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!"i December 2, !.!4

NOTE TO: ,roket File -

FROM: Joseph W. Shea, Project Manager /S/ J. Shea
Project Directorate I-2
Division of Reactor Projects - I/II
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS REGARDING POSTULATED LOSS OF SPENT FUEL POOL
COOLING EVENTS, SUSQUEHANNA STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNITS 1 AND 2

The attached documents were provided by Mr. David Lochbaum to the NRC staff.
The documents are related to the staff’s ongoing review of spent fuel pool
cooling design issues at Susquehanna Steam Electric Station. Attachment 1 is
a facsimile from Mr. Lochbaum to Joe Shea of the NRC staff, dated November 22,
1994, that discusses the conclusions of NUREG-0404, "Gener1c Environmental
Impact Statement on Handling and Storage of Spent nght Water Power Reactor
Fuel." Attachment 2 is a fascimile from Mr. Lochbaum to Joe Shea of the NRC
staff, dated November 29, 1994, that discusses the guidance provided in a
1etter from Mr. Br1an Gr1mes of the NRC to Al Power Reactor Licensees, dated
April 14, 1978 )

Please place the attached documents in the Susquehanna Steam Electric Station
Docket File.

Attachments: As stated
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

December 2, 1994

NOTE TO: Docket File S%éz___——
FROM: Joseph W. Shea, Project Manager 'fzﬁjbm\:>

Project Directorate I-2
Division of Reactor Projects - I/II
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS REGARDING POSTULATED LOSS OF SPENT FUEL POOL
COOLING EVENTS, SUSQUEHANNA STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNITS 1 AND 2

The attached documents were provided by Mr. David Lochbaum to the NRC staff.
The documents are related to the staff’s ongoing review of spent fuel pool
cooling design issues at Susquehanna Steam Electric Station. Attachment 1 is
a facsimile from Mr. Lochbaum to Joe Shea of the NRC staff, dated November 22,
1994, that discusses the conclusions of NUREG-0404, "Generic Environmental
Impact Statement on Handling and Storage of Spent Light Water Power Reactor
Fuel." Attachment 2 is a fascimile from Mr. Lochbaum to Joe Shea of the NRC
staff, dated November 29, 1994, that discusses the guidance provided in a
letter from Mr. Brian Grimes of the NRC to A1l Power Reactor Licensees, dated
April 14, 1978.

Please place the attached documents in the Susquehanna Steam Electric Station
Docket File.

Attachments: As stated
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TO 93015042102 P.01

% David A. Lochbaum @ ® 80 Tuttle Road
', Nuclear Engineer Watchung, NJ 07060

. (914) 287-3558, yvork (908) 7543577

November 22, 1994 1:12pm

FAX MESSAGE

TO: Joe Shea
FROM: Dave Lochbaum &9&
NUMBER OF PAGES; _ 2

NUREG-0404 Volume |, "Generic Environmental Irmpact Statement on Handling and Storage of Spent Light
Water Power Reactor Fuel”, page ES-9 states:

"In the judgemant of the staff:

- Providing more at-reactor spent fuel storage is udequdlely cavered by existing
regulations and regulatory practices."

We would agree with this statf conclusion, unless (a) non-compliance with these existing regulations is accepted
by the staff if it was prcviously undetected, or (b) the scope of the ‘regulatory practices” includes allowing
licensees to operate muclear power facilities outside their design and licensing bases.

I cannot understand how the staff can reconeile its decision on Susquehanna, as announced in the October 25, -
1994 meeting amd described In the draft Safety Bvaluation, with the staff’s priof evaluations (NUREG-0404 and
NUREG-1353), Both of these substantial staff studies concluded that existing regulations provided reasonable.
ugsurance thar spent fuel handling and storage posed no undue risk to public health and safety.” The
Susquehanna decision appears to invalidate those earlier staff conclusions - if, in fact, licensee non-compliance
with regulations is going to be accepted so readily by the staff, Both Congress and the public should fully
understand that the staff is now preparing, with apparently no apprehensions whatsoever, to thmw away the rule
book. X can understand revising the rule book and granting exemmptions to specific rules, but to simply throw
out the rules because a licensee failed to comply with the rules and the staff failed to detect this non-compliance
at the time of initial licensing is completely unfathomable. I cannot believe that an organization whose stated
charter is to protect the public would take this course of inaction
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tivity of 2 region. The maintenance of the power base for this produstivity is important,

and nuclear power plants represent an option important to national produetivity over Lhe
tong=tern, ‘

A replacoment of nuclear gencrating cepacity by coal fired phml‘.s could meet this need, '
Hance, the only rea) option, if the power base §s to be nafntained, is to cantinue genera«

ting etectricity. Replacenent of nuclear with coal fired units will have a mars adverse
impact on the overall long-term environmental quality of the nation.

5.0 THE IMPACTS QF POSSIBLE AODITIONAL TRANSPORTATION REQUIKEMENIS

Increasing at=reactor spent fuel storage does not in itself fnvolve any additional trans-
portation ot spent fuel,

The provisions of away-from=reactor spent fuel storage, assuming offsite lacatians, could
fnvolve an additfonal transportation step. This could be a significant incremental addi-
tion to the transportation requirements of the nuclear industry. Howaver, tha environmental
inpact incremont from this spent fuel transportation is iusiyuificant. ’

~

6.0 THE NEED £OR MORE DEFINITIVE STANDARDS AND CRITERIA TO GOVERMN THE LICENSING OF ONE OR “
MORE OF THE ALTFRNATIVES CONSIOEREO . -

In the judgwent of the staff:

- Providing more at-reactor spent fuel storage is adequately covered by existing
regulations and regulatory practices.

-  There is a nead for a nore definitive regulatory base for new "storage only"
racilities. The present regulations covering the possession of special nuclear
materfals in an independent spent fuel storage installation (ISFSI) lack
specificity for this application. The development of a new regulation, the,
propesed 10 CFR Part 72, and its aupmentation by Requlatary Guidas on safaty-
related aspects of ISFSI licensing actions are planned to meet this need. At
prosent drafte are undergoing intornal review by NRC staff,

=  The environmental costs of extended spent fuel storage are incrementally small,
and are essentially now incorporated in tha previously recognized costs assignad
to the uranfum fuel cycle. Consequently, no modifications to 10 CFR Part 51

851.20{e), including the $-3 Table, indfcating environmental dmpact. suemaries
are necessary. )

/.0 ACCIDENTS AND_ SAFEGUARDS CONSIDERATIONS

; ‘ Restrietfons on the handling of heavy loads in the vicinity of spent fuel pools imposed on
. {ndividusl nuclear power plants during modifications of thafr spent fuel ctorage racks
1init the potential consequences of such accideits tu values which are not significantly
dffferent from the consequences of spent fuel handling accidents reported in the final

environnenta) statement (FES) for each plaut, £S.9
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" ‘David A. Lochbaum o ® 80 Tuttle Road
Nuclear Engineer Watchung, NJ 07060

(914) 287-3558, work . (908) 7843877

November 29, 1994 8:05am

FAX MESSAGE

TO: Joe Shea
FROM: Dave [ ochbaum

NUMBER OF PAGES: _2__

I ran across an NRC letter signed by Brian K. Grimes dated April 4, 1978 which trafimitted guidance to
liceusees on the "npe and extent of information needed by the NRQ Staff to perform the review of licensee
proposed modifications of an operating reactor spent fuel storage pool.” The guidance covered criticality
concerns, selsmic concerns, cask drop concems, and covling concetus, Ou page IM-2 under the
POSTULATED ACCIDENTS heading, item (4) states the postulated accidents shall include “loss of alf cooling
systems or flow under the accident conditions, unless the cooling sysiem is single failure proof.” On page II-4,
there is the following text:

"Under postulated accident conditions where all non-Category { spent fuel pool cooling systems become -
inaperative, it is nacessary tn show that there is an alterngtive method for cooling the spent fuel pool
water, When this alternative method requires the installation of alternative components or sigmjiocmt
physical alteration of the cooling system, the detailed srep: shall be described, along with the time
required for each. Also, the average amount af water in ﬁfu- Juel pool and the expected heat up rare of
this water assuming loss of all cooling systems shall be specified.”

This NRC guidance was dated April 14, 1978 - roany years hefore the Surquehanna licensing. It referenced

the Regulatory Guides and Standard Review Plan sections that we Have repeatedly cited as governing. Whether
a plant was being initially licensed (¢.g. Susquehanna in the early 1980s) or having increased spent fuel storage
eapacity licensed, the applicable rules should have been the same.

In the recent past, I sent you pages from NUREG-1353 and NUREIG-0404 indicating that the staff concluded

that existing regulations provided adequate protection, It occurred {o me that these conclusions are wrong and

this deficiency should be addressed in tho NRC's Generic Action Plan, Specifically, consider an operating

BWR with 500-800 fuel assemblies in its reactor core, During refileling, as long as a single irradiated fuel
assembly remalns in the core, Technical Bpecifications require dics¢l gencrator operability, RHR ayatom
availability, and generally that an STA be on shift, However, oncd that last irradiated fuel assembly is removed
from the core, the Techulcal Specifications permit ALL dicsel gencrators to be rendered inoperable for
maintenance, ALL RHR pumps to be takea out of scrvicc, and the [STAs can Gsually terminate shift coverage.

A considerable dec decay heat load still exists fu the spent fuel pool, cyuled by the non-safety srelated, non-Class 1B, -
non-seismic, non-single failure proof fuel pool cooling system, tever the reason for requiring diesel
peneraiors axd RHR with a single Irradiated fucl assembly in the ¢qre, that xrcason docs not magically disappear
when that bundle is moved to the spent fuel pool. The reason not disappear, but the requirements do.
Therefore, the existing regulations are not adequate, * :




