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4 UNITED STATES* -

E $ NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
*

Eg j REGION I4

*. & S31 PARK AVENUE'

,

***** ,o# KING OF PRUSSIA, PENNSYLVANIA 194069 V

DCT 311983

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 AE0D 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 sections or offices that may
be required to provide feeders on activities conducted during the SALP period
(12/1/82 to 11/30/83).

_

i I will keep you appraised of any delays in preparing the SALP input per'

schedule.

.f 'y Y*
'

e c 3 ~~' , 4,),e ~ y
E. L. Conner, Chief.

Project Section 3B, DPRP

Contact: J.Wiggins, SRI [
(215)327-1344

Enclosure:
As stated
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ENCLOSURE

SALP INPUT' RESPONSIBILITY
Limerick Units 1 and 2

(Period 12/1/82to11/30/83)

,
FUNCTIONAL AREA LEAD SUPPORT

1. Preoperational Testing RPS3B TPS, LPM, FRPS,and Operational Readiness
SFFS

2. Containment and Other Safety M and PS RPS3B
Related Structures

3. Piping Systems and Suppor+0 M and PS RPS3B
,

4. Safety-Related Components M and PS RPS3B

5. Support Systems M and PS PSS,RPS3B

6. Electrical Power and PSS RPS3BDistribution

7. Instrumentation PSS RPS3B
.

8. Licensing
OL LPM RPS3B
SNM PM-NMSS RPS3B 1

9. Engineering and Design
Control RPS3B M and PS, PSS

.
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RESPONSIBILITY CODES

FRPS Facility Radiological Protection
Section, Region I 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

I L
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V-3a 1
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In deveic-ir.c its analysis of the worst case rupture of the ARCO

[ Atlantic Richfield Company] pipeline, the applicant provided 'no
~ ~ ~

basis for excluding consideration of siphoning. Thus, the_conse-
--

'

quences from the worst case pipeline accident are underst'ated. --
'

-
V-3b

'

In discussing deilagration of ces and petroleum due o pipeline .. .

'

rupture, no specific consideration has been given to the effect of . . .

.
radiant heat upon the diesel generators and associated diesel fuel ,

storage facilities. -

,

-
.

. -. . _ . . . . _ . . . , . . . . _ _ . . _ _ _ _ . . - - - . - - - -
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-

,

.

. . . . . . . . . . . . _ _ _ . _ . , . .. . __

"Neither Applicant nor Staff have considered the potential -

'
for and . impact of carburetor' icing of aircraf t flying into
the airspace that may be affected by emissions from the -

Limerick cooling tower."
. .
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F.xacerbation of accidents
. '

.
. ,

(a) The TM.I accident shewed hcw ncn-safet.e s.ystems can
.

Interact w th safety systems to cause er exacers.a:e an accicent..
..

.

'

A systems interaction analysis can reveal acticas and consecuences
I

thaticould; adverse 3.y affect the.e. resumed redundancv and indecendences

- -e,

.
f

of safe:v'svstems.', ''
- '-

,-

/1 ) .

The h a~.ic.? ant ha.s not cerf,o med an systems interaction
,

- -

t
- - -

., . \..

. ~ . . . . . ,
.

.ana .v.s.s at L.mel'1c ; such an,an,alysis must .ce ocne in orcer
.

i ; . -

.
~ ,

to assure una: necessary interactions,.

. . .t.ral.ure combinations anc
. .

'l
accident secuences have been consicerec, anc t.aat potentla_, acverse. . . . . .

1.

-systems interactions have been icent1Ilec. Wit.nout sucn an
.. . . . . . - ..

. a

i . .
t' t

e
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.

. operate ,before the ultimate :'esolttion cf this issue, Unresolved
s

Safety Issue A-17, without! uhduer risk to -he" health and safety'
.

!
. of the public. I

t r

The NRC's program to' resolve A-lT under the C:C Artien Plan .r .

..

(SV?2G-0660, Item II.C.3)'.is.nowh,ere near ccmplete, and the
.
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coupled, (2) functionally coupled, and (3, humanly
'

ccupied. ~owever there is assurance that Limerick,.

can be operated withcut endangerine .the health and "
-

-

safety of the public. The plant has been evaluated i

against current licensing requirements tha are fcunded ! '"' '
. . . . . . . . .. .on t.ye prine p,e c:. ce:ense-:.n-cep n. _cnerence to. .

this principle resu_3ts in requirements sucn. as pnysica_,. . _ _ _ _ _ .

. . . . . .

separation and incepenc.ence c:. recuncant sa:ety systems
as well as .trotection agan.ns: na: arcs suen as hie.n-

. . . _ _. . . ..

.

en ere.v_ line ruutures, missiles, hic.h winds, flooding,
-

.

seismic events, fires, human errors, and sabotage. These F - -
-

design provisions are subject te review agains: the
-

'

Standard Review Plan (SEP) (NURIG-0800), which rectires - -' ~

interdisciplinary reviews cf safety-e.rade ec.uirment. .

and adcresses different : pes of potential. systems --

interactions. Also, the cuality. assurance program
-

that is followed du:-ing the design, construction, - ~ -

and operational phases for each plant centributes i

to the prevention of introducing adverse systems !---
' interactions. Thus, the current licensing re airements -

and crocedures crova..ce an acecuate decree of clant safe:v ..
-- -

. .,

.
.

t

L21.idoes. n.ot believe that th'is. boiler late lanc.uac.e, which
. . . . . . _ . .

.

cou.lc be used fo$ any plant, satisfies the requir- -

.:f
' ~ "

.

Ncrth Anna.
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I-42. ENViRONMENTId RuA Lt PICATioN
.

'

,

. .

*

The. applicant has not shown compliance with the Commission's

rule, Environmental Qualification of Electric Equipment Important,

1to Safety for Nuclear Power Plants, Jan. 21, 1983, 48 FR 2729,
,

.
|

10 CFR 550.49. Particularly, it has neither established a.

*
-

. !

program for qualifying a'11 of the electrical equipment covered -
,

. by $50.49, nor performed an analysis to ensure that the plant can

be safely operated pending completion of equipment qualification,
'

as regsire8 by $50. 49 (i) . Failure to comply will threaten the
.

,
health and safety of the public.,

, ,
,

. .

.

*
.

_ .

BASIS:
,, . . .

. ..

a) The new rule covers qualification of safety-related.,
.

3
-

[c. ' electrical. equipment, required by NUREG-0588 (safety-related,

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

non-safety-related~ equipment'whose failt$re uncer postulated -

; .
.

environmental conditions'could mislead the operator or otherwise
'

,

g ,
, , .

,

prevent satsifactory accomplishment of specified safety fun ~ctions.
:- \ .

' -

'

It also covers certain post-accident monitoring equipment.! '

"

Applicant's EQ progran,' designed prior to issuance of the new
, .

. %.

'

rule, was designed to qualify safety-related equipment only<

. .(see. EQ Report, SS 1 and 2 and, Appendix B, for example). Applicant
a

.

> relies upon NUREG-0588 to demonct'. rate the adequacy of its
.. ~ . .

EQ progrr.n.- ' ~
'

> < , ..
| JIt is clear from the new EQ rule, however,-that it was theu

> > g
'

'i ,[ Commission" s intention to expa' nd its EO requirements to cover5

,

J .
s..

} . < equipment cuss:.de of, the lscope of the Cass 1E list (see 48 FR

t[2,733dLeolumn 1bincludige : foe % Yam E ca h '
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,40,CFR Part 50, Appendix A, requires that equipment important
.

g to safety be designed to be compatible with postulated environmenG
.

-

.

- conditions. '

.

In light of the broader coverage of 10 CIR 550.49 and the
.

. .

confusion and/or disagreement that has arisen between NRC staff,

members and between NRC staff and the regulated community .

-

.

concerning the definitions of safety classifications (see affidav6

-

of James H. Conran, pp. 28-33, previously submitted), applicant
,

'

should promptly develop a list of the equipm'ent at Limerick that
,

is "important-to safe ~ty" (and not just safety-related) and -

that will be tested in its environmental qualification prggram
'

'(such a li,st is required by 10. CFR 550. 4 9 (d)) . Failure to'.
-

.- .. - -

.,

promptly develop this list and to reach agreement as to what i.

'.
,

additional equipment mdst be qualified in order to comply with.

the new $50.49 and GDC 4 will seriously impair applicant's
~

*

progress in qualifying all necessary equipment.-

Without the documentation that the applicant has included *

,

..
-

all necessary non-safety-related-but important-to-safety
.

I

[
equipment in its EQ program, and without the analysis required by j,

, .
,

5 5 0. 4'9.(i) , applicant cannot assure that po.st-accident. failure'

.
.

'

'of non-s.afety,-related. equipment will not degrade any safety

function or mislead the operator pending completion of qualificata
I* *

Examples of sy. stems or equipment that should be reviewed '

for- inclusion in the applicant's EQ program include- those for,

- -
i. . .

feedwater control, emergency lightinc and ccmmunications systens ,-

'

the plant process computer system,.tr.d computer software.
.

. -
.

L
,
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b) Consideration of those systems that are required to

mitigate the consequences of a LOCA'or HELB, 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 equipment cause4 by-

,
.

* accident initiators such as LOCA and EELB, 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 sampling system) are not *

included in the Limerick equipment qualification .

.

program. However,. those valves .that are not-

accessible for repair after an accident do 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 thh operator into r.isjudging
'

the level of radionuclide releases occurring, and therefore'

.

j
Ito cause miscategorization of an accident for emergency planning }
I

.
.' ,

purposes. Ap1'ic, ant's EQ Report contains no documentatien 'j
. .

-

that such human interaction problems have been addressed.,

c) The applicant's EQ Report is inadequate, in that:,

. ...

1) EQRRs (Equipment Qualification Review Records)

are .provided for only one type of equipment --

Limitorque valve motor operators (see Appendix E). '

~ t
e.

s . - ;

f

.

)'
-

.
-

. .

__
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*
2) Where qualified life of a piece of equipment; .

,

does not equal the,40 year plant life, ho action -.

isidentifiedtocorrectthedeficiency(seeEQk'

pp. 8, 32-35). |. .

. . . . . ' . . _ . . " . . . 3) The Beport excludes some safety-related equi; ment
-

,
.

J
-

without explanation or justification. For instane
..

'

in ,its qualification of equipment related to

- - the standby liquid control system, squib valves-

. .

and the related key lock switch in the control
.

room are excluded.
.

. ..

o - .
. ,

,
.

.. - -

'

LEA reserves the'right to review the October, 1983 amendmentE.

. - -
. .

"to the EQ Report and'to submit additional contentions as necessarh
-

.

.
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VIII-1.

_ . . _ _
,

The Emergency Plan is inadequate, and does not comply with 10 CFR

E' 50.47 and th'e planning bases for the Commission's regulations on
emergency planning in that the spectrum of postulated accidents

!.
in Section 4.2 of the' Plan does not encompass the spectrum of

.-
' .

credible accidents for which emergency planning is required. !

The
s

Plan, at s 4.2, states that "the adequacy of this Emergency Plan

is demonstrated by applying its provisions and noting that the,

provisions encompass the estimated radiological consequences o# '

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

- accidents are merely design basis accidents, with a maximum
.

.

, estimated d'ose at the LPZ of 1090 mrem -(LOCA) .
..

'The reculations and planning bases for emergency planning plainly
.

'

'

'centemplate planning for accidents of*much greate
.

r severity. (See,,

e.g. NURIG-0396, " Planning Basis,,for the Development of State and.

Local Government Radiological Emergency Response Plans in~ Support
, ,of Light Water Nuclear Power Plan'ts"). ' '

.
*

SASIS
' '

10 CFR ! 50.47;. Part 50, Appendix E; NUREG-0654; NUREG-0396;
,

1

.

NURIG-OfS6 (Functional Criteria for Emergency Response Facilities) .|

*
.

.

..

*8* .

8

-

,

, s.
s
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VIII-2. 1

-
. .

,

Applicant has not establishe'd an adequate emergency classification

and action level scheme as recuired by 10 CFR S 50.47 (b) (4) arid -

NUREG-0654 guidance, in that: '

(a) Initiating conditions of the Plan do not include all of
the postulated accidents in,the LGS.FSAR, as required by NUREG-0654,
Criterion D.2. Section 4.2 of the Plan lists only eleven of the
many accidents postulated in the FSAR. No justification is pro-

. vided. for choosing these eleven and omitting all ot. ars.
-

'

. ..-.. .. . . - - . .. . . ....

BASIS
. . . .

- -,

.

._.

10 CFR S 50. 47 (b) (4) ;
, NUREG-0654, Criterion D.2 and Appendi3c 1. _. .._

. LGS Plan ~S 4.2.- '
-

-

~,- .. _. .,

.

. . _ . . . . . . . .. . _ . . . . . . . . . . _ . . ...
.-

|
'

: . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . ._ . __ _ , _

. .

. VIh-3. ' '

*

'
.

The on-site plans do not identify'and establish the on-site
.

monitoring systems that are to be used'to initiate emergen'cy '

in accordance with Appendix 1 of NUREG-0654, as requiredmeasures

| by Criterion HIS of that document. Applicant's response to Q. 810.32
,

'

-hat this.information will not be available until thestates.

.

-

four-h cuarter of 1983. .

'BASIS

NUF2G-CCE4, Criterion E.5.
'

.

I
..

,

.

.

h

.

y- .e _ . . _ . , . _ . . . _ . ~ - __ . - . . , - . . _ , _m._ . _ ..
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,

VIII-5.'
.

The Plan fai,1s to comply with Criterion J.10(m) of NUEG-0654,
-

,
.

'.

which requires the Applicant to set forth the bases for a. choice ,

,

of .reco:=nended protective actions for the plume exposure pathway,
.

considering expected local protection afforded in residential .

units or other shelter, and evacuation ti:ne estimates. Applicant's'

response to O 810.'52 suggests that this information will be pro-

vided in implementing procedures that will not be available until'

fourth cuarter, 1983. Applicant's response to,0810.54 states that
.
1'

a "ce:=ait:nent to define . guidelines for determihing plume exposure '

protective action reccamendations" is found in the Plan, but no'

. specific guidelines and bases hav.e yet been ests.blished.
'

;

' ,

r-.. . .
_

. -

-

BASIS .

.- .

-
.

16 cFR 550. 4 7 (b) (10) ; Patt 50, Appendix I; NUEG-0 6 5 4 , C 4te*4 en s.10 (m
^ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - . . . .. . . ~ . .. .__ ,_

,

;. -

r
.

''

7
.
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VIII-6.
'

. The on-site plans for emergency notification fail.to comply with
10 CFR E 50.47 (b) (5) and the guidance of NUREG-0654, in that:

.

.

(a) The Plan does not yet damonstrate that the bases estab-

lished for the Applicant's notification of response organizations
i;

_ _ _ _ 1; =; -- ''; ui% gen 5M\8ic5 fot enside, aajotygMWgtogg <g
' '

*

,(b) The Plan fails to make adequate provisions for follow-up
'

massages to of f-site authorities in that the notification formats

sat forth in Appendix F are for initial notification only, and thus

f ail to contain all the information recuired by thDREG-0654, Criterion-

.-

E. 4, (p. 441 -

*
.

.. .

.

The ; Plan's prov? sions for prompt -notification do. not comply- (c) i

with 'the gui' dance of NUREG-0654, Appendix 1, in that the Plan at

E 6.1 provides f'or notification of emergency organizations "within
,- about 15 minutes after classifying the event" for each emergency

class. NUREG-0654, Appendix 1, p. 1-3 requires that notification

take place Oithin 15 minutes from the time at which operators ~

recognize that.. events have occurred which make declaration of an

emergency class appropriate, not from the time of classification,
. . . .

.and requires notification scener than 15 minutes for classes more

sdrious than unusual events. .

BASIS . -

.

10 CFR I 50.47,.Part 50, Appt.. dix E; NURIG-0654, Criteria E. 1,. .

.
. _ . ,

, '

4: Appendix 1: Plan 5 6.1, Appendix F.
.

.

.

.

e
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-

: -

*

. > '
.. .

.
.

.

VIII -7.
'

The on-site pians fail to demonstrate that the on-shift facility
licensee responsibilities for emergency response are unambiguously

defined, adequate staffing to provide initial facility accident .
,

response in key fun'etional areas is maintained at all times,
'

timely augmentations of response capabilities is available, and

'the interfaces among various on-site response activities and -

-

. .
.

eff-site support activities is specified, as required by 10 CFR
'

E 50.47. (b) (2) , especially'in that:~

, (a) The plans fail to establish a line of s,uccession for the

| ' emergency coordinator position beyond a single alternate for the
i -

.-

interim emergency ' director and emergency director, and fails to*
.

. .

id.entify specific conditions for higher level utility officials.,

:'. - . , . - '-

! Os'suning this function, all as recuired by NUREG-0654, criterion.

,

B.3 (p. 34).' Failure to establish a sufficient line of succession
.

' .. .
. .

'will cause chaos"in the event of the unavailability of the persons' ~

>

listed, as the responsibilities of the emergency director are.

,
,

'

.specifically not delegated to other segments of the energency
.

organiz,ation, which include the initiation of protective measure's
.

on-site. .

-
.

.

-( 3 ) 30 and 50 minute augmentaticas of minimum ' staffing does..
i

not comply with Table B-1 (See Plan, Table I-1) and
-

.

I while Figure 5-2 is referenced in Table.I-1,neither
augmentation timing, nor position augmentation are ' ' .
coherently shown. - -

.

._ .

|

\ s

-
~

.

-
*

_ . = - . - _ .._ _. . _ _ _ _ . . .
__;



. .

1
-

-

. -
.o. .
.

(e) The responsibilities imposed upon the Interim Emerge..cy

; , Director or Emergency Director in 55.2.1.1 (which are explicitly
"not' delegated to other segments "of the emergency organization")

are excessive an,d cannot. reasonably be implemented by a single.

~

individual. According to Fig. 5.3 of the Plan, the Interim

Emergency Director (or Emergency Director) is respons.ible for

making..a very 'large~ number of initial contacts in the event of
.

an emergency. In addition, the list of other non-delegable duties

. of the Interim Emergency Director, as listed in 55.2.1.1 of the Plaa
'

is lengthy and complicated. It is unreasonable to assume that one

individual can receive all relevant information from plant oper.ator
,

transpose it into complete, accurate and useful information for '

emergency-relevant organizations, and transmit it to them in'a
'

.

. timely manner, while carrying out all of his other. duties. The
. . -

.

,

~

. 'Interih Emergency Director rhould. concentrate on decision-making
-

. .

and managing and coordinating the appropriate response mechanism;

initial notification resp'onsibilities themselves should be delegate 6
'

~

.to other cualified individuals. '
-

,

BASIS -.

10 CFR 550.47 (b) (2); Part 50, Appe.. dix I; NUREG-0654, Criteria
'

.

i

..
Plan 555.2.1.1, 5.2.1.2, 5.2.i.3,B.2, 3.3, 3.4, B.5, Table B-1;

| '. Figures 5-1, 5-2,'5-5, Table I-1; LIA communications with emergency
,

response consultants.. .

..

'

. .

| |
'

.

'

.

,

. _ - . _ _ . - . _ ,
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i
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- -.. .
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.

*J II I - 8,. .J
|

The LNGSEP fails to demonstrate that adequate emergency, '

|

facilities and equipment to support emergency response

are provided and maintained as required by 10 CFR E 50.47 .(b)'

. (8), especially in that:
,

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

to the Technical Support Center (see Plan E 7.1.3) are in- D8; .

adequate to. properly perform the function of the center in that
.

.

they f ail to ~ include copies of plan.t operating records, and
*

.

.

plant operations reactor safety committee records and reports ..

.

| ,' (see NUREG-0814, pT'2-15) , which may be vital in determining
'

"

,
.

the plant-specific behavior, of equipment ; they also fail to *

,

' include doc'umentation for procedures to access 'and use the system
''

, ,

| for remote , interrogation of atmospheric measurements and pre-.

t

.

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

-
.

. .

.

'(b) The Plan's descriptions of the $mergency Opera'tions -

,

Tacility (Plan E 7.1.2), the Technical Su'pport Center ' (P'lan E*

.

.

7.1.3), the Operational Support Center (Plan I 7.1.4) , and '-
'

emergency equipment and supplies are all insuf ficient to mean-

ingfuIlly assess compliance with 10 CFR' E 50.47 (b) (8) and to

evaluate the facilities with with r' spe'et tb the criteria of NURI3-06)e
..

( Supplement 1 to NURIG-0737 (58),, and NURIG-0696. Interven,or contenfs

the applicant has not demonstrated that the facilities preposed
,

are adequate. Applicant's response to O S10.30 states that th'e Plan
.. 11 be expanded when final informatien is available en these faci;i-

ties.'
*

.

.

4

( e

, . .

_ _ _ . . _ _ . _ _ . _ , _ _ _ . , _ _ _ - _ _

___ . _ _ . ,_
-



.

.
. . 9, .

. . .

.

(c) The Plan fails to set *forth the procedures for or
.

.

manner of maintenance of the emergency facilities so as to' pre-
clude degradation of facility effectiveness, which maintenance
is required by 10 CFR E 50.47 (b) (8)., ,

-
.

.

' '

BASIS '

.

10 CFR E 50.47 (b)' (8); Part 50, Appendix E; NUREG-0654, -

Criteria H.,l', 2, 9, NUREG-0696,'" Functional Criteria for *

.

.

,
Emergency Response Facilities: NUREG-0814, pp. 2-15.; Supplement

1 of NUREG-0737, 58..

.
.

VIII-9. .

* *
, ., . .

.
. .

- ' The on--site plans fai.1 to demonstrate that provisiehs exist for
,

-
. .,

' , prompt commuriications among erincipal response organizations ~

'

to emergency personnel and to the public, as required by 10 CFR

I'50.47 Os) (6) especially'in that: '
' ''

.
,

.

(a) The Plan fails to establish reliable backup means of.

"

communication for the Applicant, except for backup radio communica- .

-ion between the centrol room,and Montgomery County office of

,F_mergency Preparedness, and backup power for the PABX telephone

system described .in 5 7.2.2 of the Plan;
,

.. .
.

~

3 ASIS .

10 CFR I 50.47; Part 50, Appendix E; NUREG-0654, Criteria F
2, 2, 3. ' '

-

.

O

,
e

,

, .- . . , - - - , . , - - . ~ . - w u .. . . , . . . - ., . . , _ . - . . - . ,
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,-3
..

,

VIII-10.
.

.

The en-site plans f ail to comply with 10 CPR 550.47 (b) (2) and

the guidance of NURIG-0654, Criterion B.9, in that:

(a). Where the Applicant has identified the services to
- . - .,

ba provided by.some local agencies for handling emergencies, the .

ogreements with those local support sources do. not delineate the!

L

cuthorities, responsibilities and limits on the actions of the'
,

. .

contractors / agencies, but merely briefly describe'the general -

, . .

'

. nature of the service to be provided.
.

*

(b) Section 2.2.4 of the Plan lists the Radiation Medicine I

Center of the Hospital of University of P.ennsylvania (HUP) as a-

, ...

local agency that h,as acreed to respond to requests for assistance:

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 si.te,
.

ind'liststhee'xtensivecapabilitiesofthhtorganization,which-

,

is designated as the." central point" ,of PECO's Emergency Medical '

'
~ ~ .. . .

Assistance Plan. On: the other han~d, section 6.5.4 of the Plan,>

antitled Medical Treatment, totally omits m'ention of EUP as.,

.a support service. The Plan contains no written agreement fer
.

' support, services from EUP, as,requird'd by NUREG-0654, Criterion 3.9. >

'i

| The fact that the director of Radiation Management Corporatien,

which is under contract with PECO, is on the staff of HUP (see Plan,
I

[ 55.3.2.1) in no way guarantees that HUP will provide services without
,

a prior written agreement.t -

* '

DASIS ,.
,

10 CFR 550.47 (b) (2) ; Part 50, Appendix I: NURIG-0654, Criterion
*

3.9; Plan SS 2.2.4, 5.3.2.1, 6.5.4, Appendix A..

.

b

. .

O

c .,y_. ..__ .m e , . _ , _ , - . . _ . - _ ,. .



_ _ _ . _ _

,

.. Note: L A has not submitted a contention' alleging r.irsi..? county.

agreements, since the Plan indicates that these are forthcoming. !

.

-

.

VIII-11.
.

The agreement with Linfield Fire Co. fl to provide "all needed.

.

fire protection for the Philadelphia Electric Power generating
ctation" is not adequate, as the Linfield Fire Co. il does not

'

have adecuate' equipment to respond,alone to the entire range of
fires which may occur at the facility. Additional agreements

should be reached with other local fire companies to provide
'

Gdditional fi e. protection.,
,

. .
..

.

' ~

5 ASIS '
-

-

.

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

,

'

"in good co'ndition,1 old fire. truck, one vdn and one , jeep.
.''

Dis-
.' .

ability of any' 'one of the.' fire trucks, a more than one alarm fire,.

.

, er the fire company's response to ,ano'ther ' fire within its service

'rea, would ea.ch operate to render the respo'nse inadequate.a
The.i

'

information on equipment is premised upon LEA personal'ec=munications
with Linfield Fire Co, See agreement lefter in Plan Appendix A.-,

,

.

.

*

VIII-12
. , ,

.
. . .

The on-site plans fail to demonstrate that adequate arrangements
',have been made,' or will be made, for medical services fer contaminated"i

injured' individuals en-iste, as required by 50 CFR 550. 47 (b) (2) and (12) ,
; .

' .

in that:. - -

'
.

-.,

e

.

.

| -

- -

p. .. .

.

..__._.m__. . . , _ _ . .-. .- . , . , _



- -
-

,
. ..

,

.-.. ,
.

.

.
.

.

(a) Wh'ile medical services and facilities are described in
coctions 5.3.2.1 - 5.3.2.5 of the Plan, it has not been demonstrated

'

that th'ese services and facilities are adequate for the pote'ntial
,

number of persons contaminated by the spectrum of credible accident

Ocenarios for which planning is required, including some core-

m2lt seruences (see NURIG-0396). The plans contain an agreement
,

-.. .

with .Pottstown Memorial Hospital, a facility only two miles from
*

.

the' site, to provide emergency treatment to contaminated patients.-

,

In a general emergency, the hospital will be required to evacuate
,

.

its own patients, which will preclude acceptance and treatment.

of radiation victims coming from the site. The status of medical
~

support from the Hospital of University of Pennsylvania is unclear
,

- *
.

...

ac. well -(see contention .VIII-9 (b) , above). _These are th'e only.,

two[ hospitals 'ldsted in the Plan as available for medical services .

, , ,

to'on-site contaminated victbus. See NURIG-0654, Criteria 3.9 and L.ll
,

'

.

.
-

.
*

(b) The Plan does not demonstrate that the Applicant .*
.

confo.mitw\ed. i.nidTTd.'

has arranged ad'quate transportatien of victir.: cf ;;fi:1:;i:;le-

pesaMi .

;;;if;..i: to medical support facilities, as required by NUREG-0654, .

| . Criteria B.9 and L.4. The Applicant's provisions as described in
|.

! 46.5.3 of the Plan fail to demonstrate the availability of sufficient
,

mmbulance service, and shielding fer such service, in view of t'he
,

potential number of contaminated persons.
,

*

.-

*

.

*
.

*r .,

.

"
.

$y

' i



.. _ _

1
'

l
'

'. Wha 2e :ne clans contain an'aeree cn: vi'h. Goodwill |
'

' t
.

j*

Ambulance Unit te transposrt on-site accident victims to off-site '

,

medical facilitics, in a general emergency the Unit will be required

to evacuate non-ambulatory patients requiring critical care from

'

Pottstown Memorial Hospital. The Unit has, as of. late 1982, only-

4 well-equipped vehicles., and :is the only ambulance unit in the1

plant vicinity. Therefore, additional provisions for ambulance
.

servicewillbenecessary.
,

.

BASIS
.

'

10 CFR SS50.47 (b) (2) and (12); Part 50, Appendix E; NUREG-0654
,

Criteria 3.9 and L.1 and 4; NUREG-0396; Plan SS 5.3.2.1 -5.3.2.5,

, 6.5.3; personal communications with Goodwill Ambulanc'e Unit .
.

-
. _- ,.,

facilities.
'

-
.

.

. ...
VIII-13. - -

. .
.

'

The on-site plans fail to, demonstrate that arrangements for , -

requesting and effectively using assistance resources have been
.

~

made, and other organizations capable of augmenting the planned
*

response have been identified as required by 10 CFR 550.47.(b) (3),-

,,

ospecially in that: .

. . . .

.

(a) The Plan does not properly incorporate on-site Federal.

respense ca'pability into its. operation plan, as it neither specifies..

., the nature of the rescurces expected from Federal agencies, including

~ostimated arrival time at Limerick, nor incorporates specific
. -. .

.

licensee, state and 1::a1 resources available to support the
.

Federal response (e.g., air fields, command posts, telephone lines,

radio frequencies and telecommunications centers), as required .

by SUREG-0654, Crite.rier. C.1.
, ,,

.

.

.
*

. .

. .'



~

-
. .

, ,

*

.

__.

.
.

(b) The Plan does not sufficientl'y identify the radiological

laboratory c.apabilities and availabilities for augmented response
to emergencies', as required by NUREG-0654, Criterion C.3. '

,

.. ._ -. . . _ _ . _ -- - ._. >
,

BASIS -

, 10 CFR 550.47 (b) (3) ; Part 50, Appendix I; NURIG-0654 Criteria
. -

C.1, 3, 4.
.

. .

VIII,-19 .'
'

> -

,

', The on-site .?lans fail to demonstrate that adequate methods, systems -

and equipment for assessing and monitpring actual or potential .

.

~

.'off-site consequences of a radiological emergency condition.will
- -.. . ..

b2.in use by the Applicant, as required by 10 CFR 550.47 -(b)
-

-

-
.

(9) ,especially,in that the Plans do not demonstrate or describe:.

,

(a) With adequate particularity the plant system and
*

.

cffluent parameter values characteristic of an adequate spectrum

'of off-normal conditions and accidents, as required by NUREG-0654,
'

Criterion I.1; values in Table' 4.2 of the Pl'an have not been supplied.
.

.

9

'
e

;

|
.

.

A

e

.

\
-

| ,. ..

. .

. . .-



w -

r

. .., .

., .

.
.

.

(c) Adequacy of procedures for analysis of off-site dosimetry

and procedures describing methods for calculating off-site. doses,

as referred to in section 6.2, pp. 6-3 and 4 of the Plan, in that
,

these procedures have not been provided, and assessment of adequacy .'

i's impossible. .
.

'

.

(d) The, specific kinds of monitoring. instruments t'e be
used and their capabilities. .

'

.

(e) Adequate on-site capab'ility and resources to provide -

,

initial values and continuing assessment throughout the course of
'

an accident. Applicant's response to O 810.48 states,that the.

-
.

design of the assessment system will not be complete until 1984.'

(f) Adequate methods and techniques to be used for deter-,,

mining 'the son'rce term of releases of radioactive material within

plant systems','and the magnitude of the release of radioactive
'

~

materials based'on plant system parameters and effluent monitors.
'

Applicant's response to O 810.40 states that this .information will
,

not be available until 1954. -

. .

,
*

.

-(g) The capability of acquiring and evaluating metecrological
.

informatien sufficient to meet the criteria of Appendix 2 to NURIG-

0654 ; provisions for . access to meteorological .information by the
.

Emergency oper'ations Facility and the Technical Support Center;

availability to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania of suitable *

i meteorological data processing interconnections which permit
i

independent analysis by,the Commonwealth of' Pennsylvania. The
, ,

' Applicant's response to O 810.42 states that this informa:ien will
f
!

not be available until 1984. *

*
.

'
*..

__ . - - - -



, -

.
-

-.-.
.

.... ,

. .
-

(h) The methodology for determ ning the relearc rate and

projected doses if the instruments used for assessment are off-
!

.

ccale or inoperable. Applicant's response to Q 810.44 states
'

'

that these procedures will not be.available until 1984.

*

(i) The specific capability and resourc~es for field

monitoring within the plume exposure EPZ:,

_
.

.

(j) That the Applicant has adequate capability to detect
.

and measure radiciodine concentrations in air in the plume ex-

-7 -posure EPZ as' low as 10 u Ci/cc under field conditions, and. .

that any interference from the presence of noble gases and back-,

.. .-
'

. ground radiation will not decrease the stated minimum detectable
'

dcjivity, as required by NUREG-0654, Criteria I. 9., p. 58.
*

-

'

' Applicant's response to Q 810.46 does not kerify sensitivity of
'

. ,
,

-y -.. .

'10 u Ci/ce, and does not state that interference from noble-

.
, ,

.

g'asesandbackgroundradiation'willhotdecreasetheminimum -

,

..
,

detectable activity *
.

. .

.

(k) That the Applicant has established means for relating
'

the various measured. parameters to.d,ose gates for key isotopes,-..

and gross radioactivi'ty measurements; nor has the Applicant shown
'

|
that provisions have been ma'de for estimating the integrated doses

'

from the projected and actual dose rates, and for comparing these

ostimates with the protective action guides, 'as required by NUREG-

0654, Criterion I.10. Applicant's response'to Q 810.48 states -

|

| that th'is information will not be available until 1984. .

i .
.

i 3 ASIS
.

: 10 CFR 550.47 (b) (9) ; Par: 50, Appendi$ E; NUREG-065' criteria '

:,1-il:. inclusive; plan 5 6.2. .
, ,,

*

.

9 --
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t . ...

.. . .

?
.

k
n

5 *

y VIII-15.
T -

6 The.on-site' plans fail to demonstrate that an adequate range of
P.
y protective actions has been developed for the Plume Exposure
5 Pathway for persons on-site, as required by 10 CFR 550.47 (b)
R

(10), in,that::-

E .

(a) The Plan fails to demonstrate that the Applicant'hase

F -

' made sufficient provisions for evacuation routes and transporta-

tion for op-site individuals to a suitable off-site location,
-

w . -

including alternatives for inclement weather, high traffic-density,
-

. . . -

and specific radiological conditions, as required by NLSEG-0654,.

Criterion J. 2., especially in that no routes have been designated'.

*
.

* '

in the. Plan, no suitable off-site location has been deiign'ated,
.

.

an'd no alternatives for any contingencies have been established .
'

P (b) The P.lan fail to establish,that the Appl.icant has
~

F
'provided for adequate radiological monitoring of people evacuatedv

P- -

.

f from the site, as required by NUREG-0654, Criteria J. 3., (p. 59),

especially in that the plans do not' reflect the time within which
,

_ the taking of whole body counts and the processing of dosimetry
[. devices of evacuees, can be completed; ner do the plans indicate

'

that all plant personnel', visitors, construct 5.~n workers, etc.e_

,
-

. -

[ who may be expose'd to radioactivity during an accident will have

-

possession of dosimetry devices; nor do the plans indicate when
-

.
,

and how techniques will be established which will provide data for-

,

estimating neutron dose whe're sus ~pected. With respect to neutron-

.

-
.

EY -

Em
*

f \
'

_u



r. . .,

.
-

.

.--
.

, . ,
,

;-
. . ,

. .

.

'

dose, the plan refers to implementing procedures which have not
..

been'provided (p. 6-12)..

i
i (c) While applicable guidance (NUEG-0654, Criterion J. 4.)
f

requires that the Appli, cant must provide for the evacuation of on-

site non-essential personnel in the event of a si,te or general
.

, e$ergency, the Plan f ails to make any distinction between " essential"
'

,

- -
; .

and "non-essential personnel", and it is unclear how the Applicant -

wi'11 admini'stratively enforce such a distinction;.
,

'

(d) The Plan fails to describe the decontamination *

i
-

.
,

capabilities at the point of radiological monitoring, with
.

..cu'fficient specificity to determine adequacy of.the monitoring.
.

.

~

I* rdquired by NUEG-0654, criterion J. 3, 4;!
> .,..

-. . .

(e) The Plan fails to demonst, rate a capability within 30 min' .

:
i -

. .
-

~

to account for all individuals on-site at the time of an emergency,
,

-

i . ~ ''
.

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

>

! '[ (f) The Plan fails to establish that the Applicant has made

;
* provisions for'each person rer ining or arriving on-site during the '

emerg'ncy to have individual respiratory protection, protectivee

clothing and individual thy::cid protection, as required by criterion' '

.....6.
'*

.J
.

BASIS -
.

.

,

'10 CFR I 50.47 (b) (10); Appendix I; NURIG-0654, Criteria J.2, 3, .

' '

4, 5, 6 - (a-c) .
C

.

-.

.g

e * ,

--
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VIII-15.

The on-situ. plans fail to demonstrate that adequ, ate means for.

controlling radiological exposure ~s in an emergency have been established
_

for emercency workers and that such means includ.e exposure guidelines
s

consistent with EPA Emergency Worker and Lifesaving Activity

Protective Action Guides, as required by 10 CFR E 50.47 (b).

.
- (11) in that:

.

(a) .While the on-site plans provide for distribution of
..,

KI " Der accroved crocedure", these procedures are not available.

,

-
.

for review, and their adequacy cannot be assesse d. Further, -

the plan provides that distr.ibution shall be linited to specific .

, .

'

' emergency workers judged in need of treatm'pnt. Such a'distribu-
. .

.
tion arrangemdnt is inadequate, because KI is only effective if

.

e .-
. ..

the ' stable iodine is administered _be5cre or shordy after the

start of intake of.radiciodine. (US EPA, Manual. of Protective _..
.

.
.

Action Guides,,p. 142). Se'e also Applicar.t response to Q. 810.52.,

,
- ,

.

* ~

.(b) The Plan fails to meet the guidance of NUREG-0654

Criteria K. 2., without justification, in that it fails to
.

.

. . .

cot forth advance procedures for permitting on-site volunteers
.

. . .
,

j .to receive radiation exposures in the ccurse of carrying'out
!

lifesaving and other emergency activities , which procedures must
'

include expeditious decision-making and a reasonable considera-
.

*

tion of relative risks, especially in that no advance procedures
,

..
, ,

e

b

.

'

'
. -

*-~
__



, , , ,
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.-; .-
.

,

,
. <-

.

h' ave been established at all, no " reasonable consideration of

. rela'tive risks has been made, and other than the impermissibly

vague guidance of Table 6-1, the determination of exposure

1,imits is left utterly to t e individual;

(c) The Plan does not demonstrate how emergericy workers
'

, will have sufficierit information concerning radiation risks upon
,

which to make an infdrmed judgment regarding radiati'on exposure,

although th'e plan' leaves exposure limits to the individual;-

.' .
.

.
.

The Plan fails to establish that the Applicant has(d).- .

. . .
.

made provisions for 24 hour-per-day capability to determine the

. doses received ,by emergency workers involved in .an accident .at -.
.

,

.LUnerick, has .made provisions for distribution of sufficient

dosimeters, has ensured'that th,e dosimeters are read at approp-
.

riate frequencies, and that dos'e records are raaintained, as

required by NURNG-0684, dritieria K. 3. (a)
~

(b). 'While the' '
- -

,

Plan (!6.5.1) makes reference to emergency access procedures,
. -..

~

,

,

these have not been provided for review.
,

-(e) The Plan fails to establish that the Applicant has

specified~ action' levels for determining the need for decontam-- -

inariori, or has ' established adequate means for radiological de-
_

conta:aination of emergency personnel wounds,. supplies , instruments,
'

ecuipment, and for waste disposal as required by NUREG-0654, .

criteria K. 5, in that the actien levels are to be determined in
'

emergency implementing procedures which have not yet been pro-'
,

.

-

t..
,

, ,
. .

,
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.

-
.

vided, and the decontamination capabilities are not described

with sufficient detail to assess their adequacy. * Applicant's .

'

response to Q 810.57 states that the information will be provided
'

shortly before fuel loading. Intervenor requests access to tha

information as soon as available, and reserves the right to file *

.

. contentions. based'upon the information set forth therein.
.

'

'

(f) The Plans f ail to demonstrate that the Applicant*

.

has establi'shed procedures'for, and capability for, on-site
'

'

contamination control, measures , incl.uding area access control,-
.

drinking water and food supplies, and criteria for' permitting
,

re' urn of areas and items to normal use, all as required byt,.
-

,

N REG,- O'6 5 4 , Criteria K.' 6 . , p . 67. The Plln provides that some
_

. . .
of these matters will be addressed by implementing procedures

. See Plan, E 6.4.3.1. and Applicant Response to Q 810'.58), but(
.

- no procedures'have yet been submitted by the Applicant. In- -

.

'

tervenor requests access to the . implementing procedures as soon
*-

.
. ..

as available, and reserves the right to file contentiens based-

upon the informa:icn set forth therein.
..

(g) The Plans f ail to demonstrate that the Applicant has, ,. ,

'

established the capability for , decontamination of relocated on-site
,

''

personnel, including provisio,n for extra clothing and decontam-
' *

i inants suitable f:: expected contamination, including radiciodine
( .centamination cf the skin, as ' required by UURIG-0654, Criteria

.
.

g.m

.

O

.

9

0 .

[_ . 4
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.
-

-

.
n.

e .,

.

1

.

K. 7.,'p. 6 8 ., The quantity of e$tra clothing

ic.nowhere mentioned in.the equipment lists set forth in ths plans,.

and while mention is made of " decontamination chemicals", these

are riot described sufficiently either in the Ph.an or in the
'

Applicant's response to Q 810.59 to ascertain effectiveness for

'rediciodin'e skin contamination.
,

.

BASIS

l 10'CFR $ 50.'47 (b)' (11) ; Part 50, Appendix E: NUREG-0654,-

Critdria K. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7; EPA Emergency Worker and
-

,

. . ..

,
.

I Lifesaving. Activity Protective Action Guides (EPA 520/1-7,5/001); '

. .

7
LNGSEP, EE.6.5.1., 6.5.2., 7.1.5. (c) , Table 6-1, 6.4.3.1...
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VIII-17.'

:

The.on-site' Plans fail to establish that the Applicant has.de-
.

veloped adequate plans for recovery and re-entry as required
by 10 CFR 5 50.74 lb) (13), in that:,

'

(a) The Applicant's " plans" consist merely of a string of
,

titles and personnel functions (Plan, 555.4.1 --5.4.11) without

' nny evidence of any plans or procedures to guide these functions.

Section 9 of the Plan submitted to date indicates that no recovery . .

and re-entry plans have been developed, and specific plans will
j

-
-

.

,_ . .

not'be developed until needed. (Plan, 5 9.2). Intervenor: con-
<

'
'tends. that the failure to provide even general plans violates

,

. . .

$1.0,CFR.5 50.47,(b) (13).~ - ' '

-

, .
~ ' '

.
i (b) The Plans fail'to describe the means by which decisions -

; *-

.-. .

. to relax protective measures will be reached, considering both
| -

.

existing and potential conditions;

; (c') The Plan fails to specify the method to be used for
.

.

! periodically estimating the to,tal population exposure. Applicant's~
1 .

response to a 810.60 states that this information will not be

available 'ntil shortly before fuel loading.u
.

-

.o .
,

'
'BASIS: '

.

10 CFR 5 50.47 (b) (13); Part 50, Appendix E; NUREG-0654, criteria
. -

.
,

M. 1, 4.
.

b .

e

i

! - -
.

|
*
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VIII - 1. 8'.
; :-

.

'

The on'-site plans ,f ail to der.cnstrate that adeIquate. radiological
.

emergency response / training wi l' be provided to t o.se who may be
(+ , ,

.

called upon to a.silse on-site in an emergency, as re.cuired by 10

CFR I 50.47 lini (15)[ in 'that the training progrids are not
,

s -,i.
su:ffie:iently describ ad 'to ass:me compliance:witt. the guidance of

,t-

- '
i. , , .,

NUREG-0654, Cribrie 0.2 ind 4. Intervenor requests access to all .

*
. i > .

. training mat.erinls,to be used for the purpose of;cor.pliance with.
i .

10 CFR 5 50.47 (bj (1S)'as soon as available., and reserves the
'

e/ (.'1 -,. .

i
, f_,

'

to file , centen,t',ons bas,ed upon the informati'oa ' containedright
~

-

' <
.

.
., , .

'

therein, includiac contentions pla:ing in issue the adequacy of
- -

,
, '.

cuc,h training d.athrials. : Applicant's respoisse to' O.p10.63 ' states
, ,

that the ' proc'ederos 'for /t.; raining will not bh devElphed until train- .

, -, ,

. in'g needs are iden't.ifi, ed, (and ~ v3.ce vei sa) . | -

, . -
>

/ '. [
t' ' 1,s

,

/. ,
>--

g ,.
,- s e

'

BASIS ' -
-

, ,

,

.10 CFR E 50.47 q(b) (15): Part 50, Appendix I; NUREG-0654, criteria
,

0=

'

0.1, 2, 4; Plan 3 ,t.l.I , Table 8-1.t ,
,
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VIII- 19.
. .. - . -'

.

The en-site plans f, ail to demonstrate that responsibilities for-

;

plan development and-review and for distribution of emergency

plans are established and planners are properly trained as,

required by l'O CFR I 50.47 (b) (16) , in that: "

-
. w.:..- a_____ _

---.. .

The. Plan fails to demonstrate that the organization' ________
. . .

.(b) _

!
*

Cr persons responsible fbr annual review of the emergency preparedness

,for the Applicant.are independent, and that the results of review
,

and recommendations will b'e reporten to all involved federal,' state ~

and local organizations, and retained for five years, as required *

'
'

by NUREG-0654, Criteria P. 9. Applicant's response to Q. 810.67
-

.

.. ,
-

and 810.68. indicate that procedures will be developed by the third
.

.

'

.cuarter of 1984. *

-- -i . .
.

! - -
.

BASIS *
.

'

10 CFR E 50.47 (b) (16); Part 50, Appendix E; NURIG-0654, Criteria
e

P. 1, 4 , 9; Plan E 8.2.1, 8.2~.4. ,- .

. .
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'

The on-site ple.ns fail to demonstrate that adequate periodic'

exercises wi,11 he conducted to evaluat,e major portions of,

emergenc'y response capabilities, periodic drills will be con-
,

^

ducted to develop and maintain key skills, and deficiencies
identified as a result of exercises or drill's will be corrected,

,

,as required by 10 CFR ! 5'O.47 (b) (14) , in that:
'

.. .- .. .. -. . _ . . . _ . _ _ _ . _ _

(D)' The Plan provision for testing of communications is-

. . ..

/ inadequate, in that the guidance of NUAEG-0654 Criterion N. 2. (a)'
4 . .

requires quarterl'; testing of communications with States within.

.

the ingestion pathway, whereas E 8.'1,2.5 of the Plan'does not'
-

..

Provide for such testing; -

,

(d) The Plans fail to. demonstrate that either the
'

,

Applicant or the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,'will conduct semi-
'

. .

.-.

,
,

-
.

-

. .

.
.
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i

annualhealthphysicsdrillswhichinvolveresponsetoanN

analyses of,' simulated elevated airborne and liquid samples.and
*

i .

direct radiation measurements'in the environment, as required
by NUREG-0654, Criteria N. 2. (e) (1) , p. 73 ;

'

.

. .

(e)- The Plans fail to demonstrate that the Applic' ant
,

will annually include in the health physics drills required
.

,

~

analysis of inplant liquid samples with actual elevated .

.

. radiation levels including use of th,e post accident sampling
,

! ". 'cystem, as required by NUREG-0654, Criteria N. 2. (e) '(2) , p.'73;
,

'

(f) Inasmuch as no exercise scenarios have been submitted ' gg
by e'ither the App'licant, or state or : local _ emergency response -

.
' '

- -
. .'' . _

.org.anizations, the Plans fail to demaistrate that such scenarios -
_ .

. comply with the requirem4nts'of NUREG-0654, Criteria N.3., p.
. .

7.3-74; *
- -

-

.

. .. .,

(g) The Plan's provisions for maintaining emergency
.

prepumdness f ail to provide that the . drills required by NUREG-
.

-

0654, Criteria N. 2. (a) through (e) will be held in addition

to an annual exercise, as the guidance requires, but instead -

s provides that ", scenarios may be developed in such a manner as

to accomplish more than ene periodic requirement" (Plan E 8.1 1) ;
,

(h) The Plan's provisions for annual exercises fail to
,

,

'

set forth whether the local amergency. response organi:ations

'

_
will be required to be act:. .ated, 'thus constituting an actual.

'-

. -

O
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.
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.

.
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. .

exercise of t;he integrated emergency response capability, or
' '

whether the local emergency response organizations will merely-

be notified by the Applicant,'thus constituting only a test of.
.

.

,

t,he comunications system. This. violates the guidance of'NUREG-

'

0654, Criterion N. 1. (b), which requires that an exercise ".shall-

.
.

.

include mobilization of . local' personnel and resources adequate
. .

. ..
.

.

.
to verify th'e capability to respond to an accident scenari.o re-

quiring response. ".

*
.. .

'
-

.
. .

.

BASIS -
.

*
.

10. CFR E 50.47 (b) (14) ; Part 50, Appendix E; NUREG-0654,

Criteria N. 1,2,3; LNGSEP $$ 8.1.2.2.; 8.1 2.3.; 8 .' l . 2 . 5 .' '
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ALUPP R-L todcktn &A .
.

.
.

Applicant has failed to contrpl performance of welding and
.

inspection thereof in accordance with quality control and
-

quality assurance procedures and requirements, and has failed
to take proper and effective corrective and preventive actions ... . _ .

when improper welding has been discovered.
*

.
- '

.
. . .

.
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