limmerick ecoloegy action

BOX 761 %Q POTTSTOWN, PA. 19464 . (215) 326-9122

Lawrence Brenner, Chairman September 6. 1984

Administrative Judge
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission "3,
Washington, D.C. 20555 ’ 21n

Pr. Richard F. Cole

Administrative Judge

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Vashington, D,C. 20555

Dr. Peter A. Morris

Administrative Judge

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Re: Limerick Generating Station, Units 1 and 2
Philadelphia Electric Company
Docket Nos. 50-352, 50-353 © ( _

Gentlemen,

Enclosed please find Limerick Ecolcgy Action's
Respecification of Off-site Lmergency Planning Contentions
admitted by the Board’s Order of April 20, 1984,

This filing is being made according to the schedule established
by your Order of August 15, 1984 for the respecification of
LEA's admitted Off-site Emergency Planning Contentions.

I have also enclosed the following supplemental information
which I previously stated that LEA would provide to the Philadelphia
Electric Company:

1)PSEA letter from Don Morabito dated 9/4/84 discussing concerns
about teacher contract collective bargaining matters

2)PEMA Office of Training and Education, Report on the RERP
Exercise at the Limerick Generating Station on July 25, 1984

3J)Additional info on Respectfully submitted,
LEA-24/FCE-1 4 '

Maureen Mulljifgan
LEA Vice Pre6ident
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Catawba Balancing Test For Late-filed Contentions

1n its July 26, 1983 Seconéd Special Prehearing Con-
ference Order, the Board directed Limerick Ecology Action
(LEA) to address the factors set forth in the Catawba decisions,*
which factors the Board will then balance in determining
whether ¢» not so-called "late-filed" contentions are admissible.
The five factors of 10 CFR §2.714(a) (1) are as follows:
(i) good cause, if any, for failure tg file on time;
(ii) the availability of other means whereby the
petitioner's interest will be protected;

(iii) the extent to which the petiticner's participation
may reasonably be expected to assist in devel-
opment of a sound record;

(iv) the extent to which the petitioner's interest will
be represented by existing parties;
(v) the extent to which the petitioner's participation

will broaden the issues or delay the proceeding.

The three-part test overlayed by the Appeal Board in
Catawba (and affirmed by the Commission as appropriate in an
admissibility determination) is that the contention:

(a) is wholly dependent upon the content of a particular

1. Duke Power Co. (Catawba Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2),
ALAB-687, 16 NRC 460, 469-70 (1982); Duke Power Co.
(Catawba Nuclear Station, Units 1 anéd 2), CLI-83-19,

18 NRC ’ , slip op. at 5-6 (July 1, 1983).




document;
could therefore not have been advanced with any degree

of specifity (if at all) in advance of the public
availability of the document; and

is tendered with the requisite degree of promptness
once the document comes into existence Fnd is

accessible for public examination.

Limerick Ecology Action has respecified previously admitted off-site

emergency planning contentions, pursuant to the Board's Orders, and
hereby addresses the five 2.714 (a)(l) factors as overlaid by the

three part test.

LEA first submitted emergency planning contentions in this proceeding
on Nov. 24, 1981, based on all available information at that time.
The Bocard's June 1, 1982 Special Prehearing Conference OJrder stated
that the "Board finds that emergency planning contenticns should

be deferred until the emergency plans are available" (p.156). The
schedule for filing "off-site" emergency planning contentions was
established by the Board's Crder of May 16, 1983 (Second Prehearing
Conference Order). Page 5 states, "The triggering event for submission
of these contentions will be the receipt by intervenors and the

City of Philadelphia of the emergency plans as they are being sub-
mitted to FEMA following PEMA's review of them." The Applicant served
these documents on Dec. 9, 1983, The Board's Order of Jan. 20, 1984,
established a filing deadline of Jan. 31, 1984 for the recepit of

all "off-site" emergency planning contentions. On April 20, 1984,

the Board ruled on the admissibility of LEA's contentions, chosing

to admit some of the contentions, and to again defer others.

Discovery on LEA's admitted "off-site" emergency planning contentions
lasted from April 20, 1984 to June 25, 1984. On August 15, 1984,

the Board issued an Order that established the schedule for
respecification of LEA's admitted contentions, which required

service on all parties by Sept., 6, 1984 (receive dates).

Limerick Ecology Action has good cause for filing these contentions
according to the schedule discussed above. These contentions could

not have been advanced with any more specificity on an earlier schedule




due tc the fact that much of the Applicant's consultant's work

cn the development of off-si-e emergency response plans is yet to

be completed. LEA's respecification of admitted contentions has been
"tendered with the requisite degree of promptness”" since we are fol-
lowing the schedule established by the Boards Orders of April 20,1984
and August 15, 1984. LEA has no other means to protect its interests
relating to "off-site" emergency planning contentions in that no
other regulatory or judicial body has jurisdiction to hear LEA's
concerns in a timely fashion. It is the NRC's duty, under its
licensing authority to review all matters relevant to the licensing
and operation of the Limerick facility, and th;t authority cannct be
userped by any other body. Furthermore, considering the potential
political and other interests that influence their decision-making,
participating governmental entities cannot be extected to adequately

represent LEA's interests.

No other intervenor has standing on "off-site" emergency planning
issues that can .epresent LEA's interests. The only individual
intervenor that hac any contentions admitted on "off-site" emergency

planning issues has been consolidated under LEA.

LEA's participation in this matter can be expected to assist in

the development of a sound record in this proceedinz. LEA hopes to
obtain expert assistance in pursuing many of its contentions, which
while not required for licensing proceedings, is ar aid to the Board
as well as to LEA.

While the litigation of LEA's contentions may broaden the issues to

be heard by the Board in this proceeding, and may impact the Applicant's
schedule due to the fact that "off-site" emergency planning contentions
are the only issues remaining to be litigated in this case, LEA did
nonetheless raise these matters in a timely matter in 1981 when

other contentions were first filed.

Overall, for the reasons set forth above, LEA believes that it is
appropriate for the Board to accept LEA's voluntary narrowing and
focusing of LEA's admitted "off-site" emergency planning contentions,.

Sept. 6, 1984 g ¢ wd ik
/L'(L(ML‘( "/ ’.’,t ((. "%'\



LEA-11

The draft Chester and Montgomery County and School District
RERP's are deficient in that there is insufficient informatipn
available to reasonably assure that the numbers of buses to meet
the needs of any of the schools are ava%lable, or that they will

be able to reach the schools during a radiological emergency.

Specifically,

1. There is no assurance that bus companies are committed to
providing even a "minimum" number of buses to assist in an

evacuation in the event of a radioclogical emergency at Limerick.

2. School District and County RERP's do not contain reliable
letters of agreement with bus companies in that:
a) there are no stated and set forth obligations
b) bus contracts are vague and unenforceable

3. There are no provisions for transportation from host schools
to mass care centers, nor any assurance that bus companies
are even aware of transportation needs beyond host schools.

4. School District and County RERP's are deficient because they
fail to indicate assignment of buses to particular schools,
including required mobilizaticn time.

5. Radiological emergency planning for School Districts adjacent
to and outside the Plume EPZ must take into consideration whether
or not bus resources have been committed to provide assistance
in the EPZ in the event an evacuation is recommended. These
School Districts must develop emergency procedures that do not
conflict with agreements made by bus companies to provide
transportation assistance to risk school districts within
the EPZ.

For example, page I-2-9 of the Montgomery County RERP, draft

#6 indicates that North Penn School District operates 66 buses.
Due to the fact that the section marked "units available for
mobilization" and "Limerick assignments" are 'blackened out'

in the plan, it is very difficult to determine where and if

these buses have been assigned to assist with an evacuation
within the EPZ. In addition, North Penn High School is a Mass



Care Feeding C;nter and a Transportation Staging Area. It

is important to verify that normal and/or early dismissal
Procedures for this School District due to a radiological
emergency at Limerick would not interfere with or take
precedent over a commitment to provicde assistance evacuating
a risk school district.

6. There is no assurance that unmet transportation needs
identified in the most recent draft county RERP's have been

Or can be obtained.

7. There is no assurance that buses sent from other areas
can evacuate children in a timely manner, due to the fact
that the RERP's fail to include assignment listings and re-
quired mobilization time.

8. There is no basis for the assumption in the Applicant's
HMM Evacuation Time Estimate Study that "up to one hour may
be required to assemble buses, transport vehicles and to load

students onto buses". (page 5-5)

On June 8th, 1984, Dr. Claypool announced an early
dismissal of the Owen J. Roberts School District, which
indicated that unless bus drivers were notified while they
were physically in their buses, that at least a 2 hour de=-
lay should be anticipated before Owen J. Roberts School
District would have enough buses for an early dismissal,

(See Attachment #1 of LEA's 7/16/84 Response to Philadelphia
Electric Company Interrogatory Responses =--- Memo from
Dr. Claypool, District Superintendent, dated 6/12/84)
9. Chester County has not obtained any written agreements with
bus companies to provide transportatior ‘or School Districts
in the event of a radiological emergency. (Conversation with
John MacNamara, Assistant Director of Emergency Services for
Chester County 9/5/84).

10. Additional traffic control measures are necessary around
School District buildings to insure that parents attempting
to pick up their children will not block the access of buses
to the school attempting to transport children to a host school.,

(See 5/1/84 letter from Dr. Claypocl, Superintendent at
Owen J. Roberts School District to John McY¥amara, Chester
County Dept, of Emergency Services, page 4, included with
PEMA's 7/11/84 Answers to LEA Interrogatories.)

BASIS: 10 CrRr § 50.47 (a)(l). (2)(b); NUREG 06534, Criteria D.4:
School District and County RERP's



LEA-12

The draft Montgomery, Chester, and Berks County RERP's and the School

District RERP's are not capable of being implemented because

there is no reasonable assurance that there will be sufficient

numbers of teachers and staff required to stay at school during

a radio ogical emergency if sheltering is recommended as a

protect. ‘e measure, or that there will be sufficient numbers of

school staff available to evacuate with children in the event \

of a radiological emergency. Therefore, children are not adequately
protected by the draft RERP's.

Specifically,

1.

Adequate consideration has not been given to parental/child
behavior and to family decision making patterns in the emer-

gency planning process. Families residing within the 10 mile

EPZ have not been given any information or instructional brochures.
To be effective, emergency planning information must be widely
disseminated, extremely detailed, and available in several
languages. Most parents do not know much about the existence of
emergency response plans for radiological emergencies. Few parents
have seen a school or municipal emergency response plan. The

same is true for most teachers.

There has been no pre-identification of teacher volunteers
willing to stay on duty in the event cf a radiclogical emer-
gency. There is no basis to assume that such performance is
considered part of a teacher's contractual obligations. PSEA,

the legally certified bargaining representative for all teachers
(and other professional bargaining unit emplovees) sees a clear
conflict between the evacuation plan provisions and virtually

all collective bargaining agreements currently in place in the
school districts. (See attached letter from Mr. Morabito, Regional
Field Director for PSEA, dated 9/4/84.)



BASIS:

3. There has been no determination of which school district
buildings are adequate for sheltering purposes. Lack of
confidence in the workability of plans for carrying out
sheltering as a protective measure will impact on the
degree of confidence a teacher or school staff member will
have in the safety of the plans, which will in turm bear
on the willingness of teachers/ school staff to stay on duty

in the event of a radiologiczl emergency.

4., Post training surveying is necessary to determine if there
is reasonable assurance that teachers/ school staff are
willingly making an informed decision to volunteer to
participate in the event of a radiological emergency, and to

evaluate the effectiveness of the training program.

5. Unnannounced evacuation and sheltering drills should be:ased
to determine the effectiveness of training programs, and will
help to increase the degree of confidence that school staff/
teachers have in the workability of the school district
Radiological Enargency Response Plans. These assurances are
critical to the workability of the School distri:t RERP's.

6. The School District RERP's do not require the provision of
trained school staff on buses in the event an evacuation is
ordered. The plans also fail to establish minimum staffing
requirements to cope with the psychological trauma that
children will undergo during a radiological emefgency. Frantic,

uncontrolled behavior may hamper emergency response efforts.

PEMA Report on the RERP Exercise at the Limerick Generating Station,
on July 25, 1984, dated August 10, 1384 (Office of Training and
Education): comments on page 5 regarding Pottstown School District,
and page 10 regarding Boyertown Schcol District - copy of the re-
port is included with this filing.

10 CFR § 50.47(a) & (L)(1), (b)("), (b)(15); NUREG 0654 Criteria A.l,
Criteria A.2, Criteria A.3, Criteria G.1, Criteria N.1l, and
10 CFR § 50«47 (b)(14).

School District RERP's, Basic Plan, Logistics of Evacuation
11.6.3(d). (for all School Discrict RERP's expect Owen J. Roberts)




PENNSYLVANIA STATE EDUCATION ASSOCIATION S% |

15 West Brinton's Bricge Roaag, Vvest Chester Pennsyivania 18380 § ohone: 215/399-6922
215/399-6923

Nancy M. Noonan, president

John M. Yarnovic, vice president
James Stevens, treasurer

K. Eugene Preston, executive director

September 4, 1984

To Whom 1t May Concern:

The following is in response to cuesticns regarding the
position of PSEA on the school district evacuation plans proposed
by PECO for the Limerick Generating Station.

First of all, let me make it clear that PSEA/NEA is the
legally certified bargaining representative fcr all teachers and
other professional bargaining unit empleoyees in the majority of
the school districts surrounding the Limerick Generating Station.
As the certified bargaining representative, PSEA is bound by the
Public Employee Relaticns Act to represent cur members in all matters
concerning their "wages, hours, terms and ccnéitions of employment."

After examining several of the proposeé evacuation plans
(which were almost identical), 1 contacteé cur legal division for
their opinions on the issue. Mr. Anthony Newman, PSEA'S general
counsel, has advised us that any urilateral acceptance of these
evacuation plans (which clearly impact on teachers' wages, hours
and terms and conditions of employment) without bargaining the
impact of such plans with the certified barcaining agent is an
unfair labor practice in violaticn of Section 1201, (a) (5) of
the Public Employee Relations Act.

Mr. Newman also sees a clear conflict between the evaculation
plans and virtually all of the collective parcaining agreements
currently in place in the school districts. Those agreements
outline working hours and responsivilities not addressed in the
evacuation plans.

Thirdly, Mr. Newman is of the cpinion that the evacuation

plans assume an extension of the dcctrine of "In Loco Parentis"
that is untenable. This doctrine, which prcides that teachers
operate in place of the parents or lecal g:iardian of a child,
extends only to discipline and control, anc uoes not include out
of school custody in an emergency c¢r crisis. That responsibility

rests solely with the parents.

SLiatee wiin he
National Ec




To Whom It May Concern

September 4, 1984
page 2

Finally, Mr. Newman makes the point that the evacuation plans
do not take into account teachers' own family and personal
ob!.qations in the event of 2 nuclear emergency.

In addition, the National Education Association, our
national affiliate, has adopted a resolution (A-25, 1982) re-
garding Nuclear Accident Emergency Plans. That resolution states
in pertinent part that:

teachers and other school personnel must be involved

in ¢*he development of emergency plans in case of
accidents involving nuclear reactors and/or radioactive
materials. All teachers must receive copies of these
plans as they would pertain to their schools.

A reading of the proposed plans does not indicate the
inclusion of teachers in the developmznt of the evacuation procedures.

NEA'a resolution also calls for training for all involved
school personnel. Members of our bargaining unit at Cwen J. Roberts
Scheol District have reported to us that the presentation which they
were given by PECO after their schoecl district had approved the
evacuation plans was primarily an information session on the
values of rnuclear energy. As of this date, no teachers have
received any actnal training in the duties which would be re-
quired of them under the evacuation plans.

The Resolutions Committee of the State Asscciation has been
alerted to the issue of teacher involvement in Nuclear Accident
Emergency Plans and is considering the presentation of a re-
solution on this issue to its representative assembly.

If there are any further guestions on this issue, please
do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,




REPORT OF THE RERP EXERCISE
AT THE
LIMERICK GENERATING STATION
ON
JULY 25, 1984

Office of Training and Education
Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency
August 10, 1984
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I. INTRODUCTION

An exercise involving the Limerick Generating Station and
a number of governmental bodies was conducted on Wednesday, July 25,
1984. The Limerick Generating Station, operated by the Philadelphia
Electric Company, is located in Limerick Township in Montgomery County.
Portions of the site extend to Lower Potteszrove Township, Montgomery
County, and East Coventry Township, Chester County.

The governmental bodies involved in this exercise included
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Berks County (risk/support), Chester
County (risk/support), Montgomery County (risk/support), Lehigh County
(support), and 37 risk municipalities in the 10-mile emergency planning
zone (EPZ) surrounding the Limerick facility. Also involved were the
regional office of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and
the regional office of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC).

The purpose of the exercise was to test the viability of the
county and municipal plans that have been developed to assist the various
government.l bodies to effectively respond to an accident that may occur
at the Limerick Generating Station. Specifically, communications, noti-
fication procedures, route alerting, the sounding of sirens, the activation
of the Emergency Broadcast System (£BS), the distribution and effective
utilization of dosimetry, the activation of reception and mass care
centers, the manning of traffic control points (TCPs) and access control
points (ACPs), and the general response of the emergency services were
observed during ‘his execrcise to determine that the health and safety
of the people re:. iding in the 10-mile EPZ were effectively protected.

The Pennsylvania Emnergency Management Agency (PEMA) placed
observers/instructors at each action location who then provided assistance
to the county and local personnel who were participating in the exercise.
Additionally, these observers/instructors assessed the procedures that
were followed and the actions that were taken. These assessments are
contained in this report.

FEMA also had observers at 33 action locations. These federal
observers evaluated the procedures and actions taken by the county and
local participants. A report will be prepared by FEMA and submitted
to the NRC and PEMA. The latter will, in turn, submit this report to
the counties that participated in the exercise. This federal report
is scheduled to be released on or before October 1, 1984,

o)



II. MONTGOMERY COUNTY

-

A. County EOC

The coordinator and his staff did an outstanding job in virtually
all aspects of the exercise. The only minor problem concerned control
of dosimetry. The capability is there but the radiological officer could
use some additional training. In general, this staff performed in an
exceptional manner.

B. Risk Municipalities

1. Collegeville Borough: The EOC staff, including municipal
elected officials, were well trained and well prepared for the exercise.
The EOC was manned with sufficient staff in a very timely manner. The
staff proceeded to set up the EOC in an organized and orderly fashion (i.e.,
designating each staff members' working space, cornecting phones and radios,
manning security, posting maps and status boards and providing each staff
member with appropriate documents). The staff demonstrated a good working

knowledge of the municipal plan and of the goals of the operation. Messages
were received, transmitted, recorded, and logged in a very professional
manner. The fact that the EOC staff was not afraid to discuss various
procedures of the plan for clarification was highly commendable. In checking
with institutions within the jurisdiction for transportation requirements,

it was learned that Ursinus College had a soccer camp in session and would
require transportation for 250 students. Had there been an actual emergency,
these students would have been provided with bus transportation. The borough
coordinator is a very effective leader and has a good grasp of her duties

and responsibilities.

2. Douglas Township: This towaship did not participate in the
exercise.

3. Green Lane Berough/Mariborough Township: The facility and
staff were adequate but some problems occurred dealing with communications.
The EOC staff was not familiar with radio equipment available. Confusion
also developed when the county EOC sent a message to begin route alerting
and the local coordinator had already started the process. However, overall
response was adequate. This 2-municipality EOC was located in Marlborough
Township.




4. Limerick Township: The organization in Limerick Township
seems capable of responding adequately to an emergency at the plant.
However, there were some problems evidenced during the exercice caused
by the absence of the local coordinator. The police chief acted as
coordinator and did a good job. He would show improvement with some
additional training. The staff had to operate short handed but was
able to perform their tasks satisfactorily. General enthusiasm and
dedication overcame many shortfalls. Not all events were reported
to the municipality by the county EOC.

5. Lower Frederick Township: The local emergency management
organization was able to adequately respond to a simulated emergency
at the Limerick plant. There were no serious deficiencies identified
by the PEMA observer during the exercise.

6. Lower Pottsgrove Township: The EOC personnel did an
excellent job. Staff training was adequate as was EOC and communications
capability. Only deficiencies involved the outgoing message log and updating
of status board. Of special note: when the exercise was terminated,
EOC staff critiqued their performance and proposed remedies to deal
with the deficiencies.

7. Lower Providence Township: This township did not participate
in the exercise.

8. Lower Salford Township: The emergency management coordinator
and his staff appeared to be capable of performing their required
functions and successfully conducting an evacuation if necessary.

This exercise and other training sessions in the future will certainly
help to fine-tune the EOC staffs' familiarity with the township plans.

9. New Hanover Township: The EOC staff demonstrated that
they would be able to perform the required tasks should an actual
emergency occur. The operation could be improved in the following
areas: more effective use of township building space, designation
of persons to serve as messengers/telephone operations, provisions
for two-uweter radio antenna hookup inside township building, use of
status boards/visual displays, desk space for all EOC staff persons.
1f these improvements are made, the overall operation will be more
effective.

10. Perkiomen Township: The emergency management coordinator
and staff were familiar with the township plan. They followed the
procedures laid out in the plan throughout the exercise. All aspects
of the EOC appeared to be adequate.

11, Pottstown Borough: The emergency management coordinator
and staff are to be commenced for their efficient and professional
manner. During the siren sounding, it was learned that the sirens
are barely audible even when standing outside. Though the EOC did
have a security person posted, a sign-in/sign-out sheet wasn't maintained.
Without reservation, this municipality is well prepared to respond
to an actual plant emergency.



12. Royersford Borough: The local coordinator and his staff
appeared knowledgeable ard well trained. The staff was also able to
respond to a structure fire in the middle of the esercise without detracting
from their EOC respvnse capability. There was initial confusion on
"General Emergency" and "Disaster Emergency" but that was clarified
by the county.

13. Schwenksville Borough: The coordinator and his staff
acted in a professional manner and demonstrated a good knowledge of
the plan. The municipality demonstrated its ability to function adequately
in an emergency in an acceptable manner. However, the current location
of the EOC, in the municipal water treatement facility laboratory, is
viewed as a major problem and consideration should be given to relocation
to a more appropriate site.

14. Skippack Township: While communications were adequate,
most EOC functions were not adequately demonstrated because of lack
oi personnel. Most of the operations were carried out by the local
coordinator. Elected officia’s were not present during the exercise.
There is serious concern that Skippack Township could not adequately
respond in the event of an accident at Limerick.

15. Trappe Borougb: The local coordinator was able to demonstrate that
the borough could adequately respond according to their plan but some
deficiencies were identified. The capability for 24-hour operation
appears to be inadequate and the ability of the staff and their emergency
workers to use dosimetry was not clearly demonstrated.

16. Upper Frederick Tcwunship: The staff performed in an
adequate manner during the exercise. The basic skills exist at this
level but additional training should be given to "iron-out" the rough
spots. The communications capability is adequate and so is the EOC.
In general, the municipality operated a solid "no frills" operation.

17. Upper Pottsgrove Towaship: The nunicipal EMC and his
staff demonstrated a working knowledge of the procedures laid out in
the plans throughout the exercise. No significant problems were noted.

18. Upper Providence Township: There were no significant
discrepancies observed. The staff worked well together and were well
organized throughout the exercise. The addition of an EOC major events
status board will improve the operation in future exercise.

19. Upper Salford Township: The EMC and staff perjormed
quite well throughout the exercise. They demonstrated familiarity with
the municipal plan and its procedures. No significant problems were
noted.

20. West Pottsgrove Township: This township did not participate
in the exercise.




C. Decontamination Station
1. Pennsburg : This station was not opened as of 7:00 p.m.

2. Hatboro, Upper Moreland School: This station was not
opened as of 4:30 p.m.

D. Risk Hospitals

Pottstown Memorial Medical Center: This hospital is well prepared
to undertake required functions in the event of an accident at the nuclear
power plant.

E. Risk School District

Pottstown: Though there is a plan on file, it is considered to
be grossly inadequate. Neither school employees nor parents are knowledgeable
as to the procedures of the plan. The superintendent received only one call,
which was the "Alert" notification. No further updating on the status of the
problem was provided.

F. Reception/Mass Care Center

Willow Grove: This center was not opened as of 6:00 p.m.



II. CHESTER COUNTY

A. gguntz EOC

The county coordinator and his staff adequately demonstrated
their capability to manage an emergency of the magnitude simulated during
the exercise. Communications capabilities were well-situated and the
EOC was well-organized. The coordinator ran the operations section,
which did not allow him to act as efficiently as he might have. The
news media was allowed in the EOC for extended periods of time and this
created undue distractions.

B. Risk Municipalities

1. Charlestown Township: The local coordinator and township
staff are knovledgeable, well-trained and wo.ks well as a unit. The
one deficiency which should be addressed is route alerting, which must
be done by the fire department in the neighboring community. Coordination
with the county should be improved and route alerting sectors should
be more clearly defined.

2. East Coventry Township: This township displayed a level
of knowledge and confidence that will insure public safety during an
emergency at the nuclear power plant. The operation went very smoothly
and was well supported by township elected officials. There was some
confusion on the use of KI and dosimetry, but future training should
eliminate this.

3. East Pikeland Township: The entire operation was well-
run, the staff was well-trained, the EOC was more than adequate. All-
in-all, the municipality is capable of responding to a plant emergency
satisfactorily.

4. East Nantmeal Township: The local coordinator and his
staff did an excellent job. They followed the plan and implemented
all the appropriate procedures with all the necessary resources. The
only problem the municipality had was getting information from the county
in a timely fashion.

5. East Vincent Township: In general, the EOC staff were
knowledgeable in the plan and how to implement it. It is recommended
that a person other than the EMC serve as message recorder. Also revealed
during this exercise is the need to conduct more training for EOC personnel
and emergency workers on the use of dosimetry and dosimetry report forms.
Conducting more table-top exercises in the future will help smooth out
rough spots in the operation.



6. North Coventry Township: The staff was knowledgeable
and experienced and demonstrated their ability to respond to a plant
accident adequately.

7. Phoenixville Borough: 1In spite of minor delays and difficulties,
the organization seemed well-trained and performed its mission very well.
Some additional training is needed to clarify rpute alerting operations
but overall performance was good. There were indications that information
flowing from county to municipality could be improved.

8. Schuylkill Township: While the township may be able to
respond in ' the event of un emergency, it was nct adequately demonstrated
during the exercise. The EMC handled most of the activities himself,
so many of the functions of the staff were not demonstrated. The distribution
and use of dosimetry during the exercise was also not demonstrated.

9. South Coventry Township: This township did not participate
in the exercise.

10. Spring City Borough: The coordinator and staff res;onded
adequately in all phases of the exercise. There appears to be nc -«rious
deficiencies that would prevent the borough from responding aiZszua: lv
in the event of an accident at the plant. The most impressive thing
about the operation was the presence of 18 staff people in the EOC working
in a well-coordinated manner to accomplish their tasks.

11. Upper Uwchlan Township: In general, the municipality
perforred in an outstanding manner for a first-time exercise participant.
There were some problems, however. The staff had difficulty with paper-
work, particularly keeping the message log up to date and there was
some confusion concerning some of the messages sent by the county. All-
in-all, the staff did well.

12. Uwchlan Township: The coordinator and his staff were
able to demonstrate an ability to adequately respond to a plant emergency.

13. Warwick Township: While it was commendable that this
township attempted to participate in the exercise, it was evident that
they did so without adequate preparation. The EMC chose not to participate
at the last minute. This placed the township supervisors in a position
of improvising from the outset. The efforts of the EOC staff were severely
hampered due to lack of timely information/reports from the county EOC.

14. West Pikeland Township: Staff members were kept apprised
of major events. Internal and external communications svstems workecd
adequately. Though actual dosimetry was not issued as part of this
exercise, seve.al staff persons/emergency workers indicated that they
would feel more comfortable with the instrumentation if they had additional
training.

15. West Vincent Township: The EMC and his staff demonstrated
that they possess a good grasp of their duties and responsibilities.
They followed the municipal plan and carried out their assigned tasks
in exemplary fashion. No glaring errors were evident.

IR el o S o T L e



C. Decontamination Station

1. Elverson Fire Company: While there were sufficient numbers
of people on hand to man this station, there is a definite need to provide
these persons with additional training in the procedures to be followed.

A new facility should be considered for use as a decontamination station
as the current facility does not possess showers to accomplish the decon-
tamination process.

2. Kennett Higl. School: This station was not opened as of
5:30 p.m. (July 25, 1984) and therefore was not observed. Its capabilities
are unknown.

D. Hospitals

1. Phoenixville Hospital (risk): This hospital is well prepared
to undertake required emergency operations in the event of an accident at
the Limerick facility. However, it should be pointed out that dosimetry
was not received by the hospital from the county during the course of this
exercise. This aspect of the operation remains untested. Additionally,
no RACES operator reported to the hospital to provide communications
redundancy.

2. Paoli Hospital (host): Though the planning and preparedness
measures taken by this hospital appear to be adequate, the actual implementation
of the plan was not observed. For this reason, it is difficult to assess
this hospital's degree of readiness.

3. Chester County Hospital (hospital providing treatment to the

concaminated injured): This hospital is well prepared to treat contaninated
injured if that should become necessary during a plant emergency.

E. Reception Center

Exton Square Mall: This facility was not activated as of 7:15
p.m. and therefore was not observed. Its readiness is unknown.

F. Mass Care Center

Kennett High School: This facility was not activated as of 5:30
p.m. and was therefore not observed. Its adequacy is unknown.



IV. BERKS COUNTY

A. County EOC

The emergency manageument coordinator and his staff discharged
their required tasks in an exemplary fashion. All key participants
demonstrated extensive knowledge of plans and procedures. This facility
and staff appears to be fully capable of responding effectively in the
eveat of an actual plant emergency.

B. Risk Municipalities

1. Aaity Township: This township did not participate in
the exercise.

2. Boyertown Borough: The local coordinator and his staff
did a satisfactory job in implementing the municipal plan and seem capable
of handling an actual emergency. The EOC is an excellent facility. It
would appear that some adjustments shoild be made in message flow procedures
to improve operational efficiency.

3. Colebrookdale Township: The local staff demonstrated
its ability to respond to a plant emergency in an effective manner.
The EMC concedes there is room for improvement and plans to make organizational
and resource additions to upgrade the capabilities of his organization.

4. Douglass Township: While there is room for improvement, '
the municipal staff performed in an adequate fashion. Three of the
township's six route alerting zones are controlled by Boyertown Borough
and is the source of potential problems and should be rectified if possible.

5. Earl Townsnip: The township stzff needs additional training
but does appear capable of handling an emergency. Difficulties stemmed
from the relative inexperieace of the staff. The coordinator and his
staff had only been in the job three weeks when the exercise was held.
However, the EOC is adequate anc i.s basis for an excellent staff has

been put together.

6. Union Township: <ihis township did not participate in the
exercise.

7. Washington Township: Although the coordinator and his
staff performed in an enthusiastic and dedicated manner, it is apparent
that additional training will be needed so that the organization can
perform satisfactorily in an emergency. Communications were adequate
and so was security. However, the coordinator was doing too much himself

e



instead of spending time coordinating the entire operation. There was
also some confusion concerning route alerting and evacuation but additional
training should remedy these deficiencies.

C. Decontamination Station

-

1. Fleetwood High School: The decontamination facility is
very adequate. The persons manning the facility were, for the most
part, well trained in the use of the decontamination instruments. There
is a need for more training to ensure that the reporting procedures
will be followed correctly in the future.

2. Oley Valley High School: This facility is adequate to
be used as a decontamination station. Some attention needs to be given
to the traffic flow patterns within the station. Additional training
would improve the decontamination workers understanding of the report
forms and reporting requirements. The communications capability demon-
strated was excellent.

D. Risk School District

The current school district plan at 3overtown does not adequately address
potential traffic problems at the school being evacuated or at the host
school after evacuation. Teachers, ctaffs and parents have not yet
been infcrmed of the plan because It has not yet been apprcved. Though
the school was not actually in session during this exercise, the school
superintendent did not receive notification for "site emergency" or
"general emergency." He was not kept apprised of the developing situation.
No RACES radio operator was dispatched to the school district.

E. Reception Center

Oley Valley High School: This facility was not activated
and therefore not observed.

F. Mass Care Center

Fleetwood High School: This facility is more than adequate
to be used as a mass care center. Though many functions were sinulated,
it is believed that the mass care center staff would be capable of an
effective response in an actual emergency.
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V. LEHICE COUNTY

A. County EOC

The county coordinator and his staff were very knowledgeable
of their responsibilities. The only significant problem which occurred
during the exercise was that the county did not receive -"he message
that an evacuation was underway.

B. Derontamination Station

The persons who manned this station at the Emmaus High School
in Emmaus appeared to be well informed of the required procedures and
how to carry them out.

C. Mass Care Center

This facility at the Emmaus High School in Emmaus was observed
to be well equipped and staffed with staff persons knowledgeable of
their required duties.

D. Reception Center

The reception center at Emmaus High School in Ermmaus had a
crew that was well prepared to perform their required assignments.

E. Host School Pick-Up Point

This facility at Emmaus High Scho>l in Emmaus was not activated
during the exercise. It is thereforenot known whether the persons assigned
are capable of performing their assigned tasks.

-11=



VI. BUCKS COUNTY

A. County EOC

This support county did not participate in the exercise.
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VII. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMERDATIONS

A. Conclusions

1.

2.

In general, most governmental organizations demonstrated their
capability to protect the lives of their citizens in the event

of an accident at the Limerick Generating Station.

The effective operation of EOCs needs to be maintained and improved.
Communications between the county and local EOCs need to be improved.
The operational readiness of school districts needs to be demonstrated.
Proper and effective decontamination procedures need to be demomstrated.

Reception and mass care centers need to be activated and evaluated.

The effective use of dosimetry needs to be demonstrated.

B. Recommendations

1.

2.

Counties should continue to conduct training in the effective omeration
of EOCs.

Communications drills should be conducted on a regular basis between
the county and local EOCs.

The proper activities to be conducted at each accident classification
level need to be thoroughly reviewed and emphasized.

Training of effective decontamination procedures should continue to
be conducted.

Intensive training should be conducted on an on-going basis regarding
the effective use of dosimetry.

Training at re~eption and mass care centers should continue to be
conducted.

Training at schools of appropriate actions to take in the event of
an accident at Limerick should continue.

]S



LEA-13

There must be specific and adequate plans for children in
day care, nursery and pre-school programs and in day and
overnight camps in order to provide reasonable assurance
that this partigularly sensitive segment of the population
is adequately protected.

Specifically,

1. Procedures for contacting parents or guardians must be
adequate to enable the children to be picked up in a
timely fashion and with reasonable certainty, in the event
that these facilities are going to be closed at Si:ce

and General Emergency Stages of an alert.

2. The general transportation survey sent out to the public
is not sufficient to determine the needs of pre-school,
day care/ nursery school and summer camps.

3. Present Municipal and County RERP's fail to adequately
identify day care, nursery and pre-school cernters, and
summer camps.

4. Pre-assignment of transportation resources to these
potentially difficult and sensitive members of the
population should be arranged and coordinated by the
municipality within whic. the facilityis located.

5. Any decision to shelter must be a last resort, because
of the extremely volatile nature of this special population,
as well as their parents.

6. The participation and commitment of the staff to implement
planning is essential to its workablity, since very young
children need to feel a sense of continuity and trust in

their caretakers.

BASIS: 10 CFR 50.47 (2), and (2)(b)(1), (2)(b)(5), (2)(b)(15),

NUREG 0654, Appendix 4, page 4-3, Criteria C, Special Facility
Populations.



(a)

LEA-14

The School District RERP's and the Chester, Berks, and
Montgomery County RERP's aire deficient because there are
inadequate provisions for Units of dosimetry-KI for school
bus drivers, teachers, or school stafr who may be required
to remain in the EPZ for prolonged periods of time or who
may be required to make multiple trips into the EPZ in

the event of a radiological emergency due to shortages

of equipment and personnel.
Specifically,

1. School District and County RERP's are deficient because
plans for distribution of Units of dosimetry-KI for bus
drivers are iradequate. There are no provisions to provide
units of dosimetry~-KI to buses that do not go to a trans-

portation staging area. Plans must clearly state where bus drivers are
to obtain dosimetry.

2. The number of Units of dosimetry-KI available at county
transportation staging areas is inadeguate.
Chester County REKP, Draft 8 (6/84) states:

200 Units of dosimetry-KI are planned for distribution
at transportation staging areas for use by incoming
emergency vehicles. The transportation staging area will
te used for the positioning and assignment of transpor-
tation resources and buses that may be called on in the
event of an evacuation to provide transportation for
persons requiring medical evacuation, school children,
and those without automobile transportation.

(Annex I - Transportation, page I-1,

Annex M, Appendix 3, page M-3-3, item #18)

Montgomery County RERP, Draft € (4/84) states:

Total number of Units of dosimetry-KI for Montg. Co.
transportation staging areas is 150, for incoming
emergency vehicles (Appendix M-3, page M-3-9, item #29)

Berks County RERP, Draft 5 11/83 states:

Number of Units of dosimetrv-KI for Berks County
transportation staging areas in "to be developed"
(Appendix M-4, page M-4-2, item #10)




3. Sufficient Units of dosimetry-KI must be distributed

to each school district for use by school staff.

4. School staff must be trained in the use of dosimetry
in the event that sheltering is recommended as a

Protective measure.

BASIS: NUREG 0654, Criteriz K.3.a., 10 CFR § 50.47 (5) (11) & (b) (15)

(b) The Chester, Berks, and Montgomery County School District
RERP's fail to provide reasonable assurance that schocl bus
drivere, teachers or other school staff are properly trained
for radiological emergencies.

Specifically,
School staff and bus driver training should include the following:

l. procedures for dealing with contaminated individuals and
equipment.

2. risks of €xposure to radiation and proper use of any necessary
equipment:

a)school staff should receive instruction in the
pProper use of dosimetry

b) school staff must be instructed in the adequacy %
of school district buildings for sheltering purposes :

¢) school staff have not been instructed in dealing
with children under "stress conditions".

d) school staff must clearly understand their roles =
and responsibilities to assist in implementation g
of schocl district RERP's, and must be surveyed to =
identify those willing tomake such a commitment in o
the event of a radiological emergency at Limerick

3. bus drivers need to be familiar with the routes to which they
are assigned.

BASIS: 10 CFR 50.47 (b)(15), (b) (1), (a)(1),NUREG 0654 Criteria
0.1, Criteria C.4, and Criteris A.1.b, A.2.a, A.3,




LEA-15

The Chester and Montgomery County RERP's and the Schoel District
RERP's are not capable of being implemented because the

provisions made to provide bus drivers who are committed to being
available during a radiological emergency, or even during preliminary

stages of alert are inadequate.

Specifically,

1. There is no assurance that bus companies are able to promptly
communicate with and dispatch bus drivers in the event of a
radiological emergency, particularly if notification is neces-

sary while a driver is enronte.

2. There are no letters of agreement to indicate that bus companies
are able to provide even a minimum number of bus drivers in
the event of a radiological emergency.

3. There is no indication of the terms of employment contracts
between bus companies and drivers and there is no assruance of
pre-identification of bus driver volunteers assigned to carry
out an evacnation in the event of a radiological emergency.

LEA has been informed by Mr. Don Morabito, Regional Field
Director for the Pennsylvania State Education Association that
some of the school district bus drivers have union contracts
that would be subject to the same scrutiny as unionized school
teachers contracts. Any change in employment conditions would be
subject to collective bargaining negotiations with the school
district. (See letter from Mr. Morabito included in this filing

from PSEA, dated 9/4/84, Applicability to bus driver contracts
was discussed between Mr. Morabito and Jim Murtha on 9/5/84.)

4. Tnere is no assurance that bus drivers will be familiar with
the routes to which they are assigned during a radiological emer-
gency. There is no indication of the amount of mcbilization
time necessary before buses will arrive at their assigned risk
school district destination.
5. There is no assurance that bus drivers are aware of their role
in providing transportation from Host Schools to Mass Care Centers.
6. There is no basis to assume that bus drivers will carry out
their responsibilities to assist with an evacuation of the
EPZ while there is uncertainty about the whereabouts and

well-being of members cf their own families. Human response



factors will affect the reliability of bus driver availability,
Bus driver training is essential to developing confidence in
the workability of both the school district emergency response
Plan that the bus driver participates in, and other planning

measures that will involve members of families of bus drivers.

7. Bus driver assignments to schools for eévacuation cannot be
simultaneously used for evacuation of the general public in
need of transporvation assistance. Evaluation of bus driver
availability must be done in the context of other bus driver
needs. Clarification of the possibilities of multiple trip
scenarios needs-to be included in training programs and in

the actual plans themselves.

8. Transportation for private school students under the juris~
diction of public school districts must be assured in the plans.
Responsibilities for these schools must be clearly stated in their
respective facility RERP's.

BASIS: 10 CFR 50.47 (a)(1),(2), (b)(1), (b)(6),(b)(11), and (b) (15),
NUREG 0654, Criteria A.3, A.4, C.4; School District RERP's,
Basic Plan, Logistics of Evacuation I1.6.3 (a through f)




LEA-22

BASIS:

The State, County, and Municipal RERP's are inadequate because
farmers who may be designated as emergency workers in order
to tend to livestock in the event of a radiological emergency

have not been provided adequate training and dosimetry.

Specifically,

1. The County RERP's fail to provide the actual number of
farmers in the EPZ whu may require dosimetry, including
provisions for multiple re-entries and replenishment of
supplies to the County Agent to insure enough units are
available to cover farmers over a period of several days.

Note: The County RERP's presently contain provisions
for the following:

Chester County: 200 Units dosimetry/KI (Appendix 3, Annex M,

(Draft #8) page M-3-1, item #2)
Montgomery County: 180 Units dosimetry/KI for farmers who
(Draft #6) keer livestock, 45 Units for animal

husbandry workers, and 11 Units for
reserve., (Appendix M-3, page M-3-1, item #2)

Berks County: number of units of dosimetry/KI marked "to
(Draft #5) be determined" (Appendix M-4, page M-4-1,
item #2)

2. The County RERP's must clearly define "livestock" to include
fowl, horses, cows, and sheep. The term "farmer" should
include people owning or operating farms, not limited to
USDA lists.

3. An informational brochure should be regularly mailed to
each farmer with livestock explaining their status {(as an
emergency worker if necessary to tend animals), their rights,
re-entry information and conditions, location and distribution
of dosimetry, and information relating to the effects of

radiation exposure to humans and animals,

4. Training must be offered regularly and should cover the same

points listed above in (3).

NUREG 0654, Criteria H.7: 10 CFR § 50.47 (b)(6), (B)(7), (b){(11), &(b)(1
NUREG 0654, Criteria G.1; NUREG 0654, Criteria J.9, J.10,a,
NUREG 0654, Criteria J.10.e, NUREG 0654 Criteria J.11




BASIS:

essential organizations and staff must not delay siren

activation.

The Municipal RERP's fail to indicate the number of volunteer
fire company personnel that would or could be available at
the time of a radiclogical emergency. Specifically, there is
no basis to assume that volunteer firemen would leave their
regular employment and families during an evacuation in order

to assist in conducting route alerting.

The mobilization and adequacy of rout: alerting teams is a
critical factor contributing to the reasonable assurance that
public notification and therefore evacuation or other protective
measures can be implemented. The mobilization of fire depart-
ments is as much an issue of availability of volunteers, especially in the

daytime, as it is an issue of communications promptness.

10 CFR §50.47 (b)(5), NUREG 0654 Appendix 3, Criteria for
Acceptance , 2.a and 2.c., NUREG 0654 Criteria E.6.



LEA-24/FOE-1

9/4/84 Additional information received from Bob Anthony

1.

HMM ~ "Evacuation Time Estimate Study for the Limerick Plume
Exposure Zone", final draft May 1981.

In this study "Analysis Area 11" includes Montgomery County
towmships in the EPZ. This area does not include Valley Forge
Park or King of Prussia, thereby excluding the county's major
tourist, business, shopping, and transportation concentrations.
The NE corner of Upper Merion Township is within 10 miles of
Limerick (or at most is only 800 yards bevond). Upper Merion must
be included in the EP? and emergency vlanning.

John Waters, Upper Merion fire chief and emergency planning
supervisor, has participated in state emergency planning meetings
on Limerick. He says that no consideration has been given to
evacuation plans for Upper Merion but he knows that the residents
will evacuate. Possibilities for Upper Merionm evacuation will be
handicapped by supplemental bures and ambulances coming into the
township at King of Prussia Mall, which is a transportation and
central rescurce staging area.

Intense present traffic congestion occaisioned Upper Merion Twp.
to commission a traffic study to evaluate the present and future.
The "Interim Report" was issued 7/6/84. The "Final Report" is
scheduled for November 1984,

"Upper Merion Township: Township-Wide Traffic Study"
Phase 1 - Township Overview, Interim Report

Prepared by Simpson & Curtin
Division of Booz-Allen & Hamilton, Inc.

page 4: "On some collector roads traffic more than doubled in the
last 10 years. Accident rates are up 207% since 1981. All
three thoroughways are experiencing greater than capacity
volumes on segments through the township."

There are 5 roads that serve the township as arterials or collectors.
The average daily traffic on the heaviest travelled is:

North Gulph Road 26,200
South Gulph Road 20,500
West Valley Forge Road 17,800
Soutt Henderson Road 16,20¢C
First Avenue 14,600
Conrad Drive 14,300

From PennDot and Turnpike Records, traffic figures shown previously
on map submitted by Bob Anthony are as follows,

Annual daily traffic:

Pa. Turnpike 120,000 Route 202 67,400
Rt. 76 Expressway 71,000 Route 363 30,800



4. For the future, added traffic congestion is predicted in "Todav's
Post" 1/11/84 article "Traffic Onslaught" (attached)

5. "Industrial Impacts of Hypothetical Accidents at the Limerick
Nuclear Reactor", Regional Economic Analysis Division, Bureau of
Economic Analysis, U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Washington, D,.C. 20230,
March 1983 stated:

"...the accompanying tables show that the potential employment
losses in industries directly effected by the accident could be
as high as 1.2 million jobs for one year."

"...decrease in tourist activity 76,000 jobs"
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Aenal photo PINPOINS Major new Construction planned in Upper Menon 1 ownship.,

Traffic onslaught:

New Prudential, Sheraton plans expected to clog area highways

Hams compiex Ivania Department of Transportation, but
would generate 3 650 daily trps. “There have bees mup!mu meetings 5y
lymlm e The same presentalion Usts 570 Lrips for e about ralfic and sewers,  Wagenmann sad -ua-g_‘ m-mn-n_wu."m'mm
um‘”u‘m"“’."'.-m- and Sheraton which is et “but there has been no formal submussion of onnmm_ g
::Am l;:fnmca-\ug‘:ﬁocm underway within two months Ue plan to the township s area 5 'ennDOT

Townshtp can do litUe 10 preves: it

Prugeaual insurance Co. of Amenca ao-
sounced plans last week W bul? 3 K0 mlwe
office compiex oa I4-acTes swrounding the
American Bipust Center

The proposed 300 000 square-foot project i
across FIrst Avenue from a new hotel, office.
convenlion and entertaumen: center saied
lor e Sheraton Valey Forge Hote! property

According (o a presentauion made by Upper
Meron 1© Sale Tansporaton Secretary
Thomas Larson. the four-dulaing Prucestial

Permits have been issued for a 150000
square-foot oflice and 50,000 square fool kit
chen adcition, byt not for Uhe Notel sccording
o Toewnstup Manager Rooaid Wagenmann
The Sheralon conpiex s owsed by lhe
Allemose Corp

Unlike the Sheraton compiex. ne approval
kas Deen given Dy (e lownship for e
Prudenual project, Wig _—

“They are planning © subdivide, but so far
ey fave nol submstied anything 10 us. ac-
cording (o the Wwnship engineering uilice

The entire N Guiph Road cormder is ex
pected o produce 27000 ada.lonal daly
vehicies because of new olfices opening i the
area. according to lownship projections

On Monday. the Rellance Insurance Co
sad It was establishing & regonal service
center io Oak HU Plaza oo N Guiph and
Warner Roads that will proguce 220 new jobs

Because of all the expansion on the road,
Upper Menon officials are pressing Ue stale
for bighway improvements

A proposal has been submitted 1o the Penn-

spoxesman Lot Morasco

PeanDOT sasd Wraffic counts on N Guip.
Road in the viciuty of the Prudential pro-
posa come 10 approximately 13.000 cars &
day The township presentation lists Us count
a5 22006 The area is most heavily congested
during the evenung rush hours. 2 offices emp-
ty 4l Lhe close of the work day

Raymood Devin, the Montgomery County
Planaing Commumswon’s licison w0 Upper
Mernon. saig waflic could De an issue whe:
that body reviews Prodential's plans

*Please ture o page 2

2 W ednesday. January 11. 1984

Today’s Post

Prudential

Contirecs (rom page |

. Sheraton plans

Because Devio bas not seen any
PTOPOSAl Be couid o offer an opi-
nion as w wha rallic impact from
e project wod tave an N Guiph
Foaa

When 2 new project comes before
e lownshis e developer often
A580C 15 cetUrZule o readwork. byt
Natisa grey area, Deviin said.

“Historically, whes a land
feveiopment S proposed. the gover
Mirg Sody can ask for co-sile im-
provements The cuestior «f off-site
Impruvemends @ iess N ' Devin
sad

“It can be done but how far off
Site and (0 what extent — iere is 8o«
afirm re for that "~ Deviin sasd

Board of Supervisors Chairman
Riiph Volpe, who aiso nas not seen
he al proposal, said since
he property aiready has the proper
1oning for e project, only Im-
provements adjacent o the ot can
be mandatec

"V are imited In what you can
do Unless it is voluntary, the r3ad
improvements would have (o be ag-
jaceni W the property.” Voipe said
“The oely ing you can require
e o Go Is adjacent to the proper-

Less than 3 mile away is the
Valley Forge Goil Course, ihe sub-
ject of pending liligation aboul its
DTINE 30d possible Gevelny nent

Before being lumed down twice by
ihe supervisors Acorn Development
Corp proposed extensive roadwork
o6 N Guiph and surrounding roads
o handie a proposed office and hole
compilex on the goll course

Acom i Lrymng 'o change the goil
Courte’'s apriculture twning to per
mit the devesopment vt the Baplust
Center airesgy has the proper won-
1ag for the Prudential project

“Once ey Bave the oning, you

0n°L have e same leverage * All
hey have o do = comply wilh e
codes " Voine saic

Upper Merion Concerned Cit'zens
Committee Presiden. Orviile
Encers said it was 3 “shame” hat

away e bdeavtilully landascaped
open space surrounding the existing
Baptist Convention Ceuter
iU's another exampile of what i3

RoIng a0 in Lhe lownanip that is going
o strangle (he lownship © Enders
$3id. “it's certamnly going o add
greally o the tratlic proviem

Peter Ruggiero. general manager
of Prudentizi's real esiate ets
Uons who aade e annou-cement
Sbout e project. was unavailable
‘o comment oa e project’s wallic
impact

The Prudentiai deveinpment is be
Ing billed 35 3 firsi-ciass olfice park
commanding high rents and sppeai-
G o high-lech Dusinesses

The Generai Boarg of American

Bapuist Churches has anproves
long-term iease thal requires
Prudential 1o prepay £33 malison for
e first % years. The company has
3 .2 month option on the lang
Conditions of e iease slipuiate
that lenants wouid not he permitieq
{0 engage in business activities out
Side (he four buildings or use the
premises ior gambling or the sale of
Wwoacco or Liguor
An alfirmative action plan to en-
Courage minovity business enter
Prises is incorporaled nw the iease
Sutlicient parking and unioading
faciuilies and aprropriate landscap-
INg are aiso o quired No bwlaing
€an be higher than 60 feet and al
wiility lines raust be underground
Vincent C. Kling of Philaceiptua
who designed the chureh head
Juariers. has beer seiected as ar
thitect of the compiex Lotz
Designers. Engineers and Constryc
ors. Inc has been samed general
contractor




Environmental Assessment, Draft General Management Plan, June 1980
Valley Fouze National Historical Park '

park, carries 2 heavy volume of truck traffic and connects with PA
23 to the north and US 202 to the south. PA 363 serves as an
extension of PA 23 and as a park access road from the east.

Traffic counts taken at the Valley Creek Bridge indicate a volume
exceeding 14,000 wvehicles daily. The distribution of east-west
traffic through the park is as follows: 9.000 vehicles on PA 23,
4,000 on Gulph Road, and 1,200 on PA 252. Peak hour volumes on
23 are at 7:00-8:00 a.m. and 4:00-5:00 p.m. with approximately
1,000 vehicles per hour in both directions.

At present PA 23 and PA 252 are important to both external and
through-traffic movement and to park visitation. The commuter or
commercial wvehicle traveling east or west on PA 23 has no
reasonable aiternative but to pass through the park. Thus, the
visitor frequently finds vehicles crowding behind him, encouraging
him to proceed faster, and lessening his opportunity to enjoy the
park. The park visitor should observe Valley Forge at a slow,
unheeded pace. In contrast, commercial and commuter vehicles view
the park as the shortest ro.te to their destinations and are in turn
frustratec by the slow-moving park visitor. Generally, the park
visitor tends to drive at the speed limit or less, but the pressure
of the commuter traffic sometimes forces traffic flow to exceed
posted speed limits. All travelers must remain alert to avoid
potential accidents.

One may enter Valley Forge National Historical Park at Washington's
headquarters at the western end, at the visitor center at the
eastern end, or indirectly from the south on PA 252, Yellow
Springs Road, or Gulph Road. "he park is crisscrossed by a
network of roads that ultimately connect to major transportation
arteries. The variety of park entrances and the abundance of
internally penetrating roads make it relatively easy for external
.'affic to cut through the park from any direction, using minor
roads as chortcuts to the arteries.

The intersection of PA 23 and PA 252 at the western entrance to
the park creates considerable conflict between commuter traffic east
and west on PA 23 and heavy truck traffic traveling north and
south on PA 252. To compound this problem, the intersection lies
at the bottom of a steep grade and is also a visitor entrance/
intersection in traveling to Washington's headquarters, a beavily
visited attraction in the park.

Immediately to the southeast of the park the Schuylkill Expressway
and the Pennsylvania Turnpike converge. Traffic from this location
is routed up PA 363 past the Upper Merion industrial/commercial
development to the eastern entrance of the park. At this major
intersection PA 363 joins PA 23, and Outer Line Defense Drive joins
Valley Forge Road. Commuters on PA 363 and Valley Forge Road
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usually continue north to PA 23. The visitor, however, must

make a dangerous left turn into the park across the path of heavy
commuter traffic.

Another transportation facility in Valley Forge is the one-lane
Betzwood Bridge across the Schuylkill River. This dilapidated but
picturesque bridge handles one-way traffic from the Betzwood picnic
and boat launch area. The Knox Covered Bridge, which crosses
Valley Creek, is also one lane but serves two-way traffic. The
bridge, a historic structure, ic the property of the Pennsylvania
Department of Transportation and is in some danger of destruction
from flooding of Valley Creek. Two other bridges span Valley
Creek: One carries PA 23 traffic near Washington's headquarters
and appears adequate; the other serves very limited utilitarian
traffic between Lafayette's quarters and Yellow Springs Road.

Two railroad lines pass through the park. The Reading Railroad
line follows the south side of the Schuylkill River, and trains stop
at the Valley Forge Park train station. The station has recently
been renovated, and the parking lot has been improved. A former
station located near Washington's headquarters is no longer a
scheduled stop along the Reading route.

In 1976, SEPTA initiated increased train service to the Valley Forge
station from central city Phi'edelphia for a period of three months.
The state park also initiated fringe parking at the Valley Forge
Service Plaza of the Pennsylvania Turnpike System, with shuttle
bus service into the park. Although this has not been repeated,
trains stop at the Valley Forge Park train station every day.

Another railroad, the Penn Central, is located immediately north of
the park and serves incustrial areas.

Because of the large area covered by the park and the nature and
placement of historical exhibits, it is essential that vehicles be used
in touring the park. The circuiation of vehicles, ease of the
visitor to guide himself, safety of the route, and interpretation of
the park are all critical factors to internal traffic flow. Many
exhibits or points of interest are in tull view from the road;
consequently, distractions are common. Many of the two-way roads
are narrow, steep, and curved. There are times when decisions
must be made as to which route to take or which attraction to visit.
Many routes are deceiving and disorienting, and the visitor is
frequently confused by the abundance of alternate paths and may
even miss a portion of the park unintentionally. Routes such as 23
and 252 are extremely hazardous to cross because of heavy traffic.
Numerous internal roads dre frequently used as shortcuts to arrive
at either end of the park. Some routes tend to destroy the
interpretive and aesthetic value of park sites. Traffic along Gulph
and Baptist roads crosses through the Grand Parade grounds;
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Draft General Management Plan,

Table 1. Park Visitor Day Use
(Typical Peak Summer Month)

Projected

Total % of Annua
Contacts Totai Visits
Activity 1978 1978 (1981)

o

w
o0
o

Observation Tower Use 24,620
Mode! Airplane Flying , 150
Horseback Riding 730
Bicycling 5,685
Dog Walking , 653
Jogging , 247
Fishing 763
Boating 813
Bus Riding 11,265
Kite Flying 140
Picnicking 12,375
Visitor Center Use 25,318
Betzwood Area Use 24,060
Pleasure Driving 243,360
Visits to Historic Facilities 115,869

107,
16,
6,
33,
16,
40,
10,
10,
225,
3
195,
242,
228,
1,547,

. 7 ]

A

—“ ODWwrN-2oOMN

[ § 4 =

+

+
P -

+ + + +
B OOWwW-dom,m
= WO LU OMN N U W~

+

H=2UTUNTNONODOODO 00 WM
'
(o))

UTO = w -~
+
w
o

o wm

Total 472,982 100% 3,508,

*Not applicable because certain historic sites have been removed from the
tour route.

Visitation figures included in this section are based on several sources,
the most comprehensive of which is the park's monthly public use report.
Another source includes a visitor use survey that was conducted during
the summer of 1979 to provide data for this plan and to analyze a park
bus transit system. taff and planning team observations were also
tapped for gzneral visitation characteristics and trends.

The total volume of park-related use has greatly increased since 1975.
et

The commonwealth of Pennsylvania estimated miliion visits in 1975;
there were 3.1 million visits in 1979 and 3.3 million in 1980. Traffic
counts for 1979 totaled over 11 million.

Of all traffic through the park, 25 percent is estimated to be park
visitors; of this percentage, about 25 percent has historical interest.
The heaviest visitation occurs from April through December, with peak
concentrations on holidays and weekends during special attractions such
as fall color and dogwond flowering. In 1978 during the peak period,
there were approximately 317,000 visitors per month compared with 93,000
visitors per month during the off-season (January-March). The 317,000
visitors per month is 11 percent of the thecretical capacity of the park's

25

649
820
728
640
820
368
092
092
391
364
115
211
755

460

824,191

696




Vehicle parking spaces. Since the state rehabilitation program, the
bicentennial, and the park's recent national status, historically oriented
visitation has increased dramatically. In 1978 over 250,000 visits were
tallied at both Washington's headquarters and the visitor center.

Whereas historically oriented visitation is spread evenly throughout the
week, nearly 40 percent of all recreational use occurs on weekends
between 10:30 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. on Sat:rdays and 1:00 and 5:00 p.m.
on Sundays. Almecst 70 percent of all Sunday visits take place during
these peak hours. On a typical peak Sunday, 90 percent of all visitors
use private automobiles; the remainder use other forms of transportation,
such as tour bus, horse, bicycle, or foot.

In 1978 the 25 percent of Sunday visitors with historical interest (2,322
visitors) required 580 wvehicle parking spaces at Washington's
neadquarters, the visitor center, Varnum's quarters, and Washington
Memorial Chapel. The remaining 75 percent of Sunday visitors with
recreational interest (6,967 visitors) required 1,742 autos to be parked at
outlying areas as well as major historic sites.

At present the 1,333 parking spaces serving historic sites will hold 16,000
cars with a 30-minute turnover during peak hours. The 1,241 spaces
serving recreation areas will hold 7,400 cars with a turnover every 40
minutes. Based on the visitor use survey, the typical length of stay on
the weekend of the historically oriented visitor is 27 minutes each at
three sites; the visitor interested in weekend recreation stays about 37
minutes at one site. Total daily park capacity at the curreiit turnover
rate is theoreticaliy about 93,600 historical and recreational use visitors.

Assumptions can be made about the various use patterns of visitors based
on their proximity to the park and now freguently they visit. National
visitors (those living more than 30 miles away and requiring lodging
somewhere in the vicinity) will visit infrequently, maybe only once or
twice during their lifetime. The full range of visitor information and
orientation, plus all inierpretive facilities, picnic areas, and trails, could
be used in association with seeing the historic resources. The visitor use
survey indicated that 27 percent of the respondents were first-timers,
and 33 percent were of national or regional origin. (The heaviest
percentage of national visitation occurs during summer months.)

Regional visitors live from 25 to 50 miles away, which means they might
seek accommodations in the area. They would likely visit the park
several times a year though not as often as local users. Special events
would particularly attract regiona! visitors. They might bring friends or
relatives fron out of the region on subsequent visits. After their initial
orientation, regional visitors wou!d likely concentrate on interpretive
programs and historic resources of interest to them. Their use would be
spread more evenly throughout the year than national visitors, and they
would probably engage in some recreational pursuits during their visit.

Local users live within a 25-mile radius of the park, the majority in the
suburban Philadelphia area. These visitors would use the park for
historical purposes about like their regional counterparts; however, they'
would visit the park more freguently for recreational purposes. To



continually reach this audience, interpretive programs would need to

change with time or be more specialized, €.g., seminars, lectures,
themes.

General Development

Existing Visitor Use Facilities. Table 2 inventories existing visitor use
facilities within the park. Table 4, which is inCiuded at the end of the
"The Plan, General Development" section, shows a comparison of existing
and proposed visitor use facilities (parking spaces, picnic tables, and
restrooms).

Access/Circulation. Various geographic barriers have forced the regional
transportation routes through Valley Forge. The Pennsylivania Turnpike
(i-76) and County Line Expressway (PA 363) are man-made barriers, all
of which have limited access to the park. Over the vears increased
traffic from housing developments has reinforced their utilitarian
importance.

The primary mode of access to Valley Forge is by private vehicle. Local
residents sometimes ride horseback, walk, or DiCcycle into the park.
Direct access by public transportation is limited.

Three state routes--23, 252, and 363--lie within the boundaries of the
t

park. PA 23, south of the Schuylkill River, carries commercial and
commuter traffic. PA 252, on the western edge of the park, carries a
heavy volume of truck traffic between PA 23 and US 202. .PA 363 serves
as an extension of PA 23 and as access to the park from the east.

Traffic at the Valley Creek Bridge exceeds 14,000 vehicles a day, with
9,000 vehicles on PA 23, 4,000 on Guliph Road, and 1,200 on PA 252.
Peak hour volumes on 23 are at 7:00-8:00 a.m. and 4:00-5:00 p.m. with

~

approximately 1,000 vehicles per hour in both directions.

At present PA 23 and PA 252 are important to both external
through-traffic and to park visitation. Generally park visitors tend to
drive at or below the speed limit, whereas commercial and commuter
traffic often forces traffic flow to exceed postec speed !imits. The
intersection of these roads, which is at the t of 2 steep grade, is
the main entrance to the park from the west. T! S creates considerable

confl'ct particularly when visitors are focusing on park features rather
than traffic.

Much of the commercial and commuter traffic on PA 23 is between
Phoenixville and the western fringes of Phila nia, including King of
Prussia. To alleviate traffic congestion on se y roads in this area,
a four-lane limited access expressway known as ‘ctistown bypass is
now under contract. A spur from this ‘ cenixville wiil be
constructed later. The Park Service also su construction of access
ramps at Pawling Road. These facilities nbi should significantly
reduce nonpark-related through-traffic on PA 23




LEA-24/FOE-1

There is no assurance that plans for evacuation of the

Ten mile radius will not be impeded by traffic congestion in
the vicinity of Marsh Creek State Park, Exton area (involving
Route 100) and Valley Forge Park, King of Prussia area.

These areas should either be included in the Emergency
Planning Zone or adequate plans for traffic control and direction
should be made to avoid adverse effects on EPZ evacuation.

Specifically,

Congestion around Marsh Creek Park, and RoutelOQ backing up

Northf}om Exton Mall (a reception center, and alternative EOC
for several municipalities) including the important traffic
juncture at 113 and Route 100 near the transportation staging
area at Exxon Pickering Creek 1Industrial Park, justSouth of
Turnpike entrance and Marsh CreekPark itself, would severely
limit Evacuation Plan workability, especially in light of
spontaneous evacuation onto Route 100 from the relatively large
developments along that main evacuation route. Note also
that the Turnpike entrance on Route 100 is not planne‘ as

being used fgr evacuation.

Also, thereis a lack of Emergency Planning for the
Valley Forge National Park and the King of Prussia Area. This
contention concerns the traffic and use patterns for Valley Forge
Park and related commuter and shopping and business traffic to
and from King of Prussia, including King of Prussia Plaza, one
of the nation's largest and oldest shopping mall complexes.
All of this 7 dependent on and interrelated with the highway
nexus which focuses long distance travel, medium distance and
regional and local traffic on this spot. This area is in the
direction of the prevailing winds from Limcrick, between Limerick
and Philadelphia, which itself limits Southeast egress from this
area.

MARSH CREEK
Provision for the orderly flow of traffic from Marsh Creek Park

should,in addition to traffic control,include some information

to users of the park as to the alternative routes to be taken




80 as to avoid the main evacuation routes (such as to avoid
RoutelO0 at Eagle, also possibly to stay ofﬁRoute113 if
diverted as intended onto Moore Rd from Park Rd at Traffic
Control Pcint on Park Rd). Simple traffic control at Moore Rd
and Park would not insure that up to 2500 vehicles in the
Park, many from outside the area, could find their way on
these small back roads to a suitable main route, Clear policy
insructions are also needed at this particular TCP to allow
residents at Park who live in EPZ back onto Route 100 North
since it is a very long way back around the reservoir to use

any other route.

B. The intersection of Route 100 and 113 §South of March
Creek and the Turnpike is a critical area upon which the evacuatdion
of the EPZ is dependent. Traffic flow along Route 100 South
from this point to Exton Mall poses additional complications
involving spontaneous evacuation of residential and corporate
areas around Extorn. Predistribution of basic suggested route
information to residents and employees could help solve this,
Alsc the Exton area includes the transportation staging area
at Pickering creek , reception area at Exton Mall And alternate
EOC next dogr.

C. valley Forge
The Hmm Traffic study does not take into account Valley Forge
Park traffic(see LEA filing Aug 31) Assumptions of HMM study
which would affect analysisof traffic flow in the affected areas

tend to mischaractertzethe actual impact of traffic in area
(particularly Dynamic Route Selection)

Notification and traffic routing information to Industries
in King of Prussia Area is needed to prevent large releases of
employee traffic into evacuation routes at critical times.
The effect of regular traffic concentrations, in addition
to the flow from the EPZ and spontaneous near EPZ evacuation

is not considered as it affects traffic leaving the planning

zone.
Basis: NUREG 0654 Appendix 3, page 16; NUREG 0654 I.D,
page 8; 10 CFR 50.47 (c)(2) LEA incorporates by reference
FOE 1 Anthony 1/31/84 incl map




LFEA=-25

‘The Draft County and Municipal RERP's are deficient in that they do not
comply with 10 CFR §50.47 (b)(5) because there is no prompt aler-
ting system operative and in place, no assurance of prompt
notification of emergency workers who must be in place before

an evacuation alert can be implemented, and there is no assurance

of adequate capability to conduct route alerting, within the time require
by NUREG 0654 Appendix 3, Criteria for acceptance 2.a and 2.c.
Specifically,

1. Philadelphia Electric Company intends that individuals situated
within a 10 mile radius of the plant will be alerted to a
radiological emergency through a siren notification system.
This system fails to meet the requirements of 10 CFR § 50.47
(b)(5) and (b)(6), and 10 CFR Part 30, Appendix E, Item D.2,
and NUREG 0654 Items II.E and II.F. for the following reasons:

(a)PECO has failed to deamonstrate that siren coverage adequately
covers the EPZ and will not be adversely constricted by
weather conditions which will affect the audibility of the sirens.

(b)PECO has not demonstrated that in the event of a loss of power
to all or part of the system, that it could provide back=-up
power in time to offer timely notification to the public.

(c)PECO's prompt notification system does not provide for those

individuals who may be in areas not covered by the sirens.

2. The phone notification system of emergency response organizations
by the County EOC, prior to public notification, is a complex
process involving the use of an automatic dialer (RECALL system)
subject to verification and manual notification as sufficient
county EOC Staff arrive to man the phones. (Chester County RERP,
Draft #8, Appendix C-2, page C-1-4).

LEA contends that that notification times for emergency workers
and organizations must be rapid and certain to enable the public
notification system to be activated in the time required, as

specified by NUREG 0654, Appendix 3, page 3-3. Whatever combin-
ation of automatic dialers and sequential phone calls for noti-

fication and verification is to be used, the notification of




ADDITIONAL BASIS FOR CONCERNS ABOUT THE PROBABILITY OF

LOSS OF,POWER RENDERING SIREN NOTIFICATION SYSTEM INOPERABLE.
LEA-26 NRC Requirements for Prompt Public Notification System

NiC's regulations at 1@ CFR Part 50, Appendix E, Section 1V, Part D,
Paragraph 3, contain the following requirement:

By February 1, 1982, each nuclear power reactor licensee shall
demonstrate that administrative and physical means have been
established for alerting and providing prampt iustructions to the
public within the plume exposure pathway EPZ . . . The design
objective of the prampt public notification system shall be to
have the capability to essentially complete the 1initial
notification of the public within the plume exposure pathway EPZ
within about 15 minutes.

Analysis of LGS-PRA and LGS-SARA for Loss of Power
Power Contribution to Core Melt Fraeguency

LGS-PRA Analysis of Non-Seismic Loss of Offsite Power

LGS-PRA calculated a mean core melt frequency of 1.5 x 10’5 per reactor
year for "internal events" [LGS-PRA, page 3-112]. The temm "internal events"
is samething of a misnamer 1n this case because the LGS-PRA analysis of
"internal events" includes plant transients 1nitiated by a loss of cffsite
power. Such lnitlating events are designated TE sequences.

Of the totd] core meit frequency of 1.5 x 107> per reactor year,
LGS-PRA estimates that 44% arises fram two accident seyuences initiated by a
loss of offsite power. These accident sequences are designated TEUV (loss of
offsite power followed by failure of high-pressure and low-pressure injection;
estimated core-melt frequency contribution of 5.9 x 10-6 per reactor year) and
TEUX (loss of offsite power followed by failure of high-pressure 1njection and
failure to ..mely 1initiate the Automatic Depressurization System; estimated
core meit irzquency contribution of 6.9 x 10-7 per reactor year) [LGS-PRA,
pages 3-35 and 3-108].

LGS-SARA Analysis of Seismic Loss of Offsite Power

LCS-SARA apparently treated the LGS-PRA mean core melt frequency
estimates as "point estimates" (see, for example, Table 12-1, page 12-22,
LGS-SARA) . LGS-SARA extended the LGS-PRA risk estimates by including an




'
analysis of external events, inclucing seismic events.

According to the LGS-SARA analysis, offsite power 1s lost at a median
ground acceleration of @.20g (LGS-SARA, Table 3-1, page 3-16'. This is
consistent with the 2Zion, Indian Point, and Seabrook PRAs perfommed by
Pickard, Lowe & Garrick (these studies, as well as LGS-SARA, utilized the
selsmic risk analysis services of Structural Mechanics Associates).

LGS-SARA estimated an overall frequency of core melt due to all causes
of 4.4 x 10°° per reactor year [LGS-SARA, page 12-4]. Of this total, 6.6 x
10-6 comes fram the LGS-PRA analysis of "internal events" (see above). This
represents a contribution of 15% of total core melt fregquency fram non-seismic
loss of offsite power.

LGS-SARA identified a number of seismic accident sequences. Sequence
TSESUX (sersmic loss of offsite power followed by failure cof high-pressure
injection and failure to timely 1nitiate the Automatic Depressurization
System) 1s estimated to contribute 3.2 x 16% to total core melt frequency
[LGS-SARA, Table 12-3, pages 12-23 through 12-25]. Sequence 'I‘SESCMC2 (se1smic
loss of offsite power followed by failure cof the control rods to insert and

failure of the boron injection system) is estimated to contribute 5.4 x 10-7
to total core melt frequency [LGS-SARA, Table 12-3, pages 12-23 through 12-25].

In addition, LGS-SARA identifies sequence ’I‘SRPV (seismic failure of the
reactor vessel upper lateral support) as contributing 9.6 x 1677 per reactor
year to total core melt frequency (LGS-SARA, Table 12-3, pages 12-23 through
12-25]. Althowgh ot explicitly listing Ts (ser1smic loss of offsite power) 1in
this sequence, it 1S clear fram Table 3-1 that offsite power would be lost
since TSRPV occurs at a median ground acceleration of 1.25g, while offsite
power 1s lost at @.20g [LGS-SARA, Table 3-1, page 3-16]. Thus, sequence 'I‘SRPV
also contributes to the frequency of accidents in which a seismic loss of
offsite power occurs.

Summing the seismic loss of offsite power seguences, one obtains a
total rontribution to core melt frequency of 4.7 x IG'G per reactor year.
This represents a contribution of 10% of the total core melt fregquency from
seismic loss of offsite power. Examining listing of daminant core melt
sequences in Table 12-3 [LGS-SARA, pages 12-23 through 12-25], 3 of the top 6,

4 of the top 9, and 6 of the 17 daminant sequences are caused by or

accampanied by loss of offsite power.




Summary and Perspective

éased on the analyses presented in LGS-PRA and LGS-SARA, accidents
caused by or accompsnied by a loss of offsite POwer contribute a total of 1.1
x 107 Per reactor year to the total core melt frequency of 4.4 x 1g°° per
Leactor year, a contribution of 25% fram loss of offsite Power secuences. In
addition, three of the top six daminant accident Sequences (and four of the
tOp nine and six of the top seventeen) are loss of offsite power sequences,

Moreover, Table 12-9 demonstrates that Selsmic initiating events
contribute about 84% of mean early fatality risk; it can be deduced that TE:
loss of offsite pPower seque.ces contribute another 38. Thus, accident
Sequences 1nvolving loss of offsite power, while responsible for 25% of core
melt frequency, are fesponsible for about 87% of mean early fatality risk.
Moreover, if emergency response parameters (such as delay time and effective

T™=s¢ ~onclusions rest upori the validity of the LGS-PRA and LGS-SARA
analyses. . the extent that these analyses are valid, the interpretation
given them in this memo argues for a re-examination of the prampt public
alerting system proposed by PECO for Limerick. The system proposed is
estimated to fail .in 25% of all core melt accidents (and for those accidents
which contribute 87% of mean early fatality risk).

A possible replacement would be a tone-activated radio system in which
emergency messages are broadcast over the NOAA weather radio System. Radio
Shack supplies a "Weather-Radio" for roughly $3¢ which operates on nomal AC
power (backed up by a DC battery) and which is activated autamatically by a
tone broadcast by NOAA. When the tone 1is broadcast by NOAA, a lowd, shrill
"beep" 1s heard to alert the public to listen for an anergency message. As a
side benefit, the public would also receive notifications broadcast by NOAA
for hurricanes, tornadoes, winter stoms, and tloaods.




BASIS:

There must be specific and adequate plans to protect Camp

Hill Village Special School, Inc. in East Nantmeal Twp.,
Chester County and for Camp Hill Village School in West Vincent
Twp., Chester County.

Specifically,

1. No written plan has been developed for elther facility

2. No determination of staff participaticn and role assignments
has been made

3. No equipment needs, including telecommunications and transpor-
tation needs has been assigned

4, No evaluation of adequacy of school buildings for sheltering
purposes has been determined

5. There are indications that school staff and school officials
have serious rescrvations about the adequacy of the planning
that they are aware of. Should these staff and officials refuse
to participate in the planaing as proposed,

either, alternate plans adopted by the schools should be
coordinated and supported by their respective municipal-
ities,

or if no agreement to participate is reached, the appropriate
municipality should be prepared to implement all
aspects of the plan, passing any unmet needs cnto
the county or state.

6. In the event t“at responsibility for emergency response plan-
ning is passed on to the municipality, it must be determined
that either of the municipalities involved are able to meet the
needs of these schools, due to the fact that there are large
nunbers of mobility and incellectually impaired individuals
involved.

10 CFR 50.47 (2), and (2)(b)(1), (2)(b)(5), and (2)(b)(15)
NUREG 0654 Appendix 4, Criteria C (Special Facility Populations)
page 4-3.



Ciiteria C.4, and Appendix 4,
(b)(1) and (b)(6)

10 CFR § 50.47 (2),

NUREG 0654,

BASIS:

LEA-28

(a) There is no assurance in the County or Municipal RERP's that
the National Guard will have time to mobilize to carry
out its responsibilities withregard to towing and providing
emergency fuel supplies along state roads.

Specifically,

1. The

2. The

3. The

Montgomery County Draft RERP, #6 states the average
Mobilization and deployment time for the National
Guard Units assigned to lontgomery County is appro-
ximately 6-8 hours after order by the Covernor to state
active duty. (Annex H, Section IV.2)

Chester County RERP Draft #8 ctates that the average
time for the National Guard to mobilize and deploy
to the area of operations\ is approximately 6-8 hcurs.

Berks County Draft RERP #5 st=tes that the average
time for the National Grard to mobilize and
deploy to the area of operations is approximately
8 to 12 hours.

BASIS: NUREG 0654, Appendix 4: NUREG 0654 Criteria C.4
10 CFR § 50.47 (2), (b)(1)&(b)(6)

(b) There is no assurance provided in the Municipal, or County

RERP's that there are sufficient rerources available
t6, provide towing, gasoline, and snow removal along
non-state roads. According t, FEFA, the National
Guard has neither the resources for snow removal
nor the responsibilities for it, according to the
Commonwealth's Diusater Operations Plan.

Specifically, PennDOT's capability to clear state

evacuation routes ic dependent on required mobilization
time, prompt notification, and employee contractual
limitations. Training and verification for these
workers is essential, and unconfirmed. There is

no listing or reference to training cf FennDot
personnel in Applicant's Training Session Analysis.
(which has been provided to LEA)

The resource manual (Annex K Apgendix K-3) of Berks
and Montgomery County Plans includes no specific
agreements between counties and service/towing stations
with regards to a Limerick Emergency. Alsn, Peco's
answer (8/2/84 P. 53) "Gas station employces are not
being requested to remain on duty within the EPZ."

Snow removal on municipal roads is only assumed to be
per usual arrangements with muricipalities with no
confirmation of availablity in a Limerick Emergency.

PENA and municipalities haven't worked pyt unmet
rieeds yet, Com'%rsation w t?\ P.:!-x af3o/°8‘{:.
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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dr. Peter A. Morris
Administrative Judge
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Docketing and Service Section

Office of the Secretary

U.S. Nuclesar REgulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

Atomic Safety and
Licensing Appeal Panel

U.S. Nuclear Fegulatory
Commission

Washington, DC 20555

(*)Ann P. Hodgdon, Esqg.
Office of the Executive Legal Director
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555

(*)Benjamin Vogler, Esqg.
Office of the Executive Legal Director
U.S. Nuclear Reculatory Commiss:ion

Washington, DC 20555

(*)Troy B. Conner, Jr., Esqg.

Conner and Wetterhahn
1747 Penrsvlvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20006

Philadelphia Electric Company

Attn: Edward G. Bauer, Jr.
VP and General Counsel

2301 Market St.

Phila., PA 19101

Thomas Gerusky, Director

Bureau of Radiation Protection, DER

Sth £f1, Fulton Bank Bldg.
Third ané Locust Sts.
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Spence W. Perry, Esqg.
Associate General Counsel
FEMA

Room 840

500 C st., sw

Washington, DC 20472

Zori Ferkin, Esgq.
Governor's Energy Council
P.O. Box €010

1625 Front St.
Harrisburg, PA 17175

ons has been. served

o0 ey
mail, first class poéfagk AT 3

233 2135 SIAS RIS Lo R G000 S040 1088 SHTE SeRE 9L Tuts Sate SEle Suan

——— e



