o A
T “ @ <3 @
DISTRIBUTION R
N {'Document Control 50-528/529/5307
| IR NRC PDR
L PDR
, NSIC
Docket Nos.: 50-528, 50-529 PRC System
and 50-530 LB#3 .Reading
JLee
EALicitra
Mr. E. E. Van Brunt, Jr. Attorney, .QELD
Vice President - Nuclear Projects Jordan, IE
Arizona Public Service Company Taylor, IE
Post Office Box 21666 ACRS (16)

Phoenix, Arizona 85036
Dear Mr. Van Brunt:

Subject: Request for Additional Information - Palo Verde Emergency Plan

In Supplement No. 4 to the Palo Verde SER, the staff identified several
areas of the revised Palo Verde Emergency Plan which were still under
review. Based on that review, the staff has determined that additional
information is required as discussed in Enclosure 1.

We request that you provide thesfinformation requested in Enclosure 1
in a timely manner so that we may complete our review.

Please advise us as to when you plan to respond to this request. If
you have any questions regarding therpequest,ﬁyou should contact
Manny Licitra, the Licensing.Project Manager.

Sincerely,

George W. Knighton, Chief
Licensing Branch No. 3
Divésion of Licensing

£
Enclosure:
As stated

cc: See next page
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Mr. E.E. Van Brunt, Jr.

Vice President - Nuclear Projects
Arizona Public Service Company

P. 0. Box 21666

Phoenix, Arizona 85036

cc: Arthur C. Gehr, Esq.
Snell & Wilmer
3100 Valley Center
Phoenix, Arizona 85073

Charles S. Pierson
Assistant Attorney General
200 State Capitol

1700 West Washington
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Charles R. Kocher, Esq., Assistant Counsel
James A. Boeletto, Esq.

Southern California "Edison Company

P. 0. Box 800 .

Rosemead, California 91770

Ms.-Margaret Walker
Deputy Divector of Energy Programs

Economic Planning and Development Office
1700 West Washington
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Mr. Rand L. Greenfield
Assistant Attorney General
Bataan Memorial Building
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503

Resident Inspector Palo Verde/NPS
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
P. 0. Box 21324

Phoenix, Arizona 85001

Ms. Patricia Lee Hourihan
6413 S. 26th Street
Phoenix. Arizona 85040

’ Pa’o’Verde

Regional Adminstrator-Region V
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission -
1450 Maria Lane

"Suite 210

Walnut Creek, California 94596

Kenneth Berlin, Esq.
Winston & Strawn ’
Suite 500

2550 M Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20037

Lynne Bernabei

Government Accountability Project
of the Institute for Policy.
Studies

1901 Que Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20009
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ENCLOSURE

P-auest for Additional Information

For Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station Emergency Planning Items

The staff requires additional information in order to resolve item H(3)
of NUREG-0857, Supplement 4, section 13.3.2.2. It is requested that you
provide a discussion of your capability to characterize meteorological
conditions in the vicinity (up to 10 miles) of the plant site.

The staff requires additionzl information in order to resolve item I{3)

of HUREG-0857, Supplement 4, section 13.3.2.2. It is requested that you
provide a discussion of the bases used for your offsite dose assessment

me.-ods (i.e., computer and hand calculational methods).

Based on a review of Revision 2, to the emergency plan deted June 1982,
the following comments with respect to evacuation time estimates should be

addressed.

This request for upgraded information correspends to item J(6)

of NUREG-0857, Supplewent 4, section 13.3.2.2..

]

The maps of the site and roadways should be upgraded to provide
suriicient detail in the vicinity of the plant to determine if

. four lanes of capacity exist.

Fdditional detail is required on how plant traffic is routed.
More information should be provided concerning how the 2395
transient vehicle Tigure was determined. For example, what is
the number of workers per vehicle for those using cars and how
many workers are iransported by bus and how.many buses’ are used?

The evacuation tim2 estimate information shculd be reviewed by
appropriate State and local officials.

Bezsed on a review of your emergency classificaticn and action level scheme
as presented in Revision 2 of the emergency plan, dated June 1982, the
sta¥f has developed the attached comments on your ¢mer§ency action levels.

These comments reflect the considerations of items D(1

.and I(i) of sec-

tion 13.3.2.2 of WUREG-0857, Supplement 4 and should be incorporated into
the emergency plan. ‘ .
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CCHMENTS ON EALs
FOR PALO VERDE NUCLEAR PO.{ER GENERATING STATION

UUSUSL EVENT  CLASSIFICATION

Initizting Condition 10 (fire within the plant lasting more than 10 miudtes).
The applicant should consider using the initiating condition version given in
RURZE-065%4 Appendix 1. Any fire lasting more than 10 minutes is sufficient
rezson 7or the shift supervisor to declare an Unusual Event. ' .

jeting Condition 17 (rapid depressurization of PWR secondary side).
he applicant did not address this initiating condition.
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© ALERT CLASSIFICATION
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Cendition 9 (coolant pump seizure leading to Tuel failure).

nt should consider 1listing the alarms, instrument readings, etc.,
jcations of no cooiant flow in the EAL set (e.g., "Reactor coolant
o trip alarm"). : : = )
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Initiating Condition 10 (complete loss of any Ffunction needed for plant cold
shutdown). +he applicant should consider using, the initiating condition version
given in NURZG-0554 Appendix 1. '

Iinitiatino Condition 12 (fuel damage zccident). .

The epplicant should consider using the initiating condition version given in
WUREE-0S554 Appendix 1. The applicant should also consider adding 2 "Shift
Supsrvisor's Opinjon" EAL to take into account false alarms or radiation
relezses from other events that would give the same instrument readings on the
menitors listed in the EALs.

Initiating Condition 17 (flood, low water).

The epplicant aid nc. address this initiating condition.

SITE AREA CLASSIFICATION

Initiztine Condition 2 (degraded core with possible loss of coolable geometnk)l
The applicani's EAL Tulfills the requirements for indicating core damage. w
However, the EAL does not indicate possible loss of coolable geometry. S

Initiztinc Condition 8 (complete loss of any function.needed for plant hot
shuzdown). 1t is not clear what is meant by the applicant's "Shutdown .
mzrgin cannot be made 13" EAL. ) .o

. Initiatine Condition 10 (major damage to spent fuel). ]
The epplicent's EALs 1ist the same radiation monitors as given in Alert
Initiating Condition 12. The applicant should consider 1isting seperate
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moaitor seipeints for Site Area Emergency. The applicant should also
consider adding a "Shift Superv1sor s Opinion" EAL to teke into account false
alarms or radiation releases form other events that would give the same
ingtrument readings on the monitors. .
Initiating Condxt10u 11 (Fire cowpr01zs1ng the function of safety systems)
The applicant's EALs give good ipdications that a fire is in progress or is
beyond the capab111uy of the PVNZS Fire Team. However, the intent of NUREG-
0654 in this case is an EAL which indicates that any fire compromising the
functizn of safety systems is sufficient reason for dec]ar1ng a Site Area
Emargency. The app11eant st3:1d consider using an EAL such as "Any fire,

in the 5 1ft SL“erv.sor s Opinion, that is compromising the funct{ion of
safely systens.' . .

Initiating Condition 13 (effluent monitor readings exceeded). .
The speciiic scipoints that have bran pre-cdlcutated to exceed the dose rates -
under acverse meteorological conditions shdu1d be specified.

Initiati,.g Condition 15b (flvod, Tow water) ’
The &pplicant did not address this fﬁ1t1au1ng condition.
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GENERAL EMERGENCY CLASSTIFICATION o

;n

Initiating Cond1e1on 2 (loss of 2 or 3 fission product barriers).
The applicant’s EAL is inadequate because specific EALs have not been provided.

Exasple PWR Sequences 5a and 5b.
The 2pplicant's EALs are inadequate because s»zcitic EALs have"not been
provided. .

PROTECTIVE ACTIOW DECISION MAKING EALs ’

Generzl Emercency Initiating Condition 4 (other plant conditiuvns).

The pplmcune did not address this initiating condition. In order to assure
thut a1 criteria in General Emergency In.ttau1no Condition 4 are met, the
applicant must prepare EAL sets and proeect1ve actions that spec171ca]1y
address the conditions and actions given in notes a, b, ¢, and d of General
Emergency Initiating Condition 4'of NUREG-0654 Append1x 1.

In order to aid in this task, two attachments are included: (1) protective
action decision flow chart (2) $2-3& information notice on EALs. With respect
to protective action decisien making in general as it concerns General
Emergencies, each decision point " .on the flow chart should be associated
with EALs. . )
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FLOW CHART FOR GENERAL EMERGENCY OFFSITE PROTECTIVE DECISIONS
. Thé following actions will be baszd on predeter
*  (EALsl conzzined in the emergency al2n and th

oiisite olficials musz decide on the feasibility o

mined observab!e instrumentation and plant status indicators .
2t have been revieweed by offsite officials. However, responsible
timplementing the protsciive actions at the time of the accident.

CONTROL ‘
. HOOM STAFF
DETECT
GENERAL
. ) EMERGENCY

RECOMMEND
SHELTER

S MILES EOWNWIND CONTINUE
m

ASSESSMENT

SUBSTANTIAL

CORE DAMAGE EPA PAGs
YES IN PROGRESS OR PROJECTED .
70 BE . .
EXCEEDED?

FOR 3% FUEL
DAMAGE)

‘2

LARGE
FISSION
PRODUCT
INVENTORY IN
COUNTAINMENT?

M

RECOMMEND
N PAOTECTIVE ACTIONS
IN ACCORDANCE o

. WITH EPA PAGs
RECOMMEND 2 .
suwm; ;o'? IMMINENT
AREAS THA

l:nméglz"étg CANT BE PROJECTED
CONTAINMENT YES EVACUATED CONTAINMENT
FLILURE AND 1 BEFCRE PLUM FAILURE CR | b
COAE CAMEGE OR ARRIVAL: RELEASE .
RELEASE EVACUATE UNDERWAY?
UNDERWAY OTHERS *{114XKS) (1}
.3 12.5 MILES)

RECOMMEND

. v
2:MILE RADIVUS

EVACUATION OF
2MILE RADIUS,
§ MILES DOWNWIND

® 1y

PECOMMEND
EVACUATION OF
S-MILE RADIUS.

10 MILES 1.OWNWIND

®
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SOURCE: Apaendix 1, NUREG.0554"FEMA.REP.1, Rev, 1
*11) SITUATIONS REQUIRING URGENT ACTION BY OFFSITE OFFICIALS
(Based on Control Room Indicators, No Dose Projections Required)

- 15-Minute Decisionmaking. Aczivation of Alerting System and EBS Message

"1{2) Actual or projected relezse of 20% gap from core or loss of physical control of the plant to intrucers,
*13} "Puff” release {rate much greater than designod leak rate).
®[4) For 2ll evacuations. shelter the remainder of the plume EPZ and promptly relozate the population

atiecied by any ground contamination {ollowing plume passage.

*(5] Concentrate on evacuation of arees near the plant {e.g. may be time to evacuzte 2-mile radius and
not the S-mile radius).
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