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.U.S.NUCLIAR REGULATORY COMMISSION... SECRETARY OF THE COMMISSION

PHILA. ELEC,CO. Limerick Gen.Sta. Unmite 1 & 2 DOCKET NO. 50-%52,353. e

INTERVENOR I.L.A.THO.Y/FOB REQUEST POR A HEARING AND PETITION POR L"VE'TO
INTERVENE IN THE LIGHT OF THRISSUANCE ON 2/‘ 86 Or A.'!n.‘f7 1,70 LIC. NO.NPFP-3
WITHOUT A BRARING AND PETITION FOR STAY OF OP TION AFTER 2 19/&6,LI.IT FOR TESTS

Anthouy POR received on 2/12/86 & ocopy of Amendment No. 1 to operating
license NPP-39 issued to PECo om 2/6/86 . We oal)l theJecretary's attention

to our interest im this matter as evidenced by ourpetitiom for review and a stay
directed to the Commiseion om 2/12/86, our amendment to our petitios for a hegring
and leave to intervene of 2/5/86, and our first letter to the Secretary request-
ing & hegqring and the right to imtervene of 1/30/86.

We are disturbed by the issuance of the amendment without a hearing because
of the severe aafaty bazarde iwnvolved in granting the extectios of time for essen-

tial ;urvixlgol e %este. We protest this issuance. Ve assert that the NRC err-
ed t-,fti lag‘c t that po sigoificant hazards were involved and further erred
in not making"a final detersination om the issue of wo sigeificant hasards con-

sideration”, after a hearing was requested by Anthony/FOB on 1/30/86 and 2/5/86.

NRC theredy failed to foLto he published requirements from p. 52875 F.R. 12/26/8"
The "Safety Evaluatien”,which accompanied Amendment fo.1 contains s ristaken con-

clusiou that wo fimal determinatios regarding wo significant hasards oconsideration
is needed.( p. 2 para.3.0) " No publioc comment on such finding within the time
provided™ 1s .4 the cOntrolling factor. We assert that the Commission 1s obli-
gated to follow the Ped.Reg. notice (p. 52875) and "If a hearing 1s requested,the
Commission will make a final determination om the issue of no significant hasards
considargtion, The final determination will serve to decide when the heating is

held.*
SUBMISSION OF CONTENTIONS Simoce we believe that the Commission intends

to honor ite isstructions im P.R. motice 12/26/85, p. 52875, we expect to hear
shortly whem the date for the hearing will % scheduled In prepsration for this
bheawing » hereby submit the following contentions.

COFTENTION 1. The amendment is in viclatiom of 10CFR 51.22(,)(9). It does
not meet the oloctbl1t: eriteria for categorical exclusion since 1% doss sub-
Ject us and the pnbltc,to 1&£}° :"ot significant increases in amounts,possidle
change im types in offluents releassd offeite,and significant increase 1n individ-
ual and cumulative occupational radiatios exposure.
CONTENTION 2, It 1s 1m violation of 10CPR 51.22(b) since based on #1,above,
an environmental {mpsct statement and zzvironaoatal asesssnsat are regquired:.
CONTENTION #.3. The postpovement of surveillance teste required under Teoh.
Spec. (75) 4.6.3.4 violates the maximus time limit set by NRC for the safe opera-
tiom of the ivstrum,etation lines excess flow check velves,and there can be wo
agsurance durisg the added 14 vosks of safe plant operation and protection of
the pudlio and employees from faillure of the valves and relesse of radioactivity.,
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CONTENTION 4. The "extended startup program schedule” (Safety Bval .WKR,
2/6/86, p.1) reinforces rather than eliminates the nesd for the surveillasce
tests on schedule.since thare could have been more deteriorationm of the valves
without power uperatiom thanm with it. Changes im cooling water pressure asd
starts and stops of the reactor could exert more otryim that contimuous operation.
CONTENTION 5. The hasards from the malfuncticaimg of the valves is high-

lighted by (p.2 SafgEval NRR):
This operation cannot be perg,rmed during normal power Operation (because
that)...would involve potestial hasards go testing personnel upon opening
of the line im the uslikely event that one of the valves fails to check amd
releasss fluid that is both at a high temperature and radiosctive... and...
would result in multiple engineered safety feature systea and/or reactor pro-
tection system actuations ...

The extreme danger from the malfusction of :2:r'3}'}=$t!="2 proves the wmeed for
the surveillasce test om schedule since,thess valves could precipitate disaster.
CONTENTION 6. The amendment does not specify the sumbtar of valves or tests
covered, but it does inolude (P.R, 52874) "(Primary Contminment Isolation Valves)
Table 3.6.3-1 Part B * Part B liste 67 instrumentation lines. Some of these
imolude multiple valves. It is obvious that the amendment involves & large mum-
ber of valves operating im most of the plants key systems, for example, Mal,
Stean Line, Reoiro, Pump, HPCI, RPV ,LPCI, Jet Pump, Core Plate ,RCIC,RWCU, eto.
The failure of one or more of these valves and ivstrument limes could ocasuse
radiosctive relesses and precipitate other failures resultiing im catastrophy.

CONTENTION 7. The effects of t,g}to in the chech valves or leaks in the
l1imes could have severe cousequences mamy of the instrumgut lises listed in
Part B (above) " gince the lime many serve as an instrusentation manifold with
multiple tranemitters..” (Safe.bval .NRR,p.2.) .The oheck valves and lines,there-
fcre, in case of faillure could precipitate other faults and even cut off the
functions of instruments needed for safe shutdown.

CONTENTION 8. The haszards to Wwiling water plast safety from the inmteraction
of systems fallures are pointed out,with particular relevasce to this azendzant
as set forth im PRA Ineighte,NUREG/CR-4405,B8L/WNUREG-51931, Dec.'85, p.xiid,

"In the two PRAs(Milletone and Seabrook) which specifically documented risk com-
tribution by sequences; interfacing systems LOCA represents over 98% of the
total comtribution to early fatalities.”

The other study,"Insighte Gained From P.R.A 4",Sarah M.Davis, 9/20/84 oites oheck

valves specifioally, p.24, " 8, Interfacing systeme LOCA:,..Por many plants,the
valves of ocoscern are the check valves iwm the RER or Loy Pressure Injeotion lines.

PartB (above) liste & nusber of LPCI limes and valves. The azesndment inoludes im-
terfacing systens,therefore, with strosg likelihood for acaeldent intersction,
CONTENTION 9, As we pointed out 41m our letter to the Secretary,1/30/86,
instrubentation limes were found to be vulnepahle to jet {mpingenent loads fros
the rupture or whipping of adjacent pipen.(See Torrey Pines,Independent Veaign
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Review of Limerick = Core Spray System, Nov. 1984, Executive Summary, Vol. 1.
p. 12. It is possidle that many and perhaps most of the €7 inetrumentation

lines ( Part B) have this vulnerability amd likelihood of accidest. As we stated
im our letter,1/30/86, we have no assurance or inmdication that adequate pre-

oiglin.to

tective measures have bees taken tc .these accidemt prospects which were warmed
of im the Torrey Pines report. This further emphasises the mecessity of test-
ing the check valves and their limes withinm the original Tech.Spec.time limit,

CONTENTION 10. (Amesdment No 1 , Seot. 1. A.,B.,C.,D.,EJThe amandaent
violates the requirements of,and imtention of the Atomioc Bmergy Act and the regu-
lations under 10 CFR Chap.l,imcluding Part 51. To extend the time for essential
surveillance tests is notin keeping with the Aot or the Regulatioms which were
designed to see that plants operate im & way ndk to endanger health and safety
of the publio. As the comtentions adbove prove, the 1:0tru-a:0.lion lines and
check valves are at the center of safe operation of the plant un!l}k:‘iooao for
shutting down safely im case of seed, Te postpone these tests amounts to playing
Russian roulette with the safety and lives of the public and empleyees.

CONTENTION 11, It appears that im a gelf serving move which seens finaneial-
1y motivated, PECo applied to ocut cormers on these tests and the FRC is comspir-
ing to fall &m with this unless it immedistely determimes that the plant must
ot operate beyondthe 2/19/86 1imit without the tests beiag ocarried out,

Purther evidence of bad faith ad betrayal of the pudlic safety on PECe's
part comes clear from the record of 'laxotto- of the resctor. For imsstamce in
December the operatios was at 10-15% the 1?‘?.? the 22nd "‘8’{.I}f ’Og’ then
PECo was apparesntly testing bus temperature and the pla hi v en shut
down iv connections withthese reductions im power for a long emeugh peried to

carry out the check valve tests. PECo thus seems willing to disoount the safety
of the public snd smployees for the sake of corporate conveniemce amd profit.

PETITION FOR STAY. Ve petition the Commission %o grant & stay of operation of
the Limeriok No.l reactor to go isto effect om 2/19/86 and continue {n effect
until all the requires tests usder TECH.SPECs 4.6.3.4 have been satisfactorily
carried out, In cossideration of this stay we submit:

(1.)%e are likely to prevail on the merits because the test gere included
in the Specifications to assure that resctor operation would not pose & hasard
by comtinuing beyond a predictadble safe limit. An extention of 14 weeks gnables 1iv
(2) We ocould de irreparably icjured in & possible breakdown because of the
weglect of these tests,and,also, further injury is threatened by such a precsdent.
(3) PECo has had ample opportumity to complete the tests up to now,if 1%
had had the imcentive to protect the public and its employsss; gnd they oan new
be carried out with minimum loss,whioch should be PECo's respomsibility becauss of
ite nu}ut of rﬂor opportunities to oarry out these tests.
There is w0 question that the publio interest lies above all elee in
insuring safety and health and lives. Pontponing the tests means & ganble

with these, to suspend the effectivenses and {wplenentation
We #8K the Conuiwnion,thie amendment whioh constitutes such & gasble,

I certify servioce by mail oniNRC-Commige,Legal Dir., /lu ootfgllz 0\2-1”04
Docketing AServ., W, R,Butler, , ete Aarle
Cooner & Wetterhahn 2/, /5% /dlerff, ﬁmd;',.;} Box 186 Moylan,Pa. 1906



