated.

Operational & Structural
Integrity Verified.

S Max 26100 psi
S Allow 27000 psi
Negligible Deflection.

nan



SPECIFICATION AND
PTl

175-1
Vacuum Breaker
Valves

190~-1

Spent Fuel Pooi
Cooling Water
Heat Exchanger

190-2

Reactor Builing Ciosed
Loop Cooling Water
Heat Exchanger

190-3
Booster Heat
Exchanger

191-1
Safety and
Relief Valves

197-1
20 in. MUV
Butterfly

197-2
16 in. MOV
Butterfly

REQ'D G'S

HOR

Dynamic Anal-Response Spectra
Test-Dynamic Analysis of Disc

0.70

1.20

6.90

0.98

1.0

VERI

1.00

0.70

3.10

0.76

TABLE 3.9.4A-2 (CONT'D)

QUAL'D G'S

HOR

1.20

1.20

6.90

3.00

3.00

YERT

1.00

0.70

3.00 (1)

3.00

3.00

25

12

>60

>100

>100

14 of 28

METHOD OF
QUAL | F ICAT ION

Respense Spectra
Dynamic Analysis for
Stress. Slam Test
for Operability
following LOCA Impact.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
& Deflection on
Yoke.

Single Freq. Single
Axis Sine Beat Test
on Operator From
2-100 HZ.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
& Deflection on
Yoke.

Single Freq. Single
Axis Sine Beat Test
on Operator From
2-100 HZ.

RESULTS

Awaiting Final Qualification
Reports from Vendor. Pre-
liminary Report Demonstrates
Structural and Operational
integrity.

S Max = 22700 psi
S Allow = 25700 psi
S Max = 16800 psi
S Allow = 22000 psi
S Max = 37600 psi
S Allow = 40000 psi
S Max = 10500 psi
S Allow = 16000 psi
S Max = 21700 psi
S Allow = 30000 psi
Deflection Vendor
Acceptced.

Operability & Structural
Integrity Verified.

S Max = 5580 psi
S Allow = 9200 psi
Deflection Vendor
Accepted,

Operability & Structural
Integrity Verified.



SPECIFICATIOR AND

197-3
6 in. MOV
Butterfly

197-4
Butterfily MOV

197-5

10 in. MOV
Butterfly
197-6

12 in. MOV
Butterfly
197-7

18 in. MOV
Butterfly

REQ'D G'S

HOR

1.16 2.10
0.90 0.26
0.52 0.64
1.1 0.30
0.24 2.1

QUAL'D G'S
HOR  VERT
3.00 3.00
3.00 3.00
3.00 3.00
3.00 3.00
3.00 3.00

FREQ

>100

>33

>100

>100

>100

15 of 28

Tl

METHOD OF
I

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
& Deflection on
Yoke.

single Freq. Single
Axis Sine Beat Test
on Operator From
1-80 HZ.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
and Deflection on
Valve.

Single freq. Single
Axis Dwell From
5=-60 HZ on Operator.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
and Deflection on
Yoke.

Single Freq. single
Axis Sine Beat Test
on Operator From
1-80 HZ.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
and Deflection on
Yoke.

Single Freq. Single
Axis Sine Beat Test
on Operator. From
2-100 HZ.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
and Deflection on
Yoke.

RESULTS

S Max = 8150 psi
S Al low = 9200 psi
Deflection Vendor
Accepted.

Operability & Structural
Integrity Verified.

S Max 24800 psi
S Allow 30000 psi
pDeflections acceptable.

(U]

Operability and Structural
Integrity Verified.

S Max = 9160 psi
S Allow = 9200 psi
Deflections Vendor
Accepted.

Operability and Structural
Integrity Verified.

S Max = 26900 psi
S Al low = 30000 psi
Deflections Vendor
Accepted.

Operability and Structural
Integrity vVerified,

S Max = 29800 psi
S Al low = 30000 psi
Deflections vVendor
Accepted.
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SPECIFICATION AND
1

214-3
1" Bonnetless
Globe Valve

235-1
Core Spray Loop
Leve! Pump

238-1
Carbon Dioxide System
Electric Control

240-1
Cooling Fan &
Structural Support

248-1

Transformer -
Emergency 120 Volt
Panels B2 & R2

248-2

Transformers

75, 25, and 50 KVA
253-1

Bonnetliess Vertical
Globe Valve

253-2

1 1/2 in. Forged
Bonnetless Globe
Valve

REQ'D
HOR

0.60

0.60
0.99
o.M

0.45

6.4

2.6

G's
YERT

0.50

0.70
0.44
0.40
0.60

0.30

2.7

0.8

JABLE 3.9.4A-2 (CONT'D)

3.0 3.0

2.00 2.00
1.20 0.65
0.96 0.40
1.90 0.64
1.9 0.64
3.74 3.22
3.00 3.00

(2)

FREQ
(HZ)

55

>60

17

39

18

78

17 of 28

METHOD OF
QUAL!FICATION

Static Anaiysis, Yoke

Single Axis/Single
Freq. Sine Beat,
1-100 HZ, Operator

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
and Deflection.

Muiti-Frequency,

Multi-Axis Random
Motion Test From

1-40 HZ.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
& Deflection.

Multi-Frequency,
Muiti-Axis, Random
Motion Test From
1-250 HZ.

Multi-Frequency,
Biaxial Testing,
1-250 HZ

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
& Deflection on Yoke.

Single Axis Single
Frequency Sine Beat
Test From 1-100 HZ.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
& Deflection on Yoke.

RESULTS
S Max = 28900 psi
S Allow = 29100 psi
Defi. Max = ,016 in.
Defl. Allow = 0.50 in.

Demonstrated Structural and

Operational Integrity

S Max = 24100 psi
S Allow = 25600 psi
Defl. Max = 0.006 in.
Defi. Allow = 0.032 in.

Structional & Operational
Integrity Verified,

S Max = 37300 psi
S Al low = 41000 psi
Defi. Max = 0.0034 in.
Defl. Allow = 0.050 in.

Operational & Structural
Iintegrity Verified.

Structural and Operational
Integrity Demonstrated

S Max = 23411 psi
S Al low = 26200 psi
Defl. Max = 0.0043 in.
Defi. Allow = 0.005 in.

Operational and Structural
integrity Verified,

S Max = 17200 psi
S Allow = 26200 psi
Defl. Max = 0.0027 in.
Defl. Allow = 0.005 in,




SPECIFICATION AND
s PI

253-3

1 in. Forged
Bonnetless Vertical
Globe Valve

253-4

1 1/2" Forged
inclined Bonnetless
Globe Valve

270-1

Computer Room, Relay
Room, & Emergency
Switchgear Room
Return Fans

270-2

Contro! Room

Chiller Equipment Room
Exhaust Fans

270-3
Battery Room
ventilation Fans

270-4
Diesel! Generator
Room Supply Fans

REQ'D G'S
HOR  VERT
2.3 8.0
2.8 2:7
0.90 0.46
0.37 0.20
0.30 0.19
0.90 0.46

TABLE 3.9.4A-2 (CONT'D)

QUAL'D G'S

HOR

5.90

3.0

0.95

0.70

0.70

0.95

VERT

2.70 (2)

3.0

0.43 (1)

0.43

0.43

FREQ
(HZ)

L)

175

27

>37

>105

20

18 of 28

METHOD OF
|

Single Axis Single
fFrequency Sine Beat
Test From 1-100 HZ.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
& Deflection on Yoke.

Single Axis Single
fFrequency Sine Beat
Test From 1-100 HZ.

Static Analysis, Yoke

Single Axis/Single
Frequency Testing,
1-100 HZ, Operator

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
& Deflection on Fan
and Motor,

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
& Deflection on Fan
and Motor.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
& Deflection on Fan
and Motor,

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
& Deflection on Fan
and Motor.

RESU

Operational and Structural
Integrity Verified.

S Max

S Allow
Defl. Max
Defl. Allow

Wwnmu

Operational and
integrity Verified.

S Max

S Allow
Defl. Max
Def!. Allow

L LI L

28800 psi
32400 psi
0.0036 in.
0.005% in.

Structural

13100 psi
26300 psi
.002
.050

Structural and Operational
Integrity Demonstrated

S Max

S Allow
Defl, Max
Defl. Allow
S Max

S Al low
Def!l, Max
Def!, Allow
S Max

S Al low
Defl. Max
Defl. Allow
S Max

S Al low
Defl. Max

Defi. Allow

wnnH

"

LU LA |

2550 psi
5710 psi
0.0045 in.
0.0189 in,

31100 psi
32000 psi
0.01Y in.
0.062 in.

14100 psi
24000 psi

0.00189 in,

0.047 in.

20500 psi
32000 psi
0.0081 in.
0.0578 in,




SPECIFICATION AN

EQUIPMENT DESCRIFPTION

270-5%
Reactor Bui
Exhaust Fan

270-6
Screenwel | Pump
House Supply fFans

276-1

Reactor Building
Standby vVent System
Cooling Coil Bank

276-2

Reactor Building
Standby Vent System
Unit Cooler

276-3

Reactor Building
Standby Vent System
Unit Cooler

2T6~4

Reactor Building
Motor Control Center
Room Unit Cooler

276-5

Reactor Building
Standby Vent System
Unit Cooler

276-6

Reactor Building
Standby vVent System
Unit Cooler

276~7
Unit Cooler

METH OF
QUALIFICATION

Equivalent Stat
Analysis for Stress
& Deflec
and Moto

tiOon on
f

Equivalent Stat
Analysis for oSt
& Deflection on
and Motor

Equivalent Stat
Analysis for S5t

fquivalent Stat
Analysis for St
& Deflection,

Equivalent Stat
Analysis for St
& Defrlection

Equivalent Stati
Analysis for St
& Deflection

Equivalent Stat
Analysis for S5t
& Deflection

Equivalent Stat
Analysis for
& Deflection

tquivaien
Analysis for
& Deflection

F
0.0848
16 T4
32000
.

0 Ol

0189

Safetry

i




SPECIFICATION AND

281-1

10 in. 150 Ib
Bronze Butterfly
Valves

289-1
Hydrogen Recombiner
Power Panel

289-2

Hydrogen Recombiner
Units

289-3
Hydrogen Recombiner
Control Panel

310-1

Electric Motor
Operated Control
Valves

310-2

Electric Motor
Operated Contrcl
Vaives

REQ'D G'S
HOR  VERT
.2 V.3
0.45 0.60
0.45 0.60
0.52 0.32
2.3 0.7
2.3 1.0

QUAL'D G'S
HOR  YERT
3.00 3.00
1.30 3.50
4.00 3.40
2.50 1.70
3.00 3.00
3.00 3.60

IABLE 3.9.4A-2 (CONT'D)

4

L]

25

25

20 of 28

METHOD OF

Equivaient Static
Analysis for Stress &
Defiection on Yoke,

Single Frequency,
Single Axis Sine Beat
Test From 1-80 HZ on
Operator

Multi Frequency Multi
Axis Random Plus
Sine Beat Test From
1.25-100 HZ

Multi Frequency Multi
Axis Random Plus
Sine Beat Test From
1-100 HZ

Multi Frequency Multi
Axis Random Plus
Sine Beat Test From
1-100 HZ

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
on Vaive Yoke.

Single Frequency,
Single Axis Sine Dwell

Test, Operator, 2-60 HZ

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
on Vaive Yoke.

Single Frequency,
Single Axis Sine Dwell
Test for Operability
and Actuator, 2-60 HZ

RESULTS

S Max = 29900 psi

S Allow = 70000 psi
Defl. Max = 0.0364 in.
Def!. Allow = >>,0364 in.

Operational and Structural
Integrity Verified,

Operational & Structural
Integrity Verified.

Operational & Structural
Integrity Verified,

Operational & Structural
Integrity Verified,

S Max = 7990 psi
S Allow = 10500 psi
(3)

Operational and Structural
Iintegrity Verified

S Max = 7922 psi
S Al low =10500 psi

Operational and Structural
Integrity Verified.



TA - |

SPECIFICATION AND REQ'D G'S QUAL'D G'S FREQ METHOD OF

EQUIPMENT DESCR!PTION HOR  VERT HOR  VERT (HZ) QUALIFICATION RESULTS

310-3 1.9 0.8 3.00 3.00 40 Equivalent Static S Max = 4000 psi
Electric Motor Analysis for Stress S Al low = 18900 psi

Operated Control

on Valve Yoke

Valves Yoke
Single Frequency Operational and Structural
Single Axis Sine Integrity Verified.
Dweli Test, Operator,
2-60 HZ.
318-1 6.90 3.00 Static Analysis for S Max = 11400 psi
Air Operated Stress and Deflection S Allow = 21200 psi
valve on Yoke. Defl. Max = 0.0047
Defi. Allow = 0.1
Single Frequency, Structural and Operational
Single Axis Test From Iintegrity Verified,
3-100 HZ on Solenoid
Valve.
318-2 3.00 3.00 Static Analysis for S Ma: = 20400 psi
Pressure Contro! Stress & Deflection S Aluw = 26200 psi
Valve on Yoke. Defl., Max = 0,028 in.
Defl. Allow = 0,111 in.
Sing: : . requency, Structural and Operational
Single Axis Test From Integrity Verified.
3-100 HZ on Solenoid
vValve.
318-3 3.00 3.00 Static Analysis for S Max = 14900 psi
6 in, Class 150 Stress and Deflection S Allow = 26200 psi
Air Operated Valve on Valve Yoke. Defl. Max = 0.0228 in.
Defli. Allow = 0.111 in.

Single Frequency,
Single Axis Test From
1-133 HZ on Solenoid
Valve,

Structural and Operational
Integrity Verified.



‘parjrasp Ajrabaiju)

| e4N3I0NIIS

pue |euo!iesadg

101 = Alajes 4o »030ey

‘paljrieA Airabaiu)

| eAN3OoNJIS

‘Ul LELO
‘Ul 1200°0
1sd Q0GLE
1sd 00992

pue |euo)lesadp

MO| IV 1480
XeW 1490
MmOV S

*eW S

Huun

‘paijirasa Kirabaiu)

|8aN310NJ3S

‘Ul LLL'o
‘ul 6120°0
1sd 00292
1sd 00n02

pue |euoiijesadp

mO| IV 1480
xeW * 1490
MOIIY S
xeW S

‘paijraesp Artabaiu)

|ean3oNais

‘Ul Lo
‘ul 6120°0
1sd 00GLL
1sd 00161

pue |euoiilesadp

MOV "1480
xeW ‘1480
MOL IV S
xeW S

SIRLCER]

“BA | BA
ploua|os uo ZH Oh-iL
wo44 IS3) sixy a|buis
Aouanbauy a|burs

“8%0A UO U0I308)400 ¥
$S243S8 JOJ SI1sA|euy
213838 jJuajeainbj

"@A|BA ploOuajos
Uo ZH Oh-L woJy4
1sa) sixy a|buis
Aouanbaa 4 9)buis

"8A|BA UO UOI13091j480 ¥

$S8J1S JOJ S1sA|euy
213838 juajeainbj

‘@A BA PIOUB|OS
Uo ZH Oh-1L woJy
31sa) sixy a|buis
“‘Aouanbeu 4 @|buis

TOMOA

A BA UO UOIIDB48Q ¥
$SS9J431S JOJ Si1SA|euy
2130318 juajeainb]

‘@A BA

pioua|os uo ZH Oh-1L
wo44 3189] Sixy ajbuis
Aouenbauy 91buis

T@NOA

@A BA UO UDI308)480 ®
$S9418 JOJ S)1sA)euy
213e38 JuajeAaInbl

NOTIVOTiTTvAb
40 QOHL3IW

8¢ Jo 22

£6

TZH)
0344

ozt OL'E

(L) 00°E o02°h

i¥3A  9OW
$,9 0,7vnd

T4, INODT 2-vh 6 ¢ 31avl

08°9

0°e 2°'s

I¥3A  §OW
w-u ooauz

QA BA |0J3U0D
pajesadp Jiv
L-8LE

A BA |043U0)D
palesadg Jiv
9-81¢

SBA|BA |0J43IU0D
palesedg 41V
G-81LE

SBA|BA |0J3U0D
palesedp J1y
h-81LE

NOTIdTHDSIA INIWd TNDT
ONV NOI1VD14103dS




SPECIFICATION AND

319-1
Volume Control
Dampers

319-2
Voliume Control

Dampers

319-3
Control Panels

319-4

Voilume Control
Dampers &
Instruments

REQ'D G'S
HOR  VERT

0.80

2.00

0.50

0.52

0.60

0.34

0.32

QUAL'D G'S
HOR  VERT

0.75 0.51 (1)

2.00 1.50
5.0 7.0
0.75 0.5

FREQ

27

21

24

23 of 28

METHOD OF

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress &
Defiection on Damper.

Multi Frequency
Multi Axis Random
Motion Test from
1-250 HZ on Actuator,

Equivatent Static
Analysis for Stress &
Deflection on Damper.

Multi Frequency
Multi Axis Random
Motion Test From
1-250 HZ on Actuator.

Iinstruments by Multi-
Frequency Multi Axis
Random Motion Test
From 1-250-HZ.

Static Stress Analysis
of Panel with
Frequencies Verified by
Test.

Dampers by Equivalent
Static Analysis for
Stress & Deflection.

Instruments by Multi
Frequency Multi Axis
Random Motion Test
From 1-250 HZ.

RESULTS

Stress fFactor of

Safety 3.2

Defl. Max = 0.059 in.
Defi. Allow =0.111 in.

Operational and Structural
Iintegrity verified.

Stress Factor of
Safety >3.9

Operational and Structural
Integrity Verified,

Operational and Structural
Integrity Verified,

S Max = BU6S psi
S Allow = 32,400 psi

Stress Factor of

Safety > 2.8

Defl, Max = 0.073 in.
Defl. Allow = 0.700 in.

Operational and Structural
Iintegrity Verified.



SPECIFICATION AND REQ'D G'S QUAL'D G'S E METHOD OF
EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION HOR VERT HOR YERT L QUALIFICATION RESULTS

319-5 0.67 ; " 3 {1 Dampers by Equivalent Stress Factor of

Volume Contro! Static Analysis for Safety >3.3

Dampers & Stress & Deflection Defi. Max 0.059 in
instruments Defi. Allow 0.111 in,

instruments by Multi Operational and Structural
Frequency Muiti Axis Integrity Verified.

Random Motion Test

From 1-250 HZ.

332-1 0.60 0.40 1.40 Multi-Frequency Operational & Structural
A Control Panel Multi=-Axis Random Integrity Verified
& Four Digital Motion Test From

Radiation Monitors 1-100 HZ.

10.0 ( Multi~-Frequency Operational & Structural
Multi-Axis Random Integrity vVerified,
Motion Test From
1-40 HZ on Instru-
ments and 1-100 HZ
on Panel.

3u4-1 1.00 0.40
Drywel | Gas Monitor

gy-2 82 0.41 0.90 y Equivalent Static 11100 psi
Primary Containment Analysis for Stress on 22000 psi

Gas Analyzer Remote Panel.
Contro! Panel

Muiti Frequency, Operational and Structural
Biaxial Test From integrity Verified
1-40 HZ on Instruments,
Jug-1 2.20 1.00 3.00 Single Frequency, Operational & Structureé
Pressure Temperature Single Axis Sine integrity verified
Switch Dwell Test From
1-32 HZ.

348-2 , .95 3.00 Single Frequency Operational & Structur
Pressure Temperature Single Axis Sine integrity verified
Switch Dwell Test From

1-32 HZ.

406+1 5 1.9% 6.00 Single Frequency Operational & St

Single Axis Sine Integrity Verified

Resistance Temperature
Sweep From 1-35 HZ.

Detectors




SPECIF ICATION AND
EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION

406~-2
Electronic
Transmitters

406-3
Pressure
Transmitter

406-4
Resistance
Temperature Detector

406-5
Trip Calibration
Units (NSSS)

406-6
Pressure
Transmitters
(NSSS)

4OG6A~1
Resistance
Temperature Detectors

407-1
Gauge Type Level
Switch

407-2

Gauge Type Level
Switch

420-1
Diesel Fue! 0Oil
Transfer Pumps

y21-1
Power Supply
(NSSS)

REQ'D G'S
HOR
1.9% 1.95
1.95 1.95
.2 0.60
1.5 .6
0.5 0.5
1.0 0.60
0.51 0.1
1.00 0.45
1.10 0.50
AP .60

TABLE 3.9.4A-2 (CONT'D)

QUAL'D G'S FREQ
HOR  VERT (HZ)
17.00 17.00 N.A,
8.50 8.50 20
2.8 2.5 N.A.
15. 15. 60
9.40 7.50 >100
3.0 3.0 60
2.80 1.10 17
2.80 1.10 17
6.50 1.05 13
6.0 6.0 38

25 of 28

METHOD OF

Multi Frequency
Multi Axis Random
Motion Test From
1-250 Hz.

Multi Frequercy
Multi Axis Random
Motion Test From
1-250 Hz.

Muiti Frequency
Biaxial! Testing,
1-100 Hz

single Frequency,
Single Axis Test,
5-33 HZ.

Multi Axis

Multi Frequency
Random Motion Test
From 1-60 HZ.

Multi Frequency
Biaxial Testing,
1-100 Hz

Multi Frequency
Multi Axis Random
Motion Test From
1-250 Hz.

Multi Frequency
Muiti Axis Random
Motion Test From
1=-40 Hz.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
& Deflection

Multi Frequency Biaxial
Testing, 1-100 HZ.

RESULTS

Operational & Structural
integrity Verified.

Operational & Structural
Integrity Verified,

Operational & Structural
Integrity Demonstrated

Structural and Operational
Integrity Demonstrated.

Operational & Structural
Integrity Demonstrated

Operational & Structural
Integrity Demonstrated

Operational & Structural

Integrity Verified.

Operational & Structural
Integrity Verified.

S Max = 7550 psi
S Allow = 15000 psi
Def!. Max = 0.00186 in.
Defl. Allow = 0.015 in.

Operability and Structural
Integrity Demonstrated,



‘D)

SPECIFICATION AND REQ'D G'S QUAL'D G'S METHOD OF
EQU I PMENT DESCRIPTION HOR VERT HOR  VERI QUAL | FICAT |ON RESULTS

y23-1 ' . 3.00 3.00 : Equivalent Static S Max 56300 psi
Reactor Building Analysis for Stress S Al low 82800 psi
Standby Vent System & Deflections on Deflections Vendor

& Control Room A.C, Valve. Approved,

Chilled Water & Service
Water Air Operated
Valves

Single Frequency Operational & Structural
Single Axis Integrity Verified,

Sine Dwell Test From

1-33 HZ on Solenoid,

3.00 3.00 ‘ Equivalent Static S Max 81900 psi
Analysis for Stress S Al low 82800 psi
& Deflections on Deflections Vendor
Valve. Approved.

423-2
Temperature Control
Valves

Single Frequency Operational and Structural
Single Axis Sine Dwel |l Integrity Verified,

Test From 1-33 HZ on

Solenoid.

Equivalent Static S Max 84400 psi
Analysis for Stress S Al low 85000 psi
& Deflections on Deflections vVendor

vValve. Approved.

423-3 o8 . 3.00 3.00
Temperature Control
vValves

Single Frequency Operational and Structurs
Single Axis Sine Dwell Integrity Verified,

Test From 1-33 HZ on

Solenoid.

427-1 Loads by Dynamic Analysis fquivalent Static S Max 97200 psi
Spent Fuel and With Time History. 0.5 g's Analysis for Stress S Al low 106500 psi
Contro! Rod Storage Used for Vertical Seismic.

Racks

438-1 0.50 0.80 1.30 g Muiti Frequency Operational & Structural
Automatic Transfer Multi Axis Random integrity Verified
Switch Motion Test From

1-90 HZ.
439-1 1.20 0.90 1.20 1.00 Equivalent Static S Max

Analysis for Stress S Al low

480 V. Motor
Generator Sets & Deflection. Defl. Max
Defl. Allow




SPEC: FICATION AND

uu7-1

Main Steam
Relief Valve
Quencher

456-1
Electrical Penetrations
(Conax)

473-1
Level Transmitters
and Receivers

475-1
Digital
Radiation
Monitoring
Equipment

475-2
Microcomputer
Panel

475-3
High Range
Area Detector

475-4
Radiation Monitor-
Instrumentation

492-1
Pressure Reducing
Valve

493-1
Floor Controller

600-1
Solenoid
Operated
valves

REQ'D G'S

VERT

Loads From S&W
Specification SH1-447

1.30

0.24

0.60

0.60

2.5

3.5

1.50

.65

0.40

0.60

0.60

0.70

2.5

3.5

1.30

TABLE 3.9.4A-2 (CONT'D)
QUAL'D G'S FREQ METHOD OF
HOR  VERT (HZ)
N.A, Static Analysis

10.

7.5

6.00

10.0

7.5

3.00

13.

6.00

9.0

7.5

3.00

26

1

19

>100

>100

>100

>105%

27 of 28

for Stress

Multi Frequency
Biaxial Testing,
1-200 HZ.

Multi-Frequency Biaxial
Testing, 1-200 Hz

Muiti Frequency
Single Axis Random
Plus Sine Beat Test
From 1-100 HZ.

Muiti Frequency
Single Axis Random
Motiun Test From

1-100 HZ.
Multi-Fregquency Biaxial
Testing, 1-200 Hz

Test

Single Axis, Single
Frequency Sine Dwell
Testing, 1-100 Hz.

Single Axis, Single
Frequency Sine Dwell
Testing, 1-100 Hz.

Equivalent Static
Analysis for Stress
& Deflection.

RESULTS
S Max = 23000 psi
S Allow = 23400 psi

Structural and Operational
Integrity Verified.

Structural and Operational
Iintegrity Demonstrated

Operational & Structural
Integrity Verified

Operational & Structural
Integrity Verified

Structural and Operational
Integrity Verified

Awaiting Test Report
from Vendor

Operationa! & Structural
Integrity Demonstrated

Operational & Structural
Iintegrity Demonstrated

S Max 25400 psi
S Allow 30000 psi
Deflections Acceptable



TABLE 3.9,4A-2 (CONT'D)

SPECIFICATION AND REQ'D G'S  QUAL'D G'S FREQ METHOD OF
EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION

HOR  VERT HOR  VERT (HZ)

Notes

(1) Stress and deflection margin acequate to account for required G's
greater than qualified G'&.

(2) Needs resolution
(3) Deflections are calculated only if they affect operability.

28 of 28
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VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POwER COMPANY i

RicnMoxD, VIRGINIA 23261 BV ~o

Secretary of the Commission " Serial No. 374
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission NO/JHL/HSM:acm
Attn: Docketing and Service Branch

Washington, D. C. 20555

Gentlemen:

COMMENTS TO PROPOSED REGULATION
10 CFR PART 53

The Virginia Electric and Power Company is pleased to have the opportunity to
comment on the proposed rules for the Criteria and Procedures for Determining
the Adequacy of Available Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage Capacity (10 CFR Fart 53)
as described in the Federal Register of April 29, 1983 (48FR19382).
Attachment 1 provides Vepco's comments to the proposed regulation 10 CFR Part
23, !

Very truly yours,
”,
" -~ #——"’f/\
‘,/r,/:/](, /, Ay

{
W. L. Stewart fﬁ

Attachment
s |6
wdd. SY borareyn
1190 S5
8307 117 830630 I/C
53 aFR19382  PDR

srasnanvien
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Attachment 1

Section 53.11; we take exception to the proposed requirement that
a utlity wait until two (2) years prior to the date it anticipates
losing full core reserve before filing a request for determination.
If a utility determines that it will lose full core discharge in
more than two (2) years and can demonstrate that there are no
reasonable alternatives available, there is no reason not to file
a request for determination. The two (2) year time frame appears
to be arbitrary and is not conducive to proper utility or DOE
(should the NRC make an affirmative determination) planning for
the storage of spent nuclear fuel.

Section 53.13(a); Section 53.13(a) requests information on "technical,
economic, regulatory or public health and safety constraints that
would prevent the use of any of the alternatives set forth in para-
graph(c) of the section." We suggest the word "prevent" be removed
and substitute "render unreasonable or impracticable" as some things
such as high costs or radiative exposure would not prevent the use

of an alternative but would render it an unreasonable or impracticable
choice.

Section 53.13(c)(5); We would like to suggest that you cheage
“approved" to “licensed".

Section 53.15; We do not agree with the restrictive conditions re-
garding the withdrawal of a request for determination. We suggest
that the utility should be able to unilaterially withdraw its request
at any time.

Section 53.30(a)(7); We suggest the following revision: Legal
impediments to the implementation of an alternative, such as state

and local laws, actions of state and local administrative or regulatory
bodies, or pre-existing contractural agreements, that cannot be
alleviated in a timely manner.

Section 53.30(d); We suggest deleting the word "timely" and sub-
substituting "good faith" to describe the "efforts to initiate
activities reasonably calculated to implement licensed alternatives
to Federal interim storage.” While a utility should be required

to demonstrate diligent and good faith efforts, such efforts may
simply be untimely through no fault of the utility.

Section 53.30(d)(1) and (3); We suggest that "approved" alternatives
be deleted and substitute "licensed" alternatives.



Section 53.27; Wo suggest that the determination of eligibility

for federal interim storage include the concept that a utility may
be diligently pursuing licensec alternatives to federal interim
storage which have uncertainties on the schedule for implementation.
For example, licensing actions by the NRC, court decisions, or

other approvals beyond the control of the utility may be required
prior to implementation of an alternative to federal interim storage.
The Commission should be able to find that a utility is eligible for
federal interim storage until ancther alternative becomes available.
The utility would then have access to federal interim storage until
an alternative can be implemented, as long as the utility continues
to make diligent, good faith efforts to implement the alternative.
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JELCO |LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY

(WG (LMD 15T

178 EAST OLD COUNTRY ROAD * HICKSVILLE NEW YORK 11801

SNRC -906

MILLARD 8. POLLOCHK
VICE PRESIDENT - NUCLEAR

June 17, 1983

Secretary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Docketing and Services Branch
Docket No. 50-322

Dear Sir:

On April 29, 1983, the Commission published proposed rules on
"Criteria and Procedures for Determining the Adequacy of Available Spent
Nuclear Fuel Storage Capacity." The Long Island Lighting Company has re-
viewed these proposed rules and offers the following comments for vour
consideration.

253.11(b) requires thé¢t a person submitting a request for
Commission determination, file nc sooner than two vears prior to an-
ticipated loss of full core reserve and no later than June 30, 1989,
These time limitations create a situation whereby anyone losing full
core reserve after June 30, 1991 is precluded from entering into a
contract with DOE regardless of whether or not a demonstration of need
can be made.

Although the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 established timing
limitations on the interim storage of spent fuel by DOE (DOE can enter
into contracts no later than January 1, 1990, and all fuel must be removed
no later than three years after startup of a disposal facility), there is
no indication that Congress intended to preclude all reactors that lose
full core discharge capability after June 30, 1991 from entering into a
storage contract with DOE.

Circumstances could exist whereby a valid demonstration of need
could be made with more than two years lead time. It is inappropriate to
rule out the opportunity to make such a demonstration for those utilities
that lose full core discharge after June 30, 1991. Therefore, the require-
~—~ment of filing no earlier than two years prior to loss of full core reserve
should be removed from the rule.

_L“:) 16 add
L Canpare, 113655

)]0
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LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY
Secretary of the Commission

June 17, 1983
Page Two

Thank you for the opportunity of making our views known on
this matter.

Sincerely yours,

M. S. Pollock
Vice President-Nuclear

cc: J. Higgins
All parties listed in Attachment 1



ATTACHMENT 1

Lawrence Brenner, Esg.
Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C, 20555

-

Dr. Peter A. Morris
Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dr. James H. Carpenter
Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing

Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Reculatory Commission
Washington, D,.C. 20555

Daniel F. Brown, Esqg.
Attorney
Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Reculatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Bernard M. Bordenick, Esq.

David A. Repka, Esq.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

James Dougherty
3045 Porter Street
Washington, D.C. 20008

Herbert H. Brown, Esg.
Lawrence Coe Lanpher, Esqg.
Karla J. Letsche, Esgq.
Kirkpatrick, Lockhart, Hill
Christopher & Phillips
8th Floor
1900 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mr. Marc W. Goldsmith
Energy Research Group
4001 Totten Pond Road
Waltham, Massachusetts 02154

MHB Technical Associates
1723 Hamilton Avenue

Suite K

San Jose, California 95125

Stephen B. Latham, Esg.
Twomey, Latham & Shea

33 West Second Street

P.O. Box 398

Riverhead, New York 11901

Ralph Shapiro, Esq.
Cammer and Shapiro, P.C.
9 East 40th Street

New York, New York 10016

Matthew J. Kelly, Esgq.

State of New York

Department of Public Service
Three Empire State Plaza
Albany, New York 12223
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mmw Nuclear Licensing Administrator

Geners! Offices: 1945 West Parnall Road, Jackson, MI 49201 « (517) 788-1636

v

June 28, 1983

G*tice of the Sets
rhgting .
’ pranch

Secretary of the Commission

Att: Docketing and Service Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Re: Proposed Rule - Criteria and Procedures for Determining the Adequacy of
Available Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage Capacity (10CFRS53)

Consumers Power Company appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above
proposed rule. Our comments are discussed below:

First, we are concerned with the lack of specificity of proposed criteria for

a commission determination regarding the adequacy of storage capacity to ensure

continued orderly operation of a facility. Specifically, the terms and phrases,

as noted in the following subparagraphs of Section 53.30(a) should be better

defined:
Subperagraph Suitability of the site

Licensee's diligent and good faith efforts

Timely manner

Excessive reduction in code design

Extraordinary costs

Licensee's diligent and good faith efforts

Timely manner

Clearly unreasonable

N P~~~ T~~~
-] W & W e
N Nt N N S St S St

Second, the second sentence of Section 53.11(b) should be deleted or revised.
As it presently reads, it limits the submission for a determination to no
sooner than two years prior to loss of full core reserve. This limitation,
combined with the June 30, 1989 deadline for such a submission, prevents a
utility from obtaining interim storage if full core reserve is lost after
July 1, 1991. In addition, the two-year limitation may prevent a utility
from obtaining interim storage in the event of an emergency such as a need
to drain the spent fuel pool to repair a leak.

Nuclear Licensing Administrator

N <
DIV 83-67 S /6, ¢
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Groundwater Alliance
page 2

increase in the amount of nuclear materials transported intc Idaho,
and there will be an ever increasing threat to our environment,
especially the Snake River Plain Aquifer which flows beneath INEL.
The Commission should allow public comment on all utility requests
for federal AFR storage and provide the public with all of the
available information.

Section 135(b) of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act 1982 is intended
to allow for federal AFR storage as a last resort. The proposed rules
do not set up adeqg.ate criteria to insure that the intention of the
Act is carried out. The Commission must do all it can to insure that
there will never be a need for federal AFR storage.

Additionally, the Groundwater Alliance is opposed to any
civilian nuclear power plant spent fuel being stored at the Idaho
National Engineering Laboratory.

Elizabetn Paul for
The Groundwater Alliance

Clhedi 4 Reu



LAW OFFICES OF

DEBEVOISE & LIBERMAN

1200 SEVENTEENTH STREELT. N
WASHINGTON. D € 20038

June 28, 1983

Mr. Samuel J. Chilk
Secretary
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Re: Proposed 10 C.F.R. Part 53; Adequacy of Spent Fuel
Storage Capacity; 48 Fed. Reg. 19832 (April 29, 1983).

Dear Mr. Chilk:

On April 29, 1983, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission pub-
lished in the Federal Register proposed rules to establish
criteria and procedures ior determining the eligibility of a
person owning and operating a licensed nuclear power plant to
contract with the Department of Energy for use of "last resort”
federal government spent nuclear fuel storage pursuant to Section
135 of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982. Essentially, the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act provides for limited federal government
storage capacity for those licensees who, despite their best
efforts, are unable to expand their own storage capacity in a
timely manner so as to permit continued orderly operation. On
behalf of Arkansas Power and Light Co., Texas Utilities Gener-
ating Company, and Washington Public Power Supply System, we
submit the following comments on these proposed rules.

In summary, the proposed rules reflect the Commission's
generic finding that full core reserve capacity, while not
essential for safety purposes and not a regulatory reguirement,
is necessary for continued orderly reactor operation from an
economic and operational standpoint. Generally, for multi-unit
sites, full core reserve for one unit would “»e assumed to suffice
unless the licensee establishes otherwise. The regulations would
provide that a licensee which anticipates that its owr storage
capacity will not be adequate (including full core reserve) for
its own needs pending the selection and development of geologic
repositories must, before July 1, 1990 (but not sooner than two
years before anticipated loss of full core reserve or the effec-
tive date of the rule, whichever is earlier), file a request with
NRC for a determination of inadequacy under the proposed Part 53.
As to procedural matters, proposed Part 53 determinations of in-
adequacy would not be considered subject to the hearing require-
ments of Section 189 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended. Z>C5 10
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The Commission will determine:

(1) whether the licensee cannot reasonably provide adequate
spent fuel storage capacity on-site or at another site
within its utility system (§50.27(a)(1)) through des~-
cribed methods (in §53.27(a)(2)), consider whether fu.l
core reserve will be maintained (§50.30(b)) and whether
economic, technological, regulatory, and possible
health and safety factors would make any alternative
to Federal interim storage impractical (§50.30(4));

(2) whether the licensee is "diligently pursuing licensed
alternatives to the use of federal storage capacity"
(§§50.27(a)(2) and 50.30(4));

As to the second consideration, proposed §53.13(c) would
provide for the licensee to submit information on its pursuit of,
and the constraints on its timely use of, (1) expansion of stor-
age capacity including high density racks and fuel rod compac-
tion, (2) construction of additional spent fuel capacity, (3)
acquisition of modular or mobile spent nuclear fuel storage
equipment, for use at the site or any of its other sites; (4)
transshipment to any of its other sites, or (5) "[alny other
technologies that have been approved by the Commission". This
wording tracks Subsection 135(g) of the Waste Policy Act re-
garding criteria for the eligibility determination if considered
in isolation. The provision governing determinations specifies
the first four of these (§50.27(a)(2)), thus paralleling the
provisions of the Waste Policy Act on determinations, subsection
135(b)(1)(B). We believe that Subsections 135(b) and 135(g) nust
be read together to harmonize the regulations with the legis-
lative intent. We are concerned that the "catch all" reference
in §50.13(c)(5) to "[alny other technologies that have been
approved by the Commission", fails to give effect to the concept
of "licensed alternatives" contained in Subsection 135(b)(1)(B).
If there emerges some other new technology which licensees must
consider for this purpose, it should be one actually licensed by
the Commission some reasonable period of time prior to the
application for an eligibility determination. That is, if a
utility, to be eligible for AFR storage, is to be held account-
able at the time of the determination for exploration or
attempted exploitation of some presently unspecified technology,
then the licensing of that technology for at least one previous
application should predate the filing under Part 53 by a suitable
interval -~ at least three years. Otherwise, the utility will
not be able to plan its actions and evaluate alternatives in an
orderly way nor predict whether it will be able to satisfy the
eligibility criteria. Thus, if the "catch all" provision is to
be retained, it should be revised as we have proposed.




Similarly, as to whether the licensee is diligently pursuing
licensed alternatives, the proposed rule indicates, in §§53.13(c)
and 50.27(a)(2)(iii) that such alternatives may include acqui-
sition of modular or mobile spent nuclear fuel storage equipment,
or casks. The same reasoning applies here as to the "catch-all"
provision. 1In this regard, we believe that the Commission should
promulgate at an appropriate place in its regulations, perhaps in
Part 50 or Part 72, reasonable criteria for the approval of
mobile or modular storage devices to supplement existing criteria
for shipping casks or ISFSI's. Once such modular or mobile
storage devices have been licensed, then subsequent applications
would, after a three-year period, have to reflect consideration
of this previously-licensed alternative.

As to the maintenance of full core discharge capability, we,
of course, agree that the maintenance of such capability is not a
safety essential and should not be a regulatory requirement, but
also agree that for economic and operational reasons full core
Jis~harge capability is desirable. The Commission's determin-
ation in this regard is consistent with the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act and its legislative history. However, §50.12(c)(5)(ii)
appears to be inconsistent with this determination and should be
deleted as should the words "under the following conditions" in
§50.12(c)(5): the present text of §50.12(c)(5)(i) should be added
to Subsection (¢)(5).

With certain improvements, we would be generally satisfied
with the specification of the contents of applications and the
related illustrative considerations specified in the proposed
rule which would be recognized as tending to make the exploi-
tation of measures to increase a licensee's storage capacity
impractical, viz: (1) site suitability, (2) inability to meet
NRC regulatory requirements due to factors beyond the licensee's
control despite diligent and gocod faith efforts by the licensee,
(3) inability to obtain storage or shipping equipment in a timely
manner, (4) modifications that would result in excessive reduc-
tion of design margins, (5) extraordinary costs of implemen-
tation, (6) unforeseen or unavoidable delays, (7) legal impedi-
ments such as state and local laws, and (8) occupational or
offsite doses or on-site construction hazards.

Our first group of comments relate to proposed §50.30(a)
(setting forth criteria for determinations) or §50.13 (pertaining
to the contents of a regquest) or both. Subsection 50.13(a) calls
for information on factors that would "prevent" exploitation of
alternatives. The legislative intent was to provide "last
resort" storage where licensed alternatives are clearly unrea-
sonable, and that concept should be substituted for the concept
of prevention or preclusion. Subsecticn 50.13(a) refers to
"extraordinary costs to consumers." Subsection 50.30(a)(5)
states that the Commission will consider



"Extraordinary costs of implementation that are clearly
unreasonable in view of the amount of additional storage
capacity needed or the time for which additional storage
capacity is needed."”

At the outset, the word "extraordinary" should be deleted in both
places. The legislative intent would be satisfied if the
“clearly unreasonable" standard were retained in §50.30(a)(5) and
substituted in §50.13(a). Moreover, §50.35(a) implies that the
Commission will require information on: the amount of additional
capacity needed and the unit costs of providing such capacity:;
the time for which the capacity is needed and the period for
recovery of such costs; and perhaps comparative information on
what would be reasonable under the circumstances, though the cost
of government storage would presumably be the standard. However,
proposed §50.13 does not specifically call for information on any
of these factors. The language of §50.30(a)(5) also implies that
the reasonableness of cost is relevant only when relatively small
increments of capacity are needed or capacity is needed for a
limited time, or both, when there may good reason to provide
lower cost storage for substantial quantities for longer periods.
We suggest that §50.30(a)(5) be revised to read as follows:

(5) Costs of implementation which have been persuasively
shown by the licensee to be unreasonable because of
the unit costs of adding capacity or the period for
which storage is required compared with the costs of
interim storage over the same period for the same
capacity pursuant to Subtitle B of the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act of 1982.

Consequently, proposed §50.13 should be amended to invite
licensees to include any information in addition to that speci-
fied which is relevant to any of the criteria in §50.30(a) or
the determination to be made under §50.27. This would have the
effect of harmonizing these sections in at least one other
respect. Subsection 50.30(a)(l) refers to site suitability, in-
cluding structural integrity, while §50.13 refers only to "struc-
tural limitations." Alternatively, the Commission may wish to
synthesize and conform the contents of §§50.13 and 50.30(a).

Next, we believe that the reference to "legal impediments
such as state and local laws . . . that cannot be alleviated in
a timely manner" should be clarified so as not to encourage or
endorse the enactment or enforcement of state and local laws
involving matters committed exclusively to the NRC, DOT, or other
agencies of the federal government. We would suggest that the
reference to state and local laws be clarified and amplified as
follows:



(7) Legal impediments to the implementation of an alter-
native, such as state and local laws pertaining to
matters within the jurisdiction of those levels of
government, which are valid and enforceable or though
not valid, cannot reasonably be invalidated or en-
forcement enjoined in a timely manner.

Turning to the procedures which would be provided by
Proposed Part 53, we note that reguests for determination of
inadequacy must be filed no later than June 30, 1989 (Section
53.11(b)), but that requests must be filed no earlier than two
years before the licensee anticipates loss of full core reserve
or the effective date of Part 53, whichever is later.

First, we believe that the June 30, 1989 deadline for
applications under Part 53 should be explained by a note in the
rule or at least in the accompanying information. We surmise
that the June 30, 1989 cutoff is based on the January 1, 1990
expiration of the DOE Secretary's authority to enter into interim
storage contracts and the six month maximum period for NRC
determinations. (Subsections 136(a) and 135(b)(3) of the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act, respectively). There is no limitation in the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act on the interval between either the
determination of eligibility or the signing of the contract and
the anticipated loss of full core reserve. That clarification is
important because of our second and more substantial concern,
which is the proposed restriction of applications under Part 53
to instances where full core reserve will be lost no more than
two years following the applications.

Please consider the circumstances of a licensee which has no
practical alternative for increasing its own storage capacity,
but anticipates losing full core reserve in the mid-1990's or
somewhat later. The proposed rule would bar any application by
such a licensee. It is not a sufficient answer that there is
some, even a substantial possibility, that one or more of the
following circumstances may be present in 1989: the Secretary's
authority is about to expire; all presently authorized federal
storage capacity may have been committed by that time; the first
geologic repository should open "soon" thereafter; or monitored
retrievable storage may be available "soon". As to the first,
the Secretary can contract to serve future needs subject to the
limitations of the Act. As to the second, further capacity may
be provided or, though committed, some capacity may not have been
used, or though such capacity was used for a time, some or all of
the spent fuel in storage may have been shipped to the receiving
facility at the repository. As to the third, the Appendix to the
Commission's proposed decision in the Waste Confidence rulemaking
reveals that there may be a "backlog" at the opening of the first
and even the second repositories and that spent fuel will still
be generated during initial implacements, so that it may take



twenty to thirty years to reach "equilibrium" at the assumed
implacement rate. As to the third point, MRS is presently only
at the assessment of need/feasibility study stage (subsection
141(b) of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act). Of course, federal
storage capacity may be fully committed and used, the Secretary's
authority may have expired and not been renewed or extended, and
authorized federal storage capacity may not have been increased.
The Commission can guard against these eventualities by providing
in Part 53 that it may then have to suspend processing of appli-
cations or even suspend filing. But we can see no reason why the
NRC should establish criteria in such a way as to deprive
licensees of access to storage based merely on expectations of
commitments of storage capacity when the statute does not require
it. To the contrary, given that DOE's schedule calls for the
opening of a geologic repository in the late 1990's at the
earliest, and given that the Commission has noted that it expects
a "backlog" awaiting implacement, it would be more consistent
with what Congress must be taken to have intended and with the
Commission's own subsequent findings to use no cutoff or at least
no shorter period than ten years, while assigning priority in
eligibility to those applications with the most urgent need and
providing for suspension of determinations.

We note that the proposed rule would delegate to NRC's
Executive Director for Operations ("EDO") or his designee
responsibility for making an initial determination of: (1)
whether adequate storage capacity to ensure continued orderly
reactor operations cannot reasonably be provided by the Licensee,
and (2) whether the Licensee is diligently pursuing licensed
alternatives to assure the availability of adequate capacity as
soon as possible. (§53.27) This initial determination will
constitute NRC's final determination unless, within 30 days of
its issuance, the Commission itself decides to review (§53.28).
Upon issuance of the final determination or at the expiration
of the period for review of the initial determination, the
Commission will notify DOE's Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste
Management and will publish a notice of issuance in the Federal
Register. (§53.29).

The Supplementary Information which accompanies the proposed
rule reflects that the Commission has decided that the making of
a determination pursuant to Section 135 of the Waste Act, to be
implemented by the rules, is not a proceeding for the granting,
suspending, revoking or amending of a license under Section 189
of the Atomic Energy Act and that,

1 We understand that the implacement rate assumed by DOE is
more a function of logistics between the reactor or other
storage site than it is of physical or operational
constraints on either implacement itself or at-repository
receiving capacity.




"[Alccordingly, there is no opportunity for a hearing in
connection with a request for a Commission deterr ‘nation.
Similarly, there is no right to petition the Commission
for review of the Executive Director for Operations'
initial determination . . .".

The eligibility determination is essentially a step in a
contractual process. Accordingly, we would not think it neces-
sary or appropriate to provide an opportunity for persons other
than the one seeking the determination to petition the Commission
for review. However, one can foresee a situation where a
Licensee is convinced trat it has no feasible options for further
increase in its storage capacity, but the EDO makes an initial
determination to the contrary based on what, in the Staff's view,
the Licensee could have done some years earlier. The Licensee
could have grounds for showing clear error, yet would face
shutting the reactor down unless the Commission took review sua

sponte and invited briefing or unless the licensee successfully
petitioned the courts for review. We are inclined to believe it
would be preferable for such review to be conducted by the Com-
mission, in the first instance, rather than by the courts. The
Commission should want to hear from the person best able to cal
error to its attention and should have an opportunity to correct
that error before it has to defend the error in court.

There seem to be at least two situations not covered by the
proposed regulations but which should be provided for in order t
carry out the legislative intent. The first is one in which, a
time of the application, spent fuel is in storage at a licensed
AFR storage facility, but for some reason it must be removed to
another locatlon. Suﬁh ‘ual, if returned, may preclude main-
tenance of and if so should be eligible for
last resort ( ﬂ“pr\ r‘ate amendments to §§53.1(a), 53.12
and 53.13 otl perhaps 50.30 should be made to provide
for such situations. Second, temporary storage needs of an exi-
gent nature (such as to permit repair or expansion of existing
pools) should be eligible for special treatment which would give
recognition to the temporary nature of the need both in the
criteria for eligibility and as well in the procedures and
schedules for processing determination requests. This could be
easily accommodated by providing for waivers or exceptions
such cases.

in

Finally, we note that Commissioner Asselstine has requested
comments "on whether a short public comment period would be
appropriate after the Commission publishes a notice of a deter-
mination request in the Federal Register as required in Section
53.11(c)". As noted above, we consider the eligibility deter-
mination a step in a contractual process. As such, we think it
not inappropriate that a Notice of Receipt of a request be pub-
lished, but we see no reason to solicit comments. The solici-
tation of comments seems to us to imply that some formal




disposition will be made of comments which question or oppose an
eligibility determination, which in turn may give rise to replies
tc comments and so on. Leaving the matter at notice without
solicitation of comments, on the other hand, implies no specific
disposition will be made of any unsolicited comments which may be
submitted, and is likely to reduce unnecessary paperwork both for
the Commission and licensees.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit tlhese comments.

incerely,

Knott{, Jr.
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Secretary of the Commission ;

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C., 20555

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Subject: Comments Pertaining to Criteria and Procedures for-Det ing
the Adequacy of Available Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage Capacity;
Proposed Rule (48FR19382, 29 April 1983)

Dear Sir:

Yankee Atomic Electric Company appreciates the opportunity to comment on
the subject document. Yankee Atomic owns and operates a nuclear power plant
in Rowe, Massachusetts. The Nuclear Services Division also provides
engineering and licensing services for other nuclear power plants in the
Northeast including Vermont Yankee, Maine Yinkee, and Seabrook 1 and 2.

We wish to adopt the comments filed on this subject by the Utility
Nuclear Waste Management Group (UNWMG), who represents forty-three member
utilities. The proposed rules are pursuant to statutory requirements in the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982. 1In sum, we affirm the UNWMG endorsement of
the proposed rule, which would establish that interim Federal storage space
for high level radioactive wastes could be made available by the DOE, if the
Commission makes a determination, consistent with Section 135(g) of the Act,
that:

(1) full core reserve storage capacity for spent fuel is necessary for
“"continued orderly operation”, and

(2) the owner and operator of the reactor is "diligently pursuing
licensed alternatives to the use of Federal Storage Capacity”.

In addition, in response to Commissioner Asselstine's query, we believe
that determinations made by the Commission should not be subject to a
mandatory “short public comment period.”

These determinations are not a "proceeding...for the granting,
suspending, revoking, or amending of any license or construction permit....
under Section 189a of the Atomic Energy Act. Thus, there is no statutory
opportunity to request a hearing in Connection with the Commission's
determination. Yankee Atomic does not believe that public comment regarding
certain agency actions is per say objectionable. We do believe, however, that
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United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attention: Secretary of the Commission

purely ministerial functions required of the Commission need not be the
subject of public debate. The Commission's determination is incident to the
intentions of Congress, who has specifically provided for Federal interim
storage of spent nuclear fuel. In this context, however, the Congress did not
choose simultaneously to amend the Atomic Energy Act to expand the scope of
opportunities to which the right to public hearing attaches. Thus, th

Congress has not delegated to the Commission the authority to require "short

=
a
pubiic comment period”, after the Commission has published its determination.

Very truly yours

»

ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY

W{Mf‘w
R. E. Helfrich
s

Generic Licensing Activities




Commonwealth Edison
One First National Plaza, Chicago. lllinois

Address Reply to: Post Office Box 767

Chicago, lllinois 60690
| .

PROVUILY fJLE

(W/% /w’.&)

June 27, 1983

Secretary of the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Subject: NRC Proposed Rule "Criteria and Preocedures
for Determining the Adequacy of Available Spent
Nuclear Fuel Storage Capacity - 10 CFR Part 53",
(48 FR 19382, April 29, 1983)

Dear Sir:

Commonwealth Edison has reviewed the subject proposal
and offers the attached comments. We appreciate having been

given the opportunity to comment.
Resp fully,
. &—\M

D. L. Farrar
Director of Nuclear Licensing

Attachment

6845N S 14
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Commonwealth Edison Company Comments on

"Proposed Criteria and Procedures for Determining the
Adequacy of Available Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage Capacity"

(48 FR 19382, April 29, 1983)

684 5N

1. we strongly support and endorse the Commission's
"...generic finding that full core reserve is necessary for
continued, orderly operation...",

2. All references to a federal storage site should be written
a@s an interim federal storage site to distinguish it from
the ultimate storage facility.

no earlier than 2 years prior to anticipated loss of full
core reserve (Paragraph 53.11(b)). The Executive Director
for Operations must issue a final determination on the
request no more than six (6) months after the request is
received (Paragraph 53.28(c)). This allows only 1-1/2
years to develop an alternate stragtegy in cases where the
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utility's request is denied. The interval should be £
increased to 4-5 years. 23

t

4. Accurate planning for interim or temporary spent fuel g,
storage capacity at a reactor is dependent upon the o
expected availability of a permanent disposal site, %
particularly a life of plant plan for reactors licensed B
beyond 2005. Therefore, Subpart B, Section 53.12(c)(1) £

should read "The type and capacity of existing and planned
spent nuclear fuel storage facilities at the reactor site
for the next ten years and for the license term assuming a
Ieasonable date for federal ultimate disposal availability".
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Carolina Power & Light Company

June 28, 1983 ]
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Mro Samel Ja Chilk IL.:{ "AB ~ k
Secretary of the Commission i JUE:-Ejlﬂgb t:;
Attention: Docketing and Service Branch - 1 M1
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission - LA <§ff
N e '
Washington, DC 20555 o Cren 3/
N2 T S 2 ‘\_ /’
FARRED:

H. B. ROBINSON STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT NO. 2 =
DOCKET NO. 50-261
LICENSE NO. DPR-23
AND
SHEARON HARRIS NUCLEAR POWER PLANT
UNIT NOS. 1 AND 2
DOCKET NOS. 50-400 AND 50-401
AND
BRUNSWICK STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT, UNIT NOS. 1 AND 2
DOCKET NOS. 50-325 AND 50-324
LICENSE NOS. DPR-T1 AND DPR-62
COMMENTS ON PROPOSED RULE - 10 CFR PART 53

Dear Mr. Chilk:

Carolina Power & Light Company appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the proposed rule, 10 CFR Part 53, "Criteria and Procedures for

Determining the Adequacy of Available Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage Capacity.
Our comments are provided in the attachment to tiis letter.

Should you have any questions regarding our comments, please
contact me.

Yours very truly,

Technical Services

WJH/pgp (7160MSG) D;; | {
Attachment
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411 Fayetteville Street ¢ P. O. Box 1551 » Raleigh, N. C. 27602



ATTACHMENT
CAROLINA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
COMMENTS ON PROPOSED 10CFR, PART 53
"CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINING THE
ADEQUACY OF AVAIIABLE SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL STORAGE CAPACITY"

Comment Number 1

Carolina Power & Light Company fully agrees with the NRC's determination
that full-core reserve is necessary for the continued orderly operation of a
nuclear power plant.

Comment Number 2

We believe that the 50- to 90-day reactor shutdown time may be (if
full-core reserve was needed but not available) too brief to locate and move
fuel to an alternative storage location.

Comment Number 3

The proposed requirement that a utility wait two years before the
anticipated loss of full-core reserve before submitting a request for federal
storage is overly restrictive. A utility should have the option of submitting
a request as soon as it is determined that it will lose full-core reserve and
can demonstrate that there are no reasonable alternatives available.

Comment Number 4

Some provisions should be included in the rule for emergency storage of
fuel should repair be required on a storage pool and other reasonable storage
alternatives are unavailable.

Comment Number 5

Some utilities may have fuel stored at nonsystem locations. If a
situation unexpectedly arises when this fuel must be removed from the nonsystem
facility, it may be advantageous to ship the fuel to a federal storage facility
versus a reactor site, particularly if relocation to a reactor site would cause
the loss of full-core reserve.

Comment Number 6

-

CP4L believes that because any determination on a request for interim
federal storage should be based on only technical findings, the opportunity for
public comment on any request would be inappropriate and time consuming.

Comment Number 7

All references to the phrase "a person owning and operating a civilian
nuclear power reactor" should be changed to "a person owning or operating a
civilian nuclear power reactor." There are some cases where the owner of the
spent nuclear fuel may not be the operator of the reactor.
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Comment Number 16

The word "extraordinary" should be deleted from Section 53.30 (a) (5)
since costs are already described as "clearly unreasonable" in that sentence.

Comment Number 17

Section 53.30 (a) (7) should include state and local regulatory actions to
the list of legal impediments.

Comment Number 18

The word "timely" in Section 53.30 (d) should be changed to "good faith"
in describing the efforts of a utility. A utility may be making every effort
to find alternatives; but through no fault of its own, some efforts may simply
be untimely. The alternatives again should be described as "licensed
alternatives." This change should also be made for Section 53.30 (d) (1) and
Section 53.30 (d) (3) to clarify that alternatives need be licensed ones.

Comment Number 16

In Section 53.30 (d) (1), the term "as early as possible so as to provide
sufficient time" should be deleted as well as the words "timely" and "prompt
development™ in Section 53.30 (4) (3).

Comment Number 20

A new Section 53.31 chould be added to provide for expedited review and
determination in the event of an unanticipated storage emergency. Such an
event conld require Commission attention to assure the public health and safety
or to avoid a lengthy forced outage at the reactor site.

Comment Number 21

CP&L urges the Commission to continue to work with the Department of
Energy and the utilities to insure the licensability of on-site alternatives
and the transshipment of spent nuclear fuel.
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June 28, 1983 &

Comments on Proposed Rules Changes To 10 CFR 50; Criteria <
and Procedures for Determining Adequacy of Avallable Spent
Fuel Steeage Capacity

S

Please forgive me for being lats with my comments on this partle-
ular issue. I hope that you will consider my letter nentheless.

"An ounce of prevention is werth a pound of cure"- or im the case
of spent fusl management by utilities, alittle dilligence will prevent a
very large boondoggzle, and that is exactly how I feel about your proposed
rules.

A little sincere dilligence by utilities will anticipate need for
sterage alternatives well in advance of critical situatiens arising.
Utilities can forecast growth projectioms se well when they want te force
a mew muclear plant down our throats- so why can't they plan for thelr
wastes with the same tenacity? Present them with a gilt-edged taxpayer-
paid alternative,with no strings and plenty of loopholes as you do now,
and all incentive goes cut the windew.

Once you adopt criteria that realistically lays groundwork feor
hardship cases, then you sheuld adept rcgulations stipulating ample oppor-
tunity for beth public comment, and full Cemmissiom review, approval and
re jection.

Because we are dealing with utilities such as Delmarva Power & Light
and Publiec Service &lectric & Gas, beth ef whom have been cited im recent
years for fraudulert practices with regard to purchases of fuel stocks,
fallure to report incidents at the Salem Reactors in & timely manner, fail-
ures to adhere to mandated malntenance procedures at Salem I, resultinmg in
the February 1983"accidents", fallure to produce workable Evacuatiom Plans
in accordance with specified timetables,etc.,etc.,it car be seen that to
hand rules like these to utilities will nurture nom-compliance. Furthermere,
I despise having to pay daily for the mistakes of only these two utilities,
but te add spent fuel disposition of all of the nation's reactors te my
tax burden(above all of the programs I now subsidize for tke nuclear industry)
with no chance for public comment ,is a deplorable actiom en your part.

In conclusion, I submit that increased dilligence en your part to
exact compliance with operating practices and anticipatery calculations Dby
all of the nation's nuclear utilities be your sole purpese and geal, and
in regard te your proposed rules cited above, after having reviewed the
comments submitted by the Unien of Comcerned Scientists im April, 1983, 1 say

that they be incerporatsd ferthwith as sum and substance of your regulatory
actieny in lieu of yeur proposals in the Federal Reglster.

QM i

Dsnald C. Frisce, Chairman
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June 28, 1983
Comments of the Sierra Club on Propcsed Regulations, 10 CFR Part 53
Criteria and Prccedures for Determining the Adequacy of Available
Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage Capacity

INTRODUCTION

Congress intended that federal temporary storage facilities, authoarized und-
er Subtitle E of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 (NWPA) be "last resort"
facilities. All parties to this highly contentious debate are in agreement on
this point. Only utilities who could not reasonably provide their own storage
space would be eligible to use this "last resort" temporary storage facility.

Und Section 135(g) of the NWPA, the Commission must develop criteria on wheth-
€r a utility is able to provide its own capacity. Those that cannot are eligible
to use the federal away from reactor facility (AFR).

The draft criteria for determining the adequacy of available fuel storage
capacity, proposed 10 CFR Part 53, ignare this Congressional intent and there-
fore oven the federal AFR on a first come, first serve basis, until the 1900
metric tonnes (MI') capacity is exhausted. Thereafter, in the not too distant
future, we expect the next logical step, legislation to increase the maximum
capacity of the federal AFR. Our worst fears will then be rezlized and the Cong-
ressional intent, so carefully crafted as a political compromise by differing
interests, will then have been completely scuttled.

Contrary to the intent of Congress, under the proposed criteria utilities
need only wait until storage space is nearly exhausted before prcaducing a study,
in order to show "ciligence" in pursuing licensed alternatives. The Commission
has provided no guidance on what constitutes "diligent pursuit" of storage alt-
ernatives. None of the "last resort" language is embodied in the NRC criteria.
Rather than timely action, the Commission would accept a utility study. The
Commission would allow no public input into this decision on AFR eligibility,
rnot even the opportunity for public comment. It would strictly be a Staff dec-
ision. Minimizing transportation risk, language also present in Subtitle B, does
not make its way into the NRC criteria. These criteria must be redrawn to em-
body the nature of the compromises made in farmulating the NWPA.

The Sierra Club has been opposed to the use of AFR facilities for several
years because we believed that the program would become yet another federal bail-
out for the nuclear power industry, would become a defacto federal repository,
and would lessen the incentives for developing and employing a federal permanent
repository. Our concerns also stem from the unnecessary transportation risk.
Citizens along transportation routes would be subjected to twice the risk since
fuel would eventually have to be moved from the temporary storage facility to
a permanent repository. We are particularly concerned that the proposed criter-
ia do not attempt to minimize the transportation risks.

sierra club
radioactive waste
campaign
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Criteria for Diligent Pursuit of Alternatives

Without "diligent pursuit” of alternatives, a utility could sit on its hands
until space ran out, then cry for federal help. The criteria for diligent pur-
suit, 10 CFR 53.30(d), a utility must have

"demonstrated diligent and timely efforts to initiate activities
reasonably calculated tc implement alternatives to Federal interim
storage of spent fuel on a schedule commensurate with the need to
support the continued orderly operation of the reactor".

The criteria for determining "diligent efforts" are extremely weak. According to
53,30(d) (3), a "plan that evaluates the feasibility of alternatives to Federal
storage" is sufficient. That is, a utility need only produce a piece of paper
which would be evaluated by Staff before becoming eligible for federal AFR stor-
age. At the least, the utility must demonstrate "action" rather than a"plan".
This section of Section 53.30(d) must be stricken. It should be replaced with

criteria for determining "3diligent pursuit recommended by the Union of Concerned
Scientists:

3 Within 60 days of the effective date of this rule, and

' every 12 months thereafter, each utility that does not
have on-site storage capacity sufficient to accomodate
all spent fuel to be generated during the term of the
operating license must file a report on the following:

(a) The date on which the utility expects to
lose full-core storage capacity.

(b) The actions that the utility has taken to
date to avoid the need for federal AFR storage,
including.

(i) the identity and description of all
studies done by or for the utility on
alternatives to federal AFR storage,

(ii) the reasons that any alternatives have
been rejected or are not being pursued,
if that is the case,

(iii) the amount of time that the utility

‘ estimates would be required to develop,
obtain approval for, and implement any
alternetives that are under
consideration.

(c) The actions that the utility plans to take
in the future to avoid the need for federal AFR
storage, including a specific timetable and a

detailed description of the various studies and
other actions that the utility intends to take,
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2. Once a utility has determined that it will lose full
core storage capacity before the expization.of its
operating license, it must file an application for \
expandeé storage or some other alternative to federal
AFR storage within six months. In lieu of_sucb an
application, the utility may file a justification for

; its decision not to file an application, accompanied
by its plan, with a specific time;able, for developing
and implementing such an application.

A.utility will not be considered to have met the
diligence standard unless it has filed an application
for approval of an alternative to federal AFR storage
within one year after determining that it will lose
full core storage capacity before the expiration of
its operating license, unless the utility demonstrates
that all alternatives to federal AFR storage are
physically impossible or economically impracticable.

These suggested criteria provide Commission Staff with a historical basis
for determining whether the utility had diligently pursued alternatives.

Opportunity for Public Comment

According to Section 53.11@), "the Commission will publish notice of rec-
eipt" of a utility request for adequacy of storage in the Federal Register. No
provision is made for public comment. It is up to the Staff to judge whether
the utility is "diligently pursuing” alternatives. We are confident the Comm-
ission would benefit from public input on a utility application. For example,
we may be able to show, with information not made available by the utility to
the Commission, that the utility was "diligiently pursuing” alternatives. We
therefore strongly support Commissioner Asseltine's view that a short comment
period would be appropriate and in the public interest. Without public input

the Commission would be relying exclusively on Staff information. We read that
Section 53.11(c) read:

"Upon- receipt of a request for a determination, the Commission will publish
notice of receipt of the request in the Federal Register and allow a 60 day
time period for public comment. The Commission will make....site."

Definition of Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage Alternatives

Contrary to the specific legislative language, Section 53.13(c) (5) limits
the storage alternatives to those "that have been approved by the Commission."
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The language of the NWPA, Section 135(g), states "such other technologies as may
be approved by the Commission." The proposed criteria must be altered to conf~-

orm to the legislative language. Utilities should be studying any feasible alt-
ernative to AFR storage and not just those previously licensed by the Commission.

Necessity of Pull Core Reserve

Contrary to the NWPA, the Commission has determined that "maintenance of
full care reserve is necessary for the continued orderly operation of a reactor."
This finding is premature, without proper public notice and input, and should
be deferred and more carefully considered. The reason is the following:

Each nuclear reactor has additional fuel pool space in the shipping cask
loadout area, depending on the reactor. In general, this space is eguivalent
to a full core. In the event that the entire fuel pool has been compacted and
capacity is exhausted, full core reserve is still available in the cask loadout
area in case the core must be removed from the reactor so that the reactor can
be inspected. A temporary storage rack could fit into this space. After the
reactor is inspected and repaired, fuel could be reinserted in the reactor and
the temporary storage rack removed. Maine Yankee Atomic Power Corporation has
proposed using such a rack at the Maine Yankee reactor. This storage scheme al-
lows utilities an additional three years grace period to develop additional stor-
age methods. Since reactors will not begin to exhaust storage space until 1986,
this buys utilities an additional three years, until 1989, to develop alternat-
ive storage methods. It is inconceivable that utilities could not develop alt-
ernative storage methods in the next six years and longer time period. The
Commission should therefore withhold judgment on the wisdom of full core reserve
antil there has been a full and open discussion of this issue.

Transportation Risk

According to Section 135(a) (3), in selecting methods of providing storage
capacity, the Secretary of DOE must "seek to minimize the transportation of spent
nuclear fuel"”. Any means of minimizing transportation risks through storage alt-
ernatives available to the Secretary are likewise available to the utilities. 1In
particular, the Secretary may acquire dry storage casks for utility use at the
reactor site in oarder to minimize transportation. The Commission, however, is
under no similar compunction, to minimize transportation risks. This infortun-
ate omission is the result of legislating in the final hours of a legislat-
ive session. We urge the Commission, in its deliberations, to likewise minimize
the transportation risks. On-site storage methods should be given Commission
preference over transﬁipments. Transhipments should be given preference over
AFR's. We suggest that 10 CFR Part 53.13 (c) be amended to read:

" (c) Spent nuclear fuel storage alternatives, in order of preference--"
similarly, Part 53.27(a) (2), should read,

"...through the alternatives, in order of preference, including---"



