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I am responding to the Petitions you submitted pursuant to Section 2.206 of Title 1 0 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (1 0 CFR 2.206) on April 14, 1999, on behalf of Standing for Truth 
About Radiation, the Nuclear Information Resource Service, New York State Senator Ken 
LaValle, and New York State Assembly members Fred Thiele and Patricia Acampora (the 
Petitioners). You submitted two separate but related Petitions pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206. The 
Petitioners' requests were referred to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC's) Office 
of Nuclear Reactor Regulation for preparation of a response in accordance with 10 CFR 2.206. 

In the first Petition, the Petitioners requested that (1) the NRC immediately suspend Northeast 
Nuclear Energy Company's licenses to operate the Millstone Nuclear Power Station until there 
are reasonable assurances that adequate protective measures for Fishers Island, New York, 
can and will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency at Millstone; (2) the operating 
licenses should be suspended until such time as "a range of protective actions have been 

.developed for the plume exposure pathway EPZ [emergency planning zone] for emergency 
workers and the public"; and (3) these matters be the subject of a public hearing, with full 
opportunity for public comment. The basis for the Petitioners' requests is that the Millstone 
Nuclear Power Station is not in full compliance with the law. Specifically, the Petitioners 
contend that the site is in violation of 10 CFR 50.54(q) and 10 CFR 50.47 with regard to 
emergency planning requirements because Fishers Island, New York, which is located within 
the 1 0-mile EPZ for Millstone, has no functional emergency plan. 

In the second Petition, the Petitioners requested that the NRC institute a proceeding, pursuant 
to 1 0 CFR 2.202, to suspend the operating licenses for the Millstone Nuclear Power Station 
until the facility is in full compliance with the law. Specifically, the Petitioners maintain that there 
are no mechanisms by which the conditional factors of demography, topography, land 
characteristics, access routes, and jurisdictional boundaries can be evaluated, resulting in a 
complete lack of reasonable assurances that adequate protective measures can and will be 
taken on Long Island in the event of an accident at Millstone. The Petitioners contend that this 
constitutes a violation of 10 CFR 50.54(q) and 10 CFR 50.47. 

The NRC acknowledged receipt of the Petitions in a letter dated May 14, 1999. In this letter, 
the NRC staff informed the Petitioners that the second Petition request for the NRC to initiate a 
prx-:-~·1 i'"'S: p: 'rGl.i-' ~( -.:::; 10 CFR 2.202, to suspend the operating licenses for Millstone did not 
satisfy the criteria for consideration as a 10 CFR 2.206 Petition. As described in the May 14, 
1999 letter, the Commission has clearly defined the extent to which the NRC staff shall consider 
the referenced factors in changing the 1 0-mile plume exposure pathway EPZ (1 0-mile EPZ). 
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In the acknowledgment letter, the NRC told the Petitioners that it had determined that there was 
reasonable assurance that adequate protective measures could be taken in the event of a 
radiological emergency. This determination was based on a review of the findings and 
determinations on the adequacy of offsite emergency preparedness by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) and the NRC's assessment of the adequacy of onsite emergency 
preparedness. In the acknowledgment letter, the NRC told the Petitioners that they had not 
identified any issues that would have raised an immediate concern with the NRC finding 
regarding the adequacy of the protective measures for Fishers Island. Thus, the Petitioners' 
request for immediate suspension of the operating licenses for Millstone Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (first 
Petition, Request 1) was denied. Should the NRC determine there exists a deficiency in 
emergency planning for Millstone that is inconsistent with its finding, the NRC will initiate action 
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(s)(2)(ii) to ensure adequate protective actions can and will be taken 
to protect public health and safety in the event of a radiological emergency. The 
acknowledgment letter also informed the Petitioners that their request for an informal public 
hearing on these matters (first Petition, Request 3) was denied. The acknowledgment letter 
stated that the concerns expressed by the Petitioners did not rise to a level of significance to 
justify conducting an informal hearing. 

The acknowledgment letter did state that the Petition raised the potential that enhancements 
could be made in emergency planning for Fishers Island. The primary concern expressed by 
the Petitioners was with the evacuation of the residents of Fishers Island, New York, to New 
London, Connecticut. The Petitioners stated that this direction is closer to the site and to an 
area that may be affected by a radiological emergency at Millstone. This concern formed the 
basis for the Petitioners' request to suspend the operating licenses for Millstone until a range of 
protective actions have been developed for the 1 0-mile EPZ (first Petition, Request 2). On the 
basis of this concern, the staff initiated a reevaluation of emergency planning for Fishers Island, 
New York. 

The NRC requested the assistance of FEMA in evaluating the Petitioners' concerns about the 
protective measures for Fishers Island. The NRC staff sent the Petitioners a copy of this 
request in a letter dated June 30, 1999. On September 2, 1999, FEMA responded 
(Enclosure 3) stating that there is continued reasonable assurance that adequate protective 
measures can be taken to protect the public health and safety in the event of a radiological 
emergency at Millstone. In addition, FEMA indicated that, although the emergency plan for 
Fishers Island is adequate, enhancements are being implemented to improve the protection of 
the population on Fishers Island. 

On the basis of the NRC staff's review of the FEMA evaluation, and the findings of the NRC 
regarding onsite emergency preparedness for the Millstone Nuclear Power Station, the 
Petitioners request to suspend the operating licenses until such time as "a range of protective 
actions have been developed for the plume exposure pathway EPZ for emergency workers and 
the public" (first Petition, Request 2) is denied. Enclosure 1, notice of "lssu~nt:~e of Final 
Director's Decision Under 10 CFR 2.206" (DD-99-12 ), provides the NRC's evaluation. Even 
though we denied your request, we recognize your efforts to bring these issues to our attention 
and note that FEMA, the licensee, and the involved states continue the process of improving 
emergency planning for tvlillstone, including enhancements to the protective measures for 
Fishers Island. We appreciate your interest in and concern for ensuring public health and 
safety and the continued operational safety of nuclear power reactors. 
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In accordance with 10 CFR 2.206(c), a copy of the Final Director's Decision will be filed with the 
Secretary of the Commission for the Commission to review. As provided for by this regulation, 
the Decision will constitute the final action of the Commission 25 days after the date of issuance 
of the Decision unless the Commission, on its own motion, institutes a review of the Decision 
within that time. The enclosed copy of the Decision (Enclosure 1 ), dated September 28, 1999, 
includes the complete text of DD-99- 12 , which is being filed with the Office of the Federal 
Register for publication. 

Enclosures: (1) Director's Decision 99- 12 
(2) Federal Register Notice 

Sincerely, 

(3) September 2, 1999, letter from 
Vanessa E. Quinn, Acting Chief, 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
Branch, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, to Thomas H. Essig, Chief, 
Emergency Preparedness and Radiation 
Protection Section, Office of Nuclear 
Reactor Regulation, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission 

cc w/encls: See next page 



Millstone Nuclear Power Station 
Units 1, 2, and 3 

cc: 

Ms. Lillian M. Cuoco 
Senior Nuclear Counsel 
Northeast Utilities Service Company 
P. 0. Box 270 
Hartford, CT 06141-0270 

Edward L. Wilds, Jr., Ph.D. 
Director, Division of Radiation 
Department of Environmental 

Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106-5127 

Mr. Allan Johanson, Assistant Director 
Office of Policy and Management 
Policy Development and Planning 

Division 
450 Capitol Avenue - MS 52ERN 
P. 0. Box 341441 
Hartford, CT 06134-1441 

Regional Administrator, Region I 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406 

First Selectmen 
Town of Waterford 
15 Rope Ferry Road 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. James Linville, Director 
Millstone Inspections 
Office of the Regional Administrator 
475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406-1415 

Mr. F. C. Rothen 
Vice President- Nuclear Work Services 
Northeast Utilities Service Company 
P.O. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. Charles Brinkman, Manager 
Washington Nuclear Operations 
ABB Combustion Engineering 
12300 Twinbrook Pkwy, Suite 330 
Rockville, MD 20852 

Mr. R. Necci 
Vice President - Nuclear Oversight 

and Regulatory Affairs 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Senior Resident Inspector 
Millstone Nuclear Power Station 
c/o U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
P. 0. Box513 
Niantic, CT 06357 

Mr. J. T. Carlin 
Vice President - Human Services 
Northeast Utilities Service Company 
P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. M. H. Brothers 
Vice President - Millstone Operations 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. M. R. Scully, Executive Director 
Connecticut Municipal Electric 

Energy Cooperative 
30 Stott Avenue 
Norwich, CT 06360 

Mr. William D. Meinert 
Nuclear Engineer 
Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale 

Electric Company 
P. 0. Box 426 
Ludlow, MA 01056 

Ernest C. Hadley, Esq. 
1040 B Main Street 
P. 0. Box 549 
West Wareham, MA 02576 



Millstone Nuclear Power Station 
Units 1, 2, and 3 

cc: 

Citizens Regulatory Commission 
ATTN: Ms. Geri Winslow 
P. 0. Box 199 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Ms. Terry Concannon 
Co-Chair 
Nuclear Energy Advisory Council 
415 Buckboard Lane 
Marlborro, CT 06447 

Mr. Chris Schwarz 
Station Director 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

John W. Beck, President. 
Little Harbor Consultants, Inc. 
Millstone - ITPOP Project Office 
P. 0. Box 0630 
Niantic, CT 06375-0630 

Mr. Evan W. Woollacott 
Co-Chair 
Nuclear Energy Advisory Council 
128 Terry's Plain Road 
Simsbury, CT 06070 

Mr. D. B. Amerine 
Vice President - Engineering Services 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. D. A. Smith 
Manager - Regulatory Affairs 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Ms. Nancy Burton 
147 Cross Highway 
Redding Ridge, CT 00870 

Mr. Leon J. Olivier 
Senior Vice President and 

Chief Nuclear Officer - Millstone 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P.O. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Deborah Katz, President 
Citizens Awareness Network 
P.O. Box 83 
Shelburne Falls, MA 03170 

Attorney Nicholas J. Scobbo, Jr. 
Ferriter, Scobbo, Caruso, Rodophele, PC 
75 State Street, 7th Floor 
Boston, MA 02108-1807 

Mr. Dave Landeche 
Director- Unit 1 Operations 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, Connecticut 06385 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
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In the Matter of 

(""', 

OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION '-"'. 
Samuel J. Collins, Director A:_,. 

) 
) 

Docket Nos. 50-336 and 50-423 

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY) License Nos. NPF-65 AND NPF-49 

(Millstone Nuclear Power Station, 
Unit Nos. 2 and 3) 

) 
) 
) 

FINAL DIRECTOR'S DECISION PURSUANT TO 10 CFR 2.206 

I. INTRODUCTION 

By letter dated April 14, 1999, Mr. Scott Cullen, on behalf of Standing for Truth About 

Radiation (STAR), the Nuclear Information Resource Service (NIRS), New York State Senator 

Ken LaValle, and New York State Assembly members Fred Thiele and Patricia Acampora (the 

Petitioners) submitted two separate but related Petitions pursuant to Title 10 of the Code of 

Federal Regulations, Section 2.206 (1 0 CFR 2.206). In the first Petition, the Petitioners 

...__ requested that (1) the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) immediately suspend 

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company's (NNECO's) licenses to operate the Millstone Nuclear 

Power Station until there are reasonable assurances that adequate protective measures for 

Fishers Island, New York, can and will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency at 

Millstone; (2) the operating licenses should be suspended until such time as "a range of 

protective actions have been developed for the plume exposure pathway EPZ [emergency 

planning zone] for emergency workers and the public"; and (3) these matters be the subject of 

a public hearing, with full opportunity for public comment. The basis for the Petitioners' 

requests is that the Millstone Nuclear Power Station is not in full compliance with the law. 
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Specifically, the Petitioners contend that the site is in violation of 1 0 CFR 50.54( q) and 10 CFR 

50.47 with regard to emergency planning requirements because Fishers Island, New York, 

which is located within the 1 0-mile EPZ for Millstone, has no functional emergency plan. 

In the second Petition, the Petitioners requested that the NRC institute a proceeding, 

pursuant to 1 0 CFR 2.202, to suspend the operating licenses for the Millstone Nuclear Power 

Station until the facility is in full compliance with the law. Specifically, the Petitioners maintain 

that there are no mechanisms by which the conditional factors of demography, topography, land 

characteristics, access routes, and jurisdictional boundaries can be evaluated, resulting in a 

complete lack of reasonable assurances that adequate protective measures can and will be 

taken on Long Island in the event of an accident at Millstone. The Petitioners' contend that this 

constitutes a violation of 10 CFR 50.54(q) and 10 CFR 50.47. 

The NRC informed the Petitioners in a letter to Mr. Cullen dated May 14, 1999, that their 

request for immediate suspension of the operating licenses for the Millstone Nuclear Power 

Station, Unit Nos. 2 and 3 (first Petition, Request 1 ), was denied. The denial was based on the 

NRC's finding about the current state of emergency preparedness at Millstone. The Federal 

agency with lead responsibility for assessing the emergency preparedness of State and local 

governments within the EPZs surrounding nuclear power plants is the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA). FE~~.A's ~::::::>ponsibilities are defined in NRC's and FEMA's 

regulations {1 0 CFR Part 50 and 44 CFR Part 350, respectively) and in a memorandum of 

understanding between the two agencies (58 FR 47996, September 14, 1993). The NRC 

evaluates onsite emergency planning and reviews FEMA's evaluation of offsite emergency 

preparedness for the purpose of making findings on the overall state of emergency 

preparedness. As stated in 10 CFR 50.54(s)(3): 



-3-

The NRC will base its finding on a review of the FEMA findings and 
determinations as to whether State and local emergency plans are adequate and 
capable of being implemented, and on the NRC assessment as to whether the 
licensee's emergency plans are adequate and capable of being implemented. 

FEMA has reviewed the State of Connecticut's emergency plan. FEMA has also reviewed 

the plans for the nine local communities within the Millstone plume exposure pathway EPZ, 

including Fishers Island, New York. Further, FEMA has evaluated several exercises of these 

plans. FEMA originally provided its findings and determinations to the NRC in October 1984 on 

the adequacy of offsite planning for Millstone, in accordance with 44 CFR Part 350 of its 

regulations. Following the latest exercise, FEMA confirmed that the offsite radiological 

emergency response plans and procedures for the State of Connecticut and the affected local 

jurisdictions, including Fishers Island, New York, specific to the Millstone Nuclear Power 

Station, can be implemented and are adequate to provide reasonable assurance that 

appropriate measures can be taken to protect the health and safety of the public in the event of 

a radiological emergency at Millstone. This was documented in a December 29, 1997, letter 

from FEMA to the NRC. The letter forwarded FEMA's report for the August 21, 1997, full-

participation plume pathway and the October 8-10, 1997, ingestion pathway exercises of the 

offsite radiological emergency plans for Millstone. Regarding Fishers Island, no deficiencies or 

areas requiring corrective action were identified in the exercises. 

Further, the NRC has found that the licensee's emergency plans are an adequate basis for 

an acceptable state of onsite emergency preparedness in accordance with the requirements of 

10 CFR 50.47(b) and Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 as documented in the NRC's letter to the 

licensee dated June 4, 1998. 

In the first Petition, the Petitioners raised a concern about the evacuation of Fishers Island 

resitlents to New London, Connecticut, a direction closer to the site and to an area that may 

have already been affected by a radiological emergency at Millstone. Fishers Island is located 
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about 7Y2 miles east/southeast of Millstone. The New London port is located about 5 miles 

northeast of Millstone. As stated in the NRC's May 14, 1999, letter to the Petitioners, the NRC 

found no prima facie evidence in the information submitted by the Petitioners that the protective 

action of evacuation to New London will not provide an adequate level of protection to the 

public. Further, the Petitioners did not submit any other information that would raise an 

immediate concern with the NRC's finding regarding the adequacy of emergency planning for 

Millstone. On the basis of a review of FEMA's findings and determinations on the adequacy of 

offsite emergency preparedness and on the NRC's assessment of the adequacy of onsite 

emergency preparedness, the NRC determined that (1) there was reasonable assurance that 

adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency 

and (2) there was insufficient evidence to grant the Petitioners' request to immediately suspend 

the operating licenses for Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit Nos. 2 and 3. 

The Petitioners were also told in the May 14, 1999, acknowledgment letter that their request 

for an informal public hearing (first Petition, Request 3) was denied. The denial was based on 

the NRC's finding about the current state of emergency preparedness at Millstone. Specifically, 

the aenial was based on the NRC staff's determination that the information provided in the 

Petitions did not identify deficiencies in offsite emergency preparedness that would preclude the 

implementation of adequate protective measures for the public in the event of a radiological 

emergency at Millstone. Further, the NRC staff determined that the issues did not rise to the 

level of significance that justified conducting an informal hearing on the Petitions. 

The Petitioners were told, however, that their Petition did raise the potential that 

enhancements could be made to emergency planning for Millstone that could improve the 

protection of public health and safety. Further, the May 14, 1999, acknowledgment letter 

indicated that the areas identified in the Petitions related to the adequacy of evacuation and 
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protective measures planning for Fishers Island would be evaluated within a reasonable time. 

Since FEMA has the primary responsibility for evaluating the emergency preparedness of State 

and local governments, the NRC requested the assistance of FEMA, in a letter dated 

June 4, 1999, in evaluating the potential enhancements identified in the Petitions. 

The NRC also told the Petitioners in the May 14, 1999, letter that the request in their second 

Petition to initiate a proceeding, pursuant to 1 0 CFR 2.202, to suspend the operating licenses 

for Millstone did not satisfy the criteria for consideration as a 10 CFR 2.206 Petition. 

Specifically, the NRC concluded that the referenced factors regarding the determination of the 

1 0-mile plume exposure pathway EPZ were properly taken into account. The NRC determined 

that the second Petition request did not contain sufficient information to warrant further action 

by the NRC to require that the 1 0-mile EPZ be expanded to include the eastern end of 

Long Island, New Y~xk. 

II. DISCUSSION 

The Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 50.54(q) and (s) governing emergency planning 

for operating nuclear power plants require the submittal and implementation of licensee (onsite) 

and State and local government (offsite) emergency plans that conform to the emergency 

planning standards in 10 CFR 50.47(b) and the requirements in Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50. 

FEMA is the Federal agency with the lead responsibility for evaluating offsite radiological 

emergency response plans and preparedness. 

Fishers Island, NewYork, is located within the 10-mile plume exposure pathway EPZ for the 

Millstone Nuclear Power Station and is included in the State of Connecticut's Radiological 

Emergency Response Plan for Millstone. This plan has been approved by FEMA in accordance 
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with 44 CFR Part 350 of its regulations. The Connecticut emergency plan (Revision 1, dated 

July 1997) contains the following information regarding Fishers Island: 

Fishers Island, located about ?V2 miles east/southeast of Millstone, is primarily 
residential with a small year-round population of about 300 persons and a summer 
population estimated to be approximately 3000 persons. On the Independence Day 
(July 4) weekend, this transient population may peak at approximately 5000 persons. 
Fishers Island is a Hamlet, [a] political subdivision of the Town of Southold, New York, 
which is in Suffolk County on Long Island. 

Because of the logistics associated with the island's location, there has been a long
standing operational agreement between officials of Fishers Island, the Town of 
Southold, Suffolk County, the State of New York, and the State of Connecticut. Under 
this agreement, the lead responsibility for assessing the initial radiological impact of an 
incident on Fishers Island, and providing assistance with the implementation of any 
protective actions, belongs to the State of Connecticut. Officials of Fishers Island and 
the Town of Southold, however, have the authority to implement public protective 
actions. 

The State of New York coordinates the assessment process and resulting protective 
action recommendations made by the State of Connecticut for Fishers Island, maintains 
communications with Suffolk County, and provides support to Suffolk County and 
Fishers Island, as necessary. The Town of Southold, as well as Suffolk County, 
provides back-up communication capabilities and support, and would lend additional 
emergency services to the island, if requested. 

The State of Connecticut offers resource support to Fishers Island in the area of 
protective actions. Emergency Alerting System (EAS) announcements for Fishers 
Island will be made over the Connecticut Emergency Alerting System. The island relies 
on the nearby Town of Groton, Connecticut, for back-up activation of the public alerting 
system. Fishers Island residents are designated to go to the host community of 
Windham[, Connecticut]. 

On September 2, 1999, FEMA responded to the NRC's request for assistance, including a 

report prepared by the Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) Chair of FEMA Region I, the 

FEMA region in which Millstone is located. The RAC Chair is the leading staff technical person 

with radiological emergency preparedness responsibilities in each FEMA region. FEMA stated 

that they performed a thorough review and assessment of the emergency evacuation planning 

for Fishers Island, New York. FEMA noted that Fishers Island is included in the State of 

Connecticut's approved radiological emergency response plan and that the Fishers Island plan 
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has been tested several times since it was approved, most recently during the August 1997 

exercise of the State of Connecticut's plans for Millstone. 

FEMA's report stated that in the unlikely event of a nuclear incident at Millstone, the 

residents of Fishers Island would be directed to shelter in place or to evacuate. If directed to 

evacuate, the Fishers Island evacuees would be moved by ferry to New London, then 

transported by bus to the host community in Windham, Connecticut. New London was chosen 

as the ferry's destination because the Fishers Island Ferry District, which would provide service 

in the event of an evacuation, is based on Fishers Island and normal everyday traffic travels 

between New London and Fishers Island. Should an incident at Millstone require the 

evacuation of Fishers Island, residents would evacuate the island using the regular ferry 

service, and would be transported to the host community in Windham, Cor.necticut, by way of 

the Port of New London. Should New London not be available to the Fisher Island evacuees 

(i.e., if radiological conditions have resulted in its evacuation), then the Connecticut Emergency 

Management Director and the State of New York Emergency Management Office would jointly 

choose to direct the ferry to another port, such as Stonington, Connecticut, located northeast of 

Fishers Island and east of New London. FEMA's report noted that the protective actions of 

sheltering and evacuation are the same two protective actions that appear in all other 

Connecticut emergency response plans. 

With regard to the Petitioners' specific concern about the August 8, 1997, Millstone 

exercise, FEMA's report stated that the postulated condition of the Millstone plant during the 

exercise was such that the Governor of Connecticut ordered residents in all EPZ communities 

to evacuate. With the postulated conditions, the protective action for Fishers Island was to 

evacuate through New London. The Petitioners' were concerned that this was a direction that 

brought the evacuees closer to the plant. FEMA indicated that the Fishers Island evacuees 
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would not have been at risk during the conduct of this protective action because the plume, had 

it been real, was traveling in a westerly direction, away from New London, according to the 

exercise scenario. As such, during this scenario, the evacuees could pass through New 

London without the threat of exposure to radiation. As discussed previously, should New 

London not be available (for example, the plume has passed over New London and adverse 

radiological conditions exist), the ferry would be directed to another port. 

FEMA's report indicates that certain enhancements to the Fishers Island plan are being 

considered and its September 2, 1999, report summarized some of the ongoing emergency 

planning activities. In July 1998, Northeast Utilities (the licensee), the Connecticut Office of 

Emergency Management, and FEMA Regions I and II, participated in a demonstration of a ferry 

run from Fishers Island to Stonington, Connecticut. The objective of this demonstration was to 

determine the feasibility of having the ferry pick up people from Fishers Island and take them to 

Stonington, which is located about 7 miles northeast of Fishers Island. The plan and 

preparations for adding the Port of Stonington, Connecticut, as a receiving port for Fishers 

Island evacuees is projected to be completed by the end of 1999. Windham, Connecticut, will 

continue to be used as the host co.mmunity for Fishers Island residents. FEMA will review 

changes to the offsite emergency plans to ensure that the plans are adequate and capable of 

FEMA's report stated that an agreement exists between the Connecticut Office of 

Emergency Management and the Fishers Island Ferry District for the exclusive use of their 

ferries in the event of an incident at Millstone. Further, FEMA indicated that negotiations are in 

progress for an agreement between the Connecticut Office of Emergency Management and the 

Cross Sound Ferry Company for the use of five of their ferries in the event of an emergency at 

Millstone. 



-9-

FEMA's report also noted that in September 1998, a meeting between Connecticut and New 

York State emergency management agencies was held in Hartford, Connecticut, to discuss 

offsite emergency preparedness for Millstone and the degree of coordination and 

communications. At the meeting were representatives of the Connecticut Office of Emergency 

Management, the New York State Emergency Management Office, Northeast Utilities, FEMA, 

and the NRC. Further, in October 1998, the Connecticut Office of Emergency Management 

and the New York State Emergency Management Office met to discuss other ways of 

improving communications in making appropriate protective action decisions for Fishers Island. 

On June 22, 1999, the Connecticut Office of Emergency Management held its quarterly 

emergency management director's meeting on Fishers Island to discuss emergency response 

issues concerning Millstone. The emergency management directors from the Millstone EPZ 

communities attended this meeting, including those from Fishers Island, the Town of Southold, 

New London, Stonington, and the host community of Windham, Connecticut. This meeting 

gave these key emergency management directors an opportunity to communicate directly. 

In its September 2, 1999, letter to the NRC, FEMA stated that on the basis of its 

assessment of emergency planning for the Millstone Nuclear Power Station, there is continued 

reasonable assurance that adequate protective measures can be taken to protect the public 

health and safety in the event of a radiological emergency at Millstone. 

Ill. CONCLUSION 

After reviewing FEMA's findings and determinations on the adequacy of offsite emergency 

preparedness and the NRC's assessment of onsite emergency preparedness, the NRC has 

determined that there is continued reasonable assurance that adequate protective measures 

can and will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency at Millstone. In addition, based 
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on FEMA's findings on the adequacy of emergency preparedness for Fishers Island, the NRC 

concludes that the Fishers Island emergency plan is adequate and there is reasonable 

assurance that it can be implemented. Further, the NRC recognizes that potential 

enhancements are being implemented to improve the protection of the health and safety of the 

population on Fishers Island. As a result of these findings by FEMA and the NRC, the NRC has 

determined that the Petitioner's request to suspend the operating licenses for Millstone Unit 

Nos. 2 and 3 until a range of protective actions are developed for the 1 0-mile EPZ (first Petition, 

Request 2) is denied. 

A Copy of this Final Director's Decision will be placed in the Commission's Public Document 

Room, the Gelman Building, 2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC, and at the local public 

document rooms located at the Learning Resources Center, Three Rivers Community-

Technical College, 574 New London Turnpike, Norwich, Connecticut, and at the Waterford 

Library, 49 Rope Ferry Road, Waterford, Connecticut. 

As provided in 10 CFR 2.206(c), a copy of this Final Director's Decision will be filed with the 

Secretary of the Commission for the Commission's review. This Final Director's Decision will 

constitute the final action of the Commission 25 days after its issuance, unless the Commission, 

on its own motion, institutes review of the Decision within that time. 

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 28th day of September 1999. 

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

~~rector 
· Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
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NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY, ET Al. 

MILLSTONE NUCLEAR POWER STATION, UNIT NOS. 2 h\ND 3 
r .... ::; .... 

DOCKET NOS. 50-336 AND 50-423 

ISSUANCE OF FINAL DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206 

Notice is hereby given that the Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), has issued a Final Director's Decision with regard to 

two related Petitions, both dated April 14, 1999, submitted by Mr. Scott Cullen, on behalf of 

Standing for Truth About Radiation, the Nuclear Information Resource Service, New York State 

Senator Ken LaValle, and New York State Assembly members Fred Thiele and Patricia 

Acampora (the Petitioners), requesting action under Title 10 of the Code of Federal 

Regulations, Section 2.206 (1 0 CFR 2.206). The Petitions pertain to the Millstone Nuclear 

Power Station, Unit Nos. 2 and 3, operated by Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (NNECO, or 

the licensee). 

In the first Petition, the Petitioners requested that (1) the NRC immediately suspend 

NNECO's licenses to operate the Millstone Nuclear Power Station until there are reasonable 

assurances that adequate protective measures for Fishers Island, New York, can and will be 

taken in the event of a radiological emergency at Millstone, (2) the operating licenses should be 

suspended until such time as "a range of protective actions have been developed for the plume 

exposure pathway EPZ [emergency planning zone] for emergency workers and the public", and 

(3) these matters be the subject of a public hearing, with full opportunity for public comment. 

The basis for the Petitioners' requests is that the Millstone Nuclear Power Station is not in full 

compliance with the law. Specifically, the Petitioners contend that the site is in violation of 
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10 CFR 50.54(q) and 10 CFR 50.47 with regard to emergency planning requirements because 

Fishers Island, New York, which is located within the 10-mile EPZ for Millstone, has no 

functional emergency plan. 

In the second Petition, the Petitioners requested that the NRC institute a proceeding, 

pursuant to 10 CFR 2.202, to suspend the operating licenses for the Millstone Nuclear Power 

Station until the facility is in full compliance with the law. Specifically, the Petitioners maintain 

that all of the regulatory listed factors, that is, "demography, topography, land characteristics, 

access routes, and jurisdictional boundaries," were ignored in establishing the 1 0-mile plume 

exposure pathway EPZ (1 0-mile EPZ) for emergency planning at the Millstone Nuclear Power 

Station and, as such, constitute a violation of 10 CFR 150.54(q) and 10 CFR 50.47. 

By letter dated May 14, 1999, the NRC informed the Petitioners that their request for the 

immediate suspension of the operating licenses for the Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit 

Nos. 2 and 3 (first Petition, Request 1 ), was denied. In that letter, the NRC also informed the 

Petitioners that their request for an informal public hearing (first Petition, Request 3) was 

denied. The NRC also told the Petitioners in the May 14, 1999, letter that their request, in the 

second Petition, to initiate a proceeding pursuant to 10 CFR 2.202 to suspend the operating 

licenses for Millstone did not satisfy the criteria for consideration as a 10 CFR 2.206 Petition. 

The reasons for these decisions were explained in the May 14, 1999, letter and in the "Final 

Director's Decision Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206" (DD-99- 12 ). 

As noted in the May 14, 1999, letter, the NRC stated that the areas identified in the Petitions 

related to the adequacy of evacuation and protective measures planning for Fishers Island, 

New York, would be evaluated within a reasonable time. The staff has completed its review of 

this area with the assistance of the Federal Emergency Management Agency. For the reasons 
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given in the Final Director's Decision, DD-99- 12 , dated September _28, 1999, Request 2 of 

the first Petition is denied. 

Additional information is contained in the "Final Director's Decision Pursuant to 10 CFR 

2.206" (DD-99- 12 ), the complete text of which follows this notice and which is available for 

public inspection at the Commission's Public Document Room, the Gelman Building, 2120 L 

Street, NW., Washington, DC, and at the local public document rooms located at the Learning 

Resources Center, Three Rivers Community-Technical College, 574 New London Turnpike, 

Norwich, Connecticut, and at the Waterford Library, 49 Rope Ferry Road, Waterford, 

Connecticut. 

As provided in 10 CFR 2.206(c), a copy of this Final Director's Decision will be filed with the 

Secretary of the Commission for the Commissi011's review. This Final Director's Decision will 

constitute the final action of the Commission 25 days after its issuance, unless the Commission, 

on its own motion, institutes review of the Decision within that time. 

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 28th day of September 1999. 

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 



Federal Emergen\..y .\1anagement Agency 
Washington, D.C . 20472 

Thomas H. Essig, Chief 
Emergency Preparedness and 

Radiation Protection Section 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D. C. 20555-0001 

Dear Mr. Essig: 

SEP I 2 1999 

This letter is in response to your June 4, 1999, letter concerning issues submitted by Mr. Scott 
Cullen, on behalf of several petitioners, Standing. for Truth About Radiation (STAR), the 
Nuclear Information Resource Service (NIRS), New York State Senator Ken LaValle, and New 
York StJe Assembly members Fred Thiele and Patricia Acampora Specifically, there were two 
separate issues raised regarding the offsite emergency preparedness (EP) for the Millstone 
Nuclear Power Station. In the first issue, it is alleged that the Millstone site is not in compliance 
with the emergency planning requirements because Fishers Island, New York, does not have a 
functional emergency plan due to inadequate planning for the evacuation of the Island residents 
by ferry transport. In the second issue, the petitioners contend that the factors of"demography, 
topography, land characteristics, access route, and jurisdictional boundaries" were not properly 
taken into consideration in the determination of the 10-mile emergency planning zone (3PZ). 

The Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) Chair ofFEMA Region I has prepared th' enclosed 
docwnent that reflects a thorough review and assessment of the emergency evacuation planning 
for Fishers Island, New York. Fishers Island is included in the State of Connecticut's approved 
Radiok·gical Emergency Response Plan 44 CFR 350, and has been tested several times since it 
was approved, most recently during the August 21, 1997, plume exercise. 

Based on the enclosed documentation, we support the Regional Office's assessment of the 
emergency evacuation plan for Millstone Nuclear Power Station, and conclude that there is 
continued reasonable assurance that adequate protective measures can be taken to protect the 
public health and safety in the event of a radiological emergency. 

Please contact me at (202) 646-3664 should you have questions or require additional 
infonnation. 

Sincerely, 

szjMk ~ 12, fr 
'W anessa E. Quinn 
Acting Chief 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness Branch 

Enclosure 

Enc l osur e 3 



Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Region I 

J.W. McCormack Post Office & 
Cowthouse Building, Room 442 

Boston, MA 02109 

DATE: August 18, 1999 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Vanessa E. Quinn, Actin_g Branch CtUef, PT -CR-RP 
- ~ 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

REFERENCE: 

etition 2.206 from STAR 

NRC Memo date June 14, 1999 to FEMA Hqs. attn : 
Vanessa E. Quinn, EP issues for Millstone NPS, petition 10 
CFR2.206 

This in response to the NRC request for information concerning allegations made by 
STAR (Standing for Truth About Radiation) about alleged dysfunctional and inadequate 
emergency evacuation planning for the people ofFishers Island, New York The 
following information is provided : 

The State of Connecticut includes Fishers Island in an approved 44 CFR 350 plan. The 
Fishers Island plan has been tested several times since it was approved, most recently 
during August 1997, for the State of Connecticut. In the unlikely event of a Millstone 
nuclear incident, the citizens of Fishers Island would be directed to shelter in place or to 
evacuate. If directed to evacuate they would be moved by ferry to New London, then 
transported by bus to the host community in Windham, Connecticut. The protective 
actions of sheltering and evacuation are the same two protective actions that are in all 
other Cor.necticut response plans. The choice for the New London Port was based upon 
the fact that the Fishers Island Ferry District is based on Fishers Island and that normal 
everyday traffic originates in New London and proceeds to Fishers Island. Should there 
be an incident at Millstone, residents on Fishers Island would evacuate the island using 
the regular ferry service, and would be provided with transportai.:.:~i·. ~-u the Host 
Community in Windham, Connecticut via the Port of New London. Should New London 
not be , .. lailable to the Fishers Island evacuees then a management decision would be 
made between the Connecticut Emergency Management Director (CT-EMD) and SEMO
NY to r· !Ct the ferry service to another port such as Stonington, Connecticut, which is 
further . the North of New London. 

:k~espvh\..mg ~o 51 AR' s ::. or!.;..cm about the last Millstone exercise (1997) in which New 
London and Fishers Island were required to evacuate, the postulated condition of the 
Millstone plant was such that the Governor of Connecticut ordered residents in all EPZs 
(Emergency Planning Zones) communities to evacuate. At no time during the conduct of . 



Subject Response to Millstone Petition 2.206 from STAR 

this exercise order were the people of New London or Fishers Island in danger. The 
plume was traveling Westerly away from New London. This allowed exercise play for 
the people of Fishers Island to traverse through New London without any threat of being 
contaminated. 

In addition to approved plan and exercising ofthe plan, Connecticut is consistently 
looking for ways in enhancing the program, such as: 

July 1998 Northeast Utilities, CT-OEM, FEMA Regions I & II participated in a 
demonstration of a ferry run from Fishers Island to Stonington, Connecticut. The 
objective was to detennine the feasibility of the ferry to pick up people from Fishers 
Island and bring them to Stonington North of New London. The plan and preparations for 
adding the Port of Stonington, Connecticut as a receiving port for inhabitants of Fishers 
Island, to the Fishers Island plan, is projected to be completed by year end 1999. This 
change does not effect the original host community support from the town of Windham. 

September 1998, a summit meeting was held in Hartford, Connecticut. Attending this 
meeting were representatives from NRC Hqs, NRC Region I, CT -OEM, NY -SEMO, 
FEMA Regions I & II. The objective of this meeting was to inform NRC of the amount 
and degree of coordination and communications that has been and continues to go on 
between the two state emergency management agencies. October 1998 CT -OEM and 
NY-SEMO discussed further ways of improving communications in making appropriate 
protective action decisions for Fishers Island. 

June 1999 a quarterly meeting was held on Fishers Island discussing Millstone 
emergency response issues. Attending this meeting were emergency management 
directors from Millstone EPZ communities including those from Fishers Island, Town of 
Southold, New London, Stonington, and the Host Community of Windham, Connecticut. 
The major significance of this meeting was that this was the first time that EPZ EMD's 
from Fishers Island, NY, Stonington, Southold, NY and Windham the Host Community 
met face to face . 

An agreement exists between CT -OEM and the Fishers Island Ferry District for the 
exclusive use of their ferries in the event of a Millstone incident. 

Negotiations are in process for a use agreement, with CT-OEM and the Cross Sound 
Ferry Company to utilize five of their ferries that could be accommodated at Fishers 
Island to be used in the event Qf a Millstone nuclear incident. This agreement should be 
completed by the end of September of 1999. 

Communications with representatives from NY -SEMO, discovered that the Town of 
Southold, Long Island, New York had written an evacuation and t,o~. w:;.Jm.u.it_,' 
response plan in 1997, for the hamlet of Fishers Island. This plan is in draft stages with 
no immediate updating planned. 

2 



Subject Response to Millstone Petition 2.206 from STAR 

. The point of contact and Project Officer for the Millstone Plan is, Robert Swartz at 
617.223.9578, Fax 617.223.4742, e-mail is robert.swartz@fema.gov 

INCL 
Extract -CT ETE report 

cf: FEMA Region II 

.. .., 

' ./ 

3 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

typical summer weekend day, for a tota; EPZ population of 183,288. The park is 

located in the Town of Waterford, along the Long Island Sound, just south of Grea t 

Neck Road. This event results in a greater than normal number of vehicles 

attempting to enter the network and then exit through the most populated sections of 

Waterford and through downtown New London. The increased traffic volume would 

increase the summer weekend, fair weather evacuation time for the entire EPZ by 

approximately 30 minutes for an overall evacuation time of 436 minutes. 

6.5.2 Waterford Day 

Waterford Day at the Waterford Beach Park increases summer weekend transient 

population by about 9,500, or a total population of 188,588 for the entire EPZ. 

Similar to Harkness Memorial Park, Waterford Beach Park is located on the Long 

Island Sound in the Town of Waterford, south of Great Neck Road. Evacuation on a 

summer weekend under fair weather conditions during this event is predicted to 

require 446 minutes for the entire EPZ, a 40 minute increase over a typical summer 

weekend. Contributi.ng factors _are the same as those discussed above in regards to 

the special event at the Harkness Memorial State Park. · 

6.5.3 Sailfest 

Sailfest, in the New London Harbor, occurs over a period of three days in July, with 

the highest attendance on Saturday night for the fireworks display. New London 

Haibor is located between the towns of New London and Groton in the Thames 

River. Based on an estimated three-day attendance of 350,000 persons, the 

maximum attendance at any one time was assumed to be 100,000 persons. 

Assuming four (4) persons per vehicle, evacuation would require an additional 218 

minutes over a typical summer weekend under fair weather conditions. The great 

increase in the number of vehicles attempting to enter the network in the most 

populated towns of the EPZ result in significant queuing throughout the area. This 

evacuation time generally assumes normal traffic controls are in place. As with 

other evacuating scenarios, however, special traffic management measures are 

undertaken during some Sailfest events that might reduce evacuation times if those 

measures are coordinated with overall traffic management included in the RERPs. 

6.5.4 Fishers Island 

Fishers Island is located partially within the EPZ at 7.5 to I 0 miles from the 

Millstone Nuclear Power Station with an estimated population of 418, 329, and 

2,554 for winter weekday, win''"" weeknight, and summer weekend, respectively. 

It was estimated that it would require approximately 255 minutes or 4.25 hours to 

evacuate Fishers Island during a winter weekday or a winter weeknight. This 

evacuation allows for 1 hour notification, preparation, mobilization time, 1.5 hours 

for the ferry to travel round trip to and from the Island, 1 hour to load and unload 

Analysis of Evacuation Times Page6-6 mille!e 
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passengers, and 1 hour to bus evacuees ( ut of the EPZ. During a typical summer 

weekend this evacuation time would be expected to increase by 2.5 hours to allow 

for a second ferry trip which would be necessary in order to accommodate the high 

seasonal population of the Island. 

While the winter times of 4.25 hours would have no impact on the total EPZ 

evacuation times for those cases, the summer time of 6.75 hours is almost the same 

as the EPZ evacuation time of 6.8 hours. The estimated Fishers Island evacuation 

times were calculated assuming that no vehicles would be transported by the ferry 

during the evacuation, allowing for maximum passenger transport, that passengers 

would be bused from the New London Ferry Tenninal to reception centers outside 

the I 0-mile EPZ, and that only one ferry would be available for transport. The use 

of additional public or private marine transportation would most likely yield shorter 

evacuation times, specifically when a second ferry trip is necessary. In addition, the 

use of a destination outside the EPZ such as Stonington would also serve to reduce 

the evacuation time. 

6.5.5 Plum Island 

Plum Island is located approximately 8 miles south of the Millstone Plant and is the 

site of the Department of Agriculture facility. Population for Plum Island is 256 on 

a typical winter weekday, and 5 people for both winter weeknight and summer 

weekend. 

Plum Island is accessible via ferry to Orient Point located within the town of 

Southold, NY on Long Island. According to the RERPs this area could be evacuated 

within 45 minutes by utilizing this vessel. Even accounting for required notification, 

preparation, and mobilization the evacuation time for Plum Island is significantly 

shorter than that of the entire EPZ and would therefore be expected to have no 

impact on any other evacuation times. 

6.6 Times for 90% Evacuation 

Table 6-1 also provides a comparison of the evacuation times for 90% and 100% of 

the evacuating vehicles for selected analysis areas. In general, 90% evacuation 

times are close to 1 00% evacuation times where road capacity is not the controlling 

factor for the evacuation time or where capacity constraints are distributed evenly 

over the analysis area. Where road capacity at only one or two locations is the 

controlling factor, the difference between 90% and 100% evacuation times can be 

substantial. 

The 90% clearance times for all scenarios are very similar among the three zones for 

a given scenario. This similarity is the result of New London being the major 

congestion area that is eommon to all three zones. 

Analysis of Evacuation Times Page 6-7 mil fete 
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Certified Mail, 
Return-receipt reguested 

- I , 
E>tecutive Director· for Operations 
u.s .. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D~C. 120555-0001 

April14, 1999 
i 
~· 

' ~ ' -
Re: 10 CFR § 2.206 Petitions for suspension of the Millstone nuclear power: plant 
ope.rating license · . . , · . 

·' 

,\ ' 

First, STAR,NIRS, New York State Senator LaValle and New York Assemblymembers 
Thiele anf A~am~ora serve tw~ ?etitions pursuant to 10 C~ § ~.206 -for the suspension: - . 
oftheoperatmg license at the Millstone Nuclear Power Stattoii.. . . · . . 

Second, pet~tioners request that the NRC conduct a hearing on the issues t:,aised in the two 
petitions. Petitioners assert truit the issues raised are unique to Long Island and that to -.. 
'receive adequate attention, the argulnent must be made with oral presentation and /: . 
·.testimony coupled with visual aides that petitioners believe are all an·e,ssential component 
of petitioners assertions. . ' 

I - • I .. ~ ' 

Third, petitioners request expedited.consideration of the enclosed petitions due to the· 
impending effort by Northeast Utilities to restart Millstone Unit #,2. Substantial progress • · 
has not been made toward correcting emergency planning' deficiencies .and the nnpending ' 
restart oflfnit #2 P,rovide compelling reasons Jor expedited consideration. Petitioners ' · 
request_irnrrlediate notification of_an anticipated timeline for consideration of the attached ' 
petitions. 

/ ' 

. Thank you· for your prompt attention to these matters. 

.( 

·' · Sincerely, 
•. '•I , 

~~ 
' ' . . ' 

· Scott Cqllen . . : 
.For the petitioners · 

• I 

.. . ,, . 
' • ' 66 NEWTOWN LANH SUITE 2 / ' I 

- . ' 

. I 

·' . 

. I 

. P.O. Bo~ 4206 E~ST HAMPTON, NY 11937 
'PHONE: 516-:.324-0655 ·. FAX : 516-324-2203, EDO --G1999020 1 

www. ~orad ia,tion.org 



Certified Mail 
Return-receipt reguested 

Executive Director for Operations 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 

April14, 1999 

Re: 10 CFR § 2.206 Petition for suspension of the Millstone nuclear power station 
operating license 

Pursuant to regulation any interested person may file a request to institute a proceeding 
pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.202 to modify, suspend or revoke a license.1 In the interest of 
public health and safety, STAR (Standing for Truth About Radiation); NIRS (The Nuclear 
Information Resource Service); New York State Assemblymembers Fred Thiele and 
Patricia Acampora and New York State Senator Ken LaValle are petitioning the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) to institute a proceeding to suspend the operating license 
for the Millstone Nuclear Power Station until the facility is in full compliance with the law. 
Furthermore, petitioners request that Unit# 2 not be permitted to restart until the facility 
is in full compliance with the law. 

Description of Petitioners 

STAR (Standing for Truth About Radiation) was organized over concerns about the toxic 
effects of nuclear radiation. STAR promotes public awareness, medical and scientific 
investigation, institutional accountability, independent oversight and responsible public 
health and environmental policy. STAR members are particularly concerned about the 
lack of emergency planning for Long Island in the event of an accident at the Millstone 
power station in Waterford, Connecticut. 

The Nuclear Information Resource Service (NIRS) is based in Washington, D.C., and is a 
national clearinghouse, networking ce11ter and advocacy group for grassroots activists 
concerned about nuclear power and its radioactive waste. 

Assemblymembers Thiele and Acampora and Senator LaValle are New York State elected 
officials that are charged with protecting the interests of their constituents. 

1 10 CFR § 2.206 



I. SUMMARY RATIONALE FOR REQUESTED ACTIONS 

Millstone Nuclear Power Station is in violation of 10 CFR § 50.54 ( q) and subsequently 
10 CFR § 50.47 and in violation of their operating license. 

The law requires that a "licensee authorized to possess and operate a nuclear power 
reactor shall follow and maintain in effect emergency plans which meet the standards in 10 
CFR § 50.47 (b) and the requirements in appendix E of this part."2 Moreover, petitioners 
maintain that there are not ''reasonable assurances that ade~uate protective measures can 
and will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency.' 

Petitioners maintain that the operating license for the Millstone power station was 
unlawfully issued and must be revoked. Furthermore, petitioners assert that prima facie 
evidence exists to support the conclusion that there are not reasonable assurances that 
adequate protective measures can and will be taken for Fishers Island, New York, in the 
event of a radiological emergency at Millstone. 

Moreover, petitioners assert that the initial finding of reasonable assurances by the NRC 
was arbitrary and capricious. Therefore, petitioners maintain that the operating license 
was issued in direct contravention of the goals of the Atomic Energy Act. Congress has 
determined that .. . ''regulation by the United States of the production and utilization of 
atomic energy and of the facilities used in connection therewith is necessary to af-~ure 
common defense and security and to protect health and safety of the public.',4 Moreover, 
the Commission has an "overriding responsibility for assuring public health and safety in 
the operation of nuclear power fucilities."s Among other things, the Atomic Energy Act 
charges the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) with the responsibility for regulations 
to protect the health and safety of the public. In response, the NRC promulgated 
emergency planning regulations that allow operation of a commercial reactor if the NRC 
finds that ''there is reasonable assurance that adequate protective measures can and will be 
taken in the event of a radiological emergency.',6 Petitioners contend that at the present 
time there can be no such finding for Fishers Island and that the operating license must be 
suspended until such time as a functional evacuation plan can be developed. 

Petitioners contend that emergency planning for the Millstone Nuclear Power Station, 
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47, has been inadequate to minimize the risk to the health and 
safety ofFishers Island, N.Y. residents. Fishers Island, NY is included within the 10 mile 
EPZ and does not have a functioning emergency plan. 

2 10 CFR § 50.54 (q). 
3 10 CFR § 50.47 (a) (1). 
4 1d. at (e). 
5 In the Matter of Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. (Indian Point Units 1, 2, and 3), CLI 
75-8, NRCI 7518, 173 (1975). 
6 10 CFR § 50.47 (a) (1). 



TI. REQUESTED ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS 

Petitioners request that the NRC immediately suspend Northeast Utilities' license to 
operate the Millstone power station until there die reasonable assurances that adequate 
protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency for 
Fishers Island, NY. Moreover, Petitioners request that the operating license should be 
suspended until such time as there are "a range of protective actions have been developed 
for the plume exposure pathway EPZ for emergency workers and the public."7 

Finally, petitioners request that these matters be the subject of a public hearing, with full 
opportunity for public comment. 

Til. RATIONALE AND STATEMENT OF THE FACTS 

1) Fishers Island, Town of Southold, State ofNew York, is included within the 10 mile 
plume exposure pathway EPZ for the Millstone Nuclear Station. . 

2) Northeast Utilities, the owner and operator of Millstone, is in violation of 10 CFR § 
50.4 7 because there are no ''reasonable assurances that adequate protective measures can 
and will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency."8 

Petitioners maintain that it is indisputable that Fishers Island, NY does not have a 
functioning emergency plan and that the weight of the evidence supports this conclusion. 
In fact, the Emergency Manager for the Town of Southold has stated that the Town has: 

"Serious concerns with this plan as it relates to Fishers Island. The plan 
designates New London, Connecticut as the evacuation destination for Fishers 
Island residents with further transportation to a host community in Windham, CT. 
There is an obvious problem with a plan that calls for movement of a population in 
a direction closer to the risk and to an area that would have already been affected 
by the exposure prior to Fishers Island. There is no secondary evacuation route 
specified in the plan. Our concerns with the plan were reinforced during the last 
FEMA exercise of the Millstone response plan. As the exercise developed Fishers 
Island was provided with information indicating evacuation of the population 
should commence. The New London area had already been affected by the plume 
and could not receive the Fishers Island evacuees." 9 

Therefore, petitioners contend that the present emergency plan is a serious threat to public 
health and safety and the present state of planning and readiness does not provide 

7 § 50.47 (b) (10) 
8 10 CFR § 50.47 (a) (1). 
9 Attachment #1: 



reasonable assurances that adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event 
of a radiological emergency. 

3) Off-site emergency response plans for nuclear power plants must meet the standard that 
"a range of protective actions have been developed for the plume exposure pathway EPZ 
for emergency workers and the public."10 However, there is no secondary evacuation 
route specified in the present emergency plan." 11 

There has never been a range of protective actions for the public on Fishers Island. The 
only existjng options for Fishers Island in the event of a radiological emergency are 
sheltering and an evacuation plan that has been shown to be unworkable. 12 Therefore, 
petitioners maintain that there is not a range of protective actions for Fishers Island and 
the licensee is presently in violation of their operating license. 

The existing emergency plan for Millstone does not make specific provisions to secure 
ferry transport for Fishers Island in the event of a radiological emergency. The existing 
emergency plan designates a ferry district manager to coordinate the use of ferries or the 
airport. However, this does not provide specific assurances that ferries will be available in 
the event of a radiological emergency. This problem is further exacerbated by the 
practical implementation of emergency planning. In fact, in the 1995 exercise ofthe 
Millstone emergency plan New London was evacuated by the time that Fishers Island was 
ordered to evacuate. Indeed, according to John Raynor, "when questioned as to the 
willingness to board a boat and travel away from their island in a direction closer to the 
plant while actually seeing the plant grow larger and larger, all said without exception that 
they would not participate in such an evacuation."13 

Moreover, Fishers Island is within the Town of Southold. In the event of an accident at 
Millstone, the Supervisor of the Town of Southold is the emergency manager and can 
issue a state of emergency in which the evacuation plans are altered. Presently, the Town 
of Southold is working to alter the existing evacuation plan for Fishers Island because the 
Town has determined the plan to be unworkable. According to a statement by John 
Raynor, 14 the Town of Southold, in cooperation with the Suffolk County Fire Rescue and 
Emergency Services (FRES) and the New York State Emergency Management Office 
(SEM.O) are in the process of revising the Fishers Island New York portion of the 
Millstone Station Radiological Emergency Response Plan. Mr. Raynor has stated that the 
''present plan has been demonstrated to be incapable of protecting the health and safety of 
Fishers Island residents. While all key components of the revised plan have been 
completed, actual exercising and regulatory approval still need to be accomplished. 
Because of increased public awareness resulting in large scale movement of the population 

10 § 50.47 (b) (10} 
11 Millstone Emergency Plan, Revision 24, December 1997 
12 Statement of John Raynor, Director of Emergency Management Office, Town of Southold, 
May 26th, 1998, Jamesport, NY. 
131d. 
14 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission hearing on plan to restart Millstone Unit #2, March 1, 1999. 



on eastern Long Island in the event of a Millstone incident, certain key parts of the new 
plan need to be reevaluated, especially in the areas of relocation center & monitoring 
locations, involvement of volunteer public safety personnel and transportation issues. This 
planning will need to be incorporated into a larger regional evacuation evaluation to be 
undertaken by the County of Suffolk. NY SEMO is also conducting a thorough 
examination of the entire Millstone REP and it's relation to command & control issues 
between Connecticut and New York. Poor inter-state communication capabilities and 
procedures between emergency management officials is of grave concem"15 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) oversees the conduct of the 
exercise of an emergency plan and reports the results to the NRC. It has been held that, 
although FEMA's report constitutes a rebuttable presumption of validity, the NRC has the 
ultimate responsibility for determining the adequacy of a utility's RERP when either 
issuing a license or allowing a license to remain in effect.16 Therefore, petitioners maintain 
that allowing the Millstone license to remain in effect and allowing the restart of Unit #2 
requires the NRC to make a determination that adequate protective measures can and will 
be taken in the event of a radiological emergency for Fishers Island, NY and that there are 
"a range of protective actions" that have been developed for the plume exposure pathway 
EPZ."17 

4) The NRC is charged under the AEA and ERA with primary responsibility to ensure, 
through its licensing and regulatory functions, that the generation and transmission of 
nuclear power does not unreasonably threaten the public welfare. NRC regulations 
provide that if the Commission determines that a finding of"reasonable assurance" cannot 
be made, then it must decide whether enforcement action should be taken.18 In reaching 
its decision, the Commission is guided by, among other factors, the relative significance of 
the deficiencies, whether adequate interim compensating measures have been or will be 
taken promptly and whether there are additional compelling reasons for continued 
operation. 19 

In deliberating the efficiency of the emergency plan at Indian Point, "the Commission 
considered, among other factors, that substantial progress had been made to correct 
deficiencies at Indian Point, that the remaining problems would likely be corrected 
within a short period of time and that the likelihood of a severe nuch~ar acddent in the 
intervening "correction period" was extremely remote. ,,2o 

In the instant case, there are not adequate interim compensating measures have been or · 
will be taken and there has not been substantial progress to correct the deficiencies with 
the Millstone emergency plan. The statements and experiences of Southold Town official 

----------·-·---
151d. 
16 10 C.F.R@ 50.47(aX1985), see 628 F. Supp. 654,658. 
17 § 50.47 (b) (10) . 
18 709 F.2d 766, 773; 1983 
19 10 C.F.R@ 50.54(sX2)(ii) (1982) 
20 ld. 



John Raynor would support the assertion that the deficiencies have not been corrected and 
will not be corrected in the near future. Mr. Raynor claims that the Town registered a 
complaint about the range of protective measures and the failure of the plan to provide 
adequate protective measures in the event of a radiological emergency. 

Moreover, petitioners assert that the likelihood of a severe nuclear accident in the 
intervening "correction period" would not be extremely remote. Due to the extended 
blackout period with Unit #2 the correction period for the emergency plan would come at 
the time when the probability of a severe accident was most pronounced. Petitioners 
believe that the NRC is negligent in its primary responsibility to ensure, through its 
licensing and regulatory functions, that the generation and transmission of nuclear power 
does not unreasonably threaten the public welfare. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

In sum, the abovementioned provides sufficient evidence that there are not reasonable 
assurances that adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a 
radiological emergency for Fishers Island, NY. Therefore, the NRC must suspend the 
operating license for the Millstone power station until there can be reasonable assurances. 



Certified Mail 
Return-receipt requested 

Executive Director for Operations 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 

April 14, 1999 

Re: 10 CFR § 2.206 Petition for suspension of the Millstone nuclear power plant 
operating license 

Pursuant to regulation any interested person may file a request to institute a proceeding 
pursuant to 10 CFR § 2.202 to modifY, suspend or revoke a license. 1 In the interest of 
public health and safety, STAR (Standing for Truth About Radiation); NIRS (The Nuclear 
Information Resource Service); New York State Assemblymembers Fred Thiele and 
Patricia Acampora and New York State Senator Ken La Vaile are petitioning the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) to institute a proceeding to suspend the operating license 
for the Millstone Nuclear Power Station until the facility is in full compliance with the law. 
Petitioners maintain that all ofthe regulatory listed factors; "demography, topography, 
land characteristics, access routes, and jurisdictional boundaries "2 are ignored in 
emergency planning/or the Millstone Nuclear Power Station. 

Description of Petitioners 

STAR (Standing for Truth About Radktion) was organized over concerns about the toxic 
effects of nuclear radiation. STAR promotes public awareness, medical and scientific 
investigation, institutional accountability, independent oversight and responsible public 
health and environmental policy. STAR members are particularly concerned about the 
lack of emergency planning for Long Island in the event of an accident at the Millstone 
power station in Waterford, Connecticut. 

The Nuclear Information Resource Service (NIRS) is based in Washington, D.C., and is a 
national clearinghouse, networking center and advocacy group for grassroots activists 
concerned about nuclear power and its radioactive waste. 

Assemblymembers Thiele and Acampora and Senator La Vaile are New York State elected 
officials that are charged with protecting the interests of their constituents. 

1 10 CFR § 2.206 
2 1d. 
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I. SUMMARY RATIONALE FOR REQUESTED ACTIONS 

Millstone Nuclear Power Station is in violation of 10 CFR § 50.54 ( q) and subsequently 
10 CFR § 50.47 and in violation of their operating license. The law requires that a 
"licensee authorized to possess and operate a nuclear power reactor shall follow and 
maintain in effect emergency plans which meet the standards in 10 CFR § 50.47 (b) and 
the requirements in appendix E of this part. "3 

The present NRC regulation for emergency planning states clearly that the ''plume 
exposure pathway EPZ for nuclear power plants shall consist of an area about 10 miles in 
radius."',.. In fact, ''the exact size and configuration of the EPZs surrounding a particular 
nuclear power reactor shall be determined in relation to local emergency response needs 
and capabilities as they are affected by such conditions as demography, topography, land 
characteristics, access routes, and jurisdictional boundaries. "5 However, petitioners 
maintain that there are no mechanisms by which these conditional factors6 and their 
relationship to local emergency response needs can be evaluated and the result has been a 
complete lack of reasonable assurances that adequate protective measures can and will be 
taken on Long Island in the event of an accident at Millstone. 

Long Island 

The shores of Long Island are just outside the existing ten mile planning zone. This 
presents a problem based upon the unique geography of Long Island, which is aptly named 
because of its length. Petitioners maintain that all of the listed factors in the present 
regulation ("demography, topography, land characteristics, access routes, and 
jurisdictional boundaries") 7 are relevant to EPZ planning and the entire risk picture for the 
Millstone Nuclear Power Station. 

Petitioners are unaware of any other commercial reactor in the United States that is 
situated so close to an island, such as Long Island, with such a dense population base with 
such little infrastructure. Furthermore, in the event of an accident at Millstone, the 
emergency preparedness on eastern Long Island would be inadequate to protect the 
health and safety of the people of eastern Long Island. Petitioners contend that 
application of 10 CFR 50.4 7 has been inadequate to address real world site-specific 
characteristics for Long Island and that approval of the Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) 
for the Millstone Nuclear Power Station has been arbitrary and capricious. 

3 10 CFR § 50.54 (q). 
4 10 CFR § 50.47(c) (2) 
5 1d. 
~ demography, topography, land characteristics, access routes, and jurisdictional boundaries 
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I. EASTERN LONG ISLAND COULD BE ADVERSELY IMPACTED BY A 
SIGNIFICANT RELEASE OF RADIATION FROM MILLSTONE AND 

RESIDENTS WOULD TRY TO EVACUATE THE AREA IF THEY FELT THEY 
WERE IN DANGER REGARDLESS OF THE ACTUAL THREAT 

An accident at Millstone could have a direct impact on the people of Long Island. It is 
indisputable that a significant release of radiation, at a time when the wind was blowing 
towards Long Island, could pose a risk to the health and safety of the people in the area. 
This assertion is premised on several :facts:-

First, the five towns of eastern Long Island; Southold, East Hampton, Shelter Island, 
Riverhead and Southampton are the areas on Long Island (L.I.) most likely to be impacted 
in case of an accident at Millstone. Furthermore, these areas have the least developed 
transportation infrastructure in the region. Indeed, although the mainland of Long Island 
is outside the concentric 10 mile EPZ circle, it is only slightly outside that circle and a 
portion of the region, the Town of Southold is within the existing 10 mile EPZ for 
Millstone. The mainland is as close as 11-12 miles from the facility. This distance is 
spanned by the Long Island Sound and Millstone is clearly visible from eastern Long 
Island. 

Second, in a report to a Congressionl'll subcommittee concluded that a meltdown at 
Millstone Unit 3 would devastate communities in at least a 20 mile radius, causing at least 
23,000 deaths from radiation exposure, 38,000 eventual cancer deaths and hundreds of 
billions in economic losses.! Furthermore, the subcommittee determined that Millstone 
Unit #3 was among the list of sites with the highest scaled consequences based on NRC 
CRAC2 accident consequence analysis. Therefore, Eastern Long Island is within a 20 
mile radius with grave potential impact in the event of an accident. This direct impact may 
result from exposure to radiation in the event of an accident and the consequences depend 
on vast and complex circumstantial factors and variables. However, petitioners maintain 
that the impact experienced on eastern Long Island could also result from a perceived 
threat of exposure to radiation in the event of an accident at Millstone. 

Third, recently a chemical fire near Millstone at the Dow Chemical :factory in Gale's Ferry, 
Connecticut resulted in "a large cloud of black smoke from a fire in a Styrofoam storage 
building."9 According to local observers, "a prevailing north wind quickly carried the 
smoke across Block Island Sound to the eastern tip of Long island, where it hung 
ominously for hours before dissipating into the darkness and Montauk residents, unaware 
of its source began to suspect a disaster at Millstone."10 

8 United States House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, 1982. 
Calculation of Reactor Accident Consequences (CRAC2). 
9 East Hampton Star, AprilS, 1999 · 
10 ld. 



A. CONSIDERATION OF THE ENTIRE RISK PICTURE 

In a January 1981 Order clarifying the scope of the proceeding that serious accidents at 
Indian Point Unit 2 or Unit 3 were to be considered with "equal attention" to both 
probabilities and consequences the Commission stated that the entire risk picture should 
be considered in its decision-making.11 In the Matter of Consolidated Edison Company of 
New York, the Commission determined that at Indian Point, where the population density 
is high, the estimated societal risk is more sensitive to uncertainties in the accident 
probability estimates than at other less densely populated sites. Indeed, it was determined 
that ''focusing exclusively on overall numerical risk estimates is not .appropriate in general 
and, in the case oflndian Point, is particularly inappropriate."12 Therefore, it is clear that 
the Commission has determined that population density and estimated societal risk are 
more sensitive to uncertainties in the accident probability estimates than at less densely 
populated sites.13 However, this analysis must be coupled with a view of the "entire risk 
picture." 

In evaluating the societal risk around Indian Point the Commission looked at whether 
proposed measures would provide substantial risk reductions to protect the public health 
and safety. Petitioners maintain that the "entire risk picture" and the impact of any 
accident at Millstone on eastern Long Island could result from a perceived threat of 
exposure to radiation. Petitioners maintain that an accident could be minimal and that the 
threat may be "insignificant" and nonetheless the reaction on eastern Long Island may be 
severe. 

Indeed, the concern of residents and visitors alike would result from several factors. First, 
residents would primarily be concerned because the facility is visible across the sound. 
Second, residents are aware that in at least a 20 mile radius there could be at least 23,000 
deaths from radiation exposure and 38,000 eventual cancer deaths. Third, it must be 
considered that residents are sensitive to the environmental and health problems and may 
overreact in the event of any accident and threat, real or perceived, to avoid harm. 

Moreover, a human response study was actually conducted on Long Island. The study, 
"Evacuation behavior in response to nuclear power plant accidents, "14 concludes that 
"knowledge of evacuation behavior, whether in response to natural or technological 
threats is crucial for the successful design and implementation of community emergency 
plans."15 The Long Island evacuation behavior response study is the only extensive study 
of human behavior in the event of a radiological emergency of which petitioners are aware 
and it has been of particular interest because the study was conducted on Long Island. 

11 In the Matter of CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK, Inc, 21 N.R.C. 1043 
(1985). 
12 21 N.R.C. 1043 
131d. 
14 "Evacuation behavior in response to nuclear power plant accidents, " Professional Geographer 36(2). 
1984. 207-215. 
15 ld. at 207. 



We believe that this gives the study enhanced relevance to the issues raised by the 
petitioners and that this study validates and confinns many of the issues raised by 
petitioners. 16 

B. THE ENTIRE RISK PICTURE AT MILLSTONE MUST INCLUDE EASTERN 
LONG ISLAND 

In the event of a radiological emergency the public will overreact to a radiological threat, 
whether the threat is real or perceived. The modem reality of the media and technology 
makes communication almost immediate. Upon learning of a threat at Millstone, 
petitioners assert that residents of eastern Long Island would quickly react and there is 
basis for this assertion. Indeed, based upon experience gleaned from the Three Mile Island 
accident "even though the Governor's evacuation advisory was geographically limited and 
issued with a the proviso that an excess of caution is best, an extensive evacuation shadow 
was cast over a six-county area"17 

Therefore, we believe it reasonable to assume that an accident at Millstone would result in 
a widespread evacuation response on eastern Long Island particularly, and possibly well 
beyond. Indeed, the study concluded that a "high degree of spontaneous evacuation is 
likely to occur on Long Island, just as it did around Three Mile Island, during a 
radiological emergency."18 "Spontaneous evacuation and its geographic manifestation, the 
evacuation shadow phenomenon, seem to place nuclear power plant accidents in a class by 
themselves."19 We strongly concur with the conclusion that "evacuations in response to 
nuclear power plant accidents are likely to be characterized by an extreme over-response 
to limited protective action advisories. "20 Therefore, the proximity of the plant, and its 
visibility across an open body of water, coupled with existing concerns about the 
operations at Millstone would likely result in a widespread evacuation of the region. 

The Long Island study suggested several implications for evacuation planning on Long 
Island and determined that "the extent of the evacuation shadow suggests that limiting 
evacuation planning to the 1 0-mile plume exposure EPZ would be under-planning for a 
nuclear accident because so few of the evacuees would actually originate in that zone.',21 

Petitioners agree and believe that this finding has particular relevance to the instant case. 
Indeed, petitioners submit that the shadow phenomenon is even more relevant now than at 
the time of the study as a result of the heightened public concern and attention to health 
and environmental problems. Indeed, the attention to breast and prostate cancer and 
causes of environmental degradation are far more informed in public discussion in the 
media, non-profit and professional sectors and the general public is aware of the problem. 

~c F~Uitoners submit the study as Attachment # 
17 1d. at 
18 ld. at 211. 
19 ld. at 213. 
20 ld. 
21 ld. at 214. 
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Moreover, the media has recently pronouncably brought the problems at Millstone into the 
minds of the Long Island public.22 

This prevalence of media coverage is coupled with the fact that the citizens of the region 
are aware that they are not specifically provided for in the event of an accident and that 
there is no specific evacuation plan for eastern Long island in the event of an accident at 
Millstone. Petitioners contend that this fact will enhance the probability of a serious 
shadow phenomenon in the event of a problem at Millstone. Therefore, the threat, 
whether real or perceived, of a potential nuclear contamination will invariably cause 
residents of eastern Long Island to take action and possibly to overreact. 

C. THE PRESENT TEN MILE EMERGENCY PLANNING ZONE FOR THE 
MILLSTONE NUCLEAR POWER STATION IS INADEQUATE BECAUSE LOCAL 
EMERGENCY RESPONSE NEEDS HAVE NOT BEEN ADDRESSED AND THE 
UNIQUE CIRCUMSTANCES ON LONG ISLAND HAVE NOT BEEN 
INCORPORATED INTO RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY PLANNING AND THE 
PRESENT STATUS OF EMERGENCY PLANNING DOES NOT. AND CANNOT. 
PROTECT THE HEALTH AND SAFETY OF LONG ISLANDERS 

The present NRC regulation acknowledges the need for consideration of "local emergency 
response needs and capabilities as they are effected by such conditions as demography, 
topography, land characteristics, access routes, and jurisdictional boundaries."23 

Indeed, the New York State Radiological Emergency Preparedness Plan states that "each 
county has the prime responsibility for responding to a radiological emergency with their 
resources and .. these resources are contained in each county plan. "24 

Although the New York plan allows the State to assert control and "declare a State of 
Disaster Emergency,"2s petitioners maintain that this system does not minimize risk to 
public health and safety and therefore the NRC has failed to implement the directive 
received from Congress by statute. The stated objective of the "Millstone Nuclear Power 
Station emergency plan is to delineate assessment and protective actions to be taken to 
minimize the consequences of an incident to the health and safety ofthe public."26 

The concept behind the existing emergency plan for Millstone is for "separate plans to 
exist for the licensee, state and local communities within the plume exposure pathway 

22 Within the last six months the issue has been featured on local news stations consistently and 
the local papers have all covered the issue prominently. In support of this assertion enclosed 
find ("Selected examples of media coveragea) attachment # 
23 1d. at§ 50.47 (c) 2. 
24 New York State Radiological Emergency Preparedness Plan for Commercial Nuclear Power 
Plants, Disaster Prepardness Commission of the State of New York, June 1997, 111-1 · 
25 ld. at 111-4 . 
26 Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit Nos. 1 ,2, and 3, Emergency Plan Revision 24, January 
1998, 1-1. 



EPZ."27 In fact, "these plans are linked together by a broad overall concept of operations 
through mutual planning and common notification and assessment procedures."28 The 
Millstone plan also states that "state and local emergency preparedness programs include 
training programs and periodic drills and exercises."29 However, no such drills or periodic 
training occurs on eastern Long Island. 

Indeed, the Deputy Commissioner of the Department of Fire, Rescue and Emergency 
Services for the County of Suffolk County stated that "we were totally unaware of any 
ingestion path or any other danger outside what we consider the ten mile zone. Our 
concentration has always been within that ten mile circwnference and the evacuation plan 
as we had gradually evolving dealt with getting the people of Fishers Island ... back to the 
north fork."30 Indeed, Suffolk County maintains that "all our analysis has dealt with the 
evacuation of the people at Fishers Island."31 Therefore, petitioners maintain that the 
complete lack of site-specific emergency planning for eastern Long Island is abundant. 

"The entire federal bureaucracy is vested with a discretionary power, against the abuse of 
which the public needs protection. "[A]dministrators must strive to do as much as they 
reasonably can do to develop and to make known the needed confinements of 
discretionary power through standards, principles, and rules."32 However, in the instant 
case emergency response needs are greatly affected by site-specific characteristics and the 
conditions enumerated by regulation have been ignored on eastern Long Island. There has 
not been consideration of demography, topography, land characteristics, access routes, 
and jurisdictional boundaries as they relate to emergency planning on eastern Long Island 
in the event of an accident at Millstone. 

Petitioners are unaware of any other area that has the same significant emergency planning 
issues as those on eastern Long Island. Furthermore, besides Millstone, petitioners are 
unaware of any other commercial reactor in the United States that is situated so closely to 
an island with such a dense population base like that of eastern L.I. Petitioners maintain 
that the proximity of an island, with such a dense and varying population base like that of 
eastern L.I., to a commercial nuclear reactor, such as Millstone, gives rise to the need for 
detailed site-specific emergency planning. 

Indeed, the region luis serious and significant emergency planning issues that relate to the 
established conditions; demography, topography, land characteristics, access routes, and 
jurisdictional boundaries all present serious obstacles to emergency planning on eastern 
Long Island. Emergency planning for the area immediately beyond the existing 1 0 mile 
EPZ involves a largely populated island and the coordination of efforts with another state. 

27ld. 
28 ld.at 1-2. 
29 1d. 
30 Statement of Fred Daniels, Deputy Commissioner of the Department of Fire, Rescue and Emergency 
Services for the County of Suffolk County, May 26, 1998. 
31 ld. 
32 K. Davis, Discretionary Justice 59 (1969). 



Millstone station is in close proximity to a densely populated area which has complex 
emergency planning variables. Thus, petitioners believe that the regulatory criteria 
established to determine the "exact size and configuration of an EPZ surrounding a 
particular nuclear power reactor," all have extremely significant implications for 
emergency planning on Long Island and that the present emergency plan is inadequate. 

1) The demography of Eastern Long Island is substantially different from other 
areas in the nation with nuclear facilities 

Demography is defined as the "study of vital and social statistics in their application to 
ethnology, anthropology and public health."33 Demographic statistics relate to the 
population of an area and typically refer to a populations size, sex, age, composition, 
household characteristics, and geographical distribution. The demographics of Eastern 
Long Island are different than most other areas. Eastern Long Island is a unique area 
because it is relatively close to a major metropolitan area, yet remains somewhat rural in 
nature. The economy of eastern Long Island is primarily agricultural, seafood and 
tourism 

However, Eastern Long island has a significant population boom during the spring, 
summer and fall. The demography of eastern L.I. is extremely varied based upon the time 
of year or even the day of the week and this particular situation is extremely unique to 
eastern L.I. This fluxuation of visitors and part-time residents presents an extremely 
significant variation in population. A conservative estimate would indicate that the 
number of people on eastern L.I. during the busy season could triple.34 

The census population numbers for the five towns do not represent the amount of people 
that may be in the area. Indeed, The Peconic County Financial Feasibility Study 
determined that 36.0% of the homes in the region were second homes. Second home 
owners are not considered in the census because the second homes are not residences. 
Therefore, population numbers for the east end of Long Island can be grossly understate~ 
at certain times of the year. The Peconic County Financial Feasibility Study 
acknowledges that the "attractiveness of the area's open space, ocean, beaches, forests, 
wood shingled houses and 350 year history coupled with it's unique location near New 
York City (NYC) provides the foundation for the viability of the area.',3s Thus, the 
characteristics that make the region so unique also make them so unpredictable. The 
proximity of eastern L.I. to NYC makes it possible for second home owners to frequently 
travel between homes. At certain times of the year, eastern L.I. becomes so overwhelmed 
with outsiders, that many residents choose not to drive at certain times, due to the severe 
road congestion. 

33 Funk and Wagnalls New Comprehensive International Dictionary of the English Language, 
J.G. Ferguson Publishing Co. · 
34 Statement by New York State Assemblymen Fred Thiele, March 1, 1999 
35 
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In sum, the population and composition of eastern L.I. is extremely varied at certain times 
of the year. Indeed, the household characteristics are diverse and extremely varied at 
various times of the years. The potential volume of people to consider in emergency 
planning is widely varied on eastern L.I. due to significant influx of non-resident visitors 
and second home owners on weekends, summers and holidays. This large variance in 
population is an extremely relevant factor that must be considered in a site-specific 
examination of emergency particulars. 

The demographic particulars of eastern Long Island appear to have a unique relationship 
with public health problems. Recent studies conclude that eastern Long Island may be 
suffering from extremely elevated levels of breast and prostate cancers.36 Furthermore, 
Long Island has a federally designated sole source aquifer.37 Therefore, health factors and 
concerns in the region relating to groundwater quality and seemingly elevated cancer rates 
make the study of the vital and social statistics even more complex. Residents are 
sensitive to the environmental and health problems and may overreact in the event of any 
accident to avoid harm. Therefore, the shadow phenomenon is possibly more relevant 
than at the time of the study due to heightened public concern and attention to health and 
environmental problems. 

2) Topography and land characteristics on Long Island are unique. 

Topography is defined as "the description of particular places, or the physical features 
collectively of a region. "38 It is petitioners contention that collectively, the physical 
features of eastern Long Island are unique and warrant special consideration. 

Geographically, Long Island is very unique; aptly named because of its length the eastern 
end ofLong Island is geographically isolated. Unique circumstances and complex 
emergency planning variables have existed on Long Island since the NRC licensing of 
Millstone. The NRC has allowed Millstone to operate without adequately addressing the 
unique topographical circumstances on eastern Long Island. 

The elongated configuration of Long Island is accented by the two distinctive forks that 
distinguish eastern Long Island and which contribute to the geographical isolation of the 
region. Eastern Long Island has extremely unique land characteristics. In the event of an 
accident at Millstone, it is inevitable that people on the eastern end of Long Island would 
try to escape harm. This escape would nessitate that people on eastern Long Island would 
have to travel to the West. Whether the harm is real or perceived, petitioners maintain 
that it is indisputable that people will try to escape eastern L.I. The reasons for this 
assertion are clear. In the words of the Mayor of the Village ofGreenport,39 "on any clear 
night, Millstone is the prominent land mark on the horizon off Long Island Sound from 
virtually any point of Long island and ... the towers on the Millstone side are a land mark 

36 Suffolk County Task Force, Committee on .... D . 

38 Funk and Wagnalls 
39 Greenport is one of the Long Island towns closest to Millstone. 



that most mariners rely on. ,,4o Therefore, the petitioners contend that the visibility of the 
plant across the sound, make Millstone seem closer to eastern Long Island, and make the 
residents more aware of its presence. 

If an accident occurred in the summertime, as mentioned, the area would be crowded with 
second home owners and tourists. Petitioners maintain that evacuation and emergency 
planning presents the most problems in the area that is most likely to be impacted by an 
accident at Millstone. For example, Greenport, "located on the east end of the north fork 
of Long Island, our only means of evacuation in the event of a disaster is to the west over 
a very limited system of roads. We fear that if there were a major nuclear accident were 
to occur at Millstone, especially during the peak summer season, that the ensuing 
confusion and/or panic might render evacuation from Greenport impossible.',41 

3) The land characteristics of the region strongly dictate the available access routes 

The land characteristics and access routes on Eastern Long Island must be considered as a 
whole because the land characteristics have strongly dictated the available access routes. 
There are no major highways on eastern Long Island and the infrastructure is mostly rural 
in nature. Indeed, it is most likely the rural nature of eastern Long Island that has resulted 
in the lack of transportation infrastructure. 

The road system on eastern L.I. has very few main arteries and the eastern most points of 
Long Island, Montauk and Orient Point are some of areas closest to Millstone.42 

Essentially, Eastern Long Island juts out into a fork, commonly known as the North and 
South Forks. Access from the two forks, in a westerly direction is extremely limited.43 

Moreover, the two long forks have limited road systems. For example, and indicative of 
the rest of the region, is the fact that almost all of the roads in East Hampton are "one 
through lane in each direction.',« Furthermore, these limited road systems are subject to 
traffic congestion and do not lend themselves to easy and efficient travel in normal 
circumstances. In emergency situations, such as a problem at Millstone, the road system 
may very well be dangerous. 

Indeed, the five towns of Southold, Riverhead, Easthampton, Shelter Island and 
Southampton are the most likely areas to be impacted by an accident at Millstone and the 
land characteristics present unique planning problems. The Town of East Hampton is 
indicative of the situation on the entire east end of Long Island. For example, the East 
Hampton Transportation Plan states that "traffic volumes on highways such as Route 27 

40 Statement of David Kapell, Mayor of Greenport, June 25, NRC hearing, Jamesport, NY 
41 ld. 
42 Indeed, the "overwhelming majority of automobile traffic traveling into the town does so on one 
of two state roadways. • 
43 See Attachment #1, a map of eastern Long Island, with particular reference to the North and 
South Forks and the available access routes from east to west. · 
44 Town of East Hampton Transportation Plan, L.K. Mclean Associates, P.C. June 6, 1997, 8-1. 



are at, or near, capacity, often for many hours of the day.',..5 "Average summer traffic 
growth increases on the Town's roadways exceed 8 percent per year, which causes 
congestion levels to increase on more roadway segments each year.',..6 Petitioners believe 
that this problem is significant and not indicative of the remainder of the region. Indeed, 
''typical average annual traffic growth elsewhere on Long Island is in the order of 1-2 
percent per year.',..7 

It is indisputable that the road system is subject to severe crowding at various times of the 
year. However, regional traffic plans indicate that special events "often exacerbate traffic 
conditions in the Town.',..8 The traffic control "in the immediate vicinity of these events 
often becomes challenging.',..9 Therefore, petitioners contend that a special event, such as 
an emergency situation created by an accident at Millstone, would lead to greatly 
exacerbated traffic conditions due to the limited road system. 

However, the roads are not the only transportation complexity on eastern Long Island. 
The Town of Shelter Island is an island that lies between the North and South forks. The 
island is only accessible by one of two ferries on either side of the island. The north ferry 
services the north side of shelter island and unloads passengers and cars in Greenport. 
Greenport is approximately 13 miles from the Millstone plant and evacuation from Shelter 
Island to Greenport would likely bring people closer to the path of any plume heading 
towards the area. However, to further complicate the matter the ferries are all small. 
Indeed, the north ferries are larger than the south ferries and they can only carry "13 cars 
per departure. "50 Thus, the situation at the ferry docks may very well result in confusion 
and inefficiency. 

4) Millstone emergency planning involves logistical issues related to jurisdictional 
boundaries 

The close proximity of Long Island to the Millstone plant has serious interstate 
implications in emergency planning. The present emergency plans already involve 
planning areas in two states, Connecticut and New York. The existing evacuation plan 
calls for residents of Fishers Island, NY to be evacuated to New London, Connecticut. 
Currently, evacuation planning for the Millstone plant is plagued by problems presented by 
interstate jurisdictional boundaries. 

Petitioners believe that a coordinated effort by the federal government would be the most 
efficient and effective solution. Moreover, the Atomic Energy Act and the federal 
licensing procedures already give the federal government a virtually exclusive role in 
regulating matters related to nuclear power. Indeed, the Supreme Court has indicated 

45 ld. at S-1. 
46 1d. 
471d. 
46 ld. at 3-5. 
491d. 
50 Statement of I. Bernard Jacobson, General Manager, North Ferry Co. Inc. 



"Serious concerns with this plan as it relates to Fishers Island. The plan 
designates New London, Connecticut as the evacuation destination for Fishers 
Island residents with further transportation to a host community in Windham, CT. 
There is an obvious problem with a plan that calls for movement of a population in 
a direction closer to the risk and to an area that would have already been affected 
by the exposure prior to Fishers Island. There is no secondary evacuation route 
specified in the plan. Our concerns with the plan were reinforced during the last 
FEMA exercise of the Millstone response plan. As the exercise developed Fishers 
Island was provided with information indicating evacuation of the population 
should commence. The New London area had already been affected by the plume 
and could not receive the Fishers Island evacuees." 54 

Therefore, it is likely that in the event of an accident at Millstone, Connecticut 
school children would be evacuated to Long Island by emergency personnel from the 
Town of Southold. This would create enormous logistical problems for the emergency 
planners as well as the affected families. Therefore, jurisdictional boundaries would 
hamper any coordinated effort and would create logistical problems. 

iii) Plum Island: Plum Island is a United States Department of Agriculture 
research facility which is located on a small island directly off Orient Point, Long Island. 
Plum Island conducts sensitive research and the entire island is off limits to the public. 
Petitioners maintain that the existence of the federal facility add one more layer of 
planning that lacks coordination. Plum Island maintains its own emergency plan and 
would not be beholden to State or local emergency officials. Therefore, the existence of 
this facility is one more example of a site-specific variable that has not been given 
adequate consideration in the present planning. Indeed, the facilities plan and the actual 
cooperation by the facility should be coordinated by one central responsible agency. 
Petitioners again maintain that the agency should be the NRC. 

54 Attachment #1: 



UNITED ~TATES 

NUCLEAR REGULAT~ R'v COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001 

Mr. Scott Cullen 
Standing for Truth About Radiation 
66 Newton Lane, Suite 2 
P.O. Box 4206 
East Hampton, NY 11937 

Dear Mr. Cullen: 

May 14, 1999 

Your letters of April 14, 1999, addressed to the Executive Director for Operations, Dr. William 
Travers, have been forwarded to my office for appropriate action . Several stakeholders, 
Standing for Truth About Radiation (STAR), the Nuclear Information Resource Service (NIRS), 
New York State Senator Ken LaValle, and New York State Assembly members Fred Thiele and 
Patricia Acampora, have requested two separate actions under 10 CFR 2.206. You asked for 
expedited consideration for your requested actions due to the impending effort by Northeast 
Utilities to restart Millstone Unit 2. 

In your first petition request, you asked for three specific actions: that (1) NRC immediately 
suspend Northeast Utilities' license[s] to operate the Millstone Nuclear Power Station until there 
are re:1sonable assurances that adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the 
event of a radiological emergency at Millstone for Fishers Island, New York; (2) the oper~ting 
license[s] should be suspended until such time as "a range of protective actions have been 
developed for the plume exposure pathway EPZ [emergency planning zone] for emergency 
workers and the public;" and (3) these matters be the subject of a public hearing, with full 
opportunity for public comment. The basis for your requests is that the Millstone .Nuclear Power 
Station is not in full compliance with the law. Specifically, you state that the site is in violation of 
10 CFR 50.54(q) and 10 CFR 50.47 with regard to emergency planning requirements because 
Fishers Island, New York, located within the 1 0-mile EPZ for Millstone, has no functional 
emergency plan. 

In your second petition request, you asked that the NRC institute a proceeding, pursuant to 
10 CFR 2.202, to suspend the operating license[s] for the Millstone Nuclear Power Station until 
the facility is in full compliance with the law. Specifically, in your second petition request, you 
maintain that all of the regulatory listed factors, "demography, topography, land characteristics, 
access routes, and jurisdictional boundaries" are ignored in emergency planning for the 
Millstone Nuclear Power Station and as such constitute a violation of 10 CFR 50.54(q) and 
10 CFR 50.47. 

Your requests for the immediate suspension of the operating licenses for the Millstone Nuclear 
Power Station, Unit Nos. 2 and 3 are denied. As discussed with you during an April 27, 1999, 
teleconference, this denial is based on NRC's finding regarding of the current state of 
emergency preparedness at Millstone. Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 
50.54(s)(3) states that "[t]he NRC will base its finding [on the adequacy of emergency 
preparedness] on a review of the FEMA [Federal Emergency Management Agency] findings and 
determinations as to whether State and local emergency plans are adequate and capable of,. .. 
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being implemented, and on the NRC assessment as to whether the licensee's emergency plans 
::: re adequate and capable of being implemented." 

FEMA has found that the offsite radiological emergency response plans 2nd procedures for the 
State of Connecticut and the affected local jurisdiction, including Fishers Island, New York, 
specific to the Millstone Nuclear Power Station, can be implemented and e-re adequate to 
provide reasonable assurance that appropriate measures can be taken to protect the health and 
safety of the public in the event of a radiological emergency at the site, as documented in the 
enclosed December 29, 1997, letter from FEMA to the NRC. This letter forwarded FEMA's 
report on the August 21, 1997, plume pathway and the October 8 - 1 0, 1997, ingestion pathway 
exercises of the off~ite radiological emergency plans for Millstone (Enclosur.e 2). Further, the 
NRC has found that the licensee's emergency plans provide an adequate basis for an 
acceptable state of onsite emergency preparedness in accordance with the requirements of 
10 CFR 50.47(b) and Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 as documented in the NRC's letter to the 
licensee dated June 4, 1998 (Enclosure 3). 

In your petition request, your raise a concern with the evacuation of Fishers Island to New 
London, Connecticut, a direction closer to the site and to an area that may have already been 
affected by a radiological emergency at Millstone. Based on the information provided in your 
petition, there is no prima facie evidence that this protective act;on (evacuation to New London) 
will not provide an adequate level of protection to the public, and your p~tition did not identify 
any other information that would raise an immediate concern with the NRC's finding regarding 
the adequacy of emergency planning for Millstone. Therefore, the ~RC has determined, based 
on a review of FEMA's findings and determinations on the ade1uacy of offsite emergency 
preparedness and on the NRC's assessment of the adequacy of onsite emergency 
preparedness, that there is reasonable assurance that adequate protective measures can . and 
will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency, and that there is insufficient evidence to 
grant your request to immediately suspend the operating licenses for Millstone Nuclear Power 
Station, Unit Nos. 2 and 3. 

Your petition requests, how~ver, do raise the potential that enhancements could be made to 
emergency planning for Millstone that could improve the protection of public health and safety. 
As provided for by 1 0 CFR 2.206, the areas identified in your first petition request related to the 
adequacy of the evacuation and protective measures planning for Fishers Island will be 
evaluated within a reasonable time. FEMA has the primary responsibility for working with the 
state and local governments in evaluating offsite emergency planning. The NRC will request the 
assistance of FEMA in evaluating the potential enhancements identified in your petition request. 

With regard. to your request for an informal public hearing on these matters (in your first petition 
request), the NRC has denied this request. This denial is based on the NRC's current finding on 
the state of emergency preparedness for Millstone. The information you provided in your first 
petition did not identify deficiencies in offsite emergency preparedness that would preclude the 
implementation of adequate protective measures for the public in the event of a radiological 
emergency at Millstone and does not rise to the levei of significance that justifies conducting an 
informal hearing on your petition request. Should the NRC determine that there exists a 

/ 
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deficiency in emergency planning for Millstone that is inconsistent with its current finding , the 
NRC will initiate action pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(s)(2)(ii) to ensure adequate protective act1ons 
can and will be taken to protect public health and safety in the event of a radiological 
e:-:;er~;mcy. 

The NRC determined that your second petition request for the I'JRC to initiate a proceeding, 
pursuant to 10 CFR 2.202, to suspend the operating licenses for Millstone did not satisfy the 
criteria for consideration as a 10 CFR 2.206 petition. Specifically, your second petition request 
did not contain sufficient facts to support your assertion that the referenced factors were ignored 
in emergency planning for Millstone and that, therefore, the licensee was operating the station in 
violation of its licenses. The fact that the entirety of Fishers Island is included in the 1 0-mile 
plume exposure EPZ indicates that the boundaries of the EPZ were determined taking the local 
conditions into consideration, as required by the regulations. In addition, your second petition 
request did not contain sufficient information warranting further inquiry by the NRC that would 
require that the 1 0-mile EPZ be expanded to include the eastern end of Long Island, New York. 

The Commission has clearly defined the extent to which the NRC staff shall consider the 
referenced factors in changing the 1 0-mile EPZ. As discussed in the enclosed references 
(Enclosures 4 and 5), the Commission has given the NRC staff directions in response to 
requests to expand the 10-mile EPZ (as discussed in the February 16, 1990, Federal Register 
notice (55 FR 5603) denying a petition for rulemaking) and in a decision regarding emergency 
planning in support of issuance of the operating license for Shoreham Nuclear Power Station 
(26 NRC 383 (1987), CLI-87-12). The Commission indicated that the proper interpretation of the 
requirement for an EPZ of about 1 0 miles in radius would call for adjustments to the exact size 
of the EPZ on the basis of such straightforward administrative considerations as avoiding EPZ 
boundaries that run through the middle of schools or hospitals, or that arbitrarily carve out small 
portions of governmental jurisdictions. This guidance clearly precludes the staff from arbitrarily 
changing the 1 0-mile EPZ without clear and convincing evidence that would suggest such a 
change is necessary. You provided no such evidence in your second petition request. On the 
above basis, the NRC has denied your request to initiate a proceeding pl.irsuant to 
10 CFR 2.202 to suspend the operating licenses for Millstone. 

I have enclosed for your information a copy of the notice that is being filed with the Office of the 
Federal Register (Enclosure 1) for publication. Also enclosed are the NRC's pamphlet 
NUREGi~~ ·0200, Rev. 2, "Public Petition Process," November 1998 (Enclosure 6), and NRC's 
Management Directive 8.11, "Review Process for 10 CFR 2.206 Petitions" (Enclosure 7). 

Although the NRC has denied your request to immediately suspend the operating licenses for 
Millstone Units 2 and 3, I want to assure you that the NRC, in coordination with FEMA, will 
pursue the resolution of the enhancements related to emergency preparedness for the Millstone 
station identified in your patition requests giving full consideration to your concerns. I appreciate 
your willingness to bring your concerns to the NR.C's attention and would ask that if you have 
additional information warranting further NRC review oi' your petition requests, or feel the NRC 
has not properly characterized or considered your concerns, to let me or my staff know. 
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If you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact Mr. John A. Nakoski of my staff 
at 301-415-1278. 

Sincerely, 

A~ .. ,U~ 
A_~~~~~ollins , Director 

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

Enclosures: (1) Federal Register Notice 
(2) Final Exercise Report, Millstone Nuclear Power Station, December 23, 1997 
(3) June 4, 1998, Emergency Plan, Rev1sion 24, Safety Evaluation 
(4) 55 FR 5603 
(5) 26 NRC 383 (1987), CLI-87-12 
(6) NUREG/BR-0200 
(7) NRC Management Directive 8.11 

cc: Licensee (w/copy of incoming 2.206 request) & Service List 
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cc: 
Ms. L. M. Cuoco 
Senior Nuclear Counsel 
Northeast Utilities Service Company 
P. 0 . Box 270 
Hartford, CT 06141-0270 

Edward L. Wilds, Jr., Ph.D. 
Director, Division of Radiation 
Department of Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106-5127 

Regional Administrator, Region I 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406 

First Selectmen 
Town of Waterford 
15 Rope Ferry Road 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. Wayne D. Lanning, Director 
Millstone Inspections 
Office of the Regional Administrator 
475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406-1415 

Charles Brinkman, Manager 
Washington Nuclear Operations 
ABB Combustion Engineering 
12300 Twinbrook Pkwy, Suite 330 
Rockville, MD 20852 

Senior Resident Inspector 
Millstone Nuclear Power Station 
c/o U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
P.O. Box 513 
Niantic, CT 06357 

Mr. F. C. Rothen 
Vice President - Nuclear Work Services 
Northeast Utilities Service Company 
P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Ernest C. Hadley, Esquire 
1 040 B Main Street 
P.O. Box 549 
West Wareham, MA 02576 

Mr. R. P. Necci 
Vice President - Nuclear Oversight 

and Regulatory Affairs 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. J. T. Carlin 
Vice President - Human Services 
Northeast Utilities Service Company 
P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. Allan Johanson, Assistant Director 
Office of Policy and Management 
Policy Development and Planning 
Division 

450 Capitol Avenue - MS# 52 ERN 
P. 0 . Box 341441 
Hartford, CT 06134-1441 

Mr. M. H. Brothers 
Vice President - Millstone Operations 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P.O. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. J. A. Price 
Director - Unit 2 Operations 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P.O. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. L. Olivier 
Senior Vice President and Chief 

Nuclear Officer- Millstone 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P.O. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 
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cc: 

Citizens Regulatory Commission 
ATTN: Ms. Susan Perry Luxton 
180 Great Neck Road 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Deborah Katz, President 
Citizens Awareness Network 
P. 0. Box 83 
Shelburne Falls, MA 03170 

Ms. Terry Concannon 
Co-Chair 
Nuclear Energy Advisory Council 
Room 4100 
Legislative Office Building 
Capitol Avenue 
Hartford, CT 06106 

Mr. Evan W. Woollacott 
Co-Chair 
Nuclear Energy Advisory Council 
128 Terry's Plain Road 
Simsbury, CT 06070 

Little Harbor Consultants, Inc. 
Millstone - ITPOP Project Office 
P. 0. Box 0630 
Niantic, CT 06357-0630 

Attorney Nicholas J. Scobbo, Jr. 
Ferriter, Scobbo, Caruso; 'Rodophele, PC 
1 Beacon Street, 11th Floor 
Boston, MA 02108 

Mr. D. B. Amerine 
Vice President - Engineering Services 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. D. A. Smith 
Manager - Regulatory Affairs 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 / 

Ms. Nancy Burton 
147 Cross Highway 
Redding Ridge, CT 00870 
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGUL,\TORY COMMISSION 

DOCKET NOS. 50-336 AND 50-423 

LICENSE NOS. DPR-65 AND NPF-49 

NORTHEAST NUCLEAR ENERGY COMPANY ET AL. 

7590-01-P 

RECEIPT OF PETITION FOR DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206 

Notice is hereby given that by a petition dated April 14, 1999, Mr. Scott Cullen 

(petitioner), acting on behalf of Standing for Truth About Radiation (STAR), the Nuclear 

Information Resource Service (NIRS), New York State Senator Ken LaValle, New York State 

Assembly member Fred Thiele, and New York State Assembly member Patricia Acampora, has 

requested that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) take action with regard to 

Millstone Nuclear Generating Station, Unit Nos. 2 and 3, operated by Northeast Nuclear Energy 

Company. Petitioner requests three specific actions: that (1) NRC immediately suspend 

Northeast Utilities' license[s] to operate the Millstone power station until there are reasonable 

assurances that adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a 

radiological emergency for Fishers Island, New York; {2) the operating license[s] should be 

suspended until such time as "a range of protective actions have been developed for the plume 

exposure pathway EPZ [emergency planning zone] for emergency workers and the public;" and 

{3) these matters be the subject of a public hearing, with full opportunity for public comment. 

As the basis for the request, the petitioner states that Millstone Nuclear Power Station is 

in violation of 10 CFR 50.54{q) and subsequently 10 CFR 50.47, and also in violation of its 

operating license[s]. 

Enclosure 1 
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The petitioner states that the law requires that a "licensee authorized to possess and 

operate a nuclear power reactor sh.dl follow and maintain in effect emergency plans which meet 

the standards in 10 CFR 50.47(b) and the requirements in [A]ppendix E: of this part." [ref. 10 

CFR 50.54(q)] Moreover, petitioner maintains that there are not "reasonable assurances that 

adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency." 

[ref. 10 CFR 50.47(a)(1 )] 

Petitioner maintains that the operating license[s] for the Millstone Nuclear Power Station 

were unlawfully issued and must be revoked. Furthermore, petitioner asserts that prima facie 

evidence exists to support the conclusion that there are not reasonable assurances that 

adequate protective measures can and will be taken for Fishers Island, New York, in the event 

of a radiological emergency at Millstone. 

M.:>reover, petitioner as.~erts that the initial finding of reasonable assurances by the NRC 

was arbitrary and capricious. Therefore, petitioners maintain that the operating li~ense was 

issued in direct contravention of the goals of the Atomic Energy Act. Congress has determined 

that "regulation by the United States of the production and utilization of atomic energy and the 

facilities used in connection therewith is necessary to assure common defense and security and 

to protect health and safety of the public." Moreover, the Commission has an "overriding 

r-:'~~t:~~~ibility for assuring public health and safety in the operation of nuclear power facilities." 

[ref. In the Matter of Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. (Indian Point Units 1, 2, 

and 3), CLI 75-8, NRCI 7518, 173(1975)] Among other things, the Atomic Energy Act charges 

the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) with the responsibility for regulation to protect the 

health and safety of the public. In response, the NRC promulgated emergency planning 

regulations to allow operation of a commercial reactor if the NRC finds that "there is reasonable 
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assurance that adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a radiological 

emergency." [ref. 10 CFR 50.47(a)(1)] Petitioner contends that at the present time there can be 

no such finding for Fishers Island and that the operating license[s] must be suspended until such 

time as a functional evacuation plan can be developed. 

Petitioners contend that emergency planning for the Millstone Nuclear Power Station, 

pursuant to 10 CFR 50.47, has been inadequate to minimize the risk to the health and safety of 

Fishers Island, New York residents. Fishers Island, New York, is included within the 10-mile 

EPZ, and the petitioner contends that it does not have a functioning emergency plan. 

The petitioner's request to suspend the operating licenses as described in the requested 

actions (1) and (2) are being treated pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206 of the Commission's regulations. 

The request to suspend the operating licenses has been referred to the Director of the Office of 

Nuclear Reactor Regulation. As provided for by Section 2.206, appropriate action will be taken 

on this petition within a reasonable time . . 

Petitioner's request for the.immediate suspension of the operating licenses for the 

Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit Nos. 2 and 3 are denied. Title 10 of the Code of Federal 

Regulations Part 50.54(s)(3) states that "[t]he NRC will base its finding [on the adequacy of 

emergency preparedness] on a review of the FEMA [Federal Emergency Management Agency] 

findings and determinations as to whether State and local emerge!"~~' ~!~ns are adequate and 

capable of being implemented, and on the NRC assessment as to whether the licensee's 

emergency plans are adequate and capable of being implemented." FEMA has found that the 

offsite radiologicai emergency response ..,ians and procedures, specific to the Millstone Nuclear 

Power Station, can be implemented and are adequate to provide reasonable assurance that 

appropriate measures can be taken to protect the health and safety of the public in the event of _,. . 
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a radiological emergency at the site. Further, the NRC has found that the licensee's emergency 

plans provide an adequate basis for an acceptable state of onsite emergency preparedness in 

accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b) and Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50. 

The petitioner's request to hold a public hearing, requested action (3), is denied. This 

requested action was denied because it did not meet the requirement for granting a public 

hearing (Part Ill o; NRC Management Directive (MD) 8.11, page 12-13) iilthat the petition did 

not contain new information, with reasonable supporting facts, that raises the potential for a 

significant safety issue, that results in a significant reduction in the protection of public health 

and safety, or one that involves the potential imposition of a severity Ieveii or II violation. 

A copy of the petition is available for inspection at the Commission's Public Document 

Room at 2120 L Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 and at the local public document 

rooms located at the Learning Resources Center, Three Rivers Community-Technical College, 

574 New London Turnpike, Norwich, CT 06360 and the Waterford Public Library, 49 Rope Ferry 

Road, Waterford, CT 06385. 

.. .., 

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, 
this 14th day of May 1999. 

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

I 

\. 
ins, Director 

Office of uclear Reactor Regulation 



Federal Emergency \1anagement Agency 

Jack W. Roe, Acting Director 

Regton I 
J.W. McCormack Post Office & 
Counhousc Building. Room 442 

Boston. MA 02109 December 29, 1997 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Headquarters 
Room 011-H21 
11555 Rockville Pike 
Rockville,~ 20852 

Dear Mr. Roe: 

Enclosed is a copy of the final exercise report for the August 8, 1997, full-participation Plume 
pathway exercise and the October 8, 9, and 10, 1997 Ingestion pathway exercise of the offsite 
radiological emergency response plans site-specific to the Millstone Nuclear Power Station. The 
State of Connecticut, the City of Groton, and the towns of East Lyme, Groton, Ledyard, Lyme, 
Montville, Old Lyme, and Waterford in Connecticut and the Hamlet of Fishers Island in New 
York fully participated in these exercises. The City of New London participated in the Ingestion 
portion. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Region I staff prepared the final 
exercise report. The FEMA Region I staff will provide a copy of this report to the State of 
Connecticut. 

There were no Deficiencies identified during the August or October exercise. There were, 
however, ten Areas Requiring Corrective Action (ARCAs) identified. The FEMA Region I staff 
will work with the State of Connecticut to correct these actions. 

Based on the results of the August and October exercises, the offsite radiological emergency 
response plans and procedures for the State of Connecticut and the affected local jurisdictions, 
site-specific to the Millstone Nuclear Power Station, can be implemented and are adequate to 
provide reasonable assuran<;:e that appropriate measures ccm be taken offsite to protect the health 
and safety of the public in the event of a radiological emergency at the site. Therefore, the Title 44 
CFR, Part 350, approval of the offsite radiological emergency response plans and preparedness for 
the State of Connecticut site-specific to the Millstone Nuclear Power Station, granted in October, 
1984, will remain in effect. 

If you should have any questions, please contact Ihor W. Husar, Chief, State and Local Regulatory 
Evaluation and Assessment Branch, at (202) 646-4065. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

u.r 
ABean 

nal Director 

cc: Hubert J. Miller, Regional Administrator, NRC, Region I 
Ihor W. Husar, FEMA Headquarters 

Enclosure 2 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On August 21, 1997, an exercise was conducted in the Plume Exposure Pathway 
emergency planning zone (EPZ) around the Millstone Nuclear Power Station by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Region I. This was followed on October 8, 9, 
and 10, 1997, by an exercise conducted in the Ingestion Exposure Pathway emergency 
planning zone. The purpose of the exercises was to assess the level of State and local 
preparedness in responding to a radiological emergency. These exercises were held in 
accordance with FEMA's policies and guidance concerning the exercise of State and local 
radiological emergency response plans (RERP) and procedures. 

The most recent exercise at this site conducted on October 5, 1995. The qualifying 
emergency preparedness exercise was conducted in 1982. 

FEMA wishes to acknowledge the efforts of the many individuals who participated in this 
exercise. The various agencies, organizations, and units of government from the State and 
local jurisdictions within the State of Connecticut who participated in this exercise are 
listed in Section ID.B of this report. 

Protecting the public health and safety is the full-time job of some of the exercise 
participants and an additional assigned responsibility for others. Still others have willingly 
sought this responsibility by volunteering to provide vital emergency services to their 
communities. Cooperation and teamwork of all the participants were evident during this 
exercise. 

This report contains the final evaluation of the biennial exercise and the evaluation of the 
following out-of-sequence activities: 

• Ingestion Pathway exercise, week of October 6, 1997. 

• School demonstrations in East Lyme, Ledyard, and Old Lyme, week of October 
6, 1997. 

• Windham Host Community EOC, Windham Reception Center, and Congregate 
Care Facilities, week of October 6, 1997. · 

• Access Control Points, week of October 6, 1997. 

• Medical Services (MS-1) drill with Lawrence and Memorial Hospital, and 
Waterford Ambulance Company on October 9, 1997. 

• Nursing Homes, week of October 6, 1997. 

The State and local organizations, except where noted in this report, demonstrated 
knowledge of their emergency response plans and procedures and adequately implem::,nted 
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them. There were no Dericiencies and 10 Areas Requiring Corrective Action (ARCA) 
identified as a result of this exercise. 

D. INTRODUCTION 

On December 7, 1979, the President directed FEMA to assume the lead responsibility for 
all offsite nuclear planning and response. FEMA's activities are conducted pursuant to 44 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 350, 351 and 352. These regulations are a key 
element in the Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program that was established 
following'the Three Mile Island Nuclear Station accident in March 1979. 

FEMA Rule 44 CFR 350 establishes the policies and procedures for FEMA's initial and 
continued approval of State and local governments' radiological emergency planning and 
preparedness for commercial nuclear power plants. This approval is contingent, in part, on 
State and local government participation in joint exercises with licensees. 

FEMA's responsibilities in radiological emergency planning for fiXed nuclear facilities 
include the following: 

• Taking the lead in offsite emergency planning and in the review· and evaluation 
of RERPs and procedures developed by State and local governments; 

• Determining whether such plans and procedures can be implemented on the 
basis of observation and evaluation of exercises of the plans and procedures 
conducted by State and local governments; 

• Responding to requests by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
pursuant to the Memorandum of Understanding between the NRC and FEMA 
dated June 17, 1993 (Federal Register, Vol. 58, No. 176, September 14, 1993); 
and 

• Coordinating the activities of Federal agencies with responsibilities in the 
radiological emergency planning process: 

U.S. Department of Commerce, 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
U.S. Department of Energy, 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 
U.S. Department of Transportation, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
U.S. Department of the Interior, and 
U.S. Food and Drug Administration. ' / 
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Representatives of these agencies serve on the FEMA Region I Regional Assistance 
Committee (RAC) which is chaired by FEMA. 

Formal submission of the RERPs for the Millstone Nuclear Power Station to FEMA 
Region I by the State of Connecticut and involved local jurisdictions occurred in 1982. 
Formal approval of the RERP was granted by FEMA in October 1984, under 44 CFR 350. 

A REP exercise was conducted on August 21, 1997 (Plume Exposure Pathway), and during 
the week of October 6, 1997 (Ingestion Exposure Pathway), by FEMA Region I to assess 
the capabilities of State and local emergency preparedness organizations in implementing 
their RERPs and procedures to protect the public health and safety during a radiological 
emergency involving the Millstone Nuclear Power Station. The purp9se of this exercise 
report is to present the exercise results and findings on the performance of the offsite 
response organizations (ORO) during a simulated radiological emergency. 

The findings presented in this report are based on the evaluations of the Federal evaluator 
team, with final determinations made by the FEMA Region I RAC Chairperson, and 
approved by the Regional Director. 

The criteria utilized in the FEMA evaluation process are contained in : 

• NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1, "Criteria for Preparati~~--~d Evaluation 
of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of 
Nuclear Power Plants," November 1980; 

• FEMA-REP-14, "Radiological Emergency Preparedness Exercise Manual," 
September 1991; and 

• FEMA-REP-15, "Radiological Emergency Preparedness Exercise Evaluation 
Methodology," September 1991. 

Section lli of this report, entitled "Exercise Overview," presents basic information and data 
relevant to the exercise. This section of the report contains a description of the plume 
pathway EPZ, a listing of all participating jurisdictions and functional entities which were 
evaluated, and a tabular presentation of the time of actual occurrence of key exercise events 
and activities. ' 

Section IV of this report, entitled "Exercise Evaluation and Results," presents detailed 
information on the demonstration of applicable exercise objectives at each jurisdiction or 
functional entity evaluated in a jurisdiction-based, issues-only format. This section also 
contains: (1) descriptions of all Deficiencies and ARCAs assessed during this exercise, 
recommended corrective actions, and the State and local governments' schedule of 
corrective actions for each identified exercise issue and (2) descriptions of unresolved 
ARCAs assessed during previous exercises and the status of the OROs' efforts to resolve 
them. 
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lll. EXERCISE OVERVIEW 

Contained in this section are data and basic information relevant to the August 21, 1997 
Plume Exposure Pathway exercise and week of October 6, 1997 Ingestion Exposure 
Pathway exercise to test the off site emergency response capabilities in the area 
surrounding the Millstone Nuclear Power Station. This section of the exercise report 
includes a description of the plume pathway EPZ, a listing of all participating 
jurisdictions and functional entities which were evaluated, and a tabular presentation of 
the time of actual occurrence of key exercise events and activities. 

A. Plume Emergency Planning Zone Description 

The area within ten miles of the Millstone Nuclear Power Station is located in the 
States of Connecticut and New York. The eight Connecticut communities within 
the Millstone EPZ are entirely located in New London County. The one New 
York community and the Plum Island Animal Disease Center (PIADC), a USDA 
research facility, are located in Suffolk County. Millstone Station is loc~ted on 
the coast of Connecticut, in the Town of Waterford, and is adjacent to Long Island 
Sound. 

Based on the 1990 census, the total population of the EPZ is 128,600, with the 
permanent population of those New York portions of the EPZ being 
approximately 300. 

Two parallel Amtrak freight and passenger lines nin east-west along the coast 
through the Connecticut portion of the EPZ, passing across the utility owner 
controlled property. Major highways within the EPZ include Interstate 95, 
running east-west approximately four miles north of the site, and Interstate 395 
running approximately north beginning about four miles north of the site. . 

Public institutions, aside from schools and churches, within the EPZ include the 
PIADC, the Niantic Correctional Facility, Lawrence and Memorial Hospital, the 
United States Coast Guard Academy, the United States Naval Submarine Base at 
New London (Groton), the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, and the Rocky Neck 
State Park. 

The EPZ is divided into three zones for the purpose of emergency response 
planning and implementation of protective actions. 



B. Exercise Participants 

. a asezc e 

The following agencies, organizations, and units of government participated in the 
Millstone Nuclear Power Station Plume Exposure Pathway exercise on August 
21, 1997, and/or the Ingestion Exposure Pathway exercise the week of October 6, 
1997. 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

STATE EMERGENCY OPERATIONS CENTER 

Governor's Office 
Office of Emergency Management (OEM) 
American Red Cross 
Connecticut National Guard 
Connecticut State Police 
Northeast Utilities 
Connecticut Department of Consumer Protection 
Connecticut Health Service 
U.S. Coast Guard 
Connecticut Department of Agriculture 
Connecticut Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

(Parks and Recreation) 
Connecticut Department of Transportation 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protecticm 
Connecticut Consumer Protection Division 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Department of Health Services 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

Department of Environmental Protection Monitoring and 
Radiation (DEPM&R) 

Electric Boat 
Northeast Utilities 

EMERGENCY OPERATIONS FACU..ITY (EOF) 

DEPM&R 
Waterford Town Government (Town PI~ner) 
Waterford Police Department 

• 



STATE FIELD MONITORING TEAMS (Plume Phase) 

DEPM&R 
DEP Oil and Chemical Spill Response Division 

STATE FIELD MONITORING AND SAMPLING TEAMS (Ingestion Phase) 

DEPM&R 
Connecticut Department of Agriculture 
Comiecticut Consumer Protection 
Connecticut Department of Public Health, Water Services Division 

JOINT MEDIA CENTER (Plume and Ingestion) 

Governor's Press Office 
Connecticut Office of Emergency Management 
Connecticut State Police 
Department of Public Health 
Department of Environmental Protection 

·Northeast Utilities 
Connecticut Department of Agriculture 

STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH (DHS) LABORATORY 

Connecdcut Department of Public Health (DPH) 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 
Connecticut State Police 

OEM AREA IV, COLCHESTER (Plume) 

OEM Area IV Emergency Management Officer 
OEM Area I ~mergency Management Officer 
State Police 
RACES 
Community volunteers 

STATE POLICE ACCESS CONTROL POINTSrrRAFFIC CONTROL POINTS 

State Police (Troop E. Montville) 
Connecticut Department of Transportation 
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RISK JURISDICTIONS 

EAST LYME EOC 

Emergency Management 
Police Department 
Resident State Trooper 
Communication (ham operator) 
Fire Marshal 
Water Superintendent 
Sewer Superintendent 
Visiting Nurse Association, Southeastern Connecticut 
Public Works Department 
Superintendent of Schools 
Health and Sanitation 

HAMLET OF FISHERS ISLAND, NY, EOC 

Chief Executive Officer (CEO) 
Director of Emergency Management 
Fire Department 
New York State Police 

CITY OF GROTON EOC 

Mayor 
Police Department 
Fire Department 
Park and Recreation Department 
Building Inspectors Office 
City Utilities 
Highway Department 
Finance Department 

TOWN OF GROTON EOC 

Town Manager's Office 
Civil Preparedness Office 
Administrative Services Office 
Police Department 
Fire Department Emergency Dispatch Center 
Informational Technical Office 
EMS Coordinator/Fire Service 
Board of Education 
Risk Management Office 
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Public Worlcs Office 
Economic Development Office 
Finance Department 
Parks and Recreation Department 
Human Services Department 
Town Library 
Town Clerk's Office 
Ledge Light Health District 
Groton Ambulance Association 
The Mystic Fire Department 

LEDYARDEOC 

Chief Elected Official (Mayor) 
Emergency Management Director 
Fire Department 
Police Department 
Volunteer Emergency Medical Services - Ambulance 
Health Department 
Resident State Trooper 
School Department 
Public Works Department 
HAM radio operator 

LYMEEOC 

Emergency Management Volunteers 
Fire Police Personnel 
EMS 
Volunteer Fire Fighters 

MONTVILLE EOC 

CEO-Mayor 
Office of Emergency Management (OEM) 
Fire Department and Dispatch Center 
School Department 
Public Works Department 

CITY OF NEW LONDON EOC 

The City of New London did not participate in the August 1997 
exercise. Emergency response measures for the City of New 
London were taken by the State of Connecticut by means of its 
compensatory plan. 
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OLDLYMEEOC 

Board of Selectmen 
Emergency Management Office 
Fire Department 
. Police Department 
Public W orlcs 
School Superintendent 
Health Director and support staff 

WATERFORDEOC 

First Selectman and Secretary 
Police Department 
Public Works 
Board of Education - Superintendent 
Building Department 
Emergency Management 
Planning, Building and Health 
Recreation and Parks 
Fire Marshal's Office 
Water Pollution Control Authority 
Town Treasurer 
Social Services 
Finance Department 
Commt,mications Supervisor 
Dispatcher -- Communications Center 
Chainnan, Emergency Management Advisory Council 
ARES 

SCHOOUBUS EVACUATION 

TOWN OF EAST LYME 

Lillie B. Haynes School 
Principal, Lillie B. Haynes School 
Bus Guide 
OEM Area IV Coordinator 
Laidlaw Bus Company 
Superintendent of Schools /Designee 
Emergency Management Director 
Bus Driver 
East Lyme Amateur Radio Operator 
Custodian 
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TOWN OF LEDYARD 

Gales Ferry Elementary School 
Principal, Gales Ferry School 
Emergency Management Director 
Superintendent of Schools 
Bus Guide and Bus Driver 
Ledyard Transportation, Inc. 

TOWN OF OLD LYME 

Mile Creek School 
Principal, Mile Creek School 
Emergency Management Director 
Double A Transportation 
Superintendent of Schools 
First Selectman 
Bus Guide 
Bus Driver and Assistant Bus Driver 

SPECIAL POPULATIONS - NURSING HOMES 

E. Lyme: Director of Emergency Maaagement 
Waterfo[d: Special Needs Liaison, Social Service Coordinator, both EOC 
staff. · 

Mariner Health Care at Bridebrook Nursing Home 
Facility Safety Director 

Bayview ·Health Care Center Nursing Home. 
Facility Administrator 
Director of Nursing 

Center for Optimum Care Nursing Home 
· Facility Director 
Director of Admissions 

New London Rehab & Care Center Nursing Home 
Facility Administrator 
Director of Maintenance 

Greentree'M:anor Convalescent Center Nursing Home 
Facility Administrator 
Director of Nursing 
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MEDICAL SERVICES 

TRANSPORTATION- Town of Waterford Ambulance Company 

FACll..ITIES - Lawrence and Memorial Hospital, City of New London 

SUPPORT JURISDICTIONS 

WINDHAMEOC 

Windham Police Department 
· Windham Fire Department 

Human Services 
Emergency Management 
Public Facilities!Worlcs 
American Red Cross (ARC) 
Selectman 
Department of Education 

WINDHAM RECEPTION CENTER 

Willimantic Fire Company 
Windham Department of Public Health 
Windham Center Fire Department 
American Red Cross 

WINDHAM CONGREGATE CARE FACll..ITIES 

Willimantic Emergency Management Director 
Windham Center School 
North Windham Elementary School 
North Windham Firehouse 
Eastern Connecticut State University 
Sweeney Elementary School 
Windham Middle School 
Windham Technical 
Windham High School 

PRIV A TFJVOLUNTEER ORGANIZATIONS 

American Red Cross 
RACES 
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C. Exercise Timeline 

Table 1, on the following page, presents the time at which key events and 
activities occurred during the Millstone Nuclear Power Station Plume Exposure 
Pathway exercise on August 21, 1997. Also included are times notifications were 
made to the participating jurisdictions/functional entities. 
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Table 1. Exercise Timeline 
DATE AND SITE: August 21, 1 t; 37, MiRstone Nuclear Power Station (Plume Exposure Pathwayl 

Emetgency Time 
Claallfadon Utllty 
lenlorEwnt DedaNd 

UnuiUIIIEwent 

Alert 0945 

Site Afft Emergency 1122 

0--' Emergency 1249 

Rad. R ...... Stertecl 1304 

Reel. R ...... TenNn8tecl -. 

Fac:llty Declared Openttlonal 

Dec:leratlon of State of Emergency 

E•erdla TarrNnatecl 

Early Precautionary ACtions: 
Milk animals on atorecl falld lftd 
protected water. 

tat Ptotac:tlva Action Dadllon 

ht Siren Activation 

1at EAS or EBS Masuga 

2nd Plolac:lln Action Dadllon . 

2nd Slnln Ac:thratlon 

2nd EAS or EBS Mllluga 

3rdDadllon 

3rd Siren 

3rdEAS 

Kl Admkllstnltion 
Dac:lslon: 

LEGEND: s . SUpport Jurisdiction 
• EOC not opamlonll 

STATE 
EOC 

0958 

1138 

1313 

1306 

N/A 

1035 

1150 

1506 

1151 

1315 

1155 

1166 

1328 

1320 

1322 

1328 

1334 

1336 

1310 

T1me That Notification Waa Rec:.lwd or Action Waa Taken 

EOF AREA IV EAST FISHERS CITY OF TOWN OF LEOYARD 
LYME ISLA NO GROTON GROTON 

0958 0950 1000 0958 0955 1000 1003 ,. 
1122 1139 1147 1129 1129 1133 1130 

1250 1307 1311 1310 1311 1310 1309 

1304 1313 1306 1310 1311 1310 
•' 

N/A N/A 1450 

1030 1019 1040 1130 1156 1030 1035 

1158 1150 1207 1246 1225 1206 

1500 1506 1507 N/A 1514 1500 1508 

1158 N/0 N/0 Dismissed School 1212 
early 
1123 
1227 Aark:ultural PAs 

1304 1322 
Utility 
PAR 

1153 1153 1156 NfO• 1163 1166 

1312 1339 
Utility 
Revision 

1319 1319 1319 1319 1319 1318 

1333 1333 1333 1333 1333 1334 

Utility not 1335 
use kl 
1304 

D • Dac:lllon Making Jurlldlctlon A • Activating Jurisdiction N/A • Not Appllc8ble 

LYME 

1000 

1140 

1311 

1311 

N/A 

1020 

1205 

1510 

1210 

1318 

1168 

1337 

1320 

1337 



Table 1. Exercise Timeline 

DATE AND SITE: August 21, 1997, Mllstone Nucle1r Power Station !Plume Exposure Pllthwayl 

Emergency Time 
CI81Siflcadon Udlty Time Thet Notification w .. Received or Action Waa Ta•en 
Left~ or Ewent .,.... 

f STATE MONT· NEW OLD LYME WATERFORD 
r 
\ 

EOC VILLE LONOON 

( UIIUIUIII Ennt 
!; 

~ 
t 
~ 
~ 
sr 

Alert 094& 0951 1004 0955 1000 

Site Ana Emergency 1122 1138 1138 1134 1138 

~ 

B 
~ 
r f 

G-.1 Emerge11cy 1241 1313 1318 1310 1313 

Red.ReleaMSt__. 1308 1318 1312 

Red. Releaae Termnatecl N/A N/A N/A 

f Flldlty '*'-«~ Operational 103& 1020 1038 1037 

~-I~ DeciMation of State of Emerge11cy 1150 1209 1207 1210 
~ 
t 

' 
Ellerdae T.,...,_ted 1506 1508 1507. 1508 

l ,. 
!: 

~ 

J 
~ 

0 

Early Precautionary Actlona: 1161 120, 1207 1210 .. 

111 Protective Action Declalon 131& 1311 1319 1318 

f 
~ 111 SINn Activation 11511 1153 1155° 1153 1154 

111 EAS or EBS Meauge 1158 

2nd Protective Action Dedllan 1328 1332 1333 1333 

2nd Siren Acthradon 1320 1311 1320• 1318 1319 

2nd EAS or EIS Meaaege 1322 

• 3rd Oedllan 1328 

3rdSiren 1334 1332 1336" 1333 1334 

3rd EAS 1336 

IUAdli ... ndon 1310 1342 1342 1315 
Decision: 

LE~: I . Support Juiledlcdon D • Decltlan M .. lng Jurlldlcdon 
•waterford _..... ._. for New London,., Compenaatory ,..,, 

A • Actfvatlng Jutledlcdon 

1~ ~ 
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IV. EXERCISE EVALUATION AND RESULTS 

Contained in this section are the results and findings of the evaluation of all jurisdictions 
and functional entities which participated in the August 21 , 1997, plume exposure 

1 · pathway exercise to test the offsite emergency response capabilities of State and local 
governments in the 1 0-mile EPZ surrounding the Millstone Nuclear Power Station, as 
well as the ingestion exposure pathway exercise conducted during the week of October 6, 
1997. 

Each jurisdiction and functional entity was evaluated on the basis of its demonstration of 
criteria delineated in exercise objectives contained in FEMA-REP-14, REP Exercise 
Manual, September 1991. Detailed information on the exercise objectives and the extent
of-play agreement used in this exercise are found in Appendix 3 of this report. · 

A. Summary Results of Exercise Evaluation • Table 2 

The matrix presented in Table 2, on the following page(s), presents the status of 
all exercise objectives from FEMA-REP-14 which were scheduled for 
demonstration during this exercise by all participating jurisdictions and functional 
entities. Exercise objectives are listed by number and the demonstration status of 
those objectives is indicated by the use of the following letters: 

M - Met (No Deficiency or ARCAs assessed and no unresolved ARCAs from 
prior exercises) 

D - Deficiency assessed 

A - ARCA(s) assessed or unresolved ARCA(s) from prior exercise(s) 

N - Not Demonstrated (Reason explained in Subsection B) 

JS 
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Table 2. Summary Results of Exercise Evaluation 

DATE AND SITE: August 2_1,__!997 (Pium~P_athway) af1d _W~ek of October 6, 1997 (Ingestion Pathway) Millstone Nuclear Power Station 
JURISDICTION/FUNCTIONAL ENTITY 1 2 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

State Emergency Operations Center M M 

Depert.-;ent of Environmental Protection 

Emergency Operations Facility M M 

State Field Monitoring Teama 

State Field Sampling TeiMI 

Joint Media Center 

State Department of Health lAboratory 

OEM Area IV, Colchester M M 

State Pollee ACPs/TCPs 

State Compensatory Plan 

RISK JURISDICTIONS 

East Lyme M M 

H8mlet of Ratter. laland, ,.v M M 

City of Groton M M 

Town of Groton M M 

Ledyard M M 

Lyme M M 

Montville M M 

City of New London N N 

Old Lyme . M M 

Waterford M M 

School/Bus Evecuetlon 

Town of East Lyme • LIRie B. Haynes School 

Town of Ledyard • Galea Ferry Elementary School 

Town of Old Lyme • Mile Creek School 

Special Populetionl • Nursing Homes 

Medical Services • Waterford Ambulance Co. 

Medical Services • lawrence end Memorial Hospltel 
·----

lEGEND: 

M • Met (No Deficiency or ARCAa assessed 
end no unresolved prior ARCAa) 

D • . Deflclencyllnt ISSelled 

3 4 5 6 

M M A 

M 

'M 

M M M 

M M 

M M 

M 

M M A 

M M M 

M M M 

M M M 

M M M 

M M M 

M M M 

M M M 

N N N 

M M M 

M M M 

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 

M M M A M M M M M M 

A M M M M 

M 

M M 

A A A 

A 

M 

M 

M M M 

M M M M 

M M M M 

M M M M 

M A M M 

M M M M 

M M M 

M M M M 

N N N N 

M M M M 

M M M M M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

A • ARCA(s) assessed end/or unresolved prior ARCAs 

N • Not Demonstrated 

Blank • Not scheduled for deJ 1lon 
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Table 2. Summary Results of Exerca:>e Evaluation 

DATE AND SITE: Augljst_1!,_1'J97 (Plume Pathwayl!tnd Week of October 6, 1997 (Ingestion Pathway) Millstone Nuclear Power Station 
JURISDICTION/FUNCTIONAL ENTITY 1 

SUPPORT JURISDICTIONS 

Windham EOC M 

Windham Reception Center 

Windham Congregate Care FacHitlel 

Windham Center School 

North Windham Elementary School 

North Windham Firehouse 

Eastern Connecticut State University 

Sweeney Elementary School 

Windham Middle School 

Windham Technical 
-, 

. 
Windham High School 

.. 

LEGEND: 

M • Met (No Deficiency or ARCAs assessed 
and no unt'esolved prior ARCAs) 

D • Deflclency(les) assessed 

2 3 4 5 8 

M M M 

M M 

1 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 26 26 27 28 29 30 31 

M M 

M 

. 

A • ARCA(sl assessed and/or unresolved prior ARCAs 

N .. Not Demonstrated 

Blank • Not scheduled for demonstration 
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B. Status of Jurisdictions Evaluated 

This subsection provides information on the evaluation of each participating 
jurisdiction and funct:onal entity, in a juri~diction based, issues only format. 
Presented below is a definition of the terms used in this subsection relative to 
objective demonstration status. 

• Met - Listing of the demonstrated exercise objectives under which no 
Deficiencies or ARCAs were assessed during this exercise and under which 
no ARCAs assessed during prior e~ercises remain unresolved. 

• Deficiency - Listing of the demonstrated exercise objectives under which one 
or more Deficiencies was assessed during this exercise. Included is a 
description of each Deficiency and recommended corrective actions. 

• Area Requiring Corrective Actions - Listing of the demonstrated exercise 
objectives under which one or more ARCAs were assessed during the current 
exercise or ARCAs assessed during prior exercises remain unresolved. 
Included is a description of the ARCAs assessed during this exercise and the 
recommended corrective action to be demonstrated before or during the next 
biennial exercise. 

• Not Demonstrated - Listing of the exercise objectives which were not 
demonstrated as scheduled during this exercise and the reason they were not 
demonstrated. 

• Prior ARCAs - Resolved -Descriptions of ARCAs assessed during previous 
exercises which were resolved in this exercise and the corrective actions 
demonstrated. 

.l 11 
• Prior ARCAs • Unresolved -Descriptions of ARCAs assessed during prior ~ J 

exercises which were not resolved in this exercise. Included is the reason the 
ARCA remains unresolved and recommended corrective actions to be 
demonstrated before or during the next biennial exercise. 

The following are definitions of the two types of exercise issues which are 
discussed in this report. • 

• A Deficiency is defined in FEMA-REP-14 as " ... an observed or identified 
inadequacy of organizational performance in an exercise that could cause a 
finding that offsite emergency preparedness is not adequate to provide 
reasonable assurance that appropriate protective measures can be taken in the 
event of a radiological emergency to protect the health and safety of the public 
living in the vicinity of a nuclear power plant." .,., · 

18 
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• An ARCA is defined in FEMA-REP-14 as " ... an observed or identified 
inadequacy of organizational performance in an exercise that is not 
considered, by itself, to adversely impact public health and safety." 

FEMA has developed a standardized system for numbering exercise issues 
(Deficiencies and ARCAs). This system is used to ac:ueve consistency in 
numbering exercise issues among FEMA Regions and site-specific exercise 
reports within each Region. It is also used to expedite tracking of exercise issues 
on a nationwide basis. 

The identifying number for Deficiencies and ARCAs includes the following 
elements, with each element separated by a hyphen (-). 

• Plant Site Identifier - A two-digit number corresponding to the Utility 
Billable Plant Site Codes. 

• Exercise Year- The last two digits of the year the exercise was conducted. 

• Objective Number - A two-digit number corresponding to the objective 
numbers in FEMA-REP-14. 

• Issue Classification Identifier- (D =Deficiency, A= ARCA). Only 
Deficiencies and ARCAs are included in exercise reports. 

• Exercise Issue Identification Number- A separate two (or three) digit 
indexing number assigned to each issue identified in the exercise. 
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1. STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

1.1 State Emergency Operations Center 

The Connecticut Office of Emergency Management (Cf -OEM) has a modern up-to-date 
Emergency Operations Center. The various supporting agencies and EOC staff structure 
are efficiently and effectively organized to support the development of recommendations 
and decisions necessary for execution and timely emergency management. 

The Director is a strong and knowledgeable individual. There is no question of who is in 
charge of the Emergency Management Operations. His staff works extremely well in 
communicating and coordinating their responsibilities, which resu!_ts in a well run 
efficient emergency management organization. 

During the Ingestion Pathway exercise the Director of the Connecticut of Emergency 
Management displayed excellent leadership and control of the Emergency Management 
functions. Personnel from Emergency Management, Environmental Protection, Public 
Health, Consumer Protection, Agriculture, State Police, and National Guard all displayed 
professionalism and knowledge in their specific functions. All excelled in being able to 
communicate and coordinate with one another and to make recommendations to support 
the emergency operations. Through their supporting recommen<;t.ations the Director, 
CT -OEM, and the Governor were able to make appropriate and timely decisions. 

During the evening of the second day of the Ingestion Pathway exercise, the Director 
CT -OEM conducted a training table top exercise for the following participating Federal, 
State, and Local Agencies: 

FEDERAL 
USDA (facilitator) 
FEMA 

STATE 
CT-OEM 
CT-DEP 
CT- Public Health 
CT-Dept. Agriculture 
CT- Consumer Protection 
cr- State Police 
cr- Military 

LOCAL COMMUNITIES 
East Lyme 
NewLondon. 
Town of Groton 
Waterford 
Montville 
Old Lyme 
Groton - City 
Lyme . 

This tabletop provided a mechanism for the local communities to become familiar with 
and understand the intricacies of emergency management activities at the State level. 
Other State agencies also received a better understanding of what local communities have 
to experience when executing the protective actions instructions. 

a. MET: Objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, 10, 13, 15, 17, 23, 26, 27, 28, and 29 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 
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c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRA'fED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs- RESOLVED: 

Issue No.: 38-95-03-A-01 

Description: Farmers within the EPZ were not notified to place animals in 
shelter and use stored feed and covered water because when the initial 
precautionary action was discussed the Agriculture Representative was not present 
and no one updated him when he arrived. This delay resulted in the precautionary 
sheltering of animals and placing them on stored feed and water to follow the 
order to evacuate zones 1 & 2 and shelter zone 3. (Objective 3) (NUREG-0654, 
A.l.d, A.2.a, J.11) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: Issue corrected at 8/14/96 Haddam Neck 
exercise. 

Issue No.: 38-95-10-A-05 

Description: EBS message #2 included New London in the areas to be evacuated, 
while simultaneously instructing New London to shelter. (Objective 10) 
(NUREG-0654, E.5, E.6, E. 7) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: Issue corrected at 8/14/96 Haddam Neck 
exercise. 

Issue No.: 38-95-13-A-06 

Description: The Extent of Play (EOP) called for six calls per hour per operator 
after the Governor's State of Emergency declaration. Only five calls per hour were 
received at the Rumor Control desk during the three hours following the 
Governor's State ofEmergency.(Objective 13) (NUREG-0654, G.4.c, N.l.a) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: Issue corrected at 8/14/96 Haddam Neck 
exercise. 

Issue No.: 91-25 

Description: A book of comprehensive prescripted EBS messages, which was 
used during the 1991" exercise, was not included in, nor referenced in the State 
plan. Also, the messages contained in the book did not include instructions fof 
transients, schoolchildren, ad hoc respiratory protective measures, and ingestion 
hazards. -
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At the 1995 exercise it was observed that the prescripted EBS message book has 
been included in the State's RERP. There are no instructions for ad hoc 
respiratory precautions and there is no longer a specific requirement to do so. That 
portion of ARCA 91-25 is corrected. EBS messages did contain instructions for 
school children but do not specifically mention transients, therefore this nortion of 
ARCA 91-25 remains open. (Objective 11) (NUREG-0654, E.5, E.7, J.IO.c) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: Issue corrected at .8/14/96 Haddam Neck 
exercise. 

Issue No.: 82-30 

Description: More time in the scenario was needed to exercise recovery and 
reentry by all State operation centers. (Objective 28) (NUREG-0654, M.1, N.l.a) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: During the 1997 Ingestion Pathway exercise, 
sufficient time was provided in the scenario and extent-of-play to demonstrate 
recovery and reentry. The entire second day of the exercise (October 9, 1997) at 
the State EOC was devoted to return and reentry decision making and 
implementation. This was initiated by Controller Message SEOC-8 which was 
inserted at 0950 at the State EOC. All key State EOC staff were intimately 
involved in the decision making and implementation. 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: 

Issue No.: 38-95-05-A-02 

Description: Prior to use, all survey instruments were battery checked and tested 
with a check source for operability. The procedure and instructions, attached to 
the instrument, indicate that the survey instruments should respond to the check 
source witlt a meter movement of one half way up the scale on the times 10 range 
setting. Not all of the instruments met the source check requirements of the 
procedure, but they were declared operational and put into use anyway. (Objective 
5) (NUREG-0654, H.1 0, L 7, 1.8) 

Reason ARCA Unresolved: The range of readings was .not found to be posted 
. on survey instruments observed at local EOCs, and field teams during the 8121/97 
Millstone exercise. This was also observed at reception center vehicle monitoring 
at the 1995 exercise, but was not scheduled for demonstration in 1997. 

Recommendation: Emphasize instrument operability checks during the annual 
refresher training. In accordance with the FEMA guidance, a range of readings for 
the check source should be established,a~e time the instruments are calibrated 
and this check source response range should be posted on the instrument. This 
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will provide lower and upper response boundaries that the instrument must meet 
in order to be considered operational. 

Schedule or Corrective Actions: Demonstrate at the next scheduled exercise. 

Issue No.: 38-95-05-A-03 

Description: Bus drivers were not issued dosimetry. (Objective 5) (NUREG-
0654, K.3.a) 

Reason ARCA Unresolved: Not scheduled for demonstration in 1997 exercise. 

Recommendation: Bus drivers are considered emergency workers (NUREG-
0654), and therefore, should be issued dosimetry. 

Schedule or Corrective Actions: Demonstrate at a future exercise. 

Issue No.: 38-95-16-A-07 

Description: Information available to the SEOC regarding precautionary actions 
for schools, as implemented by local governments, was ut,certain, and actions 
were not taken to clarify their status with Area IV or the EOCs of EPZ 
communities. Detailed information regarding the impiementation of precautionary 
actions for schools was incomplete. (Objective lei) (NUREG-0654, 1.9, J.lO.d, 
J.lO.g) 

Reason ARCA Unresolved: The SEOC received a message informing of early 
dismissal of schools for the City and Town of Groton. Neither the State Director 
nor PIO staff were informed of this action. The media center at the SEOC did not 
issue a news release addressing precautionary actions for the schools. 

Recommendation: Assign responsibility for addressing the status of 
precautionary actions for schools to a spokesperson for the State, and ensure that 
such information is proactively given verbally to the media during briefmgs. 
Develop a prescripted press release specifically to address precautionary actions 
regarding schools and ensure that prescripted information addresses sheltering as 
well as evacuation of schools. 

Schedule of Corrective Actions: Demonstrate at the next scheduled exercise. 

1.2 Department or Environmental Protection (DEP) 

During the Plume Phase, the DEP staff in the State EOC demonstrated effective and 
timely PAR development and made significant contributions to the development process. 
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The DEP staff was thoroughly knowledgeable of the plan and procedures, very pro-active 
and interfaced well with all appropriate State agencies during the P A development 
process. The demonstrated actions of the DEP staff were highly instrumental in the 
prompt execution of the PAD development 

The DEP Accident Assessme1~t Team maintained excellent communications with the 
Accident Assessment Groups at the Facility such that plant conditions were accurately 
and quickly detennined for use in DEP dose projections and protective action 
recommendations. State Field team operations were competently directed from the 
DEP/EOC area resulting in prompt/accurate location of the plume and confirmation of 
dose estimates. 

During the Ingestion Phase, the DEP and Northeast Utilities (NU) assessment team 
developed an effective sampling plan for the collection of environmental samples and 
field measurement data needed to evaluate the ingestion pathway and relocation criteria. 
The assessment team involved other state agencies in the development of a sampling plan 
to identify the types and locations of commercial crops or farms. Both ingestion and 
relocation dose projections were completed in a timely manner. Clearly understandable 
maps were prepared which identified the areas of concern for the ingestion pathway as 
well as relocation and return areas. 

a. MET: Objectives 5, 9, 14, 26 and 28 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: Objective 7 

Issue No.: 38-97-07-A-01 

Description: The bases for Protective Actions are that the radiation dose avoided 
is in correct relation to the risks and costs of the action. The total effective dose 
equivalent (TED E) is a measure of the potential risk that may be avoided by the 
protective action while the Protective Action Guide (P AG) is radiation dose that 
represents a balance as to the risks and costs of the protective action. When the 
TEDE is greater than the PAG, a Protective Action is indicated. 

The DEP did not estimate a projected dose based on a pr6jected time of release 
when source term information was fli'St made available at approximately 
1317 hours (see Millstone Unit I ADAM Data Sheet, Time step 8/15; 1315). 
Previously they made protective action recommendations based on plant 
conditions only, with further considerations based on field team, dose rate 
information. 

While this DEP procedure is an acceptable, timely and conservative protection of 
public health, accident assessment is not complete without also making timely 
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dose projections to assure that the recommended protective actions are adequate 
and to give a full picture of accident conditions. (Objective 7) (NUREG-0654, 
1.10). 

Recommendation: DEP procedures should be revised to include preparing timely 
estimates of the projected dose as part of a complete accident assessment. The 
State plan should contain a default projected time of release for use when the 
Utility does not provide a defmitive value. 

Schedule of Corrective Actions: Demonstrate at the next scheduled exercise. 

Issue No.: 38-97-07-A-02 

Description: The current ADAM dose projection code (ver 1.2} does not directly 
estimate the total effective dose equivalent (TEDE} as required by the State Plan 
(RERP-9.0, Rev. 1, 2 of 14). Rather it gives the deep dose equivalent (DDE). This 
means that it does not include adequate consideration of the radiation dose due to 
inhalation of radionuclides and for radiation dose due to radio nuclides on the 
ground. In addition, the code does not directly and easily estimate a projected dose 
due to a source term that could continue for extended periods. (Objective 7) 
(NUREG-0654, 1.10) 

Recommendation: The ADAM code should be upgraded or replaced. The new 
code should provide estimates of the projected dose (TED E) and the committed 
thyroid dose equivalent (CDE). Both values are needed for comparison with 
PAGs to evaluate need for Protective Actions. 

Schedule of Corrective Actions: Demonstrate at the next scheduled exercise. 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 
.· ·'1 

e. PRIOR ARCAs ·RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs ·UNRESOLVED: None 

1.3 Emergency Operations Facility (EOF) 

. a Xlk122 

The Department of Environmental Protection Monitoring and Radiation Division 
(DEPMRD) Liaison personnel kept the State EOC Department of Environmental 
Protection Monitoring and Radiation Division desk informed of critical changes in plant 
status as they were reported to the utility's Director of Site Emergency Operations by the 
utility Technical Support Center on an open speak,-phone line. These changes were 
reported to the State EOC within 30 seconds of receipt, thus ensuring that the State EOC 
DEPMRD desk had the latest plant status information at all times. 
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a. :MET: Objectives 1, 2, 4, and 7 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

1.4 State Field Monitoring Teams 

1.4.1 Field Monitoring Team "A" 

DEP Field Monitoring Team Alpha showed considerable knowledge of plume dispersion 
and of emergency worker exposure control. They discussed sky shine, ground shine, the 
effect of an elevated release, plume width and centerlines, and post plume deposition. 
They also discussed that the low-level ORO readings correctly provided by the controller 
could not be read on the 0-SR range DRDs. 

a. :MET: Objectives 4, S, 6, 8, and 14 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs ·RESOLVED: 

Issue No.: 38-95-08-A-08 

Description: The technician did not operate the air sampler for 10-15 seconds to 
purge noble gases from the radioiodine cartridge before counting the cartridge in 
accordance with Emergency Plan Section 3.4.3.g.6. He also did not use the 
planchet when counting the particulate filter and improperly placed the filter 
below the metal spacer instead of above it. (Objective 8) (NUREG-0654, 1.7, 1.8, 
1.9). 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: The RMD member of FMT Alpha operated 
the air sampler for 15 seconds in a low background area to purge the radioiodine 
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cartridge of noble gases. The team member also used an Eberline SH-4 sample 
holder with a planchet when counting the particulate filter. 

Issue No.: 29-96-06-A-02 (Haddam Neck) 

Description: Field Monitoring Team A (FMT A) did not receive a mission 
briefing either before or during deployment. The team was not briefed on 
information regarding exposure control, measurement procedures, meteorological 
conditions, or reporting procedures. (Objective 6) (NUREG-0654, 1.7, 1.8, 1.11) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: Before deployment the RMD team leader did 
~ a briefing on exposure control procedures, survey procedures to be followed, the 

starting point for radiation measurements, procedures for iodine sampling, and 
communication of radiological data. The FMT coordinator provided additional 
information by cellular telephone and mobile radio including plant and 
meteorological conditions, locations for monitoring assignments, and other 
pertinent data. The FMT Coordinator continued to provide information 
throughout the mission. 

Issue No.: 29-96-06-A-03 (Haddam Neck) 

Description: The Field Team Coordinator failed to utilize the assets of FMT A. 
He ordered the team to remain at its initial location and to call in when the team's 
monitors detected the plume. The plume never passed over this location and as a 
result the team never made a measurement nor took an air sample during the 
exercise. (Objective 6) (NUREG-0654, 1.7, 1.8, 1.11) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: The FMT Coordinator used reported 
measurements and other information to make effective FMT Alpha monitoring 
location assignments. 

Issue No.: 29-96-06-A-04 (Haddam Neck) 

Description: The monitoring equipment issued by the State did not bear labeling 
which gave either an expected reading from a check source, calibration curves, or . 
correction factors. (Objective 6) (NUREG-0654, H.10, 1.7, 1,8, 1.11) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: Expected readings for instruments were 
·posted on the check source holder. 

Issue No.: 29-96-08-A-05 (Haddam Neck) 

Description: FMT A failed to purge their air sample of noble gases prior to 
counting the silver zeolite cartridge. (Objective 8) (NUREG-0654, H.10,1.7, 1.8. 
1.11) 
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Corrective Action Demonstrated: The R11D member of Team Alpha purged 
the air sample of noble gases prior to counting the silver zeolite cartridge. 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

1.4.2 Field Monitoring Team ''B" 

Field Team B worked very effectively as a team. All assignments were carried out 
promptly and sample results were reported to the Field Team Coordinator on a timely 
basis. Plans and procedures were carefully followed. 

a. MET: Objectives 4, 5, 6, 8, and 14 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: 

Issue No.: 38-95-08-A-08 

Description: The technician did not operate the air sampler for 10-15 seconds to 
purge noble gases from the radioiodine cartridge before counting the cartridge in 
accordance with Emergency Plan Section 3.4.3.g.6. He also did not use the 
planchet when counting the particulate filter and improperly placed the filter 
below the metal spacer instead of above it. (Objective 8) (NUREG-0654, I. 7, 1.8, 
1.9) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: Field Team B purged the noble gases from 
the radioiodine cartridge before counting the cartridge. They also used the SH4 
sample holder and the planchet when counting the particulate fllter. 

Issue No.: 29-96-06-A-03 (Haddam Neck) 
• 

Description: The Field Team Coordinator failed to utilize the assets of FMT A .. 
He ordered the team to remain at its initial location and to call in when the team's 
monitors detected the plume. The plume never passed over this location and as a 
result the team never made a measurement nor took an air sample during the 
exercise. (Objective 6) (NUREG-0654, 1.7, 1.8, 1.11) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: Effective use of all teams to locate and 
determine the plume size was noted during the 1997 Millstone Exercise. 
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Issue No.: 29-96-06-A-04 (Haddam Neck) 

Description: The monitoring equipment issued by the State did not bear labeling 
which gave either an expected reading from a check source, calibration curves, or 
correction factors. (Objective 6) (NUREG-0654, H.lO, 1.7, 1.8, 1.11) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: Check sources were labeled with expected 
readings for all instruments utilized during the 1997 Millstone Exercise. 

Issue No.: 29-96-08-A-05 (Haddam Neck) 
Description: FMT A failed to purge their air sample of noble gases prior to 
counting the silver zeolite cartridge. (Objective 8) (NUREG-0654, H.IO, 1.7, 1.8, 
1.11) . 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: Field Team B purged the noble gases from the 
radioiodine cartridge before counting the cartridge. 

f. PRIOR ARCAs ·UNRESOLVED: None 

1.5 State Field Sampling Teams (Ingestion Pathway) 

During the Ingestion Pathway exercise field sampling teams were mobilized from the four 
Connecticut State agencies indicated below: 

Department of PUblic Health 
The Department of Public Health Water Services Division sampling team demonstrated 
excellent sample taking and contamination control techniques. 

Department of Agriculture 
The initiative of the Department Agriculture sample collectors to avoid cross 
contamination was excellent. For example, written procedures were placed on the 
dashboard of the vehicle. After each step of the sampling procedure, the team member 
would look through the windshield to be assured all procedures were followed and 
avoided cross contamination by not handling the procedures themselves. 

Consumer Protection Division 
During the process of collecting the assigned samples, the Consumer Protection sampling 
team had communication problems with their radio and mobile cellular phone. They 
overcame this difficulty by using a pay phone to contact the command center and by 
relaying information through the Agricultural sampling team. · 
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Department of Environmental Protection 
The Department of Environmental Protection Field Team demonstrated knowledge of 
instrument use and procedures. Their performance in the field was very professional and 
efficient. 

a. MET: Objectives 4 and 5 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

1.6 Joint Media Center 

The Joint Media Center is a modem technically well-equipped facility located in the State 
Emergency Operations Center. During the Plume Pathway exercise the Joint Media 
Center was established in a timely manner after the 9:45 a.m. Alert (ECL) of an incident 
at Millstone NPS. There ·was joint cooperation between the Governor's press office, 
Connecticut Office of Emergency Management, State Police, Department of Public 
Health, Department of Environmental Protection and Northeast Utilities. The Connecticut 
OEM provided an effective presentation to the media at the first press briefing on the 
State's compensatory plan for the City of New London. 

The State of Connecticut Office of Emergency Management demonstrated the 
implementation of an effective system of disseminating emergency information and 
instructions to the public in an accurate, comprehensive, and timely manner. A 
comprehensive list of emergency information.topics was addressed through a · 
combination of EAS messages, news releases and media briefings. The process was 
further enhanced by references to the Emergency Instructions section of the telephone 
book yellow pages and the availability of brochures and pamphlets . 

• 

The State should be commended for the most thorough and comprehensive demonstration 
of public information activities in an Ingestion Pathway Exercise to date in FEMA 
Region I. Eight news releases; five press conferences and numerous background media 
briefings were utilized to convey accurate, timely and comprehensive information to the 
public. The media briefings included effective presentations by a wide variety of state 
spokespersons including the Governor's Press Secretary and representatives from the 
Office of Emergency Management. Department of Environmental Protection, Department 
of Public Health, Department of Agriculture and the State Police. The Governor's Press 
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Secretary and the Director of Emergency Management should be especially commended 
for their effective and consistent leadership in advancing the crucial role of public 
information in the exercise. 

a. MET: None 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: Objectives 11,_ 12, and 27 

Issue No.: 38-97-11-A-03 

Description: EAS message #1 (MP-0) stated that "the Governor has not 
recommended any actions by the public" when, in fact, he had ordered the closure 
of state parks and placing farm animals on stored feed. Moreover, a related news 
release (#3) added advisory topics, including harvested crops, milk supplies and 
water cisterns, which had not been included in the Governor's precautionary 
measures. (Objective 11) (NUREG-0654, E.5; E.7, J.9, J.11) 

Recommendation: Steps should be taken to ensure that the content of EAS 
messages and news releases accurately reflect the decisions of the Governor or his 
designee. 

Schedule of Corrective Actions: Demonstrate at the next scheduled exercise. 

Issue No.: 38-97-12-A-04 

Description: The issue of what to leave behind when evacuating was not 
mentioned in media briefings, news releases or printed materials for the public. In 
l:triefings the term precautionary action was used, while visual aids used the term 
protective actions. News release #5 includes inaccurate information, stating that 
the Governor upgraded the situation. During the 1330 news briefing the Millstone 
NPS presenter did not have visual aids present. It was apparent that spokespersons 
had not coordinated their information prior to the news briefings. (Objective 12) 
(NUREG-0654, E.7, G.3.a, G.4.a, G.4.b, G.4.c) 

• 
Recommendation: Clarify the use of terminology, specifically the terms 
"precautionary action" versus "protective action". Provide a visual status board 
with current information about the incident in progress. Have graphic displays 
readily available or pre-set for -presenters. Hold pre-briefings before the actual 
media briefing to ensure consistency of message by participating organizations 
and to anticipate media questions. 

Schedule of Corrective Actions: Demonstrate at the next scheduled exercise. 
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Issue No.: 38-97-27-A-05 

Description: The brochure containing agricultural infonnation was deemed 
inappropriate for distribution by state officials and yet was not withdrawn from 
the Media Center. (Objective 27) (NUREG-0654, J.11) 

Recommendation: Steps should be taken to ensure that only accurate and 
appropriate infonnational materials are available for distribution to the public. 

Schedule of Corrective Actions: Demonstrate at a future exercise. 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: 

Issue No.: 38-95-11-A-09 

Description: The EBS messages did not contain specific instructions for 
transients, special populations or transportation dependent individuals. (Objective 
11) (NUREG-0654, E.7, J.10.c, J.10.d) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: Under the provisions of the EAS system, 
emergency instructions and infonnation may be provided through a combination 
of EAS messages, news releases and media briefings. Instructions for transients, 
special populations, and transportation dependent individuals were provided in 
EAS messages, news releases and media briefings. 

Issue No.: 38-95-12-A-10 

Description: In response to a news media question during a briefing, a State 
spokesman inaccurately stated the time of the Governor's State of Emergency. 
(Objective 12) _(NUREG-0654, G.3.a, G.4.a, G.4.b) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: State spokesperson responses to news media 
were accurate in media briefmgs. 

Issue No.: 38-95-12-A-11 

Description: There were no comprehensive media briefings on emergency 
prct~ctive measures. (Obj~::tive 12) (NUREG-0654, G.3.a, G.4.a, G.4.b} 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: Issue corrected at 8/14/96 Haddam Neck 
exercise. 

Issue No.: 38-93-12-A-12 
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1.7 

Description: Media briefings, news releases, and the telephone book yellow-page 
inserts did not provide instructions for transients without shelter or information 
transportation-dependent individuals. (Objective 12) (NUREG-0654, G.2, J.IO.c, 
J.IO.d) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: This issue has been administratively 
corrected. 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

State Department of Health (DHS) Laboratory 

The use of protective clothing and the transfer of sample custody was well presented. 
The briefing on use of dosimetry and KI, its distribution and collection, the explanation of 
the dosimeters and KI use, and briefings on the associated forms showed good familiarity 
with the equipment and its purpose. Laboratory operations, including sample storage, 
prevention of sample spoilage, access control, and staff familiarity with counting 
equipment and associated procedures provided evidence of excellent preparation for 
emergency response. 

a. MET: None 

'>. DEFICIENCY:None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: Objective 25 

Issue No.: 38-97-25-A-06 

Description: Procedures used for monitoring for contamination on persons were 
not adequate to detect levels of contamination in excess of FEMA guidance. The 
distance from the probe to the surface of about four to six inches was too great, 
the path width of about six inches was too wide and the probe speed of about two 
feet/second was too fast for the instrument/detector (CD-V 700) being used. 
Plans for the radiation laboratory operation~ U\) not include monitoring procedures 
for portable instruments, but procedures are included in Att-achment 11 to Section 
CT AP-4.3 of the State Plan. This document includes specifications for probe 
distance of one-half inch and probe speed of six inches per second. (Objective 25) 
(NUREG-0654, C.3, J.ll) 

Recommendation: The plan for operation of the radiation laboratory should be 
modified either to be specific about radioactive contamination monitoring 
procedures for persons, samples, and equipment, or to reference other parts of the 
plan where these procedures are provided. Laboratory staff responsible for 
radioactive contamination monitoring should receive training on this topic. 
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Schedule of Corrective Actions: Demonstrate at a future exercise. 

Issue No.: 38-97-25-A-07 

Description: Contamination control for surfaces was not apparent for the 
exercise. However, the spread of contamination to the Chemistry and Industrial 
Hygiene Laboratory and the Radiation Laboratory could seriously delay the 
determination of appropriate protective actions. No temporary coverings were 
provided for the floor at the reception area, the hot sample storage area, or the 
wheel-carts at the reception area. No provisions were made to add another plastic 
bag to "hot" samples or to smear them to determine whether the measured 
radiation might be coming from contamination on the exterior surfaces. 
(Objective 25) (NUREG-0654, C.3, J.ll) 

Recommendation: The State Plan should be revised to include contamination 
control procedures for laboratory operations as discussed in FEMA REP-14, 
Section 0.25-2. However they are not discussed in the State Plan for laboratory 
operations. 

Schedule of Corrective Actions: Demonstrate at a future exercise. 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

1.8 OEM Area IV, Colchester 

a 

The Office of Emergency Management (OEM) Area IV - Colchester staff were very 
proactive in maintaining good communications links with all agencies. At one point 
during the exercise when the high band operator was unable to contact Groton Town, the 
Area IV Coordinator established and maintained a telephone link with this location for 
over one hour. Also, the high band operator performed routine communications checks to 
all agencies to confirm that the system continued to operate properly. Further, when 
transmitting messages to local EOCs, the high band operator spoke clearly and slowly so 
that the receiving operators had sufficient time to copy the messages. 

a. MET: Objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 10 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 
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d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: 

Issue No.: 38-95-03-A-12 

Description: The Area IV staff was not always responsive to the EPZ 
communities' requests for information. At 1012 hours, New London EOC 
requested radiation release measurements at the perimeter of Millstone, explaining 
that these readings were necessary to verify local readings. Area IV advised that 
the only way New London EOC could obtain the readings was for them to send a 
person to the State Media Center in Hartford and obtain readings when they are 
provided to the general public. Also, at 1020 hours, Ledyard EOC requested State 
media and news releases for information purposes. Area IV acknowledged the 
radio request, but did not send back any media releases. (Objective 3) (NUREG-
0654, A.1.d, A.2.a) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: The Area IV staff members receiving 
requests from EPZ communities were very responsive to requests for services and 
information. At 1116 hours, the Town of Groton wanted to know what the 
compensatory plan was and where they could get a copy. Not only were their 
questions about the plan answered, but a copy of the plan was faxed to them to 
use/or review in the interim. At 1307 hours, the Town of Ledyard requested an 
additional 50 dosimeters for shift change. Their request was handled courteously 
and professionally, forwarding the information to the proper sources. Numerous 
other requests for information and services flowed through Area IV, all being 
handled without incident in a courteous manner. 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

1.9 State Police Access Control Points/Traffic Control Points 

The State Police and Department of Transportation staff had ample resources and 
kn"' w :cJge of the mission. -

a. MET: Objectives 5 and 17 

b. ·DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEl\fONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 
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f. PRIOR ARCAs ·UNRESOLVED: None 

1.10 State Compensatory Plan 

The ability of the State Police Supervisor and Communication Officer to implement the 
compensatory plan was demonstrated with professionalism and confidence. Although the 
State Police Mobile Command Post has been used for many other activities, this was the 
first time it was used for this type situation. A very professional job, well done. Both the 
Shift Supervisor and Communications Officer from the Montville State Police Barracks 
(Troop E) were very knowledgeable on emergency procedures for all hazards. Although 
this was the first demonstration of the Compensatory Plan, the Shift Supervisor and 
Communic"~ions Officer followed their emergency plans and procedures with 
enthusiasm, understanding and a willingness to learn. The Shift Supervisor observed 
ways that the plan could be demonstrated more smoothly, but also took into consideration 
that in a real event, more personnel would be made available to handle each task. They 
coordinated with the Department of Transportation for resources and worked extremely 
well with one another. 

a. MET: Objectives 3, 4, 15, 16, 17 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: Objective 5 

Issue No.: 38-97-05-A-08 

Description: There was no precautionary briefing prepared for any female 
troopers that may have assisted with emergency worker duties. (Objective 5) 
(NUREG-0654, K.3.b, K.4) 

Recommendation: A briefing for women emergency workers must be given to 
warn of the radiological issues of someone who is pregnant or thinks she might 
be. Include in the briefmg a signature card for the woman to sign that states she 
has had the briefing and understands its contents. 

Schedule of Corrective Actions: Demonstrate at a futute exercise. 

Issue No.: 38-97-05-A-09 

Description: Electrical leakage check dates were not available for any DRD. 
(Objective 5) (NUREG-0654, H.lO, K.3.a) 

Recommendation: Provide the dates. 

36 



Schedule of Corrective Actions: Demonstrate at the next scheduled exercise. 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs - RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs- UNRESOLVED: None 

2. RISK JURISDICTIONS 

2.1 East Lyme EOC 

The East Lyme First Selectwoman, Emergency Management Director, and staff members 
of the Emergency Operating Center were knowledgeable, enthusiastic, and professional in 
performance of their duties during the August 21, 1997, REP Exercise. The cooperative 
spirit was especially noticeable. Members were helping each other in anticipating 
problem areas and assisting each other in completion of duties. 

a. MET: Objective 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 15, 16, and 17 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs- RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs- UNRESOLVED: None 

2.2 Hamlet of Fishers Island, NY, EOC 

The Fisher's Island EOC staff demonstrated outstanding flexibility and team-work. When 
several members were called out to respond to storm-related actuaf emergencies those 
remaining took over the responsibilities as well as executing their own. No operational 
efficiency was lost Throughout, the staff worked together, helping one another and 
operating in a business like manner. 

a. MET: Objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 15, 16, and 17 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 
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c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

2.3 City of Groton EOC 

The Mayor, as the CEO, was an asset to the Emergency Management Director. She 
provided leadership for other municipal agencies in the EOC. The Mayor and EMD 
worked well together in the command and control of personnel and decision making. 
Emergency workers in the EOC showed knowledge of the plans and procedures when 
actions needed to be implemented. They worked well together and understood the 
responsibilities of other agencies, allowing for good communication and interaction. 

a. 1\IET: Objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 15, 16, and 17 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

.- .... , 
2.4 Town of Groton EOC 

Noteworthy was the full exercise participation by the Town Manager who, in concert with 
the Civil Preparedne~s :Jirector, did an excellent job of managing emergency operations. 
Also, the Communications Officer did an excellent job in maint:Uning an accurate 
message log. 

a. :MET: Objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 16, and 17 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE;ACTION: Objective 15 
/ 

Issue No.: 38-97-15-A-10 
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Description: The EOC's Human Sen ice Group had a list of 33 special needs 
persons. On exercise day the group was given a bundle of mail-in cards which 
may reflect additions and deletions to the EOC special needs list. The Human 
Services Group representative made an estimate that 55 special needs persons 
actually live in the Groton Town area. The EOC' s special needs list will not be 
accurate until the cards are analyzed and additions or deletions are made on the 
EOC list. (Objectiv.: 15) (NUREG-0654, J.lO.c,d,e) 

Recommendation: It is recommended that the mail-in special needs cards be 
analyzed and appropriate additions or deletions be made on the EOC's special 
needs list. 

Schedule of Corrective ActiollS: Demonstrate at the next scheduled exercise. 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

2.5 Ledyard EOC 

The major strength demonstrated by the staff at the Ledyard Emergency Operations 
Center was the true interest in emergency management. The emergency workers present 
during the exercise were both enthusiastic about the work they were doing and dedicated 
to the effort. The staff demonstrated flexibility and persistence under pressure when a frre 
alarm and power outage occurred in the building housing the EOC during the exercise. 
The fire alarm contained a "canned" message to evacuate the building. Fire personnel in 
the EOC simply responded to the frre alarm while other personnel obtained an emergency 
generator and the rest of the emergency workers kept the EOC operational until full 
power was restored. 

During the exercise, the Ledyard Emergency Management Director (EMD) demonstrated 
superb direction and control of the EOC operations. The EMD kept the EOC staff 
apprised of changes in the status of the emergency and coordinated all efforts through the 
responsible individuals. The emergency workers were able to carey out their 
responsibilities independently, yet interacted and coordinated with each other without 
conflicts. 

a. MET: Objectives 1, 2, '3, 4. 5, 10, 15, 16, and 17 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 
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d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs ·UNRESOLVED: None 

2.6 LymeEOC 

Because of the Civil Defense Director's leadership, all Lyme Emergency Operations 
Center staff were proactive. The Civil Defense Director utilizes the EOC for all other 
emergencies, and therefore he is equipped with multiple communications redundancies. 
By utilizing the EOC for all emergencies, the staff has become well trained and constantly 
seeks better ways to solving problems. The Civil Defense Director utilizes self-made 
weather detection devices to alert the town of any sudden severe weather; and, he has also 
made an earthquake detection unit capable of measuring any activity along the fault 
running through Lyme. These activities exemplify how serious emergency management is 
taken by the Civil Defense Director and consequently his enthusiasm spills over to his 
staff. During the exercise the EMS Officer was extremely proactive in making sure the 
Special Needs population was safe by lining up possible needed transportation. 
Outstanding job performed by the Lyme EOC staff. 

a. MET: Objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 15, and 17 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

r. PRIOR ARCAs ·UNRESOLVED: None 

2. 7 Montville EOC 

EOC staff demonstrated a thorough knowledge of the emergency plan and procedures. 
They also demonstrated a high degree of professionalism and conscientiousness. 

a. MET: Objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, !5, 16, and 17 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 
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d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

2.8 City of New London EOC 

The City of New London did not participate in the August 1997 exercise. Emergency 
response measures for the City of New London were taken by the State of Connecticut by 
means of its compensatory plan. See report Section 1.10. 

a. MET: None 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: Objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 15, 16, and 17 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

2.9 Old Lyme EOC 

The Old Lyme EOC ran smoothly and without problems due to coordination and 
cooperation among staff. The Selectman was knowledgeable of State and local 
operations. The EMP was well-versed in plant operation and radiological monitoring. AU 
EOC staff members were trained in their emergency responsibilities. . 

a. MET: Objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 15, 16, and 17 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs ·RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs ·UNRESOLVED: No~ 
/ 
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2.10 Waterford EOC 

The professionalism and dedication of the Waterford EOC staff and their ability to work 
together without any conflicts or problems was demonstrated. The staff took their 
responsibilities seriously and acted as though this exercise was a real emergency. This 
EOC staff is to be commended for a job well dcne. 

a. MET: Objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 14, 15, 16, a.'ld 17 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs ·RESOLVED: 

Issue No.: 38-93-05-A-09 

Description: The school bus guide instructed the bus driver on when to read and 
record DRD values. However, the bus driver may not be accompanied by the bus 
guide on every route. (Objective 5) (NUREG-0654, K.3.a, K.3.b, K.4) 

Corrective Action Demonstrated: This issue has been administratively 
corrected. 

f. PRIOR ARCAs ·UNRESOLVED: None 

2.11 School/Bus Evacuation 

2.11.1 Town of East Lyme 

The Lillie B. Haynes school staff was familiar with their emergency plans and 
procedures. The bus driver followed the directions to the Host Reception Center, and was 
knowledgeable with the surrounding area and roads. The amateur radio operator 
maintained clear and strong communications with the emergency operations center for the 
duration of the trip. The school staff, amateur radio operator and the bus driver were 
enthusiastic, and worked weii as a team. 

a. MET: Objective 16 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 
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c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

2.11.2 Town or Ledyard 

The school superintendent, Principal, and school staff of the Gales Ferry Elementary 
School were knowledg~able of the plan requirements for their school. The bus driver was 
also knowledgeable and experienced in driving. He was familiar with the required route 
and the surrounding communities. All personnel displayed enthusiasm in accomplishing 
the tasks at hand. 

a. MET: Objective 16 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs ·UNRESOLVED: None 

2.11.3 Town or Old Lyme 

School officials of the Mile Creek School were familiar with the emergency management 
plans affecting school children. The bus driver was experienced and knowledgeable 
regarding his responsibilities. The bus driver was able to continually communicate with 
the dispatcher. , 

a. MET: Objective 16 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

43 

ELL 5LS 144_ II. !_41.-1-b§J.)t!@ .,.,.4 . .,\ ii 'i 



.. 
~ 

... _&Jt¢!2 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

2.12 Special Populations • Nursing Homes 

The nursing home staffs were very knowledgeable of their duties, responsibilities, and 
evacuation plans. They had an excellent relationship with their local EOC 
representatives. It was evident that they had maintained open communications 
throughout the year. Both nursing home and EOC personnel were enthusiastic and 
cooperative and provided requested additional back-up documentation to support the 
information provided on the questionnaires. 

a. MET: Objective 15 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

2.13 Medical Service$ 

2.13.1 Transportation ·Town of Waterford Ambulance Company 

The ambulance crew consisted of two EMTs. Both members demonstrated a spirit of 
teamwork and professionalism. The EMT assigned to the patient compartment of the 
ambulance demonstrated excellent patient care and kept the hospital informed of the 
patient's condition. Upon arrival at the hospital the patient was transferreti;·1dftft;e EMT 
gave an excellent briefing to the medical staff receiving the patient. 

a. MET: Objective 20 

b. DEFICffiNCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 



e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: 

Issue No.: 38-95-20-A-13 

Description: While demonstrating monitoring techniques the plant Health 
Physics Technician (HPT) placed his instrument on the floor of the ambulance in 
an area which was later to be found contaminated, thus contaminating his 
instrument. In addition, he touched the interior of the ambulance on several 
occasions with his probe. (Objective 20) (NUREG-0654, L.1, L.3, L.4) 
Corrective Action Demonstrated: At no time did the Health Physics Technician 
(HPT) set his instrument down on the floor of the ambulance. He did not permit 
the probe of the survey meter to touch any portion of the interior of the patient 
compartment at any time. 

f. PRIOR ARCAs • UNRESOLVED: None 

2.13.2 Facilities • Lawrence and Memorial Hospital, City of New London 

The Lawrence and Memorial Hospital Emergency Room Staff and Security Team 
demonstrated superior knowledge and performed with confidence throughout the 
demonstration period. The best performance to date within this-Emergency Planning 
Zone. 

a. MET: Objective 21 

b. DEFICIENCY: No~e 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs ·UNRESOLVED: None 

3. SUPPORT JURISDICTIONS 

3.1 Windham EOC 

The Emergency Management Director at the Windham EOC displayed outstanding 
leadership. The staff were knowledgeable and experienced. Communication between all 
participating entities occurred in a timely fashion and without delay. 
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a. MET: Objectives 1, 2, 3; 4 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs ·UNRESOLVED: None 

3.2 Windham Reception Center 

The Reception Center Manager demonstrated excellent management skills throughout the 
drill by maintaining control and making quick and appropriate decisions. In the male and 
female decontamination areas, the teams concerned themselves with attention to detail to 
ensure proper completion. In the vehicle monitoring area, one individual continued to 
remind fellow team members about reading personnel dosimeters and proper monitoring 
techniques. These examples of teamwork ensured a successful completion of an 
emergency situation. 

a. MET: Objectiv~s 3, 5, 18 and 22 

b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs ·UNRESOLVED: None 

3.3 Windham Congregate <;are Facilities 

The.American Red Cross (ARC) Representative submitted shelter survey fonns to the 
evaluator. These shelter surveys were filled out appropriately and with detail. The ARC 
Representative was knowledgeable with Congregate Care Centers, the emergency 
management process and procedures. 

a. MET: Objective 19 



b. DEFICIENCY: None 

c. AREAS REQillRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: None 

d. NOT DEMONSTRATED: None 

e. PRIOR ARCAs • RESOLVED: None 

f. PRIOR ARCAs ·UNRESOLVED: None 
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APPENDIX I 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

The following is a list of the acronyms and abbreviations which were used in this report. 

ACP 

AMA 
ANI 
ARC 
ARCA 

CCC 
CD-V 
CFR 
CPM 

DEP 
DHHS 
DHS/OEMS 
DOC 
DOE 
DOl 
DOT 
DRD 

EAL 
EAS 
EBS 
ECL 
EEM 
EOC 
EOF 
EPA 
EPZ 
ETA 
ETE 
EWMDS 

FAA 
FCC 
FDA 
FEMA 

Access Control Point 

American Medical Association 
American Nuclear Insurers 
American Red Cross 
Area Requiring Corrective Action 

Congregate Care Center 
Civil Defense - Victoreen 
Code of Federal Regulations 
Counts Per Minute 

Department of Environmental Protection 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
Department of Health Services/Office of Emergency Medical Services 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
U.S. Department of Energy 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Direct Reading Dosimeter 

Emergency Action Level 
Emergency Alert System 
Emergency Broadcast System 
Emergency Classification Level 
Exercise Evaluation Methodology 
Emergency Operations Center 
Emergency Operations Facility 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Emergency Planning Zone 
Estimated Time of Arrival 
Evacuation Time Estimate 
Emergency Worker Monitoring and Decontamination Station 

Federal Aviation Agency 
Federal Communications Commission 
U.S. Food and Drug Administration 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 



FR 
FfC 
ft/min 
fe/min 

GE 
GM 

IP 

JMC 
JPIC 

KI 

mR 
mRih 

NOAA 
NOUE 
NRC 
NUREG-0654 

NWS 

OEM 
ORO 

PAD 
PAG 
PAO 
PAR 
PIADC 
PIO 
POR 

R 
RAC 
RACES 
RC 
REA 
REM 
REP 
RERP 

Federal Register 
Field Team Coordinator 
feet per minute 
cubic feet per minute 

General Emergency 
Guidance Memorandum 

Implementing Procedure 

Joint Media Center 
Joint Public Information Center 

Potassium Iodide · 

milliroentgen 
milliroentgen per hour 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Notification of Unusual Event 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1, "Criteria/or Preparation and 
Evaluation of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness 
in Support of Nuclear Power Plants," November 1980 
National Weather Service 

Office of Emergency Management 
Offsite Response Organization 

Protective Action Decision 
Protective Action Guide 
Public Affairs Official 
Protective Action Recommendation 
Plum Island Animal Disease Center 
Public Information Officer 
Point Of Review 

Roentgen 
Regional Assistance Committee 
Radio Amateur Civil Emergency Service 
Reception Center 
Radioactive Emergency Area 
Roentgen Equivalent Man 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
Radiological Emergency Response Plan 
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Rlh 
RO 

SAE 
SEOC 

TCP 
TDD 
TL 
TLD 

UHF 
USCG 
USDA 

VHF 

WP 

Roentgen(s) per hour 
Radiological Officer · 

Site Area Err..:rgency 
State Emergency Operations Center 

Traffic Control Point 
Teleconununications Device for the Deaf 
Team Leader 
Therrnolurninescent Dosimeter 

Ultra High Frequency 
U.S. Coast Guard 
U.S. Department of Agriculture . 

Very High Frequency 

W aming Point 

I 
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APPENDIX2 

EXERCISE EVALUATORS AND TEAM LEADERS 

The following is a list of the personnel who evaluated the Millstone Nuclear Power Station 
Plume Exposure Pathway exercise on August 21, 1997, and the Ingestion Exposure Pathway 
exercise during the week of October 6, 1997. Evaluator Team Leaders are indicated by the 
letters "{TL)" after their names. The organization which each evaluator represents is indicated by 
the following abbreviations: 

Federal Emergency Management Agency FEMA 
FEMAHQ 
ANL 

- Federal Emergency Management Agency Headquarters 
Argonne National Laboratory 
U.S. Department of Transportation DOT 

INEEL 
KLT 

Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory 
K.L. Travis & Associates, Inc. 

NRC 
USDA 

EVALUATION SITE 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

EVALUATOR ORGANIZATION 

Plume Exposure Pathway Exercise - August 21, 1997 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS S. Stoffel 
D. McElhinney 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

State Emergency Operations Center D. Bell 
B. Swartz 
R. Conley 
R. Neisius 
B. Rospenda 

Department of Environmental Protection J. Hardin 
B. Salmonson 

Emergency Operations Facility B. Keene 

State Field Monitoring Teams J.Cox 
G. Jacobson 

Joint Media Center J. Melton 
K.Horak 

Sl 

FEMA 
FEMA 

FEMA 
FEMA 
USDA 
ANL 
ANL 

KLT 
• INEEL 

ANL 

INEEL 
ANL 

FEMA 
FEMA 



- -

EVALUATION SITE EVALUATOR ORGANIZATION 

OEM Area IV, Colchester W. Anderson FEMA 
S. Bailey ANL 

State Police Access ControV 
Traffic Control Points D. Carney FEMA 

State Police Troop E-Montville 
(State Compensatory Plan) R. Poole FEMA 

State Police Mobile Command Post 
(State Comr-.:nsatory Plan) D. Carney --FEMA 

OEM Area IV, Colchester 
(State Compensatory Plan) W. Anderson FEMA 

RISK JURISDICTIONS 

East Lyme H. Harrison ANL 

Hamlet of Fishers Island, NY D. Petta ... DOT 

City of Groton M. Brazel FEMA 

Town of Groton E. Hakala ANL 

Ledyard D. Knowles FEMA 

Lyme M. Gallagher FEMA 

Montville D. Piso FEMA 

City of New London R. Poole FEMA 

Old Lyme J. East FEMAHQ 

Waterford A. Lookabaugh ANL 
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EVALUATION SITE EVALUATOR ORGANIZATION 

Ingestion Exposure Pathway Exercise • Week of October 6, 1997 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS S. Stoffel FEMA 

STATE OF CONNECilCUT 

State Emergency Operations Center B. Swartz FEMA 
D. Bell FEMA 
D. McElhinney FEMA 
R. Rospenda ANL 

Department of Environmental Protection B. Salmonson INEEL 
S. Bailey ANL 

State Field Monitoring/Sampling Teams R. Conley USDA 
RJ. Lusher NRC 
J.Cox INEEL 
R. Poole FEMA 

Joint Media Center K. Horak FEMA 
D. Piso FEMA 

State Department of Health Laboratory J. Logsdon KLT 

State Police Access ControV J. Gibbons FEMA 
Traffic Control Points 

RISK JURISDICTIONS 

East Lyme School Evacuation· D. Carney FEMA 

Ledyard School Evacuation J. Gibbons FEMA 

Old Lyme School Evacuation J. Gibbons • FEMA 

Special Populations - Nursing Homes R. Poole FEMA 
W. Anderson FEMA 

Medical Services MS-1 Drill 
Waterford Ambulance Company W. Anderson FEMA 
Lawrence and Memorial Hospital R. Poole FEMA 

-y .. 
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EVALUATION SITE EVALUATOR ORGf.NIZA TION 

SUPPORT JURISDICI10NS 

WindhamEOC D. Piso FEMA 

Windham Reception Center and EWMDS R. Poole FEMA 
D. McElhinney FEMA 
W. Anderson FEMA 
D. Piso FEMA 
J.Cox INEEL 
B. Salmonson INEEL 

Windham Congregate Care Facilities D. Carney FEMA 

Special State/Local Activity 

State/Local Ingestion Pathway 
Table Top Discussion D. McElhinney FEMA 

R. Swartz FEMA 
D. Bell FEMA 
K. Horak FEMA 
D. Piso FEMA 
R. Conley USDA 

.. - R. Rospenda ANL 
S. Bailey ANL 

. -., 
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APPENDIX3 

EXERCISE OBJECTIVES AND EXTENT-OF-PLAY AGREEMENT 

This appendix lists the exercise objectives which were scheduled for der.1onstration in the 
Millstone Nuclear Power Station Plume Exposure Pathway exercise on August 21, 1997, and the 
Ingestion Exposure Pathway exercise during the week of October 6, 1997, and the extent-of-play 
agreement approved by FEMA Region I on July 31, 1997. 

The exercise objectives, contained in FEMA-REP-14, "Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
Exercise Manual," September 1991, represent a functional translation of the planning standards 
and evaluation criteria of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1, "Criteria for the Preparation and 
Evaluation of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear 
Power Plants," November 1980. 

Because the exercise objectives are intended for use at all nuclear power plant sites, and because 
of variations among offsite plans and procedures, an extent-of-play agreement is prepared by the 
State and approved by FEMA to provide evaluators with guidance on expected actual 
demonstration of the objectives. 

A. Exercise Objectives 

Listed below are the specific radiological emergency preparedness objectives scheduled 
for demonstration during this exercise. 

OBJECTIVE 1: MOBILIZATION OF EMERGENCY PERSONNEL 

Demonstrate the capability to alert and fully mobilize personnel for both emergency 
facilities and field operations. Demonstrate the capability to activate and staff emergency 
facilities for emergency operations. 

OBJECTIVE 2: FACILITIES· EQUIPMENT, DISPLAYS, AND WORK 
ENVIRONMENT 

Demonstrate the adequacy of facilities, equipment, displays and other materials to support 
emergency operations. · 

OBJECTIVE 3: DIRECTION AND CONTROL · 

Demonstrate the capability to direct and control emergency operations. 

OBJECTIVE 4: COMMUNICATIONS 

Demonstrate the capability to communicate with all appropriate emergency personnel at 
facilities and in the field. 
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OBJECTIVE 5: E:MERGENCY WORKER EXPOSURE CONTROL 

Demonstrate the capability to continuously monitor and control radiation exposure to 
emergency workers. 

OBJECTIVE 6: FIELD RADIOLOGICAL MONITORING· AMBIENT 
RADIATION MONITORING 

Demonstrate the appropriate use of equipment and procedures for determining field , 
radiation measurements. 

OBJECTIVE 7: PLUME DOSE PROJECTION 

Demonstrate the capability to develop dose projections and protective action 
recommendations regarding evacuation and sheltering. 

OBJECTIVE 8: FIELD RADIOLOGICAL MONITORING ·AIRBORNE 
RADIOIODINE AND PARTICULATE ACTIVITY 
MONITORING 

Demonstrate the appropriate use of equipment and procedures for the measurement of 
airborne radioiodine concentrations as low as 10'7 (0.0000001) microcuries per cubic 
centimeter in the presence of noble gases and obtain samples of particulate activity in the 
airborne plume. 

OBJECTIVE 9: PLUME PROTECTIVE ACTION DECISION MAKING 

Demonstrate the capability to make timely and appropriate protective actian decisions. 

OBJECTIVE 10: ALERT AND NOTIFICATION 

Demonstrate the capability to promptly alert and notify the public within the 10-mile 
plume pathway emergency planning zone and disseminate instructional messages to the 
public on the basis of decisions by appropriate State or local officials. 

OBJECTIVE 11: PUBLIC INSTRUCTIONS AND EMERGENCY 
INFOIU~~._. TION 

Demonstrate the capability to coordinate the formulation and dissemination of accurate 
information and instructions to the public. 

OBJECTIVE 12: El\IERGENCY INFORMATION· MEDIA 

Demonstrate the capability to coordinate the development and dissemination of clear, 
accurate, and timely information to the news media. 
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OBJECTIVE 13: E:MERGENCY INFORMATION· RUM:OR CONTROL 

Demonstrate the capability to establish and operate rumor control in a coordinated and 
timely manner. 

OBJECTIVE 14: IMPLEMENTATION OF PROTECTIVE ACTIONS· USE 
OF POTASSIUM: IODIDE FOR EMERGENCY WORKERS, 
INSTITUTIONALIZED INDMDUALS, AND THE 
GENERAL PUBLIC 

Demonstrate the capability and resources to implement potassium iodide protective 
actions for emergency workers, institutionalized individuals, and, if the State plan 
specifies, the general public. 

OBJECTIVE 15: IMPLEMENTATION OF PROTECTIVE ACTIONS· 
SPECIAL POPULATIONS 

Demonstrate the capability and resources necessary to implement appropriate protective 
actions for special populations. 

OBJECTIVE 16: IMPLEMENTATION OF PROTECTIVE ACTIONS· 
SCHOOLS 

Demonstrate the capability and resources necessary to implement protective actions for 
school children within the plume pathway emergency planning zone. 

OBJECTIVE 17: TRAFFIC AND ACCESS CONTROL 

Demonstrate the organizational capability and resources necessary to control evacuation 
traffic flow and to control access to evacuated and sheltered areas. 

OBJECTIVE 18: RECEPTION CENTER· MONITORING, 
;- bECONTAMINATION AND REGISTRATION 

Demonstrate the adequacy of procedures, facilities, equipment, and personnel for the 
radiological monitoring, decontamination and registration of evacuees. 

OBJECTIVE 19: CONGREGATE CARE 

Demonstrate the adequacy of facilities, equipment, supplies, personnel, and procedures 
for congregate care of evacuees. 

OBJECTIVE 20: MEDICAL SERVICES· TRANSPORTATION 

Demonstrate the adequacy of vehicles, equipment, procedures, and personnel for 
transporting contaminated, injured, or exposed indivjduals. 



OBJECTIVE 21: MEDICAL SERVICES· FACILffiES 

Demonstrate the adequacy of equipment, procedures, supplies, and personnel of medical 
facilities responsible for treatment of contaminated, injured, or exposed individuals. 

OBJECTIVE 22: EMERGENCY WORKERS, EQUIPMENT, AND VEIDCLES 
·MONITORING AND DECONTA:MINA TION 

Demonstrate the adequacy of procedures for the monitoring and decontamination of 
emergency workers, equipment, and vehicles. 

OBJECTIVE 23: SUPPLEMENTARY ASSISTANCE (FEDERAUOTHER) 

Demonstrate the capability to identify the need for external assistance and to request such 
assistance from Federal or other support organizations. 

OBJECTIVE 24: POST -EMERGENCY SAMPLING 

Demonstrate the use of equipment and procedures for the collection and transportation of 
samples from areas that received deposition from the airborne plume. 

OBJECTIVE 25: LABORATORY OPERATIONS 

Demonstrate laboratory operations and procedures for measuring and analyzing samples. 

OBJECTIVE 26: INGESTION EXPOSURE PATHWAY· DOSE 
PROJECTION AND PROTECTIVE ACTION DECISION 
MAKING . 

Demonstrate the capability to project dose to the public for the ingestion exposure 
pathway and to recommend protective actions. 

OBJECTIVE 27: INGESTION EXPOSURE PATHWAY· PROTECTIVE 
ACTION lMPLEMENTATION 

Demonstrate the capability to implement protective actions for the ingestion exposure 
pathway. 

. 
OBJECTIVE 28: RELOCATION, RE-ENTRY, AND RETURN· DECISION 

MAKING 

Demonstrate the capability to' develop decisions on relocation. re-entry. and return. 
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OBJECTIVE 29: RELOCATION, RE-ENTRY, AND RETURN· 
IMPLEl\1ENTATION 

Demonstrate the capability to implement appropriate measures for relocation, re-entry, 
and return. 
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B. Extent-of-Play Agreement 

The extent-of-play agreement on the following pages was submitted by the State of 
Connecticut, and was approved by FEMA Region I on July 31, 1997, in preparation for 
the Millstone Nuclear Power Station Plume Expo~ure Pathway exercise on 
August 21, 1997, and the Ingestion Exposure Pathway exerdse during the week of 
October 6, 1997. The extent-of-play agreement includes any significant modification or 
change in the level of demonstration of each exercise objective listed in Subsection A of 
this ap~ndix. 
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.. 
Extent of Play 

-Millstone Station 1997 Plume and lngeSfie '1 Pathway Evaluated Exwse
August 21, Oc::tober 6, 9, 10, 19;7 

July 31, 1QQ7 Rf'vision 

I Objective 1. MOBILIZATION OF EMERGENCY PERSONNEL 

Demonstrate the capability to alert and fully rnobnize persoMel for both emergency facilities and 
field operation&. Demonstrate the capability to activate and staff emergency facilities for 
emergency operations. 

Extent of Play- General 

Notification ofSute, Local and Utility officials will be initiated through use of the Emergency 
Notification and Response System (ENRS). State and local emergency stafi' will then mobilize 
appropriate emergency personnel to notify them of emergency opcnnions center (EOC) activation 
and direct them to report to the EOC. 

Activation of State and local emergency planning zone (EPZ) community EOC's will be driven by 
the exercise scenario Emergency Classification Level (ECL). The state r_adiological emergency 
response plan (RERP) requires £0C activation at the Site Area Emergency (SAE) classification. 
hnwever the decision to activate may occur at an curlier ECL. 

Estent of Play - Specific: 

1. The following locations and agencies will be pre-positioned and demnnstrated ofF-line from 
the exercise scenario: 
• Reception Center: Windham (off-line during the week of October 6, 1997) 
• Host Community, Congregate~ Facility, Windhmn (off-line during the week of 

October 6, 1997) 
State Department of Environmental Protection (D~) Field Teams (m conjunction with 
the enrcise) · 
School District Demonstnltions (off-line during the week of October 6, 1997) 

• TliLffic and Access Control Poinu ( o1f-linc during the week of October 6, 1997) 
• Medical Services Drill (off-line on October 9, 1997) 
• US Coast Guard EOC Liaison (Augusr 21, 1997) 

2. A second shift roster will be available for evaluator inspection. 
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Objective 1. 

~~~IH'-'J I JC-1.~ 

-Mj/Jstone Station 1997 Plume and Ingestion Pathway Evaluated Ex~ 
Aug&;St 21, october B. 9, 10, 1997 

July 31, 1997 Revision 

FACILITIES· EQUIPMENT DISPLAYS AND WORK 
ENVIRONMENT 

Demonstrate the adequacy of facilities, equipmcm, displays, and other materials to support 
emergency operations. 

Ertent of Pin ·Specific: 

. 
This objective will be demonstrated by state and local EOC's and the participating host 
community to include; plans, procedures, radiological emergency status board, classification 
·schemes and communications equipment. The facility activation will be appropriate for a one--shift 
operation. 

A source ofbackup power and maintenance log~ if available, will be discussed with the evaluator. 
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-MilJstoM Station 1997 Plume and 1nilestK>1 PatlrH!Y Evaluated Exercise
Augtm 21, October J, J, 10, 1PP7 

July 31, 1997 Rmsion 

!Objective 3. DIRECTION AND CONTROL 

Demonstrate the capability to direct and control emergcucy operations. 

E:rtent of Play- GeaeraJ 
. 

Direction and Control activities will be demonstrated by participating organizations in accordance 
with the RERP. 

Areas Reauiriu~ Corre<:tive Amon (ARC:.Al 

38-95-03-A·Ol: 
38-95-03-A-02: 
3&-95-0J-A-03: 

38-95-03-A-04 
38-95-03-A-12: 
29-96-03-A-01: 
29-96-03-A-04: 

Notification ofEPZ fAnners. Closed 
Range ofReading.: 
Bus driver dosimetry. In abeyance pending release o£ official FEMA 
policy. 
Range oflleading. 
Area IV not always responsive to municipalities. 
Conf)jc:ting instructions in Town ofLyme. 
Conflicting actions in Town of Lyme. 
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Extent of Play 
-MiHstonc Station 1997 Plume Md tn~~ Pathway EV81uated Exercin

Augu~ 21. Or%cb'#" B. 9, 10, 1g97 
July 31, 1997 Revision 

!objective 4. COM:MUNICA TIONS 

Demonstrate the capability to communicate with aD .pt)wp.-iatc emergency pcrsormcl at facilities 
and in the field. 

Extent of Play - Specific 

1. Communications from the state to the EPZ communities will be relayed $-ougb the state 
Office of Emergency Management (OEM) Area Coordinator. 

2. Direct communications between the swe and the utility will be established between the site 
emergency operations facility (EOF) and the state EOC. NorthellSt Utilities dispatches a 
company officer to act as liaison 10 lhe state EOC in Hartford. · 

Arrus Rrnuiring Corrective Attioa CARCA) 

29-96-04-A-01: 
29-96-04-A-04: 

Faxworks'IX system unreliable. 
EBS messages not timely faxed from OEM. 
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Extent of Play 
-Mills:fone station 1997 Plume and Ingestion Petnway EvaJuatect Exercis&

August 21, October 8, P, 10, 1gg7 

lObjetttve 5. EMERGENCY WORKER EXPOSURE CONTROL 

Demonstrate the capability to eominuou~y monitor and control radiati:)n exposure to emergency 
personnel. 

£dent orPiay • Specific 

1. Each community hns been provided with emergency worker dosimetry packets. Th~e packets 
include: a thennoluminescent dosimeter (ll.D) and two aelf-rcading dosimeters (SRD) in the 
0 roentgen (ll) to S R and the 0 R to 200 R ranges. 

2. One dosimetry packet will be issued to each emergency worker in the plume emergency 
plarming zone who is leaving the EOC. In addition, each 'EOC will be issued one dosimetry 
packet to represent those issued to all appropriate personnel. The EOC representative who is 
issued th~ packet will demonstrate dosimetry turn-in and necessary paper work. Eva!Wlton 
will be shown the stockpile ofn.D's which will represent a. sufficient supply for all 
emergency workers. 

3. Emergency worker exposure control tnsimng, which includes basic knowledge of exposure 
control procedures (tum-back values, call-in values, and periodic monitoring), may be 
demonstrated_ thrnugh evaluator interviews. 

4. Range of reading will Jlbe demonstrated. 
v 

S. During the exercise one emergency worker will demonstrate procedures to be followed in the 
event that exposure limits or tum-hack values arc received. C.ontroller inject witt be used to 
prompt demonstration of these procedures. 

Aftti Requiring Co~ve Action CARCAl 

38-95-0S-A-14: 
38-95-0S-A-16: 

UConn reception center will not be dc:monst.raled this exercise. 
Wethersfield reception center will not be demonstrated this exercise. 
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-Mtllstone station 1P97 Plume and Ingestion Pathway Evaluated Exerc:ise
Aupust 2 f, October 8, 9, 10, 1997 

July 31, 1QQ7 Revision 

Objective 6. FIELD RADIOLOGICAL MONlTORTNG- AMBIENT 
~----------~RAD~M~TIONMON-ITORmG 

Demonstrate the appropriate use or equipment and procedures for determining field radiation 
measurement&. 

Extent of Play - General 
. 

Teams using provided equipment and procedures will demonstrate field radiation mea..~ents in 
accordance with the RERP. 

Field monitoring teams wiD be dispatched from State Police Troop E (Montville) barracks . 

Extent or Play • Specific 
.. 

1. Demonstration of field team activities will include inventory, oper&tionaJ checks and 
verification ofcah'bmion in acNOrdancc with the Objective *S extent of play agreement. 

l. DEP will deploy two two-person field teams who wiD determine plume characteristics. The 
extent of monitoring team deployment to be demonstrated will depend on accessibility of the 
areas. equi~ment, weather conditions, and projected exposure to survey team members. 

3. The number of pre-selected reference points demonstrated during the exerci5e in a given area 
will be a function or wind speed and direction, distance from the nuclear power facility, 
topography, population density. and accessibility by road. Each fidd learn will be dispatched 
to at least two sampling points Where each team will take at least two radiation measurements. 

I 

4. DEP field monitoring teama will demonstrate plume monitoring for r.'cin exposures, particula1 
and iodine per the statc·RE.RP. Field teams will be activated and assembled at the Montville -.__/ 
state police barracks to obtain equipment and await ~1nactions. 

Areas Requiring Corrective Artion (A "RCA) 

29-96-06-A-02: 
29-96-06-A-03: 
29-9~6-A-04: 
2.9-96-06-A-OS: 

. ... 7!Xf..DOC 

No mission briefing given. 
FM1'A assets unused. 
Check sources unlabeled. 
Fa.Uure to purge noble gases. 
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-MiJJstone Station 1997 Plvme and Ingestion P:atnway E-nluat•d Exei"Cis9-
August 21, October 8, Q, 10, 1QQ7 

July 31, 1997 Revision 

!Objective 7. PLUME DOSE PROJECTION 

Demonstrate the capability to develop dose projections and protective action recommendations 
rqarding evaa1arlon and sheltering. 

Extent of Pl2y • General 

Activities associated with plume location and development of dose projections through the use of 
models, data from the field, d3U. supplied by the ulility, and the development uf appropriate 
protective action recommendations wiD be demonstrated in accordance with the state RERP. 

Extent of Pixy - Sp~ifir 

1. DEP sta!fwiii perform dose projections at the state EOC with site-spcciDc input trom 
Northeast Utilities (NU). The NU staff at the EOF will perform parallel dose calculations for 
comparison and cllimuion with state sta1L The DEP dose calculation staff will also receive 
~quenlly updned meteorological and radiological data via the NU radiological &taft: 

2. Dose calculations will be demonstrated using the atmosphere dose assessmc:nt mod&:l 
(ADAM) computer code. 
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-MiJJslone Station 1997 Plume and Ingestion Pathway Evaluated &erc:i$Q
Augud 21, October 8, ;, 10, 1PP7 

July 31, 1997 Revi$/on 

Objective&. FIELD RADIOLOGICAL MONITORING- AIRBORNE 
RADIOIODINE AND PARTICULATE ACTIVITI' MONITORlNG 

1. Demonstrate the appropriate use of equipmcm and procedures fer the measurement of 
airborne radioiodin.e concentrations as low as 1 x J o·" J1cilan1 in the presence of noble gases. 

2. Demonstrate the appropriate use of equipment and procedures for the measurement of 
airborne radioiodine particles 

Extent of Play • General 

Activities asSociated with the monitoring of airborne radionuclide and paniculate activity wlll be 
demonstrated. The actMties involve sampling equipment, procedW'cs, vehicles, and transmission 
of data. Sample collection will be in accordance with procedw'es. 

Extent of Play - Specific 

' '· .... · 
1. DEP field monitoring teams will obtain one or more radioiodine and particulate samples where 

the expo~ rate of at least 100 mRJhr as indicated by controner inject, represents the plume 
center line. Transponation of samples to lhe state lJhoratol)' will not be demonstrated for the 
plume phase. 

2. Air sample cartridges used during the exercise have been specifically designated for driD or 
exercise use only. These cartridses may be used more tban once during the exercise. The 
inventory of air sample cartridges to be used in an actual emergency is located at the DEP in 
Hartford, each of the nuclear power stations, and at the Montville state police barracks. 
Evaluators will be shown the actual bm:ntory. 

Arus Reguiriag Cornc::tive Action <ARCAl 

3S-9S-O&-A-DI: Field team technician used non-standard technique. 
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-•fjf]stone Station 1997 Plume and /nge~ Pathway Evaluated Exercirw-
August 21, Oettber B, ;, 10, 1997 

~~O_b.._jec_cm.;.;;..·v.....;;e....;.9..-· __ ...;P;;..;;L;;.;UME;..;;....;..;.;....;;..PR;...:.OTECI'IVE ACflON DECISION MAKING 

Demonstrate the capability to make timely and appropriate protective action decisions (PAD). 

Extent ur Play - Speclfit 

1. ImtiaJ plume protective action decisions will be baaed on the exercise scenario emergency 
classification level and state posture codes as specified in the RERP. The RERP provides 
recommended &ctions for state and local officials, which may be used during rapidly 
developing events. Specific decision making criteri&, including the influence of extenuating 
factors such as environmental conditions, plant conditions and established ndiological 
thresholds, arc provided in the RERP for both state and local officials. Input such as utility 
protective action ~commendations wiD also be used in decision making. 

2. When the EOF is activated. its staff' will forward utility protective action recommendations to 
thesweEOC. 

3. The state EOC, as specified in the .RERP. will direct and coordinate protective action 
implementation through state and local agencies. 
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Extent of Play 
-Millstone Station 1997 Plume and Ingestion Pathway EViJJuated ~ 

A~JgU$121, Oatoh&r B, Q, 10, 1PQ7 

(Qbjective 10. ALERT AND NOTIFICATION 

Demonstrate the capability to promptly alert and notify the public within the 1 0-mile plume 
pathway emergency planning zone (EPZ) and disseminate instructional messages to the public on 
the basis of decisions by appropriate state and local officials. · 

Extent of Play - Specific 

1. Activation of the public alerting system (sirens) will be simulated. 

2. Alert and notification activities lcacfin& to Emergency Alerting System (EAS) simulation and 
1he release ofEAS messases will be demonstnned, howcvec actual transmiuion ofEAS 
messages to the public will be simulated. The state RERP does not pennit activation ofEAS 
by local CEOi after the governor declares a state of emergency. 

3. Demonstration of EAS activities will include; selection of the EAS mcs..u.ge to be broadc~ 
arranging communicttions with the appropriate EAS station for message tran&mission and ------
simulated narration of the selected message. 

4. The lS-mim.rte clock begins when the govcmor or hia representative approves the protcaivc 
action dcci~on with his signamre. · 

S. FEMA may conduct out-of-sequence hrterviews of .EAS radio station staff. 

6. State OEM Area Coordinators will simulate siren activation llTDilgemcnts for any EPZ 
conununity that is unable to participate. 

7. By agreement with FEMA, the sum content of new& releases, instructional messases, and 
~. press briefings will determine whether public information requirements have been met. 

Arus Reauiring Corrective Action CABCAl 

38.;95-10-A-OS: Inconsistent EBS instructions. Administratively closed. EBS messages 
Iince revised, and arc now being replaced with E.AS mcssagea. 

/ 
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. - ·- - . -MilimJne SttJtion 1997 Plumffl and lrtgestion Pathway Evatuat9d Exercise

Objective 11. 

August 21, OctoberS,~. 1=, 1gg7 

PUBLIC INSTRUCTIONS AND EMERGENCY 
COMMUNICATIONS 

Demonstrate the capability to coordinate the formulation and dissemination of accurate 
information and instructions to the public. 

Extent of Play - General 
Activities associated with the development of clear, co~ public information and instructional 
messages to implement protective actions will be demonstrated. These will pe demonstrated in 
conjunction with pn;paration or instructional rness.ase releases. and wa1l include- coordination with 
all appropriate agencies and jurisdictions. 

The c:&pability to coordinate message release with appropriate agencies and organizations will be 
demonstrated. These activities will generally be demonstrated concurrent with each instructional 
message release. 

Ene~~t of Play- Spedflc 
Prol.ective action implementation will be initiated and c:oordinated by the state OEM through 
transmission to its area offices and subsequent relaying to the afrectcd 1~. governments. Local 
officials would then simulate activation of their public alerting system (PAS) to pl'l'Cede an 
instructional message release. Activation of the E.AS will occur at state OEM only. The RERP 
does not authorize local activation ofEAS during a declared state of emergency. Local 
governments may choose to develop and simulatc release of their own news advisories. 

By agreement with FEMA, the sum content of news releases, instructional messages, · and press 
briefings will determine whether public information requirements have been met. 

Areas RmuiriDg Corrutive Aetion (A 'RCA) 

38-95-11-A-09: 

29-96-11-A-06: 

29-96-11-A-o7: 

Incomplete EBS instructions. Administrarlvely closed. EBS messages 
Iince revised, and are now being replaced with EAS messages. 
IncompJete F..B~ ;,~!ructions . . AdmiDistrativcly closed. EBS messages 
since revised, and are now being replaced with EAS messages. 
Incomplete E.BS instructions. Administratively closed. EBS messages 
since revised. and are now being replaced with EAS messages. 
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-MilJstom Station 1997 PIL.'me and Ingestion Pathway E~luated Exarc:is&
A~ 21, October 8, 9, 10, 1QQ7 

July 31, 1997 Revision 

lobjKtivr 12. EM t:RGENCY INFORMATION- MEDIA 

Demonstrate the capability to coordinnte the development and di5semination of clear. accurate,. 
and timely information to the news media. · 

E1:tent of Play- General 

Activiti~ to establish a primazy information facility for coordinating media tnformation Wl1l be 
demonstrated. These activities will include a media briefing and the geoennion or pres.ca releases. 
Demo~1ration ofin-person or telephone int~on with media representatives may be shown by 
the use of actual media representatives or players simulating their role during the briefings. 

Extent of Pin - Specific 

Activation of a joint media center at the state armory will be demonstrated. Representatives iTom 
the governor's press office and the utility public information group will be present. This activity 
·will include; distnlrution of media kits. detailed discussion of protective Gtions, site remedial 
actions, inslructional n1wage and press releas~ copy distribution, usc of plant equipment graphic 
displays during briefings, and internal coordination of media information prior to its release. 

By agreement with FEMA. the sum content of news releases, instructional messages, and press 
briefings will determine whether public information requirements have been met. 

Areas Rea.ulrine CoJTKtive Action (ARCAl 

38-95-12-A-10: 

38-95-12-A-11: 

3B-9l·12-A·l2: 

Inaccurate information given during medi& briefing. C..1osed in CY'96 
exercise rqJort. 
Incomplete information given during media briefing. Closed in CY'96 
exercise report. 
Not found in CV'96, MP'9S, or MP'93 (where this numbering convention 
was not used). Administnrtivcly closed according to FEMA Region I 
staf[ 
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!Objective 13. 

Extent of Play 
-Mj]Jsfone Station 1997 Plume and tnge&tlon P"fthway Evaluated Ex&relu

August 21, October B, ;, 10, 1997 
Juty 31, 1997 ReVIsion 

. EMERGENCY INFORMATION· RUMOR CONTROL 

Demonstrate the capability to establish and operate rumor contnJi activities in a coordinated and 
timcly manner. 

Extent of Play- Specifie 

The state EOC will activate the rumor control desk. A control cell wiJI initiate rumors into the 
sy~em at the state and utility level. The coatrol cell will demonstrate this objective by the 
insertion of at least six rumors pa hour to UJdz rumor control staff person (acluding the rumor 
control supervisor). begiMing after the governor's state of emergency declaration. 
Demonstrated rumor control activities 'Will include securing current information, receiving 
updates, and relaying information to callers. 

Arus Reg uiring Corrective Action CAR CAl 

38-95-13-A..Ol: Found in neither CY"96 ar MP'SlS exercise report. Cleared according to 
FEMA Region I staff: 

( ' 
/ 
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i ·Mttti : 1 t t 

_-MIDstone StatiOn 1Qg7 Ptume and Ingestion Pathway Evaluateo Exercl&e
August 21, October 8, Q, 10, 1PP7 

5 . 

July 31, 1997 Re>Mion 

Obje~tive 14. IMPLEMENTATION OF PROTECTIVE ACI10NS-
JQ FOR EMERGENCY WORKERS, INSTirUTlONAI ,P.ED 
INDIVIDUALS, AND THE GENERAL :PUBLIC. 

Demonstrate the capability and resource& to implement potassium iodide (Kl) protective actions 
for emergency workers, institutionaliu.d individuals, and, if the state plan specifies, the general 
public. 

Extent of·Pby- General 

The RERP discusses the issue of potassium iodide (Kl) policy and irnplemcntation in Sectiou 
10.3, of' the basis document (Volume 1). 

The state of Connecticut Kl policy provides for the use of Kl by emergency workers only. The 
state policy does DQ1 provide for issuance ofKI to the general public. 

EPZ communities mn use KI in accordance with their plana and procedures. The only EP7. 
community which stockpiles and issues KI to its emergency workers is Waterford (Mjllstone). 

The use ofKI by people who arc institutionalized has nQ1 been recommended by the Connecticut 
public health department. · 

State emergency workers with assigned duties inside the plume exposure EPZ take one tablet of 
10 when responding to an incident cl.usification GENERAL EMERGENCY Posture Code Alpha, 
unless they are otherwise imtructed. 

E·xteot of Play- Specific 

Decision making regarding administration oflCI to identified emergency workers will be 
performed in accordance with the RER.P. 
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Objective 15. 

Extent of Play 
-Minstone Station 1~~7 PfiJf'l)e and Ingestion Pst!Jway Evaluated Exerci.se

Augu.;t .~ ;, 0 rober 8, P, 10, 1PP7 
Jllly 31, 1PP7 Revision 

IMPLEMENTATION OF PROTECI'lVE ACI'IONS • 
SPECIAL POPULATIONS 

Demonstrat.e the capabmty and resources necessazy to implement appropriate protective actions 
for. special populations. 

Extent or Play- ~enl 

Implementation activities (or special populations will be demonstrated by appropriate staff as in an 
a.ctu.al emergency. 

Extent of Pixy • SpW!it 

1. State OEM will demonstrate contacting the Niantic Correctional Institution. The state public 
health department will simulate contacting nursing care facilities within the plume EPZ. 

2. Communities will demonstrate this objective by table top discu~ion to include; identification 
of special needs populations, transportation requirements and the coordination of activities 
with the state OEM to obtain additional transportation resources as necessary. 

3. During the week of October 6, 1997, FEMA wiD conduct surveys of five nursing care 
facilities within the plume EPZ to discuss these facilities• evacuation plam. 
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Extent of Play 
-MI/J$10ne Sttrtion 1997 Plume and Ingestion Pattrway Evalustetl ExercJu

August 21, October B, ;, 10, 1997 

L...;;lO...;;.b..,j~-.tiv=· ;...;.e_l='----=IMP= LEMENT A TION OF PROTECTIVE ACflONS-SCHOOLS 

Demonstrate the capability and teso\ll'Ce$ necessary to implement protective actions ror school 
children within the plume pathway emccgency planning zone (EPZ). 

Extent of Play .. General 

. 
The following three selected communities will demonstrate the ability and resources necessary to 
implement protective actions for school children within the .EPZ: 

• Town ofEast Lyme 
• Town of Ledyard 
• Tow.a of Old Lyme 

Estent of Play - Specific 

1. Appropriate activities associated with the implementation of school protective actions will be 
simulated in those communitie.~ affected by the sccmrio plume on August 21,. 1997. 

2. During the week of October 6. 1997, the towna of East Lyme. Ledyard, and Old Lyme will 
conduct a discussion of their plans with their superintendents of schools and one dcsignu.tcd 
school principal in each district. One vehicle will be demonstrated. 

Arus Reguiriug Correetive Aetioa CARCA) 

38-95-16-A.QT: 

91-25~ 

82-30: 

MPI7EXT .DOC 

Incumplete EBS inmuctiorq. Administratively closed. EBS mcssagca 
since revis~ and are now bcblg replaced with EAS rntssages. 
Incomplete EBS instnlctions. Administratively closed. '~essagea 
since revised, and are now being replaced wilh E.AS messages. 
Incomplete EBS insuuctio6ll. Administratively closed. EBS messages 
since revi~=, and an: now beinJ rcplaud with EAS message&. 
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-Millztone station 1997 Plume and /nge$lion Pattrwey Evaluated &ercise:
Augu~ 21, October B, 9, 10, 1997 

July 31, 1QP7 Revision 

[Objective 17. TRAFFIC AND ACCESS CONTROL 

Demonstrate the organizational capability and resources necessary to control evacuation traffic 
flow and control access to evacuatc:d and sheltered areas. 

Extent of Pby • General 

Decision making activities at the state and local EOC's to establish initial tr4ffic acccu and 
control points will be demonstrated. 

Coordination and implementation of Connecticut's traffic management plan is a state police 
responsibility. The sute police liaison to the state EOC will direct imple:mentation of the plan to 
the state police barracks in the affected area. Each barracks assigns troopers or officers to control 
points within its jurisdiction. 

Extent of Phty - Spedfic 

1. Local EOC staffl"lill discuss establishmem oftrafBc control points. 

2. State police and transportation department (DOT) officials will discuss the process of securing 
additional resources, such as tow tT"U:cks, required to remove tnfiic impediments. 

3. The Connecticut State Police and state DOT, wiD demonstrate the provision of nea:ssary 
barriers for traffic and access control points at two designated locations during the week of 
October 6, 1997. Stare police assigned to traffic and acc:css conuol will be briefed at the 
Troop E (MontviUe) ba.rracb. 

Note: Since thb is a scenario-driven objective, EPZ m~icipalities with a full-time paid police 
force (Groton (city and town), New London. and.Waterford) will discuss the 
establishment of traffic and access control points. AU other EPZ municipalities are 
covered by CoMccticut State Police. 
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-Mpstone station 1997 Plume and Ingestion Pathway Evaluatecl Ex~ 
August 21, Oc:tober 8, Q, 10, 1997 

July 31, 1gg7 Revision 

Objective 18. RECEPTION CENTER- MONITORING, DECONTAMlNA TION, 
AND REGISTRATION 

Demonstrate the adequacy of proccdurcs, facilities, equipment and personnel for the radiological 
monitoring, decontamination, and registration of evacuees. 

Extent of Play- GenerJJ 

Radiological monitoring, registration and deconwnmation procedures for evacuated individuals, 
vehicles, and equipment will be demonstrated at selected facilities. The W"mdham reception center 
will be activated and players simulating evacuees will be processed by the facility. 

htent of Play- Specific 

The Windham reception center will demonstrate activation of personnel and resources during the 
week of October 6. 1m. 
The following capabilities will be demonstrated by Lhe reception center activated for exercise play: 

• Registration of incoming evacucca; 
Personnel radiological monitoring activities usinG hand-held equipment or portal monitors 
as available at the facility. A minimum of six persons will be monitored for the 
demon5tt3tiOJL 
~ : If portal mnniton are used during the demonstration. at least one staff 

radiological monitor will demonstrate hand-held instrument monitoring technique~ for 
personneL 

• Contamination control measures and decontamination techniques for alleast two nwes 
and two females will be demonstrated. 

• One vehicle per lane will be externally monitored and parked in a designated clean or 
contaminated area. Inventory of clothing for decontaminated individuals will be show. 

The town ofW"mdham will activate its reception center for demonstration of this objective. Thcac 
activities wiD take place out of sequence from the exercise scenario 'With a simulated notification 
from the slate Office ofEmergau;y ManagCDlCilt. 

Arus 'Requiring Curreetive Action CARCAl 

38-95-18-A-15: 
38-95-18-A-17: 

R~olved at 1996 MS-1 drill 
Incomplete set of dothiag. 
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·Mlfl$t0ne Station 19;7 Plume and tngestnn "athway Evaluated Exercise
August 21, October 8, 9, 10, 1997 

July 31, 1997 Revision 

!Objective 19. CONGREGATE CARE 

Demonstrate the adequacy ofmcilities. equipment, supplies And personnel and procedures for 
congregate care of evacuees. 

Extent pfPiax • Genen1 

Demonstration of this objective 'Will be performed out-of-sequence wilh the exercise scenario by a 
walk-through of the facility by evaluators. 

• Congregate care facility staffing will be demo~ by presentation of a aJrrent roster 
to evalua.tora. 
Availability of equipment and material for cemer operation may be demon.strated by the 
presenlation of ali~ of resources detailing their location a.nd quantity. 

Extent ofPJay ·Specific 

Wiadham 

1. All congregate care facilities will be made available for walk-through inspection by evaluators 
during the week of October 6, 1997. 

2. The Red Cross will provide shelter survey documentation for evaluators' inspection. 

:--~"'---·--
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-Mm$1one station 1997 Plume and tngesfun Pathway Evaluated Exerc:i#
August 21, October 8, 9, 10, 19Q7 

July 31, 1QQ1 Revision 

!Objective 20. UEDICAL SERVICES-TRANS~P-=O;.;:;R.=..=T:.:..:A:.;TI:.=.O=..:N:..;._ ______ -J 

Demonstrate the adequacy of vehicles, equipment, procedures &nd pcrsonnd for transporting 
contaminated, injured, or exposed individuals. 

Extent of Play - General 
Demonstntc control of the spread of contamination from individuals who may be ~ntaminatcd 
and injured. · 

Address priorities of care betwcct1 control of contamination and the need for prompt 
transportation to a medical facility for ~e or an urgent condition. 

Arrange transportation to a medical facility equipped to deal with a contaminated injured 
individual. 

Demonstrate communication between the vehicle crew and medical facility. 

Monitor the emergency vehicle and determine the need for decontamination. 

Demon.stntc the adequacy of plans and procedures for the care and transportation of 
contJJ.minated or ~oscd individual:;,, 

Extent or Pby - Speclflc 

1. This objective will be demonstrated by licensee, emergency medical, Lawrence and Memorial 
Hospital and Watedord Ambulance personnel during the week ofOc:tober 6, 1997. 

2. An individual having simulated injuries will be a~sessed medically and radiologically. Priorities 
of care will be dctamined based on injuries and the magnitude of radioactive contamination. 

3. The individual wii1 receive appropriate first aid using corttamination coritrol measures, be 
prepared for transport, and tnlnlportcd to a medical facility lbr treatment. 

4. A member of the licensee'' health physics stafF will a~mpzmy the patient and vehicle to the _ 
facility designated to receive the individual. 

5. Communications will be demonstrated by use of the vehicle dedicated medical radio 
equipment (Med R.a.cfio) as it proceeds to the medical facility. This equipment is required in aD 
ambulances in CoMcaiCUt and provides two-way radio communication to aU emergency 
medical facilities. 

6. Medical procedw'es 'Will be conducted in accordance with state, local, and hospital protocols. 
They will Dot be demonstrated. 
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!objective 21. 

·MD/sfone Stsbon 1gg7 Plume and Ingestion Pathway Evaluated Exercise
August 21, October B, P, 10, 1PP7 

MEDICAL SERVICES-FACILITIES 

Demonstrate the adequacy of the equipment, procedures, supplies, and pet"SOnnel of medical 
facilities rcspomible for the treatment of contaminated, injured, or exposed individuals. 

Extent or Play - General 

Demonstnte the ability to control the spread of contamination from individUal!\ whn may be 
contaminated and injured. 

Demonstra.tc setting priorities between the need to addm~ radioactive conLamination and Lhe 
prompt diagnosis and treatment of mcc6cal conditions. 

Demonstrate the appropriate dccontaminlltion of individuals 

Extent of Play- Specific 

Lawr~ce and Memorial Hospital will demonstrate this objective. 

• An area for the diagnosis and treatment or a contaminated or exposed injured individual will 
be establishd in accordance with hospital plans. The radiological emergency area has bc:c:n 
designated and will contain or have immediate access to all equipment necessary for this 
function which can include the decontamination of patientS. 

• Designated hospital persOMel, assisted by licensee health physicists. will receive and simulate 
diagnosis, treatment, and decontamination of a patient. · 

Simulated patient tn:atmc:nt activities will be cmicd out in accordance with existin¥ hospital 
plans. 

UP17EXf .DOC 81 
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Objective ll. 

-~Jstone station 1997 Plume and Ingestion ~Y Evaluated Exercise
Augu$1 21, October!, 9, 10, 1gg7 

July 31, 1QQ1 R~sion 

EMERGENCY WORKERS- MONITORING AND 
DECONTAMINATION 

Demonstrate the adequacy of the facilities, equipment, supplies, proccdw-es. and pc:rJUnnel for 
decontamination of emergency workers. equipment and vehicles and for waste disposal . 

. 
Extent or Play - Specific 

This objective will be demonstrated at the Wmdham host comn1unity during the week of October 
G, 1997. The demonstration will include tum in of dosimetry by emergency workers. 

·· ~· .. 
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Extent of Play · 
-Milstone Station 1997 Plume and Ingestion Pathway EvaJusted Ex~ 

August 21. Ociober B, Q, 10, 1Q97 
July 31. 1997 Revision 

!Objective 13. SUPPLEMENTARY ASSISTANCE (FEDERA.L'OTHER) 

Demonstrate the capability to identify the need for external assistance and to request such 
assistance from federal and other support organizations 

Ext~nt of Play -Geaeral 

Once the need for outside organiutional support has been established. all activities associated 
with requests for supplementary assistance wiU be Q!Tied out in accordance.with the plan unles.~ 
deviations are specified below. 

Extent or l'l"v -Spetifit! 

Once the need for outside organizational support has been established, DEP will initiate the 
request for federal ngencics' supplementary assistance. · 
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-M1l$1one Station 1~7 Plume and Ingestion Pathway Eva/uatecl Exen;tw. 
August 21, October a, ;, 10, 1;;7 

July 31, 1997 Revi$ion 

~~O~b.jun=:v~e~l~4·~--~P~O~S~T~·E=ME~~R~G=E~N~CY~S~~~~UN~G~------------------~~· 

Demonstrate the use of equipment and procedures for the collection and ltMsportation of samples 
from areas that received deposition from the airborne plume. 

Demonstntion Criteria: 

1. Each team demonstrates necessary prcccdu~a and the usc or ecJwpmc:nt to properly 
collect samples. 

2. Samples are promptly mnsported to a central point or an appropriat~ laboratory Car 
anal)'bis. 

3. All activities desaibed in these demonstration criteria are carried out in ac:c:ordance with 
the plilll unless deviations are provided Cor in the extent or play. 

Extent of Play- General 

Sampling teams will demonstrate sampling collection procedures and cross contamination 
prevention procedures. Particular types of samples to be coUcctcd and the areas from which they 
are collected -may be determined in advance. 

All activities related to sample transportation and storage as well as record maintenance and 
documentation will be performed as in an actual emergency. In the event the organization r.ollects 
a large nwnbcr or samples in the field, these activities may be perf'onned Cor a representatM= 
number of Rmples. AD arrangements necessary ao accommodate lhe scope or exercise phsy and 
demonstration of these procedures will be made by the responsible parties before the exwse ant' 

identified in the section bduw. · 

Enent of Play- Specific 

DEP will direct. the state agriculture, heallh, and con:M'n~ prote"'1ion departments on where field 
sampling will take place. Each department will provide one two-person sampling team. Each 
departmem will demonstnte equipment and supplies used for field sampling. Field teams will also 
demonstrate equipment used for nleasurin& baclc&round radiation for field personn~ sample 
location, and individual samples. Each department will take two samples of a single type from 
designated sampling locations within the simulaled aff'ected area. These S1U11ples will be delivered 
to the state health department laboratory in Hartford for analysis. 
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Extent of Play 
• ••JJstone Sta!ion 1PQ7 P1ume and fngestion Pathway Evaluated £Jcerc;ise

August 21, O~ober 8. 9. 10. 1997 
July 31, 1PP7 R~vi$ion 

!Objective 15. LAB ORA TORY OPERATIONS. __________ __. 

Demonstrate laboratory opcnstions and procedures for measuring and analyzing samples. • 

Demonstration Criteria: 

1. The laboratory has the capability to process samples as required. 

2. The laboratory is equipped with analytical instruments suitable for determining 
radioisotopes and radiation levels in the samples. · 

3. All activities described in these demonstntion criteria are carried ouL in accordance with 
the plan unless deviations are provided for in the extent of play. 

Extent of Pl2y - General 

AD activities associated with the laboralory's capabilities to process samples-including those that 
are seasonal in accordance with the exercise scenario-as required will be performed as in an 
actual emergency. 

Should the laboratory receive a large number of samples, these activities may be performed for at 
least two of each sample type received. AD arrangements necessary to accommodate the scope of 
exercise play and demonstration of these procedures will be macle by the responsible partiea. 

Appropriate laboratory activities and equipment will be demonstrated as in an a.ctual emergency. 
The laboratory will analyze two samples of each type. In the event the laboratoey requires 
additional assistance with sample proce:ssin&. its penonnel.will discuss techniques for oblainit1g 
mch assistance. Since laboratory data are critical to the decision-making process, laboratory 
opcratiom may be demonstrated out of sequence with the rest of the exercise. This is done to 
accommodate the compressed time schedule of the c::u::rcix. 

Extent of Play- Specific 

The state h.calth department labo~tory wiD receive and log incoming inge:.-tion samples ror 
analysis. The results of the analysis will be tnmsmitted to the DEP staff at the state :EOC. 
Transportation of one field sample by the sta1c: police or it~ dc:si¥Jlee will be dt=monstmed. 
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. . -MiJI:done Station 1~7 Plume and ~$lion Pathway Evaluated Exercise. 
AlJgusf 21, October B, 9, 10, 19g7 

July 31, 1QQ7 Revision 

Obj ective 26. INGESTION EXPOSURE PATHWAY- DOSE PROJEC110N AND 
PROTEC11V£ ACI10 N DECISION MAKING 

Demonstrate the ability to project dosage to the public for ingestion pi'Jhway cxposw-e and 
determine protective measures. 

Demonstration Criteria: 

1. Projected dose is calotlatttl for the ingestion expomre pathway. 

2. ProteCtive action decisions are made for the ingestion exposure pathway. 

3. AD activities descnl>ed in these demonstration crileria are carric:d out in accordance with 
the pl&n unless deviations are provided for in the extent of play. 

Extent orPI.tv- General 

All activities associated with the calculation of do11c projection for the ingestion pathway will be 
completed as in an actual emergency. 

The dose assessment group will demonstrate the capability to make protective ac:tion 
recommendations (PAR's). PAll's will be based on controller-injected data whiCh will consist of 
radial.ion levels found in simulaled umples of agricultur&J products and potable water. Data will 
be transmitted over communication ·channels used in an a.ctuaJ emergency. Radiological field dala 
will reflect a compressed time ac:hcdulc. 

AD activities associated with protective actiou decision making for the ingestion exposure 
pathwsy will be completed u in an actual cmc:racncy. 

' . ., 
Extent of Pin- Specific 

After DEP reviews data from the state health department laboratory and compares food and water 
radiation lcvcls to guidelines contained in its emergency plans, il wiJI furmulate PAR 'a for the 
governor to review. Assistance &om a control cell simulating the federaJ radiological monitoring 

. and assessment center (FRMAC) will provide additional information to DEP for usc in making the 
PAR'&. 

Data will be provided in the fonn of an ingest-phase data set because time is short. 

') 

86 



. . 

Objective 27. 

-Mi/1$/one Station 1fi97 Plume and Ingestion P;;ttJway Evaluated Exercise
August 21, October 8, 9, 10, 1997 

July 31, 1997 ReviUJn 

INGESTION EXPOSURE PATHWAY- DOSE PROJECI10N AND 
PROTECTIVE ACTION IMPLEMENTATION 

Demonstrate the capability to implement protective acrioru for the ingestion exposure pathway. 

Demonstration Criteria: 

1. The off-site response organization (ORO) bas adequate infoJ'1Nl1.ion available on food and 
water supplies as well as milk. food, and agricultural prnducts within !h~ ingestion 
exposure pathway E.PZ for the implementation of protective actions. 

2. Appropriate pre-printed ingestion exposure pathway proleclive action information and 
instructions are available for rapid reproduction and distribution to designated individuals 
and businesses. 

3. Appropriate measures and strategies are developed for implementing protective action 
decisions for contaminated water and food, milk. and agricultural production. 

4. AJI activities descnoed in these demonstration criteria are carried out in ac:cordance with 
the plan unless deviations are provided for in the extent of play. 

... .~·· 

Ests;nt o{l'Jax - Geueral 

All activities associated with the development or information regarding water and food supplies 
and food, miDc and agricultural production within the ingestion exposure pathway I!PZ for 
implementation of protective actions wm be completed as in an actual emergency. 

All activities associated 'With the selection of pre-printed infonnation and instructions on ing~'tion 
exposure pathway protective actions are ava11ab1e for rapid reproduction and distribution to 
designated individuals and businesses 'Will be completed as in an actual emergency. 

AU activities associated with the development of appropriate measures and strategies tor 
implementing protective action decisions for contaminated water and food. milk. and agricultural 
products will be completed a.c: in an actual emergency. Development of measures and st:rategies 
for implementation of ingestion pathway protective actions will be demonstrated during exc:rcisc 
play by formulation of protective action messages to the general public and food prnducea-s and 
processors. For example, instructional and educational messages on ingestion pathway measures 
will be developed for bro:u!c:ast. Although actual broadcast of messages is not n~sary. 

Demonstnrtion ofthi~ objective by responsible state agencies will include selection of appropriate 
instructional material to be printed and distributed within the ingestion pathway EPZ at the time 
of the emergency . 
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c;C·tent of Play 
.Millsfone stallatJ 1997 Plume and Ingestion Pathway Evaluated Exercise-

• August 21, October B, 9, 10, 1pgf 
July 31, 1QQ7 Remion 

State agencies wiD d~tmstntte the capability to control, restrict, or prevent distnbution of . 
contaminated food stuffs by administrative orders issued through health or agricultural agencie&.
Exercise play will include demonstration of inter-organizational ~mmunications and coordination 
required to implemen~ prolective actioDlJ. Actual field play of implementation activities, such u 
communications and coordination with agencies responsible for enforcing food controls within the 
ingestion pathway EPZ, may be simulated. While these activities will be demonstrated. 
communications ~th food producers and processors may be simulated. 

Exteot of Play· Specific: 

On Wednesday and Thursday, October 8 amd 9, (and Friday October 10 ifnecessa.ry) 1997, 
implementation plans w;n be demonstrated to carry out PAD's. These activities include: 

Development of emergency information messages to be issued to agencies responsible for 
ensuring \he safety or the ~ food stuffs, 

• press conferences, 
• distribution of pre-printed infonnation to the public (this wm be a tabletop discussion), 

• individual agency orders prepared and issued to staff; UJd 

• development of maps showing afi'ected locations. 
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!Objective 28. 

-Milfstone Stahon 1997 Plume and /ngestron Pathway EvaluatfJd E.nrcis&
AI.Jgust 21, OctobN B, 9, 10, 1997 

July 31 I 1997 Revlslon 

RELOCATION, RE-ENTRY, AND RETURN DECISION MAKING I 

Demonmatc the capability to dcvclop decisions on relocation, re-entry, and return. 

Demonstration Criteria: 

1. Areas requiring relocation of the public are identified by comparing simulated 
measurements to decision criteria. 

2. Decision ~teria and strategy are followed in decisions to allow re-entry to the controlled 
areas. 

3. Return recommendations are developed. 

4. Decisions are made regarding assistance to individuals affected by the emergaocy. 

S. Decisions arc coordinated with other o~ons. 

6. All activities descn"bed in these demonstration criteria are carried out in accordance with 
the plan unless deviations arc provided for in the extent of play. 

Extent of Play - General 

All activities associated with the identification of area.~ requiring relocation by comparing 
simulated measurements to decision criteria will be completed as in an actual emergency. 
Controllers wiD provide simulated data developed as part of the scenario to lield monitoring teams 
and laboratories as appropriate. DEP's dose assessment group will receive data &om the 
laboratories or lhe field teams and make ISSe$SmtnlS based on those data. 

Under the standard approach, field samples of vegetation ind soil wiU be sent to the laboratory for 
analysis as demonstrated under Objective 24. The dose assessment group will demonstrate the · 
capability to use simulmcd data from the laboratory to calculate the exposure rme conversion 
factors. The group will also demonstrate the capability to usc gamma ccposure rate: data 
measurements fi"(Jm the field aftet the plume has passed. In addition. a map will be gcnented 
showing areas where population relocation Is required. 

Under the optional approach, the dose assessment group wm demonstrate the use of data on field 
measurements of gamma exposure rates after plume passase and the pre-determined gamma 
exposure to plot the boundary of the area from which the population will be relocated on a map. 

Development of the decision criteria and strategies that are followed lo allow re-enUy into 
controlled areas will be accomplished in a group setting with representatives of all major 
organizations. Decisions will be made regarding the location of control points and polioies 
regarding control will be explained. Pre-printed forms wm be presented and explained. . ' 

/ 
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August 21, October 8, i, 10, 1;~7 
July 31, 1997 Revision 

DEP will dispatch two two-person relocation field teams. Each team will demonstrate sample and 
data acquisition at one location. These data will be the basis for relocarinn decision maldng. · 

Development of the decision criteria and str.a.tegies that are followed to allow re-entry into 
controlled areas will be accomplishw in a group setting with representatives of all major 
organizations. Decisions wiU be made rega.rding the location of control points and policies 
rcgardina control will be explainecl. 

Responsible agencies win demo~'tnlte lhe capability to use the standard or optional approach and 
the simulated cuvironmental mcusurements provided by the controller to identify the location of 
the area boundaries to which return i5 permitted. Environmental measurement data should be 
developed as pan or the scenario. • 

Demonstration of the decision muking regarding assistance to individuals who are affected by the 
emergency will be accomplished in a group :setting by representatives of all major organizations. 
The conditions facing individuals will be determined by decisions made under the above criteria. 
Discussions will be held reganling the actions Lhal will be needed, priorities, and the processes fo,~ 
implementation. 

Demonstration of the cooramation oC decision making will be accomplished in a group setting by 
representatives of all major organizalions. 'Resources in the plans for assistance, concurrence, and 
infonnation transier will be identified, and availability of methods for communications of these 
activities will be confirmed. 

Extent of Play- Soec:inc: 

Based on field &W'Vey information. decision makers will detennine the relocation criteria. The 
corresponding isodose rate line will be drawn on appro.priate maps. The area of interest will be 
discussed in regard to the effect on the public and special population groups. Population 
estimates., relocation time estiinatcs (which are DEP respoiuibilities), host community 
requirements, and traffic control will be disc::ussed. 
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-Mill$IOM Station 1997 Plume and lr.r;estion Pathway Evaluatect ExtH"Ci$e
August ~1 • ..;.;to w ~. g, 10, 1gg7 

Objective 29. RELCCA TION, RE-ENTRY. AND RETIJRN- . 
IMPLEMENTATION 

July 31, 1PrJ7 Revision 

Demonstrate the capability to implement appropriate measures for relocation, re-entry, and return. 

Extep t of Pby - Galeral 

Implementation actions will be demonstrated through internal meetings, briefings, discussions, and 
by communications and coordination with other emergency organizations and support agencies. 
This demonstration is effectively accomplished in 11 group setting with representatives of all major 
orgVlizations working together to review dose projection and relocation issue.~; and 
implementation procedures. 

Actions required f'or implementation of decmons wm be demonstrated through discussions with 
EOC personnel. Primary demonstrated exercise activitiea would invoke communications and 
coordination. Messages regarding procedures for access control to and from the restricted zone 
will be transmitted from decision makers to the agencies and other organizations involved in 
implementation. It is no\ n~ to transmit the ntessa.gcs to the public. Communication& 
systems among emergency organizations will be discus.~ed. Field activities related to re-enuy 
need not be demonstrated. 

AU relocation, re-entry, and return implcmcmation IIClions wDl be demonst:J"ated Lhrough internal 
meetings, briefings, disa.wiona, and by communications and coordination with other emergency 
organizations and suppon agencies. The demonstration is most effectively accomplished in a 
group setting with representatives of all major organjntio_ns working together to review dose 
projection1, relocation and re-entry, and return issues aruf develop implementation procedures. 

Extent or Play - Specific 

!..onplementation plans for establishing a restricted zone wlll be developed with the coordination of 
affected local officials. These officials, together with state agency heads, will implement these 
plans through tabletop discussion. • 
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July31, 1997 Revision 

List or Objectives not demor..,tnted for this bert"lse 

30 Continuous, 24-Hour Staffing 

31 OfF-Site Support tor the Evacuation of On.Site Pcnozmel 

32 Unannounced Exercise or Drill 

33 Off-Hours Exercise or DriB 

34 Li~ Off-site Response Organizutions 
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DRAFT 
August 14, 1997 

Extent of Play for Compensatory Plan 

In the event that a community should not be able to participated in an exercise or 
emergency situation, the State would execute the requirements necessary tp assure public 
safety. 

During the August 21, 1997 Millstone exercise, the objectives for completion ofthe 
compensatory plan would be accomplished at three locations: the Office of Emergency 
Management Area Office; the State Emergency Operations Center(EOC); and the mobile 
command post. 

ASSUMPTIONS: 
• Once it becomes obvious that a community is unable to participate, the OEM Area 

Coordinator would notify the State EOC, where the decision to activate the 
Compensatory Plan would be made. 

• Three controller injected messages will be used as a tool to show the process of 
obtaining additional transportation requirements. 

• Mobile Command Post van will be pre-positioned outside of the Montville State Police 
Barracks. · 

• Since the mobile command post is not a hardened EOC, displays will be limited to 8 
1/2" by 11" sizes or information which is faxed from the State EOC as needed. 

• The State Department of Health Services will simulate (their normal task of) notifying 
health facilities and hospitals in the affected zones. If they were informed of a 
transportation request beyond a facilities' resources - in the non-participating 
community only - they would notify the Transportation Resources Manager, located 
in ~e State EOC directly rather than refer the facility to the local community 
Emergency Management Director. 

ACilONS AT LOCATIONS. The evaluator should see the following objectives 
accomplished at these locations: 

State Emergency Operations Center; 
1. Demonstrate the ability to communicate with the Mobile Command Post and Office of 
Emergency Management Area Coordinator Office. 
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2. In the event of a public protective action the State Police will simulate the procedures 
necessary to provide personnel resources 
3. Demonstrate the ability to provide supplemental public information to the non
participating community through news releases and/or Emergency Alert System (EAS) 
messages, if necessary. 

Area Coordinator's Office: 
1. Demonstrate communications between State EOC and mobile command post. 
2. Demonstrate th~ ability to coordinate the back-up siren procedures. 
3. The Area Coordinator will direct that additional resources be (simulated) dispatched to 
the Transportation Staging Area (TSA) at the Rocky Hill Staging Area to be ready to 
assist the non-participating community. • 
4. The non-participating communities' special needs individuals list will be shown to the 
evaluator. A few of the special needs individuals on the list will be (simulated) contacted 
and additional resources that could be used to assist this effort will be discussed. . 
S. Relay special needs transportation requests/requirements to the State Transportation 
Resource Manager (State EOC). · 
6. Simulate the contact of community Superintendent of Schools, if school is in session. 
7. Simulate contacting the designated Host Community of the situation. 

Mobile Command Post: 
1. Demonstrate the abilit}Pto communicate with State EOC(State Police liaisons) and 
Area Coordinator Office. 
2. The Mobile Direction & Control unit Team Supervisor will simulate the dispatch of 
State Police Troopers to the non-participating community for traffic control.. (Mobile 
Route Alerting (P A systems) will be discussed as a back-up system in the event that the 
public alerting siren systems fail to be activated. 
3. Show ability to provide a radiological briefing and harid out dosimetry to one trooper. 
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APPENDIX 4 

EXERCISE SCENARIO 

This appendix contains a summary of the simulated sequence of events - Exercise Scenario -
which was used as the basis for invoking emergency response actions by OROs in the Millstone 
Nuclear Power Station Plume Exposure Pathway exercise on August 21, 1997, and the Ingestion 
Exposure Pathway exercise during the week of October 6, 1997. 

This exercise scenario was submitted by the State of Connecticut and approved by FEMA 
Region I on July 31. 1997. 

During the exercise, controllers gave "inject messages", containing scenario events and/or 
relevant data, to those persons or locations who would normally receive notification of such 
events. These inject messages were the method used for invoking response actions by offsite 
response organizations. · 

SCENARIO SUMMARY 

(Note: The times indicated below are approximate and reflect the times which had 
been anticipated from the planned scenario. Due to problems with the simulator at 
the start of the plume exposure pathway exercise, the actual times during the 
exercise were somewhat later than those indicated below.) 

Day 1 - Plume Exposure Pathway Exerci~e: 

0800 Exercise commences. 

0810 Fire in the emergency diesel generator room disables the generator. 

0820 An Alert should be declared. 

1020 Bus 14F failure results in the generation of a reactor scram signal. Reactor 
shutdown is successful. 

1035 A Site Area Emergency should be declared. 

1140 Large break LOCA and subsequent fuel damage occurs. 

1215 Bus 12E fails and valve AC-8 opens. Radiological release is initiated. 

1225 A General Emergency should be declared. 

1300 Emergency repair team closes valve AC-8 and the release is terminated. 
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1430 Exercise play (plume pathway) is terminated. 

Day 2 - Ingestion Exposure Pathway Exercise: 

At this stage in the scenario it is assumed to be 24 hours after the radiological 
release to the environment has been terminated. It is assumed that radioactive 
depositions to the 50-mile area and the plume have been completely dispersed. 
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UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555 0001 

Mr. Martin L Bowling, Jr. 
Recovery Officer-Technical Services 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
r:Jo Ms. Patricia A. Loftus 
Director- Regulatory Affairs 
P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

JuDe 4, 1998 

SUBJECT: MILLSTONE NUCLEAR POWER STATION EMERGENCY PLAN, REVISION 24 
SAFETY EVALUATION ( TAC NOS. MA0838, MA0839, AND MA0840) 

Dear Mr. Bowling: 

By letter dated December 30, 1997, Northeast Nuclear Energy Company submitted Revision 24 
to the Millstone Nuclear Power Station Emergency Plan requesting the NRC staffs review and 
approval to resolve concerns raised concerning the Site Emergency Plan as documented in 
Inspection Report Numbers 50-245/97-81, 50-336/97-81, and 50-423/97-81. Subsequently, the 
initial submittal was updated by letters dated March 24, Apri115, and May 13, 1998, which 
included changes 1 and 2, and revised change 2, respectively, to the Site Emergency Plan. 

The NRC staff has reviewed the requested changes to the Site Emergency Plan and has 
determined that the Millstone Nuclear Power Station Emergency Plan, Revision 24, provides an 
adequate planning basis for an acceptable state of onsite emergency preparedness in 
accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b) and Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 and is, 
therefore, acceptable. 

This completes all NRC staff actions related to the referenced T AC numbers. 

. Docket Nos. 50-245, 50-336, 
and 50-423 

Enclosure: Safety Evaluation 

cc w/encl: See next page 

- - --- ------------------

Sincerely, 

P!l)~ 
Phillip F. 

1 
Kee 

Deputy Director for Ucerising 
Special Projects Office 

, 

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
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Millstone Nuclear Power Station 
UnH2 

cc: 
Lillian M. Cuoco, Esquire 
Senior Nuclear Counsel 
Northeast Utilities Service Company 
P. 0. Box270 
Hartford, CT 06141-0270 

Mr. John Buckingham 
Department of Public Utility Control 
Electric Unit 
10 Liberty Square 
New Britain, CT 06051 

Mr. Kevin T. A. McCarthy, Pirector 
Monitoring and Radii:ition Division 
Department of Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106-5127 

Regional Administrator, Region I 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, PA 19406 

First Selectmen 
Town of Waterford 
Hall of ~ecords 
200 Boston Post Road 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. Wayne D. Lanning 
Deputy Director of Inspections 
Special Projects Office 
475 Allendale Road 

·'·.· ' 

King of Prussia, PA 19406-1415 

Charles Brinkman, Manager 
Washington Nuclear Operations 
ABB Combustion Engineering 
12300 Twinbrook Pkwy, Suite 330 
Rockville, MD 20852 

Senior Resident Inspector 
Millstone Nuclear Power Station 
c/o U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
P.O. Box 513 
Niantic, CT 06357 

------------

Mr. F. C. Rothen 
Vice President - Work Services 
Northeast Utilities Service Company 
P. 0. Sox 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Ernest C. Hadley, Esquire 
1040 B Main Street 
P.O. Box549 
West Wareham, MA 02576 

. . 

Mr. John F. Streeter 
Recovery Officer - Nuclear Oversight 
Northeast Utilities Service Company 
P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. David B. Amerine 
Vice President - Human Services 
Northeast Utilities Service Company 
P·. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

iv\r. Allan Johanson, Assistant Director 
Office of Policy and Management 
Policy Development and Planning 

Division 
450 Capitol Avenue --MS# 52ERN 
P. 0. Box 341441 · 
Hartford, CT 06134-1441 

Mr. M. H. Brothers 
Vice President • Operations 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P.O. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. J. A. Price 
Director • Unit 2 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
P.O. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 
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Millstone Nucl" ar Power Station 
·. Unit2 

cc: 
Mr. B. D. Kenyon (Acting) Attorney Nicholas J. Scobbo, Jr. 
Chief Nucler Officer· Millstone Ferriter, Scobbo, Caruso, Rodophele, PC 
Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 1 Bea_con Street, 11th Floor 
P.O. Box 128 Boston, MA 02108 
Waterford, CT 06385 

Mr. J.P. McElwain 
Citizens Regulatory Commission Recovery Officer • Millstone Unit 2 

/ 

ATTN: Ms. Susan Perry Luxton Northeast Nuclear Energy Company 
180 Great Neck Road P. 0. Box 128 
Waterford, CT 06385 Waterford, Connecticut 06385 

Deborah Katz, President 
Citizens Awareness Network 
P. 0. Box83 
Shelburne Falls, MA 03170 

The Honorable Terry Concannon 
Co-Chair 
Nuclear Energy Advisory Council 
Room 4035 
Legislative Office Building 
Capitol Avenue 
Hartford, CT 061 06 

Mr. Evan W. Woollacott 
Co-Chair 
Nuclear Energy Advisory Council 
128 Terry's Plain Road 
Simsbury, CT 06070 

Little Harbor Consultants, Inc. 
Millstone • ITPOP Project Office 
P. 0. Box 0630 
Niantic, CT 06357-0630 

Mr. Daniel L Curry 
Project Director 
Parsons Power Group Inc. 
2675 Morgantown Road 
Reading, PA 19607 

Mr. Don Schopfer 
Verification Team Manager 
Sargent & Lundy 
55 E. Monroe Street 
Chicago, IL 60603 
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UNITED STt\TES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 105155 11001 

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION 

RELATED TO THE MILLSTONE NUCLEAR POWER STATION EMERGENCY PLAN. 

REVISION24 

MILLSTONE NUCLEAR POWER STATION. UNITS 1. 2. AND 3 

DOCKET NOS. 50-245. 50-336. AND 50-423 . 

. 1.0 INTRODUCTION 

By letter dated December 30, 1997, the Northeast Nuclear Energy Company (the licensee) 
submitted Revision 24 to the Millstone Nuclear Power Station (MNPS} Emergency Plan (the 
Plan) for the NRC's review and approval. In the letter, the licensee stated that the revision was 
in aecordance with 10 CFR 50.54(q} and did not decrease the effectiveness of the Plan, and, as 
revised it continued to meet the standards of 10 CFR 50.47(b) and the requirements of 
Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50. However, the licensee requested NRC review and approval of 
Revision 24 to resolve concerns raised over the licensee's emergency plans as documented in 
NRc; Inspection Report Numbers 50-245/97-81, 50-336/97-81, and 50-423/97-81. 

By letters dated March 24, April15, and May 13,1998, the licensee submitted Change 1, 
Change 2, and revised Change 2, respectfully, to the Plan. These changes were updates to 
Revision 24 submitted on December 30, 1997. · 

2.0 BACKGROUND 

The licensee implemented Revision 22 of the Plan In June 1997. Revision 22 was issued as a 
complete revision of the Plan. In August 1997, the licensee implemented Revision 23 of the Plan 
to correct problems the !i~ensee had subsequently identified in Revision 22. 

During an inspection conducted in August 1997, as documented In NRC Inspection Report 
Numbers 50-245/97-81, 50-336/97-81, and 50-423/97-81, the inspectors reviewed selected 
portions of Revisions 22 and 23 of the Plan. The Inspectors concluded that, with the 
implementation of Revision 22, the licensee made changes to the Plan, which decreased Its 
effectiveness. The changes were made without Commission approval. In some instances, the 
MNPS Emergency Plan, as changed, no longer COJ'!tinued to meet some of the standards of 10 
CFR 50.47(b), and some of the requirements of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50. The inspectors 
Identified several items that were omitted from Revisions 22 and 23. The licensee stated that 
Revision 24 provided enhancements to the Plan, and requested NRC's review and approval of 
the Plan. 

The staff evaluated Revision 24 of the Plan against the standards of 10 CFR 50.47(b) and the 
requirements of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 using the guidance provide.d by NUREG-0654, 
"Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological ~mergency Response Plans and 
Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants," Revision 1, dated November 1980, and the 
guidance contained in NUMARC/NESP-007, •Methodology for Development of Emergency Action 
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Levels: Revision 2, dated January 1992. The staff also considered in the review process the 
information contained in NUREG-1031, Supplement No. 4, ·safety Evaluation Report Related to 
the Operation of Millstone Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 3,• dated November 1985. 

3.0 DISCUSSION AND STAFF EVALUATION 

3.1 Assignment of Responsibility (Organizational ControD 

The Plan describes the on-shift and augmented organizations that are intended to be part of the 
overall response organization in the event of an emergency at the Millstone Nuclear Power 
Station. The Plan identifies a specific individual by title who is in charge of emergency response 
and includes 24-hcur a day -coverage. In support of the normal shift organization, the licensee 
maintains the capability to provide additional support, including senior personnel, facilities, 
equipment, and financial resourees. Local agency and support services are identified as well as 
copies of letters of agreement listing support organization responsibilities and arrangements. 

The staff has reviewed the Plan and concludes that the planning standard regarding 
responsibilities for emergency response is adequately addressed. 

3.2 Onsite Emergency Organization 

The Plan describes the normal plant organization and the Station Emergency Response 
Organization (SERO). The SERO consists of on-shift staff, on-call staff (SC\- to SO-minute 
response), and subject-to-call staff (8-hour response with provision fer 90-minute response for 
positions as determined necessary). The licensee has provided a description of the emergency 
response positions. The Plan identifies the Director of Station Emergency Operations 
responsibilities, including emergency classification, cffsite notifications, command and control, 
and authorization of cnsite protective actions. · 

The planning standard regarding cnsite facility licensee responsibilities for emergency response 
is adequately addressed in the Plan. 

3.3 Emergency-Response Support and Resources 

The licensee has arrangements with local support agencies fer ambulance services, hospital 
facilities, fire fighting assistance, and radiological laboratories, which are identified in the Plan. 
Letters of agreement are found in Appendix B of the Plan. 

The planning standard regarding emergency response support and resources for emergency 
response is adequately addressed in the Plan. • 

3.4 Emergency Classification System 

Appendix I of the Plan provides an emergency classification and emergency action level scheme, 
including initiating conditions associated with possible events at the Millstone Nuclear Power 
Station that would result in the declaration of a notification of unusual event Alert, Site Area 
Emergency or a General Emergency. Specific instruments, parameters, and equipment 
conditions are detailed in the Station Emergency Asse~sment procedure Emergency Plan 
Implementing Procedure (EPIP) 4400. 
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The Plan adequately addresses the planning standard for emergency classification and action 
levels for the Millstone Nuclear Power Station. 

3.5 Notification Methods and Procedures 

The Plan specifies methods to notifY State and local governments officials of emergency events 
within 15 minutes, and the NRC subsequently, of an emergency classification. Simultaneous 
notification of State officials and site augmentation personnel is outlined. The content of 
notification messages is specified, and provisions are made for verification of notifications. 

The Plan adequately addresses the methods and procedures for notification of emergency 
response personnel, State, local, and Federal organizations. · 

3.6 Emergency Communications 

The Plan specifies that systems are in place for prompt notification of the SERO and offsite 
authorities. Backup communications are available using commercial telephone lines. Two-way 
radios are available in-plant between the control room and in-plant teams. A public address 
system is also available in-plant to link the Technical Support Center, Operational Support 
Center, control room, and in-plant teams. The NRC will be notified via the emergency notification 
system. Communication with fiXed and mobile medical support facilities is described. 

The planning standard for prompt communications among response organizations is adequately 
addressed in the Plan. 

3.7 ?ublic Education and Information 

Under the Plan, specific emergency instructions for residents and the transient population are 
distributed annually through the telephone directory serving effected communities. A media 
information program is also provided for annually. 

The planning standard for public education and information is adequately addressed In the Plan. 

3.8 Emergency Facilities and Equipment 

The Plan identifies the Control Room, Technical Support Center/Operational Support Center 
(TSC/OSC), and OSC Assembly Area as the onsite emergency response facilities. There is a 
near-site Emerg~m .. y Operations Facility (EOF) described. Arrangements have been made to 
accommodate off site officials at the EOF. The station has various appropriate monitoring 
systems as needed for the eval~ation of the condition of plant systems, meteorological 
conditions, seismic activity, and radioactive materials. The provisions for, and the maintenance 
of, emergency equipment and supplies are established. 

The planning standard for adequate emergency facilities and equipment to support an 
emergency response effort is adequately addressed in the Plan. 

3.9 Accident Assessment 

The Plan calls for onsite systems and equipment to allow for radiological accident monitoring 
and assessment of radiological conditions, and the performance of dose projections. The Plan 

- - - . ---- - ·- -- ·- ·- --- -------
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provides an example of the emergency action levels (EALs) that are based on the methodology 
outlined in NUMARC/NESP-007. The specific details of parameter values for the EALs are found 
in Station Emergency Assessment Procedure, EPIP 4400. 
The planning standard for methods, systems and equipment to be used in accident assessment 
and radiological monitoring is adequately addressed in the Plan. 

3.10 Protective Response 

The Plan outlines protective actions to be taken to wam personnel of hazard conditions, call for 
the relocation of onsite staff when necessary, maintain accountability of emergency responders, 
and limit site access when needed. The Plan has a goal to complete accountability of onsite 
personnel within 45 minutes . . The Plan establishes a mechanism for recommending protective 
actions to State and local authorities. 

The planning standard for protective actions is adequately addressed in the Plan. 

3.11 Radiological Exposure Control 

The Plan establishes responsibility for emergency radiological protection activities for plant staff 
. and support personnel. Exposure limits and authorization required for exceeding limits are 
defined. Contamination control measures and provision for decontamination are established. 

The planning standard requiring means to control the radiological exposure of emergency 
workers is adequately addressed in the Plan. 

3.12 Medical and First Aid Support 

First aid and other medical supplies are provided for at the plant. Shift personnel, trained in first 
aid, are available on a 24-hour per day basis. The Plan contains arrangements for transportation 
of potentially contaminated injured individuals to offsite medical facilities. Two hospitals are 
identified in the Plan for the treatment of these individuals. 

The planning standard for medical services is adequately addressed in the Plan. 

3.13 Recovery and Reentry Planning 

The Plan contains general criteria for determining when to establish recovery operations. The 
Plan identifies the appropriate authority by position and title for initiating recovel')f actions. 

The planning standard for general plans for recovery and reentry is adequately addressed In the 
Plan. 

3.14 Exercises and Drills · 

It is specified in the Plan that an annual exercise of the Plan will be conducted. The Plan 
specifies that annual drills will be conducted in the following areas: medical, radiological 

· monitoring, health physics, and post;.aecident sampling. The Plan calls for the: testing of 
communication links to State and local governmental authorities, among onsite emergency 
response facilities, and with the NRC. . -'{ ,: · 
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The planning standard for periodic exercises is adequately addressed in the Plan. 

3.15 Radiological Emergency Response Training 

The Plan identifies a training program to ensure that personnel assigned to the emergency 
response organizations are trained prior to assuming emergency plan responsibilities and are 

_ retrained annually. The program covers basic as well as specialized train.ng for those 
emergency response personnel with ·specific assignments. Training for participating offsite 
agency personnel involved in emergency response is made svailable annually. 

The standard for radiological response training is adequately addressed in the ~Jan. 

3.16 MNPS Emergency Plan Development and Review 

The requirement for an annual review of the Plan, procedures, practices, training, equipment, 
readiness testing, drills and exercises, letters of agreement, and adequacy of interface with 
offsite officials is specified in the Plan. An annual independent review of the Plan is also to be 
conducted. Responsibilities for maintaining the emergency response facilities, plans and 
procedures, staffing the emergency response organization, and training of responders, are 
specified in the Plan. · 

The planning standard for plan development and review Is adequately addressed in the Plan. 

4.0 CONCLUSIONS 

The NRC staff's review of Revision 24 of the Millstone Nuclear Power Station Emergency Plan 
found that the Plan adequately addressed each of the planning standards identified in 10 CFR 
50.47(b). The requirements 'Jf Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 are sufficiently encompassed in 
the Plan as it has been revised. The items identified as having been omitted from the previous 
revision have been included in Revision 24 where appropriate. The criteria of NUREG-0654 
have been adhered to as described in Appendix G of the MNPS Emergency Plan. The 
emergency action levels are consistent with the methodology outlined in NUMARC/NESP-007. 

On the basis of its review ·of Revision 24 of the Millstone Nuclear Power Station Emergency Plan, 
the staff concludes that the Plan provides an adequate planning basis for an acceptable state of 
onsite emergency preparedness in accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR 50.47(b), and 
Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 and is, therefore, acceptable. 

Principal Contributor: Daniel M. Barss 

Date: June 4, 1998 
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PART 925-GRAPES GROWN IH A 
DESIGNATED AREA OF 
SOUTHEASTERN CALIFORNIA 

1. The authority citation for 7 CFR 
pari 925 continues to read as follows: 

Authority: Sees. 1-19. 48 Stat. 31. aa 
•mended: 7 U.S.C. 601~74. 

2. A new § 925.209 is added to read as 
follows: 

§ 1125.209 Expenses and auenment r11te. 

Exper.ses of $27.825 by the California 
Desert Grape Administrative Committee 
are authorized. and an assessment rate 
of $0.003 per 22-pound container of 
grapes is established for the fiscal 
period ending December 31. l!l~. 
Unexpended funds may be carried over 
as a reserve. 

Dilled: February 13. 1990. 
Rober1 C. Keeney. 
Deputy Director. Fruit and VegP.toble 
Di1·ision. 

IF'R Doc. ~3702 Filed 2-1~90: 8:45 Rml 
eiLLINQ COO£ ~ 1~2_,. 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION . 

10 CFR Parts 50 and 70 

(Docket Nos. PRM-50-31, PRM-so-•s.and 
PRM-so-•61 

Emergency Preparedness at Nuclear 
Power Plants; Denial of Petitions for 
Rulemaklng 

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. 
ACTION: Denial of petitions for 
rulemaking. 

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission is denying three petitions 
for rulemaking concerning emergency 
preparedness at nuclear power plants. 
These petitions were submitted by the 
Citizens Task Force of Chapel Hill. 
North Carolina: the Department of 
Attorney General. State o£ Maine: and 
an individual. Kenneth G. Sexton. Ph.D. 
The Citizens Task Force petition (PRM-
50-31) requested that (1) the emergency 
planning zone radius around nuclear 
power plants be extended from 10 miles 
to 20 miles. (2) independent radiological 
monitoring systems operated by local 
communities be established. and (3) 
mandatory utility funding of the 
emerge:1cy preparedness efforts ,r local 
communities be required. The petition 
submitted by Mr. Sexton (PRM-50-45) 
requested that the size or the plume 
exposure pathway EPZ be determined 
on a lite-specific basis. using the most 
up-to-date methodologies and that the 
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size of the EPZ be reevaluated at least 
every five years. The petition submitted 
by the Stale of Maine (PRM-50-46) 
requested (1) expansion of the 
emergency planning zone for both plume 
exposure pathway and for the ingestion 
pathway: (2) requiring that emergency 
planning be done before any 
construction ofa nuclear facility is 
permitted and that the governor or 
governors of any affected state approve 
the emergency plans as a precondition 
to construction: and (3) requiring that 
orfsite emergency preparedness findings 
be made before any fuel loading or low 
power operations are permitted. 

The Commission considers that these 
three petitions have a common theme 
thus warranting simultaneous 
evaluation. Additionally. the State of 
Maine formally requested that" ... the 
Maine Petition consolidated with the so· 
called Sexton Petition ..... In denying 
the petitions. the Commission concludes 
that its present regulations on 
emergency preparedness are adequate 
to protect public health and safety. 
ADDRESSES: Copies of all NRC 
documents are available for public 
inspection and copying for a fee at the 
NRC Public Document Room at 2120 L 
Street NW. (Lower Level). Washington. 
DC. Copies of NUREG documents r1ay 
be purchased from the Superintendent of 
Documents. U.S. Government Printing 
Office by calling (202) 27~2060 or by 
writing to the Superintendent of 
Documents. U.S. Government Printing 
Orfice. P.O. Box 37082. Washington. DC 
20013-7082. Copies are also available 
from the National Technical Information 
Service. 5285 Port Royal Road. 
Springfield. VA 22161. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Michael T. Jamgochian. Severe Accident 
Issues Branch. Orfice of Nuclear 
Regulatory Research. U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commiuion. Washington. 
DC 20555 (301-492-3918). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

PRM-50-31: A petition Cil~d before the 
Commission on December 21. 1981 by 
the Citizen• Ta1k Force of Chapel Hill. 
NC. requested the Commission to amend 
ill emergency preparedneu regulations 
in tO CFR oar& 50. "Domestic Licensing 
of Production and Utilization Facilities.'' 
and part 70, "Domestic Licensing of 
Special Nuclear Material." The petition 
requested the Commiuion to amend the 
regulations to require th11t the present 
to-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ) 
r11diua for nuclear power plants be 
extended from 10 miles to 20 miles and 
include any towns bordering on or 
partially within this EPZ. that towns 
within the EPZ with a population in 
excelS or 5.000 persona operate their 
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own radiological monitoring equipment. 
and that utilities be required to finance 
the emergency preparedness efforts of 
the towns around the nuclear power 
plants. 

A notice or filing the petition. Docket 
No. PRM-50-31. was published in the 
Federal Register on March 24. 1982 (47 
FR 12639). Public comments were 
requested by May 24. 1982. The 
comment period was extended to ~.~Arch 
9. 1987 (51 FR 40335: November 6. 1986). 

A total of 74 comment letters were 
received. Twenty-three or the letters 
were from individuals. or whom 15 
favo!ed the petition and eight opposed 
it. Thirteen letters were from 
environmental. nuclear. or energy 
oriented citizen activist gmups. or 
these. 12 favored the petition and one 
opposed it. Twenty-nine letters were 
from utilities. their law firms. or other 
companies associated with the nuclear 
industry. All 29 opposed the petition. 
Seven letters were received from state 
or local emergency preparedness 
agencies. All seven opposed the petition. 
A letter from a political club and a letter 
from a county commission were 
received. both favored the petition. 

PRM-stJ-45: A petition filed before the 
Commission on August 6. 1986 by Mr. 
Kenneth G. Sexton. requested the 
Commission to amend its emergency 
preparedness regulations in 10 CFR part 
50. "Domestic Licensing of Production 
and Utilization Facilities." The petition 
requested the Commission to amend 10 
CFR 50.47(c)(2) for nuclear power plants 
to require that "the plume exposure 
pathway EPZ for all nuclear power 
plants shall consist of an area to be 
deter,nined by the NRC on a site
specific basis. after allowing for review 
of the determination report by interested 
parties. The report shall list. describe. 
and reference all input data and 
methodologies used and all other factors 
considered. The NRC shall use 
methotiologies and procedures which 
are generally accepted as reasonably 
current and appropriate by recognized 
professional groups in each supporting 
field (including the American 
Meteorology Society (AMS) and 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
Likewise. best available estimates for 
model input (such as source terms) shall 
be used. This distance ehall be 
reevaluated at least every five years. 
using latest techniques and information. 
unleu petitioned earlier by the NRC. 
another professional group (such as th:! 
EPA or AMS). or the general public. 
Generally. the models ehall be at least 
as complex and realistic as described in 
NUREG-o654 for Class B models. 
Meteorologicalsubmodels shall 
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consider all factors which can have an 
effect on the impact of the release of 
radioactive materials to the 
environment. The exact size and 
configuration of the EPZ surrounding a 
particular nuclear power reactor shall 
be determined in relation to local 
emergency response needs and 
capabilities as thPy are affected by such 
conditions as power plant specifics 
(type. power output. age. etc.). local 
meteorology (including data from both 
the power plant site and local national 
weather service). demography. 
topography. land characteristics. access 
routes. jurisdictional boundaries. and 
proximity of seats of local government." 

A notice of filing of the petition. 
Docket No. PRM-50-45. w11s published 
in the Federal Register on October 6. 
1986 (51 FR 35518). Public comments 
were requested by December 5. 1986. 

A total of 314 comment letters wen~ 
received of which 278 favored the 
petition and 14 opposed it. Two hundred 
thirty-fivt! of the letters were from 
individuals. Four letters were from 
environmental. nuclear, or energy 
oriented citizen activist groups. or 
these. three favored the petition and one 
opposed it. Ten letters were from 
utilities. their law firms. or other 
companies associated with the nuclear 
industry. All ten opposed the petition. 
Seven letters were received from local 
government emergency preparedness 
agencies. of whom four favored the 
petition and three opposed the petition. 

PRM-5D-46: A petition filed before the 
Commission on October 14. 1986 by the 
Attorney General. State of Maine. 
requested the Commission to amend its 
emergency preparedness regulations in 
10 CFR part 50. "Domestic Licensing of 
Production and Utilization Facilities." 
The petition requested that the 
Commission arnend 10 CFR 50.47(c)(2) 
for nuclear power plants to (1) expand 
both the emergency planning zone for 
the plume exposure pathway and for the 
ingestion pathway: (2) require that 
emergency planning be done berore any 
construction of a nuclear facility is 
permitted and that the governor or 
governors of any affected state approve 
the emergencv plans as a precondition 
to construction: and (3) require that 
offsite emergency preparedneu findings 
be made before any fuel loading or low 
power operations are permitted. 
Subsequently. the State of Maine. 
Department of the Attorney General. in 
a Jetter dated February 13. 1987 
requuted " .•. that the Maine Petition 
be consolidated with the so-called 
Sexton Petition. Docket No. PRM-50-45. 
51 Federal Register 35518 (October 8. 
1986) .• :· 
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A notice of filing of the petition. 
Docket No. PRM-50-46. was published 
in the Federal Register on December 30. 
1986 (51 FR 47025). Public comments 
were requested by March 2. 1987. 

A total of 37 comment letters were 
received. Seven of the letters were from 
individuals. all favoring the petition. 
Five letters were from environmental. 
nuciP.ar, or energy 'lriented citizen 
activist groups. or these. four favored 
the petition and one opposed it. Twenty· 
two letters were from utilities and law 
firms. or these. four favored the petition 
and sixteen opposed the petition. One 
letter was received from a state and 
favored the petition. 

Each of the three petitioners 
requested. among other things. a 
fundamental change to the NRC 
emergency planning regulations that 
would or could change the size of the 
plume exposure pathway EPZ. Each 
petitioner provided a different rationale 
to support its request and many 
comment letters surfaced additional 
reasons to either support or oppose the 
petitioners requests. Sixteen separate 
iuues have been identified in the 
petition and comments. Issues 1 through 
11 focus on this common theme, to 
change the size of the F.PZ. while 
addressing different rationales. Issues 12 
through 16 focus on emergency planning 
areas of tangential concern. Each issue 
with accompanying rationale is fully 
discussed and evaluated followed by a 
Commission response to that particular 
concern. 

Issue 1. Extend the emergency planning 
zone radius from 10 miles to 20 miles 
because the most aevere accidents were 
not adequately considered 

The rationale used for expreuing the 
opinion that a 1G-mile EPZ is inadequate 
i11 that following a core-melt accident 
which results in an atmospheric release 
or radiation. large does or radiation 
could occur outside the 1G-mlle 1·adius. 
The petition filed by the Citizens Task 
Force of Chapel Hill. NC. quoted the 
joint NRC-FEMA report NUREG-0654.' 

On the other hand. for the wol'lt pouible 
accidenta. protective actiona(evacuation or 
the populatlonJ 1 would need to be taken 

• NURF.~. Rn. 1. Criteria for Prep11r11tinn 
and Evaluation or Radlolot~ical F.mef11ency 
Reaponae Plana and PrepaMnen In Support of 
Nuclear Power Planta. November 111110. 

t Note that the worcla In brackets. (nacuation of 
the population}. were edded to the qunte by one or 
the pellllonera. The worcla ch1111e the mean1111 
Intended In NURE~. wherein protective ectlon 
lncludn othl!r ecti0111 bealdea evecuallon. auch aa 
~killlt ahelter indoors. 

outside the planning zone a (of 10 miles J. 
NURE~ Rev. 1 11 11. 

The petitioner argued that the size o£ 
the EPZ should be bl!sed on the worst· 
case core meltdown accident stating. "It 
is disturbing that the evacuation 
preparedness EPZ zone is limited to 10 
miles despite the clear recognition that -j 
in a worst-case accident. evacuation r 
would need to be taken outside t)e_.....
zone." The petitioner further argued that 
evacuation should be takenl\only to 
avoid "immediate life threatening 
doses" but other severe adverse health 
risks as well. 

Seve.ral commenters supported the 
idea that the EPZ should be based on 
the worst-case accident: an accident 
involving a core-melt. a major breach of 
containment resulting in an atmospheric 
release of large amounts of radioActivity 
especially during adverse weather 
conditions. These commenters sair" 
people beyond 10 miles were :n da . 
from such an accident. For example.ln€ 
Union of Concerned Scientists said: 

Although the NRC alleged in NUREG-
0396 • that it considered accidents beyond 
tlt~ ·.~raditional design bui1. the conaideration 
siven such accidents wu minimal at best. 

It is clear that the l~mile plume EPZ wu 
not directed toward accidents in which the 
containment faila either concurrently with a 
core·melt or conaequen• ·.., a core-melt. It il 
precisely auch accider,ta which dominate the 
riaka to the public fro~~:~ the operatior. of 
nuclear power planta. 

Commenters cited large consequences 
from a severe accident. For example. 
Pollution and Environmental Problems, 
Inc .. said: 

The Reactor Safety Study • eatimatet 
core-melt could cauae 48.000 fatalities: , ...--/ 
285.000 non·fatallllneuea and 5.000 geneltc 
Injuries. Theae conaequencee-11 bad u they 
are-euume that most peole downwind of an 
accident within a 45 degree aector extending 
ZS mllea from a plant could be evacuated 
within a few houl'l. The NRC require1-0nly 
a 1~mlle evacuation zone-so It muet be 
aaaumed that NRC Ia willina to accept a 
larger number of deatha and injuriea than the 
Reactor Safety Study auumea. 

Commlulon ResponM to laaue 1 

The Commiulon dealt extensively 
with the luue of the adeq\iacy of the 10 
mile EPZ in the context of severe 
accidents, ln Its declalon in Long laland 
Ugh ling Co. {Shoreham Nuclear Power 
Station. Unit 1) CU-87-12, 26 NRC 383 

1 NUREC-o::!9&. Plannt111 Batla for the 
tnvelopment or State and Local Covemment 
Radloloalcal Eme11eney Reiponte Plana In Support 
of Uaht Weter Nuclur Power Pienta. tncember 
187&. 

• WASH-1400 (a lao numbered ~7&/D0\4). 
Reactor Safety Study. ol'len called the •JtumuiP~n 
Report" or WASII-1400. • October 1117&. 
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(1987). The discussion in that case 
summarizes the Commission 
development of the 10 mile EPZ concept 
and it is appropriate to quote 
extensively from it in response to the 
petitions here. The Comm ~ ssion noted 
that. 

For deaign·buis/lou·of.coolant accidents 
(DBA/LOCA). the Report (NUREG-o396J 
concluded. among other things. that for most 
plants the 2S·rem (thyroid) and ~rem (whole· 
body) EPA protective action guides 1 would 
not be exceeded beyond 10 miles from the 
plant. even using conservative assumptions 
and analyses . Report. Appendix I at 4-6. As 
for serious Class 9 accidents involving ::ore· 
melt and containment failure. the Report 
(NUREG-o396) concluded that these 
protective action guides generally would not 
be exceeded beyond 10 miles unless the 
containment failed catastrophically and there 
WHs a very l11rge release of radioactive 
materiHI ... (andJ that even for very large 
releases. emefl!ency actions such as 
shelterin11 or cvacuiltion within 10 miles 
would result in si~nificant reductions in 
deaths and early injuries. ld. HI &-7. From a 
probability standpoint. the Report concluded 
that the probAbility nr IHrge dose~ from core· 
melt IICCidents drop~ off substantially at 
about 10 miles from the reactor. ld. at 37. 

Based on these considerations. the 
Report concluded that: 

F.mr.fl!ency response piHnJ should be useful 
for respond in~ to amy accident that would 
produce oHsit~ doses in excess of the PACa. 
This would include the more severe design· 
buis accidents and the accident 1pectrum 
analyzed in (the Reactor Safety Study) RSS. 
After reviewing the potential consequences 
associuted with these types or accidents. it 
was the consensus (sic) of the T111k Force 
that emergency plana could be b111ed upon a 
generic distance out to which predetermined 
actions would providt! dose nvings for any 
1uch accidents. Beyond this generic distance 
it was concluded that actions could be taken 
on an ad hoc basis using the nme 
considerations that went into the initial 
action determinations. 

The Tuk Force judgment on the extent of 
the Eme11ency Planning Zone is derived from 
the characteristics or design buis and Clan 
II a:cidenl conaequencea. Baaed on the 
information provided in Appendix l(of 
NUREG-o396}and the applicable PACs a 
radiUS of about 10 miles Will aeJected for the 
plume exposure pathway and a radius of 
about 50 miles was ielected for the ingestion 
exposure pathway ushown In Table 1. 
Although the radius for the EPZ Implies • 
circular area. the actual shape would depend 
upon the CharacteristiCS of I particular Jile. 
The circular or other den ned area would be 
for plannlns whereu Initial response would 
like involve only I portion of the total area. 
Report ot 16. 26 NRC 111 393 (brackets not in 
the orisinal). 

• "Protective ution au idea e!'l units or redletion 
dono whtch. tr projected to be !'lcetved by en 
lndtvlduel. would werrent protective action." 28 
NRC. elm N. Ul (1987), ctlin11 Manuel or Protec:tlve 
Action Culdea end Proteclivr Actions ror Nuclrar 
tncidl'nts. EPA-!1.."0/1"7>001 (Sc!ptemher 11115). 
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A reading of the Report (NUREG-o396l 
indicates clearly that the mal'llina or safety 
provided by the recommended 10.mile radius 
were not calculated In any precise fashion. 
but were qualitatively found adequate 11 a 
matter of judgment. Given the uncertainties 
in estimations of Clan 9 accidet 
probabilities and consequences. lhere Will no 
other feu:~le choice in this resard. The EPZ's 
shape could "'" aomewhat different than the 
10.mile circular radius implies. without 
compromisins eme11ency planning goals. 
Indeed. the Report(NUREG-o396) is explicit 
that "judgment ... will be uaed in 
determininsthe precise size and shape of the 
EPZs considerinslocal conditions such as 
demography. toposraphy. and land use 
characteristics. accen routes. local 
jurisdictional boundaries and arransements 
with the nuclear facility operator for 
notincation and response au is lance:· These 
are. of course. the considerations later cited 
in l50.47(b)(2) with regard to determining the 
"exact size and connguration" of the El'Z. 

Nothing in the Report (NUREG-o396J or in 
any other material in the eme11ency planning 
rulemaking record compels 11 finding that EPZ 
adequacy is especially sensitive to where 
exactly the boundary falls. and any such 
conclusion would seem to be at odds with the 
overall thrust of the Report(NUREG-o391i(. In 
particular. the tuk force's analysis indicates 
that "adequate protective measures" in the 
context of emei'Jency planning is not I 
precisely denned concept. 26 NRC at 394 
(brackets not in the orisinal). 

The concept or "adequate protective 
measures" as used in our emergency 
planning regulations is explained in 
Long Island Lighting Co. (Shoreham 
Nuclear Power Station. Unit1). CU-86-

. 13. 24 NRC 22. 30 (1986). as follows: 
This root question cannot be answered 

without some discunion or what is meant by 
"adequate protective meuures." Our 
eme11ency plannins regulations are an 
important part or the resulatory framework 
for protectinsthe public health and aafety. 
But they differ in character from most of our 
siting and ensineerins desisn requirements 
which are directed at achievins or 
maintainlftl I minimum level of public aafety 
protection. See. e.a .. 10 CFR 100.11. Our 
eme11ency plannins requirements do not 
require that an adequate plan achieve a 
preset minimum radiation dose aavins or a 
minimum evacuation lime for the plume 
exposure pathway eme11ency planning zone 
in the event of a 1erioua accident. Rather. 
they attempt to achieve reasonable and 
reuible dose reduction under the 
clrcumalancPa: what may be reuonable or 
feasible for one plant aile may not be for 
another. . 

As the Commiuion has made clear: 
It ia Implicit In thi' concept of ''adequate 

protective measures" that a determination 
that a particular EPZ 1lze will provide 
•dequate protective meuurea" does not in 

fact mean that eme11ency pl.1nnln1 will 
elim.nate. in every conceivable accident. the 
pouibility of aerious harm to the public. U 
thia were actually the criterion. II would be 
difficult if not impouible to aet any a priori 

limits to the size of the EPZ or to the scope of 
required emel'llency planning. Emel'llency 
planning can, however. be expected to reduce 
any public harm in the even! ~r a serious. but 
highly unlikely accident. 

But the rule clearly was intended to set 
such limits. Even under the Appeal Board's 
analysis. the rule amounts to a Commission 
nnding that adequate protection can be 
provided by an EPZ of limited size. 10 miles 
in radius, live Or take I few miles, but 
certainly much leu than 20. 
... the proper interpretation or the rule 

would call for adjustment to the exact size of 
the EPZ only on the basis of such 
straightforward administrative 
considerations 11 avoiding EPZ boundaries 
that run throush the middle or schools or 
hospitals. or that arbitrarily carve out small 
portions of governmental jurisdictions. The 
goal is merely planning simplicity and 
avoidance or ambiguity as to the location of 
the bound11riea. With such clarity. plana can 
be implemented with an understandins as to 
who is being directed to take particular 
protective actions. 26 NRC at 394-95. 

In conclusion. the Commission still 
finds that the lC)-mile EPZ should not be 
increased to 20 miles. 

Issue 2. Extend the EPZ from 10 miles to 
20 miles because the effect of rainout 
was not adequately considered when the 
size of the EPZ's was determined 

Another reason given in support of an 
expansion of the EPZ was that rainout 
was not adequately considered when 
the size of the EPZ's was detP.rmined. 
"Rainout" is the deposition of 
radioactivity on the ground due to rain 
scouring radioactive materials from the 
air. For example. the Seacoast Anti
Pollution League said, 

Yet another reuon to extend the EPZ to at 
lust 20 miles ia the denser or rainout or the 
radionuclidea from the plume. The dOJSie 
estimates In NUREG-o396 usume a uniform 
rate of deposition or radioactive material 
from the plume •.• if half the material 
remainins in the plume were to be )Vaahed 
out by a rainstorm between a radius or 15 to 
20 miles from the reactor. the doses would be 
as hish as they were within the 5· to ll)·mile 
interval. 

Comml11lon Responn 

Rain"'ut was considered. The 
statement that the dosage estimates in 
NUREG-o396 aasume a uniform rate or 
deposition of radioactive material is In 
error. A full page (p. 1-25) of NUREC-
0396 Is devoted to a discussion of 
rainout effects. While NUREG-o396 
does not explicitly say so. the calculated 
doses presented in Figures 1-10 through 
1-15 do, In fact, Include the effects of 
rainout . 

Rainout Ia Included In the following 
manner. The entire release or 
radioactivity Ia a11umed to be contained 
in a small highly concentrated purr. The 
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probability of such a puff occurring is 
approximately 1 time in 100.000 years. 
Wind is assumed to blow the puff 
directly over a large population center 
during a period of extreme atmospheric 
stability with minimal dilution of the 
puff so it never becomes much more 
than a mile in diameter. When the puff 
is directly over the population center an 
extremely heavy rainfall scours most of 
the nongaseous radioactive material 
from the cloud and deposits it on the 
ground. If such a puff is released, the 
probability of the puff encountering 
these weather conditions is 
approximately 1 in 10.000. The 
radioactivity is assumed to rP.main on 
the surf11ce of the ground with no 
entrance into sewers. no runoffs. and no 
sinking into the ground to remove or 
shield the radioactivity. The calculations 
assume that 100 percent of the 
radioactivity will remain on the surface 
without any runoff, but in reality the 
probability of this is near zero. The 
people are assumed to be exposed with 
minimal shielding to the radiation from 
radiation from the deposited material: in 
other words. that no one is in an 
apartment building. n:> one is in an 
office building. no one is in a basement. 
and no one is in any other type of 
building that provides more shielding 
than a small one-story frame house. The 
assumed probability of this is one. 
whereas it is in reality near zero. The 
people remain where they are with no 
evacuation or other protective action for 
24 hours. The probability of no 
emergency response for 24 hours is 
assumed in the calculations of 
consequences to be one. but in reality 
the probability is near zero. It is this 
specific series o: events that gives rise 
to the largest casualty figures that have 
been calculated for severe nuclear 
accidents and which are presented in 
NUREG-0396. Because of these 
assumptions. the calculated 
consequences are greatly overestimated. 

luue 3. Extend the EPZ From 10 miles to 
20 miles because ad hoc actions beyond 
10 miles would not be adequate 

Another reason given by the Citizens 
Task Force of.Chapel Hill, NC petition 
and several commenters to expand the 
EPZ is that they did not believe the 
NRC's statement in its final rule on 
emergency planning. 45 FR 55402: 
{August19. 1980) and NUREG-0396. 
page 16. that the to-mile plume EPZ was 
"large enough to provide a response 
base that would support activity outside 
the planning zone." The Citizens Task 
Force petition quoted a FEMA report, 1 

• Ev~tcuatlon rh•nninR in the TMI Accident. 
FEMA. Janunr,· 1!1f10. 
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"Like the •s-mile' plans at TMithey 
[emergency plans with a to-mile EPZ] 
may reflect inadequate definitions of the 
threat. encouraging a false sense of 
readiness. and delay preparations for a 
more suitable response ''>a crisis." The 
Union of Concerned Scientists noted 
that it would require only one to four 
hours for the plume to reach tO miles. 
Thus. there would not be adequate lime 
to notify people beyond tO miles to 
evacuate. 

Commenters opposed to the petition 
said that the detailed planning for the 
to-mile EPZ could be applied outside the 
10.mile EPZ if recessary. They also 
noted that the Commission had already 
made a judgment on this question in its 
rulemaking on emergency preparedness 
(45 FR 55402 and 55406). For example. 
the law firm of Shaw, Pittman. Potts. 
and Trowbridge argt..d: 

Thus. it it likely given the means usually 
used to distribute public information 
materials. that the geographic area actually 
covered will be greater than the plume 
exposure pathway EPZ. Similarly. the 
ayatema used to notify the public to take 
protective actions provide coverage 
tubatanlially beyond the EPZ boundary. 
since the radio and televiaion stations used in 
the Emergency Broadcaat System (''EDS") can 
be received at distance• in exceu or 10 miles. 
And. with respect to actual protective 
measures. it it clear that aheltering can be 
accomplished with equal ease by people both 
inside and outside the EPZ. Aa to evacuation. 
even thai meuure can eaaiiy be built upon 
and use evacuation plana developed for 
within the to-mile EPZ. 

Commission Response 

NUREG-0396 noted that 
II wu the conaenaua or the {NRC-EPAJ Task 
Force that emergency plana could be bosed 
upon a generic diatancoe out to which 
predetermined actions would provide dose 
aavinga for any such accidents. Beyond this 
generic distance II wu concluded that 
actions could be taken on an ad hoc baait 
uains the same considerations that went into 
the lnilialacliona determinaliona. (Thus). the 
aize or the EPZa need not be aile apecific. (aa) 
emergency planning needs seem to be be~t 
aerved by adoplins uniform EPZa for initial 
planning atudiea for all light water reacton. 

Additionally. the Commluion firmly 
believes that emergency actions could 
be successfully carried out beyond to
mile EPZ for the following reasons: First. 
the to-mile planning basis establishes 
an infrastructure consisting of 
emergency organizations. 
communication capabilities. training 
and equipment that are similar to other 
normal community emergency 
organizations. such as police and fire 
departments that can be used in the 
event of an accident at the facility. 
Second. the radio and TV emergency 
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broadcasting systems that NRC requires 
for prompt notification or the public 
within the to-mile EPZ does reach 
beyond tO miles. Third. if emergency 
actions were necessary beyond 10 miles. 
the time available to take thos~ actions 
would be significantly greater than the 
time available forth .~ taking of 
protective actions for persons close to 
the reactor (within 2 miles). This 
significant additional time (many hours 
to days) would permit the use of 
resources from other states. other 
utilities. the Federal government. and 
even the international community. 

Beyond these reasons. the relationship 
between wind speed and hazard may 
have been misunderstood. Higher wind 
speeds result in lower radiation doses 
because the radioactive plume becomes 
greatly diluted and dispersed at higher 
wind speeds. This was discussed in 
NUREG-0396. 

Further. the radioactive plume 
likely to originate without warnh J 

nuclear power plant operators. in rrrast 
cases. would be able to declare an 
emergency hours before a release. based 
on what they un.lerstand to be 
happening in the plant. The NRC 
requires utilities to set emergency r.ction 
levels for In-plant measurements for 
which c:nergencies should be declared 
(see tO CFR Part 50. Appendix E and 
NUREG-o654, Apper:dix I.) Thus, 
evacuation recommendations should be 
made before releases of radioactivity 
would occur. giving people time to 
evacuate before the radioactivity would 
arrive. Thepetilioners may not be 
aware that the need for evacuatiol' 
beyond a few miles from the pia• 
extremely unlikely. If protective . & 

were needed beyond tO miles. the II'Ction 
required would most likely be sheltering 
while the plume passes and then 
evacuation of relatively small areas 
afterwards if much deposition of 
radioacli~,!U!IitAW~_~n the ground 
were to occur. 

Another reason not to expand the EPZ 
is based upon the ract that risk is highly 
concentrated in the areas near the 
nuclear power plant. rather than spread 
uniformly throughout the to-mile EPZ. 
However. the Commission notes that 
despite the technical information to the 
contrary. the entire EPZ tends to be 
thought of by many members of the 
public as a single homogeneous zone to 
be trP.ated in a uniform manner. 
Expanding the EPZ radius from to miles 
to 20 miles might even further aggravate 
this situation. 
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Issue 4. Extend the EPZ from 10 miles to 
20 miles because the reduction or early 
injuries and latent cancers fatalities 
were not considered when the size or the 
10 mile EPZ was detennined 

Several commenters said a reason to 
expand the EPZ is that in establsihing 
the emergency planning zone, not only 
early fatalities. but also early injuries 
and future diseae such as cancer should 
be considered. The Union of Concerned 
Scientists wrote: 

It is by no means clear that prompt 
fatalities are the dominant health effect from 
serious reactor accidents. In add1tion to 
prompt fatalities. the following additional 
effects must be considered in establishing an 
appropriate plume EPZ: (a) latent fatalities. 
(b) early radiation injuries. (c) non-fatal 
cancers. (d) genetic effects. and. to a lesser 
extent. (e) property damage and restrictions 
on land u~e caused by accidents. Risk 
assessment studies have shown consistently 
that effects other than prompt fatalities 
COnstitute H significant portion of the total 
effects of serious reactor accidents. For 
instance. Dr. Jan Beyea has pointed out that 
for the accident in WASH-1400 which was 
postulated to cause 10 prompt fatalities. the 
followin11 11dditional consequences would 
occur: 7000 cancer deaths. 4000 genetic 
defect~. 60.000 thyroid tumor cases. and 3000 
square miles of land contaminated above 
acceptable levels. 

Commission Response 

The Commission agrees with the 
commenter that for most accidents. long· 
term effects-cancer and genetic defects 
in offspring-are the most significant . 
effects. from the standpoint or the gross 
number of effects. Only the most severe 
accidents could result in any prompt 
fatalities or injuries. With the existing 
levels of emergency preparedness it is 
likely that no one who followed the 
recommended protective actions would 
be killed or injured. 

Our emergency planning requirement• do 
not require that an adequate plan achieve a 
preset minimum radiation doae aaving or a 
minimum evacuation time for the plume 
exposure pathway emergency planning zone 
in the event of a aerioua a.ccident. Rather. 
lht-y attempt to achieve reasonable and 
feasible doae reduction under the 
circumatancea: what may be reasonable or 
feasi!Jie for one plant aile may not be for 
another. 24 NRC at 30. 

A fair reading of the Commission's 
Shoreham discussion ia that implicit in 
the concept of "lldequate protective 
measures" is the fact that emergency 
planning will not eliminate. in every 
conceivable accideni. the possibility of 
serious hann to the public. Emergenr;y 
planning can. however. be expected to 
reduce any public hann in the event or 8 
serious but highly unlikely accident. The 
proper interpretation or the rule would 
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call for adjustment to the exact size of 
the EPZ on the basis of such 
straightforward 'ldministrative 
considerations as avoidinF EPZ 
boundaries that run through the middle 
or schools or hospitals. or tha t 
arbitrarily carve out small portions of 
governmental jurisdictions. Th :;~ali·. 
merely planning simplicity and 
avoidance of ambiguity as to the 
location of the boundaries. 

Given these circumstances. the 
Commission has concluded that 
adequate protection can be provided by 
an EPZ that is about 10 miles in radius. 

luue 5. Extend the EPZ from 10 miles to 
20 miles becauae the radiation from an 
accident wo~ld not atop at 10 miles 

Several commenters who favored the 
recommended change to expand the EPZ 
gave as a reason that radiation "is not 
likely to atop at the 10..mile mark in the 
case or a aeriou~ Accident." One said, 
"No one believes that people are any 
safer at11 miles than et10 miles out." 
Another said. ''There is no 10..mile 
island with lead walls to the sky to 
prevent radioactivity from blowing 
beyond the NRC's emergency planning 
zone." 

Commiuion Response 
Obviously. there is no line at 10 miles 

beyond which radiation cannot pass. 
However. the hazard from an accident 
tends to gradually decrease as one 
moves further from the accident. How 
far from a nuclear power plant is the 
potential hazard small enough that 
specific detailed planning Is not 
worthwhile? In the Commission's 
judgment, that distance is about 10 miles 
for the considerations alated in this 
discussion. 

Issue 6. Extend lbe EPZ from 10 mUea to 
ZO miles because at TMI a 20 mile 
evacuation was considered 

The Citizens Task Force petition and 
commentera gave the 20-mile evacuation 
consideration during the Three Mile 
Island accident as a reaaon to expand 
the EPZ to 20 miles. The Task Force 
quoted a FEMA report aa follows: 

Emeraency manasement asL'nclea entered 
the criaia with continsency plana to evacuate 
1 S-mile circle ar .... ad TMI .••• Two daya 
Into the accident. the aame aclentlnc 
authorillea (now faced with a novel and 
unexpected aituatlon) auddenly 
recommended a 1G-mlle. then a ZO-mlle 
continsency evacuation plan. Under 
emergency conditiona. local and Stale 
official• were forced to acrap a relatively 
undemanding S-mile evacuation and plan for 
a large. complex population movement on 
short notice. (p. vi. reference 8.) 

The Seacoast Anti-Pollution League 
noted that the Kemeny Commlaalon 
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Report said. ", .. the NRC itself was 
considering evacuation distances as far 
as 20 miles. even though the accident 
was far less serious than those 
postulated during siting." 1 The 
Community Energy Action Network 
quoted the Rogovin Report's 1 

conclusion that a 10..mile EPZ is 
inadequate: _ 

However. we believe the _NRC's proposed 
10-mile planning zone. is. by itself. 
in~~dequate u an arbitrary cutoff point. 
Wider evacuation may clearly be necenary 
in aome unlikely accident aituations. And. 111 

Three Mile Island demonstrated. an ordered 
e\·acuation out of 10 milea would 
undoubtedly have effects to 20 miles and 
more. Therefore, at the very lent, aignificant 
centers of population beyond 10 miles from 
the plant must be considered in the planning 
u well. Rogovin Report, Vol. 1. p. 33. 

Commenters opposed to the petition 
said that emergency preparedness had 
increased greatly since the Three Mile 
Island accident. For example. Barry G. 
Wahlig. a nuclear engineer. wrote: 

The vacillation over evacuation at TMI is 
in no way representative of the poat-TMI 
world. At that lime. utility and regulatory 
personnel had acarcely thought about h'Jw to 
think about evacuation. The tenor of 
emergency exercins over the last three yeara 
auurea that responaible people have given 
considerable thought to how to arrive at 
defensible evacuation recommendaliiJns. To 
the extent reasonably pouible. emergency 
exerciae experience ahowa that plant 
peraonnel could make auch recommendation• 
In an orderly. timely way. 

Commission Reaponae 

The Commission believes that if 
protective actions were warranted 
beyond 10 miles. those actions. whether 
evacuations. sheltering or relocation. 
would certainly be recommended to the 
Stale officials. Nonetheless. due to the 
additional time that ia available for the 
taking of protective actions out to 
greater distances from the reactor. the 
implementation or these additional 
protective actions would not require 
detailed plana. 

Jaaue 7. Extend the EPZ from 10 miles to 
ZO mlles because of the leaaonaleamed 
from the Cbemobylacddent 

A few commenters auggesied that the 
NRC should modify Ita regulations 
because of the evacuation that took 
place a a a result of the Chemobyl 
accident. 

'John C. Kemen)'. Ch1tnnan. Report of the 
Ptealdent'a Commlnlon on the Accident 11 Thrn 
Mile bland. 1t1& aenerally called the "Kemeny 
Commlulon Report." October 18111. 

1 NUREC/CR-tzSC. ThrH Mile laland-A Repo11 
to the Commlntonel"' and to the Plabll~ senerall)' 
called "Roaovin Report. • J1nu1ry111110. 
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Commission Response 
A number of facts 1 about the 

Chemobyl accident bear on emergency 
planning and preparedness around U.S. 
commercial nuclear power plants. The 
implications of the Chernobyl accident 
and the Soviet response will now be 
discussed in relation to three aspects of 
U.S. emergency planning. namely: (1) 
Size of the emergency planning zone. (2) 
ingestion pathway measures. and (3) 
decontamination and relocation. 

ln drawing a nexus between the 
Soviet response to the Chernobyl 
accident and emergency planning 
implications for U.S. plants, contrasts 
and differences should bE' 'loted. First. 
there is a substantial difference in the 
emergency planning base. After the 
accident at Three Mile Isla,ld. large 
resources were expended to improve 
emergency planning and response 
capabilities around U.S. plants. ln 
contrast. although some prior planning 
appears to have existed in the Soviet 
Union. perhaps for civil defense, there is 
little indication that the Soviets have 
comparable site-specific emergency 
plans for the general public around their 
nuclear power plants. Despite this. the 
Soviets mounted a large and generally 
effective ad hoc response. 

Second. the specifics of the Chernobyl 
release are unique to the RBMK design. 
The amounts of radioactive material 

· released from U.S. plants could be as 
severe but for many accident sequences 
would be considerably less because. 
among other things. U.S. plants have 
substantial containments. In addition. 
although low-probability. fast-moving 
accident sequences may be possible. 
severe accidents at U.S. plants would. in 
general, progress more slowly resulting 
in longer warning times before release. 

Third. some aspects of the Chernobyl 
evacuation defy comparison with 
similar aspects at u.s. plants because or 
economic and societal differences. For 
example, the Soviets had to assemble 
4000 buses and truck11 for the Chernobyl 
evacuation. whereas. in the United 
States most people have access to 
private transportation and necessary 
alternative transportation is preplanned 
around U.S. nuclear power plants. 

Size of t!-c EPZ's: The Chemobyl 
accident has focused attention on the 
adequacy of the size of emergency 
planning zones around U.S. commercial 
nuclear power plants. The Soviet• 
evacuated a total of about 135.000 
people as wdl aa considerable farm 
livestock from Pripyat. Chernobyl. and 
other towns and vlllages within 30 

• NUREC-USt. Vol. 1-lmpllcallon of the 
Accident •t Chemobyl For Safety Rt!IUt•lion. 

S-041999 CXXl7(00)( I S-FEB-90-10: II :08) 

kilometers (18 miles) of the Chernobyl 
nuclear power plant. This evacuation 
appears to have taken place in several 
stages. beginning for the approximately 
45.000 residents of Pripyat about 36 
hours after the initial release and 
extending over aeveral days to a week. 
The whole-body radiation dose to the 
majority of individuals did not exceed 
25 rem. although about 24.000 persons in 
the most aeverely contaminated areas 
are estimated to have been exposeu to 
whole-body doses in the range of 35-55 
rem. The population of Pripyat was 
initially sheltered as a protective 
measure and then evacuated when 
radiation readings increased. ln additio!'l 
to radiation considerations. logistics and 
contamination control influenced the 
timing of the evacuation. Despite an 
apparent lack of site-specific planning. 
the Soviets mounted a large and 
generally effective ad hoc response 
making use of some aspects of civil 
defense planning. The high initial plume 
height contributed to relatively low 
initial dose rates in the immediate 
vicinity (by cloud seeding other areas) 
and the spraying of a chemical polymer 
on evacuation routes to minimize 
resuspension of deposited activity were 
also beneficial. The Soviets took 
ingestion pathway protective measure;. 
within the 30.kilometer zone and well 
beyond. Ingestion pathway protective 
measures wP.re also taken in several 
Soviet bloc cc.untries. in Scandinavia. 
acd in Eastern and Western Europe. 

Assessment: One difficulty in 
assessing the implications of emergency 
actions taken at Chemobyl for U.S. 
commercial nuclear power plants is the 
vast difference in the emergency 
planning base between the united 
States and the Soviet Union. After the 
accident at Three Mile Island. large 
resources were expended in the United 
States to improve site-specific and 
generic emergency planning capabilities. 
Utility. State, local. and federal 
emergency plana were developed, 
reviewed, and exercised. Alert and 
notification systems have been 
designed. installed, and tested within 
the plume exposure pathway EPZs (1~ 
mile radius} for almost all U.S. plants. 
The populations within the plume 
exposure pathway for U.S. plants are 
annually provided with Informational 
materials that are to be uaed In the 
event or an emergency. These materials 
contain protective actions that will be 
taken and include telephone numbers 
for public Inquiries. 

In contrast, there Is little indication 
that the Soviets have comparable site· 
specific emergency plans for the general 
public around their nuclear power 
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plants. While some prior planning 
existed. perhaps for civil defense. Soviet 
authorities indicated that many of the 
protective actions taken were aC: hoc 
measures. Although a severe accident in 
the United States could require some ad 
hoc measures to be taken. a detailed 
planning base exists to facilitate 
implementation of the necessary 
protective actions. 

With regard to the issue of EPZ size. 
the Soviets evacuated the population out 
to 18 miles. or roughly twice the 
distance for which an evacuation 
capability is required to be 
demonstrated in the United States. 
Similj!rly, measures were taken to 
prevent ingestion of foodstuffs. milk and 
water at distances considerably greater 
than the SO-mile il&6estion exposure 
pathway in the United States. This 
might imply that the U.S. EPZs arc too 
small. However. examination of the 
background leading to the U.S. 
requirements leads to a different 
conclusion. 

The sizes of the EPZs were derived 
from accident considerations. including 
the severe accidents studied in the 
P.autor Safety Study rWASH-1400). 
The more severe and most unlikely 
accidents studied in WASH-1400 
involve releases of radioactivity that are 
comparable or in some instances larger 
in magnitude to that which was actually 
released dt Chernobyl. The lO.mile and 
50-mile EPZs were chosen as a planning 
basis to demonstrate a capability and to 
provide emergency plans with the 
flexibility of dealing with a broad range 
of accident releases, rather than being 
based so ley on a single highly unlikr · 
event, such as the worst case. lt wa 
rec:>gnized that protective actions m. _ __ 
need to be token beyond these planning 
zone distances for the most severe 
releases. NUREG-o654 clearly notes: 

The choice or the aize or the Emergency 
PlaMing Zonea represent• a Judgment on the 
extent or detailed plaMing which muat be 
performed to auure an adequate response 
baae. In a particular emeJ1ency. protective 
actiona might well be reatricted to a amall 
part or the planning zonea. On the other hand. 
for worat pouible accidenta. protection 
actlona would need to be taken outaide the 
planning zonea. 

Consequently, a release magnitude 
similar to the one associated with 
Chernobyl and the possibility that ad 
hoc actions beyond the planning zone 
boundaries might be needed for very 
unlikely events were considered and 
have been factored Into the 
development or u.s. requirements. 
inc! ding the sizes of the EPZs. 

In conclusion, the Chernobyl accident 
and the Soviet response do not reveal 
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any apparent deficiency in U.S. plans 
and preparedness. including the 10-mile 
plume exposure pathway EPZ size and 
the 50-mile ingestion exposure pathway 
EPZ size. These zones provide an 
adequate basis to plan and carry out the 
full range of pro tective actions for the 
populations within these zones, as well 
as beyond them. if the highly 
improbable need should arise.1o 

Issue 8. Extend the EPZ from 10 miles to 
20 miles because the most cunent 
methodologies were cot used in 
NUREG-{}396 and because of new 
source term research information. 

The petition submitted by Mr. Sexton 
as well as a few comment letters 
suggested that the EPZ size should be 
based on the most current research 
information and because the 
methodologies used in NUREG--()396 are 
outdated. 

Commission Response 
Draft NURE~1150 (February 1987) 

provides substantial new information 
concerning our ability to predict severe 
accident progression and the range of 
outcomes. Based on this information, it 
ap~ears that the risks and potential 
consequences associated with severe 
reactor accidents are no higher than 
those predicted in the Reactor Safety 
Study and may. in fact. be substantially 
lower. However. there are large 
uncertainties associated with the ability 
to predict precisely the release amounts 
once the core-melt accident is underway 
and the magnitude of the source term 
associated with a particular outcome. 
Draft NURE~1150 (February 1987) 
provides insigh~s concerning (1) the way 
offsite doses would be expected to vary 
with distance for the plants analyzed 
and (2) the relative effectiveness of 
diff~rent offsite protection actions 11 at 
various distances. 

A very important question is the 
nature and magnitude of the radioactive 
release to the atmosphere. The 
magnitude of the potential release 
substantially influences the potential 
offsite consequences. The source terms 
and principal assumptions for the 
analyses in this section are given in 
Tables M.1 and M.2 of draft NUREG-
1150 (February 1987). Release of 
radioactive m11terial to the environment 
during moat severe accidents 
(particularly those resulting in early 
containment failure) is mudeled as 
occurring in two distinct phases 

••Ibid. 
• 1 Thl• analy1l1 addre11e1 only thou eme11tncy 

action• that would have to bt ta'ktn In the vicinity 
or the plant to provide protection from the 
Immediate effec11 of the plume expo1ure pathwaya. 

S~l999 OOJB(OOX1S-FEB·IX}.I0:11:10) 

although. for most accidents. these 
phases would be expected to overlap.u 
The first relea se would be of short 
duration, usually occurring before there 
is significant core-concrete interaction. 
and would consist of the more volatile 
radiouclide species (i.e., all the noble 
gases together with signficant fractions 
of the more vola~itle species such as Ca. 
I. and Te). The second major release 
would occur after the core materials 
h&ve melted through the reactor 
pressure vessel and are interacting with 
the concrete cavity. This second release 
could usually take place over a period of 
several hours or longer. 

The nature of the expected offaite 
consequences for the plants analyzed. 
assuming no early offaite protective 
action is taken. is shown in draft 
NURE~1150 (February 1987). Tables 
M.3 and M.4 13 for early and late 
containment failure. As can be seen. 
there could be a significant probability 
of exceeding a 50-rem 14 whole body 
dose within a few miles of three of the 
plants analyzed. even for late 
containment failure if no protective 
action is taken. However. this 
probability diminishes rapidly with 
distance from the reactor for both early 
and late containment failure. 
Probabilities of exceeding 200-rem 
whole body dose calculated for the 
Surry plant were compared those 
obtained using Reactor Safety Study 
data. 

Although the probabilities calculated 
for draft NUREG-1150 (February 1987) 
are substantially lower at large 
distances (due primarily to the 
assumption or earlier relocation time). 
the probabilities within a few miles of 
the plant are comparable. 

We have used information from the 
plants analyzed to calculate how offsite 
consequences would be expected to 
vary with distance from each or the 
plants if different protective actions 
were taken. The results of these 
calculations are summarized in draft 
NURE~1150. Table M.S and M.6. 

An examination of Table M.5 and M.6 
in draft NUR£~1150 {February 1987) 
provides several prelim1:1ary insights. 
Firat. either basement sheltering or 
evacuation will substantially lower the 
probability of exceeding a whole body 

" All Zion relean1 were modeled aa alnale-
ph .. e rete .. ea. but thla will bt revi1ed for the final 
vera ion of NUREC-1150. 

'" Unleu otherwilt apecifitd In the table. the 
aource lenni and principalanumpllona for Tablu 
M.3 throush M.e a~ thou li1ted in Table M.1 and 
M.Z. 

•• 201)-rem and SO-rem whole body do1u we~ 
u1ed to allow eompari1ona with earlier atudielfr.a .. 
NUREG-031111 btcaun they aerve a• 1urrosate1 for 
the early fatality and In jury thre•hold1. re1peclively. 

9"A .. A ft P.'\.,.,.. f,. ft ftA1 - _,.., Aft 

dose expected to produce early health 
effects although evacuation ia clearly 
much more effective within the fi rst few 
miles. However. the effectiveness of 
evacuation diminishes substantially if it 
is delayed until after containment 
failure and releace of radioactive 
material to the environment. Shelteri rrg 
in large buildings appears to be very 
effective outside the first few miles. 
Although large building sheltering is not 
usually available for the general 
population in the environs of a site. it 
may be a prudent and valuable option 
for special population groups (e.g .. 
hospital patients. p!isoners). 

New technir.al information from the 
plants analyzed in draft NURE~11~0 
(February 1987) shows that for these 
plants the probability of a core damage 
accident is small (in the neighborhood of 
1 to 10.000 to 1 in 100.000 reactor years 
of operation) and that the risks and 
potential consequence associated with 
such accidents are no higher than those 
predicted in the Reoc:tor Safety Study 
and may be substantially lower. 
However. there is still uncertainty 
associated with these estimates. 

Some insights obtained from !his 
analysis are summarized below: 

1. Time of containment failure aigniricantly 
arrecta the magnitude or the releaae and 
reaulting conaequencea. The conaequencea of 
an early containment failure at a given 
distance are 1ignificantly higher than those 
for a late containment failure. 

:!. While there are calculated doae 
difference• amona the plants. these appear to 
be aecondary compared to the diHerencea 
teen between early and late containment 
failure. 

3. For late ccntainment failure and no 
offaet protective action: (a) peraona beyond 
about 1 to 2 milea have I )ow probabilit~· of 
receiving a dose In excess of 200 rems. and 
(b) persons beyond about 5 miles have a low 
probability or receivlna I doae In exceu or 50 
rema. 

While thus far the effectiveness of 
protective actions has been completely 
investigated only for the Surry plant and 
no generic conclusions for other plants 
can be drawn. some preliminary insights 
that can be gleaned from draft NURE~ 
1150 (February 1987) are: 

1. Wllh regard to protective actiona. the 
principal doae aavlna• benefit• are obtained 
from evacuation first followed by !lhelterina 
within the first few mllea or the plant. 

2.. Within the first few mllea, evacuation 
appears to be more effective than 1helterina 
In achieving doae 1avlnga. At diatancea 
beyon~ about 5 mllea. theae difference• are 
le11 notable. 

3. For late containment failure accidenta. 
any or the protective acUona analyzed would 
reault In eaaenllally zero probability of a 
person beina expoaed to doaea In exceu or 
200 rema at diatancea beyond 1 mile and to 
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doses ID aceu of 50 ruDI at d6atac. 
beyood z miles.. 

Ill coacluaion, the lAmmia•\oa qreea 
lb.t the aize of the 10 miJe EPZ wu 
determined 111i.Dg the methodologies 
anita ble in lB and that today there 
exiata more aophisticated technique~ 
aad computer models to atimate 
radiation releatet and doses to the 
public. Nonetbeleaa, the IDOA 
.aphltticated aad gp Ia date · 
methodologlelwere aaed iD 1M 
development or NUREG-1150 (FebnwJ 
1887) which. u mentioDed above. doea · 
DOt provide mdmce that the lize of the 
plume exposure pathway EPZ abould 
DOW be iDcreuecL 

luae t: Extead the EPZ from 11 miles to 
211 miln becauae any radiation c.e be . 
ba.rmful therefore the public abould be 
able to take protective tctiona to 8.11111'1 
that they receive DO radiatioa bathe 
eveDl of BD accident 

Citizena Task Fo~ of Chapel Hill 
NC. petition and some c:ommentera lD 
111pport of tbil change gave the reaaoa 
that any amount of radiation can be 
harmful. They l&a ted: 

li it agreed thala radiation dote low 
enoll8h to produce DO effect hu not beeD 
Identified. In oltler words, aU levels or 
radiation may produce aome efJe<:ft on 
cell ... 

Some npertl alate. however. that one 
CCMlld ail on the fence or a normally operat1DI 
nuclear power plant fur a )'ear and abaorb DO 
more radiatioa than that releued by a c:bett 
x-ray. This JrOUP atrestes the ract that people 
have lived with varyina Ieveli or background 
radiation with no demonatrable neaative 
raulta • • • 

Others, alto weD informed. ar_ue that our 
ec:ientific understanding of the Joac-ranae 
efJec:ta or &ow-level radiation continuouly 
emitted Into OW' eavironment II Inadequate at 
lhi• time to measure the clanaers with any 
desree or certainty. They are concemed that 
the various efJecta we ,et from radiation. 
pollution. chemical CIJ'ci.noaena. and 10 fCJrtb 
may lead to a yet undocumented multiplin 
efJec:\. Tbey Me the pNC.ipiiO\al rill or caDCir 
rata dllring the last couple of decades u 
atrona support for this coacluioo. ~ 
further argue thataome radioactive elements 
released iDto tbe air or dumped Into tt.e 
watef'o-o4!vm if DOt tmmedil'lely danaeroasiD 
IIDallaccount.-can in 101M Corm 811111' tM 
food chain. TbroQI!h a proce11 lanDad 
.. biolosic:alllllplificatioa:." &beN radioactive 
tleiDI'IIII IDII y be CODCe"Dtra Uld \hrouah tM 
chain of IHMT planta aDd animala antiJ ther 
reach buman beiDp throuab the food tbq 
eaL By thia time the radioactive m.atariala 
ID&)' l.e huvily CODCeDtrated. They cite tbe 
weU documented rill ol radiatioa lew1a ID 
llli1k iD the United Stalel after weapou 

· testq iD China ui'Vklenca of tAla . 
pi"'CCA. ••• ADd althouah tba len! ol'laana 
which may reiWI il DOl ..,..t upoa.lt ill 
certaill that oar bodies tab 11p radioactive 
elemeDII aDd ue them Ia the matrix el tbe 

IKJoes ud iD tiuae; that u-e eMsDedta emit 
redilticla for periods~ &oat a few cla)'S 
ta baJr a C8DNry. tha t IKiaea md childra 
snder t11n .,. mach more YllhJeTable to 
radiatioD cffec:u; aDd tha t cen da.m.qe from 
whalnar cau.e lla medical c:r:~DCem or sreat 
import&Dce. 

c.....n.;u~oa lletp ~ 

The atatemenllabove repreaentint 
the petitioner' a interpretation of varioua 
views of the huarda of radiation need 
c:1arification. The ltatement thal ... 
radiation dote low enousb to produce 
no effect bas not been Identified" 
demonstrates an overettimation of what 
scientific experlmenta can accomplish. 
Experimenta on the effecta of toxic 
aubatancea ,enerally do Dot allow 
experimenter~ to dnpw I concJu.ion of 
no effect. If no effect il observed. the 
experimenter cannot concluc : that there 
was no effect because there may have 
been an effect that waa too small to be 
obaerved. There are a aumber of 
experlmenll on low dose~ or radiation 
that show no observable dfect. Prom 
auch experiments one can never 
conclude that there il no effect Only an 
upper limit of the aize or the effect can 
be estimated. That has been done for 
radiation. aod there is seneral · 
agreement amoag acientiata on the 
approximate upper limJL 

Lihwi.H, the statement tlult "otbera. 
also well informed. argue that our 
acientific underatand.ina of the lo118-
range etfecta or low-level radiation 
continuoully emitted Into our 
environment illDadequate at this time 
to measure the damages with any degree 
or certainty,"' mi.repreaenta prevailing 
acientific viewpoints. Sdentisll are iD 
general agreement that the effects of 
doses of 1 ("' rema are too maU to be 
~easurecL 

The petitioner's statement that. the 
precipitous riae ln cancer rates duriag 
the last couple of decades ia aupport for 
the pouible existence of .. a yet 
undocumented multiplier effect" 
between environmental poUutauta 
aeema to be baaed oo aa incorrect 
premiM. Accordiaa to the Amaricu 
Cancer Society, the deatb nte fram aU 
ca.ncera nceptluna canc:en bu 
dropped alightly for males and dropped 
sharply ror female• durin& the Jut 
COllPle of decades (ebowa. far example. 
lD Figure 19, pqe 38 of NUREG/BR- ' 
mu 11). The luna caocer death ntes 

"NUJt!X:/Bit~ WOPkta& Sar.Jr Ill ea.-a 
~. s.paat..HIZ. 

have climbed sharply far males and 
fema.lea. but tbit it attributed almoat 
entirely to cipretle amokina-

Tbe petitioner'• atatementa tMt aome 
radioactin elemenll " • • . can in aome 
form enter the food chain and may be 
concentrat_ed through the chain" ia a 
long-known and well-documented facl 
Tbe concentration efiect wu 
predictable from knowledse of biology 
and waa first observed almost 4:> years 
ago before "weapon• teating in China." 
Since this effect was known long before 
the a tart of laf1e-.c:ale nuclear electric 
generation. the radioactivity in the 
environm~t and foods near nuclear 
power plana il and bas always been 
carefully meaaured both before and 
durins nuclear power plant operation. 
Radioactivity in fooda and water due to 
nuclear power planll iland baa always 
been kept at low levela. 

The petitioner'• atatement that "ceU 
damage from whatever cauae is a 
medical concern of great important" is 
misleading. Scientifically. the 
importance will depend on how many 
cella are damaged. the nature of the 
damage, the type of cell damaged. and 
the probability or th .. damage to that cell 
leading to any further conaequences. For 
example. if a large group of people are 
exposed to a radiation dose oft rem 
each, the EPA'alower protective action 
IUide, about 6 out of 10.000 people 
would be expected to set cancer as a 
result. And. becauae not all cancer ia 
fatal. about 2 out of.10.000 would be 
expected to die from this radiation
induced cancer. (About 2.000 out of 
10,000 people will eventually die of 
cancer, but those cancers are mainly 
unrelated to radiation exposure.) Of the 
9.995 out of 10.000 who did not get 
cancer caused b,; the 1-rem radiation 
dose. based on iurrent knowledge. their 
health would be unaffected by their 
radiation exposure. On the baail of the 
epidemiological evidence. they would 
live as long and be as healthy as if they 
had not received the radiation dose. 

luue. ExteDd lht·Uf~~-10 miles 
to 21 miles becaUM of the eYKUalicm 
.Udow pbenomeDoa 

Commentera lD favor of the 
recommended changes @ave 11 a reason 
the belief that if an accident oc:curred 
many people outside the 10.mile EPZ 
would evacuate even though they were 
not advised to do 10. They said. iD this 
.. evacuation ahadow,"' maaaea of people 
would be Deetna iD panic. would congeat 
roads making evacuation of· those witltin 
the EPZ alower or even impossible. "- a 
way to plaa for thia etrect these 
commentera auggested extendinl the 
EPZ zone radius from 10 to m milet. 
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Commentera opposmg the petition 
aaid this waa not a problem. because 
evaluation or nonradiological incidenta. 
which have required ma11 evacuation 
baa aao demonstrated that, even 
without advance pla.nn.ing, an orderly, 
safe. and prompt evacuation can be 
mdertalten. 
Commlaslon ltespoase 

In aJ-11-12. the Commiaa!on noted 
that: 

•.. we think It ll eutlrely reaaonable aDd 
appropriate for the Commiaelon to bold that 
&rJWDenta for "adju.atins" a 1G-m.lle EPZ to 
improve aafety, especially argwnenta that 
entail complex analyaia and lengthy litiption 
are an impermilaible challqe to the rule 

Accordingly. we think the better 
Interpretation il that the rule precludea 
adjuatmenta on aafety JrOunda to the aizt of 
IJI EPZ that il ~about 10 milea In radiua" aDd 
that Contention Z2.C (whether the EPZ abould 
be expanded by a few milea to minimize the 
occ:urrence and effecta of apontiDeoua 
evacuation from outaide the EPZ) abould on 
thl• sround be deemed impermiaaible 
challenpa to the rule. In our view. the proper 
interpretation of the rule would call for 
adjuatment to the exact aiu of the EPZ only 
on the buia of auch atraightforward 
admini1trative conaideratiolll •• avoldina 
EPZ bounderic~ that run throuab the middle 
of acboola or bo,,~itala, or that arbitrarily 
carve out amall portion• of aovemmental 
furi•dictiona. The soal ia merely planninR 
aimplicity and avoidance of ambiguity aa to 
the location of the bounderiea. With aucb 
clarity. pliDa can be Implemented with an 
udentanding u to who Ia beinR directed to 
take particular protective actiolll. ze NRC at 
195 (bracketa not iD the original). 

h noted above. the Commiaa!on 
determined. baaed on information 
evailable at the time that it promulgated 
the emergency planning regulationa, that 
a plume exposure pathway emergency 
planning zone (plume EPZ) or about 10 
milea in radiua was the proper and 
appropriate area for detailed pla.nnlng 
for protective actiom in the event of a 
radiological emersency. At that time, the 
Commiaaion specifically recognized that 
detailed planning in that zone would 
more readily permit the development 
and implementation of ad hoc actiona 
beyond the 10 mile plume EPZ abould 
the need arise. See NUR.EG-0386. · 
"'Planning Baiia fm the Development of 
State and Local Govemment 
Radiological Emergency Re~r.,nae Plana 
in Support of Light Water Nuclear 
Power Plants," (December 1978); 
NURE~ -criteria for Preparation 
I&Dd Evaluation of Radiological 
Emeraency Responae Plana and 
Preparedneu in Support of Nuclear 
Power Pienta," (November 1980), p. 1Z: 
Shoreham. 26 NRC. at 392-03, Southem 
Califorrua Edison Co. (San Onofre 

Nuclear Generating StatWn. Unita Z I 3), 
LBP ~. 1.5 NRC 1183.. 1171-73 (1983). 
c effect. the Commiaaion accomrted for 
1be poasibilit)' of lpODWleoUJ 
encuation outaide the plume EPZ when 
tt•tabliabed tbe me of that EPZ in the 
&at lnat.ance.. 11M petitions provide no 
fUJtificatio!l for .cpanaion or the plume 
EPZ to further acx:ount for the posaibllity 
of •pontaneoUJ evacuationa. 

~ 11: Exteod ~· EPZ to lDclude any 
towna borderf.na oa ar partially wUhiD 
lbeEPZ 

The Citizens Tuk Force of Chapel 
Hill NC. petition requested the NRC to 
amend ita regulations to atate that any 
towna bordering on or partially within 
the EPZ be included within the EPZ in 
their entirety. . 

Commentera in favor of thia request 
said that if. for example, some suburbs 
of a city were included in the emergency 
planning. but the city were not. then 
fragmented authority would resulL 

CommllliOD RetpODN 
h diacuaaed !n the Commiaaion 

reaponae to baue 1, NUREG-0396 
providea that "judsement ••• will be 
uaed in determining the predae •ize and 
ahape of the EPZs conaidering local 
conditiona web as • • • local 
juriadictional boundaries • • ... 

TbUJ, Commiaaion practice already 
allows for adjuatment of the EPZ to 
accommodate jurisdictional boundaries 
where appropriate to enhance the 
plannina baaia. 

~ U: That a utility fund and inallll 
IDdepadeut monitorina equipment to be 
ued by loc.il communiti• around 
auclear power planta 

The Citizena Tuk Force of Chapel 
Hill. NC. petition requeated that the 
communitiea within the EPZ ahould be 
provided. with utility fundi.ni to 
purChue. Ina tall. and operate their own 
radiological monitoring equipment '111e 
petitioner said aueb independent 
monitoring will permit detection or 
radioactive matertala web aa iodine-131 
in a abort enoush time to be aaeful in 
making deciaiona on emergency actiona. 

N a reuon for requiring independent 
monitoring. the petitioner dalmed there 
Ia alack in both quality and quantity of 
radiation monitoring equipment around 
auclear pow., planta. Since the 
petitioner believea the utilities do not 
bave adequate equipment. tbe petitioner 
beUevealOcal communities abo8ld 
provide It for themaelvea. '111e petitioner 

· cited aa evidence a March 30, 197'9 
General Accounting OffiCI! report. Area• 
Around Nuclear Fecllitiea Should be 
Better Prepared for Radiological 
Emergencies. 'nle section of the report 

. • 

quoted by the petitioner referred to 
•defidenciea in .•. preparedneaa." The 
petitioner aho ci~d 1 June 1980 FEMA 
report. State Radiological Emergency 
Pla.nn.ing and Preparedneaa in Support of 
Nuclear Power Planta. FEMA wrote: 

, •• tbe preparedneaa of atate and local 
pemmentl with respect to ••. monitortna 
ID.Itrumentl •.• II pnerally inadequate to 
meet the requlmDeuta of the DeW fpoat-TMI} 
enluation criteria. 

Commen.tera opposing the petition 
said that adequate monitorin3 
equipment ia now available, that the 
evidence cited by the petitionera il 
outdated and no longer valid. and that 
web equipment would be too difficult 
for local communitiea to uae properly. 
For example, BarTy G. Wbalis- nuclear 

. engineer, wrote: 
Petitionm ahow a lack of apprec:lation for 

the difficulty of mak.i.na acc:urate Htimatel or 
airbome and JrOundplane contamination in 
the poat .. cddent euvironmenL Thilla 
espedal.ly difficult llliDa the aort of turYey 
meten which the petltionen teem to want 
supplied in the telll or hundreda to 
lndividualt iD the nearby communitiea. 
Examplea of the problema are: (a) Prevention 
of inlt:rument contamination duriDg the event; 
(b) enaurina uniformity of IDit:rument 
calibration aDd or meaaurement protocol: (c) 
differentiation of plume aDd JrOUildplane 
contributiODI without aampq and (d) 
preciN reportiDg of the location where 
meuurementa are made. Experienex:- ahow 
that even technically competent people are 
IUbject to theN mora. 

'111e Citi:zena Tuk Force petition alto 
said that there ia a need for independent 
~onitoring becauae there ia a credibility 
aap between ~bat the utility and NRC 
would aay dUJ"ing the courte of an 
accident and what the public would 
believe. '111e petitioner quoted a May U. 
197'9 atatement by Dayne H. Broun. 
Director of Radiation Protection Section 
of the North Carolina Department of 
Human Reaourcea, and an April 29. 197'9 
atatement by North Carolina Govemor 
James B. Hunt. Jr., aa evidence of lack of 
c:redibWty: '111e petitioner wrote: 

11le laraely apontaneoua aDd 1III01"81Dized 
8\'ICUitiOn Of aeveraJ hUDdred thoua&Dd 
people from the area UOUDd the Three Mile 
laland (nil) accldent renecta I teriOUI 
pro~ the lack of public oonfidence in the 
11tilitiea' commitment aDd ability to provide 
timely aDd accurate waminp resardiDa 
lnkqea of radioectivity aDd/ or reactor 
problema.~ rewltant ancert&inty 
contributed to very real peycbolosical atreta 
experieuce bJ cltisenalivina in communltiea 
around the raactor. 

'111e Sorghum Alliance wrote: 
Independent radiation monitortna Ia 

saeceaaary becauae of the hiatory of utllitiH' 
aDd the NRC' a reluctance to let the public 
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lr.now of danger and also becau•e of problema The Commission also finds no basis 
in utility-managed monitoring equipment. for the claim that "NRC officials played 

The NRC officials played down the gravity down the gravity of the accident at 
or the accident a\ Three Mile hland. II they Three Mile Island." In fact. quite the 
were more concerned with the public contrary occurred. Admittedly. there 
relation• impact or their lla\emen\1 than with d 
technical accuracy. were confusing and contra ictory 

atatementa which alarmed the public. 
Commenters opposing the Citizens But. if anything. the actual danger may 

Task Force petition saw little evidence have been exaggerated rather than 
of a problem with a credibility gap. The downplayed. 
low firm of Shaw. Pittman. Potts, and Furthennore, the proliferation of 
Trowbridge wrote: independent radiation monitoring could 

Aside from two newspaper ac':ount• or result in connicting and confusing 
1\a\ementl made more than three yeara ago information during the course or an 
bv the North Carolina Governor and the State accident. Confusion can be minimized if 
Director for Radiation Protection. petitioner information from a11 1ources flows to a 
offers no 1upport for i\1 broad·bued claim or single operations center where It can be 
a 'credibility gap'. analyzed by experts. Expert opinion 

Barry G. Wahlig. a nuclear engineer could then be presented to the stale and 
wrote: local governments charged with the 

Whether or not they suffer a 'credibility responsibility to order protective 
gap' u alleged by the petilionera. the exi11ing actions. 
monitoring organization• are an1werable to Moreover. even if the reason 
responsible bodies. The diffu1e group or advanced by the petitioner and 
independent monitor• 1ugge11ed by }{ commenters were valid. independent 
petitionera would be an1werable to no. one 1 monitoring would not be a solution. 
but themselves for the accuracy ~r then . V'\ Off site monitoring is not intended and 
meaaurementa. the method of the1r reporhng. ? b d 1 b 

1 
If 

1 or the con1equence1 of poor valueo. This lack ~cannot ~.use p_r~per Y Y lae . o 
of reapon1ibility would make their 1- ma~e inltltal dec1110~1 ~n protecltve . 
measurement• leu reliable. not more 10. <:) acltons. Elevated rad1ahon levels oHs1te 

' are among the very last indicators or a 
Commiuion Response 0 serious accident and tend to occur at a 

The Commission agrees that as or \:i time when protective action decisions 
March 30. 1979. there was a need to be 1'- ahould already have been made. T:a 
better prepared for emergencies around '<' earliest indication or a serious accident 
nuclear power plants. This need ~ would be aeen In the nuclear power 
prompted the Commission to publish in ~plant control room. Numerous indicators 
the Federal Register (45 FR 55402: and alarms would tell the operators that 
August 19. 1980) an upgraded emergency there is a problem and should enable 
preparedness regulation. The regulation them to assess the problem. By NRC 
required. among other things. the regulation. each plant hu a set of 
establishment of emergency planning emergency action levels based on 
zones; the development of emergency apecific plant conditions which can be 
action levels. the installation or prompt used to project potential offaite doses. 
public warning systems. and adequate Projected dose Information allows 
off site monitoring capabilities. protective actions to be taken or at least 
implementation of these upgraded considered prior to the arrival of the 
regulations has been completed. radioactive plume. For example, If a 

Equipment capability is continually core-melt were to occur causing a large 
checked by NRC and FEMA. The release of radioactivity, there would 
Commission does not believe there ia a neceuarily be some time between the 
lack of monitoring equipment and start of the accident and the release of 
therefore does not see Jack of equipment the radioactivity from the fuel to the 
as a reason to amend its regulation• to containment because it takes time for 
require that monitoring equipment be the heat being generated to evaporate 
given to and operated by local the available water and heat the fuel to 
communities. Ita melting point. During this time, 

The Commission also finds no basis to projected dosea can be calculated and 
assume there is a credibility gap that protective actions can be decided upon, 
would cause a danger to public health recommended to the state and local 
and safety. There Ia no evidence that the governments. and ordered before any 
majority of the public would not respond appreciable amount ofradloactlvity has 
to protective actions ordered by been released to the environment. 
responsible government authorities. At During the Three Mile Island accident, 
Three Mile Island, although people the radioactivity actually released came 
evacuated to a far greater extent than from auxiliary plantayatema. The 
officially recommended and without a amount or radioactivity In these ayatems 
written plan. the evacuation was quite was relatively amall and no protective 
orderly. actions would have been Indicated 
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based on thost: releases because the 
radiation dose. actual or projected, was 
small. The main threat perceived by the 
NRC starr was the potential threat from 
a hydrogen gas explosion in the reactor 
that could conceivably result in added 
corP. damage and in-tum present added 
threat to the containment integrity. 
While the rears over an explosion of the 
hydrogen gas were not technically well
rounded and. or course. the situation did 
not materialize. it waa the central basis 
for the evacuation recommendation that 
was made. The recommendation was 
not based on elevated radiation 
readif!gS orfsite because none of the 
offsite-readings were high enough to 
justify ordering evacuation as a 
protective action. 

Issue t3: Current planning Ia inadequate 

The Citizens Task Force of Chapel 
Hill. NC. petition as a·reason for the 
recommended rule change, stated tht 
"Emergency planning and preparedne. _ 
in support or nuclear power plants is 
presently inadequate and incapable of 
providing an acceptable level of 
radiological emergency preparedness." 
Since utiliti1~s are seen as not providing 
adequate emergency preparedness. 
communities are seen as having to 
provide It for themselves. The petitioner 
believes that this situation requires them 
to have their own monitoring equipment 
to detect radioactive materials in a short 
enough lime to allow them to make their 
own decisions on emergency actions. 

The Citizens Task Force petition 
quoted a FEMA report which said that. 
for some or the 12 nuclear power plant 
aites with the highest population denr 
within the to-mile EPZ. "the current 
alert and notification systems are judg~ 
to be totally Inadequate •• :· (FEMA. 
Dynamic Evacuation Analyses, p. 5. 
February. t98t). 

A number or commentera expressed 
little confidence in current emergency 
plans aaying they ahould be more site
specific. taking into account the 
population density. large population 
centera just outalde the to-mile EPZ. a 
lack or sufficient road• or the presence 
or bottlenecks on the roads, geography, 
and meteorology or each t;-ecific lite. 

Commentera oppoalng the petition 
aald that present emergency 
preparedness is adequate, that the 
petitioner baaed ita conclusion• on 
outdated Information. and that the 
upgrade In emergency preparedneu by 
utilities aince the Three Mile Island 
accident ahould be recognized and given 
credit. For example. KMC. Inc. wrote: 

Beglnnlna In early 1981, each operatfna 
nuclear raclllt)''l emeraency plan W&l 
appralaed by the NRC ualna NUREG-o654 •• 
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the basis or the appraisal and each facility 
exercised ill plan in conjunction with the 
State and local governments with both NRC 
and F'EMA 11 judges 11 to the adequacy of 
the exercise. Utilities were given 120 days to 
correct deficiencies which could have an 
adverse impact on the ability or the utility to 
promptly and effectively respond to an 
emergency. Further. nuclear facilitiea are 
required to annually have an independent 
audit of their program and to have an 
exercise in conjunction with State and local 
jurisdictions. In addition. the NRC will 
perform an annual appraisal of each utility' a 
emergency plan to assure that the utility's 
emergency capability does not degrade. It is 
inappropriate to compare performance of 
emergency planning capability and 
implementation in 1979 with what has been 
required and demonstrated in 1981 and 1982 
by the utilities. 

Commission Response 
The Commission does not agree with 

the petitioner's claim that emergency 
preparedness is presently inadequate. 
Emergency preparedness has been 
considerably increased since the Three 
Mile Island accident. The FEMA report 
died was written to evaluate the 
alerting system existing at that time 
ugainst draft criteria that had just been 
issueti for comment and interim use. 
Since the FEMA report was written, 
final criteria have been published and 
systems have since been improved to 
meet the criteria. FEMA and NRC now 
periodially evaluate the emergency 
preparedness at nuclear power plants 
and have generally found the 
preparedness adequate. Where 
improvements were thought necessary. 
they have been ordered. 

The Commission rioes agree that site· 
specific factors. such as those 
mentioned by some commentera, should 
be taken into account in emergency 
plana. In fact. NRC regulations (10 CFR 
50.47(c)(2)) already require emergency 
plans to consider site-specific factors. 

Issue 14: Utility funding of emergency 
preparedness 

Another change recommended by the 
Citizens Task Force of Chapel Hill. NC 
petition Ia that utilities be required to 
finance the emergency planning and 
preparedness efforts of the 
municipalities around nuclear power 
plants. The Citizens Task Fprce wrote: 

Lack or funding Ia the aingle larseat 
Impediment to the eatablishment or an 
adequate level of emergency preparednesa 
around nuclear reactors . ••• j 

Many ala tea clearly have be;n unable to 
achieve efrectlve legal atepa t'1!nsure that 
utillllea finance adequate eme~1ency preparedneu around nuclear alanta. 

The role or the rederalgovemment In 
regard to emeraency preparallona ahould be 
to lnaure that the communlllea'ln thoae atatea 
which have not. or will not so'*- enact 
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preparednen·financing legialation do receive 
adequate funding. 

Commenters in support of the 
recommended change to require utility 
funding said that utilities should pay the 
full coat of choosing to build a nuclear 
plant instead or some other type or 
generating plant. They said this should 
be considered part or the coat or doing 
business and that In 1ome cases funding 
of emergency preparedneu Ia a real 
hardship for the municipalities or 
counties Involved. They said It Ia unfair 
to expect local governments to finance 
these plans since some or the areas 
under obligation to plan for nuclear 
power plant accidents do not receive 
any tax revenues from the plant. One 
commenter said: 
... considering the unique and deadly 

dangers of radiation. it Ia insane to reduce the 
already inadequate method a of protection 
and regula tiona. The utilitiea and the 
government owe it to us to pay for our safety. 
They are putting our lives In jeopardy. not the 
other way around. 

Commentera opposing the petition 
generally stated that there was no need 
for such a funding requirement. They 
1aid that FEMA has not found state and 
local plana Inadequate due to lack of 
funding and that voluntary utility 
assistance together with state and local 
programs to auess costa for radiological 
emergency preparedness have been 
successful. All seven or the elate and 
local emergency preparedness agencies 
that commented on the petition say 
there Ia no need for such a funding 
requirement. Commcntera said that 
elates 1hould have Jurisdiction over this 
area or utility funding and that the 
Federal Government does not have the 
expertise or the legal right to mandate 
utility rate structure changes. 

Some commentera thought utilities 
should not be forced to fund all local 
emergency preparedneaa efforts because 
many or the emergency preparedness 
improvements also improve 
governmental abilities to cope with 
natural diaaatera and other types or 
man-made emergencies. The utilities 
should not have to bear the full costa of 
these improvements In plana and 
facilities which overlap with other 
functions normally req\!!!'ed or the 
governmenta. 

Some commentera eald utilities had a 
etrong Incentive to fund local 
preparedneaa efforts. The State of Iowa 
Office of Disaster Services 1ald that 
Iowa already receives funding 
auiatance from four nuclear facllltlee 
and added: 

Obvloualy the ullllllea do not. by law, have 
to provide this funding. but precllcally 
lpeaklng. It II being done. The onua or FEMA 

critique and NRC censure with operating 
license ramifications urvea 11 1 pragmatic 
inducement for all utilities to provide tl.e 
radiological emergency responae nlanning 
and exercise funding. To include this in a 
petition for rulemaldng and potential 
legalization may do no more than to create an 
intenaely acrimonioua relationahip between 
state government and utilities. Why legalize 
what I know to 11lready be the caae In Iowa 
and other aurrounding atatea. on a 
cooperative basis. 

Several law firma said NRC did not 
have authority to require such funding. 
The law firm of Shaw, Pittman, Potts, 
and Trowbridge wrote: 

The aimplt' answer to this request Ia that 
Commission Jacka the legal authority to 
lmpoae auch a tax ... Thla Ia because the 
provision purauant to which the Commlnion 
collects fees from Utilitiea, 31 U.S.C. 483 a 
(1976). has been authoritatively construed by 
the United Statea Supreme Court to authorize 
the Imposition or feea only to cover aervicea 
rendered by a federal agency and then only If 
thoae aervicea confer a apecial benefit on the 
fee-paying entity and not a general benefit on 
the public at-large .•. Thia clearly would 
exclude the tax IU88eated by petitioner which 
would cover costa not Incurred by the 
Commiuion and would result In general 
public benefit• rather then specifically 
Identified benefita of the utilities. 

Some commentera pointed out that 
utilities already pay considerable taxes 
and deserve some services In return. 
They said. typically, that nuclear power 
plants tend to be the largest single tax 
paying organization in their political 
subdivision and, as a result, the 
residents of an area generally benefit 
from higher than average tax revenues, 
even though the tax burden on the 
individual is usually lower than average. 
Thus. municipalities around nuclear 
power plants already derive sufficient 
funds from the operation of the plant to 
finance their emergency planning 
efforts. 

Commiaslon ReapoDaa 

Funding arrangements are euentially 
a matter or state and local government 
interest; therefore, the Commission finds 
no factual basis to conclude that the 
proposed funding Is necessary to enable 
state or local government• to establiah 
adequate emergency preparedness 
plans. Accordingly, we do not reach the 
question of our legal authority to require 
licensee funding in the maMer 
requested by the petitioner. 

la1ue 15: That emergency preparedDess 
requirements be establlahed for low 
power operatlooa 

The State ofMalne petition requested 
that the NRC require that offslte 
emergency preparedness findings be 
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made before any fuel loading and/or 
low power operations are permitted. 

Commission Response 

In .; final rule published in the Federal 
Register on September 23, 1988 (53 FR 
36955. 36960) the Commission addressed 
this specific matter and for the reuona 
stated therein revised 10 CFR 50.47(d) to 
read .•. 

• • • no NRC or FEMA review. findings. or 
determinations concerning the a tale or offaite 
emergency preparedneu or the adequacy or 
and capability to implement Stale and local 
or utility offlite emergency plana are required 
prior to iuuance or an operatinglicenae 
authorizing only fuelloadin~ or low power 
lea ling and training (up to s percent or the 
rated power). Insofar aa emergency planning 
and preparedness requirement• are 
concerned. a license authorizing fuel loading 
and/or low power !eating and training may 
be issued after a finding ia made by the NRC 
that the alate or onaite emergency 
preparedness providea reasonable auurance 
that adequate protective meaaurea can and 
will be taken in event or a radiological 
emergency. The NRC will baae thia finding on 
ita aueument of the applicant' a onaite 
emergency plana against the pertinent 
atandarda in paragraph (b) or thia aection and 
Appendix E. Review of applicant's 
emergency plana will include the following 
atandarda with offaite upects. 

Ill Arrangement• for requeating and 
effectively uaing offaite auiatance on aile 
have been made. arrangements to 
accommodate State and local a tarT at the 
licensee'a near·aite Emergency Opera tiona 
Facility have been made. and other 
organization• capable or augmenting the 
planned onaite reaponae have been Identified. 

(2) Procedure• have been establiahed for 
licenaee communication• with Stale and local 
response organizations. including initial 
notification or the declarailon or emergency 
and periodic proviaion or plant and reaponae 
status reports. 

(3) Proviaiona exiat Cor prompt 
communications amona principal reaponae 
organizations to offsite emergency penonnel 
who would be responding onalte. 

[4) Adquate emergency Cacllitiea and 
equipment to aupportthe emergency reaponae 
onaite are provided and maintained. 

(5) Adquale methods. ay1tema. and 
equipment for useasina and monllorlna 
actual or potential off aile conaequencea or a 
radiological emergency condition are In uae 
onaite. 

[6) Arrangement• are made Cor medical 
aervicea Cor contaiminated and Injured onalle 
lndividuala. 

(7) Radiological emersency reaponae 
training hu been made available to thoae 
offaile who may be called to aulat In an 
emergency onsile. 

Issue 16: Emergency plans should be 
completed and approved by the 
Governor or the affected State aa a pre
condition to construction 

The State or Maine petition requested 
lhat the Commission amend 10 CFR 

~1999 0013{00XIS-FEB-90-10:ll:24) 

150.47 to require that emergency 
planning be done before any 
construction or a nuclear facility is 
permitted and that the Governor or 
Governors of any a£rected State approve 
the emergency plans u a precondition 
to construction. 

Commluion Reapcinae 

The Intent or the State or Maine's 
petiton was granted In part in a final 
rule published in the Federal Register on 
April lB. 1989 (54 FR 15372. 15393) where 
the Commission added new regulations 
to provide for !nuance or early site 
permits, atcndard design certifications. 
and combined construction permits and 
operating licenses For nuclear power 
reactors. The aim or this ruJemaking Wal 
to provide procedures for the 
standardization or nuclear power plants 
and the early resolution or safety and 
environmental issues In licensing 
proceedings. The new rule requires In 10 
CFR part 52. I 52.79(d) that applications 
for a combined construction permit and 
operating license must contain 
emergency plana which provide 
reasonable auurance that adequate 
protective meaaures can and will be 
taken In the event or I radiological 
emergency at the aile. 

(1) IC the application reference• an early 
aile permit. the application may Incorporate 
by reference emergency plana. or major 
reaturea or emersency plana. approved in 
connection with the iuuance or the permit. 

(2) tr the application doea not reference an 
early aile permit. or iC no emergency plana 
were approved In connection with the 
iuuance or the permit. the applicant ahall 
make good faith efforts to obtain 
certifications from the local and State 
governmental agencies with err.ersency 
planning reaponaibllitlea (I) that the propoaed 
emergency plana are practicable, (II) that 
theae agencies are commilled to participatlna 
in any ruther development or the plana. 
Including any required field demonatrationa. 
and (Ill) that theae agenclea are committed to 
executlna their reaponalbllitiea under the 
plana In the event of an emeraency. The 
application muat contain any certifications 
that have been obtained. If theae 
certification• cannot be obtain~'! the 
application must contain Information. 
lncludina a utility plan. aufficlent to show 
that the propoaed plana nonetheleaa provide 
reuonable aaaurance that adequate 
protective meuurea can and will be taken In 
the event or a radiological tmersency at the 
alte. 

These provisions provide lhat to the 
maximum feasible extent emergency 
plans will be approved by lhe NRC 
before It luuea the construction permit 
for a new nuclear power planL 

The petition(•) are deDlecl 
In conclualon. lhe Commiulon finds 

that an insufficient basis exlata for 

F4702.FMT ... f1R.~01 ... 7-M-RR 

amending its regulations on emergency 
preparedness in any or the ways 
recommended by the petitioners. The 
petitions or the Citilzens' Task Force or 
Chapel Hill. North Carolina: Mr. K. 
Sexton: and the Attorney General or the 
State· or Maine are hereby denied. 

Dated at Rockville. Maryland thia 13th day 
of February. 1889. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Comminion. 
Jo!UI C. Hoyle, 
Assi1tant ~cretary to tht QJmmiiSion. 
[FR Doc. 110-3735 Filed 2-1~ 8:45am) 
an.LJNCI C00E fiiO·CII .. 

NATIONAL CREDIT UNION 
ADMINISTRATION 

12 CFR Parta 722 and 741 

Appralaala and Requirement• for 
lnaurance 

AGENCY: National Credit Union 
Administration (NCUA). 
ACT10N: Proposed Amendmenta. 

SUMMARY: This proposed regulation 
Implements Title XI of the Federal 
Financiallnatitutlona Reform, Recovery 
and Enforcement Act or 1989 
("FIRREA").lt .lalntended to protect 
Federal financial and public policy 
interests In real estate-related financial 
transactions requiring the services or an 
appraiser. Title XI of FIRREA and this 
proposed regulation provide the affected 
Federal entitle• with added assurance 
that real estate appraisals used in 
connection wilh Federal reaponsibilitieP 
and requirement• are performed in 
accordance wilh uniform standards by 
individuals whose competency has been..._.. 
demonstrated and whose profeuional 
conduct will be subject to effective 
supervision. Toward lhla end, lhe 
proposed regulatiu:, :u.:;oiiiiea which 
tranaacliona requ~.r£..P~J:11~er. seta 
forth minimum atariaafds for performing 
appralaala. and distinguishes lhoae 
appraisals requiring lhe service• or a 
alate-certified appraiser from lhose 
requiring a alate licensed appraiser. 
Uniform proposed regulations are being 
issued by all Federal rmanclal 
regulators. 
DA.TEI: Comment• muat be received on 
or before April17, 1890. 
ADDRESSES: Send comments to Becky 
Baker. Secretary, NCUA Board, 1n6 G 
Street NW .. Waahinaton, DC 20456. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Michael J. McKenna, Office of General 
Counsel, at lhe above addren or 
telephone: (202) 682-9630. or Timothy P. 
Hornbrook. Office of Examination and 
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Ch as 26 NRC 383 (1 eS7) 

UNITED STATES 01= AMERICA 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

COMMISSIONERS: 

LandoW. Z.ch, Jr .. Chairman 
Thoma• U. Roberti 

Fr.cStrk:k U. Btmthll 
Kenneth U. Carr 

Kenneth C. Ro;er1 

Cu-87·12 

In the Uantr of Docket No. 5~322·0L·3 
(Emergency Planning} 

LONG ISLANO UGHT1NG 
COMPANY 

(Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, 
Unit 1) November 5, 1887 

The Commission reverses A.LAB-832, 23 NRC 135 (1986), insofar IS it 
allowed the admission or two c:ontent.ions for evidenliary hearing on whether 
&he Shoreham Plume Exposure PathWiy Emergency Planning Zone should be 
expanded by a few miles &o: (1) provide an adequate base for l.he expansion 
or emergency response erroru beyond the £PZ in very severe accidents: and (2) 
minimize l.he occurrence and effects of spontaneous evecuation from outsicie l.he 
£PZ. The Commission aftirms the A.LAB-832 remand &o the Licensing Board 
for fW\her consideration or evacuation plans for bospiws in the Shoreham £PZ. 

EMERGENCY PLAN: EMERGENCY PLANNING ZONES (SIZE) 

The NRCJE.P",.t;~ wk fcree report (NURE0-0396), which formed the basis for 
&he "'E.PZ" concept in NRC's emergency planning regulations, indicateJ clearly 
that l.he margins or safety provided by the recommended 10-mile radius were 
not c:aJculat.ed in any precise fashion but were qualitatively found adequate IS a 
manu of judgmenL EPZ shape and size can be somewhal different 1han &he JO
mile eircular radius implies wilbOUt compromising emergency planning aoats, 
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as evidenced by the following statement in the repon: "'judgment ... will be 
used in ~ining the puise s~e and shape or the EPZs considering local 
conditions such as demoif1phy,&opoif'2phy, ~ ~~t}ata...f_t.eris~ic~. ~cess 
rouleS, loW j~~cLional boundari~ arrangemenu with the n~lear facility~ 

{6'pera1.0r for notification and response assistanc0·Set 10 C.F.R. t 50.47{c)(2) 
{1987). 

EMERGENCY PLAN: EMERGENCY PLANNING ZONES (SIZE) 

Nothing in NURE0-0396 or in any pan or &he emersency planning N1emak· 
ing record compels a finding that EPZ adequacy is especially sensitive 10 where 
euctly the boundary faDs, and any such conclusion would seem 10 be at odds 
with t.he overall thrust or the report. In J&nicular, she NUR.£0~396 analysis 
indicates that "adequat.e proLeetive measures" in the c:ont.ext of eme11ency plan· 
ning is not a precisely defined concept. 

EMERGENCY PLAN: CONTENT (PROTECTIVE MEASURES) 

NRC emergency planning requirement.s do not require &hat an adequate plan 
a-:hieve a preset minimum radiation dose saving or a minimum ev..:uation time 
lor the plume exposure pathway emergency planning zone in the event or a 
IUious ..:cidenL bt.her, those requircmenu are designed 10 a-:hieve reasonable 
and feasible dose reducdon under lhe circumsWlces; whal may be reasonable 
or feasible for one plant aile may nol be for anocber. lAng lslGNJ Ughling 
Co. (Shoreham Nuclear Power S&ation, Unit 1), Q.J-86-13. 24 NRC 22. 30 
(1986). 

EMERGENCY PLAN: EMERGENCY PLANNING ZONES (SIZE) 

Implicit in the concept or .. adequate proLective measures• is lhe fact that 
emergency planning will not eliminate. in every conceivable ..:cident. lhe 
possibility or serious harm 10 the public. Emergency planning can. however. be 
expecLed 10 reduce any public harm in lhe event or a serious but highly unlikely 
..:cident. Oiven lhe&e circumstances. it is entirely reasonable and appropriate for 
&he Commission 10 hold &hat &he Nle precludes adjustment.s on Wet)' pounds 10 

&he size or an EPZ th.al is "'about JO miles in radius.• In the Commission's view. 
the proper interpretation of the Nle would call for adjustment 10 &he eua size 
or &he EPZ on the basis or such straightforward ac1minisaative c:onsideratio~ as 
avoi®lg EPZ boundaries &hat run lhrough the middle of schools or hospi&als. or 
lhatll'bitrariJy carve out small ponions of aovemmental jurisdicdons. 1be aaal 

.. 
i 
I 
I 

. 

I 

~~--.JJ--. 



• 

-·.. _ .. , 

·-· .. -.. .. . 

,; . 

is merely planning simplicity and avoidance or ambiguity as to the k>cation of 
&he boundaries. 

EMERGENCY PLANNING: EVACUATION TIME ESTIMATES 

Even though shel~ring will quite likely be the prefemd proteCtive action 
for E.PZ hospitals in the event or a serious accident at Shoreham, evacuation 
should not be prejudiced by &he failure 10 plan in advance. Appendix E 10 10 
C.F.R. Part SO requires evacuation time estim.a~s roc the EPZ without exceptions 
for special facilities such as hospitals. Moreover, hospiws, as a kind or "special 
facilit)'," are specifically mentioned in &he principal guidance document in this 
field, NUREG-0654, and there is no suggestion in this guidance that hospitals 
are to be trca~d specially as exempt from the evacuation planning requirement 
lhat applies 10 other segments or the population within the EPZ. 

EMERGENCY PLAN: COr-.'TENT (PROTECTIVE MEASURES) 

A Commission conclusion that NRC regulations require Applicant to fulfill 
&he same emergency planning obligations for Shoreham with regard 10 hospital 
evacuation as those imposed by &he Licensing Board in connection with other like 
segments or &he EPZ. such as nuning/adult homes, does not necessarily mean 
that the applicant's emergency plan is inadequate with respect 10 hospitals. Under 
10 C.F.R. I S0.47(cX1), the Licensing Board could still approve &he utility plan 
if it found that the deficiencies related 10 &he hospitals were not significant for 
Shoreham. 

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER 

In ALAB·832. 23 NRC 135 (1986), the Shoreham Appeal Board reversed and 
remanded three issues, among others, U> the Licensing Board: &he Licensing 
Board's refusal to permit an evidentiary hearing on whether the Shoreham Plume 
Exposure Pathway Emergency Planning Zone (E.PZ) should be expanded by a 
few miles 10 provide an adequate base for ad hoc emergency response efforts 
beyond the EPZ in very severe accidents (Con~ntion 22.B): the Board's refusal 
10 permit an evidentiary hearing on whether lhe EPZ should be expanded by a 
few miles 10 minimize lhe occurrence and effects of spontaneous evacuation 
from outside the EPZ (Contention 22.C); and &he Board's approval of the 
-wlicant's provisions for hospital evacuation. In an Order dated September 
19, 1986 (unpublished), the Commission lOOk review or these three issues and 
requested brief's ·from lhe panies. 
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On revtew, Long Island Ughling Company (Ln..co) and lhe Starr suppon 
lhe Lacensing Board's decisions on these issues and oppose the Appeal Soard's 
decision. The lnLervenoo take lhe opposiLe view. 

We eonclude on lhe EPZ issiJCS thai wh~e lhe decision of lhe Appeal 
Board is 1 reasonable one in light of &he available, but limited, adjudicatory 
precedent. additional Commission JUidance is needed. Arter careful review or 
&he history or our regulations, we conclude that ConLentions 22.B and 2.2.C 
c:onstituLe challenges 1.0 &hese regulations. Since InterVenors have declined to 
cast their contentions in &he alLemaLive as ehallenges to the regulations under 
10 C.F.R. 12.758, litigation of these isSIJCS must be dis.allowed. As for hospital 
evacuation, we agree with the Appeal Board lhat tn..co's plans do not fully 
satisfy NRC's emergency planning regulations. 

I. EPZ SIZE 

A. Backrrouod 

Section 50.47(c)(2) or 10 C.F.R. provides tha1. generally, the £PZ for power 
reactors sha.ll be .. about 10 miles" in radius, with the euct boundaries to be 
detumined .. in relation 1.0 local emergency response needs and capabilities 
as they are affected by such conditions as demo~hy, aopo~hy, land 
characletistics, access rouLes, and jurisdict.ional boundaries." LILCO's plume 
EPZ is about 10 miles in radius. 

In ConLention 22, a four-pan. ten-page (double-spaced) content.ion, Inter· 
venors argued that the p-oposed tn..CO plume EPZ was not large enough, for 
several reasons.' In subpan B, it was argued lhat a myriad of local conditions 
mandated 11 larger plume EPZ because., in a severe accidenL. ULCO would not 
be able 10 adequately extend emergency response errons outside the 10-mile 
aru on an ad hoc basis. 

In ·Subpart C. Int.ervenors argued that local conditions demanded an £PZ 
larger Lhan ·10 miles, most imponantly because massive spontaneOUS evacuation 
by those outside the EPZ would have two disasD"'US effects: 6rsL. residents or 
&he eastern end of Long Island would spontaneously evacuate through the £PZ 
10 avoid being nppe4. e.ithet passing through c:onwninated areas or impeding 
evacuation from inside the £PZ; and S«<nd. spontaneous evacuation from "YeS! 

of the EPZ would impede evacuat.ion of &he EPZ. 
The Ucensing Board denied admission of these comentions on the pound 

lhat they challenged the Commission's aeneric detenninalion of E.PZ size, as 

ln.t -1 fllc:-.i- :JI ~ C il• ... il .. AppiMia (IIIII puW ..... Noal&U ....... 0... 

I! 

l 
...... :. 

... "·...;.tit/....;
' ~ 

i 
Ill ,. 

_,.. --
·' . 

L 



• 

'I ,, 
-"": -... -. ··-· - ,. 
~-S:S ~~-~. =--::..a.--: .• ~ 

!I 

.. 

manifested in 10 C.F.R. t 50.47(cX2).2 In dismissing ConLention 22.B, the Li· 
censing Board noted lhe Commission's explanation or lhe 1980 amendments to 
the emergency planning rules, where the Commission swed Lhat .. (t]hese dis· 
Wlees are considered large enough 10 provide a response base that would support 
activity outside the planning tone should lhis ever be needed." Special Preheat· 
ing Conferer•ce Order, Aug. 19, 1983, at JO, quoti"g 45 Fed. Reg. 55,409, col. 2 
(Aug. 19, 1980). The Board also explained that, contrary 10 lhe Commission's 
generic delemlination, ConLention 22.B 

aa~ena, (ir1 ••cnOE), &hat ad,.,_ plannina. • ClppOIC4 10 ell Me planninJ, il .equir'Cd 
be)Q\d lhe IO~lc EPZ because c( lhc ciJht allcJe.d •lilaU.CuishinJ c:haraC\CriJI.ica ." To lhc 
u~tnt &hat &hit c:anLenl.ion uscN &hat Mi It« ~cncy tupansc would be impouiblc, it 
must be rejecw! It • cnalltnJC \0 t SO . .(')(c)(:z). To lhc Cltenl WI it cnallc:nJC:l lhe ULCO 
pan in specific rnal~tn, 11il . U'anlin pc!pWal.iCI'I, inadequ.u roada, ad¥tne -.alher, cu: .. 
~hue concc:ma ha¥t &lre.ad)' been uaerwl in c:Vcr ccn.udu whicn we hl¥t "*nitw! 

Order Ruling on Objections 10 Special Prehearing Conference Order, Sept 30, 
1983, 11 4. The Licensing Board rejected Contention 22.C for much the same 
reasons. 

Jn ALAB-832, lhe Appeal Board reversed &he Board's disallowance or 
these conLentions, reasoning that "'Lhese coru.entions do not appear lO seck 
anything more than Lhat lO which section S0.47(c)(2) entitles inLerVenors: a 
determination or the 'exact size and contiiUJ"'tion' of the EPZ based upon, 
iltltr Dlia, local conditions."" On lhe ground that one set or facts might support 
more lhan one contention, the Appeal Board also rejected the Ucensing Board's 
reasoning that because lnl.el'Venors were being permiued to challenge lhe overall 
adequacy or lhe plan lO deal with spontaneous evacuation, the disallowance or 
Contention 22.B had no effect on lnLervenors' ability 10 litigate lhe safety matLers 
11 issue. /d., 23 NRC 11 148. 

In taking review or the rulings on ConLenlion ~.B. lhe Commission asked: 

(I) whelhc:r .•. &he ~inion of CantelltiCI'I '%l.B impeftlliuibly cnaUen,eJ &he aencric 
Nlcmakin& findin& lhat a IO.fllilc EPZ .,ill provide an adequuc bam far utisfac:IOI')' Ad 
/toe c:mc:rJUIC)' reaponsc beyond 10 mila ahould lhia be nquire.d (1u 45 Fc4 RcJ. 5.5,406, 
eel. 2) (Aqua 19, 1910);• and, 

.-. ..., 
2 Spc>&l Preharina c:.n-w Onll:r, A"' 19, 1913 (~~hid~ Ordar llllina e Ob,;.aMN ._ SpiCial 

PIW.&rina c:.n-- ONe,. )0, 1913 (~. 
'z NRC 11 1•1. "'-·1M Appell loud~,;.-! '-'an'lrP"n lhatlhl Gilly ~lima" limiu en 

ltlc m& ollhl EP'Z &r& "- bnlill Olaa..S II)' JDcal --~ a-..c.-.! lhc Aw-J loinS, !he ~ 
~ --.s..IM!rl lml)' el "'wwinar IWI,;..-- 91'* a a lllik. -.) ... ,• It/. II l~ II .• I. Cf. i£ at 1•1 
a.J'7. 
•Comrnialie OnW Mlllll Sip!. tt, 1916. a 1 Alt ....r • ....._ .._ ~ .... ill lhl lilllll FtMP.I 

ltftlll' IICILiGI lllat ""'- ....,_ ~ ~ lap tftallh a,..... I ll'llpCIN& .... &hal ..U.S ~ 
eaiYil)' -..ide lhc plumin& ._ IIDIU 111it - .. ..,._. • Itt 
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(2) in lhc CCI'IIU.l d Coruntion 22.C: (a) (wheU!er) &here is a qical CCI'Il': .::lion bel
pl~c EPZ aizr and &he ability 10 naol~ problem~ auocial&.d wilh possible sponllnOOUS 
ewo.ation, and (b) ( wbeUiu] &he rcJUlaUons c:on~DT~plllc lhal &he pos 1 ibili I)' d apon&aneoUS 
ewcualion is a •!Joc&l cand.ilion" wbidl ahoWd rcf\lll in 8djua1men1.1 10 an EP'Z. 

B. Parties' Ar&uments Before tbe CommissioD 

1. lllltrwnor AIJMMtnts 

JnLervenon assert that lhe contentions, far from challenging the regulations. 
mere!)· seek 10 enforce them. Thus, Iru.ervenors argue, lhe Appeal Board 
correclly ack:nowle4:lgt4:! the impaunce or lhe generic considerations &hat led 
10 the choice or the l~mile guideline.' but most imponanlly J"Ctognizt4:! lhat 
''(n]otwithsWlding these generic considerations •.•• section S0.47(c)(2) goes 
on lO direct lhlt lhe 'e:uct size and configuration' of the plume EPZ 'shall be 
deLermint4:! in relation lO local emergency response needs and capabilities as they 
are affecte4:! by such conditions as demography. topography, land characteristics, 
access routes. and jurisdictional boundaries.'"' 

lnLervenors offer two main arguments on the int.erpretation of lhis regulation. 
FltSt they argue lhat while spontaneous evacuation and lack of local government 
cooperation aren't lisLed in the regulations as loc:al conditions. lhe conditions 
listt4:! are exemplary rather &han exclusive. Seoond, InLervenon emphasize th" 
''the deLerminat.ion of the exact size and configuration of the EPZ must be 
made 'in relation 10 local tmergtncy rtsponst Mtd.s QNJ capabililits as they 
are affected by • • .'" local conditions. Brief at 13 (emphasis in Brief). The 
concept of .. local emergency response needs and capabilities," lhey continue, 
encompasses LILCO's allegt4:! faillft 10 plan for spontaneous evacuation, an 
evacuat.ion \hat will result directly from lislrd conditions such as lhe land 
characteristics of Long l£1anc1.' 

'n- p~ -.idon'"- .,.. !hat "(1) ~ 4-. f'RIIII -~ aaadlru ..U - o-..1 ~ 
(PACij daoc ~ bo)'GI'Id U..t&aiAMI flam 1hc faQ!a17 INI (2) -..-s pllllllin& Wllhift 10 llliJ. -w ,_.;d& 
I .. balalllolo&l lluc f• Up&MIOfl ol n11pC1ftM ~- if IIIia .__ _,.• AJ.AB·I32. ZJ NJtC II 145, ciliAt 
N\JU(i.Q396 and N\JU~ 
•z:t NRc 11 145. an ..., a.p17 Inc. a-- ..,., 11111 ULCO and 1111 karl' .tr• .,._ ~~~ 

the CAnvniaaic.~ _, EJIZ lli&o IIIII iua&IJ eoddlaa .... lieN IIMr 111M liwa& !hal 1111 CAmmiuiarl ,._ 10 
-·· a.p, lricl' a1 3 .._,..,,.... ciutllha1 lhl7 4al'l -pa'ld 10 "- imprapll!7 oll'tnd IIJIIftW*, Ml4 
111a1 lhl ~Ofl .....U - --od• IMnl. ~. lhl7 -'- if 1111 C-'-' -* 10 -aMr 
.._ ~.,...,._,a- it ....W off• "--- • ClfiPO'\Wiily 10 -,..& IIIla&, .__.._,a-
..._ .-~, ,_ ,.,. ~ lhlilto..-paac ...,_.. 10 .._. ~ .,.,...,_. s.. a.•r Inc" ~'7. 
,.._,,.. .u 1N1Ihl ..-..~ ~ c:-..o- nc • -w...~ "'u.a- u-.in& ._.,., .. -
... , it -w ~ lhl ~ ~ loc&J ~ ., EP'Z a.ia&. 1M 1- lcaft! N..t WI .....,_ •
-IMN .._ aubiN~ed ae.,. --.it ....W ~ ... ......._, .,_._ ~ lht ....,.ph, fll L,.. WaM. 
~ piaNiilla wiU!irllll ~ ·~ En .. , - ... ..s.p.. .. ._._ ~ .... n,.cu fll ,._. 
..u• 1M .. &Ill - fi 1M EP'Z ....,_ to - IIIII ......_ to 4o • 117 ~ "'--tt ._ EPZ. • 
UP·12·1t, 15 NaC 601, 611·19 (lt12) IJl.CO dairN lha1111i1- wulili&•*' itt U.-.. fll c-;.. 
ZJ.D <-ttlll.-~-.. ,._; .. ---- Ul..CO Mlll'l ~ .... - ".,..._ 
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Rejecting charges that they challenge the regulations by seeking a 20-mile 
:EPZ. or one that is ''dramatically enlarged," lnLervenors assen that what they 
seek is only what the regulations demand, i.e., an :EPZ ba..c.ed on local conditions, 
whatever the siz.e.1 

The Licensing Board had agreed with the S~aff and LILCO that litigation 
of Contention 22.B requi~ lnLervenors 10 obtain a §2.758 exception 10 lhe 
rule prohibiting challenges 10 lhe regulations, something lnLervenors never 
sought. But. say lnLervenors, Commission precedent includes cases ~uiring 
no exception for challenges to the 10-mile :EPZ, cases relied on by lhe Appeal 
Board as well as Intervenors.' Even if Ln.CO, &he Staff, and the Licensing 
Board are correct that only minor 1djusanents are pennitted, lnLervenors add, 
they were precluded from litigating for these adjustments. Reply Brief at 6. 

Finally, while claiming that &he Commission did not &Ike review of &he 
Appeal Board holding in ALAB-832 that a utility-only emergency response is a 
"Jocal condition" to be considered in determining EPZ siz.e, lnLervenors assen 
in response to a Ln.cO argument that the Appeal Board correclly decided this 
question. 

2. SID/ftuul ULCO ArJilmtl&ls 

The Staff and LILCO oppose &he admission of ConLeruions ll.B and C mainly 
on lhe ground that the conLentions challenge lhe aeneric findings underlying 
the Commission's del.ermination that 1 10-mile EPZ fur power reactors is 
ldequaLe lD protect &he public. The Staff and L.n.CO contest the Appeal Board's 
conclusion that ConLention 22.B was aimed 11 deu:rmining the exact size and 
shape of lhe :EPZ based on local conditions. Rather, lhey claim, it is 1 direct 

-IMin "'-• w\11 -> .w 23Jf (1.II.CO..., r~ ~a""""* r. ~ ~a !""WW ....-
"-' -.rnn& catl&l!lllltl.d- til 1M VZ. llu pcun.ilUt iiMNrl& lhtm lft4 ~ -IMin fram lhc 
EPZ) l.y lrwl a1 9. n. U..1111 Bean! fa.N f• IJLCO _. ~ til._ ........ 
IJcM lJl.CO W\4 ...._,_ U I ~ ..,.._ ift .S.. 0..,., • .,... Mt ,.._,;D-. s-u,. 

Celi/o,... U.• Co. (San OnDlft Nlold.r 0...11111 SlaM!, Uaill 2 w J), QJ-1)·10. 1'7 NlC 521. 
533 (1913) "--'en pails ~alhc ~·~ ~-. tllllw -.~7 p~ "'ff''lliCN • 
..,.._,_ (<a • •.n pl.t.Mitl& w\Vt ~ plamina flc&ibW17 Ill ~ap I _ _..w, M lioc I'IIIJI'III'lC Ia 

-- _,. ........ low Jl"lbobilil)' ......... Vtll ...w &!'• .. ....-Jpui!Uc •• Jarpl)' ·-., 5. Alllhc)' .... 
•1 IIMn•IIOfl. il • ....,_ ta apk:n .,,.,.,_ lhc •.n pluvlin&. prapCIIIId.,. ULCO-. ill faCII '..rflo•· 
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\•9 .. ), -tf"tJ, Al.AJI·II), ZZ NlC 59 (ltiS); W\4 I'~,_. Elton¥ C..~ OaNnlina Sla!ie, Uni11 
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challenge lO the Commission's del.ermination that a l~mile EPZ in all cases 
would provide a subsWlLial base f~ ad hoc expansion of any emergency 
response. Starr Brief at 12; Ln£0 Brief at 3--1. As 10 Cont.ention 22.C, the 
Staff and LD..CO make thr~ main points: first. that the contention challenges 
the generic determinations in § .50.47; second, that the local conditions cited 
by lnt.ervenors are not the rype cont.emplated by the regulation; and Lhird, that 
Int.ervenors' concerns were litigated before the Licensing Board in the context 
Of Ot.her COnt.entions. 10 

The Staff and LILCO contend that the rules cont.emplat.e clearly drawn EPZs, 
with minor deviations from Lhe 10-mile radius where dictated by geographic rae· 
tors. To support Lhese propositions, the Swf further argues that the Commission 
decided in its 1980 rulemaking that: 

PR.de1.ermine.d prc:ae.ctivt actions a~ nec.ded for EP'Za; ... il ia &how "'ithin VIis :r.ane for 
•hom J'Ro'lacrmine.d pn:uc\ivt actions arc nl&4e.d in orcier 10 P"f"'CTCT Clpo&llrc 10 airborne 
radicnYclid~. auc:h prc.de~.ermi~ aaioru arc no1 ne.c.dle.d f01 &hose auuicie VIis :r.anc.11 

Further, LILCO notes the conclusion or the NUREG-0396 task force relied upon 
b)' the Commission in the rulemak.ing: 

·rnt •u VIe Cl:lnHI'ISIIS or VIe Tuk Forcz that mltiJCftC)' plans GOUld be baaed upon 
• acncric dinancc out of w.ilic:h prc.del.ermiiiC.d aaioru would prcovidc dose III'Yi111s for 
any auc:tl •~idenu. Be)'OI'Id !.his a~ric dinancz it "'u ooncl&Mied that ICLicna GOUld be 

&ak en on an od It« bas is 111 in I &he ~~me CONilkraliona th.al "1ft~ in&o lhc iniLial aaion 
dc.l.erminllicns. [1bua). the siu of VIe EPZs ner.d no( be si~.e specific, las] anciJeney 
Jllannin& nee.ds aum 10 be bell senoed by adoptin1 11nifonn EPZs for inili&l planni111 suldies 
for all L&hl •11er ruc10n .':12 

Thus, Ln£0 argues, while obviously there are both generic and sit.e-specitic 
components 10 § .S0.4i(c)(2), the sitt·spccitic component is merely a fine-tuning 
mecllanism such that "it makes sense 10 depan from a perfect circle in order to 
run the boW\dary down a prominent high~-ay so that people will know clearly 
where the boundary is, and ••• 10 avoid bisectin& a discrete population ... 
LILCO Reply Brief at 2. 

To bolster the position that only aeop-aphicaJ conditions were 10 be consid· 
ered. and then lead 10 minor adjusunenss. it any, t.n.CO cites the NRC SLatl''s 
presentation 10 the Commission in 1980, where lhe SW'f uplained lhat 11\t; 
factors 10 be considered were .. •narrowed 10 a relatively small range,'" e.a .. a 

10 n.-.an - \hat lhc Appeallan! R,;.:....l IIIia ...,...,.. _, - IMIIM Onl . • ·~ - .. -··w Aw-!1-.n! Nlifta. a.aJ INf 1111. 
II Slaff BriG II 15. au, C5 Fed .... 55,«)6 ~ 1t, 1910) ..... NJ.C ~ ~-~ .... 
I• L.pcrae 10 N..clM: ,__ ,_..,..,. 61 Filii ll11 61.123 (OI:L 2S. 1979). 
u J.J1.CO ar..ra~ 12-n Ll7, .-u, NUUG4Jto6 11 J6. m-1.1. 
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.. 'major population ceruet' crossing the 1~mile boundary and 'Jbnonnaltopo
JTiphical situations, a very peculiar river valley.' " l.D..CO Brief 11 5 n.6. Even 
in lhese .. abnormal" situations, Sta!T's inleru was ID adjust EPZ boundaries" 'by 
small amounLS.' " /d. 

The swr adds thal "'lhe c~ for any EPZ-related problem arising from evenLS 
laking place OULSide &he EPZ is noliD expand &he zone, but 10 factor &hose mat· 
ten inLO &he planning for the proteCtive ICtions 10 be taken for &hose wi&hin &he 
1~mile zone." /d. LD..CO agrees, sWing thal &he record shows &hat providing 
ICCurate, consisLent information ID the public will minimize sponWleOUs evacu
ation. and &hat &his is the remedy con&.emplated by lhe regulations. ULCO Brief 
at 10. citing Pacifi4 Gas twJ Eltctrir Co. (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant. 
UniLS 1 and 2). LBP-82-70, 16 NRC 756,779 (1982). 

Further. even if spont.aneous evacuation is 10 be considered aloe&) condition. 
they submit. it isn't the typt of local condition thal c:an cause ldjustmenLS in 
EPZ size, because &he conditions con&.emplal.ed in the regulation are those unique 
conditions existing around each plant. as opposed ID &hose that might arise at 
lhe lime or an accident at any planL S&a!T Brief at 15·16; Ln.cO Brief 11 12. 

Continuing. they argue lhal Con&.ention 22.C chaUenges the regulations in 
two ways. First. it posiLS nongeognphic tonditions, e.g .. spontaneous evacuation 
and the utility-only nature or the response DrJanization. Staff Brief, n.8; LILCO 
Brief at4-5, 14. Second. the conLention ques for more &ban minor adjustmenLS 
to EPZ size based on these "conditions." Thus Ln.CO comrasLS the 10-mile 
generic finding (in NURE0.0396 and in the Commission's 1980 preamble ID 

lhe rule) with ConLention 22.C's implicit call for a dramatic EPZ expansion, i.e .. 
an expansion "ID the west 10 encompass those persons who may be involved in 
proc.ective actions" and ID the east ID include ''East End residenLS" (which could 
include &hose SO miles !rom &he plant) who may have ""'be perception .thal they 
would be ~rapped if the wind blew 10 the easL" 

Fa' iueh a challenge 10 the rules, lnLeNencn allegedly should have sought 
permission under §2.75810 litigue the coruention, something &hat was suggested 
10 lnLeNcnors early in &he proceedin&. 

The Swr and LU.CO also deny lhl1 there is any Jopcal c:onnection between 
plume EPZ size and &he ability 10 deal with sporuaneous eYICUition. Lll.CO 
•gues &hal "'Do maner ~ &he boundary is cnwn. &here wiD always be 
people ouLSide 11 who &hen become pan ~a aew hypothesized 'ahadow.'" 
a poblem earlier fecolf\ized by 1 TMI Licensing Board. Ln.co Brief at 10, 
quotillg M~t,opolium EdistHI Co. (Three Mile bland Nuclear Swlon. Unit I), 
LBP-81-59, 14 NRC 1211, 1553 (1981). Tbus, uys ULCO, wi&h &he use of 
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Intervenors' lheories 10 determine EPZ boundaries, "the £PZ spreads out like 
oil on water till it runs out or people." ld. 13 

Finally. Ln.CO and &he Staff nole Lhat &he Licensing Board ~ifically 
considered potential problems associated with spontaneous evacUation by &hose 
outside &he :EPZ. rejecting several InterVenor assen.ions: 

• &hat rponune.ow evacuation 111'0Wd ~YCIII &he cwCUoalian ol &hose insick &he EPZ 
(Cc.\lcntians 23.A-C};14 

• &hat rpon~&~~oous cvacua~ion ollhOM ouuide &he EPZ would sicnific:ar~ly and advcnely 
a!fc~ CYIQyUOI'I Limes hom wilhin &he EPZ (Conla\Uons 65,23.0 and 23.H);" 

• &hat sporuaneous evacuees from ouuide &he EPZ michl hann \hemsclvcs by cn~erinc 
conwninalcd arus, and miJht impedt eva~uon from wilhin Lhc EPZ (ConLention 
23.H);16 and 

• &hat Ul.CO had d11wn &he EPZ ~dary improperly at.dl &hat it bisca.cd dis~le 
popubLions and jurisdiaiana (Conlcntion 22.0). 

LILCO Brief at 14. 

C. Commisstou Decisiou 

Resolution of &his issue requires that we eumine carefully the history of 
the :EPZ concept. The :EPZ concept in NRC's emergency planning regula· 
Lions derives from the repon or an NRC/EPA wk force on emergency plan
ning. NU'RE.0..()396, .. PlaMing Basis for &he Development of State and Local 
Government Radiological :Emergency Response Plans in Suppon of Light Water 
Nuclear Power Plants," December 1978 ("Reponj. The Repon's conclusions 
on E'.PZ size were based on analyses or bolh design-basis and serious Class 9 

u Aa.idc "'- lhc Yet fll 1 local ....-i1111. 1171 ULCO, a--· pRipGIIl hll - ..- impaNftl 
4cie.N rn.~, i1 -.ld r- I.Jl..CO 1o0- IIINIM plamirla ....... _ r • .-pic who ..,..u7 will- .-s 
u. .... S.:IINI, il ...... imJII*iblc IN laM ol &he pl.uwiGir)'\rl& loD ~.WI EI'Z ~: 

Firs.. &he "--'on &l&im lha1 &he.....,._, plamG- ptWiicl "- au:h ~ -
(INI ia, t.o. IIMIIJ pecipl& lftCI t.o. fu IWIJ) &h- will be ill Ill tmerJG"C)' flluMnOWIIIIIIIII'I ICirMiimc 
ill IN f11111~ 1llil laM ia impouibl& ~an ...ud - public opinial polla r. lllil purpose, 1Ma 
lhl -.1 ...,_ lha1 apiniarl pclila - Jndja tcQY) -.-, lldlt<rior.) ••• EWWI ~ina lhl 
tyMu Clll pr&llia lhc U- fl ~ -lian. II& u- 11M loD ...... I aiwiGII f• ..._ 1D 
*-• lhc liM (OpWarl palll. r. utrrlplc. will .._ ra-.----lieN .. .._ 6WI'I 
........ ~; II ..... , ,.,. .. INa ...... ifll fwiCiiorl ._ - 1M IN EI'Z?) n.r. il - ludl 
.......,.Hac~ • ..-.-. ••• 

u.co JMI' 8l ll . 
.. S.l LU.CO ,__II,...,..., PIX) 1. 21 NRC 8l 1011, 106-09 MlLC'O .... ·--'* __.._liaft loD * ,_iw. impacu .t lhaciD• ....-liaft., _.. uaBc uiaiaa hnl wilhia 11M E.PZ.;• .._ ~ 
~ M '-ni• ID -llle fl al,l • pall fllh& El'7:'). 
$WIT JMI' a1 1•. ciMt 21 HaC • 101~. Q. ULCO lrifll at 12 <-... c-ia~~ 65). 
lin. loan! f-.4 tMI "\haM who- -niJ ll&tiM .t f- .t ndOIIMIII ..W Uo .... -· 
-.iwali., - 1D- IN EI'Z. •- lhal LU.CO'a plalll r. EI'Z ...... -' - ~ Pm. 21 
NRC 1110C. 
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accident conseQuences using analytical &Wlniques and information available at 
that Lime.11 

For design-basis/loss-of-coolant accidents (DBAILOCA), &he Repon con
cluded, among other things, lhat for most plants &he 25-rem (thyroid) and S-rem 
(whole-body) EPA prot.ective ~~etion guides11 would not b: acceded beyond JO 
miles from the plant, even using conse:vative assumptions and analyses. Re· 
pon. Appendix I at 4-6. As for serious Class 9 accidents irwolving core melt 
and containment failure, the Repon concluded &hat these prol.eetive action guides 
aenerally would no( be exceeded beyond 10 miles unless &he eontaiMient failed 
cat.astrophically and there was a very large release or radioactive mat.erial. The 
Report further concluded lhat even for very large releases, emergency actions 
such as shehering or evacuation within 10 mile$ would result in significant re· 
ductions in deaths and early injuries./d. at 6-7. From a probability SWlclpoint., 
the Repat concluded that the probability of large doses from core-mellaccidents 
drops off subswltially at about 10 miles from &he reactor. /d. at 37. 

Based on these consideratiOtlS, the Rcpon concluded lhat: 

(E}meraa~ey rapanae plans ahoWd be IIICIIIl for rapcndin& to 1ft)' accidcrl that wc:a~ld 
produce olf1ite doeu irl ucu1 ol rhc PA01. This would inclYdc &he IIMift ae- duian 
ba1i1 accidcnu and she ac:cidenl ~Nm .wyud iD lbc RSS. Akr I"CYiewina &he poiCliiW 
canae.quc:nces uiOO•ecl wilh Vlete I)'PU ol Keidalu, it wu &he oonce:n1111 l1it) o1 &he 
Talk Force WI cmeraa~ey pian• aouJd be bated ~ • .-eric dill.lllce CIUI 10 whidl 
precWerrninc.d aaioN "'ould JW"'idc cbc uvina• for In)' liD~. Beyand &hisacncric 
eli s~a~~ee it waa CCind~ &hat acsiona CICIUld be &akcn an 111 lid boc: buis ~aain& &he ume 
cansidc.ruiCIIIs &bal wall iJIID &he iDiti&l acsiaD ~~" 

1M Task Force jlldamr:n~ em &he u.m ollhc f.muamey Pllnnin& Z,"" it •• fram lhc 
dwaaensiic:a d duian basis and Oau 9-=iOalt can~. Baled an &he inlannauan 
prcMdc.d in Appc:ndi1 llftd lhc applicabk PAOs a nwli111 ol about 10 mila wu aelccaed for 
&be pJwne Upo&W'C pllhWI)' lfld I radi111 of about 50 mila 'fiiU aeJca&d for &he qeal.ion 
CJ901U~ p.thway, u lhown in \able 1. Allhou&h !he nwli111 for rhc EPZ implia 1 cirCular 
aru . &he •=al ahape would dl:pald upan &he dlaraeurisLic:a d a pattic:I.Ur 1i&t.1llc cirallar 
or o&hcr dtfinc.d aru would be for plamin& 'filtleruJ illilial IUpONC would likely irnd¥t 
anly a pOn;an d !he lOW ue.a. · 

Repon at 16. 

l1 A Cut t .-... il • ....._ _....., .-. • a- i1 ~J •- .- Nl!'liR .,.nile ~1 
,........_ 111 IN ..... ~ a - fecilil7 Sod -"- -.lid......,._~ Ill_.... f&ilww
..,._...,"-,_.~a.., r. the~ 111 ... b~ 11w-.... lluil r • ...,._ ... ,...,.. w ~ 
_,., r .. - (O.U t-~ iKMic .._ IM4illlw 11M! - ~ w ~- -.,wiMIII Ill 
the - ~ llftl 1'- '-din& ._ .,- IIIII cla4 (&iluR • pall&a!NI wiUI ill j ; .... fail- el 
the awairnM .._.,.). N\JUG4JM • M. 
~~~ ... aaioa11 .... ualllliu Ill~._...._ Wpro ..... .- • ...._,"' • -~ -w 
..,..,.. ,..._; ... ·~. S.1 II...,. -1 ,_._ .V..• Co.iM ..J ,,._. • .V..• /« Nw,.. ,..._,, 
EPA·SXIII·15-CIOI cs.--lf7S). 
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A reading of the Report h dicates clearly lha1 the margins or safety provid~ 
by the recommend~ )(}.mile ridius were no( calculal.ed in any precise fashion 
but were qualit.aLively found adequate as a man.er of judgment Given lhe ~r
tainties in estimal..ions or Class 9 ~ident probabiliues and consequences, lbere 
v.-as no oc.her feasible choice in this regard. Tbe E.P'Z's shape could be somewhat 
different than the J(}.mile circular radius implies, without compranising emer
gency planning goals. Indeed, lhe Report is c.xplicitlhat "'judgment .•• wiD be 
used in determining the precise size and shape or the E.PZs considering k>cal 
conditions such as demography. 10pography, and land use characteristics, ~ecess 
routes, local jurisdictional boundaries and arrangements with the nuclear fad!· 
iry operator for notification and response assistance." 1bese are, or course, the 
considerations lat.er cil.ed in §50.47~(2) with regard to de&.ermining the .. c.xact 
size and configuration" of the EPZ. 

Nothing in the Report or in any other maLeri.al in the emeraency plannina 
rulemaking rerord compels 1 finding lhat EPZ adequacy is especially sensitive 
to where exactly the boundary falls, and any such conclusion would seem 
to be at odds with lhe overall &hrust of Lhe Report. In panicular, the Wk 
forte's analysis indicat.es that "adequaLe proLCCtive measures" in &he con&.ext or 
emergency planning is not a precisely defin~ concept. Earlier in lhis proceeding 
we explained Lhe concept of "adequaLe proLCCLive measures" in our emeraency 
planning regulations in 0.1-86-13, 2A NRC 22, 30 (1986), as follows: 

This 1'001 question gnnc:a be ans"rc.d wi&hout KIM discussion d what is :ncan& by 
•edcq~l.e pro&&ai~ mc.uures." ~~ erneraenC')' piiNiin& reclllatiana are an imponant pan 
d Lhe l'eJIIlaiOry framework (or proc.u&in& Lhe public healUI and ultrj. Bill &hey di((er in 
dwaacr !rom 1n011 dour sit.in& and qinecrin& deaiJII n.quirr:ma!U wtlictlert direa&d 
11 ad'li~in& or mainlainin& 1 minimum le\IC.I d public lllery pro&&aicn S.t, ,.,., 10 
C.F .R II 00.11. ~~ emer&enC')' plannin& requin:mc:nu do 1101 l"'lqUirt ttw an adeq~~~~e plan 
achieve 1 prue1 minimum radialion dole aavinc ar • mininun e~cwlian Ulne lor !he plwne 
&J.POSurt palh v.· ay eme '' a~cy planni n& zane in Lhe even~ ol a aerious ICICidenl.. R.ll.her, Lhey 
auanp &.o achieve ru.aNble and lwible close red~ an liMo- !he cirCIIIIliWICe&; wbalmay 
be reasonable or fc.aJ.iblc for one p1anl aile may IKil be for IIIO&hc. 

It is implicit in this concept or ••adequate protective measures" &hat a de· 
lermination that 1 particular EPZ size will provide .. adequate pro&eclive mea
sures" does not in fact mean that emeraency planning will eliminate, in ev· 
ery conceivable ~ecident. the possibility of serious harm to lhe public. If this 
were ~.:wally the ai&.erion, it would be difficult if not impossible 10 set any 
G priori limits 10 lhe size or &he EPZ or to the scope or required emergency 
plaMing. Emergency planning can, however. be expecled 10 reduce any public 
harm in the event or a serious but highly unlikely ICcidenL 

But lhe rule clearly was inLended to set such limits. Even uncSer &he Appeal 
Board's analysis, lhe rule amounu ID a Commission lndin& dW ldequaLe 
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prote.::Lion can be provided by an EPZ or limited si.ze, 10 miles in radius, give 
or take a few miles, but cenainly much less than 20. 

Given these circwnstances. we think it is entirely re.a.sonable and appropriate 
for the Commission to hold th.at argwnents for "adjusting" 1 l~mile EPZ 10 
improve safety, especially arguments thai email complex analysis and lengthy 
litigation. are an impermissible challenge 10 the rule. The Appe.ll Board has 
in effect also trealed the rule as imposing a cutoff, which the Appeal Board 
places at somewhere more &han 10 miles but cenainly l:ss &han 20. The Appeal 
Board's approach is not much different from simply reading S0.47(bX2) as 
requiring an EPZ "about 20 miles in radius" and then caking the position we 
adopt. i.e., refusing 10 accept contentions that would enlarge an EPZ that meets 
the crilerion. But the rule says JO, not 20. The .. outward creep" the Appeal 
Board would alJ<?w seems in the end to have no logical limits, as Ln.CO and 
the Starr argue. 

Accordingly, we lhink the beuer interpretation is &hal the rule precludes 
adjusunent.s on safety grounds to the size of an EPZ that is .. about 10 miles 
in radius" and that Contentions 22.B and 22.C should on this ground be deemed 
impermissible challenges 10 the rule. In our view, the proper int.erpretation of the 
rule would call for adjusunent lo the exact size or the EPZ only on the basis or 
such straightforward administrative considerations as avoiding EPZ boundaries 
that run through &he middle of schools or hospitals, or &hat arbitrarily carve 
out Small poruons Of governmental jurisdictions. The JOal is merely plaMing 
simplicity and avoidance of ambiguity as 10 the location of &he boundaries. With 
such clarity, plans can be implemented with an unders&and.ing as 10 who is being 
di.rec&.e.d LO lake particular prO&.cCLive actions." 

D. HOSPITAL EVACUATION 

A. Backaround 

Two hospi&als, and perhaps 1 third as well, are located within the Shoreham 
J~mile EPZ. The Ln.CO plan lists several hospitals outside the EPZ 10 which 

----~·- ""! 
tt Under 10 CJ'.R. 11151 lhc lll'liy ~ -'a IOotftal EPZ _,. &ill lie ~ ..._ .., a ~ 
.. , "'- .. ..-w ~ r. lhc pefticular • .. , - - ..-...s ill lhc ~ pluwlirla 
~. "----·who U'l fwll)' flftiW&r wilh tu1 ..... irllhit ,.a"- aa. .. ct-.- 10- lhc:ir 
__,lieN illlhc &il•aali .. ., Nl& Gl&llq• ...,_ t 2.7SI. 0.. • ,...,. aa. .. - upoed linat lhc lllbrni•Cifl 
.I--....:,~ -..r•liliaallc.l. _. • _....,c=..-. n.a w n.c. Nk ~ -w 
.. IBiiMI,. ill .. -
~-. wt.IMr 11.- 1ft ..-=i&J ~II~-- .. ...W-.r ... Nilnltift& 

.-1 lhlt -.ld llllkt il iNppn!pril!a 10 lfiPI7 1M IO..U EPZ Nlc 1D ~ -llillllc........, • pu1-' 

.. HaC Sial!''• _.... -'I ="' -- T• .. - 1M!- ......... ..,.,. illaa& ....... --..e~~ ill 
lhit c.&.-,....._ NlC ~ 10 _.... ... ._ .... ~ 1D 1M~-- • ....... _,. .... 
..... 54 ..... 
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hospil.al evacuees might be senL But the Licensing Board found that L.n..CO 
had not obtained leu.ers of agreement v.-ith hospiLals outside lhe £PZ concerning 
transfer of patients, had not provided for ~ransponation for evacuation or EPZ 
hospiLal pat..ients until individuals in other "special Cacilit..ies" (e.g., nursing homes 
and nursery schools) were evacuated. had not calculated evacuation limes for 
rwo or the lhru £PZ hospiLals, and had not pred&rmined the circumst.ances 
under v.-hich £PZ hospiLal pat..ients would be evacualCd. 

Nevertheless, the Licensing Board concluded that the Ln.co plan was 
adequate. Jn the Board's viev.-, arrangements for the relocation or patients 
to hospiLals outside the £PZ could be made while the emergency was in 
progress. This was considered adequate because the hospiLals are dose 10 
the outer edge or the £PZ, where the likelihood of rcceiving doses requiring 
e\·acuation is small, sheltering is the preferred emergency response in any event 
beGause of the risks au.endant upon the movement of patients, and the EPZ 
hospitals were construc&ed so as 10 be particularly suiLable for sheltering. 

The Appeal Board reversed. It ctwacteriz.ed the LU.CO arrangements as ad 
hoc, and found that contrary 10 the regulations' ~uirement for £PZ evacuation 
lime estimates, LU.CO had not provided time estinw.es for each EPZ hospiLal. 
The Appeal Board also noted the Ucensing Board's tontrasting lreatment of 
hospitals and nursing homes. While ihe Licensing Board found no deficiency in 
LU.CO's failure LO obtain agreements wiih hospitals for relocation of hospit.al 
patients, it found deficient LU.CO's failure LO sufticienLly identify and 10 include 
leuers or agreement with facilities outside the EPZ for accommodating £PZ 
nursing home residents. The Appeal Board was puzzled by the Licensing Board's 
contrasting sreaunent of these rwo areas. 

In laking review, the Commission asked whether· ihe regulations, including 
§ S0.47(c)(l), ·'reQuire evacuation plans for hospiLals in lhe EPZ even though 
sheltering would be the preferred option in most circumstanceS." 

B. Parties' ArgumtDts Befort thr CommlssioD 

1. ULCO aNI SIII/I Arfumtllls 

LU.CO argues before &he Commission &hat NRC's emergency planning 
regulations do not require evacuation plans for hospitals. t.n.CO araues &hat lhe 
hallmark of &he Commission's emergency plannin& ""4Ui~nents is fteltibUiry, 
reco&ni:Ling the approprial.eness ol different approaches 11 different siles·and for 
different potential accident sequences. The key regulalion. uys l.D..CO, is 10 
C.F.R. I S0.47(b)(J0), which requires .. (a) range ol po1CCI.ive acl.ions ••• for 
the plume exposure pathway EPZ • • • •• This ranae or proleCtive acLions, 
Ln..CO continues, in practice includes sheherin& and evacuation. 
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While conceding that its plan doesn't have all of the detail cont.emplat.ed 
by NUREG-0654, Ul..CO argues that the standards of NUR.EG-0654 do not 
constitute rtquirtmeflls, but rather are suggtslio~. Ln.cO then lists some of 
those NUREG-0654 .. suggestions," e.g., l.hat plans "shall include . . . means 
for p-oLeCting [hospiLal patients), ••• means of relocation. .•• time estimates 
for evacuation, ... an estimate or the [hospital) popu:ation . • • [which) 
'shall usually be done on an institution-by-institution basis, (and) the means 
of U"ansponation ..• [for the hospiLal population).'" Brief at 19-20. ULCO 
concludes from these passages that .. none of these provisions requires every 
licensee lO maintain 1 deW led plan for both sheltering and evacuation of every 
facility and population group in the EPZ." Lil..CO finds support for its position 
in the EPA Manual ofPr~tive Action Guides, which "expressly acknowledges 
the need in cen.ain circums&.anees 10 apply different cri&eria in establishing 
appropriate proLeCtive action for special populations such as hospital patients." 
/d. 11 20. Thus, Ln£0 concludes, '"lhe regulations and Juidance 'expliciUy' 
allow different treatment for different groups such as hospital patients." 

L.n..CO's next 1rgument on &he hospital evacuation issue, and lhe only 
1rgument offered by lhe Starr on Ibis issue, is l.hat even if the regulations 
generally require evacuation plans, the Shoreham plan is not significaNiy 
deficient in this regard, and thus, Wldet t S0.47(c)(l), the Commission is not 
compelled 10 deny l.he issuance or 1 license. Both Ln.CO and the Starr suppon 
Ibis argument by pointing 10 &he Licensing Board's findings on &he discance or 
the hospiLals from the plant (over 9 miles), on &he heavy masonry constrUction 
or the hospital buildings leading 10 0.2 shielding factors (i.e .. &he dose inside 
lhe buildings would be 20Cl of &he dose outside), on the danger of evacuation 
for patien~·\ ·~ the klw probability of accidents l.hat would require evacuation 
for &hose more &han 9 miles from l.he plant, and on &he uisting anangements 
for eventual evacuation of &he hospitals. 

FinaJJy, LILCO ~reues, it has developed reasonable evacuation plans for &he 
hospitals. Evacuation vehicles first would comple&e &heir nW'sing/adult home 
Nns, and then repat 10 hospitals on an Mas needed" basis, as dea.ermined by 
hospital adminisU'aLOn upon balancing infcnnalion including that on weather, 
projec&ed doses, and &he risk or &ransporting patients. Moreover, Ln.CO argues, 
lhe Appeal Board was mistaken l.hat Ln..CO had not ldequately calcula&ed 
evacuation Limes for hospilals, since lhe Licensing Board specifically round that 
lhe hospilals could be evacua&ed within 9 hours.• · 

•n. 1,;~ a-ft,__. M: 
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2. lnrtrvtnor .Artumtna 

Intervenors argue that ''Ln..CO's failure 10 plan fer evacuation of hospital 
patients is total," wir..h vehicle arrangements ••expressly acknowledge[d]"' in 
the plan as ad hoc, and provisions for evacuation only .. if vehicles become 
available." Brief at 1 S. These aspects or the plan allegedly violate the regulations 
and NUREG-0654 by failing, for example, 10 identify relocation centers for 
hospitals (an alleged violation of NUREG-0654 §§ li.A.3, J.lO.d, and J.JO.h), 
by failing 10 provide evacuation lime estimates fer each facility (an alleged 
'·iolation or Appendix E 10 10 C.F.R. Pan SO), and by failing 10 plan routes or 
procedures for hospil.al evacuation (an alleged violation of bol.h § 50.47(b)(10) 
and EPA Protective Action Guidelines). 

Intervenors suppon the Appeal Board's view Lha1 the improbability of ever 
needing to use any given protective action is irrelevant under the NRC's 
emergency planning rules because those rules are based on an assumption that 
a serious accident might weU occur. Brief at 19-20, citing PhiladtlphiD Electric 
Co. (Limerick Generating Station, Units 1 and 2), Al..AB-819, 22 NRC 681,713 
(]985), rtvitw tkclintd, CLI-86-5, 23 NRC 125 (1986). Moreover, InterVenors 
assen that LILCO's allegedly .. complete failure" 10 plan for hospil.als can never 

· ' be viewed, using § S0.47(c)(l ), as insignificant.21 

C. Commission Decision 

We agree with the Appeal Board's reasoning on this issue. Even thcugh 
sheltering will quite likely be the preferred protective action for EPZ hospitals 
in the event of a serious accidenl, evacuation should not be prejudiced by the 
failure to plan in advance. Appendix E &o 10 C.F.R. Pan SO requires evacuation 
time t$timates fer l.he EPZ without exceptions for special facilities such as 
hospitai~. Clearly, evacuation plans fer hospitals must at least be developed in 
sufficient detail 10 provide a basis for l.hese estimates. Moreover, hospitals, as 
a kind or "special facility," are specifically mentioned in l.he principal guidance 
document in l.his fielcl, Nl.J'REG-0654, and &here is no suggestion in this auidance 
that hospitals are &o be D'eaJ.ed specially as exempt from lhe evacuation planning 
requirement that applies &o other segments of lhe popalation within l.he EPZ. 

We therefore conclude. in agreement with lhe Appeal Board. lhallhe regula
- Lions require the Applicant to fulfiU l.he same plannin& obli&ations with rcaard 

to hospital evacuation as lhe Licensing Board imposed in connection wil.h other 
like segments or l.he EPZ, such as nursin"adult homes. This conclusion does not 

ll b1 .,._ 1111 IJLCX)'a IMl, .,.__ dairn lhlt 1111 Carr.N~a;.. l!w.al~ ...._. _, r1 ULCO'• .,.._ ...,_ .... ,. ·~ .. ..,.~~w-.. "'1M c:.nm;.;.,.·, -w.. .....-... JIU'icu'ulr...,., • ULCO 
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necessarily end the inquiry as 10 whether LILCO's Emergency Plan is adequate 
with respect 10 lhese hospiLals. Under 1 S0.47(cXl), the Licensing Board could 
still approve the Ln.co plan i! it found that the deficiencies relal.ed 10 the hospi· 
tals were not significant for Shoreham. ln fact, the Licensing Board did identify 
f'ICIOI1 lhal may have relevance 10 this questic:-., such as distance from the plant 
and construction characteristics of the hospiW.S. However, it is noc clear 10 us 
that this was a matter adequately presented &o or considered by the Licensing 
Board, since the Licensing Board did not speci6cally discuss I S0.47(c)(l). On 
remand, Ln..cO and Staff are free 10 raise the issue for appropriate resolution. 

m. SUMMARY 

Jn summary. we take rwo ICtions. first, we reverse the Appeal Board's 
decision in Al.AB-832 insofar as it ~ Contentions 22.B and 22.C for 
hearing. However, lhe NRC S&aff is 10 advise us prior 10 issuance of any 
license for operation above S~ power whether &here are special circumstances at 
Shoreham lhal were not Utvisioned in the emerJency planning ruJemaking. and 
lhat would make it inapprop-ial.e 10 apply 10 Shoreham the generic decision that 
an EPZ or about 10 miles is adequate for emergency planning purposes. S~. 
we uphold the Appeal Board's decision in Al.AB-832 lhalthe proceeding must 
be remanded 10 the Licensing Board for funher considel'alion or the evacuation 
plans for hospitals in the F.PZ. · 

It is so ORDERED. 

Date4 ~ Washington, D.C .. 
&his Sth day of November 1987. 

For the Commission• 

SAMUEL. J. CHn.K 
Seaewy or the Commission 

[The appendix has been c:rniued from Ibis publication but can be found in &be 
Public Document Room. 1717 H Screa. NW. WashingtOn. DC 20SSS.] 
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iecision denying a petition, in full, provides 
: reason fur the denial and discusses all 
111ers raised in the petition. 

mial director's decision may he is.~uet.l when-

• The NRC decides not to grant the 
enforcement action requested in the 
petition but takes other appropriate 
enforcement action (e.g ., requesting 
facility or procedural modifications) II' 
resolve the identified safety concerns, thu~ 
partially denying the petition; or 

• Some of the issues associated with the 
petition can be completed and significant 
schedule delays are anticipated before 
resolution of the entire petition. 

1e Commission will not entertain requests 
r review of a director's decision. However, 
1 it sown, it may review a decision within 25 
lendar days . Afterwards, NRC writes to the 
:titioner indicating whether the Commission 
1s rtviewed the decision and sends copies to 
e licensee and PDR. 

RC Management Directive 8.1 I, "Review 
·ocess for I 0 CfR 2.206 Petitions," contains 
ore detailed information on citi1.en petitions. 
Jr a free copy of the directive, write to the 
1perintendenl of Documcnl.o;, U. S. Government 
inting Off~re, P. 0 . Box 370R2, Wawngton, DC 
XHJ-7082, or call ~-512-1800. 

lectronlc Access to Petitions 
he NRC's electronic bulletin board on 2.206 
:tilioos may be acres.o;ed, using a personal 00ft1JU1er 

"C)and a modem, by calling 1-1100-303-9672 
:ommunication parameters 8-N-1-f). The 
edWorld bulletin board can be accessed via 
1e Internet: 

clnet Access fedworld.gov 
( 192.239.93.3) 

TPSite Access flp.fcdworld.gov 
(192.239.92.205) 

YWW 
Uome Page) http:llwww.fedworld.gov 

( 

Files on public petitions can be . > m the NRC
PUB library thai can he selected from any 
FcdWorld tile system. There arc PCs located at 
the main I'DR and several LI'DRs which arc 
available to the public. Call 202-6:\4-:'27.1 for 
infonnation about PC access at the PDR and call 
I-!I00-6JI!-801! I for the LPDRs. 

Other Processes ror Public Involvement 
In addition to the 2.206 petition process, NRC 
has several other ways that permit the puhlic 
to express concerns on mailers related to the 
NRC's regulatory activities. 

• The NRC's ullf'l(llliml pman affords 
individuals who raise safety concerns a 
degree of protection of their identity. 

• Under the provisions of 10 CFR 2.802, 
NRC provides an opportunity for ihe 
puhlic to petition the agency regarding its 
mlemukinl( activities. 

• The NRC's licen .finK pmct'H offers 
members of the puhlic, who arc specifically 
affected by a licensing action, lo fonnally 
participate in licensing proceedings. This 
process applies not only to the initial 
licensing actions but also lo license 
amendments and other activities such as 
decommissioning and license renewals. 

• For major regulatory actions involving 
preparation of environmental impact 
statements, NRC offers separate 
opportunities for public participation in its 
t'nvimnmentul pmcudinl(s. 

• The public can attend a number of 
mutinl(.f including open enforcement 
conferences, periodic media briefings by 
Regional Administrators, and special 
meetings held ncar the affected facilities 
to inform local communities and respond 
to I heir questions. 

More informal ion on these aclivities can he found 
in NRC's pamphlet entitled, "Puhlic lnvolvcmcnl 
in the Nuclear Regulatory Process." 

Office of Put- . _Affairs 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-000 I 
Telephone .30 I-415-R200 or 

1-800-368-5642 

NUREGIBR -0200, Rev. 2 
Novcmhcr 1998 
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Introduction 
I"he U.S. Nuckar Regulalory CommiiSsion 
(NRC) was cslablished in 1975 10 proh:cl 
public health and safc:ly m I he civilian usc of 
nuclear power and malerials in lhe Uniled 
Slales. As part of ils n:sponsit lilies, NRC is 
m1eres1ed in assessing all pocenlial hcallh and 
safely issues related 10 licensed aclivities and 
encourages members of lhe public to bring 
serious issues to its auenlion. 

Scclion 2.206 of Tille 10 of lhe Code of 
Federal Regulations ( IOCFR 2.206) describes 
the pel ilion process-the primary mechanism 
for 1hc public 10 requesl enforccmenl aclion 
by NRC in a public process. • This process 
permih anyone 10 pelilion NRC lo take 
enfon:emenl al:lion related co NRC licensees 
or licensed al:livilies. Depcnding on the resulls 
of ib evalualiun, NRC could modify, suspend; 
or revoke an NRC-issued license or take any 
ocher apprupriale enforcemenl acaion to 
resolve a problem. Rcquesls lhal raise hcallh 
and safely issues wilhout rcquesling 
enforcemcnl aclion arc rcviewed by means 
ulher lhan chc 2.206 process. 

In I 99], NRC rcassesscd lhc 2.206 pclilion 
process 10 delerminc whelher it was effeclive, 
underslandablc, and crcdible. As part of ils 
tcasscss mer> ' . lhe agency held a public 
workshop and oblaincd exccnsivc commcnls 
from ciliLcP>' groups, lhc nuclcar industry, 
former pc1 · ioners, and Scale and local 
governmc nls. As a rcsula, NRC madc 
improvements 10 lhe 2.206 process 10 increase 
opportunilics for meaningful public panicipaaion 
and 10 improvc conununil:ations between abe 
pelicioncr and NRC. 

These improvemcnls indudc-

•1 he: NH:C <ahu ha . IUl oalka .. hon pro..:c:~~o~ in wht~.:h int.h vi duals 

who nu1oc: poh."nual ~ately t.·on~crnllo for NKC review oarc 

.a Uordcd a dc~Jcc of prutct.:Uun uf tht:u uJcnuty. Spct.:afi~ 

g uulant.:c on at-.c oallcgoallon prm·cllo~~o lllo t:onloamcd IR NKC 

Mau~cutt:ut u.,..: .. :flvc: IUt ''Man""cntt:nt of Allcgomon~ ... and 
tku-nbcd 10 o1 ..,.·par ale pwuphh:t o.va.lablc: from tb.: OUi..:c of 

Pubh..: Allaah Ot.hcr pr~c)M:~ lor publu.: 10\'olvcu-.:nl arc 
l a~h:d 111 1bc end ufthn pamphlet. 

• Offering, undcr cc1 
informal public hco. 

1ums1anccs, an 
.J a pelilioncr. 

• Providing copies of all pcrlincnl 
corrcspondence 10 all panicipanls 
involved in a pelilion issue. 

• ldcncifying a single agency con1ac1 for 
each pelilion. 

• Kecping lhe pelilioncr inforll'IC!d of the 
slalus within evcry 60 days. 

• Eslablishing an electronic bullelin board 
lo provide lhe slalus of all pending 
pelilions to lhe public. 

The Petition Process 

Thc 2 .206 process provides a simplc, effectivc 
mechanism for anyone lo rcquesl cnforccmenl 
action and obtain NRC's prompl, thorough, 
and objcctive cvalualion of undcrlying safety 
i~sues. II is scparalc and dislincl from thc 
processcs for rulcmaking and licensing, 
allhough lhcy loo allow lhc public to raise 
safcly conccms 10 NRC. 

Under lhc 2.206 proccss, lhc petitioner submits 
a rcquesl in writing lo NRC's Execulivc 
Director for Opcralions, identifying lhe 
affcclcd liccnscc or licenscd accivicy, lhc 
rcqueslcd cnforcemenl action 10 be lal.:cn, and 
lhc faces thc pclilioncr believes providc 
sufficienl grounds fur NRC to lakc 
cnforccll'IC!nl aclion. Unsupportcd assertions of 
"safcly problems," gcncral opposition lo 
nudcar powcr, or idemificalion of safccy issues 
wilhoul sccking enforccll'IC!nl action are nol 
considcred sufficient grounds for 
considcracion as a 2 .206 pelilion. 

Ahcr recciving a requcsl, NRC determines 
whether (I) the rcqucsl qualifies as a 2.206 
pelilion, (2) an invcsligalion of potential 
wrongdoing is approprialc, and (3) an infonnal 
public hcaring is warramcd . The NRC scnds 
an acknowlcdgmemlcner co chc pelilioner and 
a copy 10 chc liccnsce. If I he requcsl is acccpled 
for review as a 2.206 pel ilion, NRC publi~hes 
a nolice in I he Federul Rc·xister. If I he rcqucsl 
is no1 acl:epled, NRC nolifies lhc pelilioncr of 
ils decision and mdtLales lhalthc pclilioner's 

underlying safely 1 

outside lhe 2.206 1 
j will be considcred 

On 1he basis of an cvaluacion of lhc pelilion, 
lhe approprialc officc direccor issucs a decision 
and, if warranled, NRC lakcs appropriale 
enforccll'IC!nl aclion. Throughoullhc evaluation 
proccss, NRC sends copies of all pert inent 
correspondence lo lhe _petitioner and the 
affeclcd licensee. In mosl c._scs, NRC places 
corrcspondence in the PubiK: Document Room 
(PDR) in Washington, D. C., ilS well as lhe 
approprialc Local Public Docull'IC!nl Room 
(lPDR) near chc affeclcd facility. Howevcr, 
lhc agcncy wilhholds informacion that would 
compromisc an invc~ligalion or ongoing 
enforccmenl action rclaling lo issues an lhe 
pe1i1iun. The NRC also sends the pelilioncr 
ochcr informacion such as pertinent generic 
lencrs and bullclins. 

Thc NRC notifies lhe petilioner of lhe 
pelition's slalus every 60 days, or more 
frequently if a significam action occurs . 
Munlhly updalcs on all pending 2.206 petitions 
arc availablc in lhc PDR and on an electronic 
bulletin board, which is available lo the: public 
lhrough lhc lmcmet. 

lnformul Public Heauing 

An infonnal public hcaring serves not only as 
a suurcc of polenlially valuable informacion 
fur NRC 10 cvaluacc a 2.206 pelition, bu1 also 
affords lhe petitioner subslanlive involvement 
in lhc rcview and decision-making process 
1hrough dlrccl discussions wilh NRC and lhe 
liccnscc. An informal public hearing is offered 
only if lhe pel ilion tneels cenain rcquircmcnls; 
il is ilol offcrcd automatically or solely allhe 
pccicioncr~s rcquest. Note lhal an informal 
public hearing can be uffcrcd al any time: 
during NRC's review of a petilion. 

To qualify for an informal public hearing, the 
pelilion muse prescm new informacion thai 
rai~cs a significant safcly issuc or alleges 
violation of NRC rcquircmems. lnfurmation 
is considered "ncw" if il presents a sigtlificalll 
safely issue nol previously cvalu :lcd or 
provide~ a new approach or informali<>n on a 
significant sakcy is~ue previously e1.alua1ed 

byNRC. Noinfomlall>--
if thc pel ilion involves sell · .............. . 
such as safeguards, facih •• 
proprielary. or confidcntial COh. 

informacion. The NRC publishes a noh~ • 
thc Federal Register 30 days in advance of 
each informal public hearing. 

The informal public hearing is usually held 
near the affected facility or, if the petition 
raises generic issues covering facilities 
nalionwidc, in the Washington, D.C., an:a. To 
lhe exaenl praclicable, 1he informal public 
hearing is schcduled during the evening houn 
and should lasl no longer than three hours. Tbc 
NRC does nol ofli:r any preliminary decisions 
during lhc informal public hearing. Although 
not adjudicatory in nalure. the informal public 
hcaring is transcribed, and lhc text ii made 
public shortly aflerwards. 

Diredor'a; Decbiion 

The NRC's oflicial response to a 2.206 petition 
is a wriuen dirccaor's dc:cision that addresses 
the conccrns raised in lhe petition. The 
agency's goal is to issue a decision wilhin 120 
days from lhe dale of the acknowledgment 
lcucr. However, additional time may be needed 
to conducl an investigation, hold an infOilllal 
pubhc hcaring, complele an inspection, or 
analyze particularly complex technical issues. 
If lhe goal is not ITIC!t, the NRC litaff will 
promplly inform the pelitioner of a a;chcd&.ale 
change. 

The direclor's decision includes the 
professional stall's evaluation of all penincnt 
informacion from lhe pelilion,com:spondeocc: 
wilh the pclitioner and the licensee, 
infonnation from any informal public hearing. 
resuhs of any investigation or inspection, &lid 
any other documents relaled to petilion i£sue,. 
Th.: dircclor's decision i£ provided to lhe 
pelilioncr and che licensee and is published in 
lhe Federul llt'gisrer . 

Dircccor's dccisions may be issued as follows: 

A decision granting a pclilion, in full, explains 
the basis fur chc decision and grants lhc aclion 
rcqucslcd in che pelilion (e.g., NRC issuing an 
order lo modify, ~uspend, or revoke a license). 
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Volume: 8 Licensee Oversight Programs NRR 

Review Process for 10 CFR 2.206 Petitions 
Directive 8.11 
Policy 
(8.11-01) 

Objectives 
(8.11-02) 

It is the policy of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission under 
Section 2.206 of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(10 CFR 2.206) to provide members of the public with the means to 
request action to enforce NRC requirements. The Commission may 
deny or grant a request for enforcement action, in whole or in part, and 
may take action that satisfies the safety concerns raised by the 
requester, but that is not necessarily enforcement action. Requests that 
raise "'health and safety and other issues without requesting 
enforcement action will be reviewed by means other than the 10 CFR 
2.206 pro~ss. It is also the policy of NRC to ensure prompt and 
appropriate action upon receipt of petitions under 10 CFR 2.206, and 
to provide for public participation in NRC's decision-making process 
on 10 CFR 2.206 petitions. 

• To provide the public with a means to bring to the NRC's attention 
potential health and safety issues requiring NRC enforcement 
action. (021) 

• To ~p.sure the public health and safety through the prompt and 
thorough evaluation of any potential safety problem addressed by a 
petition filed under 10 CFR 2.206. (022) 

• To provide for meaningful participation by the petitioners and the 
public in the activities of NRC and the licensees related to the 
10 CFR 2.206 petition process. (023) 

• To ensure effective communication with the petitioner on the status 
of the petition, including provision of relevant documents and 
notification of NRC and licensee interactions on the petition. (024) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Organizational Responsibilities and 
Delegations of Authority 
(8.11-03) 

Executive Director for Operations (EDO) 
(031) 

Receives and assigns action for all petitions filed under 10 CFR 2.206. 

Office of the General Counsel (OGC) 
(032) 

• Gives advice to the Executive Director for Operations (EDO), 
office directors, and staff on all 2.206 matters. (a) 

• Assigns a case attorney for each petition to participate in the 
petition review board and the petition process. 

Director, Office of the Chief Information 
Officer (OCIO) 
(033) 

Office Directors 
(034) 

2 

Provides hardware, software, and· communication services support on 
the NRC Home Page for making information publicly available on the 
status of the petitions. 

• Have overall responsibility for assigned petitions. (a) 

• Deny a petitioner's request for munediate action. (b) 

• Sign all director's decisions and any acknowledgment letters. (c) 

• Determine whether criteria for informal public hearings are 
met. (d) 

• Provide input to the periodic status report on all assigned petitions, 
including the total number of staff hours expended on each open 
petition; ensure that this information is made publicly available in 
the Public Document Room and on the NRC Home Page; or their 
designees, ensure that sensitive information, protected ->'fr,.om 
disclosure, will not be included in the monthly report. (e) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Office Directors 
(034) (continued) 

Volume 8, Licensee Oversight Programs 
Review Process for 10 CFR 2.206 Petitions 

Directive 8.11 

• Appoint a petition review board coordinator for the office. (f) 

• Designate a petition manager for each petition. (g) 

• Concur, as appropriate, with each extension request from the 
petition manager and forward the extension request to the OEDO 
for approval. (h) 

• Notify the Commission through the EDO once a determination is 
made that a 2.206 petition meets the criteria for an opportunity for 
an informal public hearing. (i) 

• Ensure that the Office of Investigations (OI) or the Office of the 
Inspector General (OIG) is promptly notified of any allegations of 
suspected wrongdoing by the licensees or NRC contained in any 
petitions they may receive. G) 

• Obtain Office of Enforcement (OE) review on all proposed 
director's decisions that involve compliance issues or alleged 
violations. (k) 

• Ensure in the director's decision that the evaluation of the petition 
adequately reflects information presented at the informal public 
hearing to the extent that such information was useful. (1) 

Regional Administrators 
(035) 

• Refer any 2.206 petitions they may receive to the EDO. (a) 

• Ensure that OJ or OIG is promptly notified of any allegations of 
suspected wrongdoing contained in petitions they may receive. (b) 

• As needed, provide support and information for the preparation of 
an office director's response to a 2.206 petition. (c) 

• Ensure the :t:: :titian manager is made aware of information that is 
received or that is the subject of any correspondence relating to a 
pending petition. (d) 
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2.206 Petition Review Board Chairman 
(Each program office has a board chairman, 
generally division director or above.) 
(036) 

• Ensures appropriate reVIew of all new petitions in a timely 
manner. (a) 

• Ensures appropriate documentation of petition review board 
meeting minutes. (b) 

• Chairs periodic meetings with the petition managers to discuss the 
status of open petitions and to provide guidance for more timely 
issue resolution. (c) 

Associate Director for Projects, 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) 
(037) . 

Applicability 
(8.11-04) 

Handbook 
(8.11-05) 

Definitions 
(8.11-06) 

4 

• Issues periodic reports to the EDO on petition status, age, and 
resource expenditures. (a) ' 

• Appoints the agency 2.206 coordinator, NRR. (b) 

The policy and guidance in this directive and handbook apply to all 
NRC employees. 

Handbook 8.11 specifies the procedures for the review process for 
petitions. 

A 10 CFR 2.206 Petition. A written request filed by any person to 
institute a proceeding to modify, suspend, or revoke a license, or for any 
other enforcement action that may be proper and that meets the 
criteria for review under 10 CFR 2.206 (see Part III of Handbook 8.11 ). 
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Definitions 
(8.11-06) (continued) 

References 
(8.11-07) 

Informal Public Hearing. The informal public hearing held by the NRC 
to provide an opportunity to the petitioner to supply information to 
assist the NRC staff in the evaluation of petitions that raise new 
significant safety issues, as defined in Part III(C)(4)(a) of Handbook 
8.11, or that provide new information or approaches for the evaluation 
of significant safety issues previously evaluated. 

Code of Federal Regulations-

10 CFR 2.206, "Requests for Action Under this Subpart." 

10 CFR 2.790, "Public Inspections, Exemptions, Requests for 
Withholding." 

NRC Enforcement Manual, Office of Enforcement. 

---,"General Statement of Policy and Procedure for NRC Enforcement 
Actions," NUREG-1600. 

--,Investigative Procedures Manual (Office oflnvestigations), revised 
January 1989. 

NRC Management Directive (MD) 3.5, "Public Attendance at Certain 
Meetings Involving the NRC Staff." 

--MD 8.8, "Management of Allegations." 

--- Memorandum of Understanding Between the NRC and the 
Department of Justice, December 12, 1988. 

--- "Nuclear Regulatory Commission Issuances," published quarterly 
as NUREG-0750. . 
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Part I 

Introduction 
Title 10 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, Section 2.206 (A) 

This section has been a part of the Commission's regulatory framework 
since the Commission was established in 1975. Section 2.206 permits 
any person to file a petition to request that the Commission institute a 
proceeding to take enforcement action. (1) 

Section 2.206 provides a formal procedure that allows any person to file 
a request to institute such a proceeding and requires that the petition be 
submitted in writing and provide sufficient grounds for taking the 
proposed action. General opposition to nuclear power or a general 
assertion of a safety problem, without supporting facts, should not be 
treated as a formal petition under 10 CFR 2.206. These requests should 
be treated as routine correspondence. The petition must request that a 
license be modified, suspended, or revoked, or that other appropriate 
enforcement action be taken and must provide sufficient facts that 
constitute the bases for taking the particular action. (2) 

NRC's Receipt of a Petition (B) 

After NRC receives a petition, it is assigned to the director of the 
appropriate program office for evaluation and response. The filing of a 
petition does not automatically initiate a hearing. The official response 
is a written decision of the office director that addresses the issues 
raised in the petition. The director's decision can grant, partially grant, 
or deny the petition. The Commission may, on its own initiative, review 
the director's decision to determine if the director has abused his or her 
discretion, but no petition or other request for Commission review of 
the director's decision will be entertained by the Commission. 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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This handbook details the procedures for increasing meaningful 
participation of the petitioner in the 2.206 process, improving 
communication between NRC and the petitioner, providing petitioners 
copies of correspondence related to the petition, and providing 
petitioners an opportunity to participate in NRC-licensee 
meetings. (1) 

The NRC Home Page provides information on the up-to-date status of 
pending 2.206 petitions, director's decisions issued, and notices of 
informal public hearings. The NRC Home Page is accessible via the 
World Wide Web (home page), www.nrc.gov. (2) 

A provision will be made for offering the petitioners opportunity for 
informal public hearings on petitions that meet the criteria specified in 
Part III of this handbook. (3) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Part II 
Initial Staff Actions 

Assignment of Staff Action and 
2.206 Petition Review Board (A) 

Office of the Executive Director for Operations (OEDO) (1) 

The OEDO assigns the petition to the appropriate program office for 
action. The original incoming is sent to the program office and a copy of 
the petition is sent to the Office of the General Counsel (OGC). 

Agency 2.206 Coordinator, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
(NRR) (2) 

The agency 2.206 coordinator, NRR (appointed by the Associate 
Director for Projects), receives copies of all 2.206 petitions from 
OEDO and is responsible for drafting the 2.206 periodic status report 
and report on age and resource expenditures associated with 2.206 
petitions. 

Assigned Program Office (3) 

The office director of the assigned program office will designate a 
petition manager for each petition. The petition manager is 
responsible for drafting the acknowledgment letter and Federal Register 
notice (see Exhibits 1 and 2). The petition manager should ensure that 
the petition is placed in the public document room once it is 
determined that the petition does not contain allegations or sensitive 
information. The petition review board coordinator for the 2.206 
petition will arrange a meeting to be held within 2 weeks of receipt of 
the petition. Each program office is responsible for conducting a review 
board meeting for each petition assigned to its office. The petition 
review board will consist of-( a) 

• Review board chairman (division director or above) (i) 

• Petition manager (ii) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Assignment of Staff Action and 
2.206 Petition Review Board (A) (continued) 

4 

Assigned Program Office (3) (continued) 

• OGC case attorney (iii}. 

· • Cognizant technical review branch chief, as necessary (iv) 

• Office of Enforcement (OE) or Office of Investigations (01) 
representative, as needed (v) 

The purpose of the petition review board meeting is to-(b) 

• Determine whether the petitioner's request meets the criteria 
defined in 10 CFR 2.206 (see Part III( A) of this handbook) (i) 

• Determine whether the petition meets the criteria for an informal 
public hearing (see Part Ill( C) of this handbook) (ii) 

• Ensure that any request for immediate action is promptly 
addressed (iii) 

• Address the possibility of issuing partial director's decisions (iv) 

• Address the need for an independent technical review of the issue, 
separate from the initial review done on the issue tnat is the subject 
of the petition (v) 

• Draft a schedule for responding to the petitioner so that a 
commitment is made by management, OGC, and the technical 
review staff to respond to the petition in a timely manner (see 
Part V(A) of this handbook) (vi) 

The appointed petition review board coordinator for each office-( c) 

• Coordinates 2.206 petition review board meetings for the assigned 
program office (i) 

• Documents the minutes of the 2.206 petition review board 
meetings (ii) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Assigned Office Action (B) 

Office Directors (1) 

The assigned office director will sign and issue the final version of the 
acknowledgment letter and the Federal Register notice for any case in 
which the staff is denying the petitioner's request for immediate action. 
Signature authority for other acknowledgment letters may be 
delegated. This action should be completed by the date specified by 
OEDO for the action. The action will remain active until the final 
director's decision is made. (a) 

The office director, or designee, will ensure that the appropriate 
licensee is sent a copy of the acknowledgment letter and a copy of the 
incoming request at the same time as the petitioner. If appropriate, the 
licensee will be requested to provide a response to the NRC on the 
issues specified in the petition, usually within 60 days. When an 
unannounced technical inspection or an OI investigation is involved, 
the office director will ensure that the staff does not release 
information that would (i) indicate to the licensee or the public that an 
unannounced technical inspection or an OI investigation will be 
undertaken or (ii) undermine the inspection or the investigation. The 
decision to release information to the licensee in this case shall be made 
by the director of the assigned office. All acknowledgment letters that 
deny a petitioner's request for immediate action are to be signed by the 
office director. (b) 

The director will give special attention to those petitions that would be 
evaluated by the same staff who previously addressed the matter that is 
again at issue. In the director's decision, the office director will ensure 
that the evaluation addresses and is responsive to the concerns and 
issues expressed in the petition. (c) 

Petition Manager (2) 

The petition manager-( a) 

• Briefs the petition review board, drafts the acknowledgment letter 
and Federal Register notice, serves as the NRC point of contact with 
the petitioner, works closely with the OGC case attorney, provides 
input to the periodic 2.206 status report to the EDO, and monitors 
the progress of any 01 investigation and related enforcement 
actions (i) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Assigned Office Action (B) (continued) 
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Petition Manager (2) (continued) 

• Prepares the initial draft of the decision on the petition for the office 
director's consideration, including coordination with the 
appropriate staff supporting the review (ii) 

• Ensures appropriate documentation of alllO CFR 2.206 petition 
determinations, including the determination on whether an 
informal public hearing is offered (iii) 

The petition manager is responsible for drafting the acknowledgment 
letter and Federal Register notice and getting appropriate office 
concurrences. The petition manager should work closely with the OGC 
case attorney to get the acknowledgment letter and Federal Register 
notice issued. (b) 

The petition manager should ensure that the petitioner receives copies 
of all NRC correspondence with the licensee pertaining to the petition 
by placing the petitioner on distribution for all relevant NRC 
correspondence to the licensee. Additionally, the licensee should be 
encouraged to place the petitioner on distribution for any responses to 
the NRC pertaining to the petition. If the licensee is asked to respond, 
the petition manager should advise the licensee that the NRC intends 
to place the licensee's response in the Public Document Room (PDR) 
and provide the response to the petitioner. If the licensee is asked to 
respond to the petition, the petition manager should· inform the 
petitioner in the acknowledgment letter and indic:\te that a copy of the 
licensee's response will be forwarded to the petitioner when it is 
received. (c) 

Unless necessary for NRC's proper evaluation of the petition, the 
licensee must avoid using proprietary or personal privacy information 
that requires protection from public disclosure. If such information is 
necessary to properly respond to the petition, the petition manager will 
ensure the information is protected in accordance with 10 CFR 
2.790. (d) 

1he petition manager also should ensure that the petitioner is placed 
on distribution for other NRC correspondence relating to the issues 
raised in the petition, including relevant generic letters or bulletins that 
are issued during the pendency of the NRC's consideration of the 
petition. This recommendation does not apply to NRC correspondence 
or documentation related to an OI investigation, which will not be 
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Assigned Office Action (B) (continued) 

Petition Manager (2) (continued) 

released outside NRC channels without the approval of the Director, 
01. (e) 

Caution: Before issuing the acknowledgment letter, the petition 
manager should inform the petitioner that the 2.206 petition process is 
a public process in which the petition and all the information in it will 
be made public. If the petitioner requests anonymity and that the 
petition not be made public, the petitioner should be advised that, 
because of its public nature, the 2.206 process cannot provide 
protection of the petitioner's identity. The petitioner should be advised 
that the matter will be handled as an allegation, and that the petitioner 
should withdraw the petition in writing. (f) 

If the petition contains a request for immediate enforcement action by 
the NRC, such as a request for immediate suspension of facility 
operation until final action is taken on the request, the 
acknowledgment letter must respond to the immediate action 
requested. If the immediate action is denied; the staff must explain the 
basis for the denial in the acknowledgment letter. The petitioner will 
not be advised of any wrongdoing investigation being conducted by 
OI. (g) 

If the petition can be responded to quickly (within 2 months), then a 
brief acknowledgment letter should be used. The . brief 
acknowledgment letter should simply inform the petitioner that the 
staff received the petition. (h) 

OGC Case Attorney (3) 

The OGC case attorney participates in the review board meeting for 
the 2.206 the petition and performs the following during the petition 
process:-

• Advises on whether the petitioner's request meets the legal 
threshold for consideration under 10 CFR 2.206 (a) 

• Advises on whether criteria for informal public hearings are met (b) 

• Reviews and indicates whether there is a legal objection to the 
issuance of 2.206 acknowledgment letters and director's 
decisions (c) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Assigned Office Action (B) (continued) 

OGC Case Attorney (3) (continued) 

• Coordinates with the program office in drafting portions of 
director's decisions addressing legal issues raised by the petition (d) 

• Reviews all correspondence written in connection with the petition 
and. indicates whether there is a legal objection (e) 

Reporting Requirements and 
Updating the Status of Petitions 
on the NRC Home Page (C) · 

8 

On a periodic basis, the agency 2.206 coordinator, Office of Nuclear 
Reactor Regulation (NRR ), will contact all petition managers 
reminding them to prepare a status report on 2.206 petitions in their 
office. This report will be made available in the PD R and placed on the 
NRC Home Page. The status report for each open petition should be, ) 
with the exception of sensitive information as described below, , -- · 
electronically mailed to PETITION. The agency 2.206 coordinator, 
NRR, will combine all the status reports in a periodic report to ·the 
Executive Director for Operations (EDO), and will provide a copy of 
the report to the Web operator for placement on the NRC Home 
Page. (1) 

If the information on the status of the petition is sensitive information 
that may need· to be protected from disclosure (e.g., safeguards or 
facility security information, proprietary or confidential commercial 
information, information relating to an ongoing investigation of 
wrongdoing or enforcement actions under development, or information 
about referral of matters to the Department of Justice), also the petition 
manager and agency 2.206 coordinator, NRR, should ensure that this 
information is protected from disclosure and included in Attachment 3 
only of the status report to the EDO. Sensitive information should be 
handled in accordance with Management Directive 12.6; "NRC 
Sensitive Unclassified Information Security Program." (2) 

The assigned office director, or designee, will provide information 
when requested on the status and total number of staff hours expended 
on each open petition to the agency 2.206 coordinator, NRR. The 
information will be provided upon receipt of the petition and upc!~ted, 
when requested. The petition manager is responsible for electronically 
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Reporting Requirements and 
Updating the Status of Petitions 
on the NRC Home Page (C) (continued) 

mailing changes in petition status to e-mail address PETITION. The 
updates will list all correspondence on the petition and provide a brief 
statement on the status of the petition. The agency 2.206 coordinator, 
NRR, serves as the agency focal point for 2.206 petitions and drafts 
periodic reports regarding the status of each petition for the signature 
of the Associate Director for Projects, NRR. The agency coordinator 
also drafts periodic reports regarding the age and number of hours 
spent on open petitions for the signature of the Associate Director for 
Projects, NRR. The Associate Director for Projects, NRR, will 
combine all reports and prepare a periodic status report of all open 
petitions to the EDO. The Associate Director for Projects, NRR, also 
will provide a periodic report to the EDO on the timeliness and staff 
resources associated with open 2.206 petitions. (3) 

The EDO status report on all open petitions will be placed on the NRC 
Home Page. A summary of all petitions closed for each calendar year 
also will be placed on the NRC Home Page. ( 4) 

The fmal version of the director's decision will be placed on the NRC 
Home Page. The petition manager will electronically mail a copy of the 
signed, dated, and numbered director's decision to NRCWEB for 
placement on the NRC Home Page. (5) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
(Revised: October 23, 1997) 9 
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Criteria for Reviewing Petitions 
Under 10 CFR 2.206 (A) (continued) 

• The incoming correspondence does not ask for an enforcement 
action against a licensee or fails to provide sufficient supporting 
facts to constitute-a ·z.-266 petition but simply alleges wrongdoing, 
violations of NRC regulations, or existence of safety concerns. (a) 

These assertions will be treated as allegations and referred for 
appropriate action in accordance with Management Directive 
(MD) 8.8, "Management of Allegations." (i) 

Caution: If a petitioner's request does not meet the criteria for 
consideration under 10 CFR 2.206, the petition manager will 
write to the petitioner explaining why the request is not being 
reviewed under 10 CFR 2.206. (ii) 

• A request to reconsider or reopen a previous enforc~ment action 
will not be treated as a 2.206 petition if it does not present 
significant new information that indicates that the previous 
enforcement action was in error as provided in the enforcement 

L policy (NUREG-1600). (b) 

• A request under 10 CFR 2.206 should be distinguished from a 
request to deny a pending license application or amendment. The 
latter type of request should initially be addressed within the 
relevant licensing action, not under 10 CFR 2.206. (c) 

Criteria for Consolidating 
Petitions (B) 

All requests submitted by different individuals will be treated and 
evaluated separately. When two or more petitions request the same 
action, specify the same bases, provide adequate supporting 
information, and are submitted at about the same time, the staff will 
consider the benefits of consolidating the petitions against the 
potential of diluting the importance of any petition. If the staff believes 
that consolidation is appropriate, the . assigned office director will 
determine whether to consolidate the petitions. 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
(Revised: October 23, 1997) 
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Criteria for Informal Public 
Hearings (C) 

12 

For petitions meeting the criteria specified in this section, the NRC will 
offer the petitioner an opportunity for an informal public hearing. An 
informal public hearing, which is a resource for the NRC in evaluating 
the petition, also will afford the petitioner, the licensee, and the public 
an opportunity for enhanced involvement in the Commission's 
decision-making process. (1) 

The offer of an informal public hearing will be based on a 
determination that the criteria are met. The staff will offer the 
petitioner an opportunity for an informal public hearing · and, if 
accepted, issue a Federal Register notice notifying the public of the 
hearing. Petitions not initially offered for informal public hearings may, 
after further review, be deemed candidates for informal public 
hearings. An NRC determination to offer an opportunity for a public 
hearing will be expeditiously communicated to the petitioner. (2) 

The informal public hearing is not automatic and will not be offered ) 
simply at the petitioner's request. If the NRC offers the petitioner the . 
opportunity for an informal public hearing, the petitioner then has the 
option to accept or reject the offer. If the petitioner rejects the offer, an 
informal public hearing will not be conducted and the review of the 
petition will. continue. If the petitioner accepts the offer for an informal 
public hearing, the licensee will be requested to fully participate in the 
hearing. (3) 

Using the following criteria, the staff will determine if an opportunity 
for aa.,informal public hearing is to be offered to the petitioner. Either 
one of the first two elements, (a) or (b) listed below, must be met; the 
last element, (c), must always be met. ( 4) 

• The petition provides new information with reasonable supporting 
facts that raises the potential for a significant safety issue. For 
nuclear reactors, a significant safety issue is an issue that, if 
validated, could lead to an occupational exposure dose equivalent 
exceeding 10 rem, could cause significant core damage, or could 
otherwise result in a significant reduction of protection of public 
health and safety. For nuclear materials licensees, a significant 
safety issue is an issue that, if validated, could result in an 
occupational exposure dose equivalent exceeding 10 rem, or could 
otherwise result in a significat).t reduction of protection of public 
health and safety. The infom1ation is considered "new" if one the 
following applies: (a) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
(Revised; October l3, 1997) 



( 

( 

( 

Volume 8, Licensee Oversight Programs 
Review Process for 10 CFR 2.206 Petitions 

Handbook 8.11 Part III 

Criteria for Informal Public 
Hearings (C) (continued) 

The petition presents a significant safety issue not previously 
evaluated by the staff. (i) 

The petition presents new information on a significant safety 
issue previously evaluated. (ii) 

The petition presents a new approach for evaluating a 
significant safety issue previously evaluated and, on preliminary 
assessment, the new approach appears to have merit and to 
warrant reevaluation of a significant safety issue previously 
evaluated. (iii) 

• The petition alleges violations of NRC requirements involving a 
significant safety issue for which new information or a new 
approach has been provided and presents reasonable supporting 
facts that tend to establish that the \riolation occurred. These 
violations usually would include nearly all Severity Level I, most 
Severity Level II, and possibly some Severity Level III violations 
under the Commission's enforcement policy. (b) 

• Informal public hearings will not be held if to do so will compromise 
"sensitive" information that may need to be protected from 
disclosure, such as safeguards or facility security information, 
proprietary or confidential commercial information, or 
information relating to an ongoing investigation of wrongdoing. 
The petition manager should ensure that an informal public 
hearing will not compromise the protection of this information 
before offering the petitioner the opportunity for an informal 
public hearing. (c) 

. I 

.-«z:sawtt!ll· f ~ 
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Part IV 

Procedures for Conducting an Informal 
Public Hearing 

After the staff determines that a petition meets the criteria for an 
informal public hearing, set forth in Part III (C) of this handbook, and 
the petitioner accepts the offer of an informal public hearing, the 
petition manager will contact the petitioner to schedule a mutually 
agreeable date for the hearing. The petition manager also will request 
the licensee to fully participate in the informal public hearing to 
present its position and will coordinate the schedules and dates with the 
licensee. 

Informal Public Hearing 
Location (A) 

14 

As much as practicable, the informal public hearing location should be 
selected on the basis of the appropriate geographical area covered by 
the petition. For example, if a single facility is the focal point of the 
petition, the informal public hearing should be held in the vicinity of the 
facility; if more than one facility is covered but the focal point of the 
petition concerns facilities within a single region, the informal public 
hearing should be held in that region; if the focal point of a petition 
raises generic issues covering facilities nationwide, the informal public 
hearing should be held in the Washington, D.C., area. (1) 

To the extent practicable, informal public hearings held outside the 
Washington, D.C., area should be scheduled for evening hours to 
facilitate public attendance. As a general rule, the hearing should not 
exceed 3 hours. (2) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Notice of Informal Public 
Hearing (B) 

The NRC will publish a notice of the infor.Lnal public hearing in the 
Federal Register 30 days in advance of the hearing. The notice also will 
be placed on the NRC Home Page for access by interested members of 
the public. The NRC petition manager should electronically mail a 
copy of the Federal Register notice to NRCWEB for placement on the 
NRC Home Page. (1) 

The petition manager also will ensure that the scheduled informal 
public hearing is included in the Public Meeting Notice System, as 
provided in Management Directive (MD) 3.5, "Public Attendance at 
Certain Meetings Involving the NRC Staff," and will notify the Office 
of Public Affairs. (2) 

All informal public hearings will be transcribed, and the transcript will 
be publicly available. (3) 

Informal Public Hearing 
Chairperson (C) 

The informal public hearing will be chaired by the NRC office director 
responsible for addressing the petition, or by his or her designee. (1) 

The informal hearing will be a public meeting, the purpose of which is 
to obtain additional information from the petitioner, the licensee, and 
the public for NRC staff use in evaluating the petition. It is not a forum 
for the staff to offer any preliminary decisions on the· evaluation of the 

··petition. The chairperson will have the final authority to determine the 
conduct of the hearing. (2) 

Informal Public Hearing 
Format (D) 

The NRC staff representative who chairs the informal public hearing 
will provide a brief summary of the 2.206 process, the purpose of the 
informal public hearing, and the petition. Following the opening 
statement-(!) 

• The petitioner will be allowed a reasonable amount of time 
(approximately 30 minutes) to articulate the basis for the 
petition. (a) 

• The NRC staff will haV~ an opportunity to ask the petitioner 
questions for purposes of clarification. (b) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Informal Public Hearing 
Fo~mat (D) (continued) 

16 

• The licensee will then be allowed ~. reasonable amount of time 
(approximately 30 minutes) to address the issues raised in the 
petition. (c) 

• The NRC staff will then have an opportunity to ask the licensee 
questions for purposes of clarification. (d) 

If necessary, time will be provided to allow a general discussion by the 
NRC staff, the petitioner, and the licensee on the issues raised in the 
presentation. (2) 

An opportunity for public comment will be provided before the 
conclusion of the hearing. (3) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
(Revised: October 23, 1997) 
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PartV 
Staff Actions 

Schedule (1) 

A review board meeting of the 2.206 petition should be held by the 
assigned program office within 2 weeks of receipt of the petition. The 
review board will help determine the appropriate schedule as well as 
how best to respond to the petitioner's concerns. (a) 

The goal is to issue the director's decision or partial director's decision 
within 120daysfrom the date of issuance of the acknowledgment letter. 
This date is tracked by the Office of the Executive Director for 
Operations (OEDO), and any change of the date requires approval by 
the OEDO. When more time is needed (e.g., when an investigation by 
the Office of Investigations (OI) is required or an informal public 
hearing is indicated), the assigned office director should determine the 
need for an extension of the schedule and request the extension from 
the OEDO. (b) 

If the director's decision cannot be issued in 120 days, then the office 
director or a designee will promptly contact the petitioner explaining 
the reason( s) for the delay and will maintain a record of such contact. 
The reasons for the delay will not address matters of wrongdoing unless 
approved by the Director, OI. If there is suspected wrongdoing on the 
part of licensees, their contractors, or their vendors, OI should be 
notified immediately. If there is suspected wrongdoing involving an 
NRC employee, NRC contractors, or NRC vendors, the Office of the 
Inspector General (OIG) should be notified immediately. (c) 

Petition Manager Actions (2) 

The petition manager is responsible for drafting the acknowledgment 
letter and Federal Register notice, for coordinating all information 
required from the professional staff within his or her organization and 
other organizations and from OI and/or OIG if a wrongdoing issue is 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
(Revised: October 23, 1997) 17 
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Ge:;1eral (A) (continued) 

Petition Manager Actions (2) (continued) 

under consideration, and for working closely with the Office of the 
General Counsel (OGC). (a) 

In addition, the petition manager is responsible for ensuring that the 
petitioner is notified at least every 60 days of the status of the petition, 
or more frequently if significant actions occur. The status report to the 
petitioner will not indicate-(b) 

• An ongoing 01 investigation, unless approved by the Director, 
01 (i) 

• The referral of the matter to the Department of Justice (ii) 

• The specific enforcement action taken (iii) 

Director's Decision (B) 

18 

The staff may prepare a partial director's decision when some of the 
issues associated with the 10 CFR 2.206 petition are resolved in 
advance of other issues and if significant schedule delays are 
anticipated before resolution of the entire petition. If a wrongdoing 
investigation is being conducted in relation to the petition, the staff will 
consider the results of the OI investigation, if available, in completing 
its action on the petition. (1) 

Management Directive (MD) 8.8, "Management of Allegations," 
provides agency policy with regard to notifying OI of wrongdoing 
matters, as well as initiating, prioritizing, and terminating 
investigations. The petition manager should become familiar with the 
current version of MD 8.8 and follow the policy outlined therein when 
dealing with issues requiring OI investigations. (2) -~----"- __ 

All information related to an OI wrongdoing investigation, or even the 
fact that an investigation is being conducted, will receive limited 
distribution within NRC and will not be released outside NRC without 
the approval of the Director, 01. Within NRC, access to this 
information should be limited to those having a "need-to-know." 
Regarding a 2.206 petition, the relevant program office director will 
maintain copies of any documents required, but no copies of 
documents related to an OI investigation will be placed in the docket 
file, the Nuclear Management Document System (NUDOCS), the 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Director's Decision (B) (continued) 

Public Document Room (PDR), or the Local Public Document Room 
(LPDR) without the approval of the Director, OI. (3) 

The petition manager will brief the petition review board on the 
petitioner's request( s ), any background information, the need for an 
independent technical review, and a proposed plan for resolution 
(including target completion dates). The petition manager should work 
closely with the OGC case attorney on the proposed plan for 
resolution. OGC or the assigned program office petition review board 
coordinator will provide, upon request, several issued director's 
decisions as models for the appropriate level of detail and format. If 
appropriate, before completing an entire decision on all issues, the 
petition manager will submit a partial decision on one or several issues 
for review by office management and OGC. If a different approach, 
format, or level of detail is appropriate, these issues can be resolved at 
this early stage rather than after the entire decision is prepared. ( 4) 

When these initial concerns have been satisfactorily addressed, the 
petition manager will submit a completed decision to his or her 
management for review. After management's review, the petition 
manager will ineorporate any proposed revisions in the decision. If the 
decision is based on or references a completed 01 investigation, 01 
must concur with the accuracy and characterizatio~ of the OI findings 
and conclusions that are used in the decision before OGC reviews it. 
The petition manager will submit a complete decision to the OGC case 
attorney for legal review. (5) 

The petition manager will incorporate revisions to address OGC's 
comments and submit the revised decision to his or her management 
and the OGC case attorney for final review. OGC's finding of "no legal 
objection" is required before the decision is signed by the assigned 
office director. (6) 

Any differences between the assigned office and OGC regarding the 
scope, fo~at, level of detail, or other issues must be identified and 
resolved early in the process of preparing a decision. If the petition 
manager and the OGC case attorney cannot resolve a matter, it should 
be presented to the management of the assigned office and OGC for 
resolution. (7) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Director's Decision (B) (continued) 

No changes will be made to the package after the office director has 
approved and/or signed all documents in the package. (8) 

The petition manager will obtain the Office of Enforcement (OE) 
management's review of the draft director's decision for potential 
enforcement implications when allegation or compliance issues are 
involved. (9) 

Granting the Petition (C) 

Upon granting the petition, in whole or in part, the petition manager 
should prepare a "Director's Decision Under 10 CFR 2.206" for the 
office director's signature. The decision should explain the bases upon 
which the petition has been granted and identify the actions that the 
staff has taken or will take to grant all or that portion of the petition. 
The Commission may not only grant a request for enforcement action, 
in whole or in part, but also may take action to satisfy the safety 
concerns raised by the petition, alth0'lgh such action is not necessarily 
enforcement action. A petition will be characterized as being granted 
in part when NRC did not grant the action as asked but took other 
action to address the underlying safety problem. If the petition is 
granted in full, a director's decision will be issued to explain the bases 
for granting the petition and will state that the Commission's action 
resulting from the director's decision is outlined in the Commission's 
order or other appropriate communication. (1) 

If the request is granted by issuing an order, the petition manager will 
prepare a letter to transmit the order to the licensee. The petition 
manager will prepare another letter to explain to the petitioner that the 
petition has been granted and will enclose a copy of the order. Copies o~ 
the Director's Decision and Federal Register notice to be sent to the 
licensee and individuals on the service list will be dispatched 
simultaneously with the petitioner's copy. (2) 

,.. 

Denying the Petition (D) 

20 

Upon denial of the petition, in whole or in part, the petition manager 
should prepare a "Director's Decision Under 10 CFR 2.206" for the 
office director's signature. The decision should explain the basis for the 
denial and discuss all matters raised by the petitioner in support of the 
request. The office director will send a letter to the petitioner 
transmitting the director's decision, along with a Federal Register notice 
explaining that the request has been denied. (1) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Denying the Petition (D) (continued) 

Caution: If an 01 investigation is completed either before granting or 
denying the petition, the petition manager should contact 01 and OE 
to coordinate NRC's actions when the wrongdoing matter has been 
referred to the DOJ. It may be necessary to withhold action on the 
petition in keeping with the memorandum of understanding with 
DOJ. (2) 

Issuance of Director's Decision (E) 
A decision under 10 CFR 2.206 consists of a letter to the petitioner, the 
director's decision, and the Federal Register notice. The petition 
manager or administrative staff will contact the OGC enforcement 
attorney's office ( 415-1681) to obtain a director's decision number (i.e., 
DD-YEAR-00). A director's decision number is assigned to each 
director's decision in numerical sequence. This number is typed on the 
letter to the petitioner, the director's decision, and the Federal Register 
notice. (1) 

The Federal Register notice will be signed by the assigned office director. 
After the Federal Register notice is signed, it should be forwarded to the 
Rules and Directives Branch, Office of Administration 
(ADMJDASIRDB), for transmittal to the Office of the Federal 
Register for publication. (2) 

Distribution (F) 
The administrative staff of the assigned office will review the 10 CFR -
2.206 package before it is dispatched and will properly distribute 
copies. The administrative staff also will perform the folloWing actions 
on the day the director's decision is issued: (1) 

• Telephone the Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff, Office of the 
Secretary of the Commission (SECY), to advise the staff that the 
director's decision has been issued. (a) , __ ___.."--- _ 

• Immediately hand-carry the listed material to the following 
offices: (b) 

Rulemak:ings and Adjudications Staff, SECY (i) 

• Five copies of the director's decision (a) 

• Two courtesy copies of the entire decision package including 
the distribution and service lists. Ensure that documents 
referenced in the decision are publicly available in the NRC 
Public Document Room (b) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Distribution (F) (continued) 

22 

• Two copies of the incoming petition and any 
supplement( s) (c) 

Petitioner (ii) 

• Signed original letter (a) 

• Signed director's decision (b) 

• A copy of the Federal Register notice (c) 

Chief, Rules and Directives Branch (T-6D55) (iii) 

• Original signed Federal Register notice (a) 

• A copy of the reformatted director's decision (Questions 
regarding format should be directed . to RDB on 
415-7162.) (b) 

• 5 paper copies of the notice (c) 

These requirements must be fulfilled promptly because the 
Commission has 25 calendar days from the date of issuance to 
determine whether or not the director's decision should be 
reviewed. (2) 

Although 2.206 actions are controlled as green tickets, use the 
following guidelines when distributing copies internally and externally 
(see Exhibit 3 for sample distribution list): (3) · · ..______-

• The original 2.206 petition and any enclosure( s) will accompany the 
Docket or Central File copy of the first response (acknowledgment 
letter). Copies are issued to the appropriate licensees and 
individuals on their docket service lists. (a) 

• When action on a 2.206 petition is completed, the petition manager 
should ensure that all publicly releasable documentation is placed 
in the PDR, LPDR, and NUDOCS. (b) 

• The distribution list should include appropriate individuals and 
offices as determined by the assigned office. (c) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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The following actions should be completed within 2 working days of 
issuance of the director's decision: 

• Provide one paper copy of the director's decision to the Deputy 
Assistant General Counsel for Enforcement, OGC. (1) 

• The final version of the director's decision is copied onto a diskette 
· in WordPerfect. This diskette and two paper copies of the signed 

director's decision are sent to the NRC Issuances (NRCI) Project 
Officer, Electronic Publishing Section, Publications Branch, Office 
of the Chief Information Officer, Mail Stop T-6 E7, along with an 
NRC Form 573, "Nuclear Regulatory Commission Issuances 
(NRCI) Transmission Record" (see Exhibit 4). NRC Form 573 can 
be obtained from the NRC supply room. Other documents 
referenced in the decision need not be sent to the NRCI Project 
Officer, but advise the NRCI Project Officer that these documents 
are publicly available in the NRC PDR. (2) 

• When writing opinions, footnotes, or partial information (such as 
errata) on the diskette, be sure to identify the opinion, the director's 
decision number, and the month of issuance at th~ beginning of the 
diskette. Oearly identified information on the diskettes will help to 
avoid administrative delays and improve the technical production 
schedule for proofreading, editing, and composing the 
documents. (3) 

• Forward an electronic copy of the director's decision to the NRC 
Home Page by electronically mailing a signed, dated, and 
numbered copy of the director's decision only to NRCWEB. (4) 

Commission Actions (H) 

SECY will inform the Commission of the availability of the director's 
decision. The Commission, at its discretion, may review the director's 
decision within 25 days of the date of the decision and may direct the 
staff to take some other action than that in the director's decision. If the 
Commission does not act on the director's decision within 25 days, the 
director's decision becomes the final agency action and a SECY letter is 
sent to the petitioner informing the petitione.i ti1at the Commission has 
taken no further action on the petition. 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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As a result of commitments made in a memorandum from the 
Executive Director for Operations to the Chairman, "Tracing of 
Agency 2.206 Petitions," dated September 6, 1996, the Office Director, 
NRR, or designee, will report, on a periodic basis, the number of 
petitions opened and closed during the period as well as the age and 
total number of staff hours expended on each open petition. The 
following steps will be taken to ensure accurate reporting: 

• At the end of the period, the agency 2.206 coordinator, NRR, will 
e-mail each NRC office director, or designee, assigned a petition, 
and OGC requesting the total number of staff hours spent on each 
open 2.206 petition. (1) 

• The office director, or designee, and OGC will e-mail the total 
number of hours spent on each petition to the agency 2.206 
coordinator, NRR. Hours will be reported for each petition. (2) 

• The agency 2.206 coordinator, NRR, will combine the various 
responses into one memorandum from the Associate Director for 
·Projects, NRR, to the EDO. (3) 

• The report on the age and resource expenditures associated with 
2.206 petitions should be sent to the EDO at the same time as the 
2.206 status report. ( 4) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
(Revised: October 23, 1997) 
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Exhibit 1 

Sample Acknowledgment Letter 
[Petitioner's Name] 
[Petitioner's Address] 

Dear Mr.: 

I have received your petition dated [insert date], addressed to the [insert addressee]. The 
petition requests [state petitioner's requests]. As the basis for your request, the petition 
states that [insert basis for request]. 

[If necessary, add] Your request to [insert request for immediate action] at [insert facility 
name] is [granted or denied] because [staff to provide explanation]. 

Your petition has been referred to me pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206 of the Commission's 
regulations. As provided by Section 2.206, action will be taken on your request within a 
reasonable time. If necessary, add: I have referred to the NRC Office of the Inspector 
General (OIG) those allegations of NRC wrongdoing contained in your petition. I have 
enclosed for your information a copy of the notice that is being filed with the Office of the 
Federal Register for publication. I have also enclosed for your information a pamphlet on 
the public petition process. [avftilable from OPA] 

Enclosures: Federal Register Notice 
Pamphlet re: Petition Process 

Sincerely, 

[Office Director] 

cc: [Licensee (w/copy of incoming 2.206 request) & Service Ltst) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Exhibit 1 (continued) 

Sample Distribution For Acknowledgment Letter 
Distribution: 
Docket File (50-XXX, 72-XXX) or Central File (w/original incoming letter) 
PUBLIC (w/incoming letter) 
EDO# . 
EDO Reading 
Project Directorate, Branch, or Section Reading File 
Office Director 
Deputy Office Director 
Associate Director for Projects [NRR only] 
Division Director 
Deputy Division Director 
Project Director, Branch Chief, or Section Chief 
Licensing Assistant 
Petition Manager [for NRR: if Petition Manager is different than __ . 

Project Manager also put Project Manager on distribution] 
OPA 
OCA 
NRR Mail Room (EDO# w/incoming) (0-12G18) [NRR only] 
Division Director Secretacy 
Deputy Assistant General Counsel for Enforcement, OGC 
Region , DRP* [reactors] or DNMS [materials] 

Include names of people that received a copy of the incoming shown on Green Ticket 
indicated under ROUTING (to the right) and Assigned Office ROUTING (to the left) and " 
everyone that concurred in the letter. 

*Appropriate contact at the region; if one is not known use Director for Reactor Projects. 

26 
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Exhibit 2 

Sample Federal Register Notice 
U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Docket No(s). 

License No(s). 

[Name of Licensee] 

RECEIPT OF PETITION FOR DIRECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206 

Notice is hereby given that by petition dated [insert date], [insert petitioner's name] 

(petitioner) has requested that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) take 

action with regard to [insert facility or licensee name]. Petitioner requests [state 

petitioner's requests]. 

As the basis for this request, petitioner states that [state petitioner's basis for 

request]. 

The request is being treated pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206 of the Commission's 

regulations. The request has been referred to the Director of the Office of [insert action 

office]. As provided by Section 2.206, appropriate action will be taken on this petition 

within a reasonable time. [if necessary, add] By letter dated , the Director 

(granted or denied) petitioner's request for [insert request for immediate action] at [insert 

facility/licensee name]. A copy of the petition is available for inspection at the 

Commission's Public Document Room at 2120 L Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20555. 

FOR Tiffi NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

[Office Director] 

Dated at Rockville, Maryland 

This ____ day of ______ _, 1997. 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
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Exhibit 3 

Sample Distribution List For Completed Director's Decision 

Distribution: 
Docket File (50-XXX, 72-XXX) or Central File 
PUBLIC 
EDO# 
EDO Reading (if signed by EDO) 
Project Directorate, Branch, or Section Reading File 
EDO 
Office Director/Deputy Office Director 
Associate Director for Projects [NRR only) 
Director, 01 [as appropriate) 
Individuals listed on Green Ticket and SECY Control Ticket 
Division Director 
Deputy Division Director 
Project Director, Branch Chief, or Section Chief 
Licensing Assistant 
Petition Manager 
OPA 
OCA 
NRR Mail Room (EDO# ) (0-12G18) [NRR only] 
Division Director Secretacy 
Deputy Assistant General Counsel for Enforcement, OGC* 
ASLBP ** 
Director, OCAA 
ACRS ** 
Region , DRP *** [reactors] or DNMS [materials] 

[1 copy of decision] 

NRCI Project Officer, PUB * [2 paper copies of decision only] 
Rulemaking and Adjudications staff, SECY * [5 paper copies of decision 

only/2 courtesy copies of entire decision package] 
E-mail to NRCWEB the decision only 

after filling in date, decision#, 
and "ORIGINAL SIGNED BY" 

cc: Licensee & Service List 

* To be handcarried by administrative staff on day of issuance. ,' 
Copies must be made from the letterhead copy. / . 

*** Appropriate contact at the region; if one is not known use Director for Reactor Projects. 
** 

28 
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Exhibit 4 

NRC Form 573, "Nuclear Regulatory Commission Issuances 
(NRCI) l:ransmission Record" 

NRCFORM573 U.S. NUCI.£AR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
(5-M) 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION ISSUANCES (NRCI) 
TRANSMISSION RECORD 

OPINION/DECISION SUP OPINION, 
DIRECTOR'S DECISION, PAGES TRANSMITTED TO 

NRC! CONTRACTOR BY: OR ERRATA SHEET 
fNAME.IDIKJANIZT10N!TEWHONEI 

IIIC ~ 57J (~N ) 

Approved: September 23, 1994 
(Revised: October 23, 1997) 

HEADNOTE 
DAT!OF TRANSMITTED TO 

'mANSMISSION NRCI CONTRACTOR BY: · 
INAMEIORGANIZAT10NJ 

., .. 

-
DATE 

TIWIIN8SION 
DAT! OF RS:lMD: 

TRANSMISSION ICONRifMEiJ rt 
NlfCI 

r:rJNT1IACTOtl1 

PRINTED 011 AECYCL£1) PAPER 
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