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MEMORANDUM FOR: R. R. Keimig, Chief, Projects Branch No. 3
Division of Project and Resident Programs (DPRP)
FROM: E. L. Conner, Chief Project Section 3B, DPRP
SUBJECT: SYSTEMATIC ASSESSMENT OF LICENSEE PERFORMANCE

(SALP) INPUTS - LIMERICK UNITS 1 AND 2

In accordance with Region I Instruction 0501.5, dated October 8, 1982,

this is notification of the trigger date (board date minus 60 days -
November 16, 1983) for preparing inputs to the Limerick SALP. By copy of
this memorandum, responsible (lead) section chiefs in Region I, Project
Managers in NRR and NMSS, and responsible engineers in AEOD are requested to
provide inputs for the SALP to Mr. E. L. Conner, at the Region I Office, by
December 2, 1983 (re: NRC Manual Chapter 0516).

Lead organizations for the functional areas to be assessed during the SALP are
annotated on the enclosure, along with support scctions or offices that may

be required to provide feeders on activities conducted during the SALP period
(12/1/82 to 11/30/83). ,

I will keep you appraised of any delays in preparing the SALP input per
schedule.

k§ ? L,"-.’ ok % ,/‘,7).
E. L. Conner, Chief
Project Section 38, DPRP

Contact: J. Wiggins, SRIy/
(215) 327-1344

Enclosure:
As stated
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WARNERB4-327 PDR




SALP_INPUT RESPONSIBILITY

ENCLOSURE

Limerick Units T and 2

Perio to
FUNCTIONAL AREA LEAD
. Preoperational Testing RPS3B
and Operational Readiness
. Containment and Other Safety M and PS
Related Structures
. Piping Systems and Suppor+- M and PS
. Sefety-Related Components M and PS
. Support Systems M and PS
. Electrical Power and PSS
Distribution
. Instrumentation PSS
. Licensing
oL LPM
SNM PM-NMSS
. Engineering and Design
Control RPS3B

SUPPORT

TPS, LPM, FRPS,
SFFS

RPS3B

RPS3B
RPS3B
PSS,RPS3B
RPS3B

RPS38B

RPS3B
RPS3B

M and PS, PSS



RESPONSIBILITY CODES

FRPS Facility Radiological Protection
Section, Region I

LPM Licensing Project Manager, NRR

M and PS Materials and Processes Section,
Region I

PM-NMSS Project Manager, NMSS

PSS Plant Systems Section

RPS3B Reactor Projects Section 3B, Region I

SFFS Safeguards and Fuel Facilities

Section, Region I

TPS Test Programs Section, Region I
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Pipeline  V-3a,b

V-3

In deveiczirg its enalysis of the worst czse rupture of the ARCO
[Atlantic Richfield Company] pipeline, the zpplicant provided ne
bacis for excluding consiceration of siphoning. Thus, the conse-

quences from the worst case pipeline accicent are understated.
V-3b

In discussing ceiiegration of ces anc peiroleum due <0 pipeline
rupture, no specific considerziion has been given to the effect of

radiant heat upon the diesel cenerators &nd associatec diesel fuel

storace facilities.

Cosbureror Teimg V-4

"Neither Applicint nor Staff have considerec.the potential

for and impect of carburetor icing of aircreft flyi
ng into
the airspece th:zt mezy be affected by emissions f .
Limerick cooling tower." . 2Ll c;



LEA T-41  Syslems TUherockion
1-41. o
;xace:ba:ic; of accidents

(2) The TMI accident shcweé how ncn-safesy svstems can

[

interact with safety systems £C Czuse Or exacerbaze an accifens.

A systems Interaction analysis can revezl aci:icns and consecuences

that.coulé adversely affect the presumed ~ecdundancy ané in

cerencence

of safe:y rvatems.

The 3zclicent has nct pexformed an systens inzerzction
analyvs.s &t Limexick; such an analvsis must be dcihe in occer
tc assure that necessary interactions, failure com>ina<icns ané
accident secuences have been considered, and tha+ sctential aévers-se

systems interactions have been identifieé. Withou=z such an

e

za2lysie, these is nc rezscnzble assurzace trz- B2k Sk

operzte Delcre the ultimate resolution ¢ z=:is issuve, Unresolved

)

Safety Issue A-17, without undue risk tec zhe real:r ané szlety’

-

-2& NXRC's r-ogram to resclive 2-17 unéer the TMT Aswiem Plas

(NCREG-0£60, IZtem II.C.3) is nowhere nea:s cecmpleze, and the

£2222's SER cces not provide & Slani-ssecifis isepris TEBS At
CF &=ig =mze=-z~ Therafore e SeEff srmene SEET tRmeg "“ug=iflazeiaam
- e --— . - - - - - - - - - e - el —~ - - e - ———-a
Sor zperaticon” reguirement ¢ the Agpesl Izasd's fecisissm is
Noztn Anne, 2.-3-481, NRC 245 (1978).
B)SIS.
NUFEG-040% /ague 3oo0k);, TMI Acticn Flen, NU3SE-03480, Z-e=m
- - L - - - (4 - - —— - - . - o
54N -T€ Secent.y issiLec EIR sti:ztes; a- zage C-3;
5 Triilcan: heas oot Cescrited @ eorrsenEnsive =zoscim
FETarately eva_lites pll gTrustuses, fvicems g=d
IR SUPOTTRE; T 880sTy f20 LEE sSERre: sysetecias
VETSE BYSTens Lntesastixns, wRith afs Lr smasiall
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ccupled, (2) Sunctionally couzled, ané (3 humenly

ccusles. EFowever, there is gssusance that lLimericx

can be cperzteé w;:hcu» eCangesing 2he dasist: and

safety of the public. The :lant has teen evaliaczed i
against current licensing rcecuiremencs ka2t are founded A
or the principle ¢ éefe:se-i:-ie;::. ~Checence t

this principle results in ceguis AW

ements such as shysical
sec-2ration ané inée‘e:dence cZ reéundzn: szfety sysiams
e2s ‘well 2s protection acains: hazarés such 2s high-
enercy line ruptures, missiles, hich winés, flooéing,

seismic events, fires, human errers, ané szbotace. These P e—_——
cesign provisions ar-e sciiect 22 ceview ageins: th

tandasd Review Plan (S3P) (NURSG-0800), which reguirces -
intercdisciplinary reviews cf szfety-crade egui;nen:
andé acéresses dillerent tiTes of zotentizl .svsiems P

interactions. Alsc, the cualicy assturance procram

that is followed cdusing the ce ign, constzuctien, . .
ané operational';hases fer each plant coniributes

tc the prevention ¢f introéucing aéverse svstems
interactions. Thus, the current licensing re_  irements
ané procecures provice an zéecuate decree ©f plan: szfety. b

.o
L

éoes not believe that this boilerplate lancuace, which
coulé be usec Zor any plant, satisfies the reguir

Nerth Anna.




1-42. ENVIRONMZNTEL QUALLFICATION

The applicant has not shown compliance with the Commission's
rule, Env;ronmental Qualification of Electrlc Equipment Important
to Safety for Nuclear Power Plants, Jan. 21, 1983, 48 FR 2729,

10 CFR §50.45. Particularly, it has neither established a
program for qualifying all of the electrical eguipment covered °
by §50.49, nor performed an analysis to ensurc that the plant can
be salely opercted pending completion of ecuipment qualificatien,
2s requirel by §50.49(i). Failure to comply will threaten the
health and safety of the public. |

BASIS:

a) The new rule cove;S"qﬁalificaticn-of safety-related

electrical equipment, required by NUREG-0588 (safety-related

ecuipment being Class 1E equipment in IEEE Standard 323), and

non-safety-related eguipment whose fzilure under postulated
envircnmental ccnditions could mislezd the cperaztor or otherwise
prevent satsifactory accomplishment ¢ specified safety functions.
It also covers certain post-accident monitoring eguipment.
Abplicant's EQ progran,ldesigned pricr to issuance of the new
rule, was designed co qualify safety-related ecuipment only

(sce EQ Report, §§ 1 and 2 and Appencix B, for example). Applicant
relies upon NUREG~0S5BE to demcnctrate the adeguacy of its

EQ program.

It is clear from the new EQ rale, however, that it was the

Commissicn™s intention to expanéd its I[ recuirements to cover
equipment cuts.de of the sccpe ©f <he ._zss 1T list (see 48 FR

2723, column 1, includine footnote 3). In additi : £




10 CFR Part 50, Appendix A, requires that eguipment important

confusion and/or disagreement that has arisen between NRC staff

"promptly develop this list and to reach agreement as to what

. additional equipment must be qQualified in order to comply with

to safety be designed to be compatible with postulated environment

conditions.

In light of the broader coverage of 10 C R §50.49 and the

members and between ixc staff and the regulated community
concerning the definitions of safety classifications (see affidavi
of James E. Conran, pp. 28-33, previously submitted), applicant
shouldlpromptly develcp a list c¢f thz eguipment at Limerick that
is "important to safety” (and not just safety-related) and

that will be tested in its environmental qualification progranm

(such a list is reqguired by 10 CFR §50.49(d)). Failure to

the new §50.4% and GDC 4 will seriously impair applicant's
progress in qualifying 2ll necessary ecuipment.

Without the documentation that tge applicant has included
2all nscessary non-safety-related but important-to-safe%y
equipment in its EQ program, and without the analysis requ;red by
§50.49 (i), zpplicant cannot assure thzt post-accident failure
of non-safety-related equipment will not degrade any saf;ty
function or mislead the operator pencing completion of qualificat.

Exanples of systems 6} equipnent that should be reviewed
for';nclusion in ghe applicant's EQ rrocram include those fer
feedwater control, emergency lightinc and communications sys:ems,

the plant rrocess computer system,. z: - computer software.



b) ( ideration of those systems that are recuired to

ﬁitigate the consequences of a LOCA or EZILB, in order to determine
the list of systems and equipment to be qualified, is inadequate
(see EQ Report, p. 2-1.) It is important to consider not only
the interaction of failed equipment with other eguipment caused bv
accident initiators such as LOCA and EELBE, but to conduct a
human interaction review to determine which equipment failures
caused by adverse environmental conditions can mislead the
operator and therefore degrade safety functions. As an example,
the applicant's response to Q 281.11 of the FSAR states:
Non-safety-related valves that are part of the
PASS [post-accident samplinc system) are not
included in the Limerick equipment gualification

program. Eowever, those valves that are not

accessible for repair after an accident 8o not contain
materials that, if degraded, would prevent the PASS
from performing its sampling function.

LEA contends, however, that it is important to determine whether
failure of such valves would mislead the operator inte =isjudging

the level of radionuclide releases occurring, and there‘-re

tO cause miscategorization of an accident for emergency

urposes. AP} "icant's EQ Report contains no documentat:ics
4 | o

that such human interaction problems have been acéressec,

c¢) The applicant's EQ Report is inadequate, in the<:
1) EQRRs (Equipment Qualification Review Reccrds)
are.provided for only one type of ecuirment --

Limitorgue valve motor operators (see




2) Where gualified life of a2 piece of egquipment
does not egual the 40 year plant life, no action -
is identified to correct the deficiency (see EQRRS
PP. 8, 32-35).

' 3) The Report excludes some safety-related equiiment

without explanation or justification. For instanc
in its qualification of equipment related to 1

the standby liguid control system, sguib valves |

and the related key lock switch in the control

room are excluded.

LEA reserves the right to review the October, 1983 amendment

"to the EQ Report and to submit additional contentions as necessary
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Vilii-l. s - —
The Inercency Plan is inadecuzte, and does nct comply with 10 CFR |

g £0.47 2and the Planning bases for the Commizsion's reculations on

émescency planning in that the spectrum of postulated accidents

in Section 4.2 of the Plan does not encompass the spectrum of

¢recible accidents for which emergency planning is recuired. The
Plan, at & 4.2, states that "the adéquacy of this Emergency Plan
is éemonstratéd by applying its provisions &nd noting that the
Provisions encompass the estimated r;diological conseguences of

the postulated accidents”. Table 4-1 shows that the postulated

&ccicents are merely design basis accidents, with a2 maximum

estimated dose at the LPZ of 1050 mrem -(LOCA).

‘ccntemplete pPlanning for accidents of much greater severity.

The regulations and Planning bases for emergency planning plainly

(See,
e.g. NUREG-0396, "Planning Basis for the Development of State ané

Loczl CGovernment Radiological Imergency Response Plans in Support

. ©% Licht Water Nuclear Power Plants”). |

8rS1E

10 €77 £ 50.47; Part 50, Appendix E; NUREG-0654: NUREG-0396;

NURZICG-(¢t€ (Functional Criteria for Emergency Fesponse Facilities).



e - - -
Vada™<.

Atplicant has not established &n adeguate eme: sency class;f;cat:on

anéd action level scheme a2s recuired by 10 CFR § 50. 47(b)(4) and

NUREG-0€54 cuidance, in that:

(2) 1Initiating conditions ©f the Plan do not include ell of

the postulated accidents in the LGS FEAR

Critericn D.2. Section 4.2 of the Plan lists only eleven of the

many accicdents postulated in the FSAR. VNo justification is p.o-

videé for choosing these eleven and emitting 211 ot ars.

BASIS N

10 CFR § 50. 47 (b)(4): NUREG-065¢,
LGS Plan § 4.2, )

- VIII-3. .
The cn-cite plans éo not identify and establish the on-site
' monitering systems that zre to be used to initiate emergedéy

meastres Lo accecrdance with irpendix 1 of NUREG-0634, as recuired

by Criterion E.5 of that document. Applicant'svresponse tc Q. 810.32

statec thzt +this information will not be availzble until the

fourth cuarter of 1983.

NUREG-(¢:4, Criterion E.S.

+ @S reguired by NUREG-0654,

Criterion D.2 and Appendix 1




VIII-5. . |
The Plan fails to comply with Criterion J.10(m) of NUREG-C€34,
_which réquires the Applicant to set forth the bases for 2 choice

of recommencded protective actions foé the plume exposure pathway,
considering expected local protection affordeé in residential

units or other shelter, ahd evacuation time estimates. Applicant's'
response to Q £10.52 sucgests that this information will be pro-
vided in implementing procecures that will not be available unti
fourth guarter, 1983. 2pplicant's response to Q810.54 states that
a2 "commitment to define guidelines Zfor determining slume exzosure
protective action reccmmencdations” is founé in the Plan, but no

specific guidelines ané bases have yet been estazblished.

BASIS

10 CFR §50.47(b) (10); Paft 50, Appendix I; NUREG-0654, Critericn J.10(m
o ‘ 4 ’ - bBd o Py -




VIiIii-¢€.

The on-site plans fo lergency notification fail to comoly

10 CTR § 50.47 (b) (5) guicance of NUREG-0654, ir

.
- -

LrE
il

(2) The Plan does not yet demonstrate that the bases ectab-

lished for the Applicant's notification of response orcanizations

- . |

== Wik cespons pldies foc onste W%W“ﬁ\Oﬁ.

(b) The Plan fails to make adecuate provisions for follow=-up

messaces to coff-site authorities in that the notification formats

- ad

set forth in Appenédix initial notification only, and thus

fail to contain 2.l the information reguired by NUREG-0654, Criterion

provisions for prompt -notification éo not comply

NUREG~-Q€5 \DP ] in that the Plan at
emergency orcanizations "within

event” for each emercency

15 minutes n the time at which operators
recocnize that events have cccu : which ma
emercency class appropriate, n m the time of

anc recuires notification ¢ than 15 minutes

serious than unusuzl even

od




vIII -1.

The cn-si:e'pians fail to demonstrate that the on-shift facil:izy
licensee responsibilities for emergency response are unambicucusly
cefinec, adequate staffing to provide initial facility accident
respcnse in key functional areas is maintained at a2ll times,
timely aucmentations of response capebilitieslis aveilable, and
‘the inte:faégs among various on-site response activities and
off;site support activities is specified, 2s recuired by 10 CFR

£ 50.47 (b) (2), especially in that:

(2) The plans fa2il to establish 2 line of succession for the
emergency cooréinator position beyond 2 sinéle 2lternate for the
interim emercgency director and emercency director, and fails to
identify specific conditions for higher level utility officials
asswiing this function.-‘ll és requireq by HUREG-0654, Criterion
B.3 (p. 34)." Failure to esgablish”A sufficient line of succession
wili'cau;e chaos in the event of the unavailability of the persons.
‘listed, a2s the responsibilities cof the emergency éirector are
specifically not celegated to cther éegments of the emergency
organization, which inclvde the initiation of protective measures

on=-site.

(3) 30 and $0 minute augmentzticns of minimum staffing does
not comply with Table BE-1 (See Plan, Table I-1l) and
while Figure 5-2 is refercnceé in Table I-1, neither
zauymentation timing, nor cceition augmentation are

ccherently shown.



(e). The responsibilities imposed upon the Interim Emercercy
Director or ZImergency Directer in §5.2.1.1 (which are explicisly
"not delecated to other segments of the emergency orcanization")
ave excessive and cannot reasonably be implemenéed by a single
individual. According to Fig. 5.2 of the Plan; the Interim
Emergency Director (or Emergency Director) is responsible for
making 2 very large numbdber of initial contacts in the event of
an emergency. In addition, the list of other non-delegzble duties
cf the Interim Emergency Director, 2s listed in §5.2.1.)1 of the Pla
is lencthy and complicated. It is unreasonable to assune that one
inéividual can receive 21l relevant information from plant operato:r
transpose it intowcomplete, accurate and useful information for
emergency~-relevant organizations, 2nd transmit it to thah ih.a
timely maﬁnér[ while carrying out 211 of his other duties. The
Interim Imercency Director should concentrazte on decision-making
and managing ahd coordinating the 2pproprizte response mecﬁanism;
initial notification responsibilities themselves should be delecate
. to other gualified individuals.

3AS1IS

10 CFR §50.47(b) (2); Part 50, Apperiix E; NUREG-0634, Criteria
B.2, B.3, B.4, B.5, Table B~1l; Plan §§5.2.1.1, S$.2.1.2, 5.2.1.3,
Figures -1, 5-2, 5-5, Table I-1; LI communications with emercenc

response consultants.



“he LNGSEP fails to cemonstrate that adecuzte emergency
Zfacilities and eguipment to support emergency response
ere provided and maintazined as reguired by 10 CFR H 50.47 (b)

(8), especially in that:

(a) The documents to be supplied in or made accessible

to the Technical Support Center (see Plan B 7.1.3) are in- b‘*‘“

acdecuate to ?roperly perform the function of the center in that
they fail to include copies of plant operatinc recorés, and
Flant operations reactor safety committee recorés and reports
(see NUREG-0814, p. 2-15), which may be vital in determining
the p}znt-specific behavior of equipment; they alsc fail to
‘include éocumentation fqr procedures to access and use the systen

for remote interrogation of atmospheric measurements and Pre-

éictions (NUREG-0654, Appx. 2, p. 2-5).

(b) The Plan's descriptions of the Emercency Operations
Tacility (Plan g 7.1.2), the Technical Sﬁﬁpo:t Center (Pian £
7.1.3), the Operaticneal Suppor: Center (Plan § 7.1.4), and -
emergency equipment anc supplies are all insufficient to mean-

::gfuily assess compliance with 10 CFR £ 50.47 (b) (8) anéd to

evaluate the facilities with with respect td the criteria of NUFZ:-0€

S:;;leﬁent 1l to NUREG-C737 (§8), ané NURZG-0696. Intervenor conte-:s

the applicant has not cemonstrated that the facilities proposed

:re acequate. Applicant's response tc Q £10.30 states that the 3.

- -

- & €




(e) The Plan fezils to set "forth the procedures for or

manner of maintenance of the emergency facilities so as to pre-
clude cdegradation of facility effectiveness, which mzintenance

is required by 10 c7R £ 50.47 (b) (8).

BASIS

10 cFR £ 50.47 (b) (8); Part 50, Appendix E; NUREG-0654,
Criteria E. 1, 2, 9, NUREG-0696, "Functional Criteria for
Emergency Response Facilities: NUREG-0814, PP. 2-15; - Supplement

1 of NUREG-0737, §8.

Viii-9.

The on-site plans fai) to demonstrate that provisions exist for
Prompt commuﬁié#tions among ‘principal response organizations
to emergency personnel ané to the public, as reguired by 10 CFR

g '50.47 {(3) (6) especially in that:

(2a) The Plan fazils to establish reliable backup means of
‘communication for the.Applicant, except ‘for backup radio communica-
ticon between the ccnirol room and Montgomery County Office of
Imergency Preparecness, and Lackup power for the PABX telephone

system described in £ 7.2.2 of the Plan;

AS1S

20 cr2 § 50.47:

teria F
-' 2[ 3.

Part 50, Appendix E: NUREG-0654, Cris



The con-site plans Zzil to cemply with 10 CTR §50.47(d) (2) ané
the quiéznc; ©f NUREC-0654, Criterion 3.9, in thet:

(a) Where the 2pplicant has identified the services to
be pfovidéa by some local agencies for handling eme:gencies; the
acreements with those local support sources éo not delineate the
authorities, responsibilities and limits on the actions cf the
contractors/agencies, but ﬁe:ely briefly.desc:ibe'the ceneral
.nltﬁre ©f the serviée to be provided.
| (b) Section 2.2.4 of the Plan lists.the Racdiation Medicine
Center of the Hospital of University of Pennsylvania (EUP) as 2
local agency that has ag;eed to responé to reguests for assistanc;
at Limerick. Section 5.3.2.1 of the Plan states that HUP will be
one of two hospitals to which victims are evacuated from the site,
'and lists the gxtensive capabilities of th;t organizatibn, which
is Aesignatéd 2s the_'cent:ql point" of PICO's Emergency Medical
Axsi;tance Plan. On the other hand, section 6.5.4 of the Plan,
entitled Medical Treatment, totally omits mention of EUP as
a support service. The Plan conta2ins no written agreement fcr
'supporg services Irom EUP, as requiréd by NUREG-0654, Critericn 3.9.
The fact that the cirector of Radiation Managcement Corporaticzcr.,
which is under contract with PECO, is on the staff of EUP (see Plan,
§5.3.2.1) in no way guarantees that EUP will provide services without
2 prior written agreement.
10 CFR §50.47(b) (2); Paczt 50, Appendix E; NUREG-0634, Criterion
2.9; Plan §§ 2.2.4, 5.3.2.&. €.2.4, Appenéix A.



. Neze: LEZA has not submitted a contention allecince reeeing county

acreements, since the Plan indicates that trcce zre forthcoming.

Viii-1ll.
The acreement with Linfield Fire Co. £l to provide "all needed

fire protection for the Philadelphia Electric Power cenerating

tation” is not adeguate, a2s the Linfield Fire Co. §l does not
have adcguate.equipment to respond alone to the entire range of
fires which may occur a2t the facility. Additional agreements

should be reached with cther local fire companies to provide

aédditicnal fire protection.

 BASIS

The Linfield Fire Co. #1 has only 4 vehicles: one fire truck

in good cohditicn, 1l old fire truck, one van and one jeep. Dis-
ebility of any one of th? fire trucks, 2 more than one alarm fire,
or the fire company's response to another fire within its service
&rez, would each operate to render the response inadeguazte. The.

informaticn on eguipmen: is premised upon LEA personal communications

.with Linfield Fire Co. See agreement letter in Plan Arpendix A.

Vilil-la.

The oﬂ-sitc plans fail to demonstrate that adeguate zr-zncements

rave been made, or will be made, for medical services ‘cr contaminated
injured individuals cn-iste, as reguired by 10 CFR §50.47(b) (2) and (12),

ia that:.



(2) Wrile medical services and facilities are describes in
sectinns 5.3.2.1 - 5.3.2.5 of the Plan, it has not been éemonstrated
that these sefviccs and facilities are adequate for the potential
number ©f persons contaminated by the spectrum of credible accident
scenarios for which planning is required, incluéding socme core-
nelt sezuences (see NUREG-035€6). The plans conta;n an agreement
.wiiﬂ Potistown Memorial Eospital, a facility only two miles from
the site, to provide emergency treatment to contaminated patients.
_In 2 ceneral emergency, the hospital will be required to evacuate
its own patients, which will preclude acceptance an¢ treatment
of rediation victims cbming from the site. The status of medical
support from the Eospital of University of Pennsylvania is unclear '
as well (see contention VIII-§(b), above). .These are the only
two.hospitals listed in the ?lan as available for medical services

to on-site contaminated victims. See’ NUREG-0654, Criteria 2.9 and L1L.1.

(b) The Plan éoes not demcnstrazte thet the Applicant .

4 contaminaked. UnSQTGA.
has arranged adecuate transportaticn of vietime—ei-—sedieoleetenl

. pRCSANS L .
eeeidenes to medical support facilities, as reguired by NUREG-0€54,
Criteria B.9 ané L.4. The Applicant's provisions as described ir

§6.5.3 of the Plan fail to demons:irate the availability of sufficient

h

ambulance service, and shielding fcr such service, in view cof the

potentizl number of contaminatec rerscns.



While the rlans contein &n-acree-crnt with Goodwill
Ambullncc.Unit tc +reneposrt on-site accidernt victims to off-site
medical facilities, in & ceneral emergency the Unit will be reguired
to evacuate non-an-ulztcry patients reguiring criticel care from
Pottstown Memorial Ecepital. The Unit has, as of late 1982, only
4 well-equipped vehicles, and 'is the cnly ambulance unit in the
plant vicini:y. Therefore, additional provisions for ambulance
service will Se necessary.

BASIS

10 CFR §§50.47(b) (2) and (12); Part 50, Appendix E; NUREG-0654
Criteria B.9 and L.l and 4; NUREG-03%6; Plan §§ 5.3.2.1 -5.3.2.5,

. 6.5.3; personal communications with Gooéwill Ambulance Unit

facilities.

ViII-13.

The on-site plans fail to demonstrate that ;r:anqamcnts for |

recguesting and cffectiveiy using a2ssistance resources have been

made, ané other organizations capiile éf augmenting the planned

response have been identified 2s requirec by 10 CFR §50.47(b) (3),
especially in that:

(2) The Plan éoés not properly incdrpornte on-site Federal
respense capability :nto its operation plan, as it neither specifies
the nature of the rescurces expected from Federal agencies, including
estimated a:riv;l time 2t Limerick, nor incorporites specific
liccnsee, State ané l:c:l resources available to support the
Federazl response (e.c., air ficlds, commané posts, telerhone lines,
reéio frecuencies &rc zelecommunications centers), as reguired

by NUREG-0634, Crizer:icn C.1.



(*) The Plan cces not sufficiently identify the radiologiceal

laboratory capabilities and availabilities for augmented response

to emergencies, 2s reguired by NUREG-0654, Criterion C.3.

BASIS

10 CFR §50.47 (d)(3); ©Part 50, Appendix Z; NURZG-0654 Criteria
€:2,.3, 4.

viii-1y.

The on-site Plans fail to demonstrate that adeguate methods, systems
ané eguipment for assessing and monitoring actual eor potential
cff-site consecuences of a radioloaic:i emercency condition will

be in use by the Apﬁlic#ﬂf, as required by 10CFR §50.47 ‘(b)

(8) especially in that the Plans do not demonstrate or escribe:

(2) With acdeguazte particularity the plant system and
effluent parameter values characteristic of an adequate spectrun

of cff-normal conditions and accidents, as regquired by NUREG-065¢,

Criterion I1.1; wvalues in Table 4.2 of the Plan have not been sucrlieéd.



() Adecuecy cf procedures for anzlysis of off-site dosimetry
anéd p:occdu:es cescribing methods for calculating off-site coses,
es referred to in section 6.2, pp. 6-3 anéd 4 of the Plan, in that
these procedures have not been provided, and assessment of adequacy

is impossible.

(@) The specific kinés of monitoring instruments tc be

used and their capabilities.

(e) Adeguate on-site capability and resources to provide
initial values and continuing assessment throughout the course of

an accident. Applicant's response to Q 810.48 states that the
design of the assessment system will not be complete until 1884.

(£) Adeguat> methods and technigues to be used for deter-
mining the source term of releases of radéoactive material within
plant systems, and the magnitude of the release c¢f radiocactive
matirials based on plant system paraﬁe:crs and effluent moniters.

Applicant's response to-Q 810.40 states that this informaticen will

not be available until 1984.

(¢) The capability of acquiring ané evaluating metecrological
informaticn sufficient to0 meet the criteria of Appencdix 2 tc NUREG-
AOGSC: provisions for access to meteorclogical .informatien by the
Emergency Operations Facility anéd the Technical Support Center:
availability to the Commonwealth ¢f Pennsylvania of suitable
meteorclogical cata processing interconnections which permis
iqdcpendent analysis by the Commonwealth ot'Pgnnsylvania. The
Appli:in:'s rasponse to Q B10.42 states that this informaz:icrn will

net be available until 1984.



() The methodolocy for ceterm.ning the relezcs:c rc-e zné

projected coses if the instruments vsed for assessment zre off

-
.

scale or inoperable. 2aApplicant's response to Q 810.44 stztes

that these procedures will not be available until 1984.

(i) The specific capability and resources for field

monitoring within the plume exposure EPZ;

(3J) That the Applicant has adeguate capability to detect
anéd measure radiociodine concentrations in air in the plume ex-
posure EPZ 2s low as 10-7 u Ci/cé under field conditicns, and
that any Interference from the presence of noble cases anéd back-
¢round radiation will n;t decrease the stated minimum detectable
activity, as requireéd by NUREG-0654, Criteria I. 9., p. Saf
_Applicant’s‘responsc to Q 810.46 does not ierify'sensitivitﬁ of
10-7 u Ci/cc, and does neot state that interference from noble
cases and backéround rediztion will not decrease the minimum
detectable activity.

(k) That the Applicz-~t has establisheéd means for relating
the varicus measured .parameters to dose rates for key isctecpes,
ané cross radicactivity :easu:ﬁment:; nor has the Apclicant shown
that é:ovisions‘havc beer made for estimating the intecrzted doses
£rom the projected and actuzl dose rates, and for comparinc these
estimates with the protective action guides, as reguirei :v NUREG-
0654, Criterion 1.10. 2rplicant's response to Q Bl0.4E cstates
thet this infermation will not be available until 1884,

2ASIS

O CFR §50.47(k) (9); Per< 50, sppendix E; NUREG-C€ZI- (rizecia

. 2ell inclusive: Plzn & €.2.



VIII-1S.
The on-site élans fail to demonstrate that an adeguate range of
protective actions has been developed for the Plume Exposure
Pathway for persons on-site, as reguired by 10 CFR §50.47 (b)
(10), in that:
(2) The Plan fails to demonstrate that the Applicant has
sufficient provisions for evacuaticn routes and transporta-

for on-site individuals to a suitable off-site location,

including alternatives for inclement weather, high traffic-density,

end specific radioclogical conditions, 2s reguired by NUREG-0654,
Criterion J. 2., especially in that no routes have been designated
in the Plan, no suitable off-site location has been designated,

and no alternatives for any contingencies have been established

(b) The Plan fails to establish that the Applicant has

provided for adeguate radiological monitor: cf people evacuated
from the site, 2s regquired by NUREG-065¢,
especially in that the plans do not ref.e

the taking of whole body counts and the cf dosimetry

cevices of evacuees, can be completed’ n do the plans indicate

that all plant personnel, visitors, construction workers, etc.

“h

“d

who may be exposed to radicactivity during an accident will have
possession of cosimetry devices) nor do the plans indicate when

ané how technicues will be established v ich wil

1l provide édata for

-

suspectec., With respect to neutron




dose, the plan refers to implementing procedures which have not

been provided (p. 6-12).

(¢) While applicable 9uidan;e (NUREG~-0654, Criterion J. 4.)
requires that the Applicant must provide for ﬁhe evacuation of on-
site non-essential personnel in the event of a site or general
_ cﬁcrgency, the Flan fails to make any distinction between "essential®
and "non—essential.personnel". and it is unclear how the Applicant '

will aéministrativeiy enforce such a2 distinction;

(d) The Plan fails to cescribe the decontamination
capabilities at the peint of radiclogical monitoring, with
sufficient specificity to determine adequacy of the monitoring

recuired by NUREG-0654, Criterion J. 3, 4;°

(e) The Plan fails to demonstrate a capability within 30 min
to account for all individuals cn-site at the time of an emercgency,

as required'by NUREG-0654, Criteria J. 5;.

(£) The Plan fails to ecstablish that the Applicant has made
provisions for each person re:aininé or arriving on-site curing the
emercency to haQe individual resgiratory protecticn, protective
clething and individual thyscic protection, as required by Criterion
Je .6,

BASIS

10 ¢rR £ 50.47 (b) (10); Appercix E; NUREG-0654, Criteria 7.1, 3,
4, 2, 6 (a=-c).



VIIi-1¢.

The on-si* " plans fail to demonstrzte that adeguate means for

controlling radiclogical exposures in an emergency have beenestablished

for emercency workers and that such means include exposure cuidelines

.
consistent with EPA Emergency Worker ané Lifesaving Activity

Protectzve Action Guides, as reguired by 10 CFR € 50.47 (b)
(11) in that:

(a) _While-the on-site plans provide for d}stribution of
KI "per arproveé procedure”, these procedures are not available
for review, ané their‘daequacy cannot be assessei. Further,
trie plan provides that distribution shall De liniteé to specific
emergency workers judged in need of treatm;nt. Such 2 distribu-
tion arrancement is inadgquate, because KI is only effective if
the stable iodine is administereéd before or shortly after thc'

tart ¢f intake of radipiodine. (US ZPx, Marnual of Protective

Action Cuicdes, p. 142). See also Applicent response to Q. 810.53.

() The Plan fails to meet the cuidance of NUREG-0654
Criteriz ¥. 2., without justification, in that it fails to
set forth advance procedures for permizting on-site volunteers
'ta receive racdiation exposures in the ccurse of carrying out
lifesavinc and other emergency activities, which procedures must

inclucde exzeditious decision-mekinc and : rezsonable considera~

tion of relative risks, especially in z-z: no advance procedures




have been established at 2ll, n sonable consideration of
relative risks has been made, Y- ! than the impermissibly
vague guicdance of Table €-1, the determination of exposure

limits is left utterly to ¢

(¢) The Plan does not cdemonstrate how emergency workers
will have sufficient information concerning racdiation risks upon

which to make an inférmed judgment regardinc radiation exposure,

2lthcuch the plan leaves exposure limits to the individual;

() The Plan fails to establish that the Applicant has
prov.sicns for 24 hour-per-day capability toldetermine the
received by emercency workers involveéd in an accident at

ick, has made provisions for distribu;ion of sufficient
ters, has ensured that the dosimeters are read at approp-
frecuencies, and that cdose are na ined, as
by NUREG-0654, Criteria X (a) = While the
.1) makes reference to

not been provided for

The Plan azlish the Applicant has
action levels . :ng the need for decontam-
cr has established acdecu:ztie means for radiclogical de-
¢f emergency perscrrel wounés, supplies, instruments,
for waste ¢é ¢ recuired by NUREG-0634,

in that-‘th S 08 ‘els are to be cetermined in

=* have not vet been :reo-




vided, &and the cecontamination capabilities 2re not described
with suffici;nt detzil to assess their adeguacy. Applicant's
tesyonse to Q 810.57 states that the information will be provided
shortly before fuel loading. Intervenor reguests access to tl.:
information a; soon 2s available, 2né reserves the right to file

A'coﬂtentions based 'upon the information set forth therein.

(£) The Plans fail to demonstrate that the Applicant
has established procedures for, and capability for, on-site
contamination cont trol measures, inclucing area access.control,
drinkinc water and fooé supplies, and criteria for‘permitting
return of areas and items to normal use, t}l as required by
NUREG-0654, Criteria . 6., p. 67. The Plin provides that some
of these ma;tevs will be addressed by implementing procedures
(See Plan, £ 6.4.3.1. and Applicant Responsc to Q 810 58) but
no procedures have yet been submitted by the Applicant. In-
tervenor reguests access to the nplementzng procedures as soon
as available, 2nd reserves the richt to file contenticns based

upon the informz:iicn set forth therein.

(g) The Flans fail to demonstrate that the Applicant has

established the czpebility for decontamination of relocated on-site

personnel, inclucing provision for extra clothing ané decontam-
inants suitable ‘-r expected contamination, including radiociodine

centamination ¢f :ne skin, as required by KUREG-0654, Criteria



K. 7., p. 68. The quantity of extra clothing

is nowhere mentioneé in the eguipment lists set forth in the plans,
and while mention is made of "decontaminaztion chemicals”, these
are not described sufficiently either in the Pian or in the

Applicant's zesponse to Q £10.59 to ascertain effectiveness for

radiciodine skin contamination.

BASTS | .

10 crr £ 50.47 (b) (11); Part 50, Appendix E; NUREG-0654,

) Criteriz X. d¢ €+ 30 B, ﬁ, 7; EPA Emergency Worker and
Lifesaving Activity Protective Action Guides (EPA 520/1-75/061);
LNGSEP, B8 6.5.1., 6.5.2., 7.1.5 (e), Table 6-1, 6.4.3.1.



VIiIii-1i7.

The on-site Plans fail to establish that the Applicant has de-
velcped adeguate plans for recovery and re-entry 2s reguired
by 10 CFR § 50.74 (b) (13), in that:

(a)' The Applicant's "plans" consist merely of a string of
tit}es and persconnel functions (Plan, §§5;4.1 -=5.4.11) without
- any evidence of any plans or procedures to cuide these functions.
s.ction.s qt'the Plan submitted to date indicates that no recovery
and re-entry plans have been developed, and speéific-plans will
not be developeéd until needed. (Plan, § 9.2). 1Intervenor con-.

tends that the failure to provide even general plans violates

10 CFR § 50.47 (b) (13).

(b) T..e Plans flil to describe the means by which decisions

to relax protect;ve measures will be'reached, considering both

existing and potential conditions;

' (¢) The Plan fails to specify the method to be used for
periodically estimating the total cepulation exposure. Applicant's
response to a Bl0.60 states that this information will not be

available until shortly before fuel loading.

BASIS:
10 CFR § 30.47 (b) (13); Part 50, rppendix E; NUREG-06354, Critericz
Ho 1' 4.



VIII-1B. : ;

The on-site plans ‘ail to demcnstrate that adequate rediological
emergency response training will be provided to thcsie who may be
called upon to 2ssisc on-site in an enercency, as recuired by 10
cFR £ 50.47 (b (15), in chat the training prograos are not
.sufticiently descrir:d to asy.ume compliance wity the guidance of
NUﬁEG-0654, Crite:rie 0.2 #2d 4. Intervenor reguests zccess to all
. trainaing maceriils to be used fqr-thc purpose of corzliance with .
10 CFR £ 50.47 (&) (18) 2% soon as availabla, 2né reserves the
7ri;h£ to file content.ons based upon the in;crmatica'caatained
thereirn, includia¢ contentions plating iq issve the adequ;cy of
such t:ainin§ vaterials. Applicant's response to @ 1063 ‘states ‘
that the ‘proc:dures feor training will not b; deveiomed until train-

ing nveds are icentified (and vice velsa).

BASIS
10 CFR § 50.47 5) (13) Part 50, Appendix E; NUREG-0654, Criteria
. 0.1, 2, 4; Plan § :.1.., Table 8-1.



Vizl- 368,

The on-site plans fail to demcnssrate that responsibilities for
Plan cevelopment and review and for distribution of emergency
plans are estadlished ané Planners are pProperly trained as

reqguired by 10 CFR § 50.47 (b) (16), in that:

. ————

. (b) Thc}éian faii; to b:gggstrat;-th;£ the 055:512:2565—_‘
Or persons :e;ﬁonsible £br annual review of the emergéncy preparedness
for the Applicant are independent; a#d that the results of review
and recommendations will be reported to all invelved federal, ‘state
&and local organizations, anéd retained foé five years, as reguired
" by NUREG-0654; Criteria P. 9. Applicant's Tresponse to Q. B8l0.67
and B10.68 indicate that préccdures will be éeveloped bj the thiré
guarter of 1984.

BASIS

10 c72 § 50.47 (b) (16): Pars 50, Zppendix E; NUREG-0654, Criteris
P. 1, 4, 8; Plan § 8.2.1, 8.2.4.



ViiI -20.

The on-sit? plens fzil to demonstrate thzt zcdeguate periodic
exercises will be concducted to evaluate mzjor portions of
emergency response capabilities, periodic érills will be con-
ducted to develop ané maintain key skills, and deficiencies

identified 2s a result of exercises or érills will be corrected,

_as required by 10 CFR £ 50.47 (b) (14), in that:

— —— -

(=

Q9

() The Plan proJision for i;étlng of communications is
inadequate, in that the guidance 6f NUREG-0654 Criterion N. 2. (a)
' requires quarteri: testing of communications wi;h States within
- the ingestion pathway, whereas £ e.1.2.5 of the Plan éoes not
" provide for such testiéé: |
(@) The Plans fail to demonstrate that either the

Applicant or the Commonweazlth of Pennsylvania will conduct semi~



annual health physics érills which involve response to and
analyses of.';imulated elevated airborne and licuid samples and
direct radiation measurements in the environment, as reguired

by NUREG-0654, Criteria N. 2. (e) (1), p. 73;

. (e)- The Plans fail to demonstrate that the Applicant
yill-annually include in the health physics €érills required
analysis of inplant ligquid samples with actual elevated
. radiation levels including use of the post accident sampling

system, as required by NUREG-0654, Criteria N. 2. (e) (2), p. 73;

(£) 1Inasmuch 2s no exercise scenazrios have Been submitted

cnﬁgx(ﬁﬂ\

by either the Applicant, or state or local emergency response

‘ orqaﬁizations. the Plans fail to demcnsirate that such scenarios

comply with the reguireménts of NUREG-0654, Criteria N.3., P.

73-74; -

(g) The Plan's provisions for maintéining emercency
prepereéness fail to provide that the dxil*!.s reguired by NUREG-
. 0654, Criteria N. 2. (2) through (e) will be held in additinn
to an annu2l exercise, zs the cuidance reguires, but instead
provides that "scenarios may be developed in such a manner as

to accomplish more than cne periodic reguirement" (Flan 3 8.1.1);

(h) The Plan's provisions for annual exercises fail to
set forth whether the locz. emergency response orcanizations

will be required to be zctivzted, thus constituting an actual.



exercise of the integrated cmerge%cy response capebility, or
whether the local emergency response organizations will merely
be notified by the Applicant, thus constituting only a test of

the communications system. This violates the guidance of NUREG-

0654, Criterion N. 1. (b), which requires that an exercise "shall
include mobilization of . . . local personneil and resources adeguate
to verify the capaﬁility to respond to an accident scenario re-

guiring response.”

BASIE

10 CFR § 50.47 (b) (14); Part 50, Appendix E; NUREG-0654,
Criteria N. 1,2,3; LNGSEP 88 8.1.2.2.; 8.1.2.3.; 8.1.2.5.



AWPP VL-1  welding QA

Applicent has failed to control performance of welding and
inspection thereof in accorcence with guzlity contr2) and
quality assurance procedures and requirements, &nd has failed
to take proper and effective corrective and preventive actions
when improper welding has been discovered.



