UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSTON

ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD ‘83 -2 P30S

8

Before Administrative Judges:
Helen F. Hoyt, Chairperson
Emmeth A. Luebke
Jerry Harbour

oLivLy MAY 2 1983

In the Matter of ) Docket Nos. 50-443-0L
) 50-444-0L
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY ) (ASLBP No. 82-471-02-0L)
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, et al. ;
(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2) ) April 29, 1983
ORDER

(Admitting the Town of Etxeter, 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. § 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. (Wesc Valley Reprozessing Plant), CLI-75-4, 1 NRC 273,

276 (1975).
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3. Attached to this Order are the contentions that have heen
admitted by this Board and that have not been withdrawn as of this date
by the sponsering party.

IT IS SO ORDERED

FOR THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND
LICENSING BOARD

Helen F. Hoyt, Chairpe-s
ACMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 29th day of April, 1983.

Attachment
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Radigac-ive monitoring

The Seaorsox design does n0: pgrovide an adaquate 3
monitoring tne ralease of ~adfcactivity %o the 372
envirens 2ither Jnder normal sperating cgngitions o
and past-accident circumstances. Thus, the gpiicaticn 1s
not in complianca with general cesign criceria 83, 34 2f
Appendix A, 10 C.F.R. 9art 30, ang the reguiremanis 2JF
NUREG-0737 and “UREG-0800.

in 3ra2-

Control ~oom design

The Seaorook Station contra! rgom design does not <cmply witn
generil design criteria 19 through 22 ang 10 C.F.R, Part 8Q,
Appendix A, and NUREG-Q737, item [.D.1 ana [.D.2.

Qperations, Personnel Qualificaticns and Training

The Applicant has not demonstrated that tne fol!lowing ing al!
gther gperations gerscnnel, are gqualified :nd progerly
trained in accordance with NURES-Q737, itams [.A.L.1, or
[.A.2.1, [.A.2.3, 1I1.8.4, [.C.1L, and Appendix C:

(a.) station manager; (b.) assistant station manager;

(c.) senior reactor operators; (d.) reactor operators; and
(e.) shift/technical advisors.

gEmergency assassinent, classification, and notification

The accident at TM[ demonstrated the inapi]ity of a1l parties
involved to comprehend the nature of the accident as it
unfolded; communicate tne necsssary infarmation o cne
another, to the Federa!, state anc 'acal jovernments and tQ
the public in an accurate and timely fashion; and %o decide
in a timely manner what course to take to grotect the nealtn
and safaty of the public. The Apolicant in thee: proc2edings
has not 2dequately demonstriatad tnat it nas deveigped 2ng
#ilTl D¢ ap'e to implement proceduras necessary T2 3ssass tne
impact of an accident, classify it properly, ang notify
adequataly its own personne!, the affacted gevernment dodias,
and the public, all of which is required unde- 10 C.F.R.
50.47 and Appendix £ and NUREG-0654.

Protective actiaon

The State contands that the Applicant's amergency olan does
not demonstrate ncw, in case of an accident ~esulting in 3
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The Apolicants nhave not complied witn G0C 4 stardard
ragarding qualification tests of eleciric valve
installed inside the containment.

The Applicant nas not satisfiz2gd tne !
G0C 34 in that all systsms raquirsd
réemovi!, such as st2am dump valvss,
entire staam Jumping systam are not
gnvirgnmantally qualified.

The Applicant nas not satisfiea the requiremsnts of 30C &
that all equipment important to safaty be 2anvirgnmentally
qualified becausa it nas naot specified tne time durition cver
which the equipment is qualified.

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.

The Quality Assurance QrganizaCion dces not hav2 tne
independancs raquirad by Appendix 8, Critericn L.

The Quality Assurance Praogram for operations as Jescribed in
the FSAR does not demonstrit2 hcw the Apolicant w~ill assurs
that reoglaczment matarials and rsplicament zarts incarpor-
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$C2C nt) ST uCturas, sSystamsg, Sr Zo0magngnls ‘mogrtint 0
safaty wil!l 5@ 2aguivilant %3 %12 sriginal aguioment,
installed in 3ccorgance witn gripss Jracaduras ind
raquirements, and otnerwise 3da3uita S0 aracta2et the guolig
1@3'tn 3ng safaty. Similarly, tnhe Juality Assurince aragram
dces not 1ssur@ Jr Jamonst-al2 20w 72031733 Or ~3worgss
structuras, systams, or conaonents w~ill D@ 3c2juataly
insoected and tested Juring ang afts~ the rapairs or raworg
INd Jocunent2d in "as-auilt? drawings

;

The emergency plin Joes not contain an 3gequata amerjancy
classification and action Tave! scheme, as requires 3y

10 C.F.R. 50.47(3)(4) 3and JURE3-0634, in tnat

(a) No justification is given for the slassificazion cf
various system fiailyres as unusua! 2avents, 2larts, site araa
emergencies, or general amergencies.

(9) Tne classification scheme minimizes tne potential
significanca of transients.

(c) The Applicants' classification scheme fails to include

consideration of specific plant circumstances, such as the
anticipated time lag for evacuation due to loca! praolams.

(d) The classification scheme fails to provide a re3sonap!
Issurance tnat sewraok onsite and offsite anerjency 'es~0n>e
2ppariatus and personnel can e bBrought to an adequate state
of readiness quickly enough tc respond to an accigant.

(e) The emergency action level scheme fails
amergency action leyels or
required r~esponses.

to identify
classify them iccoraing to the

-

(f) Tne scheme is incapaple of seing implamentad effactively
0 protect the puolic health and safety Jecause it arovides
"0 systematic meins of identifying, nonitoring, analyzing,
and re2sponding to the symptoms of transients ind ther
ingicators that transiseats may accur.
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Tre amerzency 2lan £3ils t3 confirm L0 Part LU(*) of
Appendiz £ to Part 50 in thal it does not provice Tor tae
training of unit snift sugervisgrs to enan’e chen to ded’
Jith special grenlems involved in 2mer encies, including
naking cnoices aiong 1lternative r2509n325 Jndar $I7233

The avacuation time 2stimatas o g oy the Applizants in
Appendix C af the agialegical ncy 2'an are inacgurat
in that tney provide unr2asdnad’y sptimistic astl t
rime required for evacuation. In 3ggizion, the 2
srovidea in tne =adiological emergancy pian 3re J
smergency planning becausa thay fail ta incluce 2
error, to indicat2 the pasis for codes Jr assumation
far thne time estimates, 0 indicats wnetner the 7032
static or dynamic, to provige 2 sensitivity analysis
estimatas or to reveal tne Jndarlying assumptions.
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Tne graliminary evacuation time estinatas suonittad oy tne
Applicants assume favoraple weather conditions 3and thus fail
ro iccount for the worst Case situatinon of 3gvars2 w~eitner
conditions developing on 3 Dusy sumner agecend aftarnagen.
Nor do tney take intd 3ccount avacuee directional Bias,
avicuation shadow, OF re3asonadbly expected venicle mix. As 3
rogylt, tne astimatss are undu'ly optimistic and js212ss T2
future planning,

Tne spplicanle requirenents of tne Commission's [ngarim
Policy Statament issued Juna 13, 1980, 45 Fed. 2ej. 30101 on
Nucl2ar Power 2lant accident Consigerations Undar the
Nationa! Environment3! Policy Act of 13959 have not-3&3n mel.

The Applicant nas not adequately demonstratad tnat it has
devaloped ind will ne aple to implement grocaduras nec2assary
ro assess tne impact of an accigent, classify it proocerly,
and notify adequately its Qwn gersonnel, the affacisgd
jovernmenta! sodias, and the ouolic, all of anicn is
~equired oy 10 C.F.R. 50.47 and 3ppendix £, and NUREG-10634.

Tne Applicant nas failed to jenonstrate adequat2 on-site and
off-site protective measures In the eyent af 3n amergency in
accorgance witn 10 C.F.R. 50.47(a)(a), 10 C.F.R. 84,
Appenaix £, and NUREG-0634.
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dadioactive Monitgring

The Seaproox Jesijn 3Joes not Jrovide an idequate pragram for
monitoring the ralease of ragioactivity to the d'ant and i&s
anvirons @itner under normal Jperating conditions 2or in pre-
and post-accigent circumstances. Thus, the aoplication is
not in compliance witn general design criteria 63, 44 of
sppendix A, 10 C.F.R. Part 50, angd reguirements of WNURESG-U737
ang NJRZG-0300.



