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2. L. ANTEONY/FOE_3RIEF. IN_SUPPORT OF AFPEAL TO AFPEAL BOARD OF 10/ FROM
S5COND PARTIAL INITIAL DECISYON, LBP-84-31, ON CONTENTIONS V 3a and ¥ 5.

QUTLINE OF SITUATION. B4 NV 26 5
I8's rulisgs on our contewtioms comstitute a failure of NRC throu‘i?' 5

its staff efforts and the judicial process of its licc-:tlg3*3‘?&;%95pgotogt
the health awd safety of the pudblic. LB also demonstrated a dtlédyﬁ*tng
of citizew,pro se, participatios and expertise while favorimg Applicant amd
Staff testimomy.

Had it wot deew for our efforts, the dasger from fuel awd gas pipelimes
at the Ltnerickiyggld wot have been considered iw the licemsing process, com-
trary to NRC regulations. Pipelimes were mever awx issue iw the comstruc-
tiow permit hearings amd it was at thattime that the site should have beem dis-
qualified,or reguirements of re-locstiom enforcod.(sxhihith.-}li sppears that
PECo ::g..t :Lasumﬁnﬁgﬁgir obligatiom to protect the plamt asd the public from
outside explosioms was complete whem they estimated the results of a possibdle
railway accidewt gud explosiom. Becsuse of our research amd vigilanmce they
vere compelled tostudy posgible explosiows caused from ARCO amd Columbia Cas
pipelive sccidenta. Iw a perverse amd tragic way,however, PECo awmd NRC used
th'pr%%'tl.h"yh' x;inc a‘“t.oﬂx;o.f-forco their positioms. The single positive step
taken by PECouso lessew the rink’wal the agreement wegotiated with ARCO to
refrais from trassportimg propase. This was used,however, agaimst the pudlic
safety as a barrier to taking the omly effectice step, relocatisg the ARCO liwme.
The only credible comclusiow from L5 actiom om our comtemtions amd om
identical outcomes for the other contentioun'%ﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂ!’iu the L!:doc1316- is
that LB imterprets its functiow as focused ow tﬂ:JEboaid p;rt of its title.
It appears detérmimed to licemse at all cost¥ awd to support the applicant
no matter what that does for the safety and vital interdst 6! the public. Ve
underatand that the Appeal Board has a view &f its function that imcludes s
visios of protectimg the public. Im respect to our czomtentions, there was
anmple evidemce included 1w 16 days of huring‘s':tc}h;?x\"o.v‘o.da. x?{tlr.f:'ﬁ?: prlo‘c'ogd
from the pipelines. The exact scenario for as accidest that would damage the
plant did mot have to be selected,wor the minimum or maximum overpressures
that could be created. LB's fumctiom should have beewm to establish that ac-
cidental releases from the pipelines could cause explosiows which could im-
pact the plamt. It was the duty of LP to elimimate thie risk. It should have
ordered the relocatiom of the pipelimes. We trust that AB will make that order.
To thia end we show hLow the LB process was flawed,and prejudiced against the

public's interest. 3411238801
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Without Anthony/FOE research amd participatiom in the licensing process
there would have beems no consideratios of the damgers from pipelise explosioms.
Our filiwg caused PECO amd the Staff to become aware of these liwes. PiCo's
investigation was carried out by a meterologist wamed Johwm Walgh. He had no
credentials and traivimg to qualify him to advise FECo ow pipelimes. We stated
this to the LB iw our 11/1/83 respowse to PECo's motiow for summary digpositiow.
(See  page 5 ) Before the hearings and durimg them a part of Mr.Walsh's
testimowy was discredited , Im spite of thig LB referred to his testimomy as
the basis for their decisiow iw LPB-84-31 more thaw a dozen times. We thiwk
LB showed a slant toward his testimony amd that of the the Staff which almost
excluded the evidewce which came out through croses .xaminatiow during the hear-
ings. Mr. Walsh was povem wrong about the following:

The amouwst of fuel from as ARCO break.
The automatic shut-o‘§ !quipno.t would work without fail.
He asserted it would T¥nout any expett kmowledge or having seewm it.
The amoukt of fuel from am ARCO break would be 8 to 10 times his estimate.
The pumps would keep pumping after a break for two or more hours.
The pipeline from Limerick morth would drsis out of a break at Limerick .,
This means more thawm 7 miles of fuel draimimg from the ARCO pipe.
There would de syphonin

“r.¥alsh comtradicted htl written testimony that he had sees bdoth pipelimes.

hearing

It was our informatiom wefore thlk;nd through testimomsy asd cross
examimatiow which caused ¥r.Walsh amd the Staff to amend their estimates of
the amounmt of fuel availabdle from am ARCO break ,and to accept the possibility
of am explosive mixture from a Columbia Yreak moving toward the plamt and bde-
ing detonated. Is the following sectioms we will show how PECo's amd the Staff's
positions were modified by our informatios awd how little attemtios LB paid
to these modificatiow im their decisiow,thereby compromisirg the judicial pro-
cess and the safety of the pudliec.

ANALYSIS OP LB CONSIDERATION OF EV.DINCE ON CONTENTIONS V 3a and 3b.

LBP<84<51 Par, B3, It should be moted that we were abdle to go beyond the
syphoning issue and rediast heat. If we had not pursued these cowtemtions
LE might wot have questioned whether the safety related bDuildings were desigwed
to withatand extermal explosionas.

B=5 R.L.Awnthony's study of the site and pipeliwes provided reliable isforma-
tios used by the other witmesses and LB, FHe should have bees permitted to
teatify.

B-6. LB did wot give conrideratiom to "consequences of worst case accidesnts.”
It accepted PECo and Staff figures.

l
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B-7 LB ruled om the adequacy of the structures without allowing any iw-

quiry imto whether they had beem built according to desige. Ex.A , BA amd T78A.
Ve disagree with BB that our contentions "have no merit". Eves if the struct-
ures cam withstasd the worse case pipeline explosions,which we doubt, . LB

has the respomsidility to prevest the risk to plast and pudlic from allowing

the possibility of external explosiong by requiring relocation of the lines.

To reinforce our responses we refer to portions of our " Rebuttal of Applicant’s
Reply Fimdings" dated 6/6/84,included as Exhibit A,

B=10 Mr.Christmaw testified that ARCO pumps could fail to shut dom i» a
line break .(Se Ex. A-11A.)

B=11Walsh testified about ARCO pipeline operatiom,but was discreditied
be: ause he has wo expertise im pipelime operatiom « LB correctly does mot
exclude syphoning and accepts our assumption of the ARCO pumps continuing
after a break.

B«19 LB accepts our scenario of break os the hillside amd the possidle
spraying of am area up to 65,000 sq.ft.

5+20 The 8taff acce;ts our hilleide spray scenario asd arrived at a com-
bined evaporatiom area inm stream end on hillgide of 24,800 sq.ft.

B-21 LB points out the disagreement betweew Walsh's and Staff's TNT

equivalent, 5,252 pounds for the formee, 1,856 for the latter. LB makes
the asgunptiom,"Applicant imitially used a comversios factor for TNT equiva-

lest that was four times too great" There is wothing im the record to support
this cowmclusion. Both cosversiom factors were used im the testimomy amnd there
was no conclusion that owe was more right thas the other. To carry out LB's
“worst czlo"prtnctplo the higher factor would have to be used,and,indeed,it

was used iw Tab. II,p.76C, columns } and 4.

B=22. LB igwored the worst case basis of a streambed and hillside ovnpor.tio.:“
for am ARCO Wreak and based its conclusions ow Walsh's discreditied streambed
release and the Staff's distance of 760 feet while PECo used 550 feet as worst
case. The record shows that wsilth PECO usisg a larger evaporatios area and

the Staff using PECo's convergiom factor woth calculated higher overpressures
than the 3.0 psi recorded here for PECo asd 2.1 psi for the Staff.

Under cross exanisation Walsh calculated from the vapor of 21,000 gallows,
(Tr. 5482) instead of the 4,962 gallows which produced the 3.0 psi. LB chose

to ignore this Walsh caloulation whioch produced more thas 4 = 5.0 psi. Similar-
ly LB.igwored the Steff's calculations on 24,000 sq.ft. ,using PECo's conversios
factor, 7288. The Staff was asked to caloulate on larger sprayed areas,7291,
7300,7264 and 7276. At 7506 the Staff calculated am . over pressure of 24.pei.
LB takes mo accouwt of this worse oase,nor does Lt show up {s the Staff's

Teble I, p. 76D,

B-23 LB ignores Hasbkrouck's maximum 28.pesl,calculated from larger spray areas
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. (Zasbrouck testiud i:ptb‘-
in & similar manner to the Staff. To fairly evaluate the worst case,LB

erred im igworing these calculatiows based om larger sprayed areas. Further
evidence om the justificatiow for larger areas comes at 6104, 6106,6119, 7158,
7243, and T7274.

B-24 LB appareatly misusderstood our comcept of a greatly emlarged poolimg
area im Possom Hollow Ruw im the 'tdo'laroh: area upstream from the raile
way embankment. A PECo road parallel to the railway embda _nkment could pro-

vide a dam. Evaporatios would be wot in the Schuylkill valley but im the
lower part of Possum Hollow Rum directly opposite , south wall of the reactor

building. Dr.Campe testified that such a dammimg could comntaiw 500,000 cu.ft.,
7541. He said that all the fuel flowiwg dows the Rum could be daamed for

three hours without flowimg into the Schuylkill 7524-7558. This changes
completely PECo' amd the 3taff's comcept that the capacity of Possom Hollow
fum was limited to the steep,marrow sectios gboWwe the plast,ssd that all ex-
cess $5h1d flow immediately to the Schuylkill . ( See Ex.. A9-A and 28 A )

This possible scevario shoull wmot have beew discarded by LB since it
makes possible the collecting of the flanmable mass from hillside release

and rlow into the Ruw at a locatios in the opew directly im frost of the re-
actor Building with the possibility of a much larger flammable mass thaw in

any other scenario.
B<25 1Im assessing worst case cownditiong, LB drErdgﬁn w0t evaluatisg the whole
range of scenarios awd values. It chose to cl.nan§h2:\ pei as “concorvuttvo:

also
evew disregarding PECo's, covservative J. pai. It is apparent that LB was not
really ‘oterested im establishing the worst case or it would have weighed

the other possidle values,including 24.pei calculated by the Staff, TR, 7506
B-31. Diffusios would we impeded under inversiom comditiows. Ex. A60A
B=33. LB should have evaluated our scemario of Both esds of Break poisted

toward the plast causieg a "fire hose effect and momentum. Ex.A . 60A.
B-36 Walsh's 10 psi was discredited by 1€.psi Tab II,sudbmitted By PECo. In

A worst case LB canvnot igwore our scemarioc for am ignitiom trigger from ges
confined at plant level.

Be 359 LB cavnot"give no weight" to amy travel scenario for the flammadle

nase since sll scemarios are hypotheticel asd LB must evaluate "worst case".
B=40 NOwhere im the record is Reg.Gulde 1.91, Rev.l provem to b»e the "correct
value: Is fact all who testified,iwcluding PECo's attorwey,sdmitted not being
able to understand (¢, ThT:.Ouido factor was discredited; PECo's" x lonnovor.
FECo u.38‘1:11=‘§5{.11 columns 3 and {,without challemge from LB,

For a woret case LB had to consider closer approaches to the plast; for ex-
suple 800 feet,of fered by Hasdrouck. Ex.A 604 .

850 Some of PECo's calculated "marging” are wot margiss at all,ss little as
b) *. Tadw.I.




os § an

B-53 LB ignores Walsh's ARCO J. pei € 500 feet eamd others up to Staff's 24.pei.
B.=54 Agein LB suggest Reg.Guide 1.91 is "correct” without amy justificatios.

LE igmoree columns 5 and 4 Tad. II, overpressure of 16. pei.

B-55 LB must accept the possibility of igwition gparkedby & confined mpss.(4 B-56 )

N-57. Not so. Scemarios for ARCO must e cowsidered up to Staff's 24.psi.
B-58. Agein LB leaves out Tab.Ycolumes 3 emd 4.

B-59 . No so.( See B-57 above.)

B-€0. We questiom whether "critical element” is valid im this eatimatiow.

We assert the omly valid test would be derived from testing the weakest poimts

im the walls and roofs in their "as duilt" comnditiow.

Ref4. Thie ie not an adequate worst case margis, 27% for midspan.

B-66.There i8 wo record of what Steff found when they checked PECo's calculattons.
B- 67 The study was not complete without eveluetion of thresholdsof f.tlu:o.

B-£7 Agaim LB without amy justification asserts "propcr TNT conversion. Im
Tew. I some nargins are imadequete,as little as 3.5 %, roof reactor bldg. 2.

B- 68 LB is in error im comparing esrthquake loading with that from explosions
since the latter operates through the groumd the latter through the air.

B=70., There is mo evidence that desd weight was calculated se additive to
®last pressure oe the roofes.

B= 71, 72, 7%. 1w evaluating worst csse conditioss LB should mot have ignored
visratory load,temperature differemtials,nwd hydrostatic forces,differential

settlezent (B=T74.)
P«75 and 76. Fromits responsibility for public safety LB must condider the

failure of the louvre and roof opemings simne any such passage from the ims-

terior of the ooat.tnmo‘&“ h;‘tng would allow rediosctive contaminmtiows outdoors.
The referemce to a small, 1ucroo|o imside the duilding obscures the real hazard

to the public,radicactive comtazimation of the outside air.
P=79 to 85, LB is wrong to dismise the dangers to the pln't,’roxutgio

overturning of coolieog towers and transmissiom tovers and Wresching of basins.

There was wno conclusive evidence to rule out parts of these ecemerios,at the
least, so they cammot be left out df comsideration iw woret cane conditioms.

B~8€ through 89. The poesidility of damage to the spray pond and its equip~
ment is still open and is the sudject of a special study,etill unresolved,

CONCLUSION.

B<90 Iw fiwdimg that our scewmarios for sccidente and calculstione are "without
merit " LB supported PECo's imterests snd abdicated its respomsiVility for

the public's health 12 safety and it cowtradicted its owr assertios im 5.5

"Wo do comsider the consequences of worst case accidents.., "

On the dasis of these mpecific LB errore and failures we petition the Appeal

Bokrd to reverss the LPE decision on our contentiors,and to grented the requested
relief.

ce. by first clase meil to: Respectfully submitted,
NRC LB, Gounsel,Docketing Serv,

Conner’and Wettorhahm ¥ Relart L,

Nov, 23,1984 Box 186, Loylan,Pa. 19065



