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ADDITIONAR STATEMENT IN OPPOSITION TO PECO's MOTIOW T0 EXEMPT GRATERFORD PRISON

TS OF FR B SHGENCY PLANNING BY R.L. 'THONY/POE.
March 27, 19985

on 3/15/85 Anthony/FPOE filed a motion in opposition to PRCo's motion of
2/7/85 to exempt thegraterford Prison inmates and staff from the requirements
of 10 CFR 50,47 for evacuation and emercency planning for the Ltmcriék pl;nt.

We are rastating herewith our motion in opposition to granting thig exemption
with the providing of additional arguments as followst g
1. TUntil The Graterford Prison Inmates are allowed complete access Yo the
the total evacuation and emergancy pléme prepared for them by PEMA, and have been
free to file contentions on these plans and have them accepted and considered in
{nevidenti,ry hearings, there cen be no agsurance that the Latal 0] Ateeleddhe
EPZ can be successfully implemented.
2, The NARC Staff presented a number of reservations about PECo's motion in
its Response dated 3/18/85, concluding with (pel2.)y" eesit would be inappropri=-
ate at this time for the Licensing Board to consider the Appliccnt'g motion for
exemption..." ' 8/15
3, §e give due weight,and believe ASLB should also, to the staff's (NRC Regp.)
(peBs) that FEE%thaa been ascignedlead responsibility " by Fresidential Order,
and (p.9.) NRC base 1its findings on FEMA findings, and FEMA has not reviewed or
evelu,ted the Graterford rlans.
4. It seems inconceivable that ASLB would consider circumventing the Presi-
dential Order by cutting FEMA out of the review process by granting PECo's motion.
5. The exemption would discredit the whole process 1o protect the publie
via workable emergency plane aince the plant could operate up to full power
without the Graterford plan,upon which the success of El'Z evacuetion depends
becaune of the routing of evacuation traffic eaat nnd 5032§'§33°;é¥fn?::’”" oo
6. Up to now it appears that YEMA has not taken part in any éf ASLB'e
pre=hesrings. PEMA was not listed in the Harrisburg conferences of 2/27/85 or
9/22/85. FEMA ie not included in ASLB's Protective Order of 3/20/85. ‘his raises
a serious question about FEMA's particivation and the ability of NRC to make a
decinion on the workebdility of the Graterford plan and the whole EPZ plan.
Unless PFMA is included,the Graterford plan cannot be valid,nor the publie protected
7. We agree with the Staff that NUREG-0396 takes into account cores malt |
accidents an# still requires " offsite plans for protective messures out to about
10 miles " (WRC Resp. p 10). We agrees with the gtaff that PECo has no basis for
arpuing that emergency planning for the Inmates is not needed due to low probability
(p.10,11,12). We agree that it would be inappropriate "for the Licensing Board
to ennsider the use of the exemption authority under 10 CFR ﬁO.l?.‘ (pe 9 )
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8., e wish to call the Bogrd's attention to the Commonwealth's rebuttal
of PECo's claim thagt prison evacuation planning is not an "absolute mequirement ",
(Commonwealth Hesponse to Applicant's sotion, 5/15/85( PSMA Resp.) p. 7.) We
agree with PEMA that Waterford, 16 NKMC 1550,1566, cited by PECo,contrary to
PECo's position, “"expressly conditioned issugnce of the operating license on de-

velopuent of prison evacuation plans.” ( PEMA Resp. p.B8.)

9. We agree with PEMA that formulation of workable plang for Graterford

and a carrying through of ¢ camplete hearing process on Innate contentions will
not result in "significant dolay"to the operation of the Limerick plant (PEMA Hespe*

3,) And we agree that "exigent circumgtances " do not exist in this oase.(p.2)

Pe
10. We endorse PEMA's positioo that it " does not believe exigent circum-

stances are present ig this case and thus does not support Applicant'y Motion

for an exemption.." ( p.8.)
11. #e call the Bosrd's attention to an application to the Delgware River
Basin Commission by PECo dated 3/15/85, forwarded to the members of the Board on

3/19/85 by Mark J.Wetterhahn. We believe this application for supplemental cool-
ing water for the Limerick plant proves that the controling factor in the rise
of power output is not an emergency plan for the Graterford Ivmates but the avail-

ability of cooling water (See letter, E.G.Bguer to Susan W#eisman, DHBC 3/15/8%,
p. 1.) PECo's application to DHBC includes an affidavit by Vincent S. Boyer,3/15/85.
This affidavit invalidates V.5. Boyer's affidavit of 3/14/85 submitted to the

Board by M.J.Wetterhahn 3/19/85 as an sttachment to "Applicant's Wotion for Ex-
emption,," (re.Graterford). In the 5/15 affidavit i'r.Boyer says, "the Plant will

be ready to proceed to power levels greater than allowed under our exigting license

by the end of warch,1985 (para. 2.) and (para.3.) " In order to proceed with the
power ascension program for Ynit 1 after the isauance of a full power license
by the NiC,it is necessary to have in place a supplemental cooling water supply"”.

12, It is apparent from ap.Boyer s 3/15/05 affidavit thet the restriction
on operatins the reactor is not,a Graterford plan but the lack of conoling water.

13, The application to "' ¢ for cooling water from the Schuylkill River 1is
a PECo move which prompts the questioniwhy was the elgborate and cogtly plan to
pump water from Pt.Fleasant ever undertaken by PECo and approved by DRBC 7 We
are ceartain thgt DRBC will not back down from ity protective regtriction om the
use of Schuylkill water for supplemental cooling, even temporarily, The process
involved with the apolication will take weeks and probably months. in that time
there will be ample opportunity to arrive at emergency plans for Graterford. Hence
no exemption should be granted by ASLB.

14. PECo's proposal to subdbetitute monitoring of diesolved oxygen levels in
place of the 59° tempersture conetraint in the johuslkill River (3/15/85 PECo
“pp1t61§1::r:2n%3 9)n§%y%%}7§%2ﬁ 2%Q£¥’t%%ﬁ%%3d':‘ll bring controversy and almost
certain denial. he process could be protracted. This will hold up power ascension.
A further restriction on Schuylkill water could come from the current rain shortage.

Co1 NBC Staffp sock Serv,s PECO, PLMA , FEMA
‘! gvl?'éfﬂoggco:t}: Sprye PuCe, PiMA, '




Yusan Weisman, Secrelary
River Basin

West Trenton,N.J.

M8 .
Delaware
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Dear Ms.Veisman,
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Hespectfully submitted,
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