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(the point had worn off). To avoid this problem in the Future, the 

reactor operator (not the cask owner) Inscribed valve numbers onto the 

cask surface and keyed them to the written procedure for hooking up 

the lines. Since no verification testing is required. however, the 

problem could still recur. The particular cask involved was designed 

to always be shipped dry and the presence of water with a "yourAg" fuel 

assembly could have resulted (during a fire) in proessurLzation of the

cask. opening the relief valve and ventins of the contaminated water 

as steam.  

The case concerning an empty cask involved the eoae container 

previously seen in the re-oxidation incident. Having been extensively 

decontaminated after that problem, the empty cook was shipped to 

another reactor. Upon opening a valve, a cask handler use 

contaminated by the oncee* water left in the container. Later 

analysis found that a small sample of the cask water gave off very 

high radiation reading& (over 100 r/hr). Note that the cask was 

empty, so it was under no travel or reporting regulations. Recall 

that this cask had recently had a defective valve replaced. so again 

there was potential for a reloe without a vehicular accident (had 

the valve not been changed prior to this incident). The cask water 

proved to be a further problem due to the 'Lnexporionco of the handler 

(an employse of the cask owner) who. i'n violation of normal 

procedures, drained the fluid into a plastic bag. Unable to fit the 

bag Into a shielded waste holder, he punctured the bag ilth a 

screwriver. allowing release of contamination into the air (he wore 

no breathing apparatus) end spilling the fluid (rof. 44). One wonders 

how this'actLon would have been percoivd if the cask fluid were found 

to be leaking In traneit. In this case, fines were levled, not 

against the cask owner, but agaliqst the utility since It did not 

"properly supervise the situation. But the problem can still recur.  

Another problem related to handling to the potential for damaging fuel 

in loading and/or in transit. At least seven such incident& (two in 

the U.S.) (ref. 45) have occurred and the damage was only discerned



upon arrival of the fuel. None of the fuel was damaged prior to 
loading. so there was no need for it to be canned. As Proviously 
mentioned, the release of loose or powdered fuel to the cook interior 
can create the potential for a reLoaso to the environment If 
accompanied by a failed valve or seal. or a wry serious accident that 
could open a valve or damage a eool. While all present comrcial 
casks require non-air atmospheres. this rule hau - been codified (it 
exists only in the Individual licenses of six casks, two of which are 
no longer available for spent fuel shipments). Unless required by NUC 
in eaL new licenses, the potential exists for re-oxidation of fuel 

that overheats In a future air-filled cask.  

Other possible loading scenarios exist that haw not occurred (at 
least to the knowledge of this author). For example, one could 
imagine a mislabeled gas canlator. oontalning pure oxygen instead of 
helium. FillLng a cask with such a was could greatly accoloeato 
re-oxidation (and possibly other problem) instead of elininatLng that 
hazard. There is a need - prior to cask licensing - for a full 
examination of a cask's loading procedures to ascertain all Possible 
errors and design fail-safe procedures or equipment to avoid, or at 
least detect, the problem before they create a serious potential for 
risk.  

The sam need Pertains to addressing problem during incidents in 
transit. Situations how occurred (some not involving spent fuel) 
that resulted in the mistaken belief that a look had occurred. In one 
case. a fire %- allowed to contact a container of radioactive gas for 
owr two *hours becauem firefighters had been unnecessarily dvecuetod 
from the area (rof. 46). This action calls into question the 
assumption of a 3

0-minute fire (one of the cook standards), which Is 
"based on an active effort to oxtLnguLih (not avoid) a blaze.  

Vehicles hoe also been subject to poor inspection and/or maintenance.  
Despite design efforts to make a cask trailer strong enough to handle 
Its heavy load, a trailer bed buckled in transit only several days
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