UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS

Jarnuary 3, 1977

Cermissiener Victer Jilinsky
J.5, "uelear Regulatery Cemmissien
Washingten, D,C, 20555

Dear Cermmissiener:

e received the enclesod decument frem arn irdivieial whe 'ishes te remain
anenymeus., '/& are sending it te yeu in the heme ftnot the liuclear Ragulatery
Cemmrissien will take arermt actien te pretect the health and safety ef the »ublie
frem the knewn risks discussed im the decunsnt,

The decument cerrectly indicates that the censequences of a fuel nardling accident
inside the reacter centainment building are net eensicired by the NRC in deciding
whether a nuclear wsewer >lant sheuld receive 2 license, In additien, the decunent
indieates that Westingheuse believes that a fuel handlieg aceident insive centain-
nent could result in radiation deses te the sublic in excess of 10 CFR Part 100
limits, 1,0,, in excess eof 25 rem te the whele bedy amd 3CC rem %e the thyreid,

Tm view of these statements, it assears that a fuel hamdling accident inside
containment, is am "unrevieved safety questien” ani a "sigmificant safety hazars,"

‘s recermend that the '"RC raview the desisn and nrecedures of e=ach everating
nuclear wewer nlant te deterine whether a fuel nandling accident inside centaine
ment will result in deses that "are well within the zuideline values e¢f 10 CT™R
Part 10C," as swecified in Sectien 15.7,L ef the Stamdard Review Flam, Unmtil
siich reviews are camwlated, we belisve thnat the NRC sheuld issue erders te halt
all refueling emerations in wregress amd te wsrehibit all future refueling ewera~
tiems., Tn aiditien, we telisve that it is aspresriate foer the !RC te inltiate
invastigations te determine whether Sectien 205 of the i ergy Aserranizatien Aet
of 197 has beem vielated by individual dirscters er resrersible efficers of
Westinghouse and ether firms which receivad tne anclesed decunment,

We weiuld amersciate hearing {rem you sremotly regarding the actien that NRC will
tace te reselve this matter, Wa alse weuld like an sxalomatien ef the reasens
for WRC net wrevieusly requiring analysis of a fuel handling accident inside
certainment and the stews that will be taxken te cerrect this cdeficisncy in the
licensing srecess,

By coey of this letter, we are alse sending the enclesed dacuner’ te trhe chairnen
of tha Advisery Cemmittee an Reacter Safesuards, the Atemic Safety amd Licensing
Ceard "arel and the Atemie Salety and _icersing Apweal Panel.

Sinccroly,

/42476( 7#{ / .»,4271»//

Revert D, °ox‘lrd
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As you are aware, a fue. hondling accident in the spent suel storage ouilding
15 analysed in plant Safety Analysis Reports. The assumptions utilized for
this analysis are outlined in Pegulatory Guide 1.25, “"Assumptions Used f°9§§
Evaluating the Potential Conscquences of a Fuel Handling Accident in the 1
Handling and Storage Facility.”

The off-site consnquences of this accident are compared to 10CTRIOC limits of
300 rem to the thyroid and 25 rem whole body dose in the Safety Analysis Reperts.
In addition, the IAC compares the resultant doses with unofficial! limits of 30
rem to the thyroid and 5 rem whole body dose.

However, a fuel handling accident inside the containment is not addressed in the
Safety Analysis Reports, otner than indirectly in Standard Tech Specs. W 1s not
aware of the NLRC tases for not addressing a fuel handling accident inside con-
tainment, the bases may include:

1. The assumption that tne containment will be isolated during refueling
operations;

2. that the containment could be isolated quickly enough to limit off-site
consequerces; or

3. that filtration capability comparable to that in fuel storage building
exhausts exists in the containment purge exhaust.

These bases are similar to the bases used to address the fuel handling accident
in the fuel handling building.

Information available te us, including results of scoping analyses using very
conservative assumptions besed upon Regulatory Guide 1.23, indicates that site
boundary coses in excess of exposure guidelines set forth in 10CFR100 could
result from 2 fuel handling accident inside containment if one assumes no credit
for containment isolation, iodine filtraticn, or mixing within centainment. In
addition to using egulatory Guide 1.25 assumptions in the scoping analyses, we
assumed cpavaticn of systems which would result in the most conservative dose.
For exanzle, it was assumed that a push-pull tyce or exhaust only sweep ventila-
tion system is in operation over the refueling canal so that activity releases
are routed imvediately to the purge exhaust.

Much of the inforraticn required to do an evaluation for specific plants is not
available to us. We do recomnend, ncwever, that you evaluate the consecuencos

of this patential incident to assure that unacceptable doses are not a probadle
result. Since the NRC regulations do not require the analysis. we do not believe
this situation requires reporting to the NRC unless your engincerina evalyation
shows unaccentoble results. [n accomplishing tre evaluation for your plant, we
receriend toatl you wie Regulatory Guide 1.295 assumptions or oLh2: consorvative
Justificele saranaters. We also believe that you should not tuhe eredit for the
function of any system or component that is not qualified far opcration during
this particular incident. For example, we think you might take credit for eyuip-
ment not gualified for the post accident containment cnvironment but seismnic
qualification may very well be roguired.

Please feel free to contact us if further information or assistance is required.



