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PETITION FOR RECOCNSIDERATION OF RULING
O¥ ADMISSIBILITY OF "OFFSITE" EMERGENCY PLANNING
CONTENTIONS FILED BY LIMERICK ECOLOGY ACTION

e e ok gk ok g ke ke ok ok e gk e ok ke ok ke ke ok

Limerick Ecology Action (LEA), the lead intervenor on
"offsite" emergency planning contentions in this proceeding
respectfully requests the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
to reconsider its denial of the following contentions:

LEA-10, LEA-16, and LEA-26

In addition, LEA seeks a clarification of LEA-14, as more
fully discussed in this filing. This request is in response %o
the Special Prehezaring conference order served on April 23, N984,

LEA-10 On page 49 of the Board's ruling, it states, "The Smaff,

Applicant and the Commonwealth all oppose admission of these two
contentions." (LEA~10 and LEA-17) "It was LEA-10 that most fmclined

us to consider deferring ruling on some of LEA's contentions ."

The Board's Order further states, "Were we to litigate every {item,
even every sort of {tem, listed in the many pages LEA attached to
these two contentions, the litigation of the two would know wmo

bounds". The bottom of page 50 states that LEA failed to tell the

Board exactly what it wanted to litigate in its supplementary filing
of March 14, 1984, Therefore, LEA-10 is denied for lack of basis and
specificity.

LEA feels compelled to ask the Board to review the transcript from

the March 6, 1984 hearing in Philadelphia and respectfully refers
the Board to the following passages!
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(TR 7736, lines 21--25 and coatinuing to TR 7737)

(Zi%iér:) "We would seek to be able to litigate our comcerns about the

particular plans that have been listed here and generally =~
well, I would hope that by the time we have litigation, we will
have additional revisions of these plans that will provide a
lot of this information...."

(TR 7738, line 25 and TR 7739, lines 1-6)

(Fegﬁin:) "Commonwealth, for the reasons I just stated, would not object

to the admissibility of the contention. The kind of detail
that LEA provides here does provide the sort of information
that could be litigated..."

(TR 7746, lines 24 & 25)

(Zi¥§ér:) "We never intended to litigate everythinmg."

(TR 7747 to 7749 is a discussion of the rcn-onin‘ for deferral
of contentions where information is still being developed)

(BrgggG?:) "However, there seems to be still areas within the draft plans-=-

not unexpectedly I suppose -~ where there are things to be
developed. The significance of those things to be developed
is not ascertainable by this Board at this time. And in fact,
it is probably not readily ascertainable by any of the parties,
I will submit, because it is a function not only of the indivi-
dual items, but of the cumulative nature of the items...."

(TR 7750 discusses the possibility of negotiations to resolve
items currently under development and in LEA's view directly
suggests that.,..(lines 16 & 17) and (lines 23-25 and TR 7751)

"y

“EA X (LEA-10) would be one example we would put in that
category..... On the other hand, perhaps v "t admitting a
contention now, but providing something later for the contention
to come back in, such as further developmemt of a plan. But
we are concerned that that method has some problems in terms
of prejudicing LEA's interest, when they hamve in fact filed
an otherwise admissible contention now. Which contentions
contend lack of specificity is due to the lack of development

of a plan, and not LEA's own fault in not mpecifying. S0 that's
the problem."

Page 50 of the Board's Order implies that the Board was expecting LEA

to discuss LEA-10 {a its Supplementary Filing of March 14, 1984, While
LEA was permitted to submit information relating to LEA-17 at that time,
LEA was never instructed to provide additional {information about LEA-~10.
Furthermore, at the March 6th.hearing in Philadelphfa, LEA lttdlrt.d to
elaborate its concerns about the importance of {tems marked "TBD", par-
ticularly with regard to medical facilities, and at that time was asked
not to go through all the examples. (TR 7734, line 18).



Based on the Jdiscussion of the possibility of deferval of some
of LEA's contentions which took place with LEA-10 cited as an example,
LEA did not request any additional opportunity to provide supplemental
information on LEA-10. LEA expected the ruling on admissibility to be
deferred pending respecification,after additional information was
available.

LEA hereby respectfully requests the Licensing Board to grant
its request for reconsideration of the ruling to deny LEA-10. We
do not believe that the record in this proceeding would be burdened
by such a decision, and wish to remind the Board of the record of
LEA's willingness to withdraw contentions that have been satisfied.
LEA firmly believes that unnecessary litigation is not in the best
interests of any party to this proceeding; particularly for an all
volunteer organization such as LEA. We believe that such a decision
would contribute to the development of a thorough record in this
proceeding, in the event that any sfignificant items still remained
at the time appropriate for litigation.

We also wish to point out that the schedule for delivery of the
supplemental filing to Washington D.C. on March l4th. did not allow
for significant discussion of LEA-17 with other parties. This was
because LEA had to spend 3 days (one included a snow storm which
resulted in the closing of all state offices) trying to compile a :
list of day care and pre-school centers within the EPZ, as had been
requested by the Board. This effort required trips to libraries in
J counties at the same time that LEA was having discuassions with PEMA
on other contentions as well, most of which had to take place over
the weekend of March 12th, LEA is not trying to make excuses for
the fact that LEA-17 was not respecified further, but feels obligated

to establish that every possible effort was made to carry out the
Board's reoquest.

LEA-14 LEA is stated to have withdrawn portions of this contention,
according to page 63 of the Board's Order. The portiom that was intended
to be referred to by LEA has to deal with wvhether or mot there 1is a

need tc have a training'ecriteria’' and 'accountability® program in the
actual plans; and not the issue of whether or not the training itself

is adequate. New information relating to the concerns of school district
officials about the adequacy of training has recently become available.
(See attached article containing statements from Upper Perkiomen School
District cfficials) The adequacy of training remains & concern to LEA.

LEA-16 LEA is equally concerned that the inadequacies becoming appearant
in the training programs for public schools will also apply to the private
schools, a concern that may be appropriately covered by LEA-~14, which

has been admitted. LEA wishes to point out that th f
dispute about the 'amuthorship' of the pri

been drawn u- LEA has attached a list o plans that
the word. "prepared by" written on the cover. LEA disagr
characterization made by the Applicant and referre
the bottom of page . _We note that ma

up their own plans.” LEA's concerns about this issue are discusse
in LEA<1, & matter which we are hope that all parties are avare of,

({.e. plans have been developed by Energy Consultants, Inc.)




RADIOLOGICAL EMERCEKCY RESPONSE TLANS
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FOR SCIHOOLS
ON THE COVER:

Downingtown Area School District
Great Valley School District

Owen J. Roberts School District (Chesco)
Phoenixville Area School District
Northern Chester Co. Technical School
Holy Trinity Schoo!

Saint Ann School

€t. Rasil the Great School

St. Joseph Kindergarten

St. Mary of the Assumption
Kimberton Farm School

Liberty Forge School

Upattinas Open Community School
‘Valley Forge Christian Academv
Vallev Forge Christian College
St. Gabriel's Hall

Methacton School District
Perkiomen Valley School District
Pottsgrove Schoo! District
Pottstown School District
Souderton Area Scheol Nistrict
Spring-Ford Area School Dsitrict
Upper Perkiomen School District

——_"

THAT HAVE

(LEA-16)

Western Montgomery County Arca Vocational Technical Scheol "

Sacred Heart School

St. Aloytius School

St, Eleanor School

§t. Gabriel School

St, Mary's School

St. Peter's School

St. Pius X High Schoo!

Bright Spet Kindergarten

Chapel Christian Academy
Collegeville Montessori Academy
Greater Pottstown Christian Academy
The Hil) School

New Life and Family Services, Inc,
Twin Acres Country Day School
West-Mont Christian Academy
Wyndcroft School

Poyertown Area School District
Danicl Boone Area School District
Lincoin School

Montessori Academy of Pennsylvania
Pine Forge Academy

Pine Porge S.D.A. Elementary School
Wayside Christian School, Inc.
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LEA-26 LEA requests reconsideration of the Board's decision to deny
parts of this contention. While the Board finds thae there is no 11e1-~
gable 1issue or deficiency cited by LEA about the proposed siren
system, LEA disagrees and attempted to bring these concerns to the
Doard's attention during the March 7th. hearing. LEMA's concern's
about "coverage" of the LPZ cannot be made more specific until
additional information i3 made available. (TR 8119, 1lines 14 to 19)
We have no way to know if there are any 'gaps' in the eiren coverage
until we are provided with information showing vherer sirens are to
be installed. (TR 8117, lines 10-15). Local zoning clisputes remain
unsettled, to the best of our knowledge.

LEA~26 questions the effectiveness of 'route~alerting' as
@ method of prompt notification in the event of & kmown siren system
fatlure. No party to this procceding has disputed LEA'Ss concern adout
the inoperability of the siren system resulting from a loss of AC
power. (TR 8123, ¥124) Applicant states that route slerting is to

be used as a backup measure in the event that the sirens are inoper=-
able. (TR 8!20).

It is likely that a large number of the sirems would be
inoperable at once, due to a loss of AC power., Event:s that cause
the fallure of electrical power to the plant (thus ciausing or
contributing to an accident) will also cause the faf lure of the
siren system, It {s therefore important that the effwectiveness of
‘route alerting' be evaluated as not only a 'supplemwentary' notifi-
cation system, but as the primary prompt notificatiom method in the
event of a4 loss of AC pover, or in the alternative, tthat some other
supplementary notification method be available. Basedd on the Limerick
SARA, 1t is estimated that accident sequences involwiing a loss of
offsite power contribute to 25% (or one in four) acefldents leading
to core @alt, Of the 17 "dominant" accident sequencewm, 3 of the
top 6 and & of the top 9 sequences are raused by or lnvolve a loss
of offaite pover, A significant fraction of such acelldents (about
40%) tnvo ve earthquakes in which th. recovery of of'faite pover 1n
time to prevent an accident is unlikely; moreover, sweh events would
have a significant chance of causing accidents in botth Limerick
reactors. (Source:! LGS-SARA, pages 12+2) thru 12-29%)

The contention also states that,"
(early notificat on an

While this subject
vould also fall under the ¢ developed”, LEA discussed
this concern briefly at the hearing on Mareh 7th., (TR 8118, lines

9 to 13) At that time, ve belioved that this would be contained in

one of the 8oneouttonc that would be admitted or defwrred. Hovever,
since LEA-10 wes not admitted, this subject is ne lemger covered by any
of LEA's admitted (or deferred) contentions. Without this tnformation,
the general public will Zack any understanding of the meaning of

the activation of the siren system, and vill not know that they are
supposed to turn on an EBS radio station. These instwuctions must be
understood by the general public in order for protective measures to

be implementable.



Docket No. 50-352
50-353

Certificate of Service

I hereby certify that Limerick Ecology Action's Petition for ~
Reconsideration of the Atomic Safety and Licensing Pomrd's Ruling
on the admissibility of offsite emergency planning comtentions
and a Notice of Withdrawal of Appeavance from Phyllis Zitzer,

on behalf of Limerick Ecology Action, have been served upon

a1l parties to this proceeding on April 28th., 1984 by deposit

in the United States mail.(first class, postage prepaid)

Respectfully submitted,

vilis Zitzer

April 28, 1984

cct Service List
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VITHDRAWAL OF APPEARANCE

Notlce is hereby given that the undersigned withdraws

her appesrance in the above captioned matter. Limewiick
Ecology Action will designate an appropriate replacement
as soon «s posnible. Service of all Information preawently
being sent to Limerick Ecology Actiog at the addres s below
should continue. This refers tnparticular to all eswriency
planning related Anformation,

Respectfully ngbntctcd.

Phylato Ziteer

Limerick Ecolopy Action

P.O, Box 761 (762 Queen Street)
Pottatown, Pa. 19464

215-326-9122

April 26, 1984






