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EDISON ELECTRIC
'NSTITUTE The assocation cfc ——

1111 19th Street. N W
Washing'on, D C 20038

Tei: (202) 328-7400 ?Q X sd.quwﬂ ‘-“‘-39 August 31, 1979

The Honorable Joseph M Hendrie, Chairman
John F Ahearne, Commissioner
Peter A Bradford, Commissioner
Victor Gilinsky, Commissioner
Richard T Kennedy, Commissioner

Gentlemen:

Re: Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Advance
Notice of Propcsed Rulemaking concerning
Adequacy and Acceptance of Emergency Planning
Around Nuclear Facilities

There is enclosed a copy of the Edison Electric
Institute's comments, dated August 31, 1979, on the above
refc renced Notice.

As indicated on page 2 of the enclosure, the members
of the Institute are concerned that the Commission act both
promptly and deliberately in this proceeding. 1In particular,
we believe that the Commission should publish any proposed
revisions of its regulaticns for public comment rather than
making such revisions immediately effective.

The Institute and its members desire to work closely
and expeditiously with the NRC ard all responsible Federal,
State and local agencies to improve emergency planning in
light of the experience of Three Mile Island. We fully recog-
nize this is a subject of intense public and Congressional
interest. We support the efforts of the NRC Staff to provide
additional guidance to licensees and to State and local agencies
in these matters, including the recent NRC regional briefings.
However, we would oppcse any attempts by the Staff to impose
significant new requirements on licensees which are not based
on applicable law and regulations and subjected to a deliberate
rulemaking process.

Sincerely yours,

- dlh alyhg. [Ota MGt |

William McCollam, Jr.
President
33 | I7ARE
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TO- SO FRU\URD)

August 31, 1979

Comments of the Ediscn Electric Institute
on Nuclear Regulatory Comm.issicon
Advance Nctice of Proposed Rulamaking--
Adequacy and Acceptance of Emergency Planning
Around Nuclear Pacilities--10 CFR Part 350

I. Intzroduction

Edison Blectric Institute submits these comments
in regard to the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaxking
concerning Adequacy and Acceptance of EZmergency Planning
Around Nuclear Facilities published by the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission (®NRC®) in the Federal Register of July 17,
1973, 44 FPed. Reg. 41483. These comments On emerjency
planning also apply to the issues raised in the Petizion
for Rulomaxing.:ecently £iled by a number of organizaticons,
iacluding Critical Mass and Public Interest Research
Groups. See 44 Fed. Reg. 32486 (June 6, 1373).

Ediscn Electric Institute is the association of

the naticn's investor-cwned electric utilities. Its
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members serve 39.5 percent of all ultim
by the investor-ownel segment of the industry, generate
more than 77 percent of all of the electricity 1in the

councry and service more than 77 percent of all ultimate

conscruction of additional reactors. Its members therafcore
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would be affected directly by the adoption by the NRC of
adiitional regulations concerning the adequacy and accept-
ance cf emergency planning around nuclear facilities.
Edison Electric Institute agrees that the Commis-
sion should complete this important proceeding promptly.
Among other things, this will serve to provide the NRC
staff and NRC licensees with necessary guidance. GHowever,
because of the complex and interrelated issues which thils
rulemakinrg 24dresses--including the legal and practical
responsibi.ities of Federal, State and local governmental
entities and NRC licensees--the Institute strongly urges
the NRC %o publish a proposed rule for notice and comment
rather than making any rule immediately effective. There
is no justification here for circumventing the ncrmal
requirements of Section 4 of the Administrative Procedure
Act for obtaining comments from the public and deliberate
consideration of these comments oy the Commissicn pricr
rulemaking. The requirements cf the National EZnvironmental
Policy Act might alsc e violated by making any such rule
immediately effr stive. FPFinally, the Commission would De
violating the request by President Carter voluntarily %o
apply the policies and procedures of Executive Crder 12044,

43 Fed. Reg. 12661 (Marecn 24 1978) if it acted pracipitously

"
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ia this important matter and witnout preparation o
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The precise applicability of any revised emergency

planning requirements to the siting and licensing of nuclear
power plants for which applications have not yet heen £filad
requires further evaluaticn in the light of this rulemaking
proceeding, The Commission should concinue to ceonsider
emergency planning requirements at the cConstruction permitc
stage. GHowever, detailed planning requirements apprepriate
tc the operating license stage are unnecessary and infeasible
at the construction permit stage.

Ediscn Electric Institute's comments cn the
issues raised by the NRC in the Advance Notice of Prcposed
Rulemaking fcllow.

II. Comments on Issues Raised in Advance Notice of Pro-
oosed Rulemakin

1. what shculd e the basic cbjectives of emergency
planning?
a. To reduce public radiation exposure?
b. To prevent public radiation exposure?
C. Tc be able to evacuate the public?
To what extent should these cbjectives e
quantified?

Response:
Ffor nuclear facilities, -he 2asic objectives of
emergency planning should be:.
(1) To provide reascnable assurance tlat agpro-

priate measures can and will Se takan IO protact public

health and safety in the ev
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(2) To limit public radiation expcosure in the

event of an emergency.

(3) To provide timely d.sseminaticn of accurate
information to local, State and Federal authorities and o
the public.

The objectives or purposes of emergency planning
should not be confused with the various measures which may
be employed to accomplish these fundamental objectives. To
accomplish these objectives, any emergency plan must allow
flexibility and provide for early communication to designated
governmental officials who will determine the appropriate
action to be taken. Experience nas shown tlat emergency
plans cannot account for all pessibilities in any practical
manner. The NRC shculd not reguire that emergency plans
for nuclear facilities attempt tO encompass every conceivaple
type of emergency situaticn or prescribe in advance specifi

protective measures (such as evacuation).

Evacuation is but one acticn which may Ce appropriate

in tne event of an accident. Evacuation shculd not ce the
cbjective of emergency planning. Other acticns are sheltering,
administering radioprotective drugs, using special treatiing
apparatus, and curtailing access toO gontaminated areas.

Qfficials responsisle for implementingy the

rotective

0
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actions must be aple to take into account existing and
projected constraints and use professional judgment to
determine which actions are most appropriate to protect tne
public at a particular site. Each protective action

carries its own risks and those risks must be balanced
against both the risks from the projected radiation exposure
in the event of an accident and the risks of alternative
protective measures.

Preventing all exposure under all accident
conditions is not a feasible cbjective. Each emergency
plan should have as an objective taking the preventive
measures most effective to limit public radiaticn exposure.
Quantified criteria, such as the Envirconmental Protection
Agency's Protective Action Guides, sghould de applied only
to define an accident situation and to initiate variocus
ghases of zhe emergency plan taking into account the risks
of alternative acticns. Therefore, :Be Commissicn should
act attempt to guantify an acceptable level of public
expcsure as a basis for emergency planning.

The objective of timely dissemination of accurate
information to the public encompasses both pricr notifica-
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refuting inaccurate information which is reported or
rumored.
2. What constitutes an effective emergency response
plan for State and lcocal agencies? 7For licensees?
What are the essential elements that must De
included in an effective plan? Do existing NRC
requirements for licensees (10 C.F.R. Part 350,

Agpendix B) and guidance for States (NUREG-75/111)
lack any of these essential elements?

Resggnsc:

Most of the elements of an effective radiological
emergency plan are in commen with those of an effective
plan for other types of public emergencies such as flocds,
tornadoes, train derailments and chemical tank ruptures.
Thus, the best assurance of an effective radioclogical
emergency plan is for it to be incorporated in an overall
plan for all other types of emergencies, wnich are dealt
with much more frequently than are radiclogical emergencies.
This also provides a greater oppeortunity for testing tie
plan's workability. Organizational responsibilities and
emergency functions which are common %0 all types of
disasters should be included in general emergency 2planning,
so they need not be duplicated for radiological emergency
planning. The latter should address only those matters
which have particular significance or are unigue in respgending

1 ,

to a radiolcogical emergency. The role of local officials



in communications, =raffic contrecl, evacuation, pudl:ic
notifi-ation and other emergency responses tends to De tne
same recardless of the cause of the emergency.

An effective emergency response plan must inte-
grate the plans of the State and local agencies and the
licensees. An effective emergency 2lan should ensure that
actions to control an accident, assess the extent 2f a
hazard, initiate notification and protective measures
and terminate protective measures will be carried out
promptly and expertly.

The essential elements of an effective emergency
response plan are all defined within the following five
functions: .

1) define the organizational and operational
roles of all of the parties involved;

2) state limitations wnich, when exceeded,
actions will be taken;

3) establish communication channels;

4) outline plans which provide £lexidility Zor
dealing with the emergency; and

5) establish means to test the plan and menitor
its effectiveness.

The £first function is tne most crucial; without
rdentifving #who i3 to do wnat, and when, tle other 2lements

in a plan exist in a vacuum. The Juestion, 'Who is in
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it more serious than it might have ceen.

State and local officials. State and local

officials have the responsibility %o determine and carry
out appropriate measures to protect public nealth and
safety in the event of an emergency. Responsipility for
the initial respense to limit public radiation exposure
rests with local governmental officials who have the
knowledge of existing local conditicons and the authorit;
necessary =0 implement protective measures Ior tie puplic
in their jurisdictions.

Licensee. The NRC licensee's role is necessarily
limited to: (1) notifying offsite authorities of the
potential nazard, (2) providing ongolng assessments of the
nazards, (3) providing radiclogical assistance if requestad,
and (4) recommending to offsite State and local authoritiss
public protective measures that mignt Ce effective.

Federal Government. The role of Federal agencies

should be regarded primarily as supportive of, and not as a
substitzute for, responsisle action oy NRC licensees and
sate and local governments. The nature of the support o

be provided to Statve and local governments I¥ Ffegeral

LR 1)

efined in

(T

agencies, including the ¥RC, snoulia 2 clearly
the emergency 2lan.
The second essential 2lament in an emergency 3lan

is a sez cf procedures to define wiat an accident i1s; that
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is, to determine when emergency activities cf any sort
should be initiated and terminated. Assessment i35 a
subelement of this functicn: determining current and
projected magnitude and possitle impacts.

Once the initial emergency determination and
assessmen: has been mace, :=he next essential element of the
plan~-communications channels--decomes crucial. Communica-
tion among all of the parties to tne plan is essential to
provide assurance that approgriate measures will be taken.
The ccnsequences of an accident can be effectivel; limited
only if the actions of Federal, State, and local government
and licensees are well-coordinated and lines of communica-
tion are clear. The NRC and other Federal agencies must
identify =heir chain-of-command for communications. Early
communication by the licensee of potential hazards and
conseqjuences to rasponsible governmental officials is
important to allow them the time to decide promptly ameng
the measures available. The =ime available for acticn 1is
strongly related to the time consumed in notification. All
of the parties invelved=--NRC licensees, State and local
austhcrities, and Federal agencies--must Xnow 1CW £0 commu-

Aicate with the others, with whom =0 ¢cocmmunicate, and wnac

information should se communicated in what form. Scme of
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ication,

—
|

-
~d
[N
e

-J=



methcds of communication, call lists of specific authorities,
notification networks, i'~ncur-day coverage, and listings of
specific information needed from tne facility for decisicn-
mak ing. The concept of an offsite emergency response
center has been offered as part of the solution to the
communications problem and it should pe adepted. Physical
as well as organizational communications channels aust De
adequate for emergencies. Direct links through dedicated
circuitry, or their equivalent, cetween facilities and
State and local officials and between facilities and NRC
regional or Washington cffices should ce required. Communi-
cation links between State and Federal officials should De
established wpere reguired %o support the emergency plan.
State and local government plans must provide for
the fourth element, flexibility. The responsible government
officials must be not only aware of, but prepared to
implement, a variety of protective measures. 3Iach accident
may have different conseguences, 2C0ti in nature anéd degree.
Different types of releases may cover different tinme
periods; wind and weather conditions alse affect release
characteristics., Planners must consider the time reguired
to implement particular protective measures (sucn as
evacuation) in terms of the specific release cnaracter-

istics for each site.



The final element, hesting, is essential in order
o ensure that the other elements are all in place and that
the plan will work as designed. The means to implement
this element must provide for regular review, drills and
tests, and cooperation among all parties. See the discus-
sicn for Issues 6, 10, and 14.

The existing NRC requirements and guidance are
adequate on a generic dasis, but they should be viewed as
guidelines to be adapted for individual facilities. The
empnasis should tce on two areas: site-specific variations,
and radiological-specific variaticns. A large number of
specific emergency plan elements will vary from site-to-
site, because-of facility characteristics such as size and
safety features, local geogragnic, climatic, and demograpnic
features, and technical resources of the responsible State
and local governments. Similarly, the assistance and
guidance required to be offered to State and local govern-
ments oy the NRC and tne NRC licensee snculd Ce aimed at
tnose aspects of emergency planning which are significant
or unigue to radiological accidents and the particular

plant, respectively. Review in connection with licens-

(a0

ing actions by NRC should be functicnal and site-specific:
plans shculd not ce required tO contain elements wihlclh are
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3. Should NRC concurrence in the associated State
and local emergency response plans ce a reguire-
ment fo1 continuing operation of any nuclear
power plant with an existing operating liceuse?
If so, when should this general regquirement
beccme effective?

4. Should prior NRC concurrence in the asscciatead
State and local emergency response plans Ce a
requirement f£or the issuance of any new cperating
license for a nuclear power plant? If sc, when
should this general regquirement Cecome effective?

Respcnse:

The NRC already evaluates State and local emargency
response plans on a site-specific basis in the licensing
process, and it should continue ©O do so. However, prior
NRC "councr=- .nce” in State and local emergency plans sheuld
not be a roqulzemnn: for either new or continuing licensing.
If tnere is to be a significant medification in either the
level ¢f review or the result of a review, three key lssues

must be addressed:

1) How should cencurrence Or non=concurrence
te defined?

2) what time frame shculd be allowed for
sringing plans into cempliance?

3) wWhat are the legal and practical proolems
involved and how can they oe resclved?

Concurrence should be defined on a functional

and site-specific basis. Emergency plans should be reviewed
only in terms of whether tley sacisfy tne cpjectives

-12- 1077 162



cutlined in the response to Issue '. The NRC saculd not
dictate or require specific proceduras for inplemencaticn,
but should consider whether essential functicns for public
protection are included. Licensing decisions should not Cte
pased on whether or noc every item on a detailed list 1is
checked off. The NRC may define key elements which must ce
covered in scme manner bu: should not define sutelements in
such detail as %o preclude flexisility cf response or
apility to adapt to differing State and local government
organizaticnal concepts. The plans snould De reviewed from
an overall perspective rather than in a piecemeal fashion.
The NRC should consider whetner scme elements of the glan
are defined or implemented in such a way as to cffsec or
mitigate an apparent deficiency in other elements. Similarly,
the NRC should review State plans cnly in conjunction wita
and with reference to the plans of the licensee and the
localities in the vicinity of the nuclear facility. If the
in any manner, furtner NRC concurrence in tle State's
overall plan should not be necessary. Functicnal review
should also be directed to site-specific characteristics
rather than =0 tachnical compliance. Neitner the State and

local governments nNOTr theée licensee shoul
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include 2lements which are clearly Llnappropriats Or Jnnecess

sary for a particular site.



The time frame afforded for plans to De brought
into compliance should ce realistic aand should also de
site-specific. In setting dead.ines, the NRC must reccg-
nize that licensees cannot take unilateral actiom %o
inmprove State and lccal plans. Ffurtiermore, any dead-
lines should recognize that actions cannot be taken until
further guidance is given by the NRC in coordinaticn wit!
other responsible Federal agencies. The time limit should
also allow for normal scheduling problems and for site-
specific adjustments. For example, States and local
governments which have done little emergency planning in
this area will need more time to “"start from scratch” than
governments wiRich already have plans which merely need
minor adjustments cr iaprovements SO ce Drought into
compliance. Areas macde up of a number of small, indepencent
local governments will need more ti~e for cocrdinaticn than
an area with one large, active county government. Such
small governments will also nave fawer rescurces tO devote
to the emergency planning problem and may often De distracted
by more immediate local proolems.

There are also several legal and practical issues
whicn should be considered. These involve proolems of
sne role of =he new Tederal Zmerjency Management Agendy
'n?EMA)'ind feceral/State ané Scate/local relaticnships.

First, t=he NRC has no authority L0 reguire States Or

1077 165



localities to develop emergency plans. The NRC should not
link emergency plaaning and nuclear powerplant licensing in
a way which would penalize consumers for the failure or
unwillingness of States or lccalities to develop emergency
plans. This is a particularly sensitive issue where a
single site may encempass a multi-State emergeacy plannir
zone. Secondly, the level of emergency planning which
is acceptable to the affected public 1: essentially a
State and local political issue., If the public to Dde
protected wants a more effective plan, it will make this
XKnoen o the State and local government planners through
the political process. The Federal Government could
provide additional financial and technical assistance tO
encourage emergency planning if financial constraints are
the problem. Finally. NRC concurrence procedures cannot
impose any specific division of lsbor‘or relationship
between States and their local governments. 3tate laws and
zate participation in and contrisutions to local emergency
planning will vary. The NRC cannot require any particular
type of decision to te made Or action to De taken at any
particular level. This problem may De Qovercome, Incwever,

Sy reviewlng emergoncy pians on 2 functional basis rather

than on a detailed procedural Das:is,

\077 1466



5. Should financial assistance te provided to State
anc¢ local governments for radioclogical emergency
respense planning and preparecdness? I so, to
what extent and ov what means? What should e
the scurce of the funds?

Resconse:

Federal funds should be provided as needed for
general plans to meet all types of emergencies. This
should be administered by the new Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency. 1I£ States and loca. ‘ties have adeguate
general emergency plans, there should be little need for
addizional planning, or funds, for radiolcgical emergencies
at specific sites. Federal assistance for generic radioc~-
lcgical emergency needs, however, snculd be provided. This
could be done either through FEMA, or through the NRC,
which has more expertise in assessing and defining such
needs. The NRC has a responsizil.ty to encourage and
assist State and local authorities to develop nuclear

emergency =lans.

Y

"Generic" needs which could be Fecderally funced
include £t~ *ining for State and local perscnnel who mignt Be
expected to respond to a nuclear emergency (2.3.. police,
firefighters, medical workers), communications links,

and eguipment necessary for cffsite menlIoring and assessment.
The ameunt of assistance provided shculd e site-speciiic

and geared to she realities of tne proolams encounterec oV



State and local governments in developing thelr own emergency
plans. Federal oversicht should Se provided to ensure that
the assistance is used appropriately.
6. Should radiological emergency response drills ce

a recuirement? If so, under whose authority:

federal, State or local government? To wnat

ex-en= snould Pederal, State, and local govern-

ments, and licensees e reguired to participate?

Resconse:

Drills oy Licensees are now required by 10 C.F.R.
50, Appendix £, are descriced in Regulatory Guide 1.101,
and are recommended in NUREG 75/111., Although a decisicn
to require state or local government participation on a
regular basis could provoke legal challenges concerning
Federal authorl:y over state and local governments, ccoper-
acion in such tests shculd ce strongly encouraged to ensure
shat the emergency plans will work as expected. Drills
should Se conducted under compined Federal, State and local
ausnoricy. Orills should be as realistic as pessicle and
should, at @ minimum, test the communications links gor
abili:y to make contact, and for notificacion speed and
message ccatent.

Although it may nct ce possitle Ior tne NRC =0
require State and local garzicipation, it may Je pessidole
o encourage it in a numper oI ways. For example, State

and local authorizies can ce educated ascout tne tyzes O




proclems which have ceen identified in previous drills and
which could nave ceen sericus in a genuine emergency,
pointing up the need for identifying such problems in
advance. If financial constraints inhibit Stace and local
cooperation, Federal funding shcould te provided. The

public should not te asked or required to participate (see

Tssue 14).

B Hdow and to what extent should the public =
inf-rmed, prior to any emergency, concerning
emer.2nCy actions it might be called upon to
take?

Response:

It is both impractical and undesirable to provide
detailed informetion about the actions wnich might te taken
for all possible emergencies. As emphasized aocove, one cf
the essential objectives of an emergency glan is to
maintain flexibility of respcnse. Providing detailed
informaticn to the public in advance c¢f an emergency
situation might even limit the apility of responsible
cfficials =0 choose among major alternative protective
actions. Yet, without scme pricr kxnowledge of what =0

expect and what =0 do, the public may not react as Juickly

or as ccoperatively as tnhe si

. ~ » = . -
ation y vnés. If informa~

tion is supplied in advance =0 .r: o ', 4% must include

I
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(1) the potential nazards invclve.,
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protective responses expected, and (3) how emergency

instructions will be communicated. The communications

aspect of prior informaticn is most important. The informa-

tion need not explain the specific protective measures to
take, .t it is important for the public to know the nature
of the pussible emergency, that an emergency plan exists

and how the public will be informed about it if it is ever

put into operation. As with many other aspects of radiological

emergency planning, providing prior public information
should te part of the State and local general emergency
planning. If the public knows how it will be instructed
about hurricanes, tornadces, flocds, or industrial accidents
they need cnly know that the same source will alsc be used
for nuclear emergencies.

The general level of informaticn recommended
could be disseminated in a number of ways. It 1. a State
or local respensibilizy to provide this informaticn, as it
is for any cther emergency planning informaticn, and tne
NRC should not shifs this resgonsibility to its licer iees.
If necessary, FEMA may provide funds Zor pubdlication in
local newspapers, announcements on local radio or televisicn
sraticns, or similar mezhcds. The detailed emergency plans
~ould ce maintained far public inmsgecticn and comment ac

anncunced locations and a copy could te made availaclia to 2

y r . ’
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member of the public on request. As noted above the plan,
should not be generally pudblished or distributed.
8. What actions should be taken in response tO

the recommendations of the joint NRC/EPA Task
Porce Repor:t (NUREG-0396/EPA 320/1-78-016)7

RQSEOGSC :

There should te emergency p2lanning efforts based
on a plume exposure patiaway. CDetailed emergency planning
should continue to be performed for the Low Population
Zone, established for each zlant on the basis of specific
plant and site features. It would also Re reasonable to
establish an emergency planning zone around each plant
ranging out to abcut 10 miles for the plume exposure
pathway. However, the detail of planning should be greater
within the smaller radius of the Low Pcpulation Icne tnan
ceyond the soundary of this zone and out to the 10-mile
radius. Kecognizing, for example, the fact that there is
nore time to take protective acticn the fartiher one is Irom
the plant in the event ¢f an accident, it 1S r2asconacle =o

conclude that the type and level of emergency planaing

snould not be the same for the entire 10-mile radius.

-

Xequiring the same level <f planning for the entire 10-mile
radius would divers scarce rascurces from the real task at

nandg.
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State and local planning should address controls
over an ingestion pathway. It is important in this
connection to consider what constitutes a real "emergency”
situation, and to recognize that scme types oOf protective
measures cover situations tnat are not "emerjencies” in the
most immediate sense. For example, while potential inges-
ticn exposure zones may te large, the time cericd available
for taking protective measures is much longer. Wind speed
and dispersion effects tend to De correlated in such a way
rhat the faster the release is spread, the more it 1is
dispersed, thus reducing the potential exposure. 3ecause
the danger arises from ingestion, there are more points at
wnich protective measures may De taken. Sources of expcosure
may be identified and dealt with on the ground and before
processing, or after processing and cefore distributicn.
Again, there is considerably more tinme for projection,
assessment, and implementation of protective measures tnan
shere is for the plume expcsure pataway.

The emergency p.ans made for other accidents
contain elements which ar- alsc applicable tc so=-called
Class 9 accidents, such as a definition of the crganiza-

sicnal ana cperational roles Of the parties

cemmunicaticons

~e

channels; a chain of ommang; and protactive action gu ide~

‘ ¢ * s ¥ 1 . . b - 111 3
lines. However, decailed planning snculd not Je raguired



for Class 9 accidents. There is no other type of emergency
planning which is regquired or performed for disasters of
such a level and of such low probability. The Three Mile
Island accident and the response to it by Federal, State

and local governmental agencies indicate that improvements
are needed in emergency planning but also tend to confirm
that Class 9 accidents shculd not form an explicit emergency
planning casis. It is true that public percepticn of
danger plays a much larger part than procbability of
occurrence in nuclear emergency planning.

Hcowever, public

perception should not be the NRC's final arbiter in

instance, where the magnitude
ity of occurrence are at such
required in similar detail as

would constitute

of planning and the probabil-

edds. Such planning, if
for other radiological

a considerable turden on

emergenc’ ss,
State and local governments which, as noted actcve, do not

perform emergency planning for analogous types of disasters.

9. Under what circumstances and using what Jriteria
should a licensee notify State, local, and
Federal agencies of incidents, including emer-
gencies? when, ncw, ané o what extent, and 2y
whom should the public be notified of these
incidents?

Respense:

The licencee shcu.d be reguired to notify State,

.

local, ané Federal agencies where



potential of radiolcgical consequences in excess of a
clearly defined limit, and when that excess Ras Deen
indicated by plant conditions. As discussed in the Response
to Issue 2, an essential element of an effective plan is a
definitior of action levels. A set of action levels in

each emergency plan should define when notification

will take place. The action levels should be established

in such a way as to te non-discretionary for tih licensee:
when the level is met, the action is taken.

Notification levels should e set low encugh £or
each nuclear facility to ensure that the public health and
safety will be adequately protected. They shculd De set
low encugh to-.allow for early notification of the officials
responsible for selecting and implementing protective
measures. However, they shculd be set nigh enough to
assure that there are not so many false alarme that notif-
ication i3 not taken sericusly By either the agencies or
the public.

Notification =0 the public saculd be made oy a
clearly designated governmental official in accordance with
individual site and State-local emergency zlans and guantified
criteria such as the Znvironmental Protection Agency's
Protective Action Guides. Public nctification shculd

be undertaken 2y the licensee or the NRC. Notificatio




the public must clearly distinguish Detween emergencies for
which action is to be taken and incidents repcrted ZIcr
public information purposes only. Pre-emergency planning
should be performed to define the types of information
public announcements will contain as well as their format.
10. BHow and to what extent should the concerns of
State and local governments be incorporated inte
Pederal radiclogical emergency response tlans?
Response:

State and local concerns shculd continues to e

corporated into Federal planning for several reascons:

1) The basic respensibility for implementing
protective actions rests particularly with the local
governments.

2) State and local governments are familiar with
important site-specific conditions, scme of wnicn may
change over tine.

3) State and local governments ara lixkely to De
mere cocperative with licensee and Federal esforts in
emergency planning if they feel that their special concerns
are being considered.

Coordination tetween 3zaze and local general
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ensure that crucial gaps are filled and that unigue require-
ments are met.

Incorporaticn of State and local concerns can be
addressed at several stages. Firs: State and lccal
agencies should be invited %o parti ate at tle earliest
stages of emergency planning (i.e., pre-licensing), =0
ensure that the plan's assumptions are locally realistic.
Second, State and local participation in drills shculd
provide opportunities for correcticns and adjustments. AL
all tines, State and local officials should be able to
suggest changes which may be required by any local physical,
econcmic, or demographic char- .* that they are awarse of.

11. How should Federal agencies interface with State
and local governments and the licensee during
emergencias?

Response:

The lines of communication and authority shcould
ce a clearly defined element of each site and State-local
emergency plan. BSoth the direct communicaticons links and
provision for an offsite emergency response center will
facili{tate Federal cooperaticn. The role of the Federal

government sihculd te 2
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agencies cperate at a general level of knowledge, and thus

should take their lead from State and local agencies, which
are more familiar with the specific site, conditions,
populace and resources. Federal agencies sheculd obtain
guidance from the licensee with respect to plant conditions
and equipment needed at the site.
12. Should the licensees be reguired to provide
radiological emergency response training f£or

State and local government persconnel? If so, toO

what extent? Should the Federal government

provide such training? If so, tO what extent?
Response:

The NRC shouléd pe concerned with the level of
training of local emergency perscnnel (Cor other mitigatiag
arrangements) rather than oy whom such is provided.

General radiological emergency training could te eitier
conducted or funded by the NRC or FEMA for localir’»s which
could not otherwise afford it.
13. Tc what extent should reliance te placed on
licensees for the assessment of the actual

or potential consequences of an accident witl
regard to initiation of protective action? To

1

what extent should zhis respensibility Ce Sorne
by Federal, State or local governments? °

Resconse:
The NRC licensee's rcle rhould remain primarily

an advisory one. The licensee's unigue knocwledge of th

26~



plant must obviously ce the basis for the inicial assessment

of the potential nazard, and also for ongoing assessments

of any increase or decrease in the danger Or its duration.

However, the decision to implement offsite protective

measures must ce made by State and local officials in

acsordance with their own plans.
responsibility to help the State
understand the situation sc¢ that

the authority to order necessary

The licensee has the
and local officials
those cfficials who have

actions can make apgropriate

decisions. The licensee nh#; no authority 0 implement
cff-site emergency protective actions.

After the initial notificaticon by the licensee as
discussed under Issue 9, above, State and lecal ocfficials
should have tﬁe means to review the initial assessment and
to monitor the actual hazards. Because most State and
local governments cannot support full-time radiological
specialists, 2t will be difficult for tioem to assimilate a
wide variety of subjec.ive assessment criteria. Therelore,

offsite monizoring equipment and training, funded or
2

provided by tne NRC or FIMA, may De necessiry =o help

establish uniform action level criteria on which to Dase
decisions. The NRC and other Federal agencies should
provide support and advice.
14. wWould public participaticn in radiolcgical
emergency drills, including evacuaticn, serve
a useful purpcse? If so, what shculd De tne
extent of the public participaticn?



Response:

Puplic participation in emergency drills, includ-
ing evacuation, would serve no useful purpose, carries
unnecessary risks, and would be counter-productive.
According to the NRC's response to the GAQO report on
emergency planning (EMD-78-110, March 30, 1979, page 32),
public evacuations are carried out in the United States at
the rate >f about one per week. Thev are virtually all
conducted without a prior dr.ll, and usually result in an
orderly public response with few evacuaticon-related health
or safety effects. For example, in 64 evacuations involv-
ing 1,142,336 persons which tock place between 1960 and
1973, there were only ten deatns and two injuries related
to the evacuation process. Two of the deaths were the
direct result of failure to follow directions, and seven
were tae result of the crash of a single helicopter, not 3
usual mode of evacuation. In “"Svacuation Risks==-An
Evaluation® (EZPA-320/6-74-002), an EPA study pointed cut
that there are many myths abcut public response to disas-
ters. One such mysh is nhat people become disoriented and
nysterical during a disaster. The truth appears =o be to
she cont-rarv: that it is difficult to make pecple take tle
danger sericusly and to persuade tnam IO leave tneir homes.

If tnis is true during a genulne emergency, it IS litely ©°

-



be more -~rue for a drill; and it is guestionadle whether

pecple can be legally reguired to participate in a practice

drill.

Aside from the fact
and could very well result in
participation, there are real

although evacuations are relatively safe,

risks to consider.

that such drills are unnecessary

only a low level uf public

"y
"

st,

.
-

there still

exists some likelincod of evacuation-related .njuries

and deaths.

Second, there is the possibility that after a

nunber of drills the public would not take the evacuation

or other actions sericusly and would fail

genuine emergency. Finally, there is the

drills may cause the publ.ic to react in a

manner, limiting the apility of cofficials

to respond in a
problem that
too patterned

to make any

changes necessary to adapt to actual emergency condi-
tions.

The public should not e asked or required to
in drills licensee and State

participate cenducted oy

nd local officials.
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