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July 25, 1986

The Honorable Richard T. Schulze
2 East Lancaster Avenue
Paoli, PA 19301

Dear Representative Schulze:

We are enclosing herewith an article which appeared
in the Wall Street Journal on Tuesday, July 22, 1986,
regarding nuclear reactor containment systems designed by
General Electric. We and our families live and work in the
shadow of the Limerick Nuclear Power Plant operated by
Philadelphia Electric Company, The possibility that the
containment system at Limerick is not sufficient to protect
our community in the event of a "serious" accident is very
alarming,

We were dissatisfied, to say the least, with the
comments by Harold Denton of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
that it would be paying "a lot of attention" to utilities'
efforts to deal with the issue. What does this mean? If
the Commission has determined that these containment systems
would fail in nine out of ten tvpes of severe accidents, why
are the utilities not being ordered to correct the problems
immediately? It seems as though we are placing a great deal
of faith in the NRC to protect our health and property but
after reading this article, we are not convinced that this
faith is fully justified.

There is growing concern in our community and perhaps
nationwide that we are at the mercy of the utility companies
operating these reactors. Currenty, property insurance is
unavailable from any source to protect us from nuclear accidents.

We believe a congressional investigation is in order
to look into at least the two issues we are raising in this
letter,

1) Why, if the NRC has determined these containment
systems to be unsafe in serious accidents, is it
not demanding immediate correction of the
problems?
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2) Why have no provisions been made for
insurance to protect private property in
the event of a nuclear accident?

We are anxious for your response,

Very truly vours,

fhé,»g *-(L»»t[ /,:_ [\/ L((C‘
Richard E, ,Well




—_— e
Nuclear Reactor Containment System
GE' Designed Is Flawed, NRC Aide Says

By Bui Pam
staff Reporter of Tar Wart Srurs T Jounnar
The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
will report in September that the contam-
ment shell on certain nuclear reactors de-
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The study. which Mr. Houston said was
more detailed than a similar study that

terial into the atmeosphere,
mcﬂﬂmamdll.s reac-
tors that have GE Mark | containments

have charged that the NRC's assessiment is
scientifically flawed and that the projected
{ailure rate is “way, way less” than 99%,
according to Cordell Reed, vice president,
nuclear operations, of Commonwealth Edi
son Co. in Chicago, which has four GE re
actors

Other utilities that have reactors with
Mark 1| containments include Carolina
Power & Light Co., Southern Co s Geore'a
Power Co_ unit, Philadeiphia Electric Co.,
Northeast Utilities and the Tennessee Val
ley Anthority.

Nuclear industry officials say the prob
lem with the Mark | appears to be that it is
too small and wasn't designed to withstand
the high pressures it is supposed to resist
In the past, GE has maintained that its
containment is adequately designed

In general, in a “‘serlous” accident the
fuel core of the reactor, which normally is
surrounded by water, would be at least

partly exposed because of a steam pipe

rupture or other breakdown, with the ra
dicactive elements taking a gaseous form
Tise pressure of the steam inside the reac
tor would build to a point where the con
crete shell would crack, allowing radione
tive gases lo escape mto the atmosphere |
Containment shells are supposed to pre
vent radioactivity from escaping, but the |
Mark | shell may not be abie to do so, the
report 15 expected to contend

Harold Denton, director of the NRC'S
Office of Nuclear Regulation, recently
fueled the Mark | controversy when he told
a group of utliities that the NRC will be
paying “'a lot of attention™ to utilities” of
forts to deal with the issue

Mr Reed maintains that the real prob
lem Yies in the testing procedures of Sandhia
National Laboratories, the federal testing
facility in Albuquerque, N.M., which the
NRC is using for its Mark 1 investigation.
Mr Reed said Sandia hasn't sufficiently
considered what an operator would do to
mitigate the effects of a severe accident in
the first critical hours. He said an operator
generally would be able to prevent a re-
lease of radivactive material by venting
and filtering before the pressure inside the
reactor built to a point at which the con-

: tainment shell was imperiled,



