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- February 11, 1976

. Mr. William Anders, Chairman
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
Dear Mr. Anders:

| In light of charges made by Robert Pollard,
- NRC project manager, I urge that you suspend

Y

‘ . licensing procedures for Indian Point No. 3 . .- P B I
- " pending a state mvestlgatlon Co IR L

In addltlon I urge you to mmedlately '
S release the nuclear safety information that I -
et requested under the Freedom of Informatlon Act
IEESETEEE on January 20. .

; 1 enclose a full statement of my views on
- the situation regarding Indian Point No. 3 and
an explanatlon of the above requests. '
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. Abzug concerning safety dancers at Indian- S

Februarv'lo 1976
The numerous dangers inherent in oee atinu nuclear Dov:r
Dare at even: the meos‘e most committed to nuclear-
utations and their livelihoods to force
into view. S e e

T
er’are riskin e
ong—suppressed inf ornatlo

Mow we have a charve by Robert Pollard, project manager for .. °
safety evaluations at the HNuclear Regulatory Connlsolon that"*he - )
Indian Point nuclear plants threaten the health and SaFe+j of. ~

nillions of people in the Greater New York area. Because of the.

utmost seriousness of these revelations, Governor Carey and other O
State officials have an immediate responsibility to protect the peoble
living within the radiation reach of these plants. SO :

"I have been in close contact with Robert Pollard since

mid-Januaryv. -After he submitted his re51anatlon at that time, offic-

ials at the MT’C denied the importance .of his charges .and 1mmed1ately SR ,
" limited the scope of his inquiry. Initially, Mr. Pollard -had been -« =~ --n -
promised access to all files necessary to substantiate his charges -
of unexamined safﬂty.prob ems, both at Indian Point !lo. 2.and. Mo. 3- B
and at manv other nuclear reactors throughout the nation. An.attempt . -7
was made to restrict the topics of his final report.. Mr. Pollard’s. . - --
attorney then consulted with .the House Government Opewatlons Subcon-”-};:__
nittee on -Information and Individual Rights, which I chair. After - -
the Subcommittee counsel telephoned Peter L. Strauss (counsel for the - -°
HRC), Mr. Pollard was allowed greater access to NRC .files for . the
remainder of his period of employment. o -

However, Mr. Pollard has charged that cruc1al ev1cence of the -
agency's withbolding of information on safety problems exists in the -
IIRC internal files. On January 30, citing the provisions of the ,
Freedom of Information Act, I fo“mall] reque:teﬁ the. ”RC to: Dﬂov1de
me with the following nateﬂlal S : B

. l) The corresvondence between Mr. Pollard,. lVr. William A.
Anders, chairman of the ¥RC, and WMr. Gary Simpson (ifr. Pollard's R
attorney) concerning Mr. Pollard's access to NRC files for thea.j4_;;’f‘v .
purnose of substantlatﬂnr his charges. o . s ey 1&!{*

2) Mr. Pollard’s January 23 interin renort 1lst1na un“esolved
safety problems at Indian Point. -
: 3) The December 1975 "Technical Bafety Actlv tles ReDort
and previous 1usues of this reDort 1ssued since December 1974

I have been 1nformed by Mw Pollard that tﬁls thlrd 1tem 1s ‘an- uodated T
compendium of .continuing unresolved nuclear safety problems. with = |
roughly one problem on each of its several hundred pages. - Release: of
this quarterly publication will finally demonstrate the -extent: of ‘the:
MRC's willingness to license: Dlants now and ask questlons about -
safety later. . o C e . L e

Slnce aTl of. t‘uu ﬂaterlal is ewtner in Dubllshed form, or 15n*:52
correeﬁondence involving Mr. Pollard, and none could under the most:+ =.0--
extreme definition be called c1e331f1ed national security 1nforhat10n,-'7ﬁ
I see no reason why this information should not be released 1mmedlate~ ’
ly, rather than JlthWﬁ the 39 days provided bj the otetuue._'

in addition, Mr. ;ol¢ard, whose fo 1 term oF eﬁﬁ’ﬂyﬂent ende.
February 13, should be allowed access to f s at the RC headquarters
for as long as he requires to produce a su antive and cownreﬁen51ve
documentation of his chargeu. _ : o

, As for the specifics of the Indian P01dt nucleer dlants, Wr.
'LOl ard has cited three principal dangers:

1) Lack of separation between electrical and instrument cables

whlch jeonardize emergency backup systems; '
: 2) Problems with backup diessl wenefatlno fac111t1es, .
3) Danger of overloaded pumps and turblnes, leading to the -

- possibility that a loosened flywheel could turn into a high-velocity
missile, DunctuW1nv the nuclear contavner ‘and relea51n« radloactlve_

_.material into the atnosphere.

“  +Hﬁéa”aﬁ5§{:'

'f-Mr;fPollard“w‘focuﬂlnv oﬁ
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v Until these questions have been resclved, Indian Point No. 2
should be shut down, and Indian Point No. 3 should not be licensed
for operation. S S .

I have questioned the safety and the economics of these plants
since their inception. Beginning in April 19875, I attempted to

~block the sale of Indian Point MNeo. 3 to the Power Authority of the

State of llew York (PASNY). In general, the State authorities involved:'

~ took Con Edison's word about this plant, and they failed to. consider
ny objections, as well as those of many other elected officials and
.concerned citizens. On January 19, before Mr. Pollard's story became

known, I called upon the State Legislative Commission on Energy
Systems to investigate the circumstances surrounding the sale of this

‘plant. The need for such an investigationis even greater at this time.

‘becomes oaeratlvv, PASNY will aoply for a license to pperate the Dlant.uﬁf

Con Edison is now onerating Indian Point No. 3 in its pre-
operational phases under PAS!NY supervision. Con Edison has already R
applied to the Muclear Regulatory Commission for a Yfull-term, full- . '~
power license" for Indian Point Mo. 3. ‘At some time after the-plant

Several problems in this transfer are still unknomnto the publlc,
J_ncludlrv7 the reluctance of insurers.to write separate insurance
policies” for 'three adjacent nuclear plants (Indian Point No. ““ig still
shut down as unsafe) operated under different authorities. And this '
soring, the glossed-over nroblem of dangers Fror nearbv geoloclcal

Faults will again be examined.

Therefore, I call upon the MRC and PASNY to susDend t
application for overating licenses for Indian Point Mo. 3. And I call
uoon Zon Edison to close down Indian Point Yo. 2, all pending an
investigation of all charges by an independent board of scientists

and technicians. I urge the Governor to establish shch a board
immediately. Mr. Pollard is not the only individual with serious
charges. Last week, three General Flectric senior engineers resigned,

;<aasertinc that'nuélnar power plants could not be built safely. And
~it is rumored that a number of Con Edison emsloyees at Indian ‘Point-

have terminated their ‘employment in recent years "ndor 31nllar"
01rcumstances, but w1th no Dubllc uttentlon°

L

Con Edlson wnlch was ablp to sell the ”d. 3 plant to tHe State

by pleading. financial hardshin, is once again as robust as it was
‘before it suspended its dividends. The nrice of its stock is back

at the level where it was before taking this dramatic action for the

~benefit of the State” Leplslature and the Public Service Commission.

PASNY has pald Con Edison 8354 million so far for Indian Point"YNo. 3.

" The total eventual cost, including financing, to the state agency, w‘7;jﬁff:--

.may reach $600 million before the plant -goes into operation. At this’

- time, it isvessential that Con Edison and PASNY-renegotiate their --
- purchase agreement, so that, in the event the plant never goes into

State.

operation, and it can be demonstrated either that Con Edison neﬂlected

:zlmportant ‘safety con51deratlono or concealed them from State off1c1als,

the utility w1ll reuu“n a substantlal Dortlon oF tHe funda to tne‘ SRR

I am today writing to Governor Carey, Chairman Fitzpatrick
f PASNY, Chairman Anders of the MRC, and Chairman Luce of Con
‘dison, concerning the matters I have raised in this statement.

o)
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 commmoremons @ungtess of the Tnited étatez Lo Em—

NEW Yorx, NEw YorK 10007

TRANSPORTATION C WASHINGTON OFFICE: -

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA Euu§£ nt Beprgstntatxbeg . . 1126 LONGWORTH OFFICE BUILDING o

PHONE: 202-228-2436

™ashington, BD.C. 2_0515:
Febn.lary.lll,.i976 n

| Mr. Wlillam A. Anders, Chairman

' Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washlngton, D.C. 20555

' Dear Mr. Anders._

I am concerned about the charges of NRC Project Manager, Robert D. Pollard,
'~ as reported in the New York Times of February 10, 1976. Therefore, I would
appreciate your response to each of his general and specific charges below:

1. "The Indian Point plants have been badly designed and constructed and
.are susceptible to accidents that could cause large-scale loss of life and
other radiation injuries, such as cancers and birth defects.”

2. "The magnitude of the hazards associated with these plants has been
suppressed by the Government because the release of such 1nformat10n might
cause great public opposition to their operatlon. :

3. The No. 2 reactor had a "serious design defect - submerged valves -
that could render requlred safety systems inoperable durlng an accident."”

4. Valves on the No. 3 plant "whlch are supposed to prevent escape of
: radloactiv1ty during acc1dents ‘were defective.

5. Electrlcal systems on the No. 2 plant "suffer from the same fundamental -
- weaknesses as those which allowed a fire last year at the Brown's Ferry
- plant in Alabama to paralyze much of that plant's vital safety apparatus.”

I look forwerd>£o‘an early reply. All the,best.v

Edward I. Koch

EIK:mjg
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" Washington, D.C. 20555 - » ‘ ; G AL

~?t Dear Mr. Rusche. , 7’,f_' : ,'t f*ff R '1fi{:tif““’

-F'eorUery'é,' 1976 . B
B COIRLL6 P65
Bernard C. Fuoche, Director ST - w{_\ e

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

On behalf of the Public Interest Research Group and the New York

. Public Interest Research Group, I am submitting the enclosed Petition "?i: .
for Order to Show Cause. The petition deals with violations of Commission ‘. -

regulations concerning emergency planning. for. nuclear reactors at

'New York'!s Indlan Point fac1llt1es.

1 Any communlcatlons concerning the petition may be directed to my ;L]':l

»‘offlce.

ASincerely,

Loni Je Sirico,iJr;




- for nuclear Teactors at Ind1an P01nt
‘.:'New York

_ Interest Rescarch Group (PIRG) and the New York Publlc Interest Research -

‘ by refu51ng to engage in sound steps to protect the publ1c hea]th and

 safety. Consolldated Edlson, 11censee of the Indlan P01nt fac111t1es,

.has flled w1th ‘the Commlss1on cmergoncy plans 1ncorporat1nq offlCJal

New- York State emcrgenC) plans so 1nadcquatc that thcy fall to mcct

tions and must thereforc assume equal responsibility for them. -

( ST ‘ C " Before the ‘ ‘ -
. " NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
' Washington, D.C.

. : ) -

In the matter of violations of Commission
regulations -concerning cmergency planning

B PETITIOV FOR ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. sec. 2. 206 2. 202, and SO 100 the Pub11c o

Group (NYPIRG) petltlon the Commlsslon to issue a show cause order »jfgg”f“""

'ifagalnst the Consolldated EdlSOﬂ Compan) and the Power Auth011ty of thec:{y

State of Ncw York (PAahY _ Con Ld 1s llcenscc of the Indlan P01nt I
and IT nuclear rcactors in hestchostex County, Ncw York It;and PASNY”ju-
are co- 11censses of Indlan P01nt III .

As we demonstrate below plans for coplng w1th nuclear acc1dents'gl.v

- at Indlan P01nt represent some of the’ horst nuclear emergency plannlnoll‘.
- in the country. . Though any nuclear 1nc1dent that requ1res publlc safety

measurestundd wreak havoc, 1t is lnexcusable to compound the tragedy

the Commlsslon s minimum requ110mcnts f01 such pldna and sollously

'_]Copluluc the s.lfcty of citizens Tiving and wmknu- near tho rei lLtoxs

As co-llccnsoc for Indian Point 111, PASNY has not rcmcdlcd thc'violu-y;<




. Though the Commission staff has been aware of these serious

‘deficiencies, the Commission has failed to take any remedial steps.

‘PIRGrand'NYPIRG now fonnally request the'Commission‘to'rcquire the =

'~_11ccnsees to show cause uhy thelr 11ccnses should not bc suspended R

L We further scck the 1mpos1t10n of a flne on thc 11censees for Iﬂl».:'n'

- the adequacy of existing emergency plans.

' v1olat1ng Lommlss1on-rcgu1at10ns and mlsrcprcscntlng to the Commission -’

- the country. It has part1c1pated in proceedlngs beforc thrs Comm1551on,_.u:;°d

unt11 emergency plannlng satlsflcs ex1st1ng rcgulatory rcqu1rements.- 4

THE PETITIONERS

PIRG is a public intercst group secking to advance the public =
interest in various.policy areas,'including-nuclcar power and the useﬂ.’7“5vf‘

of safe energy sources. It also serves as a clcarlnghousc and some-

-tlmes as a rcpresentatlve for student supported Publlc Interest Groups.”.ﬁ7ff?h

. (PIRGs) and c1tlzcn supported Cltlzcn ActJon Gloups (CAGs) throughout

. NYPIRG is -a student supported public interest group sceklng to’

Nt

_further the pub11c 1nterest 1n a number of pollcy areas 1nc1ud1ng nuclear

'power and the safe use of energy sources. Its approxlmately 165 000

- contrlbutlng members 1nc1ude many that reside and travel in prox1m1ty

to the Indian Point fa0111t1es. NYPIRG has part1c1pated 1n prOceed-j

1ngs before this Commission and before statc levcl agcnc1es concerned

- with questlons of nuclear power.

VIOLATIONS OF COMMISSION RULLS AND REGULATIONS

Regulatory Requirements
Appendix E of Part SO ofrthe Commission's regulations sets out -
the minimum rcqurrements for the cmcrgency plans a licenseec must des- -

cribe in its Preliminary Safety Analysis Report and submit as partgof



‘Thus mere referencc to state plans and approprlate state off1c1als is ﬁa'w

: off1c1als prov1de reasonable assurance for the protectlon of publlc

" health and safety and the prevent1on of property damage,, In the

L and conclu51on applles to- other subsectlons of Sectlon IV

measures--no more than the Commission could permit the siting of a . -

. 1ts Final Slfcty Analv51s ch01t Appcndlx E, section;zyﬂ'specifies N

the con\cnt of thtse emergency plans.:

thd nlans submitted mist include a de\c11pt1on of the
. elements set out in section IV to an extent sufficient -
- to demonstrate that the plans prov1de reasonable assu—'
-~ rance that -appropriate measurcs can and will be taken -
" in the event of an emergency to: protect the publlc 5uk}~
~ hecalth and safety and prcvent damage to propcrty )

: Hcrc, the lltcnsccs' subm1551on pu1suant to scttlon IV falls to prov1dc L

T

the "rcasonable assurance" the Comm1551on s regulatlons requ1re._"jf
Settlon IV(D), for example, rcquxres emergenty plans to contaln

.Proccdures for notlfylng,-and agreemcnts reachcd :
~.-with local, state, and federal officials and agcnc105 TS
~ for the early warning of the public and for public
“evacuation or other protective meastres should ;
~ warning, -evacuation, or other protective measures,fl, _
- ~become necessary or desirable, including identifica-ﬁd
t10n of the pr1nc1pal OfflLlaIS, by t1t1e and agency

1nadequate unless the state plans and the anreements reached w1th

' present case, that reasonable insurance is lacklng The same analvs1s '} o

We are not here assert1ng that the Comm1551on has thc authorlty to

' order New York state off1c1als to alter thelr emergency plans.. Rather,*flm'”;"

we malnta1n that the Conm1551on cannot permlt a nuclear plant to

operatc in a statc where licensee- state plans and agreements are;

1nadequate to provide the reasonable assurance of appropriate emergency = -




rlnco1porqtcd stute plans or statc- licensee aglcements must prov1de the "

: reasonable assurance of approprlate emergency measures the Commlss1on ‘

‘fplant'atop an active geological fault. We furthcr arguc that in vicw -
of Appendix -, section III a lnconscc submlttlng 1ts Flndl Safety

-Analy51s RLpOlt YLprCSLntS to the Lomm1551on that- any refcrenced or

requ1rcs and that wherc such refcrcnccd plans and agrecmcnts are [‘

. flnadcquatc, the 11ccn<cu has engdged in a mlsropzcsentatlon to thc L

‘;Comm1551on.,

In the case of Indlan Point, tho licenseecs' flnal Safcty Ana1y51s

. chort 1ncorporates by referencc New York state plans.l As dcmonstrated7*fe\.ﬁ?

bclo“, the referented plans are dbsolutely 1nadcquate

The 11censces' explicit reliance on them v101ates Comm1551on

fregulatlons.

The Fallure oflEﬁErgencv Planning at Indian Point.

No planq for serious acc1dcnts——The most- severe fa111ng 1s the

j;absolute lack of plann1na for anythlng but a small acc1dent The ;1h,"3
jw‘11censees rel) upon the New York State Emergency Plan for MaJor Radla—:'
vtlon Accidents Involv1ng Nuclear Fac111t1es (Emergency Plan) (1ncor— ';;jhf e

:"porated by reference in llcensee s FSAR Supp 10 Jan. 19 1973 i:fff“

(Q12 17a)) Thls plan is de51gned to respond to an aCC1dent only 10°

‘of the “651gn Ba51s Accident used in settlng 10 C. F R Part 100 51t1ng ~“f” |

criteria. The state planners have steadfastly refused to correct thevvﬂl‘f

' insufficiency.

Attached is corrcspondcnce betwecn Harold E. COlllﬂS, Emergcncy

Preparedness, NRC Offlce of Internatlonal and State Programs (formerly‘*v,'
AEC Cffice of Government Llalson) and Sherwood Dav1es, Dlrector, Bureau;v~

,of Rad101001b1] Health, New York atdtc Dnoﬂrtment of Health The




". o s . . % '-".Uf'

,L0110spnndencc dJS(NSSG\ New York state pldn lndquUlLlC\ pxxtlally JH

,,lxght oF "Guide and (thklrst for Dcvclopmcnt and Lvaluntlon of Stdtc

: 'and LOklx Government RﬂlelOglLdl lmcrgch) Rcsponse Plans in Support SR

. of lecd_\u lca1 Fd(lllthS " AIC Dcc, 1, 1974 ReV151on (WASH 1293)

i

A Acc01d1n5 to WASH 1203 U |

. The AIC consrdcrs that 1t is rcasondble for purposcs :

- .of cmergency planning rclative. to nuclear fac1l1tlcs,'.j ERE
to prepare for the potential consequencés of accidents 77 -

of scverity up to and including the most serious deslgn
'ba51s acc1dcnt analyzed for siting. purposcs. (A at 4)

tﬂ lhe Sh01vood lettcrs of Jan. 6, 1975 and Apr:l 22,71975 howcvcr documcnt_;;f

: the stltc s stubb01n adhcrcncc to 10% Dcsrrn Bds1s Acc1dcnt plannlng

’lhc Now \oyk state plannlng cff01t thcn ls plalnly unsatlsfactoxy by

'.hASH 1295 c11ter1a C 4 . s'_dli nf‘ v"_l[i;€f>"” if,f:'fﬁf;

?eﬁ As the-March 27 1975 Colllns letter states, "It was, and 1s our o

. view. that there is an 1neV1tablc unpredlctablllty about acc1dents, and.'

that emcrgency plans should be developed to respond to the entlre potcn~:;l;i§3
.i't1al spectrum of acc1dents " ThlS pollcy c01responds w1th current |

:f:_Comm1551on pollcy statements. As proposed Regulatory Gulde l 101 states,:
) "An 1mportant element of emergency plannlng for nuclear power plants 1s'w;

“j‘the rec0ﬂn1tlon of a need to prepare to copc w1th a very broad spectrum

" of potcnt1a1 consequences " (Emeroency Plannlng for Vuclear Pouer Plants'

at 1.101—1 (Nov. 1975); see also sec. 4.1, 4.2). In view of Comm1551on |

pollcy, state and by 1ncorporat10n, 11censee plannlng for a 10/ Des1gn 5111175
Basis Accident cannot poss1b1y satlsfy the requ1rcments of Appendlt E (III)le
& (IV) in ploV1d1nn reasonable assurance that publ1c health and safct)

and property w111 be protected In his Apr11 22 1975 letter,A:.?'

Mr Dav1cs attempts to 51destcp the issue by alleglng that the ”



V1~_the plan.', As ‘the May 9 1975 Colllns letter makcs clear,.thls 

‘}slelght of hand 1s unsatlsfactory

c The detalled functlonal descrlptlon of state agenc1es resp0n51ble fori{i
»coplng w1th larger 1nc1dcnts—-requ1red by Sec. 1V (A)~—and procedures for ffl}-g
f notlfylng and aereements w1th governnent aocnc1es and off1c1als deallng

w1th larger 1nc1dents-—requ1red by Sec IV (D)——are partlcularly lacklng

fagcnc1es suggests a satire on bu1caucrat1c thlnklng As the Nov 22, 1974 SRS

state plans "cover the complete spectium of'accidenté...;"ibut

that "our basic differences stem from the question of what details .=~

‘rnust be incorporated in writing in an emergency'plan as‘opposed'

to amply con51derlng them in the preparatlon and formulatlon of 'T
| L

i

-;v51ncc it is our p051f10n that all of thc wASH 1293 ;
. elements  are 'essential elements,' it is also ourif*filﬁ
' position -that each element should be addressed, in i+
- writing, in ‘the appropriate emergency plans or other -
appropriate related documents developed by the State
and its local government. Unless this is done, . ‘.
there is no effective way (short of passing. judgment
. on oral or written rhetoric) for the NRC, or the = ' . :
other involved Federal agencies to render an objec- . .~ . -
tive evaluation of what, for the most part, are the
- operational and technlcal elements of an eIfectlve
bplan. :

The state plans, then, fall to prov1de the requ1$1te assurance »T]*if"

that approprlate publlc health and safety measures can’ and W111

" be taken. Compllance w1th Appendlx E (111 § IV) is. rendered 1mp0551ble.;5jelc L

(4

Badly confused d1V1s1on of respon51b111t1es amono state agenc1es-—9f

The vague, conflicting allocatlon of opcrat1ona1 dutles amono governmental

Collins letter states:

/I/t is difficult to determine who is in charge of

response operations at any given time. There also _ o
Cappears to be a lack of coordination botween the maay;:

involved State and local agencies.  Too much reliance

appcars Lo be made on telephone contacts between T

various groups before definitive acLlons _can be taken.. -7 .-



- We also belicve the emergency plans, as written, do- ...
not provide the guidance necessary to allow a timely
and ¢ffective response to a radiological'omcrgency
by State and local authorities.: There does not appear

. to be a clear concept of operatlons. o e

- In contrast, Appcndix E(IV) (A) rcquirespa ﬁJnctionalldescriptionAOf,thélé

",_state agen01es respon51blc for toplng ulth emeroencres;.lnclu51n§.u
'ﬂfa dellneatlon "in which spec1flc authorltles, responSLbllltles,‘}?
and dutles are deflned and a551gned and the means of notlflca—;;r
tlon in the event of an emergency. In 1Ls Plnal Safety Analy51sl*
Report 5upplement 10 (Jan. 19, 1973) .(Q12. l7a), the llcensce 1n—5ip
corporates by reference the two relevant New York sLate plans.——z{”
i"Emergency Plan for Major ‘Radiation Acc1dents Involv1ng Nuclcar”
-eFa01llt1es,' New. York State Department of Health (Aug.'lZ 1972)
(Emergency Plan) dlscussed above, and "Spec1flc Operatlng Pro—‘ﬁrvr
.cedures, Indlan P01nt Statlon,' (June 30 1971) (herelnafter SOP),i

the latter detalllng spec1f1c use of ‘the Emergency Plan.” Both?"'

state plans deflnc rCSPOHSlbllltleS in 1nexcusab1y vague and confu51ng

'5>terms For ‘example, undcr the Imcrgcncy Plan; the statc Departmcnt of

Transportatlon is to ”coordlnate the a551stance" of other agenC1es
(Sec. 3 at 2). However, under the same plan, the same De partment

l

I"may be requested to ass1st state and local agenc105'opcrationally L

':responrlblc in spcc1f1c kinds of natural dlsaster, 1ncludlng

:radlatlon acc1dents, to coordinate the a551stance to- be fur-
nished in support of state and local dlsaster efforts " (Sec.:'Tn
5 at 3—4)‘ Thus, one Departmeqt not only coordlnates agency ii

efforts, it uloO may bhe reques ed Lo e551st in- coor01nat1ng



those efforts. This is 1ndeed a very puzzllng arrangement.'i"“
Moreover, the state Department of Health 1s "respon51ble for“
1n1t1at1ng protcctlve actlons (Sec. 3. at 2) A dlStlnCtlon

between this vaguely deflned 1n1t1at1ng functlon and the Depart-'\

o ment of Transpo*tatlon s equally general coordlnatlon and a551st

’coordlnatlon functions is excecdlngly eluslve. jf'”
ﬂ ThlS 1ll deflned allocatlon of functlons could have serlous.:;
conscquences since it suggests an acc1dent scenarlo in whlch thed*f

opelatlonal leadershlo is fragmented and confused : The Emer—i;fﬁpu

gency Plan states . that ‘a State Lmergency Operatlons‘Center w1ll“

be set up in Albany, but falls to furthe1 descrlbe ltS composr~_{”
tlon or functlon (at A-3) The S0P, however,’lndlcates thlsiﬁﬁfffi
Center has overall authorlty (Deflnltlons at l Procedureq'at l 3

P ",. , Minimal compllance with Sec. IV(A) is also rendered 1mpossrble

by Lhe state SOP s emergency class1f1catlon system.,

“at 1-3)

(Procedures fﬂ
Alert A covers the 10-30 rad 51te boundary dose rate._yyﬁ7

Alert C covers substantlally more than’ 30 rad; jaccordlng to a Ca

fOOtHOte, "This means some multlple of 30."" There is an obv1ousvfl

gap, then, between Alert A and Alert C. Moreover,‘under the plan,i

evacuatlon does not even receive con31deratlon untll an Alert C
i

condltlon 1s reached In contrast the Env1ronmcntal Protectlon

Agency recommends mandatory evacuatlon at 5 whole body rems.
(Aanual of Protectlve Actlon Guides and Protectlve Actlons for> L

Nuclear Inc1dents, Offlce of Radlatlon Programs, at 5. 8 Sept'o,“””

1975, EPA-520/1-75-001). “The dlsparlty demonstrates a total fail;_

ure to deal with reality. These lnadequate plans, as 1ncorporated

in the licensze's FSAR, plalnly fail to meet the nlnlmum requrre—fl



”,vnDcpartmcnf of Hcalth and the pOllLC depdrtmtntb and flre PR

=j departments in Velplanck and Buchanan, (FSAR Supp. 17

.vments rcached ‘with' these local offlces are lacklng and the

i‘vagency functlona are left unclear The state Emergency Plan -

T gency Plan, at Sec 7 3, 1 4) both llSt the State Pollce as the
At'tlnclude any letter of agreement w1th that depaltment
the state SOP calls for prlmary notlflcatlon of the state Emer—‘”

.gency Opcratlons Center rather than the State Pollce (Procedures

- fat l) This tangle cannot poss1bly pass mustc1

“the - 11censee to submit provisions for periodic cmergcncy drllls that 1nc1udc

’ythe need for part1c1pat10n by nonemployees Accordlng to FSAR

'r': .'l:: - :e:= ; fé'

UHSHfleuCtOYV'prULGdu1CS tor notltVIny dLLHQlC and oft1c1a]s—-

Scttlon v (D) requires proccduxce for not1f)1ng, and ngrecments
reached \1th goxg’n'“r‘ off1c1als 1nd agenchs concernlng publlc
' warning ,c;uuuatlon, and other- plOtCCthG mea:ures, 1nt1ud1ng

51dcnt1f3¢1t10n of the pr1nc1pa1 off1c1a1% by tltle and agency

"‘.j,rThounh the llcensee plan calls for notlfylng thc Weetthester iijtyg;:::

Radla‘é

j,tlon ConLlngcncy Plan, at Sec. 5.2, Aprll 27, 1973) the agree—»;h-i

:(at 5) and the licensee plan (PSAR Supp l7 Radlatlon Contln-=nﬁl

~'pr1mary agency to notlfy, however, the llcensee plan falls to

_ Moreover,:i

Inadequate proccdurcs for cmergencv drllls—— Sectlon IV(I) requ1res'§ff

.“other persons (other than licensce employtcs) whose 3551stance may be needed aQ'

1n thc cvcnt of a radlatlon emergency.! The 11ccnsec plan, honovcr, ]?ﬂOlLQ‘%H -

Supplemcnt 2  Amendment 16, April 3, '1972 (Ql 12), Local Contln?

:genc1 and Slte Contlngency radlatlon d:llls w111 be conducted

these’ drllls w1ll be planned so that thcy encompass all asoectsl

or the contlncenc' plan and r:qu1re all 51Le organlzatlons to ae?“}

fully involved in the arill.®



-10-

lhough it is probably lcss dcmdndlng to conduct a drlll that does"-;;i;;fﬁ;?
not 1nc1udc "outsiders," it is not what the Commlsslon rcqu1res.

Other dOflClCH'JC\--In addltlon to thcsc SpCLlflC lcgulat01y S

. v1olat10ns, numerous ‘other failings render the plan 1nadcquate to 3

i "

prOV1de thc rcasonable assurance of appropllate emergcncy measurcs

.that Appendlx E (III) rcqu1res The llcensce plan lacks much of the o

1 -1nformat10n called for by Regulatory Guide 1.70.14, ”Informatlon for }f

Safety Ana1y51s Rep01ts Emergency Plannlng" (Dec 'p 1974)l‘ It falls to.'
descrlbe the ~expected a001dent assossment‘tlme,itcﬂestlnete‘tﬁe
tlme requlred to notlfy the oopulatlon at rlsk and the meansfﬁb
vassumed for such estlmate as well as to estlmate evacuatlon_fff'

times. And as prev1ously dis cussed it cocs not clearly and

' functlonally 1denL1fy the agency or agenc1es respon51ble for !f

' prov1d1ng dlrectlon to the populatlon at rlsk
The llcensee plan, including the 1ncorporated state plans,éﬁ¥;}
falls to even mentlon prov151ons for medlcal treatment of the‘ﬁ;ﬁif“

c1v111an populatlon. The 1nsuff1c1ency of emergency plannlng lS}";‘

'espec1ally severe in llght of Indlan P01nt s prox1n1ty to ex—j"
’vtremely hlgh population’ dens1ty areas.; As Westchester County
Executive Alfred DelBello has testlfled 'ﬂlf*fﬁ:f%ff*w*”"

: 'As far as we know, no otber nuclear powe1 plant 1n'

' the Country is situated at a site as densely popu- ~ | ¢
lated as the Westchester area that houses the Indian -
Point facilities. 66,000 pecople live within a five -

milec radius of Indian Point; 90,000 people llve

w1th1n a 20 mile radius of the plant

16 mllllon pcople live within 40 mlles of the facil-_
ity. Within the critical five-mile radius area, .
there are two hospitals, one of which is a psychi- "
atric hospital with aparo<1mately 1,100 patients. .
- There are threce prisons in that critical arca, one
of which is a maximun security fac1llty BRI




'_-11—

*\\ Testlmony before the New York State Power Authorlty on Acqulsltlon

of Indlan P01nt III May 22, 1975 (attached) As hlS complete

'teatlmony makes clear, current emergency plannlng prov1srons are

entlrely 1nadequate._' R ; _\\

'ffACTIoN REQUESTED
Petrtloners therefore request that the Comm1551on requ1re_‘&,~

~

I; the 11censees to show cause
| h( I.I Why the 11ccnses of the Indlan Point nuclear fac111t1es should isIl:’:..
-,“not be Suspcndcd unt11 all state and llcenscc plans provrdc rcasonablc iiidf{:;f'ﬁ
'assurancc that appr0p111tc measures can and will bc takon in thc cvont of’

_an emergency to protect publlc health and safcty and prevent damage to

. property and the rtqu1lcmcnts of Part 50, Appendlx E, scctlons I1I and IV

- of the Comm1551on s regulatlons are- fully satlsfled

2. Why the llcensees should not be fined for falllng to comply W1th

Part 50 Appendlx E, sections III and IV of the Comm1551on s regulatlons:’.

and for mlsrepresentlng to the Commlss1on that all emergency plans relatlng
,to their plants prov1de reasonable assurance that approprlate measures can ulf T
v‘and will be taken to protect public health and safety and prevcnt damage F-ed' -

to property

Respectfhlly submltted

Of counsel: - ‘ : Louisd. Sirico, Jr.
Ronald Lanoue . . : Att6rney for PIRG and ﬁ'}/fl\G

Publlc Interest Rescarch Group
1832 M Street, N.W., Suite 101
Washington, D.C. 20036 - .
(202) 833-3935 - - I

 February 6, 1976
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Statement

by_

fred B. DelBello ‘Coﬁnty'ExécutiQé g5 ?~3*

hestchester County, New York

” before the'f;ﬁ
New Ybrk State Power: Authorlty

"on the subJect of

@;AchLSltlon of Indlan P01nt IIITfy:V

| Thursday, May 22

Hendrlck Hudson ngh School

VBuchanan, New York
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o N Tconplctmn and opers ion of Indian P int J1rf. 6 the State Poier &

-

Authorlt)

’hestchester Countx gOVLrnment has, by ncccssxty, front 11ne rcspon-
51b111ty 1n the event of a nuclear accident at thc Indlan Po*nt

-~ !

plants. No serious accident has ever occu rred in thc nuclear power

d.,1ndustry,_however thlS countxy has had only a few yoars of Opnratlng”j

»4etper1ence with a relatlvely small numbcr of nuclear reactors.,

U ]‘estlnated to be small, it is obvious that we must prepare fox the;”‘ﬁ

d'ﬁ[;ThereEOre, although the probablllby of a serlous acc1dent 1s’d° .

:»posslblllty of an event whereby radlatlon would be released from

the Indlan P01nt fac111tles.

A

A study for hhat was formerly the Atomlc bnergy Comm1551on now the

"huclear Regulatory Comm1551on, was conducted by Norman C Rasmussen'

j of H.I. T and made publlc last August » Thls study concluded that a

;freactor acc1dent was highly unllkely and that the consequences of

v <uch an acc1dent were less serious than had been sug gested b/

"7~ear11er Comn1551on studles. Rasmussen assumed that there would o

“be a successful evacuation of surroundlng people hhen he pro;ected

Q'a 10h level of casunltles in a nuclear emergency He based hls"“V

'conc1u51on on evacuatlon of a twenty-mile square.arealaroxnd nuclea?

';bplants in the event of‘radiatiOn Telease.

:EAS far as we know no other nuclear poaer plant in the Country is.

551tuated at a site as densely populat"d as the hestchester are thﬁt

‘houses the Indian Point facilities. 66 000 ptople 11ve hlthln a flVe

’vwmiie radius of Indian Point; 80,000 peoole 11\c hlthln a 20 mxle

"-radlus of the plant 16 million people 11ve hlthln 40 mrles of the o

uinaC111ty.u hlthln the c11t1cal five- m11e radlus arca, ttore arc two

- - . .

- - "‘"\'r"‘.\ﬁ.i‘( hdsrn.n] pnh 'mnrmnm:rﬂlv



1, IOO»patlans. There are thrce prlsunx in that Lllt]Cal arca, onc

oi which is a’ maxlmum SCCUIl;Y fac111ty

Tt is clcaA that it kould be 1nposslb]e to cvacuate thlS sccelon of
the Countv in a pmanner rccom“cnded by Lhc Rasmusqen chort._ The arca
- 1s so dcn cly pogulaeed that there would bu more risk of radlat10n4 L

exposurevln an ev cuatlon than ehere would bc 1f people remalned ln §3

place.

Clcarly,'thcre are other safety proccdures that must be d051gned 1n

order to protcct the populatlon effecteu by nuclear emexgency ' Thls
is the quesLlon nﬂlCh we nmust raise at thls heaxlng Are safety
procedures, as currently de51gned adequate to dcal w1th nuclear j 

emergencies? We sucwlt that thﬁy are not.

Cuffenfiy,.the ﬁewlYofh gtate Heelth Department has'prime;y'
respon51bllxty for handling nuclear emcrgency with the Westchester
County OfflLC of Dlsaster and Emergency Services and the County
Health Depdrtment in supportlve roles only. Thebe Jur15d1ct10nal

llnes are OV“rlapplng and sp fic respon510111L1cs are not clear. _fff'T:

'The inadequacy of State pianning for disaste‘ has beeome a.gfeaf
vcencern te'my_udministratien; ‘For example, every school dlstrlcr
in our County has fire plans and fire drills whercby chool chlluren'hh.ﬁz
are tralned to p*ctcct themsulves in the. event of a school flre.v

The State has 0951gned no equ1valent proucdure for a nuclcar accident.

Thcre is no program designed to train doctors or emergency medlcal
pcrsonnel in the trcatment of 1llness caused by radlatlon. Thls is

a uPCCldllZCd Sthect and one which fcw doctors are Guallclfd to nandlo



: : - :
Additionally, there is no hospital that haé bLeen set aside. and

——

specifically cduippcd for nuclear emergency use. .

By necessity, our resources and expertise in County Weveruuent are  :

limited. WE’JUJL have St te hnTp n trawvlng local pO]lCe fotccs

__and cmcrgency personncl to deal “1ch nuelcdr emergency:: We need

speclflc etpertlse on decontamlnatlon pr0tedures and rad1010g1ca1
med1c1ne.' Under current dlsaster plunnlng by the State,.these needs‘v

have been met . inadequately or'not at all.

We thercfore must request that Ind1an POLnt III no_ be made 1nto an:j S
operat10na1 nuclear plant until such time as- ddcquate emergcncy

procedUICs have been designed and lmpLLanLCL b) Qtate gOVernment

~The second qucstlon we W1Sh to raise et thlS hearing‘ls thatvof

,local tax 1059 should the State Power nutbnrltf de”lde to purtnasn  '2'
Indlan P01nt II11 from Con Edlson., Since Po“er Authorltv'ln allatlenewﬁ
are tax- exempt a takeover of this f"czllty would menn a propertf tax - M
Vloss of over $2 millien inAWesteh ter Connty, nearly al 5 mllllon-.

- of that amount ulth*n the Town of Cortlandt. .In thn Vlllage of Buchanau
3the Number 3Vplant represents over one fifth of thc total assessed
'vaiuétion in the V1llage and neally 155% of the communlty s buiget
To.cut thesc taxes off suddenly, with no 1t110E fox tbe localltles
' in#olvcd; will mean grave and sudden Hardshlp to towis and school

"dietricts. o
“Provision nust be nade for rellcf for the ;fiected'iocalitieﬁ Qnﬁii
”thcy can dcvclop alternate sources of 1ncowe.: PeymentsAﬁust bevmede
’;to thc affecred districts to prevent a crisis in locaitgbvernment

'and.a suodcn Jnto*erablc burden on hard—p"encnd local taxpaycrs.




¥e understand that under Section 545 of the Rcal Property Tox
Law, the State can Provide gradually dimihishiug:Lax relief for

localities affected by a State takcover. Preliminary work on. this

matter has been done by the State PBoard of Equalization and Asscssment

We'request ’however that the State “ou:r Authorlty not dec1dc to
acquire Indlan P01nt I1Y unless assurances are gJVLn of forthcom1ng

Statc relief f01 the affectcd localltles

In concluslon, we ask as well’ that no more nuclaar plaqts be orought
on line in thlS densely populated area unless and unt i1 clear cut and,fo. 
' suff1C1ent dlsaster plans are designed and melcmented by State "

-~

. government.




. UNITED SPATES
NUCLEAR RUGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

- . o i Noverbear 22, 1974

r. Sherwood Navioes
‘o York State “epartrent
of Healih
C45 Contral Avenna _
. Albany, Mew York 12205

Dear 3r. Daviea:
The ©.S. Atomle ] o*vy COGW\SbLOH mder o Hotlce of Intoragency Rosponsi-
"biliries publis 3 U dn the Feoderal Resilstar on Jonazry 24Eh, 1973, vas .
tesignated by th; T“Jequ Niflce of Hnerponcy Preparednaszs ’rvw Officu of
Praparedness, Ceneral Saervices Admindstravion *11 Fadoral Disastor Ass i°*—3
ance Adminictration, Heusing and Urhan To““7onna1 £} as the "Jc d azeacy"
lu nuclear incldent ewargency planning activitics 1?013 Fadecal anenciag
~end fox Fedaral assisl1nc0 to Gtate and lecal govevmmonta in dﬂ"eloping S
radiological emerponcy poise pilans in suvport of wd nw 1c1 freilivies.
AS a part of weetin yublishud v oIngerim '
"Gulsle and Checklis '4n of ot1F1 Radiologinal
mergancy NResponse P ©ea Novasber 15, 1973,
This deocument has rad is schedulad for

(2R}

, wevision
promulaation soon. Lu» b of the dntexitr Cndls and Chneklist do
orse nt'"*iv prasarved cnd clariiied in tho roviced veszsion. A cony of Lhn
ravised verslen will be sent to you as soon an it Lacopes ”vntlﬂomc.

In coujunction with our responsluility, we have revioved the
‘radiocloglcal emergency resneunse planving docum rents from the State of Mew
York vhich we curreatly have on file. IR

. 1. UYew York Stata Ei ergency Plan for Pa*or Radllt;un 1cvxnentb
tuvolving Muclear Faciliries, dated Ausust 1972,

ate Department of Health, Bureau of nanﬂolcﬁ cal .~ .
llealth, Specific Operating Procedures f Broeokuiaven Hational
Laboratory Site, dated October 1273,

3. Mew York State Dapactment of MHealth, Buroau-of Radiologizal
- Health, Syecific QOperating Procodures for Wine Wlle Point

—————

. Jlaw Yorlk State Plan for Coordinution of Mo i
- Assisztance, Beparimeat of Tran sportation, Tu]) 1671,

~



Comeezssary to allow a @lmely and offcctive responss te a radiolosi

Yo raviewliazs the above )i
e ‘j'\'r‘-', wioare of the

WA

RIS Rt

chiargs of - vasponns op

Srven
a lach of caavY'ﬂ'.Lud

: : | S Sy C
Y2 also ha Ll“VL tie ererzency plans, aa wrliien, do not provide

?;ﬂ”" by Sente and local authoritles. There Joes not app2ar to

-« y . . s 1 :

Yeoncept of operationa”.: b -
Yo belisve tuat 2 State and local emergeney plun shouid be b"nchroai:¢“
vith the Liceusee's caergency plan. ARG regulationa spaclfy ceviatn re
< parsancy plaaning which st be 1zt by acled facilii

~ licensees. te and local govevament enncoancy plans
sith the licensee's )1419 in a number of areas ¢ 1
i uld, thaveferz, suroest thot

nad dn tha AZC S

0
-t
P
1
'4 o

and Checkldist al yom revisw your plannlnw

docunents agaiast thz -L nulnz elomenis in the "Cuide znd Chocklist® ond

consider expanding e seactions which are delficient zad addcessing those -
- which azre shsent. ' ‘ P

Pr ‘!“lﬂi) for > P o L
LCVt(uemon_ of plaas, programs and cagau$LitizS'for digasroer prepnradnaass
and prevention, Radiclogical cwergency rospoasa planning may be consziderad
to bz a park of this vrosram and youc approprisie Jtc e az=acy may wish to
Inguire about the availability of such funds {ron the. 10u-;ol Disaster ‘
-Assistoance Adntaistratlon Vegloral Tiractoxr in your areca. ;

r plans, w2 stand ready to suppork you with

bz you continua to devale; T
asaisrance that wa may bz able to yender.

advice, guidance and such othe
We are prepaved, unon yvour reg

cguest, to sead a field cadve o Wow York for
a few days to assist your Stra roaulzationa (In whatever way you think
approprilate} in the development of your rediologlcal cmeriency yvospons
plan. If you desire this help, please contact us. We also will be pleased
to review later versions of your plans as they becoma available. . Lo

. : | | Sincereiy,

_ , /CY o
Harold R. Collins a A : .

Emergency Preparedness L
Office of Government Liaison - =~ '
- e Regulation

Teleploue 30) 973- 770’
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P ) ' ' STATE OF NEW YOR‘Ki | " i goﬁkUNl_TY-:aeALTif s'z:-avxcs.s“'
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH ~  anowncomeenme.

.. - ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER

845 CENTRAL /\VENU»E . .. . RALPH E, DWORKX, M.0.
ALBANY, N.Y.; 12206 . MeecieTEomecTon

) . R '
i , : BUREAU OF RADIOLOGICAL HEALTH -.
! I o s SHERWOOD DAVIES, M.P.H., P.E,

‘ . : o DIRECTOR

OLLIS S, INGRAHAM, M,D.
C COMAMISSIONER

‘ .
s ‘ January 6, 1975.fﬁ-4}_1lkf
". b s N

Harold E. Collins
 Atomic Ernergy Commission
.Emergency Preparedness .
Washington, D. C. 20545

Dear Mr. Collins: - _ o o )  "{’_H{ 'g'_ .

. This is in reply to your letter of November 22, 1974 relative to the New York
State Emergency Plan for Major Radiation Accidents Involving Nuclear Facilities.
We appreciate receiving these comments and the offer of assistance in the prep-
aration of any revisions to the plaa. B R ol

As you may know, in 1962 Xew York State made the first comprehensive survey
around a nuclear facility (Indian Point) and developed emergency response plans.,
A paper discussing these plans was published in the American Journal of Public
Health in December 1962 entitled "Protecting the Environment Around a Nuclear Pow

Y

er

Reactor - A State Health Department Acts." - Our evaluation of the potential for re- .Lk,'

-
-

actor accidents at that time conciuded that the primary concern was contamination g
of milk, food, and water supplies. ‘ ‘ C ' : ' Dﬂ’
In the subsequent Years, we have worked clbselvaith the US Atomic Energy _
‘Commission and Utility staff to insure that emergency response plans are adequate
to protect the citizens of New York State. ’ e ‘
-~ Our present plans have been developed based on an accident which is 107 of
Design Basis Accident used to determine if the 10 CFR 100 siting criteria are met,
Testimony by Dr. Dudley Thompson, USAE » at the USAEC's Indian Pointc No, 2 hearing
on November 12, 1971 supported New York State's position by stating: = - o

1) that realistically should a Design Basis Accident occur, there is a high
- probability that the actual consequences would be less severe probably
- by a factor of 10 or more; ‘ ' : : R

'2) the level of projected radiation dose would be substantiélly idwer than
: the 10 CFR 100 siting criteria; o

—

3) the geographic area of coverage appropriate for advance exergency planning'-.

is approximately the same as the Low Population Zone; and

asis Acciden:
for ressurces

4) accidents preater than 107 of the consequences of the Design B
-are exceedingly improbadly and chat suchi ‘accidents aight call

‘beyond those covered by the dcvelaped:advance emergency plam.
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"Since that time best estimate calculations of the Loss of Coolant Accidents = -
have been performed by applicants and the USAEC and these calculations indicate
that the off-site radiological conscquences are less than 1% of those for the
Design Basis'Accident. The 'USAEC's Environmental Impact Statement on nuclear
facilities indicates off-site consequences of a magnitude well within 10 CFR 20
limits.’ o - | ! o o '

- In the Stéte's'currcntvplan, detailed planning for accidents up'to and in~-

cluding 10% of the Design Basis Accident is provided in Alert "A" of the New York
~State Specific Operating Procedures. Alert "C! provides for marshalling all re- L
sources for any accident having off-site consequences greater than that covered in -~
Alert "A". We now understand that you are requesting the State to provide detailad
‘response plans for an accident that is 10 times more than the USAEC previously re- .
quired and to provide detailed plans for the evacuation of the population in sub-
.stantial areas beyond the Low Population Zome. - C : i

_ Your November 22, 1974 letter suggests that we review our planning documents
against the planning elements in the USAEC "Guide and Checklist," dated Dececber

1973, and consider expanding the sections which are deficient and addressing’those

which are absent. On July 5, 1974, Mr. T. K. DeBoer, representing the New York

State Atomic Energy Council, posed a number of questions to Mr. Herbert H. Brown
rélative to this Guide and Checklist. Many of these points go to the heart of the
~concept of the New York State Plan and before meaningful amendments can be made to

it, it is felt a response should be made to the points Mr. DeBoer addressed. We .
would appreciate your advising us as to whether the USAEC staff believes that there ;fk'
is a greater probability of the occurrences of the Design Basis Accident and its P

off-site consequences than was previously believed. We feel that if the probability* %7

.

of an accident occurring with off-site consequences comparable to the Design Basis

Accident is indeed extremely low, then there is no justification for the extensive
‘detailed advanced planning that the Commission now appears to require.

- The WASH-1400 Reactor Safety Study, USAEC analyses and épplicants' analyses
show that there is a wide variety of reactor accidents that can be considered and o
that a corresponding wide range of off-site consequences and related probabilitiss =
exists for these accidents. The WASH-1400 report indicates that the probability
of 100 or more fatalities resulting from toxic gases.is 1 in 100 years; tornado

_1 in 5 years; hurriqane 1 in 5 years; and for 100 nuclear reactors 1 in 10,000
years. We believe that the USAEC is placing undue emphasis on detailed planning
for a catastrophe with an extrenely low probability of occurrence. - .

One aspect of the New York State Plan that we agree requires further developzent
is the response of local authorities in the irmediate post-incident period while the
State's response is being marshalled. At the present time, planning activity is :
being carried out-with local authorities oa this aspect of the State's overall plan. -
Another aspect of our plan that we are expanding concerns surveillance and protection
of our water systens, milk, millk products, and food. In the accidents which have
the greatest probability of occurring, the potential for human radiation exposure

from ingestion of contaminated water, food, milk or milk products is vastly

greater



" ."Zone. The Indian Point site presc¢nts a specific problem to us. In addition to a

' Harold E. Collins- . S T . January 6, 1975 s
S : . - o : ’ P Lo e KW
than'e\poéurc from thalation. We believe that’ priorities for detailed plann1no b

F-ohould be uncertaken bgsed upon probabllltlco of the accident and the potentlal e

for human exposure. : _ o f;‘\
' B
4

’To datc there has been no specific. Federal guidance as to "acceptable' limits
. of population exposure from air, water, food, or milk.. We have used as our guide - .
" Federal Radiation Council Reports Nos. 5 and 7 and based, on these reports, the area
' that must be considered extends a considerable distance beyond the Low Population '

", large population, we have a Federal psychiatric hospital, State rehabilitation =
hospital, and U.S. Military Academy all within a relatively short distance from
j:the sit¢~ S : - : o B B -

New York State is considering utilization of the $250,000 planning grant- .
‘available through the Federal Disaster Assistance Administration (FDAA) for : _
assistance in the development of a number of disaster planning program areas., One
of these areas is the one concerning State and Local response’ to major accidents .
~. involving a nuclear facility In accordance with FDAA requirements, a formal
" application will be prcs;qted at an approprlate time for a351stancc in thesd =
" various programs. ST '

o Your offer that a field cadre be sent to New York for help in the developnent'ﬁ“
of the State's: radiation emergency response plans is apprecxated However, until
some of the points discussed above, and in Mr. DeBoer's letter of July 5, 1974 are -
reseclved, it is deubtful- that the Stat; could benefit from thls typp of dlrect
aSSlStanCe. :

In considering this whole subject it must be realized that if State and local .~
- agencies must now plan for the evacuation of areas beyone the Low Population Zonea

- it will be necessary for us to look at each nuclear facility now operating and to

- evaluate how effective we would be in protecting the population from consequencesl;f,*:
- of an accident 10 times greater than heretofore required by the USAEC It should
also be noted that if the probability of an accident is considered great enough- . .
to require extensive advanced detailed planning to cope with it, then consideration L
should be given to.the fact that the probability of such an acc1deﬁt and the risk

to the public may be too great to permit the construct101 and operatlon of 1uclearv3f
power reactors._
. I would appreciate hearing as 'soon. as p0551b1e so that we can proceed with
our further review of emergency plans. :

Sherwood Davies, M.P.H., P.E.
Director g S
~ Burcau of Radiological Health

cc: Major Ceneral J. C. Baker
Mr. J. Hayes :
"Mr. T. K. DeBoer
Mr. L. Czech
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This vill acunou]od e recciﬂt of your lctter of Tanuary oth r;latino

:. to the New York State Emercency Plan for Major Radiation Accidents SERIPAE

involving Nuclear Facilities and your apparent concern with tha impact
f wcc’cral ency~guidance in the further development of thils plun. -

.

Your bhaic cowcerw, as I vndexrstand 1it, aud as it is ou;l*n;o in vour'f :
V._lcttex. seens to be that the scope of cmergency planning to be under- _ A
“"-taken by States and local governments to assure protection of the public 7 -7

DO
lirits. Further, you cxpress concern that the. IRC is racowmending that =
- few York provide respoanse plans for an accident that Is 10 times wmore - .

.;seriouu_th“ vou had vnuerstoo“ was considered appropriate a few years ago, - -

,areas beyond the Low Population Zoue surrounding nuclear facilities in -~ .7 00)
thc State. o Sor e T T o . D o ‘ P T A

;Ono of the reasons for this conccr1 Cﬂntnro aLoat tlb internrgtation of )
LAEC testimony on July 12, 1971 in a hearing concerning the Indian Point - .- - -
~Nuclear Facility (Usit. 2), which vou cita in your luttcr,'_Thi testimony -

_our view that there is an inevitable unpredictability sbout accidents, -
and that cmergency plans should be developed to respond to- the entire’

potcntinl spactrun of accidcrts.v T P P
fThe adecuacy of plauned resconse, i.e. the state of prepares neségais,'of
. course, a matter of judament. We'counsider that documented State plans

-Tﬂéonstitucc one of the important elements of cvidence that’ can ba Judged. )
"With respect to such piauns relative to fixed nuclear facilities, we uavb-.7f”
dcvclope ASI-1223, frequently referred to as our Cuilde and Chacklist" _
“for the express purposc of praviding an objective basis for making such @7
judrﬂcqts. We Wave recoznlzed that many of the checklist items are o
‘,cubjnct to broad interpretaticns and it was for this reasoa that we
“i;attempted to sulde the reader with the Introduction section of this ...
“ docurent, - {ou .may alrgauy have recognized that this was onc of the < -

. M ~ e ~ ~ - . - 3 -
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~health and safety should be based upon a hypothesized: aceldent of defined - .. I

and that you should iuclude plans for the cvacuation of the populacion,ia‘_fg‘; AL

“was not intended zo set a rigid linit on emerrency plans. It was, and i#:'?.;,.l s




e *

siﬁnificant chnnres from the draft version of the "Cuilde and Checkliet" :
vhich wo distributed in wovembar 1973, Ye have also recognized that, one.~ |
of the most commnon quost*ous which energency planners have raised, and
whlcn 45 one of your prinary cenceruns, is eypiiicd by the query Yilow bip e
.an acclident do ue need to prepare four?' Our response to this question - j-‘.,;fﬁ';
3”13 intended to be direct, av' {s found ia.the statcement in Scetion 1.D.2 - e
:SEJUA.d—1293 concerninz the "marnitude of the accident® which indicates .-
- that we consider that it is reasonabdle, for purposcs of emergency plavning - -’
-relativc to fiwed nuclear facilities, to prepare for the potential conse—"" - L.,
“ quences of acecidents of severity up to and iucludin the rost serious - I
-de»ivn basis accident analyzed for itinu purpese It was .our inteat. 7.
~“here to call attention to the fact tha CHQACGquQUnKCCS of guch accidents -’
~as ‘analyzed for siting purposes are tr"atﬂ ! in an extremely conservativanji=~‘
“fashion and stand in marled contrast -to the far more likely consequences -

,of the. same accldents (inside the plant) a2s analvzed on 2 much more probabi- - SRS
listic basis and repres ontod in Fnvircnmental Statements prepared for each . - .
faClli ty. Thus, vc consider the ronce of pogsible co*se, tences to be - quite. ;{j_“_;g

Lroad indeed. - We can angd do assert that the prooabi ity of occurrence of
‘;ucciooa*ﬁ vith consequences boruerin the most severe and of this scale is 7 -
< exceedingly low, and as you cor;cctL) point out, the draft roport WASH~1400
“.“.appears to-add cousiderable woight tc this zssertion. We have not basically e
.4 . changed our vieus about the Yikelinocod of accidents but we believe that it | '_ﬁ~
s prudcwt to (avelop plans to .respond to the entire poatential spectrum of SR

SRR . DI MV Bt e S, 3 L .- L. e e
o . : - . . - N B it .- - IO

Furthcr ins*Oht 1nto our vicis n y 5130 be vaiucd by rcflgctlon cn t“° EEEA N
Tstaterent in WASH-1293 at Section 1.D.1 to the cffect that it i; clear’

~that (emergency) plans should b 1nyknasi'"l] definitive as the areas.of -0 ' .0t Lo
'conoidpracion are located closer to the site (of the ccefdent). We comsider ... "o it

.

gtha; it is manifeatly prudent to have comprehensive cmarw~ncy plans but e
. this should not be construcd as implying the kind of excessive detall your =t
- coamunts and tHosc of Br. T. K. SeBoer seem to be concerned about. - LT

- P LI <

With rcaard to Mr. 1.'K. E eBoer's letter of July S, 1974, to Mr. Herbert il.
Brorp, e chce4v°d this latter to have been writtcn as a response to our

. letter of June 17, 1974, requesting cosments on our ligvember 15, 1373,
.interin "Guide and Luccklist," the precursor to WASH-1293. Yo could not, . o
lof course, respoud specifically to the numerous comments recetved from Lo
;.. States and other interested partles concerning the review- and rcvision S e ,
“of the MGuide and Checklist.” Vhere feasible, however, specific comstruc~ . -0 V. {-

‘. tive comuents rc;eivcd fron “e States and others, were incorporated into - St
g*;fXWSH 1"93. : S RS R g2
L - : ' R A
. }3 to thc questﬁonq cnnccrﬁlnﬁ c~or~0“cy nrcw1*cdnces that you refer to . - -, 4
. .as huer" been pased in Mr. Belloer's letier, we assume that vhalt you have i oL
in mind are the cuestions ralsed in your draft attachment to your letter . - v "o 3

'¢.of Janualy 16 1974, to Lr. Clifford K. Beck, thea the Director of the
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Of*icc of Cove*nment L131501 - Pc*ulntio My, Delonr's letter doca etpress
a nutber of opinilons which are oscen*ially the same as the questicns raised.
in the drzft attachisent to vour January 15, 197% letter and which, in the. .

[

“main, bear om certain Interzal pelicies and problems specific to the SCatc

- of ‘Veuw York. As you wmay recall, D

.'Eoc znd ATC ataff members, met with

T
‘Vuw'YOr‘ State révrcecvt~*ivcs-iu Bethesda on March 5, 1274, to discuss the

‘Thc ﬁ?C and’ ochcr involvcd agen ciér hdvetFedcrally assigﬁcd responsibilities'v"

»,¢ng radlobctixe materials

&

newrTiaT o0 e S LU larold E. Collins R A AL
o U ST Emergency Preparedness | - vo v A
o Ee 0 ST 0 . . OFfice of International . R
o T Vel < and State Programs . - ... - Uil

““eer Mr. T. DeRecer, low York S e

We're ret that. you are of the opinion that our Federal In:era ency Field  ~

e LI St - . . : .
S . et e DR . - N : -
S e e ) ‘e ) o n . T
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c. . A T . - R . . . . . .
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“questions raised in your loetter of J 1¢ry 15, 1 rec@ll that altliough v;:~ dc

- different viewvoin;s ware expressed tpon gsore of the qucstioqs, there was -’
yencral agreoment that there were certain steps that .ifev York could and -

" ’should takc to imnrove its Radiological Emargency Response posture supportive

of fixed nuclcar faciliuics. ' R A Co

‘to encourana . the developmant and fzmprovement of State and loca 11 government -

Rndiolobical Frergency Response Plans in support of fixed nuelear facilitles.
:ﬂ?he'Fedcral Qffice of Preparcdness, General Services Adwinistration is ex—
‘ pandin ' se responsibilities to includa Lraurvofthhion accidents involv-

The NPC a3 "Lead “z,qcy in nuclear incident
cortive of fixcd facilitiee, in cooperation =
n attempting to meet these responsibilities
(e.q. WASH-1293), forrmal training assistence aad our
t

’ T . ST e
v “ e .- R -

' Cadre co"lh 0t be of assistance to you. We believe-and hona thuat most

. States shkare our concerns and vill try to improve their radiological. . - Y

emorpency responsc pesture within their existing resources. Ve are of the
ooi ion thar States can do this by wmaxinmdizing cooperation among the various
cognz_ant Sta:c agcucies having exergency pr”ourOQJess Tespoen rioilicius
anu by ma“in" i pro"encntﬂ in thelr plaqs wiere LeCRSSATY .

Our offer oh aauist nce rew ains, sﬁoulg you dﬂﬂirc it.

= . ~

‘.; ._:‘ ; L .;j_-Q’f f-181ncere1y, - :‘tq'.ﬁ

- ¥aj. Gen. J. C. Baker, ¥ R S e ,m"“;h;‘k
LFr.-L Cuoca, JY IR .‘ﬁif N ;; TS -'51‘=. R

carried out by the Faderal Imterage nuy rield Cudr;.5?f5
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April 22, 1975

.

© Mr. Harold Collins ,

" Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of International and State Programs
Washington, D.C. 205345

Dear Mr. Collins:

' In reply to your letter of March 27, 1975, we agree that accidents are -
completely unpredictable and that emergency plans should be developed to
‘respond to the entire potential spectrum of accidents. The "New York State
Emergency Plan for Major Radiation Accidents Involving Nuclear Facilities",
and the Specific Operating Procedurecs (SOP) for each nuélear-facility site -
-and the supplemental response plan which deals with contamination of milk,
food, or water sources, cover the complete spectrum of accidents from a puff
release to an accident having offsite consequences greater than the Design -
Basis Accident (Alert C). 1In fact, we have expanded our plan to deal not

-.only with the inhalation dose, but the potentially more serious problem of '
contamination of milk, food, and water sources. L T

v It is our intent to take the necessary action to protect the population v
"in the vicinity of nuclear facilities whether exposure occurs -from inhalation . -
or ingestion. - ’ - : ' : : E S

New York State representatives met with U.S. Atomic Energy Cormission R e

staff on-January 15, 1971 to discuss our overall approach to-emergency : .-
Planning and to establish the accident level for which detailed plans should
be required. Our response plan was developed in 1971 based upon the limits .
‘agreed upon at this meeting and was not solely based, as you state in your

- letter, upon our interpretation of the AEC testimony of November 12, 1971

in connection with Consolidated Edison Unit No: 2.

Apparently our basic differences stem from the question of what details
must be incorporated in writing in an emergency plan as opposed to amply '
considering them in the preparation and formulation of the plan. At the
-March 5, 1974 meeting with Dr. Beck that you referred to, the State represen-
tatives vere assured that it was the USAEC's intent that the items in the

"Praft guide and checklist must be considered in the plan preparation and

. that the details did not have to be writran into the plan. We would specific-
- ally like to know if this is NRC's intent governing the application of the

" December 1, 1974 revision of the guide and checklist (WASH 1293).




"'. !'”/-.

Mr(}larold Collins - ' ‘ 2 ' " April ;.,, 1975 . ? \

and are continuously improving and updating our plans. We have recently drafted
a supplement to our plan which will provide surveillance and control over milk, -
milk products, agficultural,products, and water souicces. Population exposure .
~from ingestion of these contaminated products may be a vastly greater problem R

than exposure from inhalatiomn. We balicve that New York State is the first A,
to develop such a detailed plan to deal 5pccifically with the ingestion . . . L v
‘problem. S ) ' : R R

i
I
‘We have maintained a nuclear facility emergency response plan since 1962 . _'k»
|
!
t
i

Pleasc be assured that our primafy(interest is in the protection of the JfffJS‘fbx
public.  We believe that this can only be accomplished through the combined . 7
cooperative efforts of Federal, State, and local agencies. ' S

Sincgr Iy yours,

| /{/ ez 7
.~ $herwood Davies,
Director o ' ' S
Bureab_of,Radiological'ﬂealth‘;f'

ST )
‘cc: Major General J. C. Baker
‘Mr. Theodore K. DeBoer
. Mr. Edward H. Smith"”



~yMr._Shcrucod »hv4c" Li cctor
Burcau of R:ulolo~‘cal
" State of ew York

2845 Ccﬂtral Avenue - R

7Alb3ny Nav Yo Tk - 12296, ;

‘Dear Hr. nvies.'.ff;}if}_V-

- -_-“ v .

In reply to you* lcttc; of Aﬂ.il 72nd concb*ning Yev Yorr State .
Fuargency Preparcdness activitics os thoy related to filxed nuclear 7;,..-
' facilitics, I quite agroe with you that cur basic differenc cz of oninion ‘
- in emergeacy plan development do stem from tha question of “what details ~
nust ‘be fucorperated in writing, in en emercency plan, zs. opposed to- .. .l
'amnly coqsidcrin thc1 in the p*ev Lution‘ nd f01 ulacion of th e plan?® -0

I ci CUQaCd thc ans"er £o thif auestion bo*ﬁ in the ‘rcr"enc" Prer
i LorPsnop and following vy forwal presentation at the recent Hyarax
V'ncetin, of the Hational Conference of Radiaticn Control Frog r“m'L

Ve coﬁsider_thac a comprehensiva State Radiolopiczl Dnergency Response .
v-Plan should contain all of the ccsential elcments outlined in our “Cuihe

»

-3 ﬁlp'J

S
-+~
T

(UAS'{—IZD:;) - o N R ;‘.:..‘_,_..n" ~ .. -., - I I . -. "3_“«'
Un*cr our iu-crﬂo ncy 1rran~ement am on° Veﬁeral at encic,, ch .IRC ig i

:'responsible for “reviewins and concurring' in- auiological Ez=ergancy.
. Response Plans in Support of Fixed luclear Facilitiss. - We would, of cqurse}
”‘find it diffficule, if not impossible, to sscertain whether or not zn sen~

nd fo;mql«tio of the pluﬂ” Lﬂl&S" it 18 uocuronted 1n the plan.;,.;u;.

Sincc it i onr poeition that all o‘ tﬁe VA —1993 elc"czts are "ess: 131‘73{:

“elezents,’ it is also our 30o1t¢on th"t cach element chould be address ed, T
; In writinz, 1n the appropriate emc acy plans or other. appronrlatu»rclated_ﬁr}f”
> documents developad by the State aﬁd its local governments. - Unless this:- ..

is done, there *q no effective way. (sh cf passing jzdcmcnc on oral or I
wvrfttcﬂ riietoric) for the NRC, or the othcr involved Yederal agencieo to‘ﬁi SR

Drender an objective evaluation of vhat, for the nmost rart are th
© operationzl and technical elezents of an oifect‘ve p*aﬂ. ;

aredness - -,

‘tial elexent of. the planning has been "amply considered in the preparaticn e

T and Checklist for Bevelopment ond Zvaluation of State and Local Covvrn~~nt:'~-
1Radiolo"1cal Ezargcncy‘RQSponse Plans in Support of Fixad Nuclear Facilizdes

¥ rm
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Ve are pleased that your State is developing additional aspects of the .
2 Stats Dzdiological L““r"n.ncy Response Plan, As I mentioned to you in ny |
SRS ilavt letter, we centinue to offer cur help and as iﬂtﬂnce in txc planni“g
“'.effO' t should you dez ire it. S :

Sincerely, _.;__°¢ "
‘ "ori".iin] signed. by

}I‘lrold L. (.olhus
\

Harold E Coxlius'

E?xrﬂcncy Preparcdness

Off¢ce of International’
1and Stata Programs

ng: HHBrown,DR:ISP YA e T
-, WHouston,ISEEP/RL .~ -7 . L
" RVoageli,OELD S
- CSiebentritt,DCPA ~ - . 7 - -
“JNocita, OP/GSA - - .. -7 o
. FAnderson,FDA/BRH . - " - il =
-+ CWeaver,EPA N T
.~ HCalley,EPA el
-\ »'Rzintz,ERDA-0S LT
:rﬁIcConnell DCPA

EP:ISP
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June 25, 1976

-

Offlce of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Sirs:

It has been brought to our attention (by the League of Women
Voters of New Castle, N.Y.) that your public hearings on the o
potential earthquake dangers and related hazards involving

the Consolidated Edison. Nuclear facility at Indian Point, have

been relocated from New York State to Bethesda, Md.:While these

hearings, before your Appeal Board, are now in recess, we under-
stand that the July sessions are also scheduled for Bethesda.

We are, frankly, puzzled by the logistical strategy behind yeur
hearing site selection, especially in view of the fact that the

present series of hearings began in New York State.

‘We understand the budgetary and other difficulties imposed upon

a federal commission by the necessity of transporting an entire
proceeding to states which may be some distance away. Nonetheless,
it seems to us that the primary consideration involved is the
public's right to know -- particularly the public which is most
directly affected by the outcome of the hearlngs -- and to par-
ticipate the dec1510n-mak1ng process. :

The current situation is even more puzzling since we are advised
that both the New York State Atomic Energy Council and the Con-
solidated Edison Company have requested that the hearlngs be held
in New York State.

The public's right to, and access to full scientific information
concerning public policies under review is an essential part of

- our democratic system. We hope you will agree.

Looking forward to an early reply,

’ Slncexely,

FJ/mm :
i¢ Information Director

cc: Carole Lieberman, president, League of Women Voters of New Castle;
Peter A.A. Berle, commissioner, N.Y. State’ Dep t of Environmental
| ' Conservation;
Sen. Jacob K. Javitsg,;
Sen. James' L. Buckley. ‘ .
Waymon Dunn, deputy assistant to the chalrman, Consolidated Edlson:

Co. of N.Y.



