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NRC STAFF RESPONSE TO ANTHONY/FOE PETITION TO REOPEN
THE RECORD ON THE BASIS OF NEW INFORMATION IN APPLICANT'S
SEMI-ANNUAL EFFLUENT RELEASE REPORT OF FEBRUARY, 1985

I. INTRODUCTION

On May 7, 1985, Applicant filed an "Answer to Petition By
Anthony/Friends of the Earth to Reopen the Record Based on Information
Relating to Offsite Effluent Releases", to which was attached a document
consisting of a single page, ertitled "Petition by Anthony/FOE to Reopen
the Racord on the Basis of New Information in %hila. tlec. Co.'s Semi-
Annual Effluent Release Report, Feb. 1985" dated April 30, 1985. On
Mey 8, 1985, the Licensing Board issued an Order in which it stated that ‘
it had determined that the Board had not been served with Mr. Anthony/FOE's
(hereafter "FOE") Petition and that it assumed that such service failure
had resulted in other parties not receiving copies of the Petition. Y The

Board therefore extended until May 22, 1985, the time for replying to the

1/ The Board's assumption is correct insofar as the Staff's copy is
concerned; the Staff has not yet been served by FOE with a copy of
the petition cdated April 30, 1985.
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Petition and directead that responding parties file their replies with the
Board, in hand, by close of business on that day.

On May 17, 1985, FOE filed a "Response to the Board's Order of May 8,
1985 . . . ana Response to Applicant's Answer To Our Petition," (Supple-
mental Petition). The Licensing Board extended the time for respunding
to the Petition until May 28, 1985, and directed that responses be filed
with the Board, in hand, by close of business on that day. &/ Order
(Anthony/FOE Petition to.Rebpen Based on Applicant's Effluent Release
Report), May 21, 1985. For the reasons discussed below, the Staff opposes

both the Petition and the Supplemental Petition to reopen the record.

II. DISCUSSION
In the Petition, FOE asserts that the Applicant's methods for calcu-
lating doses at the site boundaries are not in keeping with the Commis-
sion's regulations. Specifically, FOE alleges that the Applicant should
heve used the nearest approaches to the plant,.i.e., the railroad right-

of-way and the Schuylkill River, both of which traverse the site, rather

2/ The Licensing Board's assertion of jurisdiction over the two
Petitions is proper. As the Appeal Board stated in Perkins,

“it is for the Licensing Board to consider &b initio
whether it is empowered to grant relief which has been
specifically sought of it. Every tribunal - whether
judicial or administrative - possesses the inherent right
(indeed, the duty) to determine in the first instance
the bounds of its own jurisdiction. . . ."

Duke Power Company (Perkins Nuclear Station, Units 1, 2 and 3),
ALAB-591, 11 NRC 741, 742 (1980). Moreover, the Licensing Board in
this proceeding should find jurisdiction to rule on the Petitions
in that the subject matter raised in them is not before the Appeal
Boara. See p. 7, n.5, infra.
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than the site boundaries in calculating exposures to individuals. FOE also
alleges that the Applicant should have used a same-day ingestion assumption
rather than a cne-day-delay ingestion assumption in making calculations
regarding the fish-ingestibn pathway. Further, FOE alleges that changes
made in Revision 1 of the Offsite Dose Calculation Manual (ODCM) will result
in substantial increases in radiation risk to the public.

A. FOE's Petitions do not meet the Commission's standards
for reopening a recqrd.

The Commission's standards for determining whether to reopen a closed
record are well-established; the three-part test is:
1) Is the motion timely?

2) Does it address significant safety (or environmental)
issues?

3) Might a different result have been reached had the newly
proffered material been considered initially?

Louisiana Power and Light Company (Waterford Steam Electric Station,

Unit 3), ALAB-753, 18 NRC 1321, 1324 (1983); Metropolitan Edison Co.

(Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Uait No. 1), ALAB-738, 18 NRC 177,
180 (1983).

(1) Timeliness

FOE's Petitions are not tinely. Even if FOE's allegations were

based on information not available before the issuance of Applicant's Semi-
Annual Effluent Releases Report of February 1985, which FOE states that
it received on April 2, 1985, the Petition would be lacking in the requisite
timeliness, as the Petition was filed almost a full‘month aféer the subject
report was made available to FOE. However, the concerns that FOE expresses

regarding distances used in dose calcuiations and the assumptions used in
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fish consumption calculations are not related to changes in the Offsite
Dose Calculation Manual (ODCM) dated February, 1985. These caiculations
are unchanged from the o-iginal ODCM submitted to the NRC on September 14,
1984, and approved by the NRC staff on October 3, 1984. §/

In addressing the standards for reopening, FOE states that "PECO's
effluent report is new material which we coula not have had earlier." FOE's
concerns, however, do not relate to the effluent releases report but to 'he
revised ODCM attached to that report. As discussed above, the Petition would
be untimely even if the primary concern expressed were with the changes in
the report. To the extent that FOE's concern centers not on the revised ODCM
but on information in 2 document issued in September, 1984, the Petition is
all the more untimely. L)

(2) Whether the Petitions raise a significant sefety issue

FOE states that "our health and safety are in danger." However,
FOE has not pointed to any safety regulation that in its opinion :he
Applicant might have violated in making the calculations complained of and

in making the changes documented in the note from G. M. Leitch to R. A.

3/ The Staff's records indicate that FOE received copies of both the
Applicant's submission and the Staff document approving it.

4/ The ltaff agrees with the Applicant that the methodology to which
FOE now objects is unchanged since the application was filed. See
“Applicant's Answer . . .," May 7, 1985 at 4. The Staff aiso notes
that FOE's concern might have been raised in reference to the
DES/FES, which discusses t.uese matters at length im Section 5.9 and
in Appendix D, If FOE wished to challenge the Staff's conclusion
that "there will be no measurable radiclogical impact on any member
of the public from routine operation of the Limerick facility,"
(FES, 5-48) FOE should have come forward at the time the DES was
issued.
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Mulford, dated January 28, 1985 (Attachment D1 to the Semi-Annual Effluent

Releases Report), which covers the revised 0DCM. FOE asserts that the

Applicant's statement in Attachment D1, that the modification of the con-

tainment purge isolation set point basis will "allow LGS flexibility . . . .
in set point for isolation," "amounts to degrading the standards, with sub-
stantial increases in radiation risk to the public."” FOE Petition. FOE
states that "[it] petition[s] against this degrading, ano also against the
modifications of release.poﬁnt weighting factor, and the averzging of
emissions from north and south stacks." In an Affidavit attached to this
kKesponse, Mearie T. Mil »r, Radiation Specialist in Region I, states that,

contrary to the all2gations made by FOE,

The changes to the ODCM, transmitted by Philadelphia Electric
Companv to NRC Region I on February 28, 1985, in accordance
with Limerick Technical Specification Section 6.14.2, are
consistent with the Cormission's regulations in 10 CFR 20 and
the Licensee's Technical Specifications and do not increase
the ragietion risk to the public. . . . The new setpoint
for the containment purce isolation cited in the ODCM agrees
with the trio setpoint requirement in Technical Specification,
Section 73.3.2 - 2C. In my review of the,equations used in
thke revisec method to determine alarm setpoints for the North
and Scith vent monitors, I determined that the revised method
represents a refinemen’. of the previously approved calculation
method. The revisec method allows the setpoints to be deter-
mined nwore efficiently by the licensee. The revised method
continues to demonstrate compliance with Technical Specifica-
tions and assures 10 CFR 20 1imits will not be exceeded. In
addition, the releases from the North and South Vents are
calculated based on the fractional contribution from both
verts. The above method does not average releases from the
vents.

Accordingly, with regard to changes in the ODCM, FOE is factually .ncorrect
in asserting that emissions have been averaged and bas not pointed to any
violation of NRC regulations or demonstrated how any significant safety

issue is raised by the referenced changes.

e L e
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FOE's allegations concerning error in the site boundaries used in cal-
culating set points and assumptions concerning fish consumption are addressed
in the attached affidavit of Dr. Edward F. Branagan, Jr. of the Radiological
Assessment Branch. Dr. Branagan states that, contrary to FOE's allega-
tions, the site boundaries iisted in the ODCM, Rev. 1 are appropriate for
limiting exposure to radioactive effluents (Paragraph 6 of the Affida-
vit). He states that the doses from eating fish are not underestimated
either because of the as§umbtion as to where fish are caught or because
of the assumption of a one day delay before consumption (Paragraph 7 and
8 of the Affidavit). Further, Dr. Branagan states that, contrary to FOE's
allegations, the assumptions on which the Applicant's calculations are
based are consistent with the Staff's recommendations in Reg. Guide 1.109,
Rev. ' (Paragraph 8 of the Affidavit).

Based upon the Affidavits of Ms. Miller and Dr. Branagan, it is the
Staff's conclusion that FOt's Petitions raise no significant safety issue
and fail to point to any inconsistency with thge Commission’s regulations
regarding offsite dose calculations.

(3) Whether a different result might have been reached

The third criterion that a petitioner for reopemning must address
is whether & different result might have been reached if the newly proffered
material had been considered initially. FOE makes the bare assertion that
"a totally different result, with lowered radiation isolation setpoints,
will result from calculations based on the findings abtove.™ FOE has not
set forth any basis for this assertion and, as demonstrated by the attached

Affidevits, there is no basis for such an assertion. Therefore, FOE has
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failed to demonstrate how the information in its Petitions would affect
any finding made by the Licensing Board in ‘this proceeding. 2/
(4) Summary
In summary, FOE's petition is not timely; it does not raise any
sicnificant safety issue; and consideration of the matters raised would not
change the results reached in the proceeding. 7Trus, the petition fails to
satisfy the criteria for reopening and should be denied for that reason alone.

B. FOE has not satisfied the five criteria for admitting a late
contention.

A party seeking to raise a new, previously uncontested issue through a
motion to reopen the record must satisfy not only the standards for reopen-
ing but also the late-filed contention criteric set forth in 10 C.F.R.

§ 2.714(a)(1), 8/ Pacific Gas and Electric Co. (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power

5/ Although no contentions regarding routine releases were litigated in
this proceeding, the Licensing Board did make findings concerning
the calculation and monitoring cf routine, releases offsite in its
Second Partial Initial Decision, LBP-84-21, 20 NRC 446 at 540-42
(1984). See especiaily F.F. E-90 - E-93, where the Board made find-
ings regarding routine releases in order to distinguish monitoring
of such releases from that associated with accident conditions.
These findings would not be affected by any information in FOE's
Petitions.

6/ Section 2.714(a)(1) provides that nontimely petitions to intervene
or requests for hearing will not be entertained absent a2 determina-
tion by the Licensing Board that the petition or request should be
granted based upon a balancing of the following factors:

(i) good cause, if any, for failure to file on time;
(ii) the availability of other means to protect peti-
tioner's interest; ?

(FCOTNOTE CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Plants, Units 1 and 2), CLI-82-39, 16 NRC 1712, 1714-15 (1982), including
the Catawba Appeal Board's three part test for good cause. z Although FOE
did not address the five factors in the original Petitipn, it has addressed
them in its Supplemental Petition.
(1) Good Cause

FOE states that it cculd not have known of PECO's proposal to
modify isolation set points until it was provided with PECO's Semi-Annual.
Effluent Releases Report: As discussed above, FOE's contention is not
wholly dependent upon the content of Revision I to the ODCM, but depends
primarily on material previously available, namely the ODCM as submitted
in September, 1984. Additionally, aspects of the Petiticn could have

been raised much earlier based on information in the Application documents

(FOOTNOTE CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE)

(11i) the extent to which petitioner's participation may
reasonably be expected to assist in developing a
sound record; i

(iv) the extent to which existing parties will represent
the petitioner's interest; and

(v) the extent to which petitioner's participation will
broaden the issues or delay the proceeding.

7/ The Catawba Appeal Board's three part test for good cause requires a
finding that the late-filed contention: "(1) is wholly dependent
upon the content of a particular document; (2) could not therefore
be advanced with any degree of specificity (if at ail) in advance of
the public availability of that document; and (3) is tendered with
the requisite degree of promptness once the document comes into
existence and is accessible for public examination." Duke Power
Company, et al. (Catawba Nuclear Stet<on, Units 1 and 2), ALAB-687,
16 NRC 460, 469 (1982); affirmed 'vant part, 17 NRC 1041
at 1047 (1983).
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and in the FES. The izcues could, therefore, have been advanced earlier.
Further, FOE delayed for almost a full month after receiving Revision I
to the ODCM before filing its new contention. Therefore, FOE has not
satisfied any part of the Catawba good cause test and tﬁis factor weighs
against FOE.
(2) Availability of other means to protect petitioner's interest

The second factor required to be considered pursuant to 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.714(a) is avai]abiliiy of other means to protect petitioner's interest.
FOE states in its Supplemental Petition that there is no other means t~
protect its interest. As the Staff discusses, infra, there is no sound
basis for FOE's assertion that the matters raised in the Petitions affect
its interest. However, the Staff concedes that there is no other means
available to protect what FOE perceives to be its interest. From this
perspective, this factor weighs in FOE's favor.

(3) Assistance in development of a sound record

FOE's Petition on its face demonstrates that party's lack of
knowiedge of the matter that it seeks to Iitiéate. FOE states "our health
and safety are in danger because the methods for calculating dosages at
the site boundaries are not in keeping with the regulations. . . " How-
ever, FOE fails to state what regulation it perceives to be violated and
how the public's health and safety is threatened. FOE has offered nothing
to show that its participation on the issue it seeks to raise would assist
in the development of a sound record.

In its Supplemental Petition, FOE states that it has secured
the services of an expert to testify on the health consequences of radia-

tion expusure to the public at 9C0 feet from the plant. The witness is
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identified as Dr. Bruce Molholt, a geneticist and microbiologist who is a
Professor in the Department of Health Education at Temple University in
Philadelphia. FOE indicates that Dr. Molholt will testify on the health
effects of exposure io radiation from nuclear reactor effluents as related
to levels, duration and distance from the release points.

A petitioner addressing the third criterion should "set out with
as much particularity as possible the precise issues it plans to cover,
identify its prospective witnesses and summarize its proposed testimony

. . . Vague assertions regarding petitioner's ability . . . are insuf-

ficient." Mississippi Power & Light Co. (Grand Gulf Nuclear Station,

Units 1 and 2), ALAB-704, 16 NRC 1725, 1730 (1982). FOE's statements re-
gardinrg the proposed testimony of Dr. Molholt are too vague to satisfy the
requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 2.714(a)(1)(iii), as interpreted in Grand Gulf
regarding assistance in development of a sound record. Particularly in
Tight of the lack of safety significance of the matter: FOE seeks to raise,
its Supplemental Petition fails to identify the information Dr. Molholt
would bring before this Board that would justi}y & reopening of the record.
Thus, this factor weighs against FOE,
(4) PRepresentation by existing parties

Although FOE has addressed this factor under "other means", the
Staff understands FOE's statement that "we cannot rely on the NRC for this"
to refer to FOE's feeling that the Staff will not represent FOE's interest
as expressed in the Petitions. Assuming that some real interest is at stake,
the “taff agrees that FOE's interest is not represented by existing parties

and that this factor, therefore, weighs in FOE's favor.



- 41~

(5) Delay and broadening of the issues
FOE asserts that "this petition will [not] ¢dd significant delay
since the license for the plant is currently held up bylemergency planning,
water supply and safety evaluation." The fifth standard, however, relates

to delay in the proceeding ard only one of the issues identified by FOE,

emergency planning, is still pending before this Licensing Board. Speci-
fically, except for the limited remand concerning emergency planning for .
the Graterford Prisoners: all issues before the Licensing Board have been
decided. The Staff concludes, therefore, that there is a distinct possi-
bility that reopening to hear the issues asserted in FOE's Petitions would
delay the proceeding. A reopening would clearly broaden the issues in the
proceeding. Thus, this factor weighs against FOE.
(6) Balancing the five factors

On balance, & consideration of the factors for admission of late-

filed contentions weighs heavily against the granting of FOE's Petitions.

C. FOE fails to state a contention with the requisite basis and
specificity. 3

The Commission's regulations in 10 C.F.R. § 2.714(b) require that a
petitioner set forth the basis for each proposed contention with reason-
able specificity. FOE has not explicitly stated a contention, much less
set forth a basis with specificity. As discussed above, with respect to
safety significance, FOE has failed to set forth a basis for its assertion
tl.at "our health and safety are in danger." Thus, FOE has failed to pro-

vide a basis for a contention based on the matters raised in its Petitions.
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ITI. CONCLUSION
As discussed above, FOE has failed to make the showing required of a
party seeking to reopen the reccrd. FOE has also fai1e¢ to satisfy the
five factors for admission of a late-filed contention and the basis and
specificity requirements for the admission of a contention. Accordingly,
FOE's Petition, as supplemented, should be denied.
Respectfully submitted,

Ann P. Hodgdon
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 28th day of May, 1985
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AFFIDAVIT OF EDWARD F. BRANAGAN, JR.

I, Edward F. Branagan, Jr., being duly sworn, state as follows:

1. I am employed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission as a
Section Leader in the Radiological Assessment Branch of the Division of
Systems Integration, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation. As a Section
Leader in the Radiological Assessment Branch, I am responsible for evalu-
ating the environmental radiological impacts resulting from the operation
of nuclear power reactors. In particular, I am responsible for evaluating
radicecological models end health effects models for use in reactor licens-
ing and operations. A copy of my professional qualifications is attached
to this affidavit.

2. The purpose of this affidavit is to address the allegations
concerning the dose calculation methodology used in the licensee's Off-
site Dose Calculation Manual. These allegations were raised in the "Pe-
tition by Anthony/FOE To Reopen the Record on the Basis of New Information
in Phila. Elec. Co.'s Semi-Annual Effluent Release Beport. Fébruary 1985",
dated April 30, 1985 (hereinafter FOE Petition).
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3. Specifically, this affidavit addresses FOE's allegations that:
(1) "the site boundaries on which they [the set points used to control
radioactive effluents] are based . . . are in error"; (2) doses from
eating fish are underestimated because fish could be caught at the liquid
effluent outlet; and (3) doses from eating fish are underestimated because
the licensee has assumed a "one day delay," whereas fish could be eaten
on the same day.

4, In a letter from W. M. Alden, Philadelphia Electric Company to
T. E. Murley, USNRC, Region I, dated February 28, 1985, the licensee pro-
vided the staff with Revision 1 to the "Offsite Dose Calculation Manual for
the Limerick Generating Station, Units 1 and 2," dated February 25, 1985
(hereinafter ODCM, Rev. 1). The "DCM, Rev. 1 replaced an NRC staff reviewed
document dated September 14, 1984 (hereinafter ODCM, Rev. 0).

5. The ODCM contains the methodology and parameters used to estimate
doses from exposure to radiocactive effluents from routine releases from
nuclear power plants. The dose calculation methods that are acceptable
to the NRC staff are described in a report entitled "Preparation of Radio-
logical Effluent Technical Specifications for Nuclear Power Plants"
NUREG-0133 (1978). NUREG-0133 in turn refers to USNRC Regulatory Guide
1.109, "Calculation of Annual Doses from Routine Releases of Reactor
Effluents for the Purpose of Evaluating Compliance with 10 C.F.R. Part 50,
Appendix I," Rev. 1, 19/.

6. FOE states that the site boundaries of 790m and 762m are in
error because individuals can approach closer to thé site via the roilroad
right-of-way and the Schuylkill River, These site boundaries are used in

the calculation of doses from routine radiocactive gaseous releases to
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determine permissible release levels. FOE refers to pp. 5-10 of the ODCM,
Rev. 1 for the site boundary distances; however, the same distances are
given on pp. 7-13 of the ODCM, Rev. 0. The Staff is aware that individu-
als may be exposed at these closer locations; however, in the Final Environ-
mental Statement related to operation of the Limerick Generating Station,
Units 1 and 2 (NUREG-0974), April 1984, and in reviewing the Applicant's
ODCM, Rev. 0, the Staff considered that it was unlikely that these locations
would be more limiting in dose calculations than the site boundary for
the following reasons. The dose for an individual is equal to the product
of the concentration of the radionuclide in the medium of interest (e.g.,
air, meat, or milk) and the occupancy time (or in the case of meat and milk
the quantity of food ingested), as well as many other factors. Although
it is possible that the concentration of the radionuclide in air may be
slightly greater at the locations identified by F ., the occupancy times
for these locations would typically be only a small fraction of a year as
compared with the much higher occupancy time g;sumed for the individual
at the site boundary. (FES, Appendix D, p. D-?.) In addition, there are no
permanent residences, gardens, milk animals or meat animals at the closer
locations suggested by FOE. Exposure to direct radiation from radioactive
liquid effluents was also evaluated in the FES (see Table D-6, p. D-9)
and found to be negligible. In summary, the site boundaries listed in
the ODCM, Rev. 1 are appropriate for limiting exposure to radioactive
effluents.

7. FOE states that doses from eating fish aré underestimated because
fish could be caught at the effluent outlet, and refers to Figure VI.A.1

The methodology used to estimate doses

on p. 19 of the ODCM, Ruv, 1.
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from ingesting fish is described in § II.B, pp. 2-4, and § VII, p. 34 of
the ODCM, Rev. 1. Contrary to FOE's assertion that the dose from ingesting
fish was based on catching fish 1.9 miles from the plant, a review of these
pages indica’es that the dbse from ingesting fish is based on catching fish
at the plart discharge point (i.e., effluent outlet).

8. FOE states that doses from eating fish are underestimated because
the licensee has assumed a "one day delay," whereas fish could be eaten on
the same day. The "one &ay’de]ay" is described as follows in a footnote
to Table II.A.1, p. 4, of the ODCM, Rev. 1: "These factors are decayed
for one day to account for the time between effluent release and inges-
tion of fish by the maximum exposed individual, an adult." The "one day
delay" factor is not new information. The preceding quotation appears
as a footnote to Table I1.A.1, p. 6, of the ODCM, Rev. 0. The Staff has
recommended @ 24 hour delay period to take into account the radionuclide
decay during food preparation (See Regulatory Guide 1.109, Rev. 1, 1977,
pp. 2, 12 and 69). While it is possible that an individual would eat
fish that had been caught on the same day, it is unlikely that the entire
quantity of fish assumed to be ingested (21 Kg/yr) would be eaten on the
same day that it is caught. The Staff, tnerefore, considers the Licensee's
assumption to be appropriate. MNotwithstanding, a shorter delay (g;gL. 4
hours) would result in less than a 10% increase in dose via this pathway.

9. In conclusion, the information provided on which FOE's petition
is based concerning the location of the site boundary, the catching of fish
in the vicinity of the plant discharge point, and the "one day delay" prior

to eating fish is not new information. The values for these parameters
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as provided in the ODCM, Rev. 1 are appropriate for limiting exposures to

radioactive effluents.

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct to the best

of my knowledge.

Elirol S I g,

tEdward F. Branagan, Jr.

Subscribed and sworn to before
me this By day of Qw\m&\. 1985

. PPN
otary ic

My commission expires:—2 | i | 86




EDWARD F. BRANAGAN, JR.
OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS

From April 1979 to the present, 1 have been employed in the Radiological Assess-
ment Branch in the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation of the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC). As a Section Leader in the Rediological Assessment
Branch, 1 am responsible for evaluating the environmental radiological impacts
resulting from the operation of nuclear power reactors. In particular, I am
responsible for evaluating radioecological models and health effect models for
use in reactor licensing. '

In addition to my duties involving the evaluation of radioiogical impacts from
nuclear reactors, my duties in the Radiological Assessment Branch have included
the following: (1) I managed and was the principal author of a report entitled
“Staff Review of 'Radioecological Assessment of the Wyhl Nuclear Power Plant'"”
(NUREG-0668); (2) 1 served as a technical contact on an NRC contract with
Argonne National Laboratory involving development of & computer program to
calculate health effects from radiation; (3) I served as the project manager on
an NRC contract with Idaho National Engineering Laboratory involving estimated
and measured concentrations of radionuclides in the environment; (4) I served
as the project manager on an NRC contract with Lawrence Livermore Laboratory
cencerning a literature review of values for parameters in terrestrial radio-
nuclide trensport models; and (5) I served as the project manager on an NRC
contract with Oak Ridge National Laboratory concerning a statistical analysis
of dose astimates via food pathways.

From 1976 to April 1979, 1 was employed by the NRC's Office of Nuclear Material
Safety and Safeguards, where I was involved in project management and technical
work. 1 served as the project manager for the NRC in connection with the NRC's
estimation of radiation doses from radon-222 and radium-226 releases from uran-
jum mills, in coordination with Oak Ridge National Laboratory which served as
the NRC contractor. As part of my work on NRC's Generic Environmental Impact
Statement on Uranium Milling (GEIS), I estimated health effects from uranium
mill tailings. Upon publication of the GEIS, I presented & paper entitled
"Health Effects of Uranium Mining and Milling for Commerciz] Nuclear Power"

at a Conference on Health Implications of New Energy Technologies.

I received a B.A. in Physics from Catholic University in 1969, an M.A. in Science
Teaching from Catholic University in 1970, and a Ph.D. in Radiation Biophysics
from Kansas University in 1976. While completing my course work for my Ph.D.,

I was an instructor of Radiation Technology at Haskell, Junior College in Lawrence,
Kansas. My doctoral research work was in the area of DNA base damage, and was
supported by a U.S. Public Health Service traineeship; my doctoral dissertation
was entitled "Nuclear Magnetic Resonance Spectroscopy of Gemma-Irradiated DNA
Bases."

I am a member of the Health Physics Society.



5 BS/27/PS 112:85 ° NRC REG 1 . NO.e1e eaz

! UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
i NJCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

 —— -— s o —

£ THE -ATOMIT SAFETY A (SING BOA
In the Matter of ;
. PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY ;: . Dockes Nes. gg'ggg
. (Limerick Genersting Station, ; )
T Unrits 1 and 2)

o T AEEIJAVIT 'OF MARTE T, MILLER
1, Marie 7. Miller, being duly sworn, state as follows:
1. 1 am employed by thé U.B. Nutiear Regulatory: Cemmission as ®
Radiation Specielist in the BWR Radistion Safety Section, Emergency Pre-

: parecness and ‘Ragielegical: Protection Branch, Division of Reciatfon Safety
an¢ Safeguards, Region 1. * 1 have been employed by the NRC for four snd 2
nalf? years anc am responsisle for imspacting nuclear power facti)fty Jizeisees’
energency preparedness an¢ radiolngica’ control programs. | I have & Master
of Sciente degree in Racimion Science and a Bachelor ©f Arts in-Cnemistry

from Rutge=s University in New Brunswick, New Jersey and Camden, New Jersey,

« respectively.

.

2. The purpose of this affidavit 1s to lﬂ.‘c.’CSt the techriical s¥gni=
- ficance of the Sebruary 19E5 Revision 1 %o the Limerick Offsize D:se Cal-
culation Manual (00CM). . The changes to the 03C¥ that were submittied by
Philadelpria Electric Company (the 1icensee) to NRC Region T of February 28,
11985, im accorcance with Limerick Technical Specification: Sectior €.14.2,

are consistent with the Comnission’s regulations in 10 CFR 20,
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* and the licensee's Technical Specifications and co not {ncrease the

* ragiation rigk to the public. The bases for this finding are ses forth

" below.

o

3.1 The new setpeint for the containment purge ‘solation cited in
the ODCM egrecs with the trip setpoint reguirement in Technical Specificas
tion, Section T3.3.2 = 2L. 1In my review of the wguations used 1n the

revisec imethed -to determine alarm 3etpoints for ths ‘North and Scuth vent

“menitors, 1 cetermined that the revised method represents a vefinemant of

i - she previously appravcg caleulation method. The revised methad 2llows ¢he

setpr i3 to De determined more efficiertly by ihc licensea. The revised

© o met ntinyes to demonstrate compliance with Technical Specifications

: . ond assures J0 CFR 20 1imits will nct be exceeded. In addition the

"releases from the North and South Yents are calculated based on the fravtiona!

contribution from bath vents. The above mathad does not averige releases

*« from the verts.

4, 1 heredy certify that the foregoing 45 true and correct ‘to the

. best of my knowledge.

m?’%___
“Marie 1. Miller
*

-~

. Subscribed and sworn to befere

me this2g¥ day of , PI., 198%

Gukel G Lonhooe

- Notary Public

Fb' cow.isﬂoﬂ npins M 20, 1799
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