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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 00' KEED )
" ' ~ ' '

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD '83 MM -2 P 3 :05
IBefore Administrative Judges:

Helen F. Hoyt, Chairperson ,

Emmeth A. Luebke
Jerry Harbour

WMu MAY 21983
In the Matter of ) Docket Nos. 50-443-0L

) 50-444-0L
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY ) (ASLBP No. 82-471-02-OL)

0F NEW HAMPSHIRE, et al.
,

(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2) ) April 29, 1983

ORDER
(Admitting the Town of Exeter, New Hampshire

as an Interested Municipality)

1. On April 26, 1983, the Town of Exeter, New Hampshire filed a

petition for intervention pursuant to 10 C.F.R. 5 2.715(c). The Board

hereby grants the petition and admits the Town of Exeter as an

interested municipality in this proceeding.

2. The Board also advises the Town of Exeter that it is required

to observe the procedural requirements applicable to other participants,

Gulf States Utilities Co. (River Bend Station, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-444,

6 NRC 760, 768 (1977), aff'g, LBP-76-32, 4 NRC 293, 299 (1976); and as

a late petitioner, it must take the proceeding as it finds it, Nuclear

Fuel Services, Inc. (West Valley Reprocessing Plant), CLI-75-4, 1 NRC 273,

276 (1975).
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. 3. Attached to this Order are the contentions that have~been
'-;

; admitted by this Board and that have not been withdrawn as 'of'this date _

.~ -
. .

'_

/
{ by the sponsoring party. -
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2 IT IS SO ORDERED t/
' '-

1
e

,

4

: FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETO AND
! LICENSING BOARD.
;

..

!

! s ,

! '/ O ?'
2f f '' 'i _xfa v f

,

.
^

! Heleli F. Hoyt, ChairpeFsp Z~'
' '

l AGMINISTRATIVE JUDGE - -_

i /

| Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
. <, ! ; ,

i this 29th day of April,1983. ;

i
~

Attachment -
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f Seabecok C ntentions_ Remaining as of_,4]la/93

/

NH-9 Radioac.ive monitoring
,-

,

~'
The Seauroo4 design does no: pecvide an ader;uate ;r: gram for

' monitoring tne release of radioactivity to tne plant ano tts
environs either under normal ccerating concitions :r in :re-

#. and post-accident circumstances. Thus, the nooiicaticn is
not in compliance witn general. cesign cri':eria 53, M, f
Aapendix A,10 C.F.R. Part 50, ano tne requirements Or
NUREG-0737 and 1UREG-0300.

NH-10 Control rocm design

The Seaorook Station control room design does not ccmply witn
general design criteria 19 through 22 and 10 C.F.R. Part 50,
Appendix A, and NUREG-0737, item I.0.1 and I .D .2.

Refiled *

NH-13 Ooerations, Personnel Qualifications and Training

The Applicant has not demonstrated tha( tihe following and all
other operations' personnel, are qualified cnd properly
trained in accordance with NUREG-0737, items !.A.l.1, or
I . A .2.1, I . A .2.3, II .8.4, I.C.1, and Appendix C:

,

.(a.) station manager; (b.) assistant station manager;
(c.) senior reactor operators; (d.) reactor operators; and
(e.) shift / technical advisors.

NH-20 Emergency assessmerit, classification, and notification

The accident at TMI demonstrated the inac t } ity of all parties
involved to ccmprehend the nature of the accident as it
unfolded; ccmmunicate tne necessary information to one
another, to the Federal, state anc local governments and to
the puolie in an accurate and timely f ashion; and to decide
in a timely manner wnat course to take to protect the nealtn -

and safety of the public. The Apolicant in t.%ed proceedings
has not adequately demonstrated 7tnat it has dbyelopec ano
wili be sole to implement procedures necessary to assess tne
impact of an accident, classify it procerly,,ano notify
adequately its own personnel, the affected gcvernment bodies,
and the public, all of which is required under 10 C.F.R.
50.47 and Aapendix E and NUREG-0654

NH-21 Protective action

The State contends that the Auplicant's emergen_cy, ol an doesc
not demonstrate hcw, in case of an accidenf resulting in a*
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site area or general emergency, :ne large nu. cers :? :e:c'e
in the zone of cange .nay se protec:ed cr evacua:ed. Cn:ii
there is reascnacie assurance tna: acequa:e On-site arc
off-site protective measures can and will ce taken, tne 3 card
snould not issue an operating license.

NECNP
E.A.2 The Apolicants have not ccmplied wita GDC 1 standards

regarding qualification tests of electric valve coerators
installed inside tne containment.

NECNP
I.S.l The Applicant has not satisfied :ne requirements of 30C 2 and

GDC 3? in that all systems required for residual heat
removal, such as steam cump valves, turoine valves and tne
entire steen dumping systen are not safety grade and
environmentally qualified.

,

NECNP
E.3.2 The AppTicant nas not satisfied the requirements of GDC 1

that all equipment important to safety be environmentally -

qualified because it nas not specified tne time duration over
which the equipment is qualified.

,,

NECNP
I.O.2 The Applicants do not comply with Reg. Guide 1.22 by

virtue of their failure to provide for the testing of'
the manual reactor trip actuation function at full power,
justify that omission, or provide for other reliable means
of testing it. Therefore Applicants violate GDC 21.

NECNP
f f .S .3 The Quality Assurance Organization does not have One ,

independence required by Appendix S, Criterion 1.

NECNP

II.d.1 The Quality Assurance Program for operations as cescribed in
the FSAR does not demonstrate how the Apolicant will assure
that replaciment materials and replacement parts incorpor-

"
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[ ated int struc: ares, systems, :r ccm:ccen:s im:or:an: :o
safety wi!! :e acuiv alent to :ne Originai equi: men:,'

installed in accorcance ~ witn ; raper procedures and
requirements, and otnerwise adequate to orotect the cuolic

;. nealtn and safety. Simi!arly. One luality Assurance :r: gram
does not assure or demonsteste new recaired or ewor<ed
structures, systems, cr ccmponents sill ce ace;uatelj,

insoected and tested during and af te- the repair or rewor<
and cocumented in "as -o u i l t" drawings.

f.,':.

NECNP f

III.1 The energency pl an coes not contain an acequate emergency
classification and action level scheme, as requirec sy '
10 C.F.R. 50.47(o )(4) and NUREG-0564, in that

] ( a) No justification is given for the classifica:icn of
various system failures as unusual events, alerts, site area,

emergencies, or general emergencies.

(b ) Tne classification scheme .ninimizes . ne potential
significance of transients. ~

: (c) The Applicants' classification scheme fails to' include
~

consideration of specific pla'nt circumstances, such as the
anticipated time lag for evacuation due to local prcolems.

J

(d) The classification scheme f ails to provide a reasonaole
assurance tnat Seaorook onsite and offsite energency response
apparatus and personnel can be brought to an adequate state
of readiness quic:<ly enough to respond to an accident .;

(e) The emergency action level scheme fails to identify
emergency action levels or classify them accoroing to the
required responses.

(f)- Tne scheme is incapaole of ceing _ implemented effectively
'

to protect the 'puolic health and safety oecause it provides
no systematic means of identifying, :nonitoring, analyzing,
and responding to the symptoms of transients and other

! _ indicators _that transients may occur.
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Ine emergency clan fails to . conf]rm to Partit does not provide for tneIII.3

Appendix E to Part 50 in tnatsucervisors to enaole them to dealtraining of unit snift
with special orcolems invol/ed in emergencies, incluaing
making cnoices trang liternative responses under stress.

The evacuation time estimates cravideo oy the Appli: ants inNECNP
III.12 appendix C of the Raciological 'nergency Plan are ,i,nac; urate

they provide unreasonaoly optimistic estimates 'of tnein that In addition, tne es:imatastime required for evacuation. are aseless toprovideo in tne radiological emergency pl an
emergency planning because they f ail to incluce ocunds of
error, to indicate the basis for codes 3r assumptions useo
for the time estimates, to indicate whether the model used is
static or dynamic, to provide a sensitivity analysis of tne
estimates or to reveal the underlying assumptions.

NECNP Tne preliminary evacuation time estimates suomitted 'oy tne
Applicants assume favorable weather conditions and thus f ailIII.13

to account for the worst case situation of aaverse weatner
conditions developing on a busy summer weekend af ternoon.
Nor do tney take into account evacuee directional bias, As aevacuation shadow, or reasonaDly expected vehicle mix.
result, tne estimates are unduly optiinistic and useless to
future pl anning.

SAPL
Supole-

ine applicaole ' requirements of the Commission's Interimment 3
Policy Statement issued June 13, 1980, 45 Fed. Reg. 40101 on
Nuclear Power Plant Accident Consioerations under tne
National Environment al Policy Act of 1969 have not.osen met. ,

it hasThe Applicant has not adequately demonstrated thatCCCNH 4
developed and will be aole 'to implement procedures necessary
to assess the impact of an accident, classify it procerly,
and notify adequately its own personnel, the affectea

the puo l ic , al l of .vn icn L i s
governmental bodies , and10 C.F.R. 50.47 and Appendix E, and NUREG-0654required of

Tne Applicant has failed to demonstrate adequate on-site andCCCNH 5 off-site protective measures-in the event of an emergency -in
accoraance witn 10 C.F.R. 50.47(a)(c), 10 C.F.R. 50,
Appenoix E, and NUREG-C654
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CCCNd 7 Radioactive Monitorinc
. |

^

The Seacroo< cesign coes not provice an adequate orogram for
| monitoring the release of radioactivity to the plant and its

environs eitner under normal aperating conditions or in cre-
and post-accident circumstances. Thus, the application is
not in compliance witti general design criteria 63, 54 of
Appenaix A,10 C.F.R. Part 50, and requirenents of NUREG-0737
ana NUREG-0dOO.
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