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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
PUBLIC MEETING

BRIEFING ON SECY-79-499 - REPORT OF TASK FORCE ON EMERGENCY

PLANNING

Ro< : 1130
1717 H Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C.
Thursday, 13 September 1979
The Commission met, pursuant to notice, at 3:35 p.m.
BEFORE:
DR. JOSEPH M. HENDRIE, Chairman
VICTOR GILINSKY, Commissioner
PETER A. BRADFORD, Commissioner
JOHN F. AHEARNE, Commissioner
PRESENT:

Messrs. Carter, Gossick, Bickwit, Chilk, Kenneke, and

Engelhardt.
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POOR CRICIHAL:

PROCEEULULING

(3835 p.m.)

COMAIaSIONEY GILINSKY: 4Ye 2re to near a report
from the task rorce on emergency plamning. Mr. carter, I
guess, is speaking.

Lee, will you introduce him?

MR. GUSSICxs Thank you, Commissioner Gilinsky.
You recall we were nere on June 23th on a status repert by
the task force that was established in June to undertake the
review of our emergency planning activities and to come ub
with recommendarions on those things which we felt necessary
to improve the overall effort.

The task force reported in on August 9th, and that
report was sent to you by SECY 79=-4vY on August 21. We
triea to put a summary on top of it that might make it a
little 2asier to digest in a somewhat easier fashion. I[’m
not sure how successful that was.

The way we’re going to present this this
aftérnocn. we will ask several people addressing each of the
ma jor parts of the overall planning effort, to come up and
give their part of the report in a very brief fashion. It
mignt be useful if we hanced out to you a tagged copy of the
paper here, which will make the enclosures much easier To
find. If you find that useful, I am sure you may have mace

notes on it, but perhaps you can use this just to find what

L“— tg/1 162




036 Q7 J2

Al mte

4

COMMISSIONER AHEARIIE®* Since you rais2 that, wnen
will we Uz getting a summary of the nublic comments on the
acvanceg =

MR. GOSSICK:s Tom?

MR. CARTER: Mike is reviewing this and [ think
Mike’s going to aiscuss this.

MR. ISSICK: We will be covering that, too,
shortly.

One other matter having to do with the
organizational management aspects of this and also mentioned
in the memo that you sent us, Commissioner Anhearne, we will
discuss that toward the end of this briefing. 'We have some
recommendations on that aspect. }

[ would like to touch just briefly on the other
questions that you asked and point out that the various
speakers, as we go through it, will address the Juestions
that you have indicated here about what actiuns have I
offerecd or have the audit or have the office directors
orderec, and those that are pending Commission decision.

The major items, of course, [ just mentioned. But there are
some other thingss why, if or not those things would
pre judge the rulemaking.

AS to any substantial disagreement, to the best of

my knowledge, other than perhaps some difference of views on

the best way to manage this effort, which we can address

1071 185
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Latar, there are no minority opinions or cisagresments.

[n June when we were nere2, there was soms2
discussion or detata about the moceling effort that was
being groposad at that time, wnicn has been set aside,
really. Sc that is no longer an issue.

So with that, [ will ask sdr. Carter to introduce
the briefing, and then proceead with that.

MR. CARIERs Thank you, Mr. GCossick.

We have members that represented all tne méjor
offices nhere today. I[n the front of the notebooks, Wwe nave
a list = and [ have some extr2 copies, sc maybe you can
each work from these =—— in the nrder in which they will be
discussed.

First, [ would like to summarize brierly how the
task force- approached this objective and 1ts mission. We
had representatives from each office, each major program
office within the staff, as members, and in some cases more
than one representative from the offices., We createq,
separate from the task force itself, a working group of
representatives from the offices involved.

That working group was headed up by Charlie South,
who is also here today and can respond to questions. They
separate themselves from the task force while we were
working an the issues that were being developed for public

comment, which the Commission used part of. And they tried

AL
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Wi mte | and [ tnink 2id @ very good jobc in geveloping @ gcescription
< OT the current smergency planning sysiem and critijuing tne
3 current emergency planning system, wnhicn lec to a group of
4 30 problem areas which are identiried very specifically in
S the Commission paper that came up.
e Those issues or protlem areas basically were
7 presented to the task force. Tne task rorce discussed them
=} in detail, lookea very hard at the wording for tne problem
¥ areas, trying to really understand, interpret the wording
10 chosen oy the working group that suppoi'ted the task force,

I trying to get an in-depth vaderstanding of why tnose people

12 chose these proolem areas.

13 I think they were massaced very thoroughly. Then
( | 4 the task force agreed upon the three problems and chose to

15 approach the soiution of those problems via a series of

16 action plans, wnich are represented in the Commission

17 paper. Each outfit developed their action plan arfter we had

18 agreed upon really a getermination of which office should

| ¥ have a lead role, a support role, whether it was long-term,

20 short .erm, for eaci, of the problem areas. Then the acrion

2! plans were developed.

22 The way we would like to discuss the acti»n plans

23 today is go through the major offices as indicated on the

24 agenda and summarize, as Mr. Gossick indicated, the

25 organization action plan, which really comes first in the

1071 105
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Commission pager. wne would drefer to discr'ss it last,

S0, witn that, if Brian Grimes will discuss the
Wnd action plan,

COAMI SS1OWER AHEARNES Just to help those orf us
wno might have reac the paper first, is there going o e
any comparison in the way the briefings are conductea ana
the way the Japer ‘s laid out?

4Re CARTER: WNe are following the paper in oraer,
basicaliy, except for the organization =

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Fine. But for axamgle,
wnhen you go down the protlsm, you’/ll be using tne
description of the problems and the solutions as indicated
in the paper?

MR. CARTER®: Because of tnhe limited time, we have
not proposed to address each of the preblems. Each office
was going to highlight one or two problem areas that they
thought were important, ther, of course, respond to
questions on specific problem areas.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEt Fine.

MR. GRIMESt With respect to the NRR effort =— and

[ think we have had fairly thorough discussior last week on
the team approach, to try to promptiy upgrade the state of
emergency preparedness at operating reactor facilities, and
[ won’t go through them and beat that again.

We are making progress. The first two site

1o/ 166
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visits are next week, rollowec the following weeX by some
more site visits on tne rirst plants neing reviewed by the
six teams. And we are developing guicdance on action level
criteria, wnich we will provide to the Commission in the
next few aays for their informaticn and possible comment.

With respect %o the proclem areas, most of the
areas are being addressed in the contaext of the teams, and
the one area where we have not yet put significant resources
is on — [ don’t rememoer the number=. It is F=2, which is
the last one, which is developing criteria for joint
exercises, to be working with state programs.

But our efforts to date have been getting the
teams out, getting the emergency resoonse plans reviewed, as
opposed to focusing on the test exercises at this point.

3ut all other areas are under way to some degree.
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COMUISSIONER AHEARNE: If we could go Ddack to
proolem area 6. Could you comment why it wasn’t agpropriate
for the NRR action plan to spacifically address that?

¥R. GRI4ESt The problam here that the licensee’s
responsipility for emergency planning exceeds his direct
authority to affect the actions of off-site officials is
a racognized problem. But we did not believe that we had the
resources, or really, that it was very realistic to expect
to change the relationship ocetween the federal and state
government and private industry in this regard.

And we had to recognize that as a problem, rscognize
that our authority is dver the licensee, and work through
that mechanism.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: When you say it wouldn’t be
realistic to change {t —

YR. GRIMES: Well —

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Let’s put the question whether
or not it would be realistic aside Just for a minute. +Ahat
kind of changes would you think would be significant
improvement?

(At 3:35, Chairman Hendrie entered the room.)

MR. GRIMES: Well, to sclve this problem, one would
have to give — to put in effect restrictions or penalties
on off-site agencies to in some way compel them to do

certain things. I don’t think it’s realistic to do that. I

107! 108
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gsnh | don’t have any particular wa s of apgproaching it.

A s YR. GCOSSICK: 8rian, this is really one of the
3 asp2sts of the rule-making that we’re in for the legjislation
} that may come about. You’r2 saying that you can’t go ah2ad
3 w#ith it and act in advance of wnhatever is decidad on
5 rulz-making, or whatever legislation finally is produced.

f YR. GRIMES: That’s correct. And further, I don’t

3 really see 3 jood way to do it, thinking about it myself.
P MR. GOSSICK: That’s one of the questions

12 Commissioner Ahearne of the kind that you ask, . that

1 would pre=-judge, [ think, the rule-making-= = -~

12 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Well, there could have been
13 a more detailed description of what the proolems were.

14 UR. GOSSICK: WNell, this is a very.brief summary
15 of that. . |
15 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: But this particular sentence
17 ~asn’t even considered. So I imagine that that’s as lengthy

13 a summary as there probably {s.

17 Go back, then, to page 11(f)(2)., Do you have an
20 estimate of when those Joint exercise criteria might be

21 developed?

2 MR. GRIMES: No. . think it’s a task that we have
23 to face in the next two or three months. Right now we have
24 not put any resources on that.

COMMISS IONER AHEARNE® Once resources are put on it,

1071 109
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3sh I you think then it would be a 2= to 3=-month job?
A 2 R. GRIMES: Yes.
3 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE® All right.

4R. GOSSICK: Any other guestions for sSrian before

e

U

we 3o on to NMSS action plan?
5 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I imagine » 2n you get back

i to the organizational question =

3 MR. GOSSICK: Yes, certainly.
7 MR. CARTER: I would like to briefly summarizZe then
12 and make some points on the NMSS action plan.

11 One of the first impacts of Three Mile Island NMSS

12 I believe was it forced them to take a very hard look at

i3 emergency planning within the fuel cycle facilitiss, and

14 the realization very rapidly that we had not been doing, really
125 the Jjob we need to do on fuel cycle perspective for

15 emergency planning.

14 Thne regulations raquire emergency plans for Part

18 70 licensees, part ¢t Part 70 licensees, fuel processing,

17 fuel faorication == y»u have six conversion plants --

20 and the reprocessing facilities such as NFS , West

21 Valley.

22 There is no specific requirement under Part 3 of
23 by=-product material licensees to have emergency plans.

24 Now Squibb, for example, has a voluntary emergency plan,

25 whizh is a very good plan, we feel. What we would like to do,

1071 1T
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and what we nave started to do, is to perform detailed
accident analyses for all of our facilities to determine
looting at the criticality, fire, explosion, natural
ohenomenon, abuse accidents, coupled with the actual location
somatimes in urtan areas of facilities, what a priority list
would be in developing emergency planning for these
facilities.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Presumably, the accidents
that you analyzed are in the safety analysis reports, aran’t
they?

MR. CARTER: That“’s correct. WnNe feel, as indicated
in our problem area B8-3, which is on page !0 of the NMSS
action plan, that the licensee plan really was based on
accidents up to and including the most serious design basis
accident, which in some casas probaoly, considering Three
Mils Island, it is not a serious ancugh accident to do
your planning.

COMMISSIUNER GIL VSKY: Is that the point then?
You’re thinking of it in terms of supplementing the discussion
of accidents that are being considered?

MR. CARTERt Yes, sir. Going a step further,
looking at the human error of possibility, nultiple equipment
failures, whatever we have to look at to see how :erious
accident situations could develop in these plants. And that’s

what we’re thinking about.
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3sh | Ma have some effort underway under 3-3, as

A

v

summarizad thare. We are Jjust getting started. We’re trying

J to take a look, as we had discussed in the oudget prasentations
3 also.

3 (At 2150, Commissioner Bredford leaves the room.)

3 YR. CARTERt Anothar oroblam area identified in the

/ NMS3 area wh.ch is =3, which is on page 15, we felt that

3 the task force and the working group felt that the majority

9 of operating facilities had not been evaluated against the

12 staff’s current criteria for emergency planning. We certainly

11 had to agree with that because the requirements for Part 30,

12 by=product facilities, did not even exist for emergancy

13 plans.

14 N2 wanted to take a hard look at that.

15 After we had gone through these analyses, we want
18 to really comne up with pre-conceived framework of a criteria,

1 the staff juidelines, the rsgulations to be strengthened if
18 necassary, and the guidance to the licensees, really

19 defining th2 functions and their responsibilities, of all

20 the participants, the licensors, the licensees, what we

21 would expect from local and state governments surrounding the

22 facilities, how that would go into or impact the state and

23 local government plans arcund the facilitles.
24 We recognize the need to expand the regulations
P in the area of the fuel cycles to cover the other licensees

U/l 172
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zovared now. He¢’re not sur: to what extent we do b2lieve they
need to obe == the regs need to be strengthened in Part /0

and 30, as they apoly specifically to the fuel cycls
facilities in lieu of Jjust the resactor language presently
thera.

N2 have those efforts underway and we will be
coming to the commission in the near futurs. We have proposed
an action plan to present to the commission proposed
by the end of this year, proposed language changes in Part 30
and, if nec2ssary, Part 40.

That’s basically a summary of our approach.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You list in Problem F=2 a
second revisw,.

MR. CARTER: F-2 being evaluation criteria for
drills and 2xercises are not defined?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE® Yes.

MR. CARTER?! Yes. We would like to reassess the
critaria in the procedures for fuel cycle facilities.

COMMISS IONER AHEARNE: Now that, you estimate, is
a short-term completion term?

MR. CARTERt Our priorities now are to do the
detailed accident analyses to put a priority ranking, as you
might say, against the facilities. Take a look at the
changes to Part 30 for the by-product licenses. As part of

that guidance development or thinking of the guidance there

1071 193
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‘A

(3

it would be the first half »f next year.

3 Jim Sniezek can discuss the I[4E action plan.

to/i 174
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MR. SNIEZEK: I will highlight the I[&E actions
that [ think are of special interest to the commission.
Tne I3E action plan, the first item is on page 5.
One of the problems idantified was that terminal

arrangements bztween the agincies need approval.

They were specifically by IRAP. The

|
|
meeting with COE and other agencies, members of TRAP,was yesterday

And it was their outline, what basically the problems
are with IRAP, what can be improved. And what we are
oushing for is more and clearer delineation of who is in
charge, responsibility, a2 commitment of resources and not
a voluntary assign ‘ent of resources.

That agency in charge really call on resources of
another agency.

Nov FEMA representatives were there and they want
to fold us under the FEMA concept and give it more
statutory authority.

The next meeting is scheduled —— well, by November
Ist, we’ . %o have comments specifically on IRAP, the
specifics that we would liks to be changed, in writing. All the
agencies are to come in for comments and then shortly after
that, there will be another meeting to discuss wherz IRAP
will go from there.

But we believe the basic I[RAP framework is good, but

it needs some hardening as far as responsibilities, who’s in

1071 199
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charge of spacific actions.

Tr2 next item which can be found on pages 7 and 3,
it’s basically that the instant response program needs
revision. That would come ou% on 3-2.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Let me understand. Would
IRAP encompass all federal =fforts?

MR. SNIEZEK: No. It would come under the FEMA
umbrella. 3ut it is really the resources that are available
by the agencies that would really respond to a nuclear
accident.

COMMISS IONER GILINSKY: When you say who is in
charge of the accident —

MR. SNIEZEX: In other words, if it’s an NRC license
facility, who should be calling the shots at the scene? [t
should probaoly be the NRC, as far as the coordination of
the 2ffort. If it’s a DOE facility, DOE would be calling the
shots as to what should be done. If it happened to occur in
an agreemen* state and we ware providing support to the

agreement state, they would be calling the shots of how they

thought the resources should be deployed, what meusurementS-Shoulq

be taken, et cetera, so everyone wouldn’t be going helter
skelter doing theirwown: thing. There would be better

coordination of the overall monitoring of the accident.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY® Are you sreaking just of

monitoring or of other things, too?

1071 196
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Are there instructions or recommendations that
would be given to tnhne licensee in the facility?

MR. SNIEZEX: That would be tied in. 3ut the details
of now they would 30, we’re not there yet.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs But under the overall radiological
amergency plan, the federal plan, it would go a lot further
than Jjust monitoring.

4. SNIEZZK: That’s corract.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIF: And it would go outside the things
that the IRAP plan covers, for instance. And it would
include deployment == such things as deployment, emergency
field kitchens, medical egquipment, cots —

MR. SNIEZEK: Right. That would be outside of
[RAP.

CHAIRMAN HENDKIE®* Part of the federal disaster
assistance kind of action. And there are some interesting
questions, then. If we shouvid ever have a Three Mile Isiand
sort of situation, [ expect whoever is our senior officer at
the site will not want to have to worry about how people
are taken care of in terms of provision for people who are
evacuated, or something liks that.

You will want to be able to call for an evacuation
is one is nacessary and trust that there be an appropriate
organiZation out there to take care of it as it moves on out.

MR. SNIEZEXs IRAP is not getting into that type of
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discussion.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Isn’/t that the responsioility
of the state?

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs Yes, [ think it is. But ther?2 is
substantial federal aid that turns up. Remember, there were
people from =—— what is it, the Federal Disaster Assistance
Administration down there in the Governor’/s =-— right outside
the Governor’s door. And they deployed a lot of material and
people, in fact, in preparation. And we’re waiting for
whataver the state called for.

Well, I can see some complicated discussions and
trying to sort out who does what, out ooviously, Detter pefore
than after.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Clearly, there will be a
lot of discussions on that, both in among them or different
places. I would guess that we still have a long way to
go until we see clearly who is going to be in charge of
what.

MR. SNIEZEK: It’s my understanding that FEMA wants
to fold IRA? into a small part of the overall umbrella of
response.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIEs ANell, they nee” to prepare =— they
are undei a mandate to prepare a national plan and they have

got to either replace or refurbish that thing which servess as

the overall federal planning document which has the acrenym,

Lo/ 178
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3sh I FRPPNE. I suess I’m unable to help the Reporter with the
A 2 spell ing.
3 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: [t’s F=R=P-P=N-E.
' CHAIRMAN HENDRIEt: Under two hours? And IRAP would
3 be a portion of that.
5 MR. SNIEZZK*: On pages 7 and 8, there is a discussion
7 about the instant response program needs revisions. That’s

3 a faw of the things that ar: happening right now. T[he

N revised EMP procedures are being outlined for discussions at
10 an EAP meeting the week of September 17. And the first

11 dedicated phone lines have been installed in the oparational

12 centar going to operating power reactors and selected fuel

13 facili.ies.

14 The second line is scheduled to be installed by the
13 ena of this year.
18 On pages !l and 12 —

14 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Jim, could i ask you a

13 question? You mentioned that there is developing rule-making
19 to datermine who pays for the communications at the licensee
20 sites. Is that really a major issue?

21 MR. SNIEZEKt I don’t believe that is. I don’t

22 think that anything has been started on it.

23 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Does it really have to go
24 through rule-making to decide?

25 MR. SNIEZEK: I“m really not sure if it do2s.

1071 179
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M. ENGELHARDT: I am unfamiliar with that particular
recommendation.

AR. SNIEZEKs It’s one of the things that’s going
to os looked at in the overall sequence, whether it should
or not. Ae really haven’t gotten to that arsza yet.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE® You passed by a1 item on —
let’s see, page 6. And it’s, [ guess, with reference to
problem A=-3. [t’s a report on the NRC role. NRC has not
adequately defined its role in emergency response.

MR. SNIEZEK: What we’re looking at are things other
than the cammissién role in emergency r2sponse ther2. And
thers was a first meeting of inter-office work group to
define what should we be doing and they come up with a
cdefinition of what we should really do in response to an
incident.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I guess from my own point of
view, I guess I think June, 1980 is a little late. I would
guess that if we don’t have a fairly clear picture by the
and of the next few months in what ought to be our role, we
will have a number of people answering for us.

[ guess [ would like tc know from the staff what
they think, certainly by the end of the year. June, (980 i{s —

MR. SNIEZEKs [ believe by the end of the year we
will have a direction we’re going as far as teams or things

of that nature and how we will respond.
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COMAISSIONER AHEARNEs [ guess my point was [ think
the JRC, as a body, is going to hava to have a clear picture
on what its role is in emergency rssponse. And that is going
to nave to oe reached at least in the midst of the
rule-making, and certainly by preparation of testimony in the
early spring.

And I Jjust don’t think June, 1980 is going to
hack {t.

MR. GOSSICK: The first step on that problem,

Commi ssioner Ahearne, is a little bit involved in this meeting
that Jim mentioned next week,

[ asked Denton and Bill Dircks and Vic Stello to
get pulled together based on our experience of Three Mile
Island. Assume another one like that or something of a
similar nature happened tomorrow. What would we do as the
EMP?

First of all, let’s assume that it’s the middle of
the night and the commissioners are all out of reach, for
whataver reason or another, or even if they are — out at
least we’re not getting into this other question that we got
into of the commission.

But what is it that we would do differently in
addit ion to, instead of, in this case from that which we
did in Three Mile I[sland?

It’s a kind of an interim, if you will, checklist

1071 2ul
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3sh I for the SMP as it meets iy the avent of another accident.
A 2 And this will be a first cut at that kind of question.

3 [ think it’s the kind of thing. however, that will
- takes much further steps. [ thought that it was important that
3 ~we nave something like that ready and on hand.
5 COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs Where is the first cut?
/ MR. GOSSICK: That’s what we’re meeting on. I think
3 it’s Nednesday instead of naxt week, to review a straw man

. that’s being preparsed by Vic and his people.
10 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: And that is something that

1 we will have rretty soon?

12 MR. GOSSICK: Yes, #s soon as we can look at it and
13 decide. This looks like it makes some sense. And we will

( 14 get it down to you for your comments.
13 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Is this a very complicated

15 question?

1 MR. GOSSICK: I don’t think so. I told Vic to keep
13 it short and simple because it’s the kind of thing that people
19 are going to have to deal with, you know, in the midst of a

20 panic, if that ever happens. And we don/t want it to De a

21 long and complicated thing.

22 But they are examples of things that you know in

23 retrospect we would do {t differently.

24 COMMISSIONER AHEARNEt Lee, I think the problem you

25 may find is that, and I think the steps that you ars taking
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are sorrect — the point that Jim said he is starting on,
it is right. [t’s Jjust that to then wait until Junz =

dR. GUSSICK: [ agree with you. We can’t survive
Just not having anything before June of “80. dhatever comes
out of this may entail some further action that may take
longar.

MR. SNIEZEKt The short one was meant to dafine
really what had to oe done. The refinement comes later.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: And what I am saying is that
[ tnink the later ought to be no later than the end of
Jecamber.

COMMISS IONER GILINSKY: Or September. really don’t
see it as all that complicated a question, unless I’m really
missing something here.

MR. GOSSICK: We’ll get to that this week and find
out why it’s so complicated or what it is that they anticipate
in addition to the kind of thing that I was talking about.

MR. SNIEZEK® On pages Il and 12, there {s a
discussion of devoting additional licensing and inspection
resources to better implement emergjency preparedness efforts
by the NRC.

As Brian has mentioned, there are other tesams going out.
[&E has representation on each of those teams. In order to
accomplish that, we have deferred our nermal routine inspection

program in a2mergency preparedness and we believe that we can
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gsh I accomplish this cojective as part of the team reviews for
A 2 rignt now. But as far as the recurring reviews of our
3 amergency pra2paradness 2fforts, we do not have the resources
4 to implement what we have laid out in the action plan.
3 As you know, we s2t forth these resources in our

280 supplemental request and it was turned down. There’s
1 about 10 additional people in inspector positions that are
3 necessary to accomplish what we had laid out in that action

v plan.

e.
b
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Pages 12 and 13, °Problem E~4, to sharpen the
incident notification criteria and expediting NRC internal
notifications. From the end of July, critaria was set to
the lLicensees, power reactor licensees and the selected fuel
facility licensees, the ones that have the nhot lin=s
installed, which laid out sharper criteria by which they
should report problams.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Does anyone ever use
those? Because as of a month or so ago, [ remember asking
and it had never been usad or used on one occasion.

M. SNIEZEX®* The phone?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Yes.

YR. SNIEZEKt Oh, we get several phone calls a
#eek coming in on the lines. If there’s a reactor trip,
they will normally call on that line, as an example,
notification.

[t’s normally during the off-normal working
hours. Normally, during the daytime they make the normal
calls to the regional offica. If it happens at nighttime,
the call comes in to the response center.

At the same time, in order to prevent delays in
notifications during off-normal working hours, all our
regional calls are diverted directly to our headquarters
oparations center.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: As part of that, are you
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providing a set of clear instructions to the people at the
other end of the telephone line as to when they ought .o us2
it?

MR. SNIEZEX: I don’t know. Let me check. I
don’t believe they have been writtan yet, or it’s in the
plan.

Joe, is there a clear set of instructions to the
licensees on when tney should use the hot line?

VOICE* Only in the lettar that we provide to the
licensees for the criteria under which to use the phone.
Simply all they have to do is pick up.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: No, my question wasn’t if
they knew how to use the phone. It is when to use it. The
criteria that went out were a littls murky. And my
undarstanding was that thers was going to be an attempt to
at least come out with a clearer set of criteria for the
licensee.

VOICEs [ would say, based on our daily experience
with the plants, we’re essentially developing a dialogue
with telephone operators, and they seem to be reporting
many events which are way below any threshold.

Ne haven’t come up with any more specific criteria
as to when in fact they should pick up the telephone. We’re
getting mors information than we need.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: [ guess when [ read them
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my concern really wasn’t that you might get more information
than you need, but it was possible to be interpreted that
you would gat less information than you mignt really want.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Of courss, the main
purpose of these things was to make sur2 that there was a
link when either of the parties wanted to use it.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE®* Yes. In addition, though,
that we would want to make sure that they would use it wnhen
we would want them to, and my concern was the instructions
wer2 still a little murky.

MR. SNIEZEKt So far, we haven’t noticed any rsal
proolem in not getting the information reported, that issue
being reported to us.

Page 16, there is a discussion of need to improve
the NRC monitoring capabilities under accident conditions.
And right now there is a task force that is working on
defining the radiological monitoring improvement
capapilities that we need, and I expect a draft report from
that task force in November, and a final in December, in
time to start ordering the equipment we think will be
necessary during the next fiscal year.

The TLD placement is proceeding, placement of NRC
TLDs around the =ites. Letters were sent out to all state
health departments soliciting their cooperation. We hav2

gotten responses, I believe, back from all of them. All but
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a few states are very anxious to participate. We expect to
have TLDs around five sites in Octooer of this year, and the
remainder of the sites by the end of this year.

COMMISS IONER AHEARNEt: Do I gather, then, from
what you said that some states are not anxious to
participate?

YR. SNIEZEKt There are a few that are not
overwhelmingly enthusiastic with resources involved and
things of that nature.

Now, the state role here — we are asking that
they would place and collect the TLDs, send them to us for
processing, and they would get a copy of all the reports.

COMMISS IONER AHEARNEs Now, for those states that
are not enthusiastic, what do we intend to do?

MR. SNIEZEK: We’ll do what we did in some of our
other programs, that sometimes we go for a contract with a
local high school science tzacher, for example. Or where we
have a resident, we may do it ourselves, if we can get a
contract.

Ne intend to place the TLDs and collect them.
Now, we would like to get the states to do it as a first
priority. Second priority, to contract it outs and third
priority, do it ourselves. But we are going to do it.

Those were the highlighis that the Commission

wanted to hear.
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs Just as a guestion, on 2dage
11 of the front summary, assorted problems, under [4Z tasks,
down under C, you are going to procure operational
parameters?

MR. SNIEZEKs Those are tne data links for che
operational parameters. These are explanatory of the basic
C.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes.

MR. CARTER®* Mr. Collins will now discuss the
Office of State Programs action.

MR. COLLINSt Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, what
[ thought I would like to do, since we only have a limited
amount of time, is to use Enclosure 4, which deals with the
office tasks, sor ed out by problem, and try to give you at
least a qujck overview of these individual problem task
numbers and how they relate to the general responsioilities
in the emerjency preparedness arsa for the Office of State
Programs.

The first thing you will notice in there is that
[tems A-!, A-2, B-4 and E=| in Enclosure 4 all in some
manner or another relate to this FRPPNE that the Chairman
refarred to, the Federal Response Plan for Peacetime Nuclear
Emergencies.

Dr. Hendrie had a meeting with Mr. Macy the other

day concarning the intsrrelationships between NRC and FEMA,
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and »f course we will be using the preliminary juidance that
came out of that meating between the two heads of the

agenc ies to start looking into exactly what form this
redaral Response Plan for Peacetime Nuclear Emergencies may
turn into.

FEMA did indicate to us during that meeting that
they intand to use the FRPPNE as a starting point and base
for the national plan for radiological emergencies. That’s
refarred to in the Hart legislation. It also relatas
somawhat to the pending legislation in S. 362 that yequires
the NRC to develop an agency plan, and [ think our thinking,
at lesast in State Programs -— and [ think this is probably
shared by some other offices — {s that the development or
the lead office role for the development of the agency plan
probably should gravitate towards the Office of Inspection
and Enforcement.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Say that again?

MR. COLLINS® The lead office responsibility in
this agency for working on the agency plan called for by the
Hart bill should probably gravitate to the Office of
Inspection and Enforcement, since they aiready do now manage
the manual chapter which deals with this agency’/s ra2sponse,
and which would have to be added to and updated and
incorporate IRAP and all of these other things that FEMA has

got in mind.
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So, since [nspection and =nforcement alresady
really sits in the leadership role for the existing plan of
the agency, such as {t is, we feel it’s a natural that they
continue on with that work. And since they have already had
soMs initial meetings with the Department of Energy
concarning the IRAP and any pending provisions to the IRAP

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: But to some extent it
depends, doesn’t it, Lee, on what resolution is reached on
any reorzanization?

MR. GOSSICK: Rignht.

MR. COLLINS: Yes, it would. But [ was talking
about the way thingc are today.

The national plan that is referred to, which
relates somawhat to FRPPNE, obviously, if the Hart
legislation goes through, will probably be a FEMA
responsibility to develop plan for the nation.

Now, the FRPPNE is not a plan in itself. [t’s a
guidance document, as Mr. Macy said the day before
yesterday. [t is Just that the federal agencies, the
30-some odd federal agencies that helped put that thing
together, have Jjust not done much with the guidance document
to turn it {nto a2 federal plan.

But it will serve as the base for FEMA getting

started on this national plan.
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2 devalop expertise in accidents =--

3 MR. COLLINSs Radiological?

4 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Yes.
MR. COLLINS: They have some expertise now,
) Commi ssioner Gilinsky, but it’s mainly nuclear war-oriented.
/ Nhere their 2xisting expertise comes from is the portion of
3 FEMA that was the old Defense Civil Preparedness Agency. 30
7 there is some capability thare.
19 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: [t’s a reasonable amount as

11 far as radiological measurement.

12 MR. COLLINSs Aith respect to nuclear war.

13 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: It’s still radiclogical

14 measurement.

15 MR. COLLINS: Rignt.

16 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I don’t want to leave the
1 impression that the nuclear war aspects have anything to do

13 with the strategic weapons per se. I[t’s the effects that

1y that agency was associated with.
20 MR. COLLINSt Right. Of course, many of the
21 instruments that the old Defense Civil Preparedness Agency

22 had, the radiological instruments which have been inherited
23 by FEMA = and there are millions of these_instruments out

24 thers — are designed and constructed to respond to

P weapons—-type fallout.
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Now, some of thos2 instruments are useful for
off-site assessment of accidents which might happen at
nuclzar power stations, and right now we have a contract
witnh Idano National Engineering Laboratory to look at the
FEMA instruments to see which of them would pbe useful in
assassing reactor accidents on site. And we should have an
answar out of [daho perhaps in less than a year. 50 those
instruments would rapresent some additional capability out
thera.

[t’s Just that no one has ever really looked vary
closely at the response of those instruments to the types of
radionuclides which can come from a nuclear power station.
So that’s wny we’re doing that now. The states have askad
us to do this.

CGOMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Somehow, this is all
getting very complicated. FRPPNE and FEMA and IRAP —

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE* The first thing you have to do

is to learn the acronyms.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY®t Doesn’t it come down to
someone in the Federal Government providing a place to state
and other competent authority on whether or not people ought

to gat moved? [ can’t imagine that being anyone else but
the NRC.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEs I think it’s a little bit
broader than that.
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKY:t There ar2 other aspects,
obviously.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: A lot of the advanced
planning, the coordination of the faderal ajencies, the
state agencies, the private agencies, that in itself is a
fairly complicated operation.

MR. COLLINSt The whole business of emergancy
preparedness is not Just, you know, getting people out of an
area. It encompasses a lot of complex areas, one of the
most complex of which is accident assessment, and a great
deal of work has to be done in the area of accident
assessment. And that’s one of the reasons why we’re taking
a look at existing instruments that are already out in the
hands of state and local people, that might be able to
provide them some useful information in the event of an
accident, again.

But this nas all got to be iooked at. The
instruments have to be lookad at and the response to the
instruments has to be examined.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: When all is said and done,
after these assessments, isn’t it a question of whether or
not persons have to be moved or should be moved, should move
out of the way or not?

MR. COLLINS:t Well, you have to make a decision

whether you want to move them or shelter them. Under some
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situations you may not be acle to move them, and the
protactive measure that you might have to opt for is
sheltering. In inClemeni{ weather, that’s aoout all you have
got, really. You wouldn’t even be aole to pass out
potassium iodide in inclement weather, because you wouldn’/t
be able to get around to the doors if there’s six, 2ight,
nins feet of snow. So they’re already sheltered and they”ll
have to stay thers. If the accident happens with nine feet
of snow, some sericus considerations —

(Laughter.)

There are three basic protective measures for
provision —

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE* I might be willing to regard
that as Class 10.

(Laughter.)

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE* And Jjust not plan for that.

MR. COLLINS: Rignht.

There are three basic protective measures
identified for the ten-mile emergency nlanning zone, which
went forward to you in a SECY paper, and those are
evacuation, sheltering, and thyroid blocking. That’s what
it comes out tot or a mixture of those four actions.

The ultimate, of course, is evacuation.

MR. GOSSICK: Beyond that, though, suppose there

is an evacuation. The question then is, is it safe to come
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pack or when is it safe to come back. And that’s a part
tiiat, you know, [ guess we still say, stay involved in. Is
it 30ing to be our responsicility or whose will it, to make
that determination as you see it?

Mi. COLLINSt To re-enter the area?

MR. GOSSICK: Yes.

MR. COLLINSs I think that will probably — {if
that ever comes to pass, whare people have to leave Dbecause
of radioactive contamination of an area, [ would think that
such agencia2s as this agency, HEWN and EPA and FEMA would
jointly make such determination as to whether or not they
could go back in3 HEW from the standpoint of foods,
watarshed areas, milkshed areasi EPA from the standpoint of
peoples HEN fromi the standpoint of people.

[ would think that these two agencies would have a
big role in determining whether or not people could go back
into an area.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But that isn’/t something
in #hicn minutes count. In other words, there is time to
do that and improvise if necessary. If someone gets back a
few hours later, it’s not the end of the world.

MR. COLLINS: Rignht.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But it is important to be

able to take action on evacuation, if that’s called for,

promptly. And that’s something one has to be prepared to
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do.

WR. COLLINS: Rignt.

If I can 30 on, a couple of other items in
Enclosurs 4, C=1 and C-3 spacifically relate mainly to
guidance, existing guidance and forthcoming guidance. And
it also encompasses not only Juidance that this agency has
produced, but guidance that other ferleral agencies have
produced or have not produced, which is needed.

Ne are, in the Office of State Programs 6 at this
tima looking at the existing guidance for stat and local
govarnments and what are the problems with i . Although
it’s fairly comprehensive, one of the things that we Xnow
has to be done is to delineate in the guidance for
emergency plans more clearly the kinds of things that belong
to local government planning and the kinds of things that
belong to state government planning and the kinds of things
that belong in the plans of both levels of government.

Ne are acquiring some expertise from local
govarnments. To do this, we already have a temporary
employee on board who is a county — former county employee,
with some experience in planning. And we are getting out an
intargovernmental personnel fellowship, prooably to arrive
Sunday of this week, a county civil defense director from
Nestchester County near Indian Point, who will come aboard

for three months under an intergovernmental fellowship.
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And these two gentlemen, to try to help us in
giving us some advice as to how to separats out this
guidance as it relates to the local governments and stats
govarnments. [ think this will be a useful exercise and we
certainly need the nelp of these people, because we haven’t
had any people on the staff with local government experience

before.

-
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HEAN and EPA have a supstantial pisce of pbusinass
to do, and [ notice the Chairman sant off a letter the other
day to HEW recommending that they completes their work on
protective action guides and publish it as federal guidance
forthwith. And [ was glad to see that lettsar go forward.

Or. Hendrie and Mr. Macy also discussed the
ousiness on potassium jodids policy.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: ANe’ve 3ot one item, John. We
can Jut a check beside that.

(Laughter.)

MR. COLLINSs Under B-6(a), I think we Can say —
so we have some work cut out for us in revising our
guidance. And we also have to look forward that if the Hart
legislation or something like it comes down the pike, we
have got to have a weather eye out for it, convarting tha
guidance or codifying the guidance into some kind of a
regul atory mode.

And of course, we would look into the Office of
Standards Development to pick up a big chunk of that ¢ind of
activity, if it goes that way.

One thing I would like to take just a momert on,
at least for my own part — and [ think [ would speal for
Mr. Grimes wi ! NRR — we would like the Commission 0o act
on our SECY pa er on the emergency planmning zZones, if they

can, as soon as they can, because we think the
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establishment of these emergency planning zZones as
recommended in that paper is tiic necessary framework tha*t we
all need to put our guidance into better shape.

So I would hope that the EPZ business can go
forward soon.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Doesn’t that preempt a plece of
the riulemaking we are trying to carry out, or does it?

COMMISSIONER GILINSKYs If it doesn’t, it ought
to. v

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Since I have already said

t should, [ guess I have already answered that for myself.

MR. COLLINSt Those of us who spent a lot of time
on that SECY paper and the two and a half years on the task
force report, we were a little upset when we saw that go
into the advanced notice of proposed rulemaking as one of
the 13 or 14 points. But nevertheless, it got in there.
But we think that at least a policy statement on EPZs might
b =

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: [ think we can endorse it.

MR. COLLINSt - advisable, at least on an interim
basis.

[ would like to make the observation that several
states are already running with the emergency planning zone
concept and several utilities have indicated to us that they

are running with it as well.
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COMMISSIONER GILINSKYt Could we bring that up for
consideration?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE®* You can agree with the memo
[ sent.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Never mind the lobbying over
there.

Having cited the item, Len, in the notice of
rulemaking, so that in principle it is an {ssue to be
discussed, considered in that rulemaking, suppose we wanted
to pull it back out and deal with it separately, so that it
would either be a given in the rulemaking or —

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: [It’s one piece, because
what the .ulemaking said i{s, asked for comments on how the
recommendations of it ought to be implemented. There are a
number of implementations — twc Zones or one major —
agreed, a ma jor implementation. So I think the question
really ought to be If you pull that piece of {t cut.

MR. BICKWIT: You can pull anything out of that
rulemaking.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE* I presume what it would require
would be simply Commission action and publication of an

amended notice.

-

MR. BICKWIT: That’s right, or you may decide that
you don’t want to go through the process in order to take a

particular action. In that case, you can take it by
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-~ 2 MR. JAMGOCHIAN: Excuse me. [“d like to make a
3 point.
B My name is Mike Jamgochiar, from the Office of

Standards Development.

The policy statement i{tself really addresses the
EPZ and emergency planning considerations to state and local
governments. The rule change does not address anything to

state and local governments. The rule change is primarily

O v  ~ O W

focused to requirements to licensees and applicants. It’s
11 two separate things.

12 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE* You would regard it as separate
13 enough?.

p 14 MR. JAMGOCHIAN: I have.
’ i5 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: So I can either agree with the
16 paper or disagree with the paper or something in between,

17 and that — 2

18 MR. JAMGOCHIAN: The policy statement says to the
19 state governments, we think you should plan out to 10 miles
20 and 15 miles. The proposed rule change that you people have
21 before you now talks to a licenseet A licensee shall make
22 appronriate arrangements beyond the LPZ out to an area

23 called the EPZ.

24 But again, they are addressed to separate pecple.

25 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: I see.
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Vic, Jjust initial it.

CHAIRMAN HENLIRIEt You want to show me where to
sign it now?

(Laughter.)

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: [“]1) send you another copy,
just in case you might have put it somewheres.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE®t Put an X where [ should sign.

(Laughter.)

MR. COLLINSt One of the other items, F-3, dealt
with training and retraining. As you are aware, gentlemen,
we have a fairly substantial tréining program with state and
local governments under way. One of the criticisms of that
training program was that there were no provisions for
retraining of personnel to replace personnel at the state
and local government who attritioned out.

The turnover rate among state and local
governments in some areas is quite high, aid one of the
reasons we didn’t develop any retraining programs was we
were Jjust barely able to keep our heads above water training
people who had never been trained before, and our budgets
were limited.

Our FY 780 budget is substantially increased over
what we had before. I[t’s about $800,000 a year, and we are

taking a look at now the retraining needs of the state and

local governments. And [ feel we will be able to make
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Another item in there, A-3, funding, dealt with,
in the main, Dr. Solomon’s fundin_ study which he has —

COMMISS IONER AHEARNE: Before you move to that,
while we’re still on that particular F~3, could you say a
few words on what you have in mind on the certification,
federal certification of the emergency plannir ;?

MR. COLLINSt Of emergency personnel? What we had
in mind there, Commissioner Ahearne, was that we would
suggest to FEMA, and we are prepai'ed to suggest to FEMA,
that they establish the mechanism to certify the personnel
by some means.

We have the existing training programs in place.
The courses are in place. It’s Just that we don’t have a
certification procedure. What a person gets when he comes
out of one of these training programs is a certificate from
the contractor or from the NRC, whoever is conducting the
program.

So we would look to FEMA to establish maybe some
kind of a rertification mechanism. In other words, a person

could get a certificate if he attended a special

. certification qualification. If he attended all of the

emergency planning and preparedness program courses that are

aoffered, he might get some kind of a rating of A or

something like thats and i{f he attended Jjust certain ones
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another certification might be given.

This might help the states in determining which of
their people were qualified to do plamning and which were
qualified to do response operations and so forth. We think
it’s a decent idea and we would look to FEMA to certainly
properly assume the role in certification.

The funding study, Cr. Solomon’s repord,
NUREG=~0553, will be probably out of the print shop any day
now, It was already out in draft form last spring. And
what we intend to do with the funding study i{s to ensure
that it gets up to the Commission with some options and so
forth and, more importantly, that it get to FEMA. Because
we think the document will be a very good first cut look at
the funding problem at state and local government level for
FEMA.

Ne don’t think FEMA has — we know of no such
study that has been made for FEMA or for NRC in the past,
and it should be useful to them, in addition to this agency.

[ would expect that the bulk of any action

concerning funding that would be taken as a result of this

. study and any forthcoming studies after that would be

undertaken by FEMA, because they look like they are going to
be the moneybags outfit of the Federal Government on

emergency planning preparecness.

Ne ao have some funds in fiscal 80, $5(2,000,
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if that comes through, where we can put that into some
problem site areas for emergency planning around the
country. And we are thinking about possibly the county
areas around Indian Point, as a sort of an interim funding
measure there.

Items D=2 ar 1 B=6 relate to mainly field
assistance, our field assistance program and our concurrence
program w.th state and local government plans. We have
expanded our fiei.d assistance effort. We have three people
from Nuclear Re.ctor Regulation assigned to the Office of
State Programs to help push the review and concurrence
function with the states.

Ne have a commitment from all states with
operating reactors, with an estimated date when they feel
their plan.would be able to get a concurrence using the
existing guidelines. These dates range all the way from

this month all the way out .0 June of 1980 for the last
state, which would be Illinois.

[l1linois has a lot of work to do and they have
indicated that they will have a draft plan in to us in
December and probably a plan ready for concurr;nce in June
of 1980.

I think they are all trying to beat the dates that
are set forth in the Hart legislation, and as long as we

have an augmentation of personnel in our cffice and get the
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assistance of the other involved offices at.the regioral
level, the other federal agencies, [ think we can pull it
off and at least get the plans up tc the level of meeting
today’s criterion guidelines.as a first step, and then later
implement the concept of emergency planmning 2zones, if the
Commission gives us' the green light on that.

Ne wouldn’t expect the states to be able to hang
the EPZs around each facility immediately. They would take
some time to do that, probably by about January of “81.

The response to the Chairman’s letters to the
states concerning concurrence has been overwhelmingly good,
and we have seen no letters come back from any states
indiéatinq that they don’t want to cooperate in the existing
concurrence program.

Finally, the last item, which is B-5, which is
research. A comment was made during the deliberations of
the task force that someone ought to take a look at the
research that is going on in the emergency preparedness area
and the lack of research that’s going on. And our office
volunteered to try to prepare a laundry list of all the
research activities in emergency preparedness that we know
are going on, not only in this agency, but in other federal
agencies, so that then we and the other federal agencies can

look at this and see what needs to be done anc what’s

already being done.
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And we would hope to have a look=see at what is
going on in research inside and outside the agency, and have
a list of that activity, and then be able to make some
proposals for additional research by the middle of this
fall, I would think.

I think, Tom, that finishes my presentation.

MR, CARTER:t Mike Jamgochian will discuss Office
ol Standards Development.

MR. JAMGOCHIANt Gentlement The Office of
Standards Development plans to resolve everybody’s problems
bY writing regulations —

(Laughter.)

MR. JAMGOCHIAN: — quick and easy.

COMMISS IONER AHEARNE: That’s emblazened over your
doorway, by the way.

(Laughter.)

MR. JAMGOCHIANs Basically, what [ wanted to do
was, rather than go over specific problem areas laid out in
the action plan, go over rules, regulations and regulatory
guides that we have written, are in the process of writing,
or what we plan on doing.

One of the problem areas that surfaced was
emergency planning for research reactors, and also
maintaining emergency plans up to date. We wrote a rule

change. The Commission approved the proposed rule change.
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It is to be published in the Federal Register either
tomorrecw or the beginning of next week.

Second, there is a rewrite to Appendix E to 10 CFR
50, as well as a change, proposed change, to 5033 and 5054.
You received the last few pages to the task force report, a
first-cut draft cf proposed rule changes. Now, this first
cut was simply my own personal draft as a result of sitting
down listening to a number of Commission meetings, your
concerns in emergency planning, and sitting down with the
various offices, getting their ideas.

[t was done very quickly, and attached here
primarily in the hopes that the Commission could give me an
idea if they have any major problems with the concepts that
[ have laid out in either the change to 5033, which is
condition of an application, 5054, conditions of a license,
and the rewrite of Appendix E.

As of September Ist, [ started writing the formal
Commission paper which lays out the discussions, the
alternatives. [ anticipate getting that through Office
review and to the Commission *he latter part of September,
which, as you probably know, is one week off the schedule
that you have directed for that rulemaking.

MR. GOSSICKs Mike, that will have the comments

included that we have received or not?

MR. JAMGOCHIAN:t Well, there’s a problem, as with

1071 2.9
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most things. We received a great number of comments. As of
today, | believe we received 95 comment letters. Each
letter — well, approximately maybe five to ten comments per
letter.

Nell, as of the Ist of September, in order to meet
your schedule, I had to start writing the rule, the
Commission paper. We had only received approximately 30
comment letters. [ evazluated those comments, reviewea them,
and took into consideration all the people’s cencerns in
writing the Commission paper.

Nell, now, since September I1st and as of today, we
received a significant number more. So you know, I propose
to continue forward because of the urgency of the matter and
present the paper the latter part of September, with the
consideration of 30 comment letters.

If the Commission doesn’t like it that way and

wants ame to consider all the comments, you’ve got to give me

more time.
COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I[s there anyone who is
looking at the other 65 to see what major points are made

throughout that?
MR. JAMGOCHIAN: That’s me.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: You’re the only person?
MR. JAMGOCHIAN: Yes, sir.

Now, the other 65 — as of today, I anticipate we
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are going to get 300 letters. This received a a great deal
of publicity in the newspapers. So we are getting quite a
bit.

So if we want, [ can keep reviewing letters.
We’re going to get them.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: [ would guess — let me
shift my question over two notches.

Lee, is it possible to talk to Bob to see {f it’s
possible to find somecone else to help Mike in reviewing
these?

MR. GOSSICK: We obviously have to look into this
to see if there is some way of task forcing a review of
comments. fou know, if the first 30 represent —

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE:t And having that done, the
task force not end up being Mike in a different suit.

MR. GOSSICK: [ understan

MR. JAMGOCHIAN: Again, it’s as of today we have
rcceiJ;d 95. So you’ve got to have a cutoff point in order
to proceed with the Commission paper and with rulemaking.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I understand, but there
really has to be more personnel.

MR. GOSSICK: When does the comment period end,
Mike?

MR. JAMGOCHIANt The comment periocd ended the Ist

of September.
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MR. GOSSICKt So these are late comments, in

effect.

MR. JAMGOCHIANt But that’s usual.

MR. GOSSICK:t That’s normal.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: So you really need someone
else to help review those.

MR. JAMGOCHIAN: What I anticipated doing was,
yes, continue reviewing them, and if there’s any major
problem, then surface that when the Commission reviews the
proposed rule changes. But again, this is only proposed
rule changest it’s not effective rule changer-

What [ had anticipated doing was, prior to writing
the Commission paper on the final rule changes, is have a
thorough detailed analysis of all comments.

To address ane of the questions [ believe you had
relative to the EPA-NRC task force, the comments that I
reviewed, the 30, I did a fairly thorough evaluation of them
and none of them, as of September Ist, had any problems with
the EPA-NRC task force report. To be fair, many of them had

never heard of it.

(Laughter.)

[ have sent out 10 or 12 EPA-NRC task force
reports to concerned citizens.

But to try to look at the questions that were sent

out in the Federal Register notice, you know, it’s a lot of
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concern to people at home that are simply saying, [ live
three miles or five miles from the plant and I“m worried.
They are truly concerned.

Well, that EPA-NRC task force recommendation in
essence takes into account, because we’re saying, all right,
we have %o have emergency plans out to ten miles. So may of
them are concerned that they never heard of an emergency
plan and that they live four miles, five miles, down the
road from a nuclear power plant.

So when I said that, they would like the concept
of emergency planning out to that distance. Many of the

states — well, not many. A few of the states, in glancing

- through the other 90, the states had said that they were

concerned as to NRC’s role during emergency. [s Harold
Dentan going to come down and take over everything as soon
as an emergency happens, that kind of a thing.

[t was sincere concern. You know, why should we
plan i{f NRC i{s gaing to take over the ballgame. So that was
a concern.

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: We only boock Harold one
engagement at a time.

MR. JAMGOCHIAN:t And as of September Ist, we had
no comments from the utilities.

Relative to the Appendix E change, [ would like to

simply go over the major changes. Basically, we have
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required that implementing procedures be submitted as part
of the FSAR for staff review and approval. These are major
changes.

Number two, we have extended emergency planning
consideration of licensees ocut to an FPZ1 and, number three,
requiring as a condition of an application and license that
state and local government emergency response plans be
submitted and concurred in by NRC.

Those are the three big changes. Tue other
changes are, if you would, sharpening, clarifying, Appendix
E, being more specific where it has been perceived that it
hasn’t been specific enough. Basically, that’s the change
in Append. - E.

ince Appendix E is changed and approved in final
rule form, [ anticipate on proceeding with revising
Regulatory Guide 1,101 as well as Regulatory Guide 2.6,
which is emergency planmning for research reactors, and
Regulatory Guide 3.42, [ believe it is, emergency planning
for Part 7 people.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: In your perspective, what
ought to be the. sequence of those changes with respect to
the rulemaking?

MR. JAMGOCHIAN: What do you mean oy the sequence?

COMMISSIONER AHEARNEt Should the emergency

planning rulemaking be finished first before you make those

107 234



236 12 0!
MM mte

O vV O g4 O v s W N -

3 ~ W k: - O OV 0 N O v 2w N -

56

MR. JAMGOCHIAN: Two regulatory guides? ¥ell, the
basis for the regulatory guide is a rule. The foundation is
the rule.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Yes, so that we really
ought to defer real consideration of those until after we
finalize the rulemaking.

MR. JAMGOCHIAN: Most definitely. I thought I
brought that ou%t. Once Appendix E is written in its final
form, them [“1]1 proceed with rewriting regulatory guides.

Basically, that’s it. Any rroblems?

(Laughter.)

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Tnhe largest problem is you
don’t have enough people to he!  you.

MR. KENNEKE: Let me ask you a question following
Commissione¢r Ahearne. If you say you must have a rule
before you can get the guides, nevertheless one of the
elements of the rule i{s that the licensee submit a state
plan, which in turn mus* incorporate local plans.

What are we doing to provide the guidance, in
upgfading the guidance to the locals in particular, so thet
whatever the licensee submits will be acceptable and meet
whatever c~iteria we have?

Ne need to go forward on both elements together.

MR. JAMGACHIAN: Well, the crite~ia for accepting

or concurring in a state plan has already been set onut
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COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: But it’s a little weak, as
has been pointed out, on where the state is and where the
local is. I think Al =

MR. JAMGOCHIAN: Basically, we’re going on what’s
on the books now. As a rondition of application and as a
condition of license, a concurred-in state plan will be
required, according to the regulations.

MR. KENNEKEt No change from present criteria as
reflected in 75112

ﬁR. JAMGOCHIAN: Correct. The action as it stands
today.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: That, of course, is one of
the thinys that the rulemaking is addressing?

MR. JAMGO&HIAN: Concurrence.

MR. KENNEKE* It may not be.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Also, what ought to be in
the Office of Local Planners.

MR. JAMGOCHIAN: Not in this rule change. The
Hart bill says that the criteria for concurrence will then
be put in our regulations.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE:t What I am saying i{s at
least a notice for rulemaking had addressed zne of the

{ssues of what are the criteri.a.

MR. JAMGQCHIAN: Oh, yes, the advanced notice.

P
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That’s true.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE* So at least [ trust, since
that was in the advanced notice, it to some extent will be
addressed in the rulemaking.

MR. JAMGOCHIANt Not this particular rulemaking:
another rulemaking at a later date. The advanced notice
went out with a2 lot of general questionst What do you
pecple think about emergency planmning? You know, very
general questions. And we’re getting very general — in
many of them, very geqeral comments.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE* Yes. [ think some of those
general questions were uncer the assumption that the rule
would answer those general questions specifically.

MR. KENNEKE: Mike has given the draft rule, and
it go2s only to the requirement that a licensee submit a
plan. It does not specify the criterion as part of the
guidance [ assume you are seeking —

MR. GOSSICK®* That’s intended to be a separate
rulemaking with regard to the guidance to the state.

MR. JAMGOCHIAN: That’s correct. We cannot put in
our rules right now i1egulations to states. We have no right

to regulate states. Our regulations, as [ understand them,

are primarily to licensees and applicants.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Certainly. We can

certainly say, can’t we, that, here, licensee, we are

1071 &5
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telling you you will not get a license unless the state plan
has X, ¥, Z in it?

MR. JAMGOCHIAN: Yes.

COMMISSIONER AHEAkNct Can’t we do that?

MR. BICKWIT:t [ assume that we are proposing —
you are contemplating a proposed rule which would say that.

MR. KENNLKE: That is not in Mike’s proposal.

Mk. BICKWIT: What i{s in your proposal, as I
understood it, was a requirement of a concurred—-in state
plan as a condition to a license.

MR. JAMGOCHIANt Yes, sir.

MR. BICKWIT: If you can require that as a
condition to a license, you can require that it say certain
things.

MR. JAMGOCHIAN: Okay.

MR. BICKWNIT: As I read the advanced notice for
proposed rulemaking, we were going to confront that issue in
the rulemaking, Just what criteria should we provide to the

states and localities.
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Tl4 mml 1 MR. GOSSICK: The point Mike made is that guidance
4ET "ZER
2|| such as this is what you reed to start putting together the

3 final proposed rule.

4 MR, JAMGOCHIAN: That's true.

5 But to lay out more specifically the acceptance
6|| criteria for state and local government concurrence in our

7!/l regulations now is much broader in scope than I had anticipatedJ
|

8 Again the rulemaking proceedings that you had directéd
9% originally is under very stiff scheduling.

10 | COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Right. |

1 MR. JAMGOCHIAN: If the scope has to be expanded -- |

12 MR. BICKWIT: Just one relevant factor. In the

13|| Hart Bill, within six months of enactment, the Commission |
14 , would be réquired if the bill passes in its present form, to f
15 || have promulgated a stepup in the criteria for states 2ad |
16 || localities. It said, in effect, if that schedule is to be met, |

l
then this would appear to be the appropriate rulemaking to

18 || deal with that issue.

19 MR. KENNEKE: If I may follow this up, as I

20 | understand both NRR and State programs as they lock at both

21 || sides of their action plans, one with state plans and one with
22 || licensee plans, are looking at local plans under the presunt

23| criteria?

24 MR. CARTER: I think they should speak to that. I
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 | would issume they are.
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MR. GRIMES: Yes. The test teams for NRR are looking
at the adegquacy of the plans around the facility which includes
the stae and local plans, and would have some draft or interim
criteria that we are using, axd we will have some action level
criteria also for interim use which we will be getting experience
with over the coming months and will undoubtedly we will
change and develop as we use it.

So the answer is NRR will be looking at that. I
am not sure the extent to which State Programs in their
current exercise is looking at focusing on locals because
they are using the same criteria as of July 16, specified in
the Hart Bill for their concurrence exercise.

But there is some look at local plans through the
team effor;.

MR. COLLINS: Collins, State Programs.

We are loocking at local government plans in the
same light that we have paid attention to them in the past.

In other words, we zve looking for them as a part
of the state plan. Right now we are in a mode as I explained,
of trying to be a little more definitive with respect to what |
we expect to see in the local plan, vis a vis our existing
guidance and what we expect to see in the state plan and
what should be in both.

Naturally, since we haven't paid a great deal of

attention to separating the guidance elements at stite
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level or local government level before simply because we
didn't have the staff to do it, and to look at local plans, we
are in kind of a mode right now what should be in local

plans. But we intend to work with Nuclear Rea ctor Regulation.

And I think between the two offices we can quickly
straighten this out.

MR. GRIMES: With respect to rulemaking I think
it is a question of how much detail you want to put in the
rule.

You can take these draft docuwents, guidance
documents and put them out as the proposed rules, I suppose.
But I think that is a good deal too detailed, given our current
state of development of the documents.

|

1

|

|

|

5

l

|
COMMISSTONER AHEARNE: Mike, am I correct that you ;

are the only person working on this advanced rulemaking? ;

MR. JAMGOCHIAN: Yes, sir, in the Office of Standards
Development. ;

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: But you don't have other
people working with you?

MR. JAMGOCHIAN: No, I'm the bottom.

(Laughter)

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Or the top.

(Laughter)

For example you don't have an ELD lawyer full-time

working with you?

1071 24
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; MR. JAMGOCHIAN: No.

See, after the task force had this task force
report submitted, we wanted a rule change to attach to it.
I did have ELD input into that rule, into this package that
you got, as well as NRR, State Programs and I&E.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I recognize that.

I'm really trying to make sure that I understand

and I think I do. Thank you.
MR. GOSSICK: ke is the Lone Ranger.

(Laughter.)

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Very good.
| MR. JAMGOCHIAN: Thank you.

MR. CARTER: We do have one other section to
discuss. .

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Can we move briskly to it.

MR. CARTER: Yes, sir.

Mr. Durst?

MR. DURST: Gentlemen, it is my purpose to briefly
review that portion of the task force r:view called the NRC
Actions Plans, which is the first of the action plans attached
to .Appendix 3 to:the report's enclosure 3.

I might say I got this job of having the perspective i
of the EDO or the NRC with Mr. Carter, when working with the
task force when it was first put together, assigned me

some representative research as the least involved person both




14

15

16

19

20

21

22

23

24
Ace-Federsi Reporters, Inc.
25

64

in past and the future of the subject.

The first task of different tasks he gave me, was

that of critiquing the present status of NRC defining implemen-

tation and everything associated with emergency response.
He has already cited the results of this effort.

which were achieved primarily by the working group under the

direction of Mr. South and some slight help from me. These are

contained in the report.

I think I would agree with Tom that the work they
did deserve high compliments. I think it is a decisive
analysis of what is going on and whatever the NRC may do to
take future actions, they should surely start with the address
of the pro?lems identified in this plan.

Secondly, as the task force was coming to its
reporting time, Mr., Carter asked me then to take the action
plans submitted by the action offices that was required, and
attempt to summarize those more on a linear basis than an
analytic basis and to make some limited analysis of the value
which they had as a basis for future action by the NRC in
achieving its overall pelicy.

The results of this are contained in the action
plan, specifically pages 3 through 5, summarize what has
existed in the past, and include the fact that Mr. Jamgochian

has been the Lone Ranger for a long time in the Office of

Standards.
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e ‘} And posits the estimates of each individual action
2; office in what it views will be its requirements to meet their
|
3 responsibilities.
‘, The rough figures are that summation of these <
5% action plﬁns connotes a threefold increase of resources or |
5{ something on the order of 16, to add an additional 44. 7
73 The action plans were less precise in dollars. |
9; Some dollar figures were cited and a deduction can be that E
9% dollars might be roughly not dissimilar from the figures that |
10 | were cited for manpower, although were not dealt with in that |
il getail. %
12 Having analyzed the plans, some preliminary results i
13| were made. These results begin on page 6, and they state I %
14 think in a pretty agreed way that the short-run recommendation E
151] of the task force, parts of the schedule which is at E
16| Table 2, provides fairly reasonable compliance wiht the wishes i
17| which the Commissioners exhibited, and the timetable that you |
18| wish to follow. |
19 It is a possible schedule but it is not an easy |
20| schedule as Mr. Jamgochian has just said. But if we desire
21| to meet that schedule, or if the Commissioners or staff do,
22 || it is indeed possible to squeez2 and come very close to meeting:
230 it,
24 In the long range the product of the task force
Ace-Federsi Reporters, Inc.
25 PR
fo/li csd
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is less defined.

I think on page 8 which summarizes the recommenda-
tions of the task force for the long range are really essentially
4| three points:

5 The first, that the task force should be dissolved,
6| which -- the reasons for which are stated guite extensively.
7 Secondly, that if in response to the requirements '

8| which the new rules impose upon the public we will require

9| again an. by the NRC over an extended period 2

0| of time. ;i

Explicitly, the action plans did not address one \

12| of the elements which was contained in many of the topics ;
.

13| put forth by the working group, and that was that there is |

14}l and has be;n a lack of coordination among scme of the policies |

15|| which NRC has put together, and perhaps in some cases even

16| confusion.

17 Stated previously,and I . just cite it, a lot |

18| of this does come because resources devoted to this thing

191 quite limited it to that.

20 But at the same time it was the feeling of the |

21| task force which does agree with the recommendations on page

22|| 8, that if the NRC is to increase its effort in this field,

23| that some more positive means of coordination will be required.7

24| And a specific recommendation, a consideration of the

Ace-Fegersi Reporters, e, |
25| technical assistant to the EDO to assist the EDO in coordinating
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over the long run, a concerted effort by all offices, seems
reasonable.

I have nothing else. If you have any questions --

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Perhaps you might address --

MR. GOSSICK: Well, I think clearly what we have
been doing here this afternoon points to the need for some
better management approach toward s integrating all of the
various items and actions that are going on in the various
parts of the organization.

I guess one can start with one soiution of trying to
pull it all out and put it together. I frankly don't think
that that's a workable solution.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Why not?

MR. GOSSICK: I just believe toc many of these

things «re so intertwined with the I&E function,with the NRR

function, that if you take it away and have a central office

in charge of it, then when you come to immlement an action,

an emergency response of some sort, you are going to have

another problem of having the involved offices aware and current

up to date on what has been done with regard to planning. |
Maybe you say, okay, let this office be in charge

of the event. I don't reallythink that that is too good. It

has problems. It also has some attractions in other respects.
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Wait a minute.

The distinction ¢f F ing in charge of an event and
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mm3 making sure that the various utilities and other localities

—

and so on have adequate plans and check them out beforehand,

3|l that is really what this group is doing. State Programs isn't
4| in charge of any event. The emergency people review the

5| conformance to various Reg Guides and NRR are in charge of

6| NRC's response to an accident. They deal with our reviews

7| of utilities' plans.

And there has been a gap, it seems to me, pretty

clearly between on the one hand our review of utility plans

10| in NRR, and review of state plans in State Programs.

1] And as far as I'm concerned, I think these two

12| groups ought to be brought together. I'm not sure just where
13| I would put them, and --

14 .MR.GOSSICK: I think that's a problem. And you

15/ go further and also take that part of the emergency planning
16| function that I&AE is also wrestling with --

17 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I think I might put them in
18| I&E. I'll tell you vhy:

19 Just as I think there is a problem in having a

20| health and safety function in basically a liaison office which
21 8 basically what State Programs is, I also think there is a
22|l certain conflict in having an emergency planning off’<e in

23!l NRR. And one ¢of the reasons we haven't had good emergenzy

24 planning is that, I think to do too much on that side seems

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.
25 to suggest we haven't done quite enough in reviewing the plan.
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And it may be that you want to have those
responsibilities separated. In other words, those who review
the plan shouldn't be assuming that their review wasn't
adequate, there was an accident, the emergency planning will
take care of it.. ;

In just the same way the emergency planners shouldn'é
be assuming too much about how effectively the reviews have beeﬁ
conducted and be too confident about avoiding any sorts of |
accidents.

So it may be that one wants to take it out of NRR,
%00.

ln any case, I do think it is important that these |
activities be brought together, particularly if we are \
calking alout requiring state plans as a condition =-- and
local plans as a condition of licenses.

MR. GOSSICK: I certainly don't disagree with the
need for tighter integration and the possibility of moving
it all to one place or another, I think is sometning that would;
need to be studied certainly more carefully than we have delvedT
into that.

I think as an interim measure, at least an interim
measure, that I think as opposed to the creation of a technical‘
assistant or something to serve as the central point for

coordinating all this effort, making sure that things don't

get dropped in the cracks, that problems are elevated up to
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where they can be dealt with and so forth, that I propose to,
at least for the moment, assigning this overall role to the
deputy, currently acting deputy EDO. [ may have to give him
a legman to help stay current with the program, because this
is something that I think is almost a fulltime task for
somebody cutting across the varts of the Staff where this
activity is currently going on and trying to track reporting
progress.

But the overall structure, you know, that is of
more extensive reorganization and taking all, or at least
parts of the current effort and putting it in one place is

something that we frankly have not studied the ramifications

of.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Well, I asked you last
week, to be prepared today to at least address that. _That
was my Item No. 4.

MR. GOSSICK: Yes.

I'm not prepared to tell you that we have studied
and come up with alternatives, options and pros and cons of
various organizational fixes.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I asked you for specific
things. I asked you to describe the formation of a separate
staff office, whose.. role would be to develop, coordinate
and insure the implementation of emergency planning action

and give me an estimate of what functions it might take over.
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mm 1 I think your answer is that you 2are not ready to
2; address that?
3§ MR. GOSSICK: Only to the extent that as far as
4i coordinating the effort, assuming that you are leaving the
5| functions where they are as opposed to trying to consolidate
6% them.
7; COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I think the request is, is
8% a consolidaticn necessary. Certainly that is what I intended ;
9% to write.
10 | And I say which functions it would take over, it
‘1% is a single office that would develop and coordinate.
12 MR. GOSSICK: I think that is the subject of a study%
13|| that has to be very carefully doine, and there frankly wasn't |
4| time to do.it.
15 If it is your desire that we undertake such a study,j
16|| fine, we will do that. |
17 I think even if we do though, for the time being I
18 | would propose my going ahead with assigning the current
19| continuing responsibility of integrating and coordinating |
20| this effort as I have indicated.
21 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: I guess I thought back when
22 | this emergency task force was being started, I can remember
23|| one of the specific gquestions you asked to have addressed --
. 24 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: That's what I thought.
- Ace-Federsi Regorters, Inc.
25 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: =-- was to have it all pulled
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MR. GOSSICK: I think we reviewed that charter with

“nl3 1 together in a single office.
ZE MR. GOSSICK: I don't believe that was in the guidance
32 that came through from Mr. Chilk, and I don't recall it being |
Ai put in that many words.
5! Do you, Tom?
6§ MR. CARTER: No.
71 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: I don't recall it in those |
8; terms. I may be wrong.
d

10| you and our understanding of that charter, on June 28th =--

Nl we.l, if we missed it, I'm sorry.

12 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, I'd like to see it

13| brought together in one place.

14 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: What activities do you have l
15|| in mind? %.
16 Everything connected with emergency planning? |
17 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Well, I would certainly put

18 || together the activities that are now presently in NRR with

19| thofre in State Programs.

20 | CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: So that NRR would not have any-
21|l thing to do with emergency planning?

22 COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: I didn't say where I would
23|| put them. We might put them in NRR. But I see a problem

24 || about doing that.

Ace-Feders! Reporters, Inc.
25 But I do think it is better to have them together in
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NRR than separate the way they are now.

MR. GOSSICX: I think I can perceive some real
management problems with that. Again it is going to be
something that is going to take some stucdy and careful looking
at the implications of this,resource impact, intefactions,
understanding with staff by this office, wherever it is, to
do things like it currently is doing, Zield surveys and.all that
sort of thing, unless you provide a directive for that. |

I guess another, just a point to mention, in
creating a separate additional cffice is, I get a little
concerned about, if a special topic comes :up, we keep adding i
another special office of some kind. It .uggests that either ;
something is wrong with our basic structure -- maybe there i, |
And also it adds a span of control, an additional cormunication;
problem. |

You may have cure problem. You have now |
created another set of proi . to deal with. Interaction f
communications, and so forth.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: That's one of the disadvantage#.
Yes. |

CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Especially considering that we
start with a set of statutory offices which anchor major
portions of the organization in a certain way, which we are
not free to redeal.

I am very leery of establishing -- every time a

1071 252

S e B e e e I ool ol Y0 TV S N S e R O s S BEGRY  f T  R=S g | =



A 74
mmlS . .
1| problem comes up, establishing an office. If Problem A comes

2| up, good, we will now have the Office of A. Problem B, good,
3| we will have the Office of 3.

4 It is a random organizational approach which doesn't
5| take account of the overall responsibilities for distribution

6| of resources that are necessary to priorities. It is just

7| simply a reactive response., Every time we get a problem that

8| is causing trouble, good, we need an office for that. And

9| they do their thing.

10 Now we would have some problems with that.

1 That doesn’'t necessarily mean that some reconfiguriné
12| of places, arrangements by which we deal with these things ;
13 aren't_app;opriate and shouldn't be considered. But I think |
14| we ought to come very carefully and with careful thoutht of :
15| a reorganization for this purpose. 1
16 In the meantime I would suggest to you that whatever:

17

we may eventr: y decide about this, that the Staff has to

18| keep collected on all of these things going ¢n tomorrow, the
19| next day and so on. And what the Executive Director is saying |
20| is that he proposes to establish responsibility to the Acting

21 Deputy and bring into his office a fulltime professional

22 || who would, on the Deputy's behalf, be the cognizant engineer

23| for emergency planning throughout the agency just to keep

24 || track of it in your office.

Ace-Feders! Reportery, Inc.
25 As an interim measure, that seems to me reasonable.
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It looks like these things are developing enough

mml6

—

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: Certainly, it is entirely,

2|| Qifferent elements in different places so that keeping track

31 of it is a fulltime job.

4 MR. GOSSICK: I think this is a subject certainly,

5i if we get to the Congress with our supplemental request,

éi there is going to be interest in. And I would like to point

7] to whatever steps we can take between now and then, not only

8% actions, but the management of those actions. |
|

4

10| as far as I can see, up to Lee if he wants to have an

111 assistant in his office doing that coordination, that's fine |

\ ‘2ﬂ with me. :
|

13 .I doubt that it is going to be an adequate response i

14|l overall to have one person try to coordinate this. There is |

151l a lot of problems in the coordination.

15 I agree with Vic, I think we are going to have

17| to at some point get to some additional restructuring of

18| those functions. But as a very short-term interim, certainly

19| that's -- (Inaudible.) |

20 CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: All right. |

21 May we go on that basis, with the understanding

22| that you will look to the matter of what alternate structures

23| might be better than the ones we have now to manage the

24| pysiness. And wlem then, you cut off the transfer. That is,

Ace-Feclersl Reporters, Inc.
35|l we -alk about emergency planning in NRR, why it has elements,
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mml7 11 some of which trickle a long way down into the detail work of
2i the shop. You just can't take the whole thing out. You may
3% take just the plananing elements out, or even scme more than
‘l that. But you have to decide where that cut line is that you
5| are going to transfer over into a separate office.
“ And what does that mean in terms of resources? And,;
7‘ are you ending up in turn now making emergency planning =-- just{
li how does it fit in terms of agency priorities and the overall !
9% resource allocation. |
‘0! MR. GOSSICK: I would ask Norm Haller to take this |
“i on like he did the safeguards consolidation study on the
‘zr organizational studies. And this is a four-bodied problem ‘
' |
13| in that two-bodied problem essentially, and it will take, I'm |
14|l not sure how much time required. Something in the nature of
15l a few weeks to do.
16 CHAIRMAN FENDRIE: My guess is it will be more than I
17|l that by the time we sort things out, and interact with the ;
18|l offices. E
19 COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: In theory there is a |
20| fa.r amount of thought that's already been given, I'm sure, |
21| to the various aspects of it on the task force. ‘
2 For me, I would like to thank Tom and the people
23|l that worked on this. This is certainly a very significant
:krﬁnmuﬂqnnum:: piace of work with a lot of hard effort, obviously, to bring
25| us a good way forward on this ve. y difficult subject.
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CHAIRMAN HENDRIE: Yes, I would like to join that

sentiment. Thank you very much.

MR. GOSSICK: One last regquest is that when you
respond to Sam on this, please remember that we have the
Brooks letter to answer. In the rpport we have got to tell
the Congress what the Commission intends to do.

So, if the Commission generally endorses the
report, fine, or whatever. We need to have your guidance.

COMMISSIONER AHEARNE: We have the Lone Ranger
working on it.

(Laughter)

(Whereupon, at 5:30 p.m., the hearing in the

above-entitled matter was adjourned.)

* * *
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