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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

April 2, 1987

Docket No.: 50-352

Mr. Edward G, Bauer, Jr.

Vice President and General Counsel
Philadelphia Electric Company
2301 Market Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19101
Dear Mr, Bauer:

SUBJECT: FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE

RE: Limerick Generating Station, Unit 1

Enclosed is an Individual Notice of Consideration of Issuance of Amendment to
Facility Operating License and Proposed No Significant Hazards Consideration
Determination and Opportunity for Hearina. This amendment was requested by
your letter dated January 30, 1987, and as supplemented March 27, 1987. This
Notice was forwarded to the Office of the Federal Register for publication.

Sincerely, -

Vé;bg:%%ézfgg;é?izcgtgiigi Manager

BWR Project Directorate No. 4

Division of BWR Licensing

Enclosure:
As stated

cc w/enclosure:
See next page



Mr. Edward G. Bauer, Jr
Philadelphia Electric Company

cc:

Troy B. Conner, Jr., Esquire
Conner and Wetterhahn

1747 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20006

Barry M. Hartman

Office of General Counsel

Post Office Box 11775
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108

Federic M. Wentz

County Solicitor

County of Montaomery

Courthouse

Norristown, Pennsylvania 19404

Mr. John Franz, Plant Manager
Limerick Generating Station
Post Office Box A

Sanatoga, Pennsylvania 19464

Mr. Karl Abraham

Public Affairs Officer

Region I

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
631 Park Avenue

King of Prussia, PA 19406

Mr. Gene Kelly

Senior Resident Inspector

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
P. 0. Box 47

Sanatoga, Pennsylvania 19464

Limerick Generating Station
Units 1 & 2

Chajrman Board of Supervisors of
Limerick Township

646 West Ridge Pike

Limerick, Pennsylvania 19468

Frank R. Romano, Chairman
Air & Water Pollution Patrol
61 Forest Avenue

Ambler, Pennsylvania 19002

Dept. of Environmental Rescurces

ATTN: Director, Office Radiologic
Health

P. 0. Box 2063

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105

Mr. David Stone

Limerick Ecology Action, Inc.
P. 0. Box 761

Pottstown, Pennsylvania 19464

Thomas Gerusky, Director

Bureau of Radiation Protection

PA Dept. of Environmental Resources
P. 0. Box 2063

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

Governor's Office of State
Planning and Development
ATTN: Coordinator, Pennsylvania
State Clearinghouse
P. 0. Box 1323
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17102
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cc:

Director, Pennsylvania Emergency
Marnagement Agency

Basement, Transportation &
Safety Building

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

Robert L. Anthony
Friends of the Earth

of the Delaware Valley
103 Vernon Lane, Box 186
Moylan, Pennsylvania 19065

Charles E. Rainey, Jdr., Esquire
Chief Assistant City Solicitor

Law Department, City of Philadelphia
One Reading Center

1101 Market Street, 5th Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19107

David Wersan, Esq.

Assistant Consumer Advocate
O0ffice of Consumer Advocate
1425 Strawberry Square
Harrisburqg, Pennsylvania 17120

Dr. Richard F. Cole
Administrative Judage

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. J. T. Robb, NS-1

Philadelphia Electric Company
2301 Market Street

Philadelphia, Pennylsvania 19101

Timothy R. S. Campbell, Director

Department of Emergency Services

14 East Biddle Street

West Chester, Pennsylvania 19380

Limerick Generating Station 1/2

Angqus Love, Esq.
107 East Main Street
Norristown, Pennsylvania 19402

Helen F. Hoyt, Chairman
Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Reculatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dr. Jerry Harbour

Administrative Judge

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Mr. Spence W. Perry, Esq.

Associate General Counsel

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Room 840

500 C St., S.W.

Washinagton, D. C. 20472
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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY

DOCKET NO, 50-352

NOTICE_CF CONSIDERATION OF ISSUANCE OF AMENDMENT TO

FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE AND PROPOSED NO SIGNIFICAMT HAZARDS

CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION AND OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) is considering
jssuance of an amendment to Facility Operating License No. NPF-39 jssued to
Philadelphia Electric Company for operation of the Limerick Generating Station,
Unit 1, located in Montgomery County, Pennsylvania.

The proposed amendment would change the Technical Specifications (TS) in
accordance with the licensee's application for amendment dated January 30,
1987, and as supplemented on March 27, 1987, to permit an increase in the
allowable control room air leakage rate. The change to the surveillance
requirement in TS 4.7.2.e.3 would allow an increase from 525 cubic feet per
minute (cfm) to 2100 cfm in the amount of outside air which must be taken in
by the control room heating, ventilating and air conditioning (HVAC) systems
in order to maintain a control room internal positive pressure of at least
one-eighth inch water qauge during a radiation isolation mode of operation of
the control room habitability systems. The change is requested to permit the
establishment of a larger opening into the common Unit 1 and 2 control room to
facilitate cable pulling associated with the construction of Unit 2.

The control room HVAC systems operate in three modes of operation as
follows: (1) the chlorine isolation mode in response to a chlorine accident
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(2) the other toxic chemical isolation mode in response to other toxic
chemical accidents, and (3) the radiation isolation mode in response to a high
radiation accident. The response to the other toxic chemical accidents, as
required by the degree of severity of the event, is to manually isolate the
control room, initiate the control room emergency fresh air supply system
(CREFAS) to process the recirculated air through charcoal filters, and use by
the operators of self contained breathing apparatus. The resporse for the
chlorine accident is similar except that the isolation is automatic. The
response to the radiation accident is to automatically isolate the control
room except for a specified intake of outside air which is processed by the
CREFAS before being used to maintain the control room at a positive internal
pressure.

The proposed change would result in no physical system design changes
to the normal control room (Ck) HVAC or CREFAS system, A CR admittirg 2100
cfm, instead of 525 c¢fm, in the radiation isolation mode would require a cor-
responding increase in the flowrate processed by the CREFAS prior to supplying
it to the CR. The value of 2100 cfm is within the 3000 cfm capability of
the CREFAS as discussed in the FSAR. A control room, that is assumed to be
consistent with a demonstrated 2100 cfm inleakage capability when unpressurized
and isolated in the chlorine or other toxic chemical isolation mode would
require the operators to rely on self contained breathing apparatus at an
earlier time (2.1 minutes) than if the leakage were consistent with the lower

value of 525 cfm (2.6 minutes).



Before issuance of the proposed license amendment, the Commission will
have made findings required by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (the
Act) and the Commission's regulations.

The Commission has made a proposed determination that the amendment
request involves no significant hazards consideration., Under the Commission's
requlations in 10 CFR 50.92, this means that operation of the facility in
accordance with the proposed amendment would not (1) involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences of an accident previously
evaluated; or (2) create the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously evaluated; or (3) involve a sigrificant
reduction in a margin of safety.

The licensee has provided analyses of no significant hazards consider-
ations in its request for the license amendment. The licensee has concluded,
with appropriate bases, that the proposed amendment satisfies the standards in
10 CFR 50.92 and, therefore, involves no sianificant hazards corsiderations.

The NRC staff has made a preliminary review of the licensee's submittals.
The staff's evaluation of the proposed changes is provided below.

Standard 1 - Involve a Significant Increase in the Probability or Consequences
of an Accident Previously Evaluated

The control room HVAC systems, including the control room emergency
fresh air system, operate in response to three accident scenarios which
include a high radiation accident, a chlorine release accident and other
toxic chemical release accident. There are no physical changes to the design
of the CR HVAC or the CREFAS system. The system's controls will compensate

for the increased opening area into the control room space by increasing the



volume of outside air to the control room in order to keep the control room
pressurized in response to the high radiation accident. The increase in
the potential CR inleakage rate during its chlorine and other toxic chemical
jsolation respense modes continues to provide more than two minutes for
operators to put on self contained breathing apparatus. The increase in the
allowable leakage rate and the associated increase in the HVAC flow rate is
considered by the licensee to be independent of those events which would
cause a high radiation or toxic chemical release accident; the probability
of any accident previously evaluated is, therefore, not significantly
increased. The licensee has evaluated the change in consequences resulting
from the increased leakage and finds that the radiological doses to the
operators, as shown in Table 1 of the amendment application and the supple-
mental letter dated March 27, 1987, would not be significantly increased.
These calculated doses remain well within the dose guidelines of Section 6.4
of the Standard Review Plan (SRP). The licensee has evaluated the change in
consequences from the chlorine and other toxicfchemical release accidents and
finds that there is no significant jncrease in consequences since the operators
will continue to have more than the two minute minimum specified in SRP 6.4 in
which to put on self contained breathing apparatus.
Standard 2 - Create the Possibility of a New or Different kind of Accident
From An Accident Previously Evaluated

The proposed changes do not physically alter the normal HVAC or CREFAS
system design or operation nor does it affect the performance of any other
system. The proposed change involves an increase in system flow rate which is

within the design capability of the systems to meet normal operational



requirements and the high radiation accident, The proposed changes continue
to allow the system to be isolated upon a chlorine or other toxic chemical
accident in sufficient time to provide the operators with over two minutes to
don self contained breathing apparatus. The licensee states that the analyses
at the proposed increased air leakage rate are based on the existing desian
basis radiological accident déscribed in FSAR Sections 15.6 and 15,10.2 and
releases of toxic chemicals as described in FSAR Section 2.2.3 and that no new
or different types of accidents are created by increasinag the allowable
leakage rate into the control room.

Standard 3 - Involve a Significant Reduction in a Margin of Safety

The licensee states that while the CR dose following the postulated
desian basis accidents described in FSAR Sections 15.6 and 15.10.2 is increased
with the higher leakage rate, the reduction in the margin of safety is minimal
as shown in Table 1 of the amendment application. Table 1 shows that although
there will be an increase in the calculated dose as a result of a high radiation
accident the increase is insignificant and the dose continues to be a small
fraction of the limits established in General Design Critérion 19 and in the
Standard Review Plan.

Since the allowable inleakage to the CR in a toxic chemical isolation
mode would be increased by the proposed amendment the time available to the
operators to don protective breathing apparatus before the concentration of
chlorine or other toxic chemicals in the CR atmosphere becomes excessive fis
reduced. The licensee states that the effect of the proposed change is to
reduce the time available for the operators to respond to the limiting chemical,

ethylene oxide, from 2.6 minutes as stated in FSAR Table 2.2-6, to 2.1 minutes.



The 2.1 minute period is still in excess of the protective action limit of two
minutes or less as discussed in Section 6.4 of the Standard Review Plan. On
this basis the licensee has concluded that the proposed change does not involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

The staff notes that the change from 2.6 minutes to 2.1 minutes in the
available time for donning breathing apparatus is, as stated by the licensee,
a decrease in the margin of safety. Although this change does result in a
reduction in the margin associated with the time to implement protective
measures prior to incapacitation, the staff is aware of the varfous conser-
vatisms that are applied to the overall evaluation of the toxic aas risk.
This inrcludes conservatisms with respect to the 1ikelihood and magnitude of a
toxic gas release, 2s well as the degree of gas dispersion and infiltration
into the control room. Hence, when considered in the context of the complete
sequence of events associated with toxic gas hazards and accident analyses,
the effect of the calculated decrease from 2.6.to 2.1 minutes on the overall
toxic gas risk is small.

The Commission has provided certain examples (51 FR 7744) of actions
Tikely to involve no sianificant hazards considerations. Example vi relates
to a change which either may result in some increase to the probability or
consequences of a previously-analyzed accident or may reduce in some way a
safety margin, but where the results of the change are clearly within al
acceptable criteria with respect to the system or component specified in the
Standard Review Plan (SRP).

In this case the proposed change is similar to Example vi in that even

though the marain between the calculated and the allowable control room



doses due to a radiation accident and the margin between the previously
available time and the minimum allowable time for the operators to put on
self contained breathing apparatus in response to a toxic chemical accident
is reduced, the change results in calculated doses and a response time which
are within the acceptance criteria specified in the SRP.

As the changes requested by the licensee's January 30, 1987 submittal
fit Example (vi) as well as satisfy the criteria of 10 CFR 50.92, the staff
proposes to determine that the proposed changes do not involve a significant
hazards consideration.

The Commission is seeking public comments on this proposed determination.
Any comments received within 30 days after the date of publication of this
notice will be considered in making any final determination. The Commission
will not normally make a final determination unless it receives a request for
a hearing.

Written comments should be addressed to the Rules and Procedures Branch,
Divisior of Rules and Records, Office of Administration, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555, and should cite the publication date and
page number of this FEDERAL REGISTER notice. Copies of comments received may be
examined at the NRC Public Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW, Washington, D.C.

By May 7, 1987, the licensee may file a request for a hearing
with respect to issuance of the amendment to the subject facility operating
license and any person whose interest may be affected by this proceeding and
who wishes to participate as a party in the proceeding must file a written
petition for leave to intervene. Request for a hearing and petitions for

leave to intervene shall be filed in accordance with the Commission's "Rules



of Practice for Domestic Licensing Proceedings" in 10 CFR Part 2. If a
request for a hearing or petition for leave to intervene is filed by the above
date, the Commission or an Atomic Safety and Licensing Board, designated by
the Commission or by the Chairman of the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Panel, will rule on the request and/or petition and the Secretary or the
designated Atomic Safety and Licensing Board will issue a notice of hearing or
an apprcpriate order.

As required by 10 CFR §2.714, a petition for Teave to intervene shall set
forth with particularity the interest of the petitioner in the proceeding, and
how that interest may be affected by the results of the proceeding. The
petition should specifically explain the reasons why intervention should be
permitted with particular reference to the following factors: (1) the nature
of the petitioner's right under the Act to be made a party to the proceeding;
(2) the nature and extent of the petitioner's property, financial, or other
interest in the proceeding; and (3) the possible effect of any order which may
be entered in the proceeding on the petitioner's interest. The petition
should alsoc identify the specific aspect(s) of the subject matter of the
proceeding as to which petitioner wishes to intervene. Any person who has
filed a petition for leave to fntervene or who has been admitted as a party
may amend the petitior without requesting leave of the Board up to fifteen
(15) days prior to the first prehearing conference scheduled in the proceeding,
but such an amended petition must satisfy the specificity requirements described
above.

Not later than fifteen (15) days prior to the first prehearing conference

scheduled in the proceeding, a petitioner shall file a supplement to the



petition to intervene which must include a 1ist of the contentions which are
sought to be litigated in the matter, and the bases for each contention set
forth with reasonable specificity. Contentions shall be limited matters
within the scope of the amendment under consideration. A petitioner who fails
to file such a supplement which satisfies these requirements with respect to
at least one contention will not be permitted to participate as a party.

Those permitted to intervene become parties to the proceedina, subject to
any limitatiors in the order granting leave to intervene, and have the
opportunity to participate fully in the conduct of the hearing, including the
opportunity to present evidence and cross-examine witnesses.

If a hearing is requested, the Commission will make a final determination
on the issue of no significant hazards consideration. The final determination
will serve to decide when the hearing is held.

If the final determination is that the amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration, the Commissjontmay issue the amendment and
make it effective, notwithstanding the request for a hearing. Any hearing
held would take place after issuance of the amendment.

If the final determination is that the amendment involves a significant
hazards consideration, any hearing held would take place before the issuance
of any amendment.

Normally, the Commission will not issue the amendment until the
expiration of the 30-day notice period. However, should circumstances change
during the notice period such that failure to act in a timely way would result
in derating or shutdown of the facility, the Commission may issue the license

amendment before the expiration of the 30-day notice period, provided that
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its final determination is that the amendment involves no significant hazards
consideration. The final determination will consider ai1 public and State
comments received, Should the Commission take this action, it will publish a
notice of issuance and provide for opportunity for a hearing after fssuance.
The Commission expects that the need to take this action will occur very
infrequently.

A request for a hearing or a petition for leave to intervene must be
filed with the Secretary of the Commission, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washinaton, D.C, 20555, Att: Docketing and Service Branch, or
may be delivered to the Commission's Public Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW
Washington, D.C., by the above date. Where petitions are filed during the
last ten (10) days of the notice period, it is requested that the petitioner
promptly so inform the Commission by a toll-free telephone call to Western
Union at (800) 325-6000 (ir Missouri (800) 342-6700). The Western Union
operator should be given Datagram Identificatign Number 3737 and the
following message addressed to Walter R. Butler, Director, BWR Project
Directorate No. 4, Division of BWR Licensing: petitioner's name and telephone
number; date petition was mailed; plant name; and publication date and page
number of this FEDERAL REGISTER notice. A copy of the petition should also be
sent to the Executive Legal Director, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, D.C. 20555, and to Conner and Wetterhahn, 1747 Pennsylvania‘
Avenue, Washington, D.C. 20036, attorney for the licensee.

Nontimely filings of petitions for leave to intervene, amended petitions,
supplemental petitions and/or requests for hearing will not be entertained absent

a determination by the Commission, the presiding officer or the presiding Atomic
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Safety and Licensing Board, that the petition and/or request should be granted
based upon a balancing of factors specified in 10 CFR 2.714(a)(1}(i)-(v) and
2.714(d).

For further details with respect to this action, see the application for
amendment dated January 30, 1987, as supplemented by letter dated March 27,
1987, which is available for public inspection at the Commission's Public
Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW, Washington, D.C. 20555, and at the Pottstown
Public Library, 500 High Street, Pottstown, Pennsylvania 19464,

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 2n¢ day of April, 1987.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Walter R. Butler, Director
BWR Project Directorate No. 4
Division of BWR Licensing



