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PROCEEDINGS
Whereupon,
MICHAEL T. JAMGUCHIAN
was callec as a witness and, having been first duly zworn,
was examinea anu testified as follows?
EXAMINATION

BY K. PARLERS?

£

rlease state your full name for the recorc.

L wichael Thomas Jamgocnian.

copy 1 nave is catea August 3C, I¥7vy. Fave you receivea

4 Yes, Sil.s
Ae PARLERt 1 wili nenc you a copy o7 the letite
whiie= 1 will merk for igertification es zxnikbit 1042.
(exhibit 1042 identifiec.)
=3 me FAAL=rRS
- ls tries & sototucopvy of the .etler sent TO Wou C
the SsecCial inouiry grous concerning your cevcsition here
toJd3y under J2aini
& X:‘:' S-I'o
X iyas veu redd tnis cocurent in Tull?
Yas,
J o0 VAU 'Indsreiend tne informaetion set Iortn In

o o Il < . : : 1 - - v +
trds lectter, inciuding tne general nature o the hwic .71
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pv rL speciali inguiry, your rignht to have an attorney present here

today &s your representative, and the fact that the
information that you provide here may eventually become
puplic?

A Yes,

Q Is ccunsel representing you personally today?

Yes.

3 And the counsel is Mr. Pat Dixon, of the office of

the ceneral counsel, Wuclear Regulatory Commissions is that

corre

NRe CIXONS Yes, that’s right.

RLER?S

i‘r. Jamocgchian, you snould be aware tnat
testimony that you give nas the same force anc effec
you were testirying in a court of law. &y cuestiorn

cponses are being taken down, and they will be
the cpportunity to loox
nat you ceem nacessary.

sucseguent Cnarl

you at any point
don”’: uncerstanc a question, pleass
inficate that, e will maxe the

® 4w
LR I .
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pv rL MR. PARLERs I will say the same thing to you,
Mr. Uixon. If you want to have a clarification you have
something that you want to discuss, you can SO indicate, ana
we can either do so on the record or off the record.
BY MR. PARLER?
Q Let me warn you of two basic ground rules.
that you permit me to finish my guestions before you
your response, even if you know what the gquestion is
tc be, pecause the reporter cannot take aown boln of
speeking at the same time. ANnd in that regéro, someiimes it

a little while to get the guestion out, so just

seconuly, responc augicly. pleese. Motlions, such as

no3dinc your neac, cennot bDe T&ken oown Dy the reporter.

iD .ow, regarcing vour == the resucte of your backgrounc,

1€ you’ve previaec re with @ copy of e personel qualifications
17 €Taiement. JYCU orovidea tnat copy iast week, 3s 1

e resuestéc. Lnis is & document consisting of five pages of
I » Lhe parsoné. oualitications stetenent.  tojeilner wiin én

2 enciocLre == one consisting of three pagss, anc enclosure

b Tv0 corsistinc of two oJases, ancg anNclosure three consisting
2& 6f Iodr vaves., anc &n enclosure four consisting of wwe

K canes, 8ne an enclosure five tensistino of two pages.

<= I willi rarkz tinis statemant Tor ijdentificetion as txnicit



proviced. [ will show you that.
(Exhibit 1043 identifiea.)

BY MR. PARLER?®

Q That is the backgrounc statement of your

qualifications which you gave me¢ is that correct?

A Tnat’s cerrect.
Q That cocument accurately summarizes your

ecucational anz employment backgrouncs is that correct?

you this one.

(uiscussion off the recorc.)

right. On the

ecorac, &t this point woulc

your ecucational backgrounc?

- | nave & bachelcr of science in mechanicel
erigineerinz. .nei’s it. Frrom Southeastern Massachuseils

-

4 l'?:)jo
- 'nat weés your anplovrient immediately prior to
joinine the suclesr regulatery Commissior staff?

[ wor<ec rfor he Atomic znergy Comunission, anc

orior to tnét | workes Isr Lz@3rtrent Of .évy, SuDSrvisor

.
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shippbuilding in Newsport News, Virginia.

Q
staff, approximateliy?
A 1¥73.

Q

A well, I worked for the office of standards

when aid you join the Atomic Energy Commission

Phat were your assigned duties at that time?

cevelopment in the development of regulatory guiges and

regulations.

3 In wnat area?

p3 [t wes more or le
area., It was not very specific.
year, 1 sort of col speci
en.er_ency preparegness.

o LiJd thet hagpen by plan, or was
that necoen2d O turn outl Ior you,
area’?

’ About 4=1/7 vea2rs ago, eneroenc
oeconing the suoject that the Commission
inu there was 8 need IOr SOomedoOCy 1O Ceve
guide 1,10ls 4&nc I ned @ smali arount o1
emergency dlanalng #ith the L&Vy., S04 1%
the ricnt person &8t Tne riihv TiN2.

< odlo you eiad2orzte e liti.s Tl
enercency planning ex.2rience that you na
AGain, tnie 1s just TOor trne 28CLAQrounc on

-

it J

usv

that you ended ud

5 P
-~
glaniing &

4 - v -
e - 1ntarest
-5 *ne rYaotu
. LR .v-:\

t12 T -
-2 e
- -
\—'\'3 a7c
~ bl = - |
)

ss a generalized general type
After peing here for a

fic ang stayed in tne area of

O
“h

sometning
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pv ril I A Yes. | helped develop the emergency plan for

P nuclear accizents down in Newsport News, Virginia, for tne

3 Navy .epartment, as well as the shipyard.

- d Your work in the emergency planning area for the

o Nuclear Hegulatory Commission, you say, started about four

o years ago. o0, your involvement in the emergency planning

1 arsa hes been exclusively since the Nuclear rRegulatory

& Commiscion was created in January 19757

v Yes. Fossibly @ little overlap before then.

10 o bli rignt. Now, tne standards office, was it ==
the way that it wes organized uncer the Atomic ENergy

g Cemmiccion essentially is the same as the way that it is
| 8 organizec now in the area that you are = in the aread thé
| 4 you work in?
§- - tes, Eceseniially, there is one incividuai, me,
e anuiing emerjsency planning work.
I 7 2 tnd TAe steps that have to be taken tTo cet &
= s1&NGare oUt, eitner in tne form of a regulatory guice Or
v cJr reguiezicn, are essentially tnhe same under the hARC’YE
24 sriroacn &8 it wes unoer tne Atomic Energy (Commission’s
& gy PraeCnyg
2é E “r:zre have been ninor chenges, like value imopact
23 aessssrents, things like thai. 3ut hesically the sare.

r
T
.

tna in tne office of s:ancards development, I

(]
tn
Lh]

‘

uné ihat, organizetionelly, your function is under the
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division of citing health and safeguard standards; is that

correct?
A That's correct.
Q And you're in what branch:
A Site designation standards branch.
Q And that branch is headed by whom?
A Pat Samella.
Q And she reports to whom?
A Craig Roberts.
Q And Mr. Roberts reports to a division director

who is Mr. Karl Goller; is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q Would you describe for the record, generally,
what the responsibility, as you understand it, of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission in the area of emergency planning,
starting with the area that you are familiar with and that

you are directly involved in?

A in other words, the office of standards development?
Q Yes.
A All right. We proved number one, interface

with all the other organizations in NRC in the emergency
planning area. We provide input to all of their developmental
plans as well as develop all standards, regulations, regula-
tory guides for the use of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

in the emergency planning area.
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Q Are they responsible for emergency planning within
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission? I take it it is in more
than the one organization. You've stated that the office
of standards development provides the service that you just
described. I would assume that that service is to more than
one office.

In other words, more than one office in KRC has some

responsibility in the emergency planning area. Is that

correct?
A Most definitely.
Q Would you comment on that a little bit? For example,

for the record, indicate the responsibility as yo understand
it, of, for example, the office of nuclear reactor regulation
ané the office cof states program in the emergency planning
area. I realize that what these offices' responsibilites
are, in fact, should best come from them.

But, standards does interface with these offices and
does provide them with a service. And what I would like for
you to do is for the record, to state your understanding of
what these responsibilities are.

A We do provide services to all the other organiza-
tions throughout NRC. NRR reviews licenses in the emergency
planning area, reviews their emergency plan as submitted at
the PSAR and FSAR stage.

State programs is an interface group. They handle the
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interface with state and local governments again in the

emergency planning area.

I & E reviews the emergency plan of a licensee in the
field, reviews their implementing procedures, assures that
the interfaces with the hospitals, local governments are
existent and adeguate.

NMSS reviews the emergency plans for licensees in their
area. What else? Research does researching in the emergency
planning area. And again, we interface with all those
organizations in one way or another.

Q I gather that from an applicant and eventually
a licensee's standpoint, thai ﬁhe applicant and the licensee
has to produce an emergency plan of its own, which presumably
ije reviewed and approved by the office of nuclear reactor
regulation. 1Is my understanding correct?

A That's correct.

Q Ané then, my understanding is that there are
also other emergency plans, perhaps at the state and local
level. 1s that correct?

A That's correct.

Q Who reviews the state emergency plans? who
within the Nuclear Regulatory Commission reviews the states'
emergency plans?

A Well, the office of state programs, when

requested by the state, has some sort of mechanism where they
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! review in conjunction with other federal agencies, the
PL !

2 state and local plans around the nuclear power plant.

Q Are these plans approved or are they concurred

4 ‘ in or do you know?
] A They are concurred in. We have no right to
4 approve emergency plans, no legislative right, of a state and

? local government.

8 | Q From your perspective and responsibility, are
9‘ there any relationships between == relationships in the
10 form of a dependency, in order =-- that the licensee's plan
}f +o work -- is there any dependency between that plan or a

state plan? 1In other words, are the two plans to intermesh

-
>

13 in order -- in the event of an emergency for the emergency
14 planning objectives to be satisfied?
18 In other words, would it come out with an overall

16 rlan that would work?

17 A Well, in theory, yves. The plans must be able to

18 mesh. They must be coordinated. In reedlity, my own opinion

is that a state does not necessarily have to have a concurred
20 in emergency plan in order for protective measures to be

2) taken outside of a nuclear power plant.

22 |l A licensee has an emergency plan that deals with on-site

23 emergencies, evacuation of on-site people, protective

24 measures of on-site people. He's then recuired to be able

ace-Fe. .. » Reporters Inc |
25 to notify and to recommend that protective measures be taken




12
lp S 1| cff site. Well, you don't have to have an elabcrate

2| concurred in state and local emergency plan in order for

7| off-site protective measures to be taken. 1It's a fact of

¢! history in this country that evacuations and sheltering

5‘ have beer taker for many thousands of people, where emergency
¢ Pplans never existed.
7) An example to point is four or five years ago in Los
g | Angeles, I believe 100,000 people were evacuated below a dam.
(7 . There was no evacuation plan. There was no emergency plan.
1c,‘ But, those people were evacuated within four hours.
So, it's my personal opinion that as long as the
state police can do their thing, which is evacuation and
13v as long as they're notified, there shouléd be no problem.
14 Q The standards that the Nuclear Regulatory
15 Commission has in the emergency planning area, I would
16 assume that they are set forth both in the regulations and
17 in regulatory guides. Now, what are the basic standards and

the guides for an applicant's emergency plan?

-—
o

A Well, the basic regulations located in 10 CFR

€0

20 Part 50.34, that refers you to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix £,

21 which lays out what is needed in an emergency plan, the hasic
22| elements that should exist in an emergency plan of an applicant
23/ at the FSAR and PSAR stage.

24 From that regulation, we then wrote Regulatory Guide 1.101,

e Feuers Reporters Inc
25 which is emergency planning for nuclear power plants.
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lp € ' | Regulatory Guide 2.6, which is emergency planning for

7 | research reactors. And Regulatory Guide 3.14, which is

3| emergency planning for Part 70 people.

4 Q The basic regulation for emergency plans for

5 nuclear power reactors is in the Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50,

¢ and guidance for emergency planning for nuclear power plants
7! is in Regulatory Guide 1.101l. That's what you said, right?
g | A That's correct.

9 | Q The Regulatory Guide 1. 101, emergency planning
10 for nuclear power plants revision 1, March 1977, I will mark
" |

for identification as Exhibit 1044.

i
X 12:‘ (Regulatory Guide 1.101 was marked

13 Exhibit No. 1044 for identification.)
4 BY MR. PARLER:
15 Q Where's the guidance for the adeguacy of

16 state emergency plans? Is it in these same documents or

17 elsewhere or what?

18 A No, sir. 1It's not in the same documents. Again,
1% understand that our regulations and our regulatory guides are
20 addressed to applicants and licensees. The guidance that we
2! provide to a state and local government, as was written by
22| the office of state programs, it's new areg 75-111.

23 Q In the =-

24 A Excuse me. Off the record for a minute.
uoe -Fu 8 Reporters Ing
25 (Discussion off the record.)
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BY MR. PARLER:

Q Back on the record. In the Appendix E to
pPart 50, in the footnote 1 to that appendix, there is
reference to a guide to the preparation of emergency plans
for production and utilization facilities. Now, in what form
is that guide now express2d? 1Is that Regulatory Guide 1.1017?

A No, sir. The == I know what it is. The
Regrlatory Guide 1.101 is a much broader, much more specific
document than that original guide. That original guide was
written right after Appendix E vas written. Anl it amplified
very little on Appendix E.

Regulatory Guide 1.101 amplifies significant legal
elements existing in Appendix E.

Q “he new reg 75-111, which is the office of
statu programs has guidance to state emergency plans, is
that r-ferenced in the Appendix E to Part 50?

A No, sir.

Q That's something completely separate from the
Appendix E and from the Regulatory Guide 1.101? 1Is that
correct?

A That's correct. I believe -- yes, it 1is. It's
referenced in Regulatory Guide 1.171 on page 1.101-2.

Q My understanding is that the new reg 75-111

provides -- is for the purpose of providing the same kind of

guidance to state governments that the Regulatory Guide 1.101



15

lp & ! l provides to applicants. 1In other words, both documents
; provide guidance but to respective or to different parties.
3| Is that correct? Both the guidance documents?

N A Both the guidance documents. But 75-111 is that

checklist of basic elements. You shall have an ambulance.

w

6| You shall have communications. Where Regulatory Guide 101

7! goes more into detail.

Cl Q All right. Did you have the responsibility for
9 developing the Regulatory Guide 1.101 initially?

10 | A Yes, sir. And in conjuncticn with NRR.

LR Q How did the need for this =-- for that particular
12| project, that is, for the development of Regulatory Guide
12, 1.101 come about? In other words, how did that project get
4 initiated some vears ago, as far as you're aware?

15 Excuse me. Some people have represented that prior

16 to March the 28th, 1979, emergency planning was not given
i7 priority attention, perhaps not the attention that certainly
'8 after March 28th, 1979, that it is receiving. Arparently,
¥e sometimes in the past, that is, prior to March 28th, 1979,
20 someone in the regulatory agency believed there was a need
21 for further guidance to applicants beyond the guidance in
22 | the Appendix E Part 50.

23 | What I'm asking you is to develop that a little bit

24, for the record.

ace-Feo .8 Reporters Inc
25 A Okay. Because there was a need to write Regulatory

|
{
|
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Guide 101 does not mean that the commission thought that
emergency planning was a great, important subject prior %o
March 1979. The standard review plan was written about five
years ago, which laid out how an application =- how an

emergency plan is going to be reviewed.

It was felt by NRR that that standard review plan

should be published in the form of a regulatory guide. 1
was given the task to write that regulatory guide. Regula-
tory guide basically tracks ané follows very cleosely, the
standard review plan.

Q So, the Regulatory Guide 1.101 is the guide
which amplifies the portion of the standaréd review plan
that deals with emergency planning. 1Is that correct?

A That's correct.

MR. PARLER: Mr. Cox.

BY MR. COX:

Q Do you know what organization developed and
articulated that standard review plan that you're now refer-

ring to?

MR. PARLER: 1In its entirety or just the part

that deals with the emergency planning report?

BY MR. COX:
Q The emergency planning part.
2 That it was the emergency planning and security

pranch under Wayne Houston. It's been combined with the



17

lp 10 1! accident analysis branch.

Q I think you just mentioned that your initial

2 work on this assignment was to essentially take this part

4" of the standard review plan and --

S A Write a regulatory ==

6;% Q -- and develop it further into a guide?

7| A That's correct.

I Q You mentioned tracking, and could you restate

B that? You tracked it pretty closely?
10 | MR. PARLER: Off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

12 MR. PARLER: On the record.
13 BY MR. COX:
14 Q 1'm just trying to get on the record whether

15 you felt you developed that plan as it was first existent
16 or around the end of 197Z, or whether you essentially took
7 what already haé been developed and transferred it into a

guide form, regulatory guide form.

o

18 A Regulatory Guide 101 was not my child. I did

2 not author or I did not write the entire thing from scratch.
21 The standard review plan laid out basic things that are

22{ looked at in reviewing an emergency plan?

23 1 took those basic things and put them in the form of

4 a regulatory guide with further amplification, if you would.
e Fe.. a Reporrers Inc
25 Q In your opinion, if the lead man in the standards
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division on emergency planning, did you feel that that
material you'd be given to work with was a significant
elaboration over what already existed in Appendix E? Or
what was in the standard review plan essentially, not much
more than what was in Appendix E? Which?

A No. The standard review plan was significantly
much more detailed than Appendix E. Appendix E is the
bare bones minimum. Then, you had that guide that was
published, that's footnoted in Appendix E. That is, on a
scale of 1 to 10, maybe a 2 above that bare bones minimum,

Then, the standard review plan on a scale of 1 to 10 is
maybe a 6. And the Regulatory Guide is maybe an 8.

Again, adding more and mcre flesh to the bones, giving
more and more guidance to applicants as to what we really
need their emergency plan.

Q When you just referred to the regulatory guide
now, you meant the first issue of the regulatory guide that
you prepared after the standard review plan. Correct? Which
is not the one we have just entered as an exhibit here, but
it's an earlier one, isn't it?

A No. VYou're getting confused. There's a guide
that's referenced in Appendix E. I did not write that.

Q Yes. That's the one you mentioned was about a 2?

A That's about a 2, that's right. And then, you

had the standard review plan. Anu then you had Regulatory
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1p 12 1 ; Guide 101.

¥ 2i; Q Oh. 1I'm refarring to =-- but you just menticiaed
3F; as Regulatory Guide = ' . Wasn't that an earlier issue ot
4 1.101 than the issue we have on the table in front of us
5;i today?
5?} A Yes. What you do is you write a requlatory guide.
7i; You put it out for comment. After comments are received,

g = you evaluate the comments. You incorporate and change

< the regulatory cuide as you see appropriate. And then,

\1“ Q Okay. Then, there was an earlier version of
12 Regulatory Guide 1.101 that was published for public comment?

13 A That's correct.

14 Q And that didn't have any revision 1 on it. It

1“ was just revision 0, I guess?

16 A That's correct. I don't think it had any revision
i7,  on it. It just has for comment all over the pages.

Q Ané when was that issued?

o

10| the regulatory guide gets issued as a revision 1.
1% A I really don't know. I would say a year and a

\

\

Lo ]

LN

half pefore that. Maybe January or December of '75, maybe.

21 Q And that was issued for public comment?
nd 22; A That's correct.
ape 1 i

23

24

ce-k. _ca Reporiers Inc

25:
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BY MR. PARLER?

Q The guicance for emergency planning wnich is in
the stancard review plan, was that guidance largely the
product of some office other than the Office of Standards
Development, a8z far as you are aware?

A Yes, sir. | believe Mr. Wayne Houston wrote that.

d And go you finc that, in your experiencing in
working on the implementing guidance in the Regulatory ouice
l.101, that the basic charter in tne stangérc review plan is
what ie too narrow or too broac, or nas that given you any
concern? In otner words, the basic charter.

A well, the basic charter is Appendix E. Iow,
Apoendix E is very general. In fact, it’s basically & 000
document, but it’s not sopecific enougn in tne emergency

planning erea, even though regulations ars suUpXOSeS to be

e
~
=
» o
po:
ot
"
w
[ 8]
o,
(8}
O
@
w0
n
"3
[
wl)
Jois |
ot
e |
O
3
(8]
-4
k]
<
5
[
ot
>
2
)
A
&)
0
[
-
(]
»r
>
I
11
2
()

h

basicalliy honing up the words or making meore spezific th
wordinc thai’s existent in AppenuiXx E. Anere we pnerceives
tnat there’s oeen & problem over the last few ye:ars,
especielly since TMI, ] ai making the words Inhatl much Kore
spacific. 3ut the basic charter, Appendix =, is fine. #1li
you have to do is implement it properly.

[he standaru review plen was very well written, Anc

that’s why | Tollowsc thet in vwriting the regulatory gulce.



21

yyy 02 02

rL mte | | considered it @ good basic document for emergency
é planning.
3 Q In the area of eme’ jency planning, what guidance
“ does the standard review plan have that the basic cnarter in
| tne Appencix £ to Part 50 does not have, generally speaking?
(o) A hell, agein, it amplifies. Appendix E says you
1 shall nave a means of notification of off=-site parsonnel.
o well, the standara review plan then says, this is wnhat WRE
¥ ig going to look Tor in your emergency planning,
10 Mr. Applicant. Ang it says we’re going to lock for

1] redundant means of communication with cff-csite people,

12 regdungant backup power scources.

13 It egcain amplifies. [1 says whatl they mean Dy adequate
4 notification capatilities. Likewise, 2opendix £ talks of

15 arrangements will pe made with off-site peop.e. nell, 1ne

1o stangarc review plan and likewise Regulestory Guiae IC1 Joes
17 into getail as to wnat are ajeguate arrangenents, You shall
lc maxe arrangemnente wiih @ hospitel and & backup hospitel.

| Yyou willi make arrengenents with the locel police, thet Kirc
2C of tnings. It goes into much more cetail.

él “ So some time several years aco, &Iter Ine silanierc

2e review plan wés jssuea, there vwas & neec to put Hut

23 auditional guidance in tne emergency plianning area. 7Ihat
g nees uitimately led tc the cavelooment and the publication
2° of tne wegulatory Guide i.10l. Now, the reec for siegncéras
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to work on such a guide presumably was communicated cr
rejuested by NRk t> Standarags.

Wnat I’m trying to gei to is the initiating event which
get you involvea in working on what now has become
Fegulatory Guice 1.101.

A That’s correct. In that NRR requested the Office
of Standards Uevelopment to develop tue Regulatory Guige
1.101, | believe the basic reason is tnet the standard
review plan does not have the wide puplication anc
acceptability tnat a regulatory Cuide doss have.

G tll right. Tnat reguest to develop ine Regulaztory
suige was mace severel years ago, is that correct?

A That’s correct.

. Now, would you please, again, to the Dest of your
recoLiection, surmarize some of the high spets in the WOrkKk
shat wes involvec in tne cavelopment of that guice from ire

pezinning? 1Inat is, from th

m

time that you were given inhe

€

assignrent to cevelop tne guide.
A vell, as far as nignhlights, I can go tTnrcugn one
usual, Or the way anc manner that the guige was cgevelope..

@ “nvy dgon”’t you 3¢ thai toc ihe D2st of your

L]

ot

reccllection, because that might be oI sore interest

T 4
- e

(

tnose wno read tnis recorc, not only for this guioce, ™
wouls assume that the way that this cuigde was deavelopec is

nct atypical of the way that rneguiatory oJuides are
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PL mte | developed. Aould that be correct, or do you Know?
P A What do you mean by “atypical'y
3 Q ls there a fairly routine process that is followed
- in the development of Regulatory Guides?
5 A There is a routine process. But any publication,
e} whether it be hegulatory Guijes or regulations in the
1 emergency planning area, tend to have & greet deal more
o cifficuity in getting out, because of the politics
- surrouncing it. It is not simply an engineering feat, as
iQ many Hegulatory Guides are.

1 We heve formulas and celculations. Emergency plannin

€O

12 ic an area where it’s =- there’s a great deal of political
13 motivatior anc political undertones in tne cevelopment of
& any pubtiication that’s invoived in it,

5 - nny con’t you eliaborate on that & litile 2it? If
1C tnere is something in tnat — in the areas inat you

1 7 mentionea tnat is unigue to emergency ctlenning anc the weay

le that guigces or regulétions are ceve;cpef. 1 shink tnet Ine
ly recorc snoula refiect tnat.

20 A well, the only unizsueness is that emergency

21 planning five years ago was & very nininum effort within the
2¢ Commission. Anc it was == tne resources celegatec 10

23 smergency planning has been minimai throughout tne

Zn Comnission, throughout each office. Ana those small nuncers

29 ©I peop.ie were very mucn czinionaiad 25 10 now tney



yyy 02 05
PL mte

> W N

w

ro
u

24

thought the emergency planning area should go.

The Office of State Programs was very strong in their
feelings that state and local governments should be more and
more involved in the licensing process. The Office of I&E
was very concerned with not necessarily the emergency
planning area per se, but the maintaining of & state of
emergency preparedness, whicn is a very valid concern, UER
was concerned with the emergency planning as they see it in
the licensing process.

The plan, as | perceiveg it, their interest was really
not the full gamut of eémergency preparedness., It was mostly
the olen that tney were concerned with,

2 “hey" peing wRk, right?

A Yes, that’s correct. BSu: again, there’s aiways

ct

neen, in the five vears that | have worked on it, 2 grea

deal of political ungdercurrent in emergency planning. It is

& fielc where, as | said before, there is nc engineerig
formules., 1lu is besically & matter of opinion, what will
WOrKk 8ng what wor’t work., Many peoplie Iegel that ther

srouic be very eiaborate, very detailed emergency olans in

-

clace, in case of emeryency., (ther people feel that thai’s

not necessarily tne point, that when you have an emergency,

evacuations are nct @ tig tnings thet sneltering i

n
o
(8]
o
ry
b
W)

thing tnat will occur,

AS rar as continuing on the discussior oI how
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Regulatory Guice 1,101 was developed, | met many, many hours
witn representatives from NRK, I&E, State Programs, in the
initial development of Regulatory Guide 101. After 1t was
written, we sent it out for office review., We received
office review in concurrence with minor comments, as I
recall.,

[t was then sent to the RRRC..

Q Excuse me. You’re speaking of the kegulatory
Requirements Heview Committee?

A That’s correct,

ine RRRC reviewed it and concurrec that the R

17

culatery
Guide snhould be implementec to all operating resctors. It
was then sent to the ACHS. They reviewec it. Tney nacs
comments on it. 1Ine comments were incorporéatec,.

. ne documant was tnen publishea for public comment, We
receivec comnents. All comments were evaluated anc
incorpcrated wnen we felt they should pe incorporétsc, .ne
gocument was changed in @ few minor ways anc tnen publishes
acain in its present form, kevision |, dateg March, |
believe, ?77.

» For summary, the nighlignts certainly are
responsive to my Jusstion.

You referrec to political eitner overtones Or

unaertones. | gether from wnat you’re saying, it is that

you were making tne poini that, unlike certein technicel
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areas, where there may pe what the people call a
deterministic approach to regulation, that the area of
emergency planning involves other consicderations, pernaps
judgmental applications or responsipilities on things such
acs that. Is that what you meant by thece words, Wpolitical
under tones"?
K That’s correct.
¥R. PARLEK: Tom?
BY MR, QOxt
3 You mentionzd that the original issuance oI the
Res uige 101 occurred after RRRC approval and ACRS review,

And then it was issuec for comment, 2nc then tne

w

comments receivec 1ron all sources, | guess, wer

incoroporated in the guidge. Ang then it was Tinally

issuec, &na now 1 tTuink you’re rererring tc tne M&roh
*77 nevision 1 issve.
srier to issuinc mevicgion 1, but siter &l.

significant cnengss nade 1o ihe gdocurent since tne lést time
tne AiEke ano ACH. reviewszu it. Sc it was Teltl
just continue witn puclication,

< You mentiones you pelieve notl. You mean you

not certain?
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A That’s correct.

Q Or == that is correct, you’re not certain whether
it was reviewed or not?

A When it was =- whether it was reviewed a secona
time, that’s correct,

. All rignt. Wouldn’t you be in a position to know?

Aren’t you =- wouldn’t you be the lead man to jissue ihis
guice?

A 1 am the leagc men, that’s true. It was three Or
four years ago.

® Ohe

EY K. PARLEK?

» ASs rar as you can recall at the pre~e¢nt time, |
gatner tnét your position is that you canndot recall thet it
wes reviewead by tne megulatory Reguirenments Review Committes
or the ACKHS wnen the == arter certain revisions had been
mage tc the gocurent. Is my uncerstandging of what vou’re
saying correct?

A inat’s correct,

9 Tnanks.

Now, this efrort, vour effort on this guide, | believe
that you have said, stiarted out some four or sO yvears ago.
S0 tnat woulc be somewnere in 275 or “70, is that rignt?

A Yes.

(¥ AnG went through the process, &nc sventualiy. in
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March 1¥77, there was an approved guide that was publishea
as an effective guide. Is that correct?

A That’s correct.

Q And tnat guide had been presented to tihe
Regulatory Reguirements Review Committee. Lid you attend
the meeting of that Commi ttee, by the way, &t which the
Regulatory Guige 1,101 was presented?

A Yes, sir. | made the presentation.

aQ Ana you have said that that Committee approved tne
guide ror, | guess, application to operating reactors§ is
tnat correct?

£ Inat’s correct.

Q Uic tney = diu the Kegulatory keguirements Review
Committee deal at all witn the guestion orf how the Juice
woulc te impiementec to, say, the old operating reactors Cr
utilities that were just about ready tc cget their operaiing
reactors license, or tnose utilities that has, say for
example, wst filed their application for operating
iicenses?

in ether woras, was the question of im2lementation

siressed by the Hejuiatory Heguirements review Jomilitilee &t

w

ali?
A ot to the getail that vou’ve just mentioneu,
{hey neve three categories, anc it was civen ine categoery ==

I tnink it’s category 3, where it will be irplementec.
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Q So, the — as you understand it, the Regulatory
Requirements Review Commi ttee approved the guide for
implementation, but to the best of your understanding anc
recollection, presumably, the cetails for how the guide
woula te implemented and when it would be implemented was
left up to someboay else?

A Yes, sir. JThat’s left up to, | believe, the

Office of Uperating Reactors in NRRK.

@ Now, this was some time what, in 1¥77, that you
presented the Regulatory == I’m sorry == yes, the Regulatory
Hequiremerts Keview Commi ttee?

A No. 1%¥77, that’s when the final version was
puplisrea. | would say we went before the RRRC oeginning oI
?j7s, scmething in that ares,

Q Approximately a8t tnat time, whenever ine == you
apoeared before tne <egulatory keguirementis Review

revec

Committee, let’s say some time in early 776, they ap

h#)

your proauct. shey approvea this implementation. IYcu
sunseguently, | gatner, oresentec tne cuige 1o tne Advisory
Committee on Keactor safeguardss is that correcti?

£ Ihat’s corract,

@ Tnere ware some revisions mace anc the finel juide

appearec in warch Y7117
A inat’s correct.

Q flow, wés tne Juide, tc the best of your
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recollection, implementec at that time for any operating
reactor in March 1¥77, when the guide became effective witn
the Revision 1?2 LUc you recall whether it was appliec to any
operating reactor?

A Well, I wouldn’t recall because that’s not the
line of work I“m in. [ don/t deal with whether or not it is

implemented., [ have since found out that it was not

backfittec to any operating reactor. It has only been

compliea witn, ] think, with four reactors inhat nave cOmeé OnN
the line since this cocument nas been in effect.

Q Even though vou have pointed out thaet the guestion
or imolementing the guice is beyond your area of
responsipility, are you awars of any of the circumstances,
gecisions either to implement the guide or not to implement
tne guige?

A In meetings with people that were responsitle for
tne imzlemertation of that guide, as well és other gulges
througr operating reactors, | have askes ihat guestion, why
triis cocument was nct dcackfittec as recommenued dDy ine
RhiC. ihe peopie 1 spoke to, one indivigual EAvu in cherce
ot operating reactors, nevar gave me & QOOC answer. He seiz
that wes & gocc guestiion witn a long answer, but nevar
orovicedg me with that.

I sroke to another inaiviouel who is the givision

giractcr ana askec him why this oocumeni was never



vyy/ Ce 12

2L mte

ié

s

24

31

packfitted. Ana he informed me that resources were just not
available to backrit all kegulatory Guides that the RRRC
felt shoula be backfitteds that the resources were just
nonexistent in NRR.

Q@ Talking apout division director, say, of the == of
operating reactors some years ago, is that what you are =<

A That’s correct,

Q You’re talking about an assistant director for
operating reactors that was in that operating reaciors
division some years agoe?

A That’s correct.

Q After iarcn 1¥77, were ihere other major
activities on vour part on the emergency planning area?

3 Yyes, guite a2 few, Thnere was a petition fo
rulemaking by rublic Interest Researcn Croup. [ don’t
recali wnen that petition was submitted. Thét todk about &
year ano @ naif to evaluate. They requestec that our
rejulations oe changec in & number of areas.

JO you want me to 30 into cetail 3s 1o wnal tnat petition
reguesteac and wnat we == why we denjec it, or just continue
on otner areas that [’ve workec on?

3 weli, I thnink that a petition Tor @ ruiemaking in
an area sucn as tnis, that if the == 2 peiition is not
deemeo to pe rrivolous, but nas some substance to it, that

it woulc be heloful Tor ourposes of the record, a¢2in, to
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deal to the best of your recollection, with the nore
significant issues raisec Dy the petition and how they were
dealt with as far ac your development anc understanding is
concerned. | think it would be wortnwhile for you to deal
witn those matters, if you would, please, Sir.

A Okay. 7o the best of my recollection == again,
please uncerstana it’s been three years ago, approximately
-= the petition reguestec & number of things. 0One was inhe
sissemination of the PSAE and FSAK emergency plan o sacn
ars every housencld anc every DUSiness organizetien within
so many miles of every nuclear power plant. | pelieve it

wés 20 miies.

D

Trney also patitionec that an evacuation grill b

n

merforrec on a yearly bacis, not only with the siate anc
local covernnents anc tne licensee, but witn the public

nerticiosetion, full public evacuatiion of a certain secior.

] znink it waes &5 cegrees out 0 SC many miies., IN€
- - 3 - - - - b}
scecifics 1 just ¢ 3ot receli,
Likewise, they petitionec thet we change Ap2encix E 0O

re thet ceteils ~f tne emergency plan snould Dbe

2 review &na

s
{
L3
(¢
2
-5
O
|
Tl
J

rYoce<ss. night nNow,

-
-
0

e

ararovel of wia in the licens
Aco2naix B Saye the slergency plan, but not the aetails of

rne sién, shouly he submittes. Tnese are callea the

Tl

mentétion proceuiires,

[
.

{

-
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The petition, in whole, was denied. Number one, it’s not
realistic to senc out a PSAR or FSAR emergency pian to each
and every household. It would just confuse people, It
woulo boggle their minds.

Number two, it’s =- number one, illegals number two,
unrealistic, to require puolic participation in an
evacuation drili. In fact, it’s mors dangerous to have the
pupsic participating in evacuation driil then the pasics of
nuciear power, in my opinion.

e €ent out & copy of the petition for rulemaking to all
the covernors of all the states anc askeg thelr opinion.
Ana tneir opinions were véried on some of the elements of
tre petition. Some thought that cissemination of basic
kincs ¢f information would be gooc to the public, which we
pointec out woulu b2 & good ides. But they dJefinitely were
acainel the =urlic participation in evacuation ogrills.

sumber one, who woulc pay for any camages that were Jone
suring tre evacuation crill? Wwho would ce liatle for any
remseries? .ho voulo oe liasrie Tor any eccidents? These
ar: sore of tre guestions the governors pointed out.
cwrn pirsenci opinion &s to punlic participation in
avazustion, 1 taink it was very wrong. "e shouig not try 0
~eva tre puslic perticipzting in an evacuation urill,
-vaucation, 25 I mointea cut berfore, in my own opinion, i€

biy d2al. I1 you look &t 3 case in point, Heabrodu,
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< used to live on Hampton Beach. Hampton Beach .s evacuatea
3 every Sunday within apout an hour when there’s a
4 thuncerstorm, just apout a full evacuation.
2 Adanhattan is just about evacuated in IWO hOUrs every gay,
o fror 5800 to 7300 o’clock. It’s not a big ceal.
1 [ne petition was ageniec in whole. We dio point out that
(<] the concept of dissemination of basic kinds of informetion
¥ woulu be & good idea in, say, & utility senaing it out as
1o part of their bill on & yearly basiss and that we wouic pul

1l this kind == or evaluate this concept when we rewrite

e rRegulatory Guige 101,

13 < So that tne concapt of putiing oul tne basic

I & irformétion witn th: »ill, tnat’s something thai’s still
15 unzer review, is tnat correct?

1G - ¥Y8S; 81T+

7 . YOoUu €3ig that the petition Tor rulemaking, thetl as

e a sart of tne review Srocess the governors, what, presumaniy
s or all of tne states or certainly tne siates in whicr

ey Auclear power plents are locaileu or were in the process ol
Zl heiny COnstructac, tne SOVErndrs ware &siec 10 commenti 2an3
22 tnat, | gatoer from wnat you have said, that there was

s coensiucrabie, if not almost universal, concern 2xoressed

s aroJi some Of tne proposais in the peijtion.

23 s ry ungerstending of what you sailc correct?
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P 4 Now, the petition I gather that you’ve been
3 talking about, is discussed in the staff paper that is

“ jcentifiea as scCY, S=E=C-Y, 77=263, of May «5th, 1¥77.
5 inat’s the petition that you’ve been talking about?

(& A That’s correct.

~J

MR. PARLERs As far as = for icentification

{r

surposes for thie recora, [71l mark this paper, which 1
v Woulc essume is & puolic document, in any event, for
10 jocentitication a@s Exnhioit 1043,

1 (Exnibit No. 1045 identified.)

e By MR. PARLER?S

|3 - In aagzition to the petition for rulemaking that
I & you’ve just peen talking acout, wnhicn is one of the ma jor
- activities in tne emergency »lanning area that you were
1¢ enjagec in subseguent TCo karcnh 1¥77, would you continue,
i/ slsase, with some O the others?

1 N .

[?ve aealt witn == [’ve pbeen a memoer Of tne

o 2

I v Srhennl JGoSx FOrYce wnich nhave just issued their redort.

e [t?s WL4cL=02¥6, 2anc that vealt with guidance 1o state anc
Fa i¢cces covernments &s 1O «&n2 magnituge o ihe accigent théet
s trev should olan for., We geliberated for, I thind. Iwo

23 years on thati task force.

i Likewise, | wes involved witn a rule change to sppendix =

&5 as 2 result of tne se&-roox wecision, wnich talked 2bout
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emergency planning outside of the LPZ. That rulemaking took

approximately @ year and & half.

| was also involved with the developrment of a rule cnange
concerning: the maintaining of emergency plans up to cate and
requiring research reactors to have emergency plans.

2 Was this rule change prior to == the rule change
regaraing ti.e maintenance of emergency plans up to date, was
the . something initiated prior to or after March 28th, 1vl¥?

) On, wav before, a2t least & year and 2 nalf, two
years celore,

Q liow, those are inhe maejor areas, because . wani 10
ask you some questions about ati least some of them?

; Yyes, | velieve that’s it.

UFT the reacers .or & minute,

(uiscussion off the recorc.)

- e were tairing apout major projectis in the

gricy zlenning areée Inat ycu were involvag in sutseguent
tc the issuance of Hesulatory Guide 1.1C1 in March 277 up to
¢t zuy !vive VYOu mention:zo three of tnhem, tne NIC=ZFA
JE8s rFCrce on enmeraency planning, tne results of wnich is

refiectes in 1.Waz0=03v6% the effort regaraing tne emercency

L #

alanning outside of the icw oopulz®ion zone, that was

invoives in the seanrook oroceediruyt anc &lso a rule cnhance
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é Uo you have any other major projects that you want to ada
3 to those three?

- A Yes. Since TMl, Mr. Gossick organized an

5 emergency =- another emergs,Ty planning task force, of wnhich
o} | was & member. That task force just recently sent their

7 report to the Comnission, wnich laid out a number of issues
3 and procler areas in tne emergency planning area, with

¥ various offices == with various office action olans as to

I how to resolve and solve those problems and issues.

i Llsc attaches to that was & proposed rewrite of 50.33,

|2 50.54, and all of Appendix E. The proposec rewrite was cone
13 by msseif in cooperation with other offices or witn counsel
L of other offices. Anu we’ve reguested that the Commission
B give us zuidance on tnose proposed rule changes.

¢ ] have since writtan & staff paper that should leave the
17 tfice of Szancarces veveicpment for office review anc

& concurrence oy ths eng of this wesk,

| » o JKkay. ihe project that you just meniioned, tnatl
20 i€, ine proJjecti that s =- tha. was heaced by ir. carter of
& nindos I8 that correct?
- % Tnat’s correct.
23 a You Jon’t hapoen to recall the staff paper
i< refarerce, U0 you, for the report to the Commission?

O

no
W
2
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All rignt.
I can get that for you.
MR. PARLER: Off the record for just a second.

(Uiscussion off the record.)
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kap rL I MR. “ARLER® Back on the record.
2 BY MR. PARLER®
3 Q You’ve checked and 1 understana that the report of
4 the emergency planning task force that you mentioned is SECY

5 paper, that’s SeCY-7v=-4¥Y¥, Is that right?

6 A That’s correct.

7 Q On the WRC/EPA study that you were involved in,

o that efrort, is agproximately when?

¥ A Three years ago.

10 J khat promptes that study, do you recall?

11 A Yes, a number of sitate peop.e were writing io NRC
le and =r/ at tne same time, asking guestions a&s to what woulgd
i3 -= wnat kind of accicents shoula they base their emergency
[ planning on. In the replies that came hack, [i9C wrote one

> thing &nc E¢4 wrcte another tning. And ilnere vas onhvious
1o conrflict. ine indivicue: from the state that got dDotn

17 answers then sent a cody to the cinher organjizetion. Ir

Ve otner worcs, he sent 440 =rA’s reply anc sent ZPA Nal’s

| > ietter. &And coth ag "ciee looxes ridiculous.

2C So tnerefore, Mr. Cossick forme- an EPA/nRC task TOrce,
21 WRicn wes sucposes to iéy out &nu teil the states wWnetl iinc
22 of accicent they should plan for., unow, the renCrt endec uc
23 not Laying out the Kino o1 accicent dut pasiceli laic outl
s the aistances, ths source ter: énc the timss that sxul” ne

22 plannec rfor on an emergency. And inis is wners you cor: U
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-- where we came up with tne concept of an emergency
planning 2zone, which is approximately 10 miles radius arouna
each nuclear power plant.

Q So, this effort was initiated, as far as you‘re
aware, by the NRCs is that right? By Mr. Gossick of NRC7?

A That’s correct,

Q And approximately when was the report of the
NHC/Err effort issuec? That is, the NUREG-03¥567?

A [ believe that was published for comment the €nd
or last year after IMI. MWhe extenced that comment oerioa.
And we putlishec it just recently, | believe, in final form.

Q Has ==

A ANGC & report has been sent to the Commission with
& policy siatement., 1The Commission has yet-gone nothing
with that propossd policy statement, which basically

enforces the EFA/KFC tasik force report.

£

Inat report that was sent to the commission witn
the policy staterent was forwargec on March 2o, l»7¥, in 1he

forn or & staff paper, as far as you velieve?

A yes, | pelieve so. Twd menths, I thing.

¥ Voulc that ce sevi=7¥=3567, as far &s you Know?
A I gon’t know,

Q That we can check on, Vas the WRL/EPA report

consolicatec with the Carter =- that ie Thores Carter tasc

fcrce on emergency planning. or was that effort, &s fér as
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you’re aware, handled as & separate and independent effort?

A Completely different., The Carter task force was a
result of TMl. Correct. Ultimately from TMI. The EPA/ZLRC
tasy force was something the states had peen yelling about
and they Jjust needed guidance.

Q The General Acccunting Office, as [ recall, scne
time after March 238, 177y, issued a report, I beliieve, on
the adeguacy of emergency planning. Are you faniliar with
that report?

A Yes, sir. | reviewec it.

Q For purposes of the record, the report is entitled

2

reas Around Nuclear racilities Should Ee tetter rreparec
or Raciological Emergencies. The reference is
ELR=78=11(karch 20, I¥7¥). You say you reviewec that CAD
i Yes, Sir.
. Whatl were your major conctlusions or views on Tr
report, to tne extent tnat you can recall]l ther now? 1 wouid

assume Thet that report uealt with basically the sane kKinds

01 iesues tnat the ESFPAZNHC task rorce cealt with, ls oy

(8}
ot
-~

ungerstancing corre
A e, that report for one, era.rsed the =PAL/IRL tasx
force report. ihe GAU report looked st emergency o.ianning

in & critical light ano simply s&id it neecs improverent,

. Okay. how in tnat context, wnat 4o you recall
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were the == your major views or comments on the GAO report?

A The GAO report, I felt was not done with very much
insight. It was as if somebody that knew nothing about
emergency planning decidec to look at it and to spenc &
couple of months looking at the area and came away with ==
well, it needs improvement. It doesn’t take & great deal of
intellicence to come away with a comment, kell, something
needs improvement.

fney saic that their recommendation was tnat more

m
v

w
O

inrormetion should be given out to the pudlic, They
recommended that the EPA/IRC 10 mile emergency planning zone

be acoptec. 1he otner reccmmendations, 1 con’t recalil.

w

But, the insignt =-- there was a great geal of insight
nat was lacking in that report.
¢ BacKk to the EPA/IKC task force anc its report.

-

Lid sonepody from nRC also represent the L on Thet &

M
mn

. .
jorcey

L YES.
¥ "no weas thet?
4 Briean Orimes was tne co=-chairman &long with Harolz

O
[
wn

Colline, who wae from state programs, Jim hertin, wno

R0

fror ihe eccident analysis brancn uncer liayne Housion, was
member or tn2 task force.
< Mho was the cheirman of the task force or the

other four chairrmen?
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A Harold Collins and Brian Grimes were the

co=chairmen.

Q I see. So, both of the co-chairmen came from NRC?
A No, Harold Collins came from state programs.
Q From the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and not

from the Environmental Protection Administration?

A Yes, [’m sorry. Yes.

2 Ue you have any other commentis TO make aboul the
EPA/INRC stugdy, what happened to it or anything else about
the stugy? Some nave elsewhsre representec that that stuagy
wes ignored oy some or at least dig not receive the
sttention which some oelieve that it ceserved, é&nc that
insteac a fresh effort was initiated in the enerjgency
slanning erea in the form of still ancther task force.

you ¢an’t heve to agree, of course, with these
reoresentéetions, but in trat context 30 you have any
comuente at 211 that you woula like To méeKe, Or ==

i pelieve tna&i’s apsolutely Talse. 1 con’:

process ¢. telling licensees ithacl tney shell arranpe for
emercency plannirg outsice == out to 10 miles., | nave also
writter a rule change to incoraorate the 10 miles or L-C
concept. It nés not been ignorec.

(he womt.ission nas nct actes ¢on tnet, but il takes @



while ror the Commission to act on anything.

Q But there is a paper that has been given to the
Comnission with this rule changes is that correct?

B That’s true. Tnere are some that were on tihe

force that felt that the Commission should jump and act

immedietely on anything that was produced. And that’s

unrealistic, but | believe or I feel strongly tnat that was

nct ignored.

¥ Q There are some on the task force, you are

10 referring to the EPAZHRC tesk force, is that correct?

i A That’s correct.

12 Q In rule change to the part 50, including 5C.33 anu

13 the appencix C which you have testified is in & staff paper

1 4 whicn has been sent to tne Commission, are the cnanges tnet ‘
I are in that paper the same oOr substantially the same &s in

1o this cocument wnicn you provigdec i¢ me earlier?

“ne gocument | proviced to you is 8

wct
©

- this wes sent o the Conrission &g part of the ior cérier
> ererzency planning tasi Iforce report. That is unacerc¢oing
20 cnhanges and I am writing the changes rignt now. Byt it is
21 pésically ths séne.

2¢ He PARWLERS iie’ll mari this cocunment, whicn is &
23 dreit, «r. Jamgochian’s croposec changes to 2mergjency

S niarning regulations, wnicn n&s tnose worcs 3t tne T02,

3 aiong witn 10 Cfr 50, section 50,.,33. lMark that ier
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jcentification as Exnibit 1046.

(Commi ssion Exhibit 1046 identified.)
BY MR. PARLER?

e The final version of that, it’s my understanding,
is either now reflected in a staff paper or will be
reflected in a staff paper just for the interest of clarity
07 the recorc?

I3 Ine steff paper is being typed tosday.

Wi. PABLERS 3eing typec, okay. Go off the recorc

(Uiscussion off the record.)
Mk. PAKLERt GCo back on the recorc.
BY MR. PARLERS
Q Ay understancing is that the rule changes in
Exnicit 1046 are the rule cnanges tnat were incluces in tIne

Carter weck rforce report to the Commission in S=CY=Ty=45>v,

: Inat’s ceorrect.
3 voving to another of tne emergency planning areéas

in whicih vou have devotac some of your efforts, the
expansion of emsrgency slenning cutsicde of the low
population zone, initialliy, | reczll came ug in 2
conscliaatsd procezzing inveiving tne Cesbrook facility ang
[ gueses the Jew Englanc coalition Against jucleer rower, In

any event, in & proceeuing tnat involvzc 3 gecision £y a2
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s Atomic Licensing and Safety
hppeal Boerd -- well, first of all, is my understanding of
the origin of that issue correct?

A Yes.

Q Now, what are the significant parts of the
packground there after the appeal poard rengerec its
decision? rresumadbly the Commission also renderec a
gecicion and a rulemaking effort was initietec. Kow, is
tnat correct?

That’s correct.

=

@ All right. Jow, starting with the initiation o
the rulemaking effort, would you tell us for the recorc wnat

your mé jor involvement was in that efforty

e

well, basically, let me give you backgrounc as 10

L

v

e
niec ana

v

L N

what the appeals ooarc wantea, whel ine stz
wratl the licensee wantec.

e

" I think that would pe very helpful.

-

o
T

Tihe sterf wanteg 0 look outsige of tn
reguiring emergency polans for the == Tor Hamplon Zeacn.

- Inciventally, ror the record, Lrl means low
scpdleation zone, whicn is term used iIn The commiseion’s
siting guices in 10 CFY 1C2, Excuse me for interrupting.
e ehecl.

Tne licensee feit that our reguletions limited

e

- -~

er.ergency planning considerations just outl 1L the Lels ihe
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appeals board heard the case and agreed with the licensee
that we cannot look outsice of the LPZ for emergency
planning consicerations. The ctaff had, in the past, always
felt that we haa a right, anc in fact did look outsice of
the LPZ,

0, when the agpeals poard saig you can no longer do
that, the Commission then said, We will go expeditiously 1o
rulemaking as a natter of high priority, therefore, to
cnange the rule so that we can continue our practice of
looking outsice of the LP. for emergency planning
considerations. That rulemaking took & year and & half,

Essentially, we adoed two sentences to 10 CrR 59,

apoendix E. which says if we want to, we will look outsice,

now recalil specificaliy centributed to the yeser and & hall
or & time neegdey to carry out what the commisegion wanie:z
carriec out as a == what? Expecitious eifort or ==

A vell acain, in the szmergency olanning area, you
nave & problem with the politics in that you havs SOt 0
unaerstanc, the larger the distanc: Ior emergency nia@nning,

the more peocle reguirec, the more of a glan anc tne rore

potential for eupire-suilcing. So, there are organizzsiions
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that woula like as large an area as possible, in order to
puilc @ bigyer empire. There are organizations here that
feel thac if it’s a class nine accident, it should be
considerec in an emergency glanning. There are other groups
that do not feel class nine accidents should be considerec
in emergency plans.

Again, it ceals with one, the politics of building
empires:s number two, the actual beliefs of what is adegquate
in emergency planning. So, within tne two you have &
non-responsive moce in tnat you Jjusti heve & lot of

arjumentation anc & lot of disputes between the various

orfices. Ana you come away with @ great geal of frustration
anz a creet ceal of time wastec.
) inie that you have just been commenting on 1S, 1

getner, within the k< OITices within the NkCs is tnat

T as rar as you’re awere, that there
would not epoear to be any reacily availacle place within
the orcaenization that discutes the kinc thet vou have Deen

Lelilnge asou

=

resolvecz one w2y or the other anc so that és @ result cr
eucn resolution vou wouls nave the necessary policy guidancs

r.a

«t
(&l

ycuU n2es tc get on witln Your WwWork and predare the

coCUSErts Tnat are reguired to make the change in tne
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Z A There is no place in the organizations where
3 interoffice disputes like that can be resclved. What I have
4 tries to o in any of my work is meet with all the
- organizations, understanag == receive and understand all
o] their viewpoints and write the staff paper and write the
i regulation @s | see it as an indivigual anc as I believe my
o otfice director would want the regulation to go.
y How, many times what we come away with is something that
1C NHA coesn’t like or state programs cdon’t like or I3: coesn’t

i like. If not one, all of thew may not like it. But, I feel

12 that we aon’t play that power struggle game and we Iry anc
I3 stay in the midale of the roac, if you woulc, wnen we’re

| 4 developing the regulations anc the stafl papers surrouniing
15 ite Anc if the various offices don’t like what [ write,

lo they cén put & aissenting opinion or & letter sayingy whv

1 they ucn’t like what [’ve written. Anc ve can ailiacn it O
le tne i1etter tnat goes to the vemuission.

l> “Ut, TO Try ang get & concensus is jusi about imDossibae
2% in tne emergency plan arez now,

2l v Eut nevertneless, | wouls 2ssume thnat there it

28 some ccnsiderabie time thet has to be devoted during tne

€2 evoiutionery stages of 2 regulatcry cnenge to try te rinc
4 oUT whal the verious office oositions are. Ang after, as

2% you nave cescriveu, you write wnat you tnink the asiroach
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should oe, that there is, [ suppose, 2 considerable amount

of time that is taken in the concurrence process. Is that

right?
A That’s correct.
Q Are tne offices that you look to for guidance, all

the =- or just the offices that are under the Executive
Uirector for Operations, or do you also receivs comments and
guidance from tne Commission’s offices such &s the Office of
rolicy Eveluation ana the OIifice of the General Counsel?

A Yes, We do get comments anc input and we o0 nave

interfece with 0OGC ana OPE.

=4
O

Q Uo you have comments from OPE, that is, tne Office

ot Policy Evaluation, at an early stage in the geveloopmental

t
-

1
-

O

process of tne regulation that you are talking ad

)

rticular regulation for the Seaproox

1=
ct
w
(8
ct
O
4]

L8

cese, yes. | workea witn the EPA and OGC in an sarly time.

eariier, wnicn coulad &t least in tne 3rez that we’re talking

w
(9]
Q
=
-
!
3, |
(4}
Y
-
tn
-
«
2
@
|
€)
«©
=
O
()
—
w
-
P

ing, have an effect on tnhe
role ©r verioue offices within the Commission tnat, again
for clarirication of the recoru, is an accicent == wnhat?
devona the aesign ba:is &ccident?

4
4 Yes, Sir.

e In otner worgs., @ big accicent which could result

in consequences off of the site wnhich woulo go beyonc those
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consequences which one could reasonably expect for a cesign
basis accicent?

A Rignht, that is correct.

< Has tnis two-sentence regulation in Seabrock
regarcding the expansion of tne low population zone been
ouolished as an effective regulation yet?

A No, sir. lt’s been publisneg &s & proposec
regulation. | agon’t intend to go forward with an effective
reguletion because | am rewriting all of appendix £ to
incorpcrate tne emergency planning zone concept, whicn would

out it out to 10 miles anyway.

0

Incicentally, what sort of comments dia you get on
the proposes ruie to expand the low population zone? Not

gveryone, but for example, earlier in connection wiin the ==

¢ |

2 petition for rulemaking, you nentiouneu that the JOVernors

LNe SrcpoSed TULED

o
v
=
par |
(18}
ot
b
i
!
o
U]
mn
=
e
!
>
w
ct
4
Q
e
ot
J
\D
3
4
ot
O

w

expanc the emergency planring outsive of the low pooudstics

zcne?
3 e receivedg azdrcximetely 300 comments on ITnREs
rule crhange. /0st =— many of the utility comrentis were

typical utility comments tnat said, Ul vou’re 30ing oo
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far. Mkany of the public interest concerns said we weren’t.
going far enough. Anc many of the public comments didn’t

understand the rule.

Q You mean by public ==
A Just the general type public comments.
a How about from responsible officials of the state

and local ogovernment?

A The overall thrust of all the comments received
was thét the rule change was very, very =—— 100 gzneral anc

not specific. It simply saiu we woulc look outside oI tne

oy
M

LPZ for emergency planning considerations. /lany ol T
peoole that commentea saic, How far outside of tne LrZ?
Five miles, 10 miles, 30 miles?

Fe receivea & comment from & public officiegl tnat séic,
welli, tnis rule change is great. dow tne utility will nave

to p.a&n for the evacuation of Celorado == | think it wes 74

1§41

iles eway from tne piant == not Colorsoco, wvenver, snich v

goroximately 74, 75 miles from the plant., [n other worcs,

J
wm
|
40
m
-

)

Tne ruie wes very non=specific, very muln 1ol 220
lec t¢ @ great geal of poor interoretation,

J (xay. rnow about ancthar rule change TRl OU
mentionec rejarsing tne meintenance oI ermergency olans?

First orf ell, wret giu tnat rule entail, the maintenancs of

slants tnemselves or the naintenance of the olane

[l
s
W

tnemselves or tne maintenance ¢f things such a&s eguiprent

Y1}
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called for by tne plans?

My recollection of the record in that regard is that
maybe it might not be as clear as it shoulc be, what tnis
particular rule change covers. [ am moving on 10 3 new rule
change now, the one that you mentioned earlier wnich you
generally described as maintaining, I believe, emergency
plans.

Wnat does that entail?

L Tna:t rule change was identirfied by I&E about 2=1/2

years ago.

" inai’s Inspecticn Enforcement?
A iney pointez out that, number one, that researcn

rez.tors, most of wnicn that were licensed prior to Iv7i,
are not recuirec to have cmergency plans. They felt that
tnis was & poor situation to be in.

dumber two, it was pointed out that an emergency plan as
submittea witn the F2iR i€ reviewed by licensing. N=n, 3ng
orni:e hhre gives & tiessing TC Tne emerjency gian it is
usuzily simply put in @ drawer ana never agein lookea at.
Ang froim then on, the utility uses their implementing
sroceaures, wow, tn2 imolementing procescures gives ihe
aetcile of wh2t to do in the emercency, who to call, wratl 0

ao. Yeli, these invpismenting procedures are naver revizawec

and ecrroved oy w&R. [ney are lookec at by l&= on, mayde

anNd anta. d&sis.
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well, it’s felt that if a licensee decided to change
elements in the emergency plan such as, say, in the
energency gplan they said they would have a decontamination
facility on-site, well, three years after the plan has been
approved, say, they change that decontamination facility
into @ storage racility? The inspector has nothing to cite
nim anainst pecause tn2 plan was approvea.

It’e not reguira2d to be maintained up=to-uate. Likewise,
if in tne plan they say, All right, hsre is our notirication
criteria for off-site officials, &nc wuring tne lifa of the
plant tney cnange that notification ¢riteria, they aon’t
nave TC Senc it back to KR enc they don’t have TO gét OUr

arorovel enc WRR is more or less left in the cark.

things, one, 10 faxke < ressérch reacter have energencs 2ians
revieweg and azproveg oy ann an WO, YO héve emergency

Y -~ - & - 4 L - - - 11 - < : < ~
slane réintainec ur to date as well 2s tTheilr 1TD.emeniing

- -~ e
.«TQ._':‘)..T:.C.

ip ni® liante now, one of the bi¢ proplerTs witln thet O .
ir fact, it wae just = it will ce publishec in the Fegarsal
~e jieter tris week. The proposes rule, is our inabilitve th2
syeten’s {nanility to be responsive +ne concerns ¢f jak.
4erz, lo= surtecec & . rohiets ani 8Qrees tnNEtl itnere was 8

“rorier, ins &5 & resulc of & lack of resourca2s, One, &8s &



kap rL ]

N

result of just the system procrastinating and

crocrestinating on, not really the meat of the rule change,
you know, what does the rule change say, does it do the job?
But reeliy procrastinating on pros and cons, alternative
analysis. The bureaucracy package thatl goes along with the
rule change took 2=1/2 years.

Jdany times, it took six to eight months just to get out
of tne office of standards cevelopment because of
procrastinetion of woras, of the forms, the proper form we

Jidn’tT use at one time because things startec gevelopment

|
N
o
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m
(¢4
O
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ot
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comaission, the form for Commission pepers hac cnangecd. I
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al package, to

PP - 1 gin | B 4 2 = ~ 3 > ™ - - - i $
completely put 1T in & new 10rm. That put Us back Tive
AR TAe
- leina e

-~ - -y - s -~

i ~uT <ne steff ceper in a new form?

1 P - r - ernTT soer o~ ans - <Aty '1-" 1

LI R TR | bR O SR o Qs &4 CaGs VU s + OUY DR ENSs T aa e

this ecain iz non=resgonsiveness o concerns Ci Inspection
En2 ¢ primarii y& cause of werd engineering, 1T YOU
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Q I gather tnat what I understand you 10 be sayiing
ie tnat the Inspection & Enforcement division or office,
some years ago, informed responsible offices, presumably NRR
and 3tandards, that in the emergency planning area, that
thera were some things that made it very difficult for them
to inspect and to take enforcemen: action in the emergency
planning?

In other words, there was a real life issue identified.
Nevertheless, for several rzasons which you have mentionad,
the system == that is, the system within th2 Nuclear
Regulatory Commission for reacting to such issuzs = has not
yet bDeen able to come up with a chanje or changes to
accommodate the concerns of Inspection and =aforczmant. Is
that a fair summary of what you’re sayin3?

A Tnat’s correct. AJain, let me emphasize, therz’s
& number of problems. Numb2r one is resources. Numper {wo,
two years ajo emerjency planniny did not have the <osncaern
of everyoda; that it does have today. Humber threzs, thes
apility of the system to Doz down over procrestination in
what we write, rather than concern 2s to the meat of the
subject, the rule itself. e concerned ourselves witht Is
this alternative worded rigat? Is tnis pro worded right

f evar

Pue

Very infrejuently was the rule chand2 its2
modified. The two-paragrapn rule change was very rarsly

modified. It was the paper that wsnt along with it. Is
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it tne right form? Do the words say what we really want to

say? Let’s procrastinate.

So elements bogged down the responsiveness that should be

existent for the concerns of Inspection as well as NRR.
MR. PARLERs Tom?
BY MR. COXs

Q During this period when you wers rewriting and
revising, 9’ d each revision reguire coordination and
concurren’e or approval from the other offices, like NRR and
I&E? 1 am assuming you’re talking aoout the revisions
origir.sting in the Office of Standards Development. Did
eacn one of those go through the loop outside, or was it
Just —

A It depends on the revision and it depends on wners
the paper is. If the revision was significant, if he
changed it significantly, I would have to g2 bactk 12 the
othar offices. But many times the changes tnat wer2 mad2 1IN
the Office of Standards Devalopment were just minor word
changes.

WRR and 13Z ars more concerned with the meat of the
material. #hat does the rule changs say, rather thén, you
know, is it g0ing to do the job? Will the rule ¢hanze 33
what | need it to do? That’s how IsE and NRI locks a3t it,
where Standards very rarely changed the rule, bu*t chanjed

the hell out of the package that went along with it, word
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engineered it to death.

Q So you feel there were long periods of time in
between in which NRR and I&E weren’t getting into tne act?
It was sort of here and being changed?

A Right.

BY MR. PARLER?

o Tne word engineering that you were talking about,
it takes place primarily in the Office of Standards
Development or where?

A In this particular case, & great deal of it went
on in the Office of Standards Development. It == word
engineering is a great part of bureaucracy, and it is by no

means only here in the 0ffice of Standards Developmant, Bu

in this one particular rule change, the word enjineering and

the delay was mostly due to procrastination on oehzalf of
this office.

Q Because of otner priorities, perhaps & lack of
resources, or what?

S All of the above.

. All of the abdove.

I don’t want to belabor this particular point, out my
understanding of what you have s&id earlier is that, becaus
of different interests of tne different offices, that tnars
may be differences of opinion anc different objectives or

differences of opinion because of differences in

2
=
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objectives, which may lead to a delay.

You also said, under those circumstances, that you were
not aware of any place readily available within the
organization to get such matters resolved, so that a pro ject
can oe moved.

Now, heres you’re saying that, in addition to that, even
if the offices that are interested in a change ajres on the
substance of the change, that they’re — yes = there ar:
other substantial problems that may be encountered: word
engineering, procrastination, or what have you. And !
gatnar that the latter is psrhaps something that ws have all
encountered and, | suppose to som¢ xtent, accept in the
workings of an orjanization.

On the latter point, is that your understanding of wnat
is involved, or is there something else oehind the word
engineering or the procrastination?

A N21l, I think your statemsnt confusec == OU Know,
depanding on the rule chang2 that we’re discussing, tne
earlier rule chanje, the first rule cthanje, tée Seaornok
rule change, it dealt with & great deel of politics.

Q right.

A A great deal of what motivated pevple’s idezs, how
big the area should be, how small the area should o2, 3nd

therefore, the bigger the empire, as far as the second rula

change on maintaining emerjsncy planning up to date ==
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Q Yes.

A There everybody realized what we needed. It
wasn’t a big problem.

- Right.

A It was a very minor problem and it did not deal
with, if you would, empire ouilding.

€ Right.

B S5 therefore, the differences of opinion, such as

Class 9 versus desijn, that doesn’t enter into that rule

change.
Q Right.
A It was primarily an inapility of the system to

respond adejuately and sufficiently to the concerns of
Inspaction s Enforcement, primarily because of lack of
resources, procrastination or word engineering and lack of
oriority, if you would, for just ths overall arez of
emergency planninj.

< I think that ]I was tryina to contrast the two
areas that == and to try to make it clear for the racord
that on the Seabrook petition for rulemakinz, that tne
reassns for the excessive time wers those that you nave just
again summarized, and not any of the, I guess, diffsrent
reasons that you mentionasd zarlier in connection with th2 ==
another in & separate rulemaking effort.

All rignt. Is there anything else tnzt you recall tnet
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you would like to contribute to the record on the rule
change for maintaining emergency planning?

A No .

J Tnat tharefore, as | understand it, after aoout
two and a half years, is about to culminate in a proposed
rules is that rignt?

A Balieve it or not.

o Now, annther area that you mentioned is the ==
that you were involved in suoseguent to your effort on
Regul atory Suide 1,101, is the Carter task force on
emergency olanning, which was initiated after the Three Mile
Island accident on March the 28th, 1979. At whose
initiative, as far as you are aware, wes that task force

started? Do you know?

A Mine.
Q Yours?
- Right after TMI, when all the offices wer2 trying

to scurry around 2nd figure out what they were going to S0
as & result of TWl, it seemed to me that one office was ==
Stat: Programs was joing thair way and NRR was goinj3 their
way and I&E was 30ing their way.

] was at a meeting with Mr, Gossick and my supervisor,
Carl Goller, and I suggestes that a tasg force De
established. It was then sort of nobody really agresd witn

that. [ than wrote a letter to, I oelieve, Hr. Gossick
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through ANayne Houston and suggested == that’s correct — on
May 8th, 1979, that again, a task force be or & task force

or @ working group be established to oversee and coordinate
all of the activities going on in the emergency planning

area.

MR. PARLER: This document that Mr. Jamjochian
just mentioned is a memorandum from him to NAayne R. Houston,
H=o=-yu=-s=t=o=-n, Chief of the Accident Analysis Branzh, NRR,
dated May 8th, 197%. Subject? Reconsideration of emergancy
planning regulations and guides in light of the TMI
exper ience.

Merk that for identification as Exhioit 1047,
(Commission Exhicit No. 1047 identifiz2d.)

BY MR. PARLER?

Q As a result of the =— your recommsndation to
Mr. Houston, which is in the document marked for
identification as Exhibit 1247, I gather that the zxacutive
Director for Operations did convene or direct tnat inere De
a task forcz on emergency planning, that is, the task force
that is headed by Mr. Tom Carter of the Office of ~Nuclear

Materials, Safeguards and Safety, right?

ct
v
wn

A | doubt very much that Mr. Gossick formed the
forze simply pecause I recommended it. 1 think the
Comnission reclized that there was 2 great deal of thin3s

goiny on and there wasn’t any centralizad coordination
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group.

And | think Mr. Gossick realized that — I don’t even
know if Mr. Gossick received that memo.

Q In any event, a task force was created to look at
the a2mergency planning area, anc you had made the same
recommendations earlier, in your memorandum of May the 8th,
I977, to Mr. Houstoni is that correct?

A Tnat’s correct.

MR. PARLER: I have a document from Lee
V. Gossick, Executive Director for Operations, to various
addre ssees, the first of which is Harold R. Denton, Subjects
Tas« Force on emergency planning. The document is dated
June the 20th, 1979,

I will mark this docCument fpr jdentification as =xhioit

1048.
(Comnission Exaipbit 1045 identifi=d.)
BY MR. PARLER:
o Now, ] understand from your prior testimony that

you are & memoer of the Carter tasx force »n emergency
plaaning and have participated in its deliberations. Rignht?
A Tnat’s correct.
J You’ve also mentioned earlier thet that tasx force
nas prepared a paper, SECY, S=g=C-Y, 79==49y, whizh nas 30n2
to the Comrission. #Nhat is the present status of tns

activities of the task force? Could you tell me that?
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PL mte i A Tne task force is dead. They sent the iitter -
P they sent the task force report to the Commission outlining
3 {ssu2s and how each office was going to resolve each issue
- or problem, amen. That’s the end of the task force.

5 3 Are the papers, the SECY-/9=-499, still pending

5 pefore the Commission? Is that correct?

/ A That’s correct.

5 2 It is also my understanding, throujh

y representations, that the Office of Nuclear Reac tor

10 Operations, since March the 28th, 1¥y79, has been eng23ing in
1 certain activities to try to have existing licensees maxs

12 changes in their emergency planning or their emergency

13 plans. Are you aware of any such activities?

14 A Yes, sir.

15 Q Have you peen involved personally in thos2

15 activities?

14 A T> what extent?

18 . Are you a part of the NRR effort, or are they

I v asking for your advice or views or ==

29 A N>, sir. I’m familiar with what they’re 3Join3.

21 [?ve contacted the AD in charge of the activity, Mr. Jim

22 Willer, and attendad one of their sessions in Atlanta, wners
23 they read the news or read the new requirements to &ll of
24 the 1icenseess.

-

25 - Are you jenerally familiar with wnat Mr. diller
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is doing?
A Yes, sir.
Q What is your understanding of what he’s trying to
accomplish?
A Nell, numoer one, they’re finally going to

inplement and backfit Regulatory Guide 101. Number two,
they are laying out acceptance criteria. Again, they are
saying, we have Appendix E, we have Reg Guide 101, Now
we’re going to show you what we think is acceptible in order
to meet ey Suide 101 and Appendix t.

In otner words, let’s go oack to the example before
notification. The regulation says the licensee should nave
a scheme for notifying state and local governments and the
punlic. well, the regulation says == the rule == 2xCuse
me.

[he Regulatory Guide goes into more detail as to
notification. Now, Mr. Miller is going out with tn2 word
that in order for your plan to be accepted, here is
acceotance criterie for that ability to notify the public,
And [ believe the latest version I saw was that eacn
licensee, in conjunction with the state and loceal
govarnments, will have to have an alarm sys:2m, & siren
systam t-at will be able to notify the publit in cas2 of 2n
emergency within 15 minutes.

That’s purely an example of what that acceptance
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criteria is nheading for.
BY MR. COXs
Q To your knowledge, did the (Office of Standards

Devalopment have a part in developing and sg «cifying these

critaria which Mr. Miller is now laying forth for licensees?

B N2>, sir.

d None whatsver?

A N> e whatever,

C Who, to your knowledse ajain, who developed this

more specific interpretation of Reg Cuide 1017

A People in NRR that are reasonaply == that are very
well knowled;eable in the emergency planninj area, people
that work for Houston in == who have evaluated 2mergency
plans for a number of years, have now come to grips witn
developing that acceptance criteria,

The acceptance criteria, [’/ve reviewed or scanned., I
haven’t reviewed it., It looks like pretty good
information. | have no proolems with what they’rs putting
out.

Q Do you know whether or not the acceptance criteris

w

that they’re now putting out were concurred in or assisted
in the development by the otner offices which you have
traditionally worked with in the past, such as l&z, 3tat:
Programs, and | forget the others, dut you nave mentioned

them, tne on2s that are normally involved in
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emergency planning?

B Na, ] don’t believe they’ve been == they’/ve gone
the usual route. I think three or four people sat down and
from NRR, three or four knowledgeable people sat down, wrots
them, and Mr. Miller grabbed them and ran with them.

Q With what level of approvai has he grabbed them
and run with them, Commission office, Mr. Gossick?

A [ don’t know as to what level of approval.

BY MR. PARLER:

o To the best of your recollection and knowled3e ==
and I realize that what NRR is doing in the arez of
emergency planning now, that they are doing, that’s their
responsibility and not yours., But with that qualification,
do you know or have you been informed as to the form in
which these acceptance criterjia are deiny advertised or are
takan to the utilities and licensees? In other words, 3s &
memorandum or letter or what?

In any event, the point that I’m trying to get to witn
the question ist These criteria, these acceptance sriteris
are not now reflected in any Regulatory Cuide or
regulation. Is that your understanuing?

B That’s correct. In fact, onc2 I heard that
Mr. Miller’s people were estadblishiny this acceptanze
criteria, ! called Mr. Millar and told him that it would De

very wise, for wnhatever he writes anJ distrioutes to
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licensees, that he send me & copy, soO that when I“m writing
the regulations, we can perform the unbel ievable task of
being coordinateds that NRR, what they’re putting out would
be coordinated with what I’m putting out.

Mr, Miller readily agreed anrd has since forwarded me a
copy of anything that they’/ve been writing. And [’ve had
communications with Mr. Miller’s group. I“/m == I7v2 got a
good workiny relationship with all those people.

- How does your understanding of what Mr. Miller’s
people are trying now to implement cCompare with the
recommendations of the Carter task force to the Commission
in the SECY paper 79=4997? Are they both on the same treack?
Are they at odds with each other, or what?

A N>. | believe NRR laid out in SETY 79=4%5 what
they planned on doin3 in, numbsr one, implementingj
Regulatory Suide 1.,101% numoer two, laying out mors
specifically what’s required of license2s,

Now, | don’t pelieve they put a ccpy of the acceptance
criteria in tne Commnission paper. But they did inform the
Commission in that paper, | believe, that tney were join3 10
oroceed expeditiously with this effort on behalf of
implementing Regulatory Cuide 101,

3 Yaur understanding is that NR?% perceived the need

for NRR to proceed on a faster track than apparently would

pe otherwise availaole?



99 04 | 4
PL mte

& W N

W

69

L) Yes, sir.

Q And presumably, that is what led %o the Miller
affort, to James Miller’s effort, although that would be
speculation on your part or on anybody else’s part other
than the pesple that made the decisions with NRR, for
Mr. Mil'er to proceed?

We do know that, even though there was & Carter task
force on emergency planning, that NRR decided to proceed
separately to take action, to have what, Rejulatory GCuids
101, backfitted to operating licensing == operating
licenses.

Other than the apparent need to have that backfiitting
donz expeditiously, are you aware of any other reason for
the NRR peoole to have proceeded on their own in tnis araz’

A 1 think the NRR people perceived that some dynamicl
action had to be mads in order to look J00d before the
Commissisn. The Commission was tired of just & lot of
prosrastination and & lot of Commission papsrs coming b2forz
it, with ve;y little action in this area. And I think NPB=F
oerceives tnis need. And it’s good PR on behalf of NR®? to
run off and do all these good thin3s. t looks gn0od.,

Ffor the [om Carter task force, tnere’s a lot of paper.
Hera’s a problem, we’re goi.3 to solve it in six months,
eight months, a year. 'here Mr. Miller has been given the

charter, just do it, get it done. J» something. G2t, you
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know, started with Regulatory Guide 101,

Ahen Mr. Grimes mentioned that they were going to form a

group to implement 101, I suggested that they hold off a

little because Appendix E is changing. Regulatory Guide 101
will have to changje Appendix E has changed, and that may De
to jack up licensees at this time and then change the
regulations three months later = it would make us, as an
agency, look pad.

[ suggested to him, rather than having licensees shoot at
a moving target, let’s change Appendix E. Let’s update

Regulatory Suide 101, and then let’s rejuire the license2s

to comply with what we have.

But Mr. Orimes and the other NRR management felt, no,
something’s 30t to pe done now. And that’/s why the Miller
effort was established.

Q Mr. Orimes was on ths Carter task force?

B Y2s, he was.,

was Mr. Miller on the Carter task force?

o

B No.

o Nas the discussion that you Jjust summarized, as to
what you = tne point that you made, was that subject
discussed bafore the Carter task force? In other words, the
desire on the one hand to wait and see Hhow 4ppendix = ano
the Regulatory Guide would be changed, and on tne other n2n3

the apparent need on behalf of HRR to move more
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expeditiously?

Nere those what would appear to be competing
considerations discussed before the CLarter task force?

A Yes. Brian Grimes laid out a Commission paper to
the task force, which laid out for the Commission this
effort from == by Mr. Miller, and got the task force’s
con:zurrence on his actions pefore going to the Commission
witn it. [ concurred with Mr. Grimes” action plan.

My only concern, as | mentioned, was that 1 pointed out
in 3 memo t> Brian with a copy to the task force that I
think, rathsr than rushing off now, we sught to change our
paper and then rush off and do it. But evidently, it was

felt that the more expeditious road should oe followed,
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Q So, the NRR action plan to which Mr. Grimes was
apparently the spokesman on the Carter task force was

presented to the Commission as far as you“’re aware in a
separate staff paper/?

A That’s correct.

2 Some stafi paper other than SECY-/9-499, However,
the NRR approach that was described in this separat: staff
papar, a paper which I do not have with me here today but
which | recclil seeing, the substance of that separate paper
is also reflected in the SECY=79=-49y., Is that corract?

B Yes, I pelieve so.

Q Okay. Do you havz any other comments that you
think should pe made for the record in the areaz that we’re
talcing about?

A No, sir.

M3. PARLE2t Let’s go off the record for 2 minute,.
(Jiscussion ofi tne record.)
V<. PARLERt Back on the recorc.

Juring tae time that we were off the record 2o0inrg throu3jn
some of the sther documents which are aveilaple in
connection with the emergency planning question, thare are &
numoar of tnese documents which I have shown to
Mr. Jamgochian, which I would like to mark for
identificatian for the record.

The first is 3 memorandum from Rog3er J. H4attson to
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R.B. Minogus, M=i=-n=o-g-u-e, dated December 22, 1916,

Subjectt background information on Regulatory Guide 1.101.,

Emergency planning for nuclear power plants, revision on2.

1711 mark this document for identification as Exhibit 1049.
(Commission Exhibit 1049 identifi2d.)

2Y MR. PARLER:
Q And this document, as its title suggests, is
indead, a memorandum which provides background information

on the Regulatory Guide 1.101 through revision one, is that

correct?
A Tnat’s correct.
Q Now, you have provided me with anocther document

whizh is a draft on your part, which discusses the issue of
whether NRR concurrence in associated state and incal

response plans bs a reguirement for continued operation >f

{8

any nuclear power plant with an existing license., Tnis is
draft which has your name in the upper right=hand torner ang

it’s dated 5714, ] assume the year is 19797

A Yes.
< And this is a draft which you prepared, right?
A Tnat’s correct.

M<. PARLERs 1711 mark this draft for

identification for the record as Exhibit 1030.
(Commission Exhipit 1050 identifiad.)
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BY MR. PARLER®

3 I believe earlier in your testimony, you did
address yourself to the issue which is the subject of this
draft, memorandum. Is that correct.

B That’s correct.

Q And your general conclusion, without stating all
the reasons therefor, is what?

A N21l, it’s — it is not — there’s no conclusion
in that paper in that it simply discusses in real life the
NRR concurrence in state and locel plaming. Does it buy
you any mors safety than what exists now? Are the peopl:
any safer around a nuclear power plant because we’ve
concurred in or not concurred in a state or local plan?

Q How do you come out on that particuler matter?

A My own personal opinjon is thst as long as
adequate arrangements have been made to take protective
measures and as longy as the locezl people and the license:
have their ducts in the lin2, that adequate protective
measures can be taken.

M3. PARLERt There is another document datesd —
1’m sorry — from Donalcd F. Knuth. That’s K=n=u=t=h, who at
the time was the director of the office of Inspection &
Enforcement, to multiple addressees, one of which is the

Alternative Eneray Coalition of Massachusetts. That’s dated

Octooer 10, 1975,
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1 show tnis letter to Mr. Jamgochian. [ woulc like to
marc it for identification as Exhibit 1051,
(Comnission Exhibit 1051 identified.)

BY MR. PARLER?#

3 This letter, were you involved in the response at
all?

A No, sir.

Q It would appear from your brief perusal of the

letter in the short time that we’ve had here this maorning,
that it seems to raise essentially the same issue that
occurred at about the same time in the petition for
rulemaking that has peen markec for identification as
Exhioit 1045, the issue being whether there can Dbe 2an
effective emergency plan without the approval or the
con-urrence of not only the license2’s plan, but also tnh?
stata’s plan.

[s that generally your impression of this memorandum?

A No. Exhioit 1045 deals with the Public Interest
Ressarch Group petition for rulemaking, which dealt witn
public evacuation drills and dissemination >f the ?3AR and
FSAR emergency plan.

o Tnis, | believe you said Jdeals with the
~snzurrence function. That is not part of the petition for
rulemaking. So, this letter, if you would accept my

representation that it does deal primarily with the need to
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nave the state emergency plan reviewed. That is an issus

that you have considered praviously in your emergency

planning work. Is my understanding correct in that regard?
A I’m sorry. | didn’t — off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. PARLER® Go back on the record. For whatever
purposes it may serve, we’ll include the letter marked for
identification as Exhibit 1051 in the record of the
deposition. It should be understood, however, that the
incoming letter which prompted the Knuth response marked 2as
Exhibit 1051 is not available. So it is very difficult for
Mr. Jamgochian to, under those circumstinces, reflect on,
analyze and respond to the gquestion that I asked regarding
the relevance of the Knuth letter to other matters which
nave been discussed here today.

BY MR. PARLER?®

Q All rignt?
B All right.

M. PARLERt Mr. Uixon, do you have any Juestions
that you would like to ask? I have no furtner guestions
myself.

[om, do you have any further cuestions?
¥2. COXs No, I do not.

MR, PARLER: Do you, Mr. Uixon?

MR. DIXONs Off tne record for a minute.
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(Discussion off the record.)

MR. DIXON: Yes, ! just made the comment to
ascertain whether a question was asked of you during the
course of this deposition which you did not understand and
then as a result, you may have answered the question in a
manner that did not reflect your position on a particular
point. Yes or no?

TH

MR. DIXONs QOkay.

m

WITNESS: No, | don’t pbelieve that was asked.

MR. PARLER®T Mr. Jamgochian, do you have anytning
els2? Mr. Dixon?

M3. DIXONs No. That’s all.

MR. PARLE3R: Mr., Jamgochian, in conclusion, let me
say that this is an ongoing investigation and although w2
nave completad the Juestions we have for you today, we may
need to oring you back for further dspositions. We will,
nowsver, make every effort to avoid naving to do so.

Orf the record.

(Jiscussion off tne record.)

Y. PARLERs When the tiranscript of this
proceeding is made avajlable to us from the reporter, a cody
will be sent to you. I will send the copy to you. You will
be 3iven 21 opdortunity witnin 10 days to make any
carsactisns of substance to the transcript. Certainly,

anytningy which may deal with matters of substance which
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would change the meaning.

I suppose that that point was discussed earlier at the
outset of the deposition in part of the statement I read to
you. I’m Just simply reiterating that at this time, that
you will pe given a copy of the transcript. Normally, it
will be about a week or so before we get the transcript. I
will get it promptly to you.

[ wisn to thank you for your tims in being here with us
and for your contrioutions to the Special Inguiry Group,
sir. That’s it.

THE WITNESS: Thank you.
(Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the taking of the

ssition was concluded.)

(98
©
©
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1 August 30, 1979
_ , In Reply Refer to:
- e et PR e, g4 NTFTM 790830-02 .

Mr. Michael T. Jamgochian~

Site Designation Standards Branch
Division of Siting, Health and Safeguards Standards
Of fice of Standards Development

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Jamgochiant '

I am writisg to confirm that your deposition under cath in connection with
the accidest at Three Mile Island is scheduled for September 10, 1979 at 9:00
a.m., in the Arlington Road offices of the T™I Special Inquiry Group. 7This
will also confirm my request for you to bring with you a copy of your resume
and say documents in your possession or comtrol regarding T™I-2, the accident
or precursor events which you have reason to believe may not be in official
NRC files, including any diary or personal working file.

The deposition will be conducted by members of the NRC's Special Inquiry
Group on Three Mile Island, This Croup 1s being directed independently of

the NRC by the lav firm of Rogovin, Stern and iuge. It includes both NRC
personnel who have been detailed to the Special laquiry Staff, and outside
staff and attornevs, Through a delegation of authority from the NRC under
Section 161(c) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Special
Inquiry Group has a broad mandate to inquire into the causes of the accident
at Three Mile Island, to idep*‘€fy majnr problem areas and to make recozmenda-
tions for change. At the co -'u iom of its investijaitiom, the Group will
issue a detailed public report »ting forth its fin.’-gs and recommendations.

Unless you have been served with a subpoena, your participation in the deposition
{s voluntary and there will be no effect on you if you decline to answer some
or all of the questions asked you. RHowever, the Special Inquiry has Leen
given the power to subpoena witnesses to appear and testify under cath, or to
appear and produce documents, or both, at any designated place. Anv person
deposed may have an attormey present or any other perscn he wishes accompany
him at the deposition as his representative. The Office of the General
Counsel of NRC has advised us that it is willing to send an KRC attormey to
all depositions of NRC employees who will represent you as an individual
rather than represent NRC. Since the NRC attorney nay attend only at your
affi{rmative request, you should nctify Richard Mallory (634=3224) 1in the
0ffice of the General Counsel as soon as practicable if you wish to have an
NRC attorney present,

You should realize that while we will try to respect any requests for con-
fidentiality 4in connection with the publication of our report, we can make no
guarantees, Names of witnesses and the information they provide may eventually
become public, inasmuch as the entire record of the Special Inquiry Croup's
investigation will be made available tn +he WRC for whatever uses it may deexm

Sade availlable to the public
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SURNAMEDL. « - - ¢ coccansserane ‘ ................................................. kb

.
.......................

TN TR S—

-



voluntarily, or become available to the public through the Freedom of
Information Act, Moreover, other departments and agencies of government may
request access to this informatfon pursuant to the Privacy Act of 1974,
information may also be made available in whole or in part to committees or

subcommittess of the U.S. Congress,

The

1f you hnv‘-tcltiflcd.;;cvioully vith relpeét to the Three Mile Island accident,
1t would be useful 1f you could review any transcripts of your previous

statement(s) prior to the deposition.

Thank you for your cooﬁéraiion._

= - Sincerely,

M{tchell Rogovin, Director
NRC/TMI Special Inquiry Group

DISTRIBUTION .
TERA

WParler

PHorry

RDeYoung

GFrampton

MRogovin

QFFICE NRC/THI ...... S
SURNAME GFrampton -----
DATE ﬁ%f( ....... 3/../?? ........

NRC/TML.....

‘MRogovin -----
8/ /79




UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. €. 20555

August 30, 1979
In Reply Refer to:
NTFTM 790830-01

MEMORANDUM FOR: Llee V. Gossick, Execurive Director for Operaticas

FROM: Mitchell Rogovin, Director
NRC/TMI Special Inquiry Group

SUBJECT: DEPOSITION CONCERNING MATTERS OF INTEREST TO THE
SPECIAL INQUIRY GROUP

The NRC/TMI Special Inquiry has a need for and will be prepared to take a
deposition under oath from Michael T. Jamgochian at 9:00 a.m. on September 10,
1979, 1in the Arlington Road offices of the TMI Special Inquiry Group.

We request that you arrange to have Mr. Jamgochian appear at the interview
room at the time indicated above. If there are any questions concerning the
planned deposition, please contact William Parler (4)2-8950).

Mitchell Rogovin, Director
NRC/TMI Special Inquiry Group

Enclosure:
Witness Notification

cc: R. Minogue
R. Mallory, 0GC




o "2, UNITED STATES
4 [ NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
: ¥ WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555
e 4
s, & August 30, 1979
‘.'..

MEMURANDUM FOR: William Parler
FROM: R. C. DeYoung, Deputy Staff Director

SUBJECT: DELEZGATION OF AUTHORITY TO ADMINISTER OATHS

You are hereby delegated the Commission's Authority to administer the oath
for the purpose of taking the deposition of Michael T. Jamgochian at 9:00
a.m., September 10, 1979, in the Arlington Road offices of the TMI Special
Inquiry Group in connection with the Commission's investigation of the
accident at Three Mile Island, Unit 2. This authority is provided to the
Commission by fectiou 16lc of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and
has been delegated tc me via the enclosed memorandum from the Secvetary of
the Commission. No further delegation of this authority is permittec.

/;/‘
LZ?.‘[@ 1225 /Z
te 7 R. C 9;

él;ot

pecial Inquiry Group

Enclosure:

Delegation of Authority memo
fm Chilk dtd 8/6/79
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10.

1.

12.

13,

14.

15.

POSITION RESPONSIBILITIES

Responsible for developing and publishing a rule change to 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix E, which addresses emergency planning considerations
outside the LPZ.

Responsible for developing a regulatory guide outlining a planning
basis accident for licensee emergency preparedness.

Responsible for evaluating the changing and improving of 10 CFR Part 30
Appendix E.

Worked on a joint EPA/NRC task force which developed NUREG 0396,
"Planning Basis for the Development of State and Local Government
Radiological Emergency Response Plans in Support of Light-Water Nuclear
Power Plants".

Responsible for developing the NRC position concerning the Public
Interest Research Group Petition for Rulemaking Concerning Emergency
Preparedness - Interim Commission information paper forwarded 1/30/76.

Responsible for developing the 10 CFR Part 50 rule chance (Emergency
plan update and research reactor emergency plans).

Responsible for developing staff position relative to a portion of a
New Jersey petition for rulemaking concerning Emergency Planning.

Responsible for developing Regulatory Guide 1.101, "Emergency Planning
for Nuclear Power Plants"”.

Responsible for developing Regulatory Guide 2.6, "Emergency Planning
for Research Reactors".

Responsible for Regulatory Guide 1.91, "Explosions Postulated to Occur
Near Nuclear Power Plants”.

Responsible for developing criteria for a contract with Sandia in order
to develop a document on Emergency Planning Scenarios.

NRC woerk group representative responsible for developing criteria for a

training course which will be given to State radiation control directors.

NRC alternate member to an ANS work group responsible for developing
three standards which will be used in Emergency Preparedness: (1)
Emer?ency Control Centers; (2) Adequate Medical Facilities; (3) Adequate
Drills and Exercises.

Responsible for review and coordiration of all Federal interagency
agreements involving Emergency Preparcdness.

Member of the Interoffice Emergency Planning Task Force.

Erc L.
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Nuclear Engineer, GS-14
Office of Standards Development
Site Designation Standards Branch

FUNCTIONAL STATEMENT:

As a person experienced ia the engineering aspects of nuclear reactors,
serves as a specialist in the Site Designation Standards Branch, Office of
Standards Development. PResponsible for the development of reactor stan-
dards, codes, and criteria re’ating to nuclear emergency preparedness as
ttey relate to the construction, testing, operation, and refueling aspects
of =-=lear facilities and for advising other NRC offices in this highly
technical area.

REGULAR DUTIES:

Serves as a technical member of the Office of Standards Development in
developing standards, codes, and criteria in the area of emergency prepared-
ness as they relate to the construction, testing, operation, and refueling
aspects of nuclear facilities.

Prepares those emergency preparedness standards, codes, and criteria asso-
ciated with the programs or portions thereof to which he is assigned.
Serves as the regulatory contact for NRC nuclear safety research and devel-
opment programs in these areas.

Provides technical assistance to other NRC offices and Divisions, regarding
the application of reactor standards, codes, and criteria to specific
reactor cases relating to nuclear emergency preparedness. Confers with
technical representatives of industrial organizations regarding adequacy and
application of emergency preparedness standards, codes, and criteria.

Participates as a representative of the Office of Standards Development om
NRC and national committees relating to nuclear emergency preparedness
standards, codes, and criteria.

Reviews and evaluates proposals submitted by national laboratories and other
organizations providing technical assistance to the Office of Standards
Development of guides, standards, codes, and criteria relating to the nuclear

emergen.y preparedoess area.

BASIC SKILL:

Knowledge of the basic principles, theories, and practices in the field
of nuclear engineering especially as they relate to the field of nuclear
emergency preparedness. Competence must be adequate to enable evaluation
and direction of a wide variety of complex concepts and programs.

The basic skill requirements are in excess of those obtaingd by formal
education at the university level (B.S. Degree), being supplemented by arn
understanding of design, construction, operation, and refueling of

Envct L A
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Nuclear Engineer, GS-14
Of fice of Standards Development
Site Designation Standards Branch

nuclear power reactors as well as knowledge of other types of reactors in
the nuclear emergency preparedness area.

Knowledge and demonstrated ability to grasp technical problems in order to
coordinate the formulation of clear, concise reactor standards, codes, and
criteria. Requires extensive knowledge of the Commission's regulations,
principles, and procedures. Demonstrated ability to represent the Office
of Standards Development in an effective and creditable manner in dealing
with other Federal agencies and State and municipal agencies, and NRC con-
tractors with re.pect to complex problems associated with nuclear emergency
preparedness.

Ability to define, establish and coordinate technical assistance p;ojects
and to assure that technical assistance activities are being accomplished
within their approved scope.

CONTACTS :

Frequent contacts with technical personnel and line management of his own
office, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards, Office of Nuclear
Reactor “egulation, Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research and the Office of
Inspection and Enforcement on matters effecting significant changes in
programs related to nuclear emergency preparedness. Frequent contacts with
technical personnel from other Govermment agencies, industry, and research
laboratories to discuss technical programs related to reactor safety stan-
dards, criteria, and guides and related nuclear emergency preparedness.

DECISIONS:

Supervision Received:

Chief, Site Designation Standards Branch, 0ffice of Standards Development,
Gs-ls-

Supervision is general on technical matters with full authority to act
within the framework of broad functional assignments.

Administrative guides are overall NRC policy and technical reports, issu-
ances, and publications. Standards or criteria developed by the NRC, by
other Federal agencies, or by State agencies, are utilized as appropriate.

Independent Action:

Responsible for making important technical recommendations Jegarding the
formulation of standards, codes, and criteria in the emergency preparedness

.
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Nuclear Engineer, GS-14
office of Standards Development
Site Designation Standards Branch

area. His judgements, in nost cases, are initially subjected only to a
general review, but eventually will be subjected to extensive NRC and

industry reviews.

Represents the Office of Staadards Development in technical meetings with
B~ and industrial representatives relating to standards, codes, and cri-

teria ia the emergency preparedness area.

Pesolves day-to-day technical and administrative problems concerning all
aspects of his projects.
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I am thoroughly experienced in the engineering aspects of nuclear reactors
and serve as a specfalist in the DCesign Standards Branch, Directorate of
Regulatory Standards, U.S. Atomiz Energy Commission. I am responsible for
the development of reactor standardsz, codes, and criteria relating to
Quality Assurance during nuclear reactor construction testiny and refueling.

As part of my regular duties, I serve as a technical 2xpert in developing
reactor standards, codes, and criteria with the basic skill and knowledge
fn the construction, testing, and refueling aspects of nuclear power plants.

I prepare those reactor standards, codes, and crite. {a assocfated with the
program or portions thereof to which I am assigned and serve as a regulatory
contact for AEC nuclear safety research and development programs in these
areas.

I provide technical assistance to other AEC Directorates, Divisions, ard
Offices regarding the application of reactor standards, codes, and criteria
to specific reactor problems. I confer with technical representatives of
fndustrial organizations regarding adequacy and application of reactor
standards, codes, and criteria relative to quality control for reactor safety.

I participate as a representative of the Directorate of Regulatory Standards
on AEC and naticnal committees relating to the development of reactor standards,
codes and criteria.

I have a sound knowledge of the basic principles, theories, and practices in
the field of nuclear engineering, especially as they relate to the field of
reactor plant construction, testing, and refueling. My competence 1is
adequate to enable my evaluation and direction of a wide variety of concepts
and programs. My basic skills are in excess of those obtained by formal
education at the university level, being supplemented by considerable
experience in design, construction, and refueling of nuclear power reactors.

I have 2 demonstrated ability to grasp technical problems in order to coordinate
the formulation of clear, concise reactor standards, codes, and criteria.

My knowledge of the Atomic Energy Commission's regulations, principles, and
procedures is essential.

I have the ability to meet and deal effectively with technical representatives
of the AEC, AEC contractors, industrial, and other government agencies; and
have frequent contacts with technical personnel and line management of my

own office, Directorate of Licensing, Directorate of Regulatory Operations,
and Reactor Development and Technology. I also have contacts with technical
personnel from other Government agencies, industry, and research labora-
tories to evaluate, direct and/or influence technical proarams related

to reactor safety standards, criteria and guides.
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I have full authority to act within the framework of broad functional
assignments with 1ittle or no supervision on technical matters. My own
Administrative guides are AEC Manual and AEC policy, which I use as my
source of knowledge. Within this capacity, I represent the Directorate
of Regulatory Standards in technical meetings with AEC and i{ndistrial
representatives relating to reactor standards, codes and critaria in my

assigned work areas.

My current assignments have included projects in the following areas;

a. Natural Phenomenon effects on Nuclear Power Plants
b. Reporting Requirements for Nuclear Power Plants
¢. Nuclear Power Plant systems to be protected
against tornadoes.
d. Emergency Plans for Nuclear Power Plants
e. Evaluation of explosions near Nuclear Power Plants
f. Requirements for Control Room Maanning at Nuclear
Power Plants
g. An indepth analysis of sabotage on Nuclear Power Plants
h. Research analysis for Liquid Metal Fast Breader Reactor
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1. INTRODUCTION

This position is that of Nuclear Engineer in the Nuclear and Process
Control Program Group, Programs Branch, Engineering Division, Planning
Department. Its puirpose is to fulfill technical responsibility for all
functions under the cognizance of this program.

11. MAJOR DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

A. 1 approve proposed Contractor instructions and procedures for all
nuclear and associated systems involved in the building and/or overhaul
of a Naval Nuclear Ship. This approval is necessary to insure that the
Contractor's many procedures and instructions comply with the vast number
of existing guidelines and requirements implemented upon the Contractor
by NAVSHIPS,

In order to =ssure that the Contractor complies with these require-
ments, 1 mr st be thoroughly knowledgeable and versed in the many restrict-
jons, procedures and concepis outlined in the various Reactor Plant Manuals
(NAVSHIPS 389-0049 and NAVSHIPS 389-0167) and the Refuelin' by Module
Replacement Manual (NAVSHIPS 389-0232), the manual for the Control of Testing

~d Plant Conditions (NAVSHIPS 0989-028-5000) and the manual for the Con-
t1 1 of Refueling (NAVSHIPS 0989-018-1000) .

However, making a procedure apply to a given ship problem requires
a hig! degree of engineering capability, shipbuilding experience and know-
ledge. The following are the incumbent's specific areas of delegated
technical responsibilities:

(1) Metallurgical Processes encompassing the fields of both process
and physical metalluegy for all piping, mechanical and electrical systems
and components as related to: welding, casting, forging, heat treatment
and brazing of metals including the repair of faulty castings such as im-
pregnation; non-destructive testing of metals including radiography,
magnetic particle, liquid penetrant, ultrasonic and gas leak examinations;
and destructive testing of metals including reduced section tension,
guided bend, impact tests and metallographic examination. To a lesser
degree familiarity with non-nuclear processes to support the technical
responsibilities of the nuclear and process control program is required.

(2) 1 represent the Supervisor of Shipbuilding in technical con-
ferences in connection with and as a full member of the Joint Decontamination

Group (JDG), Joint Refueling Group (JRG) and the Joint Test Group (JTG)
for the overhauls, refuelings and new construction of Naval Nuclear Ships.

Enclosure (3)



The above groups are established to facilitate approval of the many
documents for the administration, performance and acceptance for the
refueling/testing and/or decontamination of Naval Nuclear Reactors.

The above groups are comprised of members who represent the following
organizations: A chief Test and Refueling/Decontamination Engineer from
Newport News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company, NAVSHIPS Code 08 (Atomic
Energy Commission), a nuclear engineer from the Reactor Plant Contractor
(Westinghouse or General Electric) and the Engineering Officer from the
ship being overhauled/constructed. In matters concerning the JRG, JTG
and/or JDG the incumbent shall report directly to the Supervisor of Ship-
building and has full authority to act and sign for the Supervisor of
Shipbuilding. The incumbent while representing the Supervisor shall
provide an independent review and surveillance fer reactor plant testing
and refueling operations for the United States Navy and shall review,
concur and approve in appropriate test/refueling documents. These documents
will be followed verbatum by the Contractor's Shift Test Engineers and
Shift Refueling Engineers in order to perform the actual testing and re-
fueling operations on Reactor Plant Systems. I am also considered as the
technical expert or specialists for the Supervisor of Shipbuilding in

the testing and/or refueling field and may therefore be required to function
as the advisory authority relative to refueling/testing.

The review, coordination and the approval for this activity of
the decontamination, refueling and testing documents necessary for making
reactor procedures applicable for a specific ship is the incumbent's
responsibility. Work will encompass at least three ships with the same
type of core nr two ships with different core types. As suc’ I am
responsible for the planning and the scheduling of work, an¢ lor resolving
significant problems having broad impact. Because of my unique position
in Nuclear New Construction, drcontamination, repair and overhaul, he
must be knowledgeable of and be capable of anticipating and resolving
major problems of a unique nature in the entire Reactor Plant System and
Components.,

(3) Technically supervises, directs, reviews and prepares corres-
pondence on the design, testing and operation of nuclear cognizant items
relative to the preparation of facilities and ships for decontamination
and refueling of both Contractor and GFM cognizant facilities. These
facilities are composed of complex Marine, Hull and Electrical Systems
as exist aboard ships and are zomplex because of the presence of numerous
interrelated factors that must be considered with complementary/con-
flicting engineering requirements and the naval/prototype engineering
technique involved. The facilities and systems are subject to continuous
improvement processes which result in frequent modification and changes.

(4) Coordinates the review, approves or rejects the Contractor's
Nuclear Decontamination, Refueling and Overhaul production work instruct-
ions, Reactor Plant Overhaul Instruction (RPOI), Refueling Instruction (RI)
and Decontamination Instruction (DI), as applicable, for all nuclear and
associated systems, These instructions are the Contractor's vehicles
for the repair, overhaul and alteration/renewal of systems aboard ships in
the nuclear area.



(5) Technically supervises, reviews and prepares correspondence on
the Contractor's storage requirements for unirradiated reactor cores and
individual fuel components. This is a critical aspect of a refueling and
overhaul yard, since the Supervisor of Shipbuilding is the local custodian
for reactor cores and individual fuel components. Therefore, approved
storage areas must be available, the required safety procedures must be
approved and in effect, and the local procedures used to implement the
reactor fuel storage requirements of applicable NAVSHIPS Instructiin must
be approved and in effect.

(6) Have the technical expertise and engineering background to
enable me to write, review and coordinate instructions of original thought
such as (a) a Radiacion Health Protection Program, that must be followed
by all Supervisor of Shipbuilding Personnel, (b) an instruction outlining
the functions, duties and responsibilities of the Supervisor of Ship-
building Representation to the Joint Decontamination, Joint Refueling
Group and the Joint Test Group, and (c) a Nuclear Reactor and Radiological
Accident Bill that will establish the guidelines followed by the Newport
News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company and the Supervisor of Shipbuilding
in the case of a major nuclear accident. An indepth knowledge and a
thorough understanding of the manual for the Radiological Control for
shipyards (NAVSHIPS 389-0288), the manual for Control of Testing and
Plant Conditions (NAVSHIPS 0989-028-5000) and the manual for the Control
of Refueling (NAVSHIPS 0989-018-1000) is most definately required.

(7) Establish, write, coordinate and conduct a nuclear testing
and refueling indoctrination program for prospective representatives of
the Joint Test and Joint Refueling Groups for the Supervisor of Shipbui’diig.
I am responsible to lecture and train on all facits of the refueling,
testing, Radcon, Chemistry, Reactor Plant Safety and other related nuclear
tasks that will be conducted during the overhaul and new construction of
a Naval Nuclear Reactor. The prospective recipients of the above in-
doctrination program will include Senior Naval Officers and therefore the
training program must be conducted with the utmost of professional in-
genuity and technical expertise.

III. POSITION CONTROLS

A. This position is under the administrative supervision of the Head
of the Nuclear and Process Control Program. I have considerable latitude
in discharging the responsibilities of the program instructions and assign-
ments, provided in only the most general terms of overall policy and ob-
jectives.

B. I am held responsible for completed staff work and work is re-
viewed only to insure conformance to overall policy and completion of over-
all objectives, I consult with the Program Head only on the most con-
troversial matters of policy and delegated staff work. I have complete
tecnnical approval authority on delegated engineering matters in_ﬁ[i?%pecialty,
which fall within the purview of authority granted.

3 Enclosure (3]
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ENCLOSURE (4)
DESCRIPTION OF WORK:

1. 1 was assigned to assist the Refueling Program Manager in
exercising his overall respomsibility for a Refueling Program, in-
volving the technical direction, review and coordination of all Ship-
yard effort for that program.

a. During the planning phase of the refueling program, I}

(1) Performed planning tasks to delineate or scope ma jor
projects and define their interrelationships in a refueling program.
1 prepared documents, such as, instructions sequences, drawings and
procedures which form the basis for the overall Shipyird planning and
coordination., For example, I prepared sequences of A or events, oOr
established administrative control procedures for los . data and re-
ports, or prepared lists establishing cognizance, target dates and
scope of all planning actions required for that refueling program,
in order to insure complete and timely action.

(2) Performed engineering work on one or more ma jor projects or
tasks of the refueling program for which I was expected to master all
aspects and act as expert advisor to the Refueling Program Manager, For
example, I was assigned to prepare operation plans, traiaing plans,
service requirements, station bills and technical instruction for re-
ceiving, receipt inspecting, storing, transporting, preparing and in-
stalling new reactor fuel, As another example, I was assigned to
prepare requirements for facilities and services in support of the
refueling, including arrangement drawings, operational specifications
and construction requirements for clean room, lifting and handling
equipment, fluid and electrical services, and emergency services, bills
and procedures, For these projects I was required to insure proper
correlation with other aspects of the refueling work and would often
require extensive coordination with engineers and other personnel in
other Shipyard departments and divisions and with activitiec external
to the Shipyard, I would be required to resolve conflicting or com-
troversial requirements by means of compromises and agreements with
these activities,

b. During the performance of the refueling program, I:
(1) Directed operations in progress in order to insure that
technical, safety and administrative requirements of the refueling are

being met, I provided authoritative on-the-spot interpretation of exist-
ing directives, I was responsible for the overall operation of refueling
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work on the shift to which I was assigned including the resolution of
any potential interferences between refueling operations and any other
work in=progress on the ship, This on-the-job technical direction
involved extensive coordination of all trades and services as well

as representatives of the Shipyard external activities, such as

Ship's Force, NAVSHIPS and Reactor Plant Contractor Representatives,

I frequently resolved critical problems of performance with several
limitations imposed by schedular requirements, safety and cost,

The safe and efficient periormance of refueling work depended largely
on my training and experience, To prepare for this assignment I
participated in extensive Shipyard training for the specific refueling,
including operational practice using the refueling equipment and pro-
cedures,

During performance of the refueling I made technical decisions con=
cerning deficiencies occur.ing during the refueling. 1 prepared reports
describing the cause and responsibility for these discrepancies and re-
commending a course of action for resolution with due regard to the
effect on the refueling program schedule and scope, Generally, the
problems assigned for investigation and resolution fall within the area
of my assignment as technical expert in paragraph a.(2) above and is

an extension of that responsibility,

1 was also assigned to resolve problems occuring in other areas where

I would have first-hand information due to presence on the job or other
factors, I was expected to resolve conflicting, controversial or in-
adequate data relating to the problem and arrive at an authoritative
technical recommendation within very short deadline periods, usually
from a fer hours to a day, in order to insure continuity of the re-
fueling program,

c¢c. Recent projects performed are as follows:

(1) I was responsible for the advanced planning in conjunction
with readying the refueling facilities and requirements for refueling
of S2W, S2C and S5W nuclear reactors,

(2) 1 was an assistant refueling director on the core cartridge
replacement refueling of the USS SEAWOLF, SSN575.

(3) I was a refueling director on the core cartridg~ replacement
refueling cf the USS NAUTILUS SSN571, 1In this capacity I } .formed advance
planning, prepared planning papers and maintained technical control of
the production work by supervising a complement of 12 to 15 trade people
during a shift, To attain this position I attended formal classroom train-
ing to become qualified, plus visits to the prime contractor for advance
planning and familiarization,
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(4) I was an assistant refueling director in the module refuel-
ing of the S5W plant on the USS SAM HOUSTON SSBN609.

(5) 1 was a refueling director in the module refueling of the
S5W plant on the USS ANDREW JACKSON SSBN619,

(6) 1 was assigned as the on shift tech code representative for
the initial fveling (core loading) of the USS GRAYLING SSN646.

(7) 1 participated in the planning phase of work for the backfit
refueling of the SSBN635,

(8) During my last two years at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard I
participated as an instructor in the following training programs:

New Engineers Indoctrination Course
Nuclear Refueling Training Course
Quality Control Training Course

New Trades Personnel Training Course
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ENCLOSURE 35

DESCRIPTION OF WORK:

A. 1 was responsible for planning, coordination, correct and complete
sequencing and technical adequacy of Shipyard work for receipt, handling,
installation and preparations for operation of new reactor cores and
associated subassemblies,

I prepared procedures, specifications and instructions. These
documents were compiled and adapted from many component instruction
books and drawings, All of these prepared documents met the require=-
ments of the Bureau of Ships and the Atomic Energy Commission. I
formulated and prepared detailed instructions for special work re-
quirements, such as cleanliness criteria and selected overall work
sequences from many alternative possibilities to determine the most
economical, safe and technically adequate procedures, In the pro-
duction phase of the work, I followed-up my instructions to insure
compliance and to provide timely guidance and technical advice on all
matters relating to this work, In addition, I reviewed and concurred
in engineering evaluation provided to the Shipyard by contractor activities
in the field of reactor core operations,

B, I was responsible to the Section Head for the technical direction |
of Shipyard work relating to procedures, facilities and equipment for |
the handling of spent reactor core modules and core components during |
repair and refueling of nuclear powered submarines, The purpose of this
function was to adapt ¢ intergrate into the Shipyard work all pertiment
puclear science and technmology developed in outside activities applicable
to development of refueling procedures and capabilities and to provide
for authoritative technical directiom of Shipyard work in this area. As
this work had little or no precedent and many facets were critical or
controversial, I used initiative and judgement in the selection of methods
and techniques, I was expected to be familiar with all pertinent nuclear
engineering and practices in amy cognizant Jork and therefore was kept
abreast of current outside developements,

(1) When the Shipyard was required to perform work in support of
design of the spent reactor core module handling equipment, I participated
with the Bureau of Ships and reactor plant vendors in studies of the complex
engineering problems relating to the refueling of the nuclear reactor,

From these studies I established requirements and developed procedures
and projects for testing the operational characteristics of the refueling
scheme, In the course of such investigations, I developed many unique
and intricate mechanical devices associated with and nece2ssary for com=
pletion of the project,

Encl (8]
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(2) 1In the special field of refueling a nuclear reactor plant
either by full core cartridge refueling or module replacement, I originated
procedures, drawings, facility requirements, manning requirements, personnel
qualifications and any other requirement necessary for the accomplishment
of the work., Where necessary I obtained Bureau of Ships or reactor plant
designer's approval or concurrence, In order to obtain understanding and
cooperation in preparation for this work, I frequently discussed phaser
of the work with design engineers and with production personnel such as
leadingmen, quartermen and masters or foremen, schedulers and progressemen
and Shin Superintendents within the Shipyard, reactor plant designers'
and contractors' engineering representatives and Bureau of Ships personnel
outside the Shipyard, I was also required to obtain action or provide
advice through discussions of phases of work with Shipyard Public Works
supervisors and engineering personnel and Supply Department supervisors,

C. I reviewed and approved for technical adequacy and for con=-
formance with nuclear power specification, cognizant and supporting
work performed by engineering organizations engaged in design of systems,
facilities and equipment required for support of work and for actual in-
stallaticns on nuclear powered submarines,

(1) 1 was kept abreast of such matters as arrangements, functions
and equipment requirements for shipboard laboratories of nuclear powersd
submarines, I provided advice, requirements, review and concurrence for
those plans prepared by other engineering organizations.

(2) 1 coordinated Shipyard assigned work in the development of
reactor core handling facilities, systems or equipment, By means of
memoranda and other written instructions and by discussions and conferences
with involved personnel, I provided guidarra resolved problems and planned
work pertaining to reactor core handling equipment,
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Alternative Energy Coalition
of Massachusetts
Mr. Samual Lovejoy
Box 66
Turners Fall, Massachusetts
01376

Alternative Energy Coalition
of Massachusetts

Mr. Fred Zapineki

Box 269, Chestnut Hill Road

Montague, Massachusetts 01351

GCentlemen:

On July 23, 1975, you requested that the NRC suspend the operating license
of Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station and investigate the adequacy of
Yankee Nuclear Power Station's emergency evacuation plan. Suspensicn

of the license was requested because the Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power
Station allegedly was failing to comply with the NRC regulation, 10 CFR
Part 50, Appondix E. in that the emergency svacuation plar filed hy
Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation is not maintained in an up-
to-date fashion, nor is it fully tested annually. The request included

a copy of vour testimony on this subject before the Massachusetts Com~
missicn on Nuclear Safety.

NRC regulation 10 CFR Part 50, Section 50.34(b)(6){(v) requires that each
applicant for a iicense to operate a nuclear power station submifr, in the
Final Safety Ana.ysis Report, plans tor coping with emergencies which
include the items specified in Appendix E of that part. Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Power Corporation submitted their plans and the NRC determined
the plans were in conformance with the regulations. The acceptance by
the NRC is documented in its Safety Evaluation Report for Vermont

Yankee issued in June 1971.

From information contained in your request, specifically in your testimony
before the Massachusetts Commission on Nuclear Safety, it appears your
concerns regarding maintenance and testing of evacuation plans f{ocus
primarily on the adequacy of State and local government emergency pre-
paredness. Since sc-ious accidents which have been postulated for nuc.ear
power plants could affect both on-site and cff-site persons, coordinatiocn
between licensees and State and local governmert! agaencies in planning and
maintaining a satisfactory state »f emergency preparedness in their
respective areas of responsibility and authority is considered an important
matter. For this reason, 10 CFR 50, Section IV.D of Appendix E requires
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that applicants develop agreements with, and procedures for notifying,
State and local agencies for the early warning of the public and for
public evacuation or other protective measures should these become
necessary or desirable in the event of a radiological emergency. This
regulation requires, essentially, that licensees develop a supportive
interface between the nuclear facility operating organization and those
State and local government agencies who may find it necessary to respond
to an emergency situation.

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station's emergency plan contains provisions
which satisfy the criteria of Appendix E, including procedures for
notifying and agreements with State and local agencies and provisions

for maintaining the emergency plan up~to-date. An inspection cn emer-
gency preparedness at the Vermont Yankee facility :n September 1974
verified that implementing procedures are adequately maintained in an
up-to-date condition and that a supportive interface does exist between
the nuclear facility and State and local government agencies. Although
a number of problems were identified during the September 1974 inspection,
only one involved noncompliance with regulatory requirements. The
licensee has made commitments to correct all problems in a timely manner;
future inspecticns will determine if the commitments have been completed.

f{our request also staied that Vermont Yankee's emergency plan is not

fully tested annually. Specifically your testimony before the Massachusetts
Commission on Nuclear Safety emphasiz.i that drills which have been con-
ducted by the licensee did not test citizen movement capability and did

not test the interstate commmnication link.

Your concerns regarding interstate communications and evacuation of
nearby populations are, again, related to offsite emergency preparedness,
which is under the purview of State and local governments. These are
the organizations who have and exercise the legitimate police powers
involved with evacuations of areas in the public domain which may be
affected by natural or man-made disasters or emergencies. Similarly,
these are the organizations which are expected to establish and maintain
interstate communications links. In this connection, however, it is
relevant to point out that the Vermont Yankee Emergency Plan provides
for direct notification to appropriate officials in the States of
Vermont, New Hamphsire, and Massachusetts in the event of a general
emergency.

NRC recognizes the need for tests and drills in Section IV.I of
Appendix E, which requires that applicants make provisions for testing,

* by periodic drills, of radiation emergency plans and provisions for
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participation in the drills by other persons whose assistance may be

needed in the event of a radiation emergency. Vermoat Yankee Nuclear
Power Station meets the requirements of Appendix E by performing emer-
gency plan drills at least once each year. This has been verified by
NRC inspections. NRC regulations do not require the licensee to test
citizen movement capability although they do require participation in
the drills by persons whose assistance may be needed in an emergency.

On the basis of our review, we have concluded that Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Power Station has met regulatory requirements relating to
emergency planning, and there appear to be no facts sufficient to
justify taking the action requested in whole or in part. The request
by the Alternative Energy Coalition of Massachusetts for the suspension

of the operating license of Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station is denied.

You also requested an investigation of the adequacy of Yankee Nuclear
Power Station's emergency plan. That facility obtained an interim
operating license in July 1960, prior to the 1971 effective date for
Appendix E of Part 50. Their emergency plan, therefore, was not
reviewed against the criteria of Appendix E. However, in May of this
year, the NRC requested the submittal of Yankee Rowe's emergency plan
for the purpose of a review against current criteria. This request
was complied with in June 1975 and that plan is currently under review.

The records of the NRC inspection program ~how three inspections last
year in the area of emergency planning for the Yankee Nuclear Power
Station. These inspections identified certain areas where additional
attention was required by the licensee; however, there were no items
of noncompliance with regulatiomns c<& license conditions. The licensee
has agreed to correct these problems and future inspectiors will
determine if the corrections have been completed.

On the basis of our review and the findings from the routine, ongoing
inspection program, we have determined tha:t the Yankee Nuclear Power
Stacion has satisfied the regulatory requirements related tc emergency
planning. Since there appears o be no basis for conducting a special
investigation into the adequacy of Yankee Nuclear Power Station's
emergency plan, your request for an investigation is denied.

Sincerely,

Donald F. Knuth, iféctor

Office of Inspection and
Enforcement

cc: see next page
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Yankee Atomic Electric Company

ATIN: Mr. G. Carl Andognini
Assistant to the Vice President

20 Turnpike Road

Westbero, Massachusetts 01581’

Mr. James E. Griffin, President

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation
77 Grove Street

Rutland, Vermont 05701

John A. Ritsher, Esquire
Ropes and Gray

225 Franklin Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02110

Gregor I. McGregor, Esquire
Assistant Attorney General
Department of the Attorney General
State House, Room 370

Boston, Massachusetts 02133

Richard E. Ayres Esquire
Natural Resources Defense Council
171C 2 Stress, 3.U.

Washington, D.C. 20036

Honorable Kimberly B. Cheney
Attorney General

State of Vermont

109 State Street

Pavilion Office Building
Montpelier, Vermont 05602

John A. Calhoun

gsistant Attorney General
State of Vermont
109 State Street
Pavilion Office Building
Montpelier, Vermont 05602

tfknthoay Z. Roisman, Esquire

Berlin, Roisman and Kessler
1712 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Jonathon N. Brownell, Esquire

Paterccn, Gibson, Noble &
Brownell

26 State Street

Montpelier, Vermont 05602

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp
ATTN: Mr. Donald E. Vandenburgh,

Vice President
Turnpike Road, Route 9
Westboro, Massachusetts (01581

Greenfield Public Library
402 Main Street
Greenfield, Massachusetts

J. Eric Anderson, Esguire
Fitts and Olson

16 High Street

Brattleboro, Vermont 05301

William H. Ward, Esquire
Assistant Attorney General
0ffice of the Attorney Cencral
Stacte Capitol Buildang

Topeka, Kansas 66612

John R. Stanton, Director
Radiation Contrecl Agency
Hazen Drive

Concord, New Hampshire 03301

Chairman, Vermon*. Public
Service Board

Seven School Street

Méntpelier, Vermon: 05602

John W. Stevens, Director

Conservation Society of
Southern Vermont

P.0. Box 256

Townshend, Vermont 05353

additional cc: see next page
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cc:

Mr. David M. Scott -

Radiation Health Engineer
Agency of Human Services
Division of Occupational Health
P.0. Box 607

Barre, Vermont 0f641

New England Coalition on Nuclear
Pollution

Hill and Dale Farm

West Hill - Faraway Road

Putney, Vermont 05346

Brooks Memorial Library
224 Main Street
Brattleboro, Vermont 05301

Mr. Raymond H. Puffer
Chairman

Board of Selectman
Vernon, Vermont 05354

Mr. Richard V. DeGrasse
State of Verment

Public Service Board

Seven -School Street
Montpelier, Vermont 05602

Mr. Wallace Stickney
Environmental Protection Agency
JFK Federal Building

Boston, Massachusetts 02203
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WASHINGTON, O C. 2057

WEMORANDUM FOR: R. B. Minogue, Director
Office of Standards Development

FQOM: Roger J. Mattson, Director
Division of Siting, Health and
Safeguards Standards

SUBJECT: BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON REGULATORY GUIDE 1.101,
"EMERGENCY PLANNING FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS,"
REVISION 1

This guide describes a method acceptable to the NRC staff for complying
with the Commission's regulations with regard to the content of emergency
plans for nuclear power plants, primarily in the FSAR stage. The guide
was published for 60-day public comment on November 20, 1975. Numerous
comments we -e received from the pdblic. Enclosure 1 outlines the final
resolution of each comment after the staff evaluation.

Major Ofiice Comments

Copies of the guide, with changes resulting from public comments, were
reviewed by RES, I&E, NRR, OSP, NMSS and ELD. Comments were received
from all offices and were appropriately resolved.

The ACRS Environmental Subcommittee, in open session on August 24, 1976,
reviewed this regulatory guide. Numerocus comments were submitted to the

stuff for its evaluation and final resolution. The staff met with Dr. Moeller
and resolved all comments resulting in an ACRS approval letter to Mr. Lee V.
Gossick dated September 13, 1976, A copy of the meeting minutes, subcommittee
comments and approval letter is available in the Public Document Room.
Likewise, it was agreed that the ACRS aspproval is made with the understanding
that additional guidance in the overall area of Emergency Preparedness is
under development and will be forthcoming.

Implementation Schedule

The implementation schedule shows the guide to be effective immediately,
as it reflects current staff practice,



R. B, Minogue -2-

RRRC Review

. The guide was reviewed as a working paper by “RRC en Aunust 35, 1278,
and recozmended for approval. It was not resubnmitted to RRRC in ite
present form ae Revision 1 because the overall changes were of a clari-
fying nature and were not substentive changes of position.

Roger J. Mattson, Director

Division of Siting, Health and
Safeguards Standards

Office of Standards Developrent

Enclosures:

1. Putlie Couzments with

| Staff Rcsolutions

| 2. Draft of Revision 1

to Regulatory Cuide 1,101

bee: lMargaret Sparks

DISTRIBUTION:

Central Files

SD: Alpha

SD: Rdg

SDSB: Rdg

| SDSB: Subj

| Minogue
Smith
Roberts
Mattson
Held

L/Jihogochian

. SD Task # S5-515-4
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1SSUES

Issue 1. Should NRC concurrence in the asscciated State ané local emergency |
response plan be a requirement for continued operetion of any
nuclear power plant with an existing operating license? If so,

when should this general requirement peccome effective?

Discussion of Altermatives
LA LT -

A This—iseUe SHOULd BE Euided By the fact that the underlying raticnzle

. for-emergency planning requirements should be the 'Eor.s:;éeradm that they
arise as_a matter of--;:mdencéjf E}'x;genc; ;Za':m_;g \s;o.z..d be consicdered as $he v
£i-al element of the Camission's policy of defense-in-depth. It has as its
objective the management and reduction of residual risk to the public health
and safety to a level which prudent 5udg:ent finds readily achievable and
reasonable. It-should recognize- the possibility that emergency situaticns
can arise in the -operation of nuclear power plants for which it is pudent
+o have established, in advance; scme-plans for amelicration of what otherwise
might be unnecessarily excessive radiclogical exposures to the public. —But—
<it sheuld also recognize that seriousiy-ccnsequential accidents are not, as.

a practical matter, really expected-te occur. The question of any absclute
need to protect the public by requiring plans to take such measures should
be moot, and it should not be construed that the existence of planning

requirements derives from any lack of faith in the safety of nuclear power
plants which are licensed to operate. The Can'nission.'s licensing decisian

rrocess, apart from emergency planning and preparedness matters, is structured

+5 assure the full utilization of standards and criteria in the evaluation of
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proposed nuclear power plants to the end that substantial conservatisms
exist in design and operating safety margins, and that there be no uncue

risk to the public health and safety in their operation.

In line with this is the fact that a State has an NRC "concurred-in"
emergency plan does not in itself provide any more "...reasonable assurance
that appropriate measures can and will be taken in the event of an emergency
to protect the public health and safety..." than now exists as a result of
our current licensing and inspection process. The concurrence functien,
in fact, only indicates that a State has adequately addressed in its emergency
plans the "essential elements" in NUREG 75/111. This was brb‘.;g'nt up in
the hearing cn May 1%, 1979, befcre the Subcamittee on Environment, Energy
and Natural Resources, when Chairman Moffett asked what it really meant to
have an NRC concurrence. Does it indicate that a plan is a good cne? Or
are we just creating an "illusion of protection"? That wes a phrase used
oy Mr. Moffett several times--an "illusion of protecticn." Mr. Moffett
noted that three counties swrounding Indian Point did not have emergency
plans for dealing with a nuclear accident despite an NRC concur -ed-in State
plan. He asked how a State plan can be considered adequate if It does not
include local govermment involvement. He noted that the GAO will be in-
vestigating what it means to have an NRC concurred-in plan and just how

adequate such a plan might be for responding to an actual emergency.

Likewise, the staff has locked at the history of past evacuation and
note that evacuation of people is a common occurrence (about one per week)
in our society. These evacuations, nany times, occurred withcut plans or

érills, some of which are noted belows:



Page 3

On January 19, 1973, 3,000 out of an overall population of 3,300

- pecple were evacuated from Morgan City, lcuisiana, in % hows. On June 2,
1972, 8,700 out of an overall populaticn of 9,000 pecple were evacuated
from Rapid City, North Dakota, in 1 howr and in 1871, 80,000 out cf an
overall population of 81,000 people were evacuated from an area in Los
Angeles in 6 nours. The first two of these evacuations were concucted with
the use of existent evacuation plans. The Los Angeles evacuation was per-
formed due to an impending collapse cf a dam and witheut the benefit of an

evacuation plan.®

Nonetheless, since Three Mile Island cur cuxrent wey of deing business
has raised a muber of questions about the legal requirements Ior and
the adequacy of NRC's, licensees', and State and local govermmental

emergency response plans.

We currently reguire that applicants plan for rediological emergencies
within their plant site and have in place procedures for notifying and
agreements reached with local, State, and Federal officials and agencies
for the early warning of the public anc for public evacuation cr other
protective measures should such warning, evacuation, cr cther protective
m.asures become necessary cr desirable, including identification of the

principal officials, by title and agencies.

We now consider that expanding ouxr current requirements by providing a
detailed analysis of offsite emergency response capebilities in the
licensing and inspection process would in reality provide the "reasonable
assurance that appropriate measwre ~an and will be takzn in the event of

an emergency to protect health and safety of the puclic,

#Source: IFA-520/6-74-002: =Ivacuaticn Risks - An Zvaliuation
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May 8 1978

MEMORAHDUN FOR: Wayne R. Houston, Chief, Accident Analysis Branch, NRR

FRO4: Michael T. Jamgochian, Site Designation Standards
Branch, SD
SUBJECT: RECONSIDERATION OF EMERGENCY PLANGING REGULATIONS AND

EI#ZRG
GUIDES IN LIGHT OF THI EXPERIENCE

In resoonse to Lee 6Gossick's reguest at our meeting of April 24, 1979,
I anm transmitiing a 1ist of fssues that should be considered when
evaluating NRC's Erergency Planning requlations and guides in the
light of THI.

[ telieve that the entire subject of emercancy preparedn:ss"ﬁeeds to
be thoroughly reviewsd to daterwmine precisely what changes W the
reculations and reculatory cuides are needed. I recommand that a
Working Group be estadblished to conduct the review and to evaluate
required changes focussed on tha erergency planning regulations and
regulatory cuides.

In conducting this review and evaluation the Yorking Group would
examine current authority and practices as well as requlatfons and
guides with a view toward reccrmending new legislaticn. Bec2use.
emarcency planning is fragoented among several HRC O0ffices, I recommend
that the Working Group be inter-office in nature with SD, NRR, SP, IE,
NMSS and RES participating. After such a Working Group has conducted
jts review and evaluation, SD would proceed with appropriate rule
changes and regulatory guide revisions. Anong the issues which I
think the Working Group should address are the following:

1. leadership during an emergency:

- Chairman or collegial body making decisions for Commission
during emergency

- NRC or 1icensea control during ecergency

- HRC relationship to other Federal 2gencies having emergency
responsibilities

79061107?‘3
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% UNITED STATES
. 4 ‘3 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
\ “‘J!_ : WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555
P /: £
“vont JUN 20 1978

L'ORANDUM FOR: Harold R. Denton, Director, NRR
William J. Dircks, Director, NiSS
Saul Levine, Director, RES
Kooert B. Minogue, Director, SD
Robert G. Ryan, Director, SP
Howard K. Shapar, ELD
Victor Stello, Director, IE

FROM: Lee V. Gossick, Executive Director for Operations
3t sZ2CT TASK FORCE ON EMERGENCY PLANNING

Tie nembership of the Task Force on Emergency Planning has been expanded to
acconmodate requests of Office Directors' representatives. The current lask
rorce membership is as follows:

Tom Carter, NMSS - Chairman
Justin Long, NMSE - Secretary
Srian Grimes, NRR

Weyne Houston, N\RR

Jay Durst, RES
Pat Comella, SD %
Mike Jamgochian, SD
Cudley Thompson, IE
Harold Ceollins, SP
‘larshall Sanders, SP
Roy Voegeli, ELD

The 1ask Force is drawing upon the exvertise of various staff menbers i.
cv3cribing NRC's current cmergency planning process. This effort is
orr znized ¢s a subtask under the direction of .Jay Durst, RLS:

Charlie South, NMSS - Subtask Leader
Ray Priebe, NRR

John Sears, NRR

Jim Sniezek, IE

lal Gaut, SP

Jim Dukes, SP

Fred Fisher, NMSS

George Kligfield, NMSS

Frank Lomax, NMSS



ta

Due in most part to the support of your offices, the Task Force appears to
be on schedule. Tom Carter and I both appreciate the efforts of the in-
dividual contributors and your cooperation in making these people available
to support this Task Force effort.

“.1:-.
Lee V. Gossick
Executive Director for Operations

¢c: Chairman Hendrie
Commissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Kennedy
Commissioner Bradford
Cormissioner Ahearne
SECY
OPE
0GC
t'.;):.\
Task Force Members
Subtask Group Members
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10 CFR Part 50, §50.33 EXh b

Secticn 350.33, §50.33(g), is amended by deleting the word "[Reserved]"

and by replacing it with three sentences that read as follows:

§50.33 Contents of applications; general information.

- - * | * * -
(g) The State and local governmeh: emergency response plans of all governmental
entities wholly or partially within the Zmergency Planning Zcnee (EPZ) that have
been reviewed and concurred in by NRC shall be submitted prior to the issuance
of an cperating license. Generally, the EPZ for plume exposure pathway for
Tight water nuclear power plants shall consist of an area agproximately 10
iles in radius, and an area approximately 30 miles in radius for the EPI
ingestion cathway. In determin‘ng he size and configuration of the EPIs

-~

surrounding a particular nuclear power plant, consideraticn shall be given t2
such local conditions zs demography, topography, land characteristics, access

reutes, and local jurisdicticnal boundaries.



o

e b 10 CFR Part 30, §50.54
' (continued)

(t) If during the life of a licensed facility the Commission determines
that the licensee has failed to maintain an adequate state of emergency
preparedness through periodic evaluation of licensee drills, exercises,
and procedures, the licensee shall review his program and provide, within
__ days, a repcrt to the apprepriate NRC Regicnal Cffice on all corrective

action completed.

A licensa may be revoked, suspended, or modified for failure of the

licensee to maintain an adeguate emergency preparecness casability.

- e



used in the detailed implementaticn of emergency plans [meed-mes] shall be [deserised]

submitted in the [prerimimary-er] final safety 2nalysis report, but sheuld

not inclucde details that can reascnablv be expected to chance from time to

time, n.q., names, telephone numbers, specific items of equioment and sucpiies.

Lol
L

The Preliminary Safety Analysis Report

The Preliminary Safety Analysis Report shall contain sufficient informaticn
£0 assure the compatidility of propcsed emergency plans with facility design
features, site laycuts, and site locaticn with resgect to such consicerations
2s accass routes.'suF;sﬁnding nopulaticn distributions, and land use for the

Emerzency Planning Zones?.

As 2 minimum, the following items shall be cescribed:

A. The cnsite and offsite crganizations for csping with emergencies,
and the means far notification, in the event of an smergency, of persens

assigned to the emsrgency crganizaticns;

5. Contacss and arrangements mace and documentsd, [sr-is-3e-madey)]

with local, State, and Federal governmental agencies with respensidbility for

csning with emergencies, including identification of the principal agencies.

nt water nuclear power

s in radius, and an area
stion pathway. In

r a particular nuclear
al ccncitions as ceme-

- TZanerz 1y, the =rL for plume exposure cathway for

lanss shall cansist ¢f an area ageroximately 10 m
aocroximately 50 miles in radius for the zPI for in
cetarining the size and cenfiguration of the EPZs
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S III. The Final Safety Analysis Report

The Final Safety Analysis Report shall contain plans and orocedures

for coping with emergencies. The nlans and orocedures shall Se an exoressicn

of the overall concent of operation, which describes the essential elements

of advance nlanning that have heen considered and the oravisions that have

been made %o cope with emergency situations. It should incoroorate information

about the emergency response roles of sucoorting orcanizations and offsite

avencies., That information should be sufficient t0 ensure cocrdination ameng

the sucoorting crouos and between them and the licensze. The cetails of these
plans and [the-details-ef] their implementztion srocsdurss nesd [ret] f2 be

submittad. However, the submittad imnlementa*ian pracecures should net incluce

cetails that can reascnably be exzect2d to chance “ram time ¢o time, e.q.,

A

names, teleshore nEhbefs. s:ehific items of eguioment and susolies. The plans
susmitted must include a description of the elements ses cut in Section IV to
an extant sufficient to demonstrate chat the plans previce rezsonable assurance
that apcropriate measures can and will be taken in the event of an émer;ency to

protact pubiic health and safety and pravent damage tc prepersy for th

Enercency Planning Zore (£PZ)2.

3



« (3) written 1den‘1f1caticn by position or function, of cther employees

- of the licensee with special qualifications for coping with

emerzency conditicns which may arise. Other perscns with special
qualifications sich as consultants who are not employees of the
1icensee and who may be called upon for assistance for short-

and/or long-term emergencies shall also te identified. The special

qualifications of these persons shall be described;
B. ASSESSMENT ACTICNS

Meins for determining the magnitude and continued assessment of the

rele2se cf radicactive materials, including emergencv aczian

to Se used as criteria for determining the need for rctification 2nd partici-

pation cf lccal and State agencies and the [Assmis-Eseragy] Commission and

other Fecdaral agenties, and the emercency action levels that are t9 be used

as criteria for determining when protective measures should be considered

within 2nd cutside the site bouncdary to protect public health and safety and

-

w
n

vent cdemage o property. These emercency acticns Tevels that are t3 be

uses 2s criteria for notification and acticn shall be based cn in-siant

gangiticsas and instrumentation in addition to onsite and offsite monitsrineg;

- e wil

C. ACTIVATION OF SMERGENCY CRGANIZATION

Cescribe the entire spectrum of emergency csnditicns which involve th

lersinc or activasion of orogressivelv larcer secments of the total emerzency

]

arcanizaticn., Describe %he comunication stens “aken £o alert or activate

g~sr=ancv =~erscrnel under each class of emerzencv. Imersency action levels




E. EMERGENCY FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT

- Provisions shall be made for emercency facilities, including:

(1) Squipment at the site for perscnnel menitoring;

(2) Facilities and supplies at the site for decontaminatien of
personnel;

(3) Facilities and medical suppiies at the site for agpropriate
emergency first aid treatment;

(4) Arrangements for the services of a physician and other mecical

cersanne] gualified to nandle radiatisn emergencies;

(5) Arrangements for transpor:iaticn of injured or cintaminatec
indivicuals o treatment fecilities cutside the site Scundary;
(§) Arrincemenss for treatmens of individuals infursd fn sussors of

licensed acsivities at treatment facilities outside the site douncary;

(7) Cne onsite and one offs1:e tmergency Cont=s] Center:

(E) At Yeast cne onsite and one offsite cemmunicaticns svsiems

inel.ding redundant sowe” sources.

gram shall Se provided [Pesvisiess] for (

\ » : : P .
1) the training ang testing,

-
'

fedic drills, of radiation emergency plans to assure that ampicyee

“

the lizsrsze are familiar with their specific emergency reszcnse cduties, and
(pre.4sdems] (I the participaticn in the training anc drills Sy other persens
whese 2ssistance may be needed in the event of a radiation emergency. This
1

ghal! facluce a Zescriction of soecialized inisial training and cericcic

rat=ainine apagrams %0 Se arovided 43 each of she “:llcwing catessries of

e=g=2s=2v =erscnnel:
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H. RECOVERY'

Criteria to be used to determine when, folicwing an accident, reentr

of the facility is appropriate or when operaticn should be continued,

V. Implementing Procecures

Within 180 days prior %o scheduled issuznce of an Operating License

and as necessary %o maintain them up to date thereafter, contrclled cooies

of emerzency plan implementing srocedures shall be submitted to the aooropriate

NEC Recional Qffice.
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May 25, 1977 SECY-77-263
For: The Commissioners

From: Robert B. Minogue, Director, Uffice of Standards Development
Thru: Executive Director for Operations

Subject: PUBLIC INTEREST RESEARCH GROUP, ET AL. PETITION FOR RULEMAKING TO

REQUIRE APPLICANTS AND LICENSEES FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS TO
INSTRUCT CITIZENS IN PUBLIC EVACUATION PROCEDURES AND TO CONDUCT
ACTUAL PUBLIC EVACUATION DRILLS

Purpose: To obtain Commission approval of NRC response to the Public
Interest Research Group (PIRG) petition for rulemaking.

Category: This paper concerns a petition for rulemaking in a major policy
area.

[ssue: whether NRC should grant the petition by requiring applicants and

licensees on an annual basis to: (1) disseminate emergency
preparedness plans to the public within a 40-mile radius of the
facility, (2) disseminate information explaining these plans

through educational sources and the public media, including

printed and electronic nedia, (3) conduct actual public evacuaticn
drills in 7-degree sectors within that radius, and (4) require the
submittal of the facility's detailed emergency plans and implementa-
tion procedures for NRC review.

Decision

Criteria: 1. Whether the promulgation of the proposed rule would provide
increased protection of the he2'*h and safety of the public;
2. Whether the existing emergency preparedness program ade-
quately provides for the protection of the health and safaty of
the public.

Alternatives. 1. Theny the petition and issue notice of the denial (thereby not
changing current policy with regard to emergency planning).
2. (rant the petition in part and issue a notice of proposed
rulomaking.

Contact:

M.T. Jamgochian )

443-3317
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Background:

Discussion:

3. Grant the entire petition and issue a notice of proposed
rulemaking.

On August 6, 1975, Mr. L. J. Sirico, Jr., and Mr. M. H. Regol
filed a petition for rulemaking with the NRC (Docket No. PRM-50-
14) on behalf of the Public Interest Research Group and 30 other
specified citizen groups.

The petitioners requested that the Commission amend 10 CFR Part 50
to require nuclear facility licensees and license applicants to
disseminate emergency preparedness plans as well as information
explaining these plans and to actually test public evacuation
plans in realistic drills. Finally, the petitioners requested
that the Commission amend Part 50, Appendix £, Section III, to
require that Final Safety Analysis Reports include cetails of
emergency plans and implementation procedures.

A Notice of Filing of Petition for Rulemaking was published in

the Federal Register on September 23, 1975, requesting all inter-
ested persons wno desired to submit written comments or suggesticns
concerning the petition for rulemaking to do so on or before
November 24, 1975. Approximately 85 comments were received.

No State governments commented on the Notice. Recognizing that
State governments have a vital role as well as extensive experi-
ence in handling and planning for emergencies, the staff sent a
letter to the Governor of each State on April 26, 1976, reguesting
their comments.

A summary of all comments received is attached as Enclosure "B".

The petitioners contend that public education is essential to
making evacuation plans effective, that public discussion of
evacuation plans and full-scale public drills are necessary to
assure the soundness of emergency plans, and that the Commission
has a special duty to minimize the damage wrought by a nuclear
incident. NRC was requested to amend its regulations by adopting
the elements described in the petition for rulemaking. Each
element of the petition i. listed below with a discussion of
current NRC requirements, followed by a staff analysis and
conclusion:

A. The petitioners request that licensees and applicants
distribute instructions explaining what emergency safety
steps, including directions for public evacuation, the
citizen should tak~ in case of a nuclea: incident to each
household, place of business, public insti. tion, and other
establishment within at least a 40 mile radius or ‘he facility.
(See Enclosure "E" for detailed pru and con analysis.)
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presently, NRC'S regulations require nuclear facility licensees
anad license applicants to provide a copy of their emergency
preparedness plan with the Final Safety Analysis Report

(FSAR). A copy of the FSAR is kept in the NRC Public Document
Room as well as in 2 location near the site of the nuclear
power plant. Both copies are available for public inspection,

Based on the staff's experience working with States over the
course of years, as well as our assessment of the comments
received from the States, we believe that it is essential that
the state emergency coordinator have substantial flexibility
to deal with the complexity of planning for emergencies and to
modify such plans from time to time as needs arise. A program
for initial dissemination of such plans should be coupled with
an adequate followup program to assure that modifications are
provided to all persons possessing the initial plan, in order
to avoid the simultaneous existence of aiffering versions of
the same plan. Such widespread dissemination of all revisions
to the plan to every household, and other establishments,

within 40 miles of a facility would be very difficult.

In addition, the specific action to be taken in any instance
must be evaluated and based upon the sest information avail-
able at that time, and such actions must be centrally
coordinated to assure that they are not mutually counterproduc-
tive. For example, the egress patterns selected by the
emergency coordinator could become congested if occupants

that are not in the downwind sector evacuate and rerge with

the downwind sector evacuees. Wide dissemination of detailed
complex plans could result in increased unnecessary casualties
caused by misinterpretation of complex and variable conditions
in terms of the nature of +he release and effect of meteoroiog-
jcal conditions.

The staff also considers that the motivation to learn and to
remember what has been learned--and then be able to use the
knowledge in the form of appropriate action in coping with
highly improbable events--is considerably low. On the other
hand, information and procedures, if authoritative and
relatively simple, when given under threatening conditions or
at the onset of a disaster are assimilated rapidly and
produce high levels of compliance. In rapidly-developing
emergencies, reliance is commonly placed on the distribution
of minimal information which is required to produce effective
public response.
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However, i1 appears that a number of States feel that a mere
limited distribution of general informatior to persons
1iving close to the facility may be desirable.

For these reasons, the staff does not consider it is advis-
able to provide for mandatory widespread dissemination of
emergency plans. Such information should, of course, be
reasonably available to those members of the public who
desire to know. This is current Commission policy. On the
basis of the above analysis, the staff concludes that this
element of the petition for rulemaking should be denied
because it would provide no improvement in protecting tne
health and safety of the public.

The petitioners request that licensees and applizants dis-
seminate information explaining emergency plans through
educational sources and the public media, including both
printed and electronic media (see Enclosure "F" for detailed
pro and con analysis). Currently, NRC guidance (in Regqula-
tory Guide 1.101, Emergency Planning for Nuclear Power
Plants) provides for licensees and applicants ", ..to make
available on request to occupants in the low pepulation zone
information concerning how the emergency plans provide for
notification to them an? how they can expect to be advised
what to do..." in the unlikely event of an emergency.

The staff also considers that all emergency actions will
depend upon the nature of the nuclear accident and the
resulting threat, the prevailing weather and environmental
conditions, and the location of the individual relative to
the power plant. In some circumstances it would be best for
the individual to remain in his home rather than to leave.
Information explaining the emergency plan would be SO
general as to be subject to misinterpretation and would bt
of 1ittle help; or, if written to cover the wide range of
possibilities, would be too compiex for the public to
understand or follow in an smergency. A simple instruction
directing public evacuation by pre-set routes in the event
of any threatening nuclear accident could be in error in
particular circumstances.

On the basis of the above analysis, the staff concludes that
this element of the petition for rulemaking should be denied
because it would provide no improvement in protecting the
health and safety of the public.



The Commissioners

The petitioners also requested that NRC require licensees to
test public evacuation plans in annual realistic drills (see
Enclosure "G" for detailed pro and con analysis). Currently,
NRC regulations do not require licensees to test public
evacuation plans in realistic drills, but licensee emergency
plans are tested on an annual basis. Members of the licen-
see's emergency organization are required to participate in
these drills, and provisions exist for participation in the
drills by other persons whose assistance may be needed in
the event of a radiation emergency.

In evaluating this element of the petition the staff notes
that EPA analyzed the inherent dangers involved with public
evacuation and has Brovided the following information. y
There are 2.4 x 10- deaths per person-mile and 9 x 10-
iniuries per person-mile for transportation Dy jutomobile.
1f an evacuation (actual or drill) required an evacuee tQ
drive 20 miles, the risks would be approximately 5 x 10" of
death and 2 x 10-F of injury per evacuation. Thus there are
potential costs in terms of deaths and injuries to the
public associated with evacuation drills.

To put these costs in perspective the staff compared them
with risks estimated in the Reactor Safety Study. This
Study (WASH-1400) estimated that the risk to an individual
located about 10 miles from the reactor site as a result of
a reactor accident is about 5 x 10-1! per reactor-year of
early death and 2 x 10-? per reactor-year of latent cancer
death. Although the equivalent probabilities would e
higher for individuals at the site boundary, there are few
people so located and the stated numerical values are more
representative for potential evacuees. Therefore, if one
considers a 40-year period and assumes an evacuation drill
each year, the mortality risk from the evacuations is about
200 times greater than mortality risk from the potential
reactor accident.

Realizing that the above data is a potential disadvantage of
performing realistic public evacuation drills, let us now
attempt t) look at the potential merits of such drills. In
analyzing the merits of this element of the petition one
should note if realistic evacuation drills were performed in
the past and if they were beneficial. Also, if they were
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not done in the past have public evacuations been success-
fully conducted without such drills. To the staff's know-
ledge, no public evacuation drills have ever been performed
prior to an actual evacuation. Therefore, the relative
benefits cannot be analyzed. The staff did examine instances
of past public evacuations that were relatively cuccessful
but which were performed without prior drills.

On January 19, 1973, 3,000 out of an overall population of
3,300 people were evacuated from Morgan City, Louisiana in 4
hours. On June 2, 1972, 8,700 out of an overall population
of 9,000 people were evacuated from Rapid City, South Dakota
in 1 hour and in 1971, 80,000 out of an overall population
of 81,000 people were evacuated from an area in Los Angeles
in 6 hours. The first two of these evacuations were con-
ducted with the use of existent evacua-ion plans. The Los
Angeles evacuation was performed due to an impending collapse
of a dam and without the benefit of an evacuation plan.

Responsible State authorities and/or governors were asked to
evaluate this portion of the petiticn on the basis of their
own experience and judgment. For the most part, their
responses expressed concerns similar to those of -the lowa
governor's office, quoted below:

... Actual evacuation drills would tend to stereotype
or pattern a response which is undesirable because of
the multitude of variables in an actual radiation
incident. Of egqual concern, the statutory authority
for the State to enforce an evacuation is questionable,
and the legal liabilities for injury contracted during
a drill would have to be pre-affixed. The evacuation
requirements ... would involve extensive State and local
resources and staff planning time. The conduct of the
evacuation drill would also place a financial burden

on State and local governments.”

Several states expressed concern as to the gquestion of

whether they have the legal right to compel citizen participa-
tion in a practice drill. Likewise, it should be noted that
evacuations are a relatively common occurrence resulting

from accidents, floods, weather, etc. Evacuation data has
indicated, substantiated by a few Governor's replys, that
evacuations have been and will probably continue to be
performed with no major problems anticipated.
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A11 of the above, On balance, leads the staff to conclude
that this element of the petition should be denied because
(1) granting of the petition could jeopardize the health and
safety of the public and (2) past experience has proved that
evacuations can be successfully conducted without prior
drills of the population.

The petitioners also requested that NRC require 1icensees tO
submit for review the details of their Emergency Plans and
the 1mp1ementat10n procedures (see Enclosure "W" for detailed
Pro and Con analysis). The staff has not found it necessary
to have detailed imnlementation information submitted for
review along with the emergency plans provided in the FSAR.
These details are kept onsite where various aspects, such as
srecific phone numbers and personnel assignments etc.. can
be promptly modified to reflect various minor day to day
changes. 1his detail can be provided to the staff (or in a
hearing, if relevant) if there should be some serious ques-
tion as to whether the applicant can actually carry out the
plans set forth in the FSAR.

The 1mp1ementation procedures maintained onsite are reviewed
customarily by the Office of Inspection & Enforcement tO
determine whether they are consistent with the plans set
forth in the FSAR. Prior to issuing an operating license
and annually thereafter for the 1ife of the plant, the NRC
inspection program looks into the adequacy of the details of
the Emergency Plan and the implementing procedures. Assurance
is provided through these inspections that the commitments
made in the Emergency plan are in fact met, and reasonable
assurance s obtained that appropriate measures can and will
be taken in the event of an emergency. The inspection
program includes verification that implementing procedures
nave been developed, and representative procedures are
reviewed by NRC personnel, at this time. Furthermore, <he
NRC inspection program verifies by observation and review of
records that the implementing procedures are tested and
evaluated for adequacy when actually used. The staff con-
siders that Regulatory Guide 1.101, Annex A adequately
define: the scope and extent of detail needed to determine
whether there is reasonable assurance that the facility can
be operated without endangering public health and safety.
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On the basis of the staff's analysis (as presented above and
in Enclosures wge, "F*, "G" and "H") of the merits of the
individual elements in the petition, the staff recommends
that the entire petition pe denied.

In summary this recommendation is based on: (1) ongoing NRC
activities in the area of emergency preparedness (as out-
lined in Enclosure "1") ensure that the basic thrust of the

petition (improved emergency preparedness) is being accomplished

and (2) promulgation of the proposed rule change would
provide no improvement in protecting the health and safety
of the public and in fact could prove counterproductive in
the event of a real evacuaticn.

Recommendation: That the Commission:

(a) Approve Alternative 1. Deny the petition jssue a notice of
denials ;

(b) Approve the transmittal of the reply tO the petitioners
lEncioSure Al }

(c) Approve the publication in the Federal Register of the
notice of denial of the petition (Enc‘osure "D"); and

(d) Note that:

1. The Notice of Denial (Enclosure wp*) will be published
in the Federal Register.

—————

2. Following publication of the Notice in the Federal
Register, a letter (Enclosure sct) will be forwarded to the

c interest Researcn Group stating that their petition
for rulemaking has been disapproved.

3, The Joint Committee Cn Atomic Energy will be informed.

a. The Committee ON Interior and Insular Affairs will be
informed.

5, The Committee oON Environment and Public Works will be
informed.

6. A public announcement will not be jssued when the
notice is filed with the 0ffice of the Federal Register.
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Coordination: The 0ffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Inspection and
. Enforcement, Nuclear Regulatory Research, Nuclear Material
Safety and Safequards, and State Programs concur in the
staff's recommendation in this paper. The office of the
Executive Legal Director has no legal objection. The
0ffice of public Affairs concurs that 2 public announcement
is not required. The 0ffice of the General Counsel
concurred with the staff's recommendation, see Enclosure J.
The Office of Policy gvaluation had nd comments.

Scheduling: For affirmation at an Open Meeting.

Anticinated Scheduling: Week of June 20. N
¥ ol J\ n/-\.cttt"'\ \
Robert 8. Minogue Director

office of Standards Development

Enclosures:
"A" - petition for Rulemaking PRM-50-14

"g" - Summary of Comments

a¢" - Proposed transmittal to petitioners
"n" - Proposed Federal Register Notice
g . "F*, "6" and "H" - Evaluat!on of

individual elements within the

petition for rulemaking.

" - Summary of Ongoing NRC gfforts in
the Emergency Preparedness Area

Comment letter from the Office of
General Council

" "

Commisyioners' comments Or consent snould be provided 4irectly to the 0ffice of the
Secretary by co0 Thursday, June 9, 1977.

Commission staff office comments, if any, should be submitted to the Commissicners
NLT June 3, with an information cOpY To the Office of the Secretary. 1§ the paper
js of such a nature that it reaquires additional time for analytical review and

comment, the Commissioners and the Secretariat should be apprised of when comments

may be expected.

DISTRIBUTION
Fommissioners

Commission staff O0ffices
gxec Dir for Operations
secretariat
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NUCLEAR REGULATORZ coMMIsSSICH :

'“ashinq:on, D.C.

In the natter of amending Part s0
of the C ~~—igsion's segulaticas
pertaining 2 ezergency slanning - No.
to protect *ae sudlic fzca .
‘puclear hazarzds . : .

- * PETITION FOR SULEMAKING

Pursuant to seczicns 2.800-807 ¢ =he Commis..on's rules and
regulations, +he Public :5: rest Nasearch G:éup (2IRG) ehe Mas-
gachuset<s sublic Intercst neseazch Grouv? (xas:?:us):.the Cali~
fornia Public Interest mesearch G:oou? (éa;?:ns). she Np::ue:n
California Public Iaterest Research G::ﬁ- Nez< ;9:&:5, =
- Haine public Interest Reseazch Group (HaiﬁeP:RG),.the Ve-mont
Public Interest Research Gtoup‘(V?IRS), the lew oJersey pudlic’
Iﬂfefest Research Group (NSPIRG) , e .inniso:a public Interest
Research Group (xP:RG),.the Tocwa Student Public Interest fesearch
Group (ISPIRC), = uwissouri Public Interzest peseazch Grov? (Me-
. PIRG), thc.Réw,!o:k public Tnserest Rsse;::h Gzoup (MYPIRG, the
'rublic :née:es: Resei:ch Group in ﬁicﬁi;an (PIRGIM) , the So::ﬁ
Caxoling Public :a:e:esé sesecarch GIcu (SCEﬁRG). «he Oregen
Student Public Interest Research Group (CS2IRG), ehe Califernia
Cltizen Acticn Group (Callas) , the Connecticut Citizen Acszicn
Group (CCAG), United Nuclear Opgonents of Wiseonsia (TNO), ==

San Diego Energy Coalition, sizens United Against Radicactive



. ® -1‘- .o »

Environment of Florida (CUPE), rriends of the rverglacdes, Peccples
wobby of california, the North Annf snvironmental coalitien of

Sle EnergY of Iowa (CL=E)

| 2o

virginia, Citizens United for Pespons
the tnvirzonmental Conli:ioh on Nué&ear power =£ pennsylvania, she
Rhode island Cormittee on Enezgy (RiCS), citizens &9 gad Nucleal
threats of Ktasa§ City, wissouri (CE=NTS) o the ﬁiﬁ-Aze:ica caalisien
for Ene:gy Alteznatives of Kansas City, uissouri (MACZA) , ans =
caoacerned cisizens of Tulten, uigsouri (ece™) & proiect gurvival

of California, s»e Louisiana Cansumers Leagw and the Citlicens
Enercy Coalition of Indiana ‘setiticn she Cormission to ini:iafe

a rulemaking o amend Pazt 50 c2 its regulaticns. e p::;csed

‘amencments would fuzthe:x ne public safesy = reguizing nucLeal

facility 1isersees and licencee agplicants t2 imgtzuct gitizers
in public avacuaticn procecuses in case of a majors apslear incifent

and to actually rest public evaceaticn plans {n realistic ézills.

OHE PETITIONZZS

The petiticners ate 11 active citizen gToLEs in 20 staczes.

PIRG is an crcanizatien whose primary puspcese ig to 2cdvance

(30

"y

the public interest in vazicus gublic policy areas, iaelusl
encrgy, the awizonment, and nucleas safesy. It also sesves as d
clearinchouse and semetizes as a representatl” faw gitizen SUP”
ported Public Interest Rescarch GIOUES (222Cs) and citiczen suET
ported Ccistizen Acticn Greups (CAGs) shroughout she countiIy.

MassBIRG, Cal?IRG, NozCal?IRG, MainePIRG, wPIRG, NIPIRG,

B S Ve S S
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MPIRG, 1SPIRC, :'.-::i'l!lC. NEIPIRG, PIRGIM, HCPIRG, and .CS?IRG are
nonprofit student ggppo::cd GIoups . CCAG and CalChG aze nonprciit
clsizen supported qroups . These o:gani:a:icns seck to further
the public interest in a nurber of public policy azeas, inecluding
the environment, energy, and nuclc:éhsafety.

UNO, the San Diego Energy Coalitien, curc of Florida, Friends

of the cverglaces, pecples Lobby, she North Anna snvironmental

Coalition, cunz of Icwa, the environmental Coalition en Nuclears
. i

. Pewer, RICE, czuTs, MACZA, cCrM, Project guzwival, the touisiana

Consurers Leag:e, and the Citizerns Enezgy Cocliticn aze citizen

groups cencezncd with energy, e envizeonment, and nucleas safety.

Many ace coalition gTOUPS representing a ausber of regicnal So&=

nunity organizaticns.

-



PPOPOSED wHOICHTS * .

He submit the following propesed amendéments:

A bgiadditicnal secticn %2 pare S0 %9 road ==

Sec. 55.%%
.  a. During each calendar year, peginning with 1976, each
operating eacility's licensee ehall

4. distzidbute imgtructicns explaining what emezgancy

gafety sLeps: {necluding €if
the citizen should taxe in case c£ a auclears {neident =2
each houscheold, "la-e of business. pusiic institution,

and ‘other establishrment withina 2t leas=t a L0 mile zadics
of the facility. The iageructions ehall t& hased UrcSh

the eme:gency plans e i li:ensee nas £ilecd wise
_Commissicn § pursuant to sec. v;zr (g3 {7} a=ad sec.
as updated and shal* be subﬂ;t:ed +o this Commissicn

prior to distril u:;on sc- approval of sheiz coadability

and sufficiency of explanation.
ii. dissaminite'infOt:aticn ex;la;n;:;.:hese plans
——————

through educasional souzcas anc the p=a-=C =adia, in-

cluding beth printed aad elec**cﬂ-c —edia.
. {14, conduct, in cooperats cﬂ wisn facderal, state,
and local e£ £icials and ageacies, an acsual pudlic
~evacuation drill in Sull cenfornmity’ wish these plans.
Tae evacuaticn dzill shall ineclude the actual evacuaz
of the pC + ce fzcm at least a 7 degrece SectST cadiazing

grom the facility foT 3 diszance of at 1cast 40 miles.

. .
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1y Final Safety Analysis Peport reguired BY

. ¥ section £0.34 (b) (6) (v) or the equivalent reFoTt in-
formation £iled pursuant to sec-=ion 50.9C, in the
// cace of a license 'or amended license
which discuss public evacuation pla-xs.

ii. dissemir.a:ed information erplaining smose plans

through educaticnal sources and the public media, including

both printed and elec enic media,

434, submitted t0 the C::.':nissicn a report demonstIaTt

ting full compliance wish the azove requirements.

b. The Cocznissicn will nos issue a-license ©OF a.-:e:-.'.‘.ed
licensc, provise ienal ©of cthervise, until tae agplicant has
AD /n i.. conducted, in .cocpe:a.:ién gish fedezzl, Stace.

Lv"// and local officials and agencies, an actual puslic evacu-

ation drill ia 2511 confarmity u‘.:h' the a;plican:‘s plans
(4'(\ ‘forx copmq with eme:;c:-.ciés affecting the pudlic Sormi~
. lated pursuant to section 50 .34 (d) (6) (v) and section 50.2C.
The evacuation dzill shall include the actuvaz evacuation .
of the po,ulace £-am at least 2 7 degree sector z2éi axing
£rom the facility for a distance ‘0 at least 40 miles.
ohe sector will Ze chesen in conjuncticn With state and
local officials and this Cormissicn and shall be zepre”

gentative of other sectors and csnzain a sigaificant FSFT
" ulation. - MR

4L submitted to the Ccommission a TeportT dg—or.s-- sing

full compliance with this zeguis rezent

E(Q(.L q



a/'

& . 5 ¢ &
; * - -
i .

¢.* Where a hearing is %O be held on'thc ecenstzucticn
permit or amanded license a,plxca--aﬁ, ;zovisicnal or other~
wise, the applicaat must couply witsh sussection (a) and (b{.
as applicable, at 1east fifty @ys prior to the hearing.

d. This section's p:cvisi;ns do not 2apply where the
applicant's ~onstructicn pezmit OF license a;plicaticn or

amended construction pexmit OF aponded license applica gien,

.
’

ptowisional or otherwise

. .

4., deces not 2T orose cha“ges that alter an existin
facility's plans for coping with 2n emergency affez=ing
the public, tngluding sudlic eyacuation, pursuant %0
secticn 50.24 (D) (6) (v} o=F seczicn 50.90 ¢=
) 44, dces nct %::pcse changes <hat altes 2 p:evicuslg
p:opaséd version of the ap;li;a:ion's plan fe< esping
with an emergency affecting :hg public, iacluding susiic
evacuation, pursuant to sec. s0.24(a) (18) oF seczicn 50.24
i ~ (p)(6) (V) eoF section 50.80 wheze ehe applicant has .-'e-—5

e, wish

!'5

eémpl‘cd with subsections (a) and (b), a8 splic
regard to e p an's previ usly p:cpcseé versicn.

C. A chance in Asﬂn'd x £, section TTT 2Patt €0:

.

~The Final Safeny Analj .sis Peport shal csnta-n plans Io°T

(4N

coping with ener genc-es. ™he de*a 1s of t:ese plans ao s-e cetalils
of their izplerm ataticn (nced uo:) Sh\LL ‘be incluced, Bgz) A0
the élans subui::ed nust -uclude a cescription of the ele-ents set
out in secticn 1V to an extent syfficient TO dcmcas::a:d ghat The
plans p:ovxée :casonablc assurance that apprﬂ—:- te =eacures S20

and will pe taken in the event cf an eme:gency vos protec

(A4
U
{y
"
‘»
o

healt \ and safety and g’cvcn: damage toO pTopesty .

. - ..
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pxpLAIATORY COimiTS OF 2XT -

Sec., 50.xx requizes licensces £O provice the pudlic with
{nstructicns on steps O take should a nuclear incident make public
evacuaticn necessaTy. mne licensce's sbligation O distribute

speciiic written jnstructions extends L0 houscholés, places of

business, public {nstituticns, and otnerl establishments within 2

40 mile zadius of the gacility == the cutezTosSt 1imit tne n.R.C.

has used in 1isiting popula:icn density around 2 nuclear facili

* the Co-nissicn informally sets a two million pepulat-cn ceiling

gor the 40 mile radius surrouncing 2 p::posed auclear plant. .WQ:k-

group on light-wates :eac:s:’safe:y,' zesiews OF Modezh phsicE,

vol 47, Sugp. No. 1, Summer 1975. The A?S assumes the need 2
. evacuate regions where ene ground ;cntamina:icn level exceecs
100 miczocuries pex sguare ~eter of Cekium-i37 -= the saTe czi~

tezia used in e meacscz Safety geudy Dralt (ﬂASp-l&OO), u.S.

Atomic Energy Commission, August 1974 (hereaftes pss). PSS esn~
cluded & reed to cvacuate the area extending £° 20 miles fxc®
_ the zeactos. mwe APS sStucY. however, co::eb:s scma RES assurmp-

tions ard calculates shat the gzound con:amination level exceeds

37.3

-~~~

the pe:missible 1evel out tC a distance of 60 kilcmeterls

miles). APS 3t §48.° conscgquently, 7Y evacuation plan must

WY
(8]

y —sine Ars STueY Ilso concluces that ea:ly'cvacuation out
400 k;lomccc:s can halve the aunses of long term sancers anc
genetic defectd resulting Zrom he reacser acgsidenc. A0S at

m
d=
-3
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width as a fraction of 2 circle, it det

. able inconvenience tO rorzal cperatiens iz the azca of the p

3.
.

- 0a = .

consider the health and salety -- immediate lethal hazards, shoIft

‘term and long tezm health ha:a:ds'-- of tﬁis-pcpulace.

This section also mandates an annual evacuation dzill. tUalike
current drills, the public would pa::ic;;até in a full "dress re=
hearsal" that would actually evacuate at least a 7 degree SQcCtoX,
to be chosen in conjuncticn wish state and local authorities and
the Canissicn. 1+ is assumed the evacuation as=i11 will be planned
in good_fai:h and t:e.sec:o: chosen will be :eﬁ:esen:a:évt‘of the
other sectors and c:::iin a significant scrulation.

. .The use of the 7 cegree secticT derives frem the €S, Agp. Vi
at 15. The stucdy 2asscmes shmat in a nuclear incident, gerscnh
under thz pluse wou.l Bbe evacuated. The 1S3 calcuia:es Lhe pl::e'i

width under c¢ifferent weather canditions, Cxpressing tae slure's

8]
"
2
'l
o
1)
w
{3
f
(1]
w
)
[
,J
[
n
wn
o
L, ]
c,
i
w

to be .021 of a circle, or 7.2 degrees (360 x .021). 238, Azp.
VI at 19. Theough we specifically disclaim any accegptance oI th2
psSs's unrealistically ccmsesvative nuclear accident srojecticns

we utilize the 7 degree sectar O =~ake the avacuaticn drills as

limited as possidle.
At 40 piles, the width of the 7 degzee azc ig only about 4.8

miles. Thus the evacuition d=ill can take place ¥
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The p:oposcd rules plainly do not precluce drills over a
larger area. According to the <s. the largest ¢raction of 3
circle that could ve affecsed by & plumc f:ch a zeactor accident
would be .11 of 2 cizcle, or about 40 degzees. 1&.
, sec. 50.yY reguires applicants for licenses and const:ucﬁiéw
. permits to supply the public wi*h thc public evacuation discussicns
in the Prel iminazy Safety Analysis RepoIts ard Final Analysis PRe-
ports, respectively, and otherwise disseminate public informaticn
on the plans. As with sec. S0.xx, this secticn also calls Zo7 ;

gull scale oublic drill to test the evacuation plan's woskabilitY.

=

I¢ a hearing is to e held on the eorstructicon permit ©f License
.applicaticn, the a;,-;can: must comply with this secticn's agple-
cable reguizerments at l1cast S0 2ays pzics O the reazing. 326%a
number ©f diseridutions and ézills o the bare nu:Se: necassasy
"to mezt the purzcses of. the pib;c:ed regulations.

i

a pzzandix £, seczicnh 12T, Paszt 0., The amenément

would reguise a £iling of detailed emergency élans and implementas
tion procedures with the Co-missicn. ‘A: p:cscn;,‘an agplicant =Y
merely make roference %O relevant state and lozal plans and pzovice
a bare-bcnes cut 1ine. Thus comzlete infcrmation is nect a seadilY

accessible parct of the public record ané is ROt smpreughly &8 lvsed

by the Commission. ’ .

GENERAL C2IoE.TS SR .

In suppe:st of ;hc propesal, we make the following azguments:

e e
— ——
. . el e - - -
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. Public educaticn is csscnt 2l to making cvacuaticn plans

.ffﬁctivc. 4

£I. Public discussion of
public drills are necessary to
plans.

21X, This Cor-*'s.cn has

damage wrought by a nuclear incicdent.

" . ¢ .
evacuation plans and full scale

assurc the soundness of emergency

a spccza. duty to minimize &he

I. PUBLIC SCUCA‘!C“ rs TESTuTIAL TO MANING TVACUATICN PLANS

zy‘-g-p—v- —

- s - -

gafety. The Coumissizsa's Tegs
plans. - as evilence of its c2n

has recently p.cm.-, ted Regul

. gtates more fully the sort of

tion that Safety Analysis Report

. We are not engaging here in the larger cebate over nuclears

ma-

o
o
"
{5
15
| B
0
29
n
0]
1
1.
o
]
2
0
[
~
:
3
.
)
B
< ]
"
0
"

s should set cut == and appacently

have not. Our petiticn simply ceeks to increase the effectiveness

o£~the Comnissicn's effozss to

'qith public emergencies.

According to the ESS.'pu51l

insure adequate methods for coFing

o

e evacuation can reduce the fazal-

dties follewing a nuclear éisaste: by as much as a facstor o< 4.

(RSS, App. VI at ‘). mhe ps‘cn:xal of an effective evacuatiza

.plan for saviaq lives and .e

cmc:gcncy glanning a ncccssi

speaks in terms of evacuating

seing i.j.ry ﬂakcs tho:o:gh.;:c-

.
.

ancutan an evacuaticn csuld p—ove a corplex a-:ai:. FS3

a 20 mile area surrcunding the

taclli:f: RSS App. VI at 31-32, Others ::s st’'a realistic plan

must cover more than "0 miles

i <re
since '57/‘c=h_ csasequences ¢ a



reactor accident €30 extend tO 15 milcs. P'elxﬁ;- ary Daview of

the AFC Poachor Safetd geudv, SiezTd CLLb-unxcn of Concerned

gcientists, san rvanc sc--Carbrid;c, ﬂcv. 1974 at 56 . (He:cinafzc:
sc-ucs). These a:eas often. contzin a subs:ancial yopula:ic;.

For exampic, 66, ooo geople ;-vc Hk.hiﬂ give miles of the three
reactors at tndian PoOint, New Yo-k, and 900,000 live within 20
miles. Even under the ESS evacuation sodel, 10 ;e:cen: cf poten=
tially alfected persens within 20 miles of ehe reacteT are never
evacuated, and evacuation cf the zest takes SsScre effoxrt. =S,
App. VI at 31-32. Others authoritles £ind this mocdel uﬁ-ea.-s-.:-
ally optinmi 's 1e, SC-UCS &t §7. AS noted abcve. this Commissich

—————

th ;’;'la:ion extending 40 miles ZISW the gacility

[T

" §5 eoncazmed W

site. These Fecple :;sg ‘e evacuated == nct cnly =0 aveid immes
diate jethal conseg=ences, wes also %2 aveisd shors sorm and lens
“torm health hazazis. zx is likelY shat some peoplé will not suifer

immediate eflects o: radiaticn sickness, wut Wwill tacrease ghe

p:obabilit; of *\ei' contzacting cance

"

yeazss later. Given e
ghreat of dose cormitment 0 the pepulace. eima also beccmes'a
eritical factoz. Su:céssiul ovac:iticn, then, seguizes 23 nassive
e:to:é. v .

In view of these considerations, we £ind cuzrent slanning

cfforss wholly inadequate. we ask == Hew ean zec2ll suecessfiuily

evacuate L% emov do not kacH what the evacuasicn 2130 ig? This

" commission coes act reguire gublic dissea.na%;cn of evacuatich
{ngtructicns. 79 e bcst of oux knowledge, 0resen alcne nRES
recognizad its :es:onsib--ity in this azea- Ozegen revised Sta<

tutes 453.595 regquiIas public geilities operating nuclears gacili-

L .
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tics to dis n the public ~dia and educa:io:al
{nformaticn approved BY the state Health Div

evised emergency

- -

seminate throug
igion that

pources
plans tO cope with & agclear

explains state ¢

_pccident.
public educaticn must we a pait of any conscientious azoe
emergency planaing. yarious f£ire gafety ant civil defense=<UP
° o A .
. = . o
-
. ;
3 -
. & o
. ..
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’
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progrars have always made public educaticn an inthrai ?a:: of
their cfforts. similar ecfforts ase raguired here. FOT the Sake
of maximumvcf!icicncy and minimum inju:&, po:cntial evacuees musSt
receive 3% much advanced eraining as sossible. gnforming theR
of what the evacuaticn plans actually consist is 2 modest, Su:

,osscntial gigst step.

1.’ gEBLIC prscrssIch cr syncrnTICH se g AND sy SCALS PLSL-C

Q_EILLS ARE :3:’.:5‘.557\?\‘:’ -0 ASSUTE THE SC'.T‘.:::Z'-.‘SS 0% ':Z.“.E'.?.GZ?:C‘.’ FLIIS .

on April 8! 1975, william ¥XeZZy chaizman of the M.R.C.'S
Advisory Committce ©D Rcac:o:_Sa!cq:a:is wzote this cermissicn's
chairman a digturting letters econcerning inadequacies in emergency
plannang ané pcpula:icn p:otec:i:n. (At:ached as Acsenécox A) .
"with sc:c'unéc:s:atcment} he wWIote, wgeviews BY she Committes .-
of emergency pians £or nucleas sower giants o show that mssh

wo:k':cﬂains +0 be done." He then identi!ie& eight aceas

of werk == 1ack of action eritezia, insu::icien: accident scenasils

{nadeguate accident inst:unen:aticn, weefully incemplete state

response plans, *ne 1ack of means foz verifying that p:c:cc:ive

actions have actually ween carzied ous, the 1ack of provisicn ¢oz
protcssional radiation ;:c:ec:icn pe:scnacl Lo pa::Lcipa:c in

energency acticns, the need to continue the Radiological Ascistance
pProgran, and the need foF impzoved ccordinatich of zeseaszch and

development efforss BY vazicus agencies and fc7T diszseminatich gt
the results %9 usar gIoups:. on JSuly 25, 1974, the ACRS's Eavizsh

menial gubcommittee heard the following restimony

-




T ) ' el B
d | , =1L = : ' _
MR, COLLINS: liew, ia answer to your guestion, are there any
' staté§ zhaé have 100 percent totally acceptable
radiological cmc:qenéy resgonse plans, the answer
to that is no. . .
DR. ISDIN: Not even Pennsylvania? _

MR. COLLINS: Not even Pennsylvania. Because Pen insylvani

%)
e
G
[

will remember, ic a modal state plan th}t supposedly
‘s under development. ‘ ‘ ,
Testxrony of ilazold Collins, O0f£fice ‘of Governmantal Liaiscn, AZC:
Environmental Subcommittee meeting con EZmergency Plans; Tz. at 182,

A recent

or
| &
0
0
e
"
'l
"
|
1

est drill in Minnesota e=ls evaluatizn.

Civil Defense officials conducted an emeIgency evacuaticn ézill
for the area surrounding Northern States Powe: Cempany's nuslear
"plant at Mentlicello. It was a dismal £9ilb:e with communicazisns
systems failing and va:iou; persennel demcnsts ting an ignerance
92 their zag;cnsibilizics. Rcy'Aunc. ¢npu:y dizector 0f the ctate
Dtvisién of z:irgcncy Services, ;tatcd, 'cnde: the present systen,
it is doubtful thaz the state ECC (Emergency Operating Cente =)

.eould hancdle a major disaster adeguately with the facilitl

m

s

"

presently available.® See "Regort Cuesticns Pregparedness o

pisaster,” 3;3ﬁca"cli$ Star Sune 10, 197% at 1A {attached

18]

Appendix B). A recent citizen suzvey indicates similaz situaticns

-

.around the countzy. Naomi Jaccbkbson, Cmercancy Evaeustion Placs

for Wuclear Plants, LAND, Inc., Ru-al,u, wisc. (attached as Agpgen-

d‘x C) . - '

Even the courts are beginning to exprees concarn with the

- - . — - . S e e Eme e e e SRS b s . e - -
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inadequate attenticn veiny given evacuatien planning. Recently

the Seventh Circuit U, S. Court of Appeals sct aside the AEC'S

grant of a construction permit for a nuclc;r plant in BDailly,
Indiana, primarily because of its proximity %o the densely-posu=
ljated Chicago metrocolitan area. ™ e Court voiced concern for the
7500 employees working 3t a Pethlehen Steel plant adbout one mile
from the progosed site and the 87,000 daily visitors to the ac-
jacent Dures vaticnal Lakeshore and State Park. The Atomic

Safoty and Licensing appeal Soazd dismisscd gotential evac: gion
problems by saying she Natioral Lakeshore superintendent coulsd
*work it out.® The Court replilec:

what would c¢
campers and visl
, within neazly he }
a public address ~ouncesent TO evacuat2 the 2
due to a nuclear acsident? Their pasa would be
blocked to the north Sy —ake Michigan and con th
west and scuth by NIPSCO's and Sethlehen S
plants and industrial corplex. = strains creculity
_to expect that this preblem will work izself cut anc
it is ricdiculous o in effect say that It should be
left to the fusurse. .

o
w
(o]
-
(1]

Porser County Chavter, Isaak tal=an Leacue of rr~exica, Inc. V.

A.E.C. No. 74-1751 at 32, CCH Atomic Enezgy L. 3ptr. para. 3525
at 8324,8336 (7th Cirz, apzil 1, 197%5).

Such severe judicial, "in house,® and cistizen czitiques

-

point up a lack of resgonsidility Dy the Connissicn and its li-

O
i
'

censees in pio:ec:iaq the public Ire=m nuclears catassseghe
. proposals can play a key role in meeting this respensibilicy As
the Environmental Protection Agency's Office of Radiatien Preogzass

. econcludes in its zeport, Evacuaticn Nisks -- an tvaluasisn (E?




$20/6-74-002; June 1974):

.
-

. Continual %esting of the cmeruency plans, as_autﬁe
. as possible, iz neecded €O ¢atermine whether 2% wil
practically and to determine adjustments (at 19) .

-3

Part cf the tusting can come from evaluating public reacticn
to préposcd evacuatisn plans. As the EPA report states: "Many
times emergency plans are written p} individuals who have &

;cal experience in erergencies and little or no knowledge of hew
peopleé behave duzing an emergency.” (At 42). The feecback fronm
a public disscminazicn of evacuation plans and Jrom subiic drills
can provice concrete, ¢rassIooll infsrmation necessary to test 2

-

theoretical plan's workability.

The TVA's exper.ence with drills grovicdes an excellent Llus=-
traticn. Knswledce gained frem the firzst éxill led to 2 revisiza
of 100 pages in the emassency paans. A5 a result ©f the drills,
the TVA macde three major revisions in its emorgency plans. Testi-
mony'ot Ermest Belwvwin, Civisicn of Eavizenm ntal Pianaiag, TVa;
ACRS cnvizenzental Subc::ei::ec meeting on Emerzgency Plans, JEiy
26, 1974, Tr. at 31. The results of major dzills at othez plants
would undsubtedly prove no less beneficial.

We lack any real exgeriential knowledge segarding the cIm

-
-

plexity of a nuclear evasuation. The ZPA reger:t and the ISS -

O
"

take a fairly optimistic view of the process. Yes, we have just
observed an actual evacuaticn that should give us pause. The

recent evacuations in Viet Nam demenstrate she zesults of gcex

plannfng. ohe solicitaticn of public input and the weilization
? .

of thorcugh drills are essential (2 aveiding such stragecdy.
S secy

- ——— - - e - - —— - 5 e d—— -

- . - ® P - - —— .-

A

alf VTN



a
.hazard can inflict. Yet, she Commission's scrutiny of pudblic

Pl : . ..1‘- . -

IX1. THIS CoMMISAION IIAS A SPECIAL DUTY TO MINIMIZE TME paAGE

WROUGHT B A NUCLoAR INCIDTHT. .

As the licensing agthority for nuclcar facilities, the Com-
mission owes the citizenry living and working in the area surzound=-

ing each facility a special duty to minimize the damage nuclears

evacuation plans has ween dismal. 1Its licensing regulations éo
not even reguire license applicants to eurmit de.ailed evacuaticn

plans or details of thelr z:plemen:ation. (Pazrst SO, Appendix j AP

" gec. 1II). 1t awazds licenses in states where emergency plans

s

are wholly inadeguate ©F virtually non-existent. Al) an applicant

provice a- sketchy outline of pregesed plans. As a.:esul:, Cem~
mission.'app:oved' ererzgency plans ané non-plans have evcked e
severe inﬁra-agency.c:i:icism cited above. .

.- Indeed, the NRC is ignorinq'i:s staiu:qéy cbligztich £9 p:ﬁ-
tect the public from huciea: hazard. Though the c::riésicn lacks
the authority o directly command states and lecalities’ t2 devisea
sound emergency plans, i+ can == and certainly should == ceny
licenses in thcse states without suzh plans. It is ti#e o2 ZTec~
sgnition of respensibilities.

A further reascn cermpels the Cemmission to m;nimi:e‘nu:lea:
damage. The Péice-hndc:scn Ac: insu:és utilities against 1iabiiity
from a nuclear incident, but up to only $560 millicn aggregate
1iablility pes anidén:. 42 U.5.C. sec. 2210. Congress set the

ceiling in 1965. By today's standards, it is far too low.

.
.
.
. .
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As a govc:nmcntal agency whaose p:cdcccsso: lcng sup;or:cd
the price~Andersen Act, the M.R.C. has 3 duty t° minimize injuz

and mitigate damages so they will not exceecd the sratutory ceiling
or exceed it substantially and leave victims without adecuate

compensaticn.
iglation to extend the price-Ancerson Act past

recently lcs

1677 ret with 3 presidential veto. 1£ . T

pass., nuclear ueilities will be left uninsu:ed'sin:e
{nsurance industIy refuscs O provige

" with such a state of affaizs quite conceivadle, the Commission

co protecs ehe public sy assuzing

has an even "oIS ;:c:cu:ced duty

.. adeguate era2rcency evacuaticn plans. , :

. /
tigt il. RSS0- (/
Attorneys for petiticness
. - public Interest Raseaczch SISLT
> i 1832 M Street. H.d., Suit2 o B
Washington. D. & 20035
(202) §33-3933
August %, 1875 . N
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WASHING 1oM, 0. C. 10959

Apeil 8, 1975
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.
flonorable Willizn A. Anders
Chafir=an
U.S. Huclear cgulatory Commission c
Hashingteon, pD.C. 20555
7~.
Subject: EMERCINCY PLANNING '
-
Dear Mr. Anders: ’ .
Lo S
iIn the course of its reviews of teactot ¢acilities, one of the items
taken int?o cemsiceration dY the AZvisoIY Comistee o meactor Sale~
guards is the cegTee to Wwhich a? Licanzs nave pre:;::d . sound plan
of .actien in case of an emergency sizuation. =vig matier was the
subject of acetings of he AS? savizenmanial gyaesmitted o
July 26-127, 1974, and Janueaty 17, 1873, ané was wost cozenzly GL3°
cussed at the 176th and 180%R -eezings of the fyll Commitiee ON

March 6-8 and April 3-3, 1975.

.On the basis of its evaluaticrns, the Committice has concluded that an

effective cmergency plan can play 3 significant esle in the srotectic™
of the neardy sopulation in the unlikely event of a majov accidental
release of gadioactive agterial fzom 3 nuc.eart {astaiiation. Aeviaws
by the Committeec, however, oi emezgency plans 227 ausi.esT power plants
curreatly in operatica, oF necaving complecion of eansITUCILON, shew
that much werk cemains to be cone. in this regard, the Comaittes has
{dentified the following items:

1., Acticn Crizeria

_—__——-‘—-_

There &s 2 tack of well defined esizaria fov the initiaticn of zamediasl

sctions. A comparison of emcrzency plans :o° various nuclear sgwer riants

shows that there are large diffsrences in c¢ose rates 3t <hich similart

ptotectivc actions would be initizted. The Cocmittec notes that th
tnvircnncntal Protection AGency is developing 3 set of uniior™ prot

sction guises for use dy State sgencivs. <he Committee cceemmends aal
HRC lend apprepriate support to assure that chis effort be complcteuy <3

goon I3 Leasiblce

_ . !' A :
. Apprndn [T et



llonorable Williaa A. Anders R . - ?l‘ ¢ ?'ﬁ
e The Committee is pleased ‘to leara of the recent visits by an inters

agency tralalng cadre to evaluate the emerRency rusponsc canabilicics
of sclected States. The Conmittoe Tecommends that this proaram by
expanded and that thc N2C assume a vtole of leadership in cgordin3ting
,thc nccessary cffores to foster the development of adequate Scace

emergency response capabilities, : <. k
S, Action Verification L
3 iIn casc of accident response, there is neced for the development of

means for verifving that arctective actions have actuaily been cazeied

out by responsible individuals. Criteria nced alse to Le estshlishicd

for terminating cmergency 2ctioas. The Cormmitiee recommancs that ihe

NRC assute thst cmergeacy plans iaclude designstien of tht gesponsidid

{ndividuals and the establishzmeat of the necessary criteria let naacl-
. ing these matters.

. 6, Professional Suncort

Many key decisions in emeIgency actions will te depe
{nterpretation of cnvironmen:a1-:a:ia:;cn-:cLa:cd in
*of existing emergency plans ofzen reveal a lack of v
{mpor:ance of professienally gqualificd raciat
{n such actions. 7IThe Commitiles believes that
a key rele ia the cesiga ané irzlezmentaticn ©
sures and reccmmends that greaters atgenticn ©

m

. 7. Fecderal Tnerzency Assistence

For a number of years, the United States aAtomic Energy Cermissicn has
maintaincd a Radiological Assistance Pregram throuzd wvhich iateragency
Radiclogical Assiztance Teams were available for immediste responsc it
emergency sifuations. The Co=mittee recom=encs that HAC assure Ine

. conginua:ion of this Progran. :

. 8. Research and Deveclcoment

Rescarch and development efforts on severzl aspeccs of these probloms

-

gre undervay at several of the vational Litoratories 3nd By the NG

and ERDA headguarters staffs, Examples inclugs the Atmaspheric fclease
Advisory Capabilizy (A%AC) st the Lawrence Livermsre Lsboratery, =hc

. Clinch Valiey Study at the Halifield Saticmal lsboratory, 3nc 3 capid
yversion of tie Acrizl Radiation MamilorTiig Syste= (ANS) Being cea-

’ sidered for devclopment by the headguarzers stafifs. In additien, stuuics

of the evaluation of visks ol cvacuating scpulation Rroups are undeIway
within £2A. Scch cfforts, however, appear to be in necd of improved

o . * “Sa .
- . . .
A .
- . -
. ) -
’ * it
» . . . -
- . i -
< -y - - y o —
o - ~ " . . ® g FRy T R . I - ~ T
o & Yo stF _:-. % i 2 et ,':0 ] ..%.._ RTHE A kS .’ = .~.’ "( - 'v‘..: - -'.o'. . ali. -, .
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Honorable Willlam A. Anders b=

- .

coordinat ion te assure that results will bo (n 3 form suitable for
ready {mplementation by NRC licensees, State und local units, and
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Are cities in Viseconsin prepared? -
Vrse Kethrm e Malin, Villaze Clerk ot Cemea writes, "I'm afraid Iean't

s :
Le of .uvy..‘:c;;). I a \.n:'.‘.c cf any ecmerganey cvacwtion plans Fossibly e
is sonxething in n '110, vh I a3 unshie Lo loc...c 4 A .

Thermas Lelliler, Mayor of Yewaunaes writes, "I‘:-. corry Lo have to repert’
that ve hive no speeicl plans excepd these el by Civil Defcence. hLovawne?
g:t%’ and :-:"1\.':-:':.»0\.‘1:{ have had Civil Defense Cirecicrs for ever 12 y2iTze
h"‘ ave very aciive, Yub I do not keiow of any Smecs fal :1'_"3 cas un bescuze
t!ctocis a nuclear pliat 8 miles from the City ef neuaunce. rowever, I <o KmoV
s 11 Defenss pioas for sa."cr.;‘ of pecple have changes “muzh in sne last
years, Uhere, in “jje sast spesial cv..c.;‘..::.': plans had keen called for; new
!j’li:'n.nd instrusticns have Lo do with vhit U c:cc*’e c:.r. €9 in itheir o=n homan,®
" e SeiiD seems Lo me o be mire T i ' i=gs of ¢
. > 3 fewe w o - - - -
vant Lo e viia their loved cnes and an e re:cv
them, So jeu see, it is betier %0 & el
. - - .
inagraien, 3s here 13 the slace they 2
ls‘ubi)_ect ratter is .-.':.‘.i’.:.clc to_yeu frem Vood Soun s21
v oo < a - - — ) - ey -— -
cgu:'i"..ss ve are soncurned S Facis Snul'- .c‘-‘ Wiia JES n\..uu.--- P.-u'» -t e
... JFrom the Crief of Two Rivers in recpcnse 0 a leiler viritlen &
wayor or zar af '_'~"-: 2.‘..,.. " a mave mrnlases mlsase da mew o
tr" P"' .‘ ™ - S. S aere e - T potwrws sl Swa
e-;; g :clezr Plant is 16 miles Irom owr gitre we GO have an
M 1 - e sian Srom Lrhaze DianS A1) aivy and esunsvy P b
Py - 2 g - - - Was - r — - :---- vy -—..: :---. -...-. -
oy :c,.;e"" i ¢1 ihese plans, g Fire Chiel 2 Rac 2l o= = efliza>
. tc"'__fj_ i3 PRANSE, W6 €iQ'NLS salere the slants were In Speraticn so W
}.;n 0 Tary aress wal ¢re new aff limiis to everycne, she Twe Iivers vITan:
TS\SF-“- -:-es & Cizomiiminiiicn rsan shat was Jurmished Dy the wid muslear o
‘h . rs 2 ;s izolztcd froa the rest of ihe nospitel, and can b2 used Zor hae
dg-;“o-u‘-'.: &ny ciher emergsncy they Zeel thcy need it for. Two ef our Lzcal
S L:s-: TS 3en% to genool Ty ke two nuclez: planis to xasw whabl e ¢o i theEY
S -Ic:.: .'.r:.::.:: fer Taciaticne ‘AS Sar as any infsr=maticn on the Sohasd
tg:i:ﬁ." ‘_;': : A0 gsaun vhat, Tub the Foin® Eeach zlan? his & J-siory”
ing for informatisn and sehcoling oo rini.ors o their plant ¥ phorm
"t b Uy 2 . - el Ca s aelT P Hed ] Tailive o §="28
a §°1-‘~?3-Q-e =ociup ©f their plant and they try and expliin By the use o sius
;2 ‘"S:_-}CES 1:: nuclesr plant orerates. If you are ever in ihe arez IS rreulsd
hftés—;,.:?f;‘ ,"' E"‘: 70U spment o imclude this in your touwr o OUT aT23.
- . ; - = .. - - - 4 hy - -
1 FEEL Ve '-_ of the safoly fazzures Shat are Tuilt IHto these nucosar slsnss
L VERI SAFE i TiE CITI COF Tu0 RIVESS.”

COHCLUSICU: GCevermment offizizls may be cenvin

-
-~ - L

ed that
iepossible and, therelsre, unprepared to ;T

‘,.J e * : .
Prctc?e Sperin i wndent of Scheols ab Manitcwoe sent a cepy of their Disucter
b n;-°_"“’° ¢y in case of ruclear atizck., Susing ef studants iz Sroviies
sycgc:i“ - : :he Surerintendent did nmot ineisite there ars &y
T don s 2 - 5%
pgam.“n s ...-c::: it cage ol :n emergengy cvacudiicn it i3 3 aueless tovar
ithap. lie resly v l- received Irez letilers senv 0 the Superintancint

of Scheols at iicizunee or LaCros:ce.
Other predle=s ¢ i . :
predlezs o be considered in relatisn Yo crergeney evacualins:

Could two decters =h ' ‘ fakd
cor i s =h ‘H:v‘e—‘\:.'ec.: ‘.r:;..-.c:‘.':a_trc:.t. -:_xd; tien, cope wEith a =3ajsT
radicictivity and the viecsins invelved?

Are thero enmough trained peszomncl outside the immediate reacter site who would
I CeTpleL S

JGermernney Covernment Nadislegical lioni 25 Cours
Countr m::-c S e ent ;.--::.::-::a-_-‘-...:ar‘...: Courze in lNortags
shelt xa , 4 Jarel 1975, Fesple stere advised %0 59 %0 coriiliecd
N 8t Lers ~1 - BT T h d ‘.“.‘... puem e emt Lol syse .\1,“‘».—— "n-—-:----
nc.zon c" v .:.- - e wravev willaveawve «OTnae CSit™=
{ homes will not pro.ce, Irem pastotiating goas=a radistiisne
. - *
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.
kneir how 4n handle and tread evacusting ragdizticn rictims?
. a 4
. Are medical stalf persernel enmnletely Anfarzed and sraineg?
- . . N : N
Is a veli-thourht-out plan dravn WD 2nd imsresced en the minds of regu.ct
hozpital stall and voluntoers as the initizl catastrache ¢2uld Le
pultiplied by hysteria and £roS3 confusicn aft nen=irraciated dnciviiosle :
did Uheir Sezt to aveid belinn contarinated Yy vietiss pashing ta Saeh far asc.
I¢ Wie hospital vesn is ccnnecticed wmih a general air condiiicning system A2
. > : b : * > ~r
. s meaus available to previde 3 dizceannect L3 Trovent gisscminatica C-
radioactive raterial througnout ihe hespl

It is possidle the houpitals and clinicc a0 @
. be soveraly ccataninsied and require cvas
. A panicly citizeary could inflict injuzy en 2
. not present,
. Hom ¢a youw =arsuade pesple to go ab all in tae absence of &Y vigivle ¢
scnisible threal

LT IR ¢

s arca =ight themselves
-

"
"t
o
)
o
<
9
t;
0
0
3
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cminaticon were

Viould evacuses de willing to part fecm their preperty on @ leng=tern tasis?
. Would evacuees want o retumn to the gra2 & segin cleaning w2 vhen hLs S4n
only te dene by drccniaminatiicn crevs? ;
If peopla perceive they Will have Lo Touasn out of the ares Jor 2 vhile,
traffic cengastion may e caused BY seople LTying WO stocr up en foed

. ard gassline.
U811 fa—cers Bevilling

< R 1 - & 1%
\ 1img 40 asbandon thelr Tivesiocl cn @ long-verm vasisl
& < o b ta : ° gl o - 3ay %4 : ' -~
Mzt cznzideraticn has ceen given 0O Fastories and other specia. X ngés ol piAces

.\‘n“at ::._-; - -

-
- .
-

impriscned!
n .\hat proviisns have teen made for Cengressmen's families 1iving in the
. evicuation scne?
Vhat hesnens if a tormado cuts ol encape rsutes?
Do esccze routes sring people clocer 0 R plant?

Radiatien sickmess it net centagisus; one rersen cannct mesdeh® it Irez
another, On the ciher hand, when th2 VST RIS teen cirestly expoted 8 fall-
out--very r=all po ticles of racicacsiive mztorial 2%tached o cusv and oner
matter suizenied in sihe aip == the victim himgell, aleng =+ nis gisininn,y =3

. & "earries?, cazadle of irradiating othar peradnde Sisching Tust Se Temivec
and docontsminased, and She vistim wasaed dovh Lo remove coeizactive cust ITTR
s

- -~
1.4 - - - - %
all skin sursices, othervise he can exgose oihier FEORLSe

s .
Complications ariss when cne congicers the procedure of washin

ing dovm todies
°f Cm}_}:ﬁ.‘;;te: sarsznz, on the vieinlty of 3 large nuclesr piant sgsisens
viiere fissicna prasucts and gases wers? relsased suiside the sLrusture == g
vater supnl) itsals aizhs be esatamiratec. \izter sgurces dmvwamiably SuSTLY
grinking 2n< bathing mater w6 nears tormEniiicc. Comsamimstien ol Tosiis o
“‘ﬂ-cr_‘-i}ll‘oc::.: toth by direct fallsoul &% Ly seg¢sncaly Teagaing of tae
.F‘“ Aalg Into the stireans, . .
cauAmSTeN:  IL appears thet seeple in Wiscensin as well as elsennors
are being acked & Live aexs %0 reactors cf dormwviing 2
. . ryeactors tithout any roal kacrledge ef how te grotocy
i thensalves c- wnat %2 2 0 & emerzencye. 1heYy € ST
kow decontaziaation or evacuatisn FUoCuTuTES.
. . « It 43 ¥nowm that peccle arc neTe able to cegro effeziively
’ when 4nfor—cd, =nd tais lack of imfor=atisn in WizsInilln

4s a repreliensihis anpect of nmelear pover piane
e proliferatione :

. . : .

. ——— . - g



——
-

: . _?- a . r o’ E;b |

Vhy have thece plans bean dene so 4ncpily? The evicence indicateis that
officials are afratd that the rublic weuld panic _r‘ rcf~—c llew the
construc fen eor :;':." cier ts if. evacuatiicn
pians, Ther are afrai : o v2tude of the
hazard invelvad snd decide 2nains: T #eward Tuer of
the.Joan g “mitlee en Atomic Ine Gu ing nuelear sawer

vesprebably the viggest rick, the dIgE cs. single risxk, % any eivilizzticen
has cver taxen,”

The fact thab emergency evacuaiion plans LES regquired and that the
planning and exesuticn of these plans are covercd up and umenforeod reveals
the very greoab cezres of hazaxd sresoated by mueclear poier, 0% the leass
vorriscze sasest of iz preslem is the intenticnal asuse of the darceralll
process that hos Been alleved, on that ils effccts, {=nlicaticns and crnse-
qQuences are 2o immortant and far-resching, the hasard es muglocy power anc b
COVeILp are nove sarwcntoua for the future of cur sysicn ef geovernment Than
Vatergate. The covemn should e ended, The rudlic srauld Se mzde [WIW
avare ¢f the extent of hazards snd 4hen Do given & real chance to acceps oF

in nand.

S 4 " 1~ - . o d - |
reject nuelcar pover with all the facts o8
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LOSURE B

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED
CGHCERNING PIRG PETITION FOR RULE MAKE hG

Fellowing official notice of the petition by the Cormission, commentis
were received in various forms from a number of private citizens, law
fiprs, ubilities, consultants and indusiry interest .groups. Follecwing
a specific request later by the Commission to the States and Fuerto
Rico, comnents were also received from the governors of the States

This enclosure containe a surmary of comments in the follewing orcer:

(a) from the Public, (5) frem utilities, law firms, and censultants,

(c) from other industry interest grours, and (d) frem state governmanis.

The "HOTSS" are staff conmants.

The basic points that were out ined in the letters received frc the
Public are:
a. "I support Rulemaking Petiticn, Decket No. PRM-50-14 requiring
the distribution of plans for evacuating the areas su rrounding
nuclear pewer plants in case of accidents. In additicn, 1 feel

it ic important to have actual test drills.”

"According to the American Physical Sociaty's stucy, a

o

nuclear accident will reguire evacuation out to a distance

of at least 40 miles. A nuclear accident could cause tens

of thousands of casualties, genetic mutat ions, tillicns of
dollars in property damage, long term land znd water contemi-
ation, and cestruction of food procuction on affected land.

Woriable evacuation plans could at Yeast cut down the number

of casualtios.”

EEAJC.L .13




"Illustrations from New York, Massachusetts, Michigan, and
Minnesota show serious deficiencices in evacuation flanning.
As the nation's prime auclear regulatory authority, the
Commission has an obligation to act. According to Commission
regulations, a facility should not be operating unless the
licensee, in its Safety Analysis Reports and later amendments,
accurately represents to the Commission that licensce and
governmental emergency plans are satisfactory by Cormission
standards. Yet, pleuts lackinpg satisfactory emergency planning
are presently in cperaticn. Petitioners’ proposed regulations
offer a first step toward bringing emergency planning up to
standards. Requiring the £iling of the fully detailed plans
will permit closer scrutiny. Mandating public notificaticn and
limited drills involving the public will elicit citizen input
and will force licensees and government officials to test the
effectiveness of their plans before the stakes escalate."
", ,.without decent planning at either the state Or federal
level, the public sheuld, at the very least, be given a chance
to protect themselves. The Rulemaking Petiticen provides thex
with this chance by infor=ing cach {ndividual bousehold of the'
protective acticns they can take. Furthermore,
such in’ ‘ezsed awareness will undoubtedly lead to revicws and
question. g of the adequacy of local plans and demands for their

improvement.

Evee 2



"By requiring that the plan (or an approved facsimile) be dis-
tributed to 40 miles, many of the possible affected citizens will
receive protection. At the present time, according to Purple's
letter, the range on low population zones extends from 0.68 miles
to 10 miles. The Rasmussen report, however, states that the
lethal effects of radiation could extend 10 to 15 miles dovmwind,
and assumes evacuatiocn will take place at least 20 niles dowvn-
wind. According to a study done by the American Physical Society
a nuclear accident will require evacuation ocut to a distance of
at least 40 miles from the plant. Neither this nor the NRC's own
report are reflected in establishing the limits of the LPZ's. In
the case of the Maine Yankee LPZ no planning has taken place

1
beyond the 6 mile radius.

‘Horeover, by distributing plans to citi-
zens in a &40-mile radius, fear and possibly panic could be miti-
gated. Advanced warning through these plans would inform those
citizens not downwind that they need not worry, for indeed all
citizens will hear evacuaticn notices broadcast over radic anc

W
p 3

"Concerning the issue of annual drills involving specific sectors

of the 40 mile circle, we strongly believe such drilils are worth=

while and necessary cxercises. Drills for state and local agencles

Ence 8



st TVA plants in Alabama and at tire nuclear plant in Monticello,
Minnesota showed emevrgency plans for those plants to be a failure.
A mere communications network drill for the Vermont Yankee plant
in Vernon, Vermont was also a failure. If drills involving
officials whc are supposedly informed and who would be directing
hundreds and possibly thousands of uninformed citizens are failures,
what faith can we put in the actual plans and public response and
reaction to them? Annual drills are required for nuclear plant
personnel. By the same token, and judging from past experience,
such drills should also be required yearly for local officials and
members of.:hc general public. Only by drills will we leara of

the adequacy of evacuation plans."



- COMMENTS OF UTILITIES, LAW FIRMS AND CONSULTANTS

A number of UTILITIES LAw Fiems AnD ConterTANTS A3
dndh otlir st T L W—a‘“
well as TVAAprovidad comments on the petition. All of these concluded

that the petition should be denied. A summary of these conments follows.

Commonwealth Edison

With regard to actual evacuation of the public during drills, we are convinced
that the additional hardship associated with the mass novement of the public
weuld far outweigh any conceivable benefit. We do believe that training and
drills involving the licensee and responsible public agencies '.ow being cen~-

ducted regularly are desirable.

with regard to distribution of safety analysis reports or parts thereof within
a radius of 40 miles frca a nuclear power plant, it is hard to believe that
the propesal is seriously advanced as a mode of increasing public safety.
Indeed, it shows clearly that the purpose of the relief sought by the petition
is simply to prcmote the enti-nuclear policy positions the intervencrs are

adopting.

> é?ﬁ/CJ_ EB



Northeast Utilities vhich 4ncludes

Connecticut Light and Pouer Co.

Hartford Electric Light Co.

Western Massachusetts Electric Co.

Holyoke Water Power Co.

Northeast Utilities Service Co.
It is not statutorily or historically within the province of privately and
publicly osned corperations to plan or conduct public evacu;:ic:s;_ra:he:
public evacuation is rightfully the respensibility of state and local eiil
preparedness and lav enforcement officials. liowever, 1IRC licensees are alzzady

oblizatcd to cooperate {n such evacuation p'ans and voluntarily do so.

Information regarding amergency plans is already on file iu public document
roome. Dissemination of plans raguested by the petitioners would lead to
public uncertainly and confusion, as well as hinder, if not render impossidle,
reasoned juvdgment €N what constitutes an emergc&cy or a disaster level

requiring area widDe €&uvA CYATICN |,

There is a definite ha=ard to the health ard safety of the public in con-
ducting an evacuation drill, The hazard is simply not justified in 14ght of

the low statistical probability of a major recactor accident.

The proccdures requested by the petitioners are not recuired for other
potential hazards having far greater probabilities of occurrence.

Omaha Public Pourer District

We arc in agreement with the corments submitted by the {im of LeBoeuf, lamd,

‘ 4534¢‘. >




Leiby & Maclae of November 14, 1975

Rochester Gas and Eleetric Cornoration

We are in general agreement with the comments submitted Ly LeBocuf, Lamd, Leidby
and Maclac . In addéition ve believe that the suggestions of the
petitioners are unrcasonablé and unnecessarye. Existing rules provide £or the

necessary €leonibility in energency planning.

It appears that the petition and the recommendations made therein were
designed for the nurcose of Jarassment and with the recognition that implemen-
tation thereof would be likely to create a distarted impression of the risks

of nuclear poveT. .

Southern California Zdison Co=nany

Offsite cmevgency ITesponse is generally rezarded to be +he responsidbility

of state and local entities and agencies having jerisdiction with respect tO

arcas surrounding a auclear site. Emergency response jurisdiction in Cali-
{ornia has been vested by law in the GCovernor. Emergency plans have been

developed in California with guidance provided by Federal agenciese.
The actions sought Ly petitioners would at best be redundant and at worst tend

to confuse and complicate {mplementation by agencies having jurisdictieon and

should, thercfore, be rejected.

Enct B



Stanford Research Tnstitute (Consultants) oun behalf of

Cleveland Flectric Illuminating Co.
puque=ne Light Co.

Indiana & Michigan Power Co.

Kansas Gas and Clectric Co.
Northern States Power Co.

Ohio Edison Co.

Toledo Edison Co.

Union Electric Co.

Wisconsin Electric Power Co.

1t is our belief that while evacuation planning and command sersonnel exercices
are useful measures for insuring the success of actual emergency evacuaticns;
that instructing citizens regarding evacuation procedures is at best only
marginally useful, not clearly cost-effective and possibly countcr-productive
if response flexibility is restricted; and that drills of evacuation plans
involving civilian participation are unnecessary and most likely counter-
productive. We believe that current Federal requirecents and programs
represent a well-thought-out effort at interagency coordination which is fully

adequate to the need of nuclear disaster preparedness.

Tennessee Valley Authority (Chattanooga)

TVA participated in the Atomic Industrial Forum review of the petiticn and
fully supports the response submitted by the AIF and agrees that the subject

rulemaking is neither necessary nor justiiied.

g



Yankee Atomic Electric Comnanv

We feel the proposed amendments would inproperly rcpresent the public health
protection role cf a nuclear power plant emergency plan, would unduly alarm
the general publi~, and could not be implenented because of jurisdictional
econflicts. It is our view, therefore, that the petition for rulemzking

consideration should he denied.

Atomie Industrial Forum, Inc.

In considering overall risk to the public, due consideration should be given
to the risk contributiocn of nuclear power plants as compared with other natura
and man-made disasters when considering the degree of preparation requirad.
The radiclogical emergency response slans of states and local governments

be
should coordinate’ with andAmade a part of, or annex to, the general emer

e
gency

response plan.

Measurcs beyond those expended for other potential disasters should not de
{mposed for postulated nuclear accidents, vhich do not contribute siznili-

cantly to risk.

In swmary, it is cencluded that the emergency slanning requirements in

10 CF2 Part 50 and cempanion guidelines, in comjunction with the ¢



design bases for nuclear power plants that are required through [IRC Staff
licenzing review and the "defense in depth" approach previde measures *hich
present low risks to the public. Through this integrated process, reﬁuire-
ments for public safety are met. Disproportionate attention has already bzen
focused on the relative importance of planning for nuclear incidents as
opposed to other potential disasters of hi;hcé ris®:.and, {n this regazd,

the {mpact-value considerations noted hersein do not peint to the need for

{solating and dirccting further attention to this specific risk, We therefore

contend that the subject rulemaking is not necessary or Justificd.

Babecock & 'lilcex

The petition for public evacuation is an obviocus ploy by the PIXC to deliver
a harsh blew to the nuclear industry. The disturbing impact on residents would

serve to conpletely alienate the general public from the nuclear industrcy.

The petition appears to be yet another attempt to mcke the nuclear incdustry
Jlay by rules different from the norm. The petition should not be considered
until such time as it has been applied to all eredible "major imecidents”

(including natural) that have a higher probadbility of occurrende.

Finally, the petition requirement to "instruct citizens in public evacuatien
procedures" is impractical. This would only serve to cause mass confusion
without results. Rather, the training of eritical groups (police, fire
departments, hospitals, National Guard, etc.) is a preferred and universally
employcd methed of handling crergency situstions.

jo



Council on Snersy Indeneadence (Chicage)

‘bo are opposed to any amendments which would require such extensive evacuation
drills as called for in the petition. We do believe that instructions explain-
{ne what emergency safcty steps should be taken by citizens in case of an

accident should be made available to the public.

At the present time there exists within the regulatory; framework 2 means for
conducting periodic drills for the purpose of evaluating euergency evacuztien
plans, The N2C and other government agencies have given due consideration to

the need to develop and implement evacuation procedures.

In light of the safety record of the nuclear {ndustry and the low probability

of an accident which would nacessitate any such evacuation of the publie,

{t would appear that there exists no justification for the externsive evace
vation plans called for in the petition. IMoreover, at this time there e:xists no
mandate which would require the public to participate in such extensive evac-
uyation. In addition, the public has expressed no concern for the need to
develop and implement such entensive procedures nor has there been given any
{ndicaticn that the sublic weuld be willing to take part in such annual
evacuaticns. In fact, some individuals and businesses, etc., may well be
diametrically opposed to such participation. lany may fcel that 'shatever »otentia
benefits arec to be derived from such participation are far outireighed by the
loss of tinme and revenues which may have a significant adverse cffect on the

community.

i
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Information concerning what steps are to be taken by the public 4in case of

“an actual cvacuation chould be made available to the public. Such {information
should be made available only upon requests £rom concerned citizens, bucinesses,
etc. located vithin the low population zonc. Such information should contain
gencral statements and list those agencies that the public can contact, in
case of an actual émer;ency, for specific {nformation on evacuation measures.
Such distributed information should include a discussion of probabilicy for
the need of such an evacuation as well as the nunber of actucl evacuations
that have taken place at other licensed nuclear facilities, Notice should

be given by the utility that such {nformztion is available. Such notice
should be given anauzlly and could de distributed with an electric dill.

We believe that the subject rulenmaking is neither necessary nor justilied.

LeBocuf, Lamb. Leidv & MacRae (Law Offices)

In our opinion, NO uscful purnose would be scrved by the subject rulemaiting

proceeding.

Our expericnce has been that NRC (ASC) Licensing Boards have consistently
upheld the adequacy of emergency plans which do not provide for such
planning actions as proposcd by petitioners. They have done soO not because
of constraints in the regulaticns, “ut rather on the merits, even after
consideration of contentions to the contrary. Witnesses for the statce
having responcibility for off-site protective action in an example of such
contentions before a Licencing Board tostified that the use of advance

writtcn instructions would be unreliable and might be self{-defeating, and that

(
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there {c a neced to preserve fleuibility in responsec. Advance i{nctructiens
_ could well result in members of the public taking the entirely Uteng'ac:ion
for the particular circumstances. The need to preserve flexibility in
choosing among the substantial number of differing protcctive actions
which should be available in an emergency has been reaffirmed in an EPA

hanusl on the subject (EPA 520/1-75-001).

Thus, the coatention that the preposed actions are an indispensable part of
an effective emergency plan has been considered on its merits and rejectec.
No basis appears in PIRG's petition to justify reopening these questions on
a generic level. Emergency planning is an important subject and should bte

given continuing attention, but the recommendaticas of PI2C do not warrant

treatment in a rulemaking contést in the light of existing adjudicatory

rulings.

COIMEI TS F20ii STATES AND PUIRTO RICC

Assecific request was made to the

each state and Pucrto Rico for comments on the petition,

As a result, coments were veceived feasy 35 states and Puerte ieco. wnil

~

lesters veve received from tuo states (Connerticut and orth Yaliota) f-digatine

R .
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MARGINAL MOTES ARE FOR IK:ORMATION OF REVIEJERS, NOT TO BE IN FINAL

The New Jerscy Comnents are verbatim, take care not to chan;

e or cdit

>
Lo

NOTE

that the request would be answered by state agencies, no comments were
received., One state governor folt that the state was in no position to offer

coments (lyeming).

- .

.-

NOTES: There were no comments received from other Federal agencies encep

TVA which i{s included above.

- - - - - - —

Because of the ccmprehensiveness of the comments from llew Jc:sev.aﬁd the
fact that shat state's comments reflect quite well the combined (omments
of other states responding, the cc-m»nts froam wew Jersey ace listec

€irst in their entirety, verdatim. Tt commants are 2lieved to b2 an
excellent summary of governors' comments. A surmary of othas comments by

o

state follow those cf lew Jersey.

New Jerscev

e ——
We are basically in agreement with ¥IIG's resolvae to promote the dis-
semination of emergency preparecness {information and to conduct prepared-

LA

ness drills., We also believe that the MNuclear Regulatory Commissicn has_.a

special duty to reduce the possibility of nuclear incidents by reviesing

and comnenting on emergency plans.

However, ve take exception to PIRC's approzch to public discussion and
pubiic education and their views regarding full-scale or even large-scals

public drills.

14 :

- —
v aw 8D



PUBLIC D2ILLS

We belicve that the most important elements in gauging the effectivencss
of an cmergercy plan is to measure the ability of. the Decision lMaker to
exercise control throughout the course of an emergency and to insure that
all supporting elements are properly coordinated in response to changing
_requirements. Th: 1bility to communicate {z the key to adequate feedbazk

concerning the course of response actions and changing accident paramolers.

The speed and acguracy of accident assessment, the time it tzkes to warn
the entire target populaticn after the tnitial decisicn, the alerting

of supporting element cemmanders, the mobilizazion of support force
workers and eguisment, the time requireag Lo warn residents, and the time
required to remove them {rom the emergency area are all essential slarenis
of an evacuation response. Mot all of these can be tested simultanec—siy.
Some of them are virtually untestable., If any valid judgements are %o b2
made regarding tha workability of a planm, drills should be designed to
force an interaction of all these elements. Obviocusly, there is no poOs-

Sibility of staging such drills.

The problem area of least concern is the actual movement of pecple - the

B
.
.

one element that is alsc the most difficult to test and the one that w

probably be the least productive in terms of gauging public safety.

A number of objections to public evacuation can be idercified on the dasis

of co.t, risk, public cooperatien, and feaszibility.
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Cost = Because there is the possibility of accidents during a test evace-
uvation, provicions must be made for public casualty insurance. Since sublic
safety is a function of government, and since public emergency plans are
developed and administered by goverameat, the cost of insurance should
properly be absorbed by government. This is a situation'that would pre-

vaill for evacuation drills involving any type of cmergency and the main

reason that such drills are avoided.

1f such drills could be sanctioned, loss of gocds and services by evacuces
could be controlled by judic.ous selecticn of sectors %o be evacuated.

However, this type of control could detract €ron the results of the drill,

Risk - If the fecsibility of evacuation drills isc accepted, they should not
be undertaken #ny farther than necassary. It is hoped that the outer limit
of evacuation would be bzased on a realistic dose commitment rather than
action guidelines with a built-in safety factc~., If the risk attributadla
to movement approaches the order of risk from 2 specified radiation einpo-

gure, other countermeasurcs would then be advisable.

From the point of view of public safety, there chould be a distinction
botieen evacuation radii and radii for dissemination of special inmstructiion
{n situations where evacuation is not warranted. Ixpericnce shows that
casualties resulting directly from an evacuation will increase im proporiion
to increasing population density. Under certain accident conditions, this
may require the Decision liaker to accept a caleulased risk by shriniking the

zone of cvacuaticn,
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PUBLIC EDUCATICH

A utility may ~dvise and possibly even influence a decision affecting
public resronse but it has no authority to decide or force public action.
This responsibility belongs to government. Covernment cannot vacate it.
It follows that government alone is responsible for e:xplaining its own
actions. . }

Government may ask the Utility to act in its behalf in several respectis.

It may ba proper for the Utility to explain the technical basis fér actions
affecting public response. It may even be expedient for local govern-
ments to accept the responsibility for a Utility's emergency reccrmens

dations. But it would be foolhardy for govermment to allow any private

o

agency to interfere in the planning process or in the execution of thes

plans.

In States that have no professional emergency planners, it may be co%-
venient to reguest a Utility or its censultants to draft putlic emergency
response plans. But even in this circumstance, government will still have
the respensibility to decide on courses of action and to accent the respea-
eibility for decisions. 1In cffect, gcverrment becomes respensible for
these plans rezardless of the expertise of consulting services or the

comments of any reviewers.

Sinece the Utility can neither centrol nor pass judgement on pudlic
emergency plans, the PSAR or FSAR is not, in our epinien, the place for
documentation of public response regquirements. The professional agency

of government responsible for the develorment and coordinatio: of sublic

&
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Cooperation = The biggest problem in attempting drill evacuations i{s to

.

enlist the cooperation of the public and to induce government to back the
venture with full support. Widespread public apathy to active participation

{n disaster drills is well known.

The public will cpénly discuss and will take part in any procedures for

" gelf-protection when they decide that the measures are necded and the actions
are convenient, There must be a serious concern for the dangers {nvolved
before the public will censent to any perscnal or collective invelvament.

The concera for a class 9 accident 2411 have %o equal or exceed that
associated with natural disasters.

Conditicning the public, as PIRG points cut, is an important step in 3
successful evacuation, However, there is a real danger in conditioning

the public to a leweprobability aceident while higher probability risks

are practically ignored.

Feasibility - To the professional planner, sector evacuation may te

™

regarded as a convenient tool to be converted to warnings to an affected
population within a political jurisdiction. This conversion should Se
made by the Decision lMaker. PIRC is apparently concernad with evacuations
conducted by sectors. Tals leads to {rmoediate difficulties, Fer exzmple,
what mcasufes can be taken to constrain a resident within earshot of a led
Sector when the Red Sector is ordered to move. Or what systen of pubdlic

signals can be devised to distinguish betireen sectors,

7
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emergency plans i{s the only agency that has the right to officilally publish
and distribute these cmergency plans. Since ceversy State has a respousible
ageney for this purpose, a possible solution to the problem of coordinating
the Utility's and the Public's respons.it.llity for reactor licensing ould
be to require an agreement betwcen the State and the Utility committiny the
State to develop a quate plans to meet Utllity deadlines once the State

formally consents . the granting of a construction permit.

PUBLIC IIiFORL.TION

Public response plans arc essentially a delincation of respomsibilities
of the forces and agencie: assigned to assist the public (who does whet, when,

-

and *icie)e Indivicduzls should not be burdened with infermaticen writtizan

(0]
tHy

or
the instruction of groups charged with their welfzre, no more than the
public depends cn the knouledge of Police Operation Orders for assurance

of safety.

Dissemination of information about evacuation plans for a reactor accident
i{s reasonatle. 3ut ir implics that the same must be dene for all the rore
probable emergencies resulting from fived hazards. This would logiczlly

require a study of the rclative probability of cll possible fiined locatisn
~isks so that appropriate evacuation plans can be developed as a widespread

acceptance of the nction of pudblic protection.

19
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Alabama
It is agreed that a general evacuation plan is nececssary, but we questicn
the appropriatcnoss of a detailed plan as it may 1imit response tO

sitvations that may actually occur.
In many cases cvacuation is not the protective measure of choice.

Mo benefit is seen frem evacuation of people as a drill, Experience in
evacuations throughout the U. S. because of chemical hazards has indlcated
that actual evacuation through drills is uanececsarye Emergency procecures
should not be limited to nuclear facilities but sheuld provice for non-

- radiation hazards as well. Plans should be *ested and {instructions dis-
seninated, hovwever.

It is suggested that NRC provide grants to states and local geovernments
shortly after constructien permits are {ssued to provide emergsncy olans

to meet unique needs of each site.

It is suggested that an {nflexibile system of guides, regulations, etc.,

be avoided.

E;NCJ. 13



No commente from Arkansas were recelived

Alaska

The development of emergency evacuation plans and their dissemination to the
public should be a part of licensing procecdures. Plans should be revicwed
and updated with local officials and the public at large. The extent to
which drills involving the public are actually necessary shpuld be handled

on a case-bv-case basis. Regular drills involving the public may be

unnecessary ot {mpractical.

Arizona

Under Arizona law it does not appear that physical evacuation {s enforceadble,

perticularly in drills ard exore) ses, It is assumed that large numbers of

pecple would net or could not cooperalc.

How could evacuated areas be protected from vandalism and looting short of

' Naticnal Guard protection?

Who would pay for the costis and assume the lisbility? Accidents, burglaries,

< -

acts of violence, etc., would be associated with drille which would also regul

W

just compensation. who would pay for training of hospitals and paramedics?

Tha {nclusion of an Armed Forces {nstallaticn in drills could affcct naticnal

security.

Disscmination of information concerning an alert and cvacuation te the public
could cause undue alam which could be detrirmental in itself. alsy, evac-
wation i{n case of a auclear accident may not be the proper protective

proccdurece. Should sinilar exercises be conducted for dams?

-2}
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California
The pctition proposes problems that would seriously affect local goverament

and the licensec.

Conducting exercises involving citizens around a licensee's property is absurd.
The local government has the basic resp01sibility fcr providing plans,
training, and conducting exercises, but may not be willing or able to provide
the services a licensce may require for carrying out an exercise as proposed.
Financing emergency planhing poses a problem also, since whether by gaxation

or licensee costs the consumer will bear the cost.

The licensee is in no position to direct suzh operatiosns without local
government and popular cooper tion which may not be forthcoming which may

result in no choice except to cease cperation.

Evacuation may not be the best means of protection; The petiticn considers

no other measures.

Dissemination of emergency planning infornation by a licensece could be mace
in the same envelope as bills as is other information under current practica.
Colorado

The requirement for issuing emergency {astructions, by the nature of those
{nstructions, tends to build false fears in the minds of the general public
as to the recal need for such instructions. Ia many caces these false feoars

are worse than the real dangers.
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No comments from Delevare were received.

When the risks encounterecd by practicing the evacuations are orders of
magnitude greater than the tisk# from which the evacuation is protecting,
the practice evacuations are counter-productive. Tests of notification
systems, organization plans, and verification of plans would be far more

productive, and would not disrupt normal operations.

Dirtribution of instructions to each houschold perhaps 1 = 5 miles from a
facility would be advisable along with an opportunity of residents to
discuss the situation., Dissemination through the public media is an

excellent idea and should be required.

The conduet of actual evacuation drills is impractical. Actual evacuaticn
of homes aad businesses should not bde required. 'Mock" evacuation would be

more realistic Sut only out to a distance of 5 miles in a 30-degree scctcor.

Licensees should not be required to issue the FSAR descridbing evacuation
plans to the general public. Evacuation plans could be made available through

public meeting places, schools, libraries, and the news media.

Florida

The most-significant objection to the proposal involves the imposition of
a regulation which reguires applicants to conduct 2 physical evacuation of
people. An applicant coes not appear to have a legal right to recuire

pecople to evacuate in a non-cmergency situation,




The health, social, and cconomic impact of cvacuaticn of about 100 squarc miles
containing a significant population density would be considerable. To consider
doing this on an annual basis would appear to {rpose a much greater risk than
any demonstrable rick from the facility. This could cause the actual evac-
uwation of over 1 million people. The detrimental effects of such an exercise

are beyond reasonable thinking.

The criteria assumed for the need to evacuate regions by the American Physical
Society as stated by petitioners {s questionable with regard to the sectar
proposed to Le evacuated. The recctor core {nventory appears tO be an order
of magni . de lower than the material required to produce the hypethetical

case of the petition.

The requirements for digsemination of information and training of certain
persons is now effectively being done by the regulatory agencies of Florica.
The Florida Radiolegical Emergency Plan is effectively tested at least

annually «t each facility.

The impositicn of the arbitrary regulation is urgently opposed. The

requircments are not in the public interest.

GCeorzia
The necessity for further restrictions in the form of zmended regulations
cannot be ascertained, unless it is proven by competent asecarch that

substantiated risk i3 {avolved which would affcet workers ard other

citizens residing within a L0-mile radius of a fixed nuclear facilicy.

' Ence 13
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No commente from Idaho were received.

We are opposzed to the proposed regulations unless factual information from

-

nuclear experts prove them to be essential.

The Georgia Emergency and Disaster Operations Plan is currently being revised
and all possible hazards will be considered to ascure the best possible

approach to cope with such incidents.

Hawaii

Plant drills and plant cvocuaticn are the direct responsibility of the
licensee or applicant. The control and direction of the ponulace outsice

the facility are the rasponsibility of local or state governuent. Cutsice
the facility, the facility manager chould serve as a consultant to the public

safety officials.

Perhaps the facility manager should “e required to finance the develosment and

di-tribution of instructions, the cost of drills, and periodic updating.

The question of liability during drills should b= addresscd.

Illinois

We agree that the public should be informed of plans for evacuation, but
we think the plan must be made by local governmentia cooderation with the
facility and selected Statc departments. We perceive that testing public

evacuation with exercises would be too expensive to merit consideration.

A 40-mile radius from the facility for distribut.oa of emergency instruc~

- ! L
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tions is much too great. For Illinoi; {nstallations the area would include
the densest populations, would éross staté borders, and would make planning
almost i{mpossible. Also, citizens of Illinois have successfully evacusted
several areas without incident even though no evacuaticn plan existed. For

these recasons we believe a five to seven mile radius would be sufficient.

I
\

Dissemination of information through cducational sources and the public
media is an excellent idea, but in addition information could be dissen-
{nated with the electric bill and detailed informatica given to radic
and telavision stations covering the area. Upon implementation of an

evacuation the media could be provided the detailed instructions.

With regard to evacuatien drills, small drills for control personnel might
be feasible but the expenses of a real drill would be excessive. Also,
the the nmatters of security for evacuated areas would be of importance as

would accidents during a government ordered drill.

With regard to submission of a report to the HRC, a report concernininy the
difficulties identified during control personnel drills prerared and

discussed by participants would be much more useful,

The petition is unacceptable for the reasons stated above.

Indiana

Regulations currently in existence with the NRC are more than adequate 2
protcet the public. Emergeucy planning provisions are included as an adjunct
to the overall "defense in depth" approach to design and licensing. The N2C
has developed regulations for emergency nlanaing that justif{ 1 finding of

wreasonable assurance"” that the public health and safety i:s protected.
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It is our view that distribution of cmcrscncf plans for evacuation, etc.,

4s a statc and local government responsibility, not a utility responsibility.
Plans can be effectively exercised and tested without full-scale implemen«
tation of a pepulation scector. Normal operating experience in the past has

oh&wn this to be true in government, as well as in private industry.

It nust be considered that evacuation mus:i be taken into account from both
standpoints of aaditional danger to the public from the test evacuation ftsell

and from the eccnomic, social, and enployment costs perspective.
We conterd that the subject rule-making is not necessary or -justified.

o

We are reluctant to conduct actual public evacuation drills., Such drills
would tend to stercotype or pattern a response which is undesireable because
of the multitude of variables in an actua. radiation incident. The stat-

- wtory authority for the state to enforce an evacuation is questionadle, and
the lezal liabilities for injury contracted during a drill would have to be
pre-affixed. The conduct of an evacuation drill would place » £inancial

burden on state and local gevernments.

The information in the PSAR, FéAR, and State Radiation Plan should be made
available to interested {adividuals. These are available at a public lidbrary
near each nuclear facility. also, the state agency respensible for emergency
preparcdness informatioen, planning, and review should be publicized as a

convenient source of information for intcrested parties.

17 =
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f%c changes proposed go beyond actual requirements for public safcty necar a
fixed nuclear facility. It is agreed that there is a need for instructions
iﬁdlcating what emergency steps the citizen should take in case of a nuclecar
{ncident and that the licensee should be responsible for disseminating this

{nformation through educational sources and the public media. It is not agreed

ehat a licensce should Le required to conduct public drills.

The establishment of a fixed radius of 40 miles‘for the disscmination of
information and conduct of drills is inappropriate. The potential danger

areas should be determined on a case-by-case basis.

Kentucky

The recuircment for the development of plans is sound, but it is suggested
that the proposed regulations be specifically modified to require joint
plan development by apprepriate agenciles.

-

The requirement for dissemination of the emergency plans through the nevs

media is very desirable.

The requirement of the proposed regulations that actual population evac-
uation be undertaken vearly in minimun sectors i{s extreme, and potentially
dangerous. Such drills will disrunt industry, commerce, and normal social
activities in substantial arecas and may affect large numbers of people.
Disregarding the signifizant cost that sue' evacuations would place on all
elements of the local cconomy, the eisk to lives s unaccentably high

unless justified by an izminent threat to a greater number of lives,
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The mass movement of people in all states of health and a mobilizatien of
virtually every vchicle in an area malie aceidents, injury, and death teo
probable. In addition, the residual nced for security and logistical
support are not justified, despite the potential benefits that might be

derived from practice drills.

The propesed regulations requiring a Licensece to include emergency plans

and associasted implementation procedures in the FSAR is desiratle.

Kentucky

We are in generél agreement with the proposed amendment; hesrever, we
recormend that careful consideration be given to any practice run of an
evacuation plan since even these practices involve certafn risks to

property and life.

Louisiana

It is quite evident to all concerned that extensive emeIrgency planning
provisions are already required by NRC. These emergency plan provisions
{nvolve interfaces among Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as

the utilities., These plans are appropriate to each site.

Dissenmination of information as grososed within a radius of 40 miles scems
highly iz ractical. Concentraticn of this effort should b2 made within the

low=-population :one, cortainly not 40 miles out.
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No Comments from Maine were reccived.

With regard to the reguest that’actual evacuation drills be conducted, it is
felt that impact-value considerations of thé evacuation must be taken into
account from both standpoints of additional danger to the public from the
test evacuation itself and from economic, social, and employment costs
perspective. Also, in the unlikely event of a nuclear inecident, cvacuation

probably would not be the protective measure of choice.’

Tests and excrcises will be carried out on an annual basis by both utility and

the State to cest timing, cormunications, procedures, and egquizment,

We fcel that prescat regulaticns and guides alrezdy sufficiently provide

for public safety.

HMarvland

e e

‘he
Current plans in Maryland provide for7warning of an accident or incident in
AS welLL As
the plant,evacuation as may be regquired,Amonitoring, and health care. The
plan is tested annually, but tests do not {nclude 2ctual evacuation of the

resident pepu. .tion. Tests indicate that the plans are adequate.

Variaticns of possible incidents that could endanger people would call

L)

different reactions. The most severe accident might eventually endanger
people within a 40-mile radius; however, sufficient time would be available
{n such a case for intcnsive monitoring and warning well 4{n advance of a

critical time.

A practice cvacuation would raise serious problems; traffic sccidents, ar-on,
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burglary, etc. who would be liable? Also, would such practice alerts

and movements cause undue concern by the citirzens so affected? Are the
dangers of a plant actually so great? Also, {t is doubtful that a local

or state gpovernment could order a forced practice evacuation of persons {rom

their homes.

There are serious doubts of the wisdom of accepting any of the proposed

changes to the regulations.

fassachusetts

Dissenination of emergency prepcredness infermation is already being deone

in Massachusetts. I agree that we can and should do more. However, I do

not feel that the approach presented by PIRG is a sound method of achieving
} S

this goal. Responsibdility in thie regard lies with the State.

The impractibility of conducting large-scale public evacuation drills as
suggested by PIXG raises very sericus logistical problems. aAn evacuztion
drill cenducted within a 40-mile radius would involve hundreds ef thousands
of people. 1 am not sure what would be gained ‘n terms of emergency pre-
parcdness by such drills. In fact, I fear that such a drill would cause

serious disruption and would endanger public safety.

It {s agrecd that all relevant state and lecal officials conduct frecguent
evacuation exercices to ensure coordircation and cffectiveness in the cz:ce

-

of an enmergency.
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We recormend that the PIRG petition not be adopted. Ve fcel that respon-

sibility for cmergency preparedness should rest with state authorities.

We believe the puolic participation in such drills would be very counter-

productive.

Michigan
Public evacuation plan distribution should not bde the obligation of utility
companies. Develogment, implementation, education, and éistribution are the

-

proper responsibility of state and local governmentse.

Prior education could increase the lildiheed of a successful evacuaticn,
but dissemination of detailed plans to the public would almost certainly
be counter-productive. The variable nature of nuclear incidents mitigates
against the possibility of prior decision making. Contrary to saving
scores of lives, discemination of detailed complex plans could result in
{ncreased unnecessary casualties caused by misinterpretaticn of complex

and variable conditions.

Risk-benefit censiderations does not {ndicate a need for a rule. It has
been reported that the fatality probability from a major peacetime fnuclear

{ncident is 10,000 tizes less likely than for any other man-caused incidents.

3V
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Cost effectiveness of the proposed rule also appears to be unfavorable.

fio cost will Le borne by the consumer, with little probability of benefit.

The proposed 40-mile radius is excessive. Accidents, while of extremely low-
probability, may require no evacuation or evacuations of an extrenmely limited

area close to the plant.

Our analyses indicate that evacuation drills are likely to be more hazardcus

than the nuclear incidents. Such drills are not in the public interest.

Minnecsota

Experience has shown that in emergency situations the best instructions ars
short and simple. Use of the electromic media can be most effective in such
situations. The p;blic is generally prepared for the course of acticn because
of the well-publicized Civil Defense Program. The proposed requirement that

detailed plans be disseminated appeirs to be impractical.

Although there is no question that state and lccal agencies must have the
capability to conduct evazuation of the public when it is nccessary, the
nuclear fu-'lity does not have the authority to order an evacuation. A
Federal regulation requiring a facility to conduct an evacuatien drill anpears

to viclate this line of authority.

We Lelieve that protection of the public from potential hazards from nuclear
facilitics w .11 be best achieved Dy effoctive state o crgency planaing in
cooperation with nuclear facilities, not by Federal regulations requiring

evacuation drills.
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Mississippl

. The propozals for informing the public are commendable., llowever, the
requested distribution of sections of the PSAR or FSAR which discuss

public evacuation plans is guestionable.

The annual producticn and distribution of public {nformation materials could
be astrononical, which would ultimately be passed on to consumers. These
citizens are already burdened with tax dollars in support cf State agencies

which will respond to incidents.

The 40-mile radius requirement will, under our present sopulation, involve
one-third of our citizens. With this and other considerations it would De
unreasonable to distribute the PSAR within a 40-mile radivs. However, one
page of general instructicns for evacuation of residents within a 5-10 =ile
radius for each establishment should be provided. These instructions
should be prepared by state government and dissemineted through normal

‘media outlets, ETV and the Civil Defense Public School Programs.

With regard to actual public evacuation drills, one must consider the
Lenefit-risk ratio, the cost-benefit ratio and legal consequences. I

am concerned about the sources of funds required..hcvcver, annual exer-
cises should and must be held to insure the validity of plans and that nevw

emercency services personnel are fully aware of the roles they play in the

plans.

The term "sizgnificant population” must bde specifically defined in order to

avoid misunderstandingse.

i .
'3 : ENCe

>



Micsourd :

Examination of the rcgquested addL:LOn to 10 CFR Part 50 indicates that tie
goal of the petitioners is to close most of the existing nuclear pover
plants in this country and prevent construction of any new plants, except

{n the most remote areas.

The requirement for annual public evacuation drills is without precedent
{n this country. In the State of Missouri, the authority tc compel
evacuations, even in emergency situations, does not exist. To require

public utility to conduct such wide-ranging exercises is absurc.
The ressonsibilities for off-site planning for the protection of the citi:c
{s a primary duty of civil authority and this authority cannot be removed

by administrative rule-making and assigned cutside of government.

It is therefore recormmended that you deny the petition.

35 -
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Montana

The NRC could bes. insure proper contingency planning for nuclear pover
plants and assurance of those plans being properly tested and disseminated by
(1) providing uniform guidelines for use by state agencics; (2) providing
financial assistance to state and loca. agencies for planning, training,
testing, and exercising; (3) providing technical assistance; and (4) eontinuing
appropriate research and development and keeping states informed of new
deveclopments. Included should be nuclear waste disposal and transportation

of nuclear wastes.

With this support, it is felt that the states within their own disaster Tesgonse

plans could provide for the safety of their citizens,

Nebraska

We believe that the section of the petition which requires emergency prepared-
ness drills and includes evacuation of people from designated areas is not
reasonable or warranted. Detter results are possible with a simulated d&rill
of the specific area of involvement and'con:ac: with the public by local

officials. The evacuation of people in a simulated accident exercise would

have limited value.

The State Civil Defense Agency does not agree with the prososed rule. Plans
have been developed and eiercises have been conducted, but not actual evac-
uation although inhabitants in close proximity to plants have been contacted

and advised of plans and listed in 2n annex to the plane.
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Yo cormiencs from Nevada were received.

from Ney York were received.

No corments

b

from North Dakota were received.

o comments

It would appear that actual public evacuation drills would cause more confusion

ard logistical problems in a non-crisis cituation.
We believe our planning for this contingency is adequate.

New Hamnshire

It appears that certain items in the petition, viz. distributing of emergency
instructions to the public, dissemination of this informatien by public media,
and conduct of public evacuation drills, are inappropriate to regulate by
emendnent of 10 CFR Part 50, These points, if indeed valid at all, are
matters of public health and safety and are therefore within the purview of
the individual states. Neither the licencee nor the NRC has any jurisdiction

{n these matters beyond plant bouncaries.
The inappropriateness of the above naturally renders inappropriate that
portion of the petition which would make these items preresuisite to

{ssuance of a license or amendment.

Morth Carolina

We agree that instructicns should be issued to the public, and through the use
of educational sources and the public media., However, such actions must be
linited co a reasonable distance from the nuclear facility. ‘le do nmot cencus
with the 40-mile planning factor or the proposal concerning an actual public

evacuation drill <« ithin any arca.

The adverse impact of actual evacuation drills must be considered., Owver any
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gi#cn pelod of time we belicve that the cost in tesms of public funds
expended, business losses, personal inconven.ence, and the risk to public
pfoperty and safety would far outweigh any bencfits gained. It i{s extrcmely
doubtful that the public would endorse or participate in such a venture and,

under cxisting state law, a practice evacuation cannot be enforced.

Ohio
The State of Chio strongly objects to several items in the prcpesed rule

change petitiocn.

It ts felt that a 40-mile radius is an cxessive 1imit bascd on physics
principles involved in a potential release frem nuclear pewer plants. In no
way can Ohio support a public evacuation process that is planned for and
{mplemented by a private organization. Such a process must te vested in
government, preferably runicipal or county. The licensee may arrange with
government to cenduct a limited evercise in warning; however to enforce an
unwarranted evacuation drill creates multiple problems and hazards. The
public reaction could range from panic to extreme discontent and none-
compliance, therefore gaining nothing from such drills. Also, because of

these views, notification is not needed,

The 40-mile radius is felt to be extreme. A.s0, there i{s no nced to pudlish
sections of the PSAR or FSaR although there is no objection to providing
public disclosure to them through any type of media, and they may serve to
answer questions the public may have. However, a forced disclosure is

not neccded.
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While a licensce may reguest an evacuation drill of the facility {tself and
the immediate adjacent area, it would have to be controlled and implemented
by local government. Such drills should not, however, be a mandatory

requirement.

Oklahoina

In general, the petitioners propose measures in direct opposition to the

philosophy and, in many cascs, the constitutions and laws of the states,
CLTUNED o THe PETITION

The responsibiliadjrests squarely with the state and cannot be delegated or

usurped.

The regirement for the facility to distribute emergency evacuation instTuciicn
to everyone within &0 miles of the site is unreasonable and would not materially
1nerease or benefit the public health and safety. The evacuation of pecple
from their homes and places of business solely for the purpose of practicing
the evacuat on would be an {rresponsible act and would cause harm due to
disruption which would far outwelgh the miniscule benefit which they would
receive.
I. i{s important to peint out that emergency plaus are exercised frequently v
state and local agencies under real emergency conditions (e.g., anhydrous
ammonia spills). This is a pertinent point because {t illustrates the fact
that a decision to evacuate is made solely on the basis of a hazard which
exists at the particular time or has a high probability of developing within
a relatively short time. Once this has been established, the course of action

i{s the same, irrecpective of the type of agent {nvolved.
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No comnents from Pennsylvania were receive
No comments from Rhode Island were recelve

d.

Oregon

It appears that present Oregon laws, rules, and regulations relating to nuclear

facilitics equal or better those

\
South Carolina 3

proposed in the petition.

We do not feel the methods proposed by the PI2C would be successful in accomp-

1lishing the goal of public awarcness as TtO appropriate actions o take in case

of a radiological emergency.

Past experience in South Carolina shews a tendency by the public to discard

literature of the type proposed without first familiarizing thenmselves with

its contents. Copies of the sections 3£ emergency plans dealing with evac-

uation and other protective actions should certainly be available in libraries

“ and public document rocms in the

area of the facility and copies of these

sections should be availabdle upon request.

The idea of at least annual drills at each nuclear facility is gndorsed,

we question the desirability and

L
-

feasibility of involving the public cn such

a large scale as these drills. DPrevious experiences indicate a reluctance ¢n

the part of the public to evacuate homes unless it is absolutely necessary,

and even then some people refuse

to leave.

The Covernor has the authority to compel evacuation in case of an cmergency,

but does not have such authority

not order an evacuation.

for a drill. A plant operater certainly cou

‘/O EFNJC\.
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Even if the public werc willing to participate in such evacuation drills,

ived.

numerous serious problems could rosult. It 4s unrcalistic to say that

were received.

such an evacuation could take place "without unreasonable inconveniences

to the normal operations {n the area of the plant."

There ic also a question of 1iability.

We do not feel that this {increased probability of {njury and death is
justified in light of the past safety recerd in the nuclear industry.

The actual public evacuation drill is not necessary %o achieve the geoal

No comments from Terncssec were rece

No comments from South Dakota

to protect the pudblic.

Our considerable experience in disaster planniné and operations leads us
to the conclusion that the suggested rules in the PIRC petition are
unnecessarily restriztive and are not in the best interest of the people

of Texas. Nuclear pover plants present no mors danger to the general
gublic than many other ccmmenly accepted hazards in Texas, such as
hurricanes, tornadoes, and transportation accidents. Ve feel that adeptieon
of the progascd rules would prompt an exaggerated pudlic opinion of
reactor-related risks. Also, implementation of the activitics prescridbed
by the pronosed rules would create unnccessary work and eupenditures IoT
statc and local agencles. The public affected by annual exercices would

be unneceszai ily inconvenienced.

I am therefore opposed to the adoption of the proposed rules.

Iy
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No corments from Utah were received.

No comments from Vermont wWere received.

]

Virginia

With regard to the licensee distributing ins:ructiéns, etc., the 40-mile
radius is questionasle. Information should be distributed through the
states and lccal governments, not by the licensee. The nature of the
hazard is a matter of disagreement among rucleozr scientists and engineers
and concerned citizens gIoups; and there is a tendency on the part of
citizens to challenge the eredibility of the licensees in this respest.
The safety and welfare of the public is a governﬁeat responsibility; anc

the Federzl agencies should provide state and local governments clear

statements of hazards and protective action for dissemination.
With regard to actual public evacuation drills, the licensee has no

authority beyoend its site boundary. The public should be made aware

of local government evacuaticn plans and it is agreed that responsible
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government agencies, voluntecr organizations, and licensees within the
state conduct an cvacuation exercise annually, but without actual evac-

uation of the public.

An actual evacuation drill would not be acceptable to the public. It
would totally disrupt their scheduled activities and cost them money.
It would zlso disrupt traffic. The proposed sector to be cvacuated is
unrealistic since the scctor in an actual emergency would not in most

cases correspend to the 7-degree sector selected for the drill.

There is no need for more definitive guidance from the responsibdle

Federal agencies in this regard.

Washington

To require a private entity (utility) to conduct a mass evacuation imvolving
such a large segment of the public bcfo;e, during, or after the licensing
process is not comprchensible, and no private or public agency has lesal
basis to force the public to pa=ticipate. In such a practice evacuatien
there would be undue exposure %o accidents, i-~juries, loss of lile, and
damage to property. There could also be a loss of income to individuals

and econonic effects.

Are the propcsed changes really effective and do they constitute a

significant improvement?

Dissenination of the coansiderable quantitics of literature to the fopulace

vithin a 40-mile radius (whieh we believe to be eucessive) would be of

Faiche
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short-term value.

¢ included only a 7-degree sector, each person

If one evacuation e:xercis

would be involved once in every 50 years. Such an exercise would be

n
meanigless even if the scctor were chosen on the basis of prevalent wind

conditions.

There are current requirements for testing emergency plans frequently

which are meaningful and valuable.

Inplementation of the proposed procedures, plus the added costs, would

complicate the pover plant siting process and add further delays to the

already complex and arducus siting process. 71hese delays are not

justified when they contribute little or nothing to the enhancement ¢f

public safety.

West Virginia

It has been concluded that the NRC should not amend 10 CFR Part 80 as heas

been proposed.

Wisconsin

, -
VT Ne

Information should be and has been distributed by utilities to go

ment authorities responsible for emergency planning and imnlementatior.

Specific information including instructions to the general public is

generally the responsiﬁZ}lity of local and state government.

H¢ ENCL B



With regard to evacuation drills, the rigors of such cxercises seem
diffilcult to justify in light o known risks arising from automobile travel
alone which would be the primary mode of transport in an evacuation. For
that sector of the population residing in nursing homes and confined to
hospitals the risks would be detrimental to their health. No such drills

\
have ever bean held for other possible hazards, natpral or man-made.
The petition in its present form should be denied.

Puerto 2ico

It is not clear as to the qualifications of the petiticners, although
the petitioners disclaims "any real experimental kncisledge regarding
the complexity of a nuclear evacuation', We are willing to liscen %O
the advice of recognized experts {n the field and combine it with our
oun knowledge and experience. From this standpoint we do not thirk the
petiticners have shown a need or a desirability for the particular .

requested changes in the regulations.

~ees
o=

If we were to have such detailed evacuations as proposed, cne should ac
that the same requirements might apply to all soxts of chamical and
petroleun facilities, as well as areas subject toO natural disasters and
certainly the ultimate hazard of auelear attack. It would appear that
the cfforts of the petitioners srould Le better devoted to suspoTting

improvements in general emergency nsreparedness rather than concentratlin

~
Y

on the particular cubject of nuclear power plants.
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1t does not appear to us at this stage that actual full-scale evacuation

exercises are justificd, but lesser measures should certainly be practiced
and known to those who may be {nvolved, as is truec of any potential harard,
Evacuation may not even be the best countermcasure in most cases, but when

required it may be feasible.

We do not endorse amending the regulat.ion as proposed in the petition.

.

Porer Authorisy of thae State of New York

The Pover Authority urges that the petition be denied on the grounds that
subject matter is not suitable for rviemaking, and that the proposce

amendzent to the rules is {moracticable and completely without merit,

Energency plans including evacuation slans must be devised ceparctely for
{ndividual plant sites. An appropriate plan depends on the geogranhy of the
site, the populaticn distribution, transportaticn and land use patterns of
the surrounding area and many other factors which are site-related. It

would be a romarkable coincidence if an evazuztisn plan for any one site

should turn out to be suitable for any other.

Neither rules with respect to dissemination of information to the public

nor rules with respect to drills can be standardized on a nationwide tasis
any more than other aspects of an emergency plan can be standardised.

The ultimate responsibility Zur evacuation, in thz very unlikely event that
that should turn out to be necessary, rests with local and state of figinis

whose posers and responsibilitics dzpend on loeal and state lawv, The
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jurisdiction of the Comnission either to order such officials to carry out
“hock evacuations or to compel their attendance at generic wryle-making"

hearings is extremely doudtful. Such hearings could not possibly be productive.

PIRG's specific proposal for ndrills" is absurd. The ndrill" would disrupt
the lives of hundreds of thous.n's of people. The governmental expense and
economic loss entailed would amount to millions of dollars for cach drill.

Additional reasons why the petition should be denied are set forth in the

comments of LeBocuf, Lamb, Leiby & Maclae, special counsel to the Authority

and in the response of the Atcaic Industrial Forum, of which the Authority 1

w

a menmber, with beth of which we concuTr.
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Mr. L. J. Sirico, Jr.

Mr. M. H. Rogol

Public Interest Rescarch Group

1832 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20026

Dear Sirs:

This letter is in resporse to the petition for rulemaking submitted by
you on behalf of the Public Interest Research Group, et al., dated

August 6, 1975. The petition sought the prom 'gation of a rule requiring
nuclear facility licensees and license applicants to instruct citizens in
public evacuation procedures in case of a major nuclear incident and to

test public evacuation plans in realistic drills.

You were notified of receipt of the petition and of the notice of petition
and request for comments in the Federal Register, and subsequently of
the specific request for comments from the governors of the various

States and Puerto Rico.

After reviewing the petition, the comments received from the public and
comments received from State governmental organizations, its licensing
experience and current policies, and other factors, the Commission has
denied the petition for rulemaking. The bases for this decision are set
forth in the enclosed notice of denial.

Sincerely,

Samuel J. Chilk
Secretary to the Commission

Enclosure:
Federal Regis 2r Notice
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
Docket No. PRM-50-14
PUBLIC INTEREST RESEARCH GROUP, ET AL
NOTICE OF DENIAL OF PETITION FOR RULEMAKING

Notice is hereby given that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
denied a petition for rulemaking submitted to the Commission by letter
dated August 6, 1975, by the Public Interest Research Group, et al. A
notice of filing of petition, Docket No. PRM-50-14, and request for
comments was published in the FEDERAL REGISTER on September 23, 197S.

The petitioners requested that an amendment to Part 50 require
licensees to (a) distribute instructions explaining what emergency safety
steps the citizen should take in case of a nuclear incident to the public
within a radius of at least 40 miles of the facility; (b) disseminate
information explaining these plans through educational sour-2s and the
public media; (c) conduct an actual pubiic evacuation drill in full
conformity with these plans; and submit to the Commission a report demon-
strating compliance with the amendment. The requirements requested were
to be carried out annually. The petitioners also requested that the
Commission issue a new section to Part 50 requiring (a) that the Commission
not issue a construction permit or license or amended permit or amended
license until the applicant has (1) distributed to the public within a
40-mile radius of the facility sections of its Preliminary Safety Analysis
Report or Final Safety Analysis Report which discuss public evacuation

plans, (2) disseminated information explaining these plans through
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educational sources and public media, and (3) submitted to the Commission
a report demonstrating full compliance with the above requirements; and
(b) that the Commission not issue a license or amended license until the
applicant has (1) conducted an actual public evacuation drill in
conformity with the applicant's plans for coping with emergencies
affecting the public, and (2) submitted to the Commission a report demon-
strating full compliance with this requirement. This section would also
require that where a hearing is held, the applicant must comply with
these regulations at least 50 days prior to the hearing.

Also, the petitioners requested that the Commission amend Part 50 to
require that Final Safety Analysis Reports must include detailed emergency
plans and implementation procedures.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS

As of January 6, 1976, the NRC received 114 written comments or
suggestions relating to the petition for rulemaking filed by the Public
Interest Research Group, et al. Copies of all the letters received
concerning this petition are on file in the NRC Public Document Room.
Thirty-eight letters were received from private citizens with a: additiona!l
sixty-six signatures (in petition form) requesting that NRC revise its
regulations in accordance with the FIRG petition for rulemaking. Ten
letters were received which requested that NRC deny the petition; eight
of these were from utilities and two from law firms representing nine

utilities.
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Because of the nature of the petition and tre obvious role that local
and State governments must play in the implementation of any emergency
plan, the Commission in April 1976 requested comments from the governors
of the various States and Puerto Rico. The respondents included most of
the States and Puerto Ricz. The question of whether State and local
governments have the authority to compel citizens to evacuate in a
practice drill was raised by several of the responding States.. The need
for emergency plans and testing of plans by critical personnel, but not
actual participation of the public, was thoroughly reccgnized. In addition,
it was pointed out by the States that there existea practical problems
such as ccgts and liability primarily associated with evacuation drilis.
However, approximately 40% of the responding states did favor, in one
form or other, the dissemination of emeryency preparedness information.

COMMISSION ANALYSIS

The Commission has analyzed the petition, comments of petitioners,
public comments received, and comments of the various States and Puerto
Rico, as well as its licensing experience, current policies, the current
experience with regard to emergency situations involving nuclear power
plants, and other factors. The rationale for the conclusion reached by
the Commission follows.

The criteria which the NRC has applied in evaluating the PIRG petition
are: (a) whether PIRG contentions are correct in that existing regulatory
requirements in the emergency preparedness 3rea are insufficient to

orotect the public health and safety, and (b) whether incorporating Jhe
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elements of the PIRG petition for rulemaking would improve the protection
of the public health and safety.

In evaluating criterion (a), the NRC recognizes that emergencies can
arise in the operation of nuclear power plants, and has, therefore, taken
steps to assure the establishment of an acceptable state of preparedness
to cop: with emergency situations.

In 1970, the Atomic Energy Commission codified its requirements for
plans to cope with emergencies in 10 CFR Part 50. These reguirements,
represent current NRC policy with regard to emergency plannirg that must
be undertaken prior to issuance of a nuclear power= plant permit or license.
Pursuant to 50.34(a), at the construction permit phase, elements of preliminary
planning are required as set forth in Appendix E (II) to Part 50, while
at the operating license stage, pursuant to 50.34(b), the elements of
substantive planning are required as set forth also in Appendix E (III,

IV) to Part 50.* It is important to note that while many of the planning
elements identified in Appendix E are directed specifically to radiation
emergencies, the scope of Appendix E has generally been understood as
having applicability not only to situations which are, but also those
which have the potential for becoming radiation emergencies, e.g., fires,

floods, hurricanes and the like.

The scope and extent of protective measures, e.g., evacuation of persons

or instructions to take shelter on a timely basis, is explicitly identified
in § 100.3(b) as one of the factors to be considered in determining the

Low Population Zone for siting purpcses in 10 CFR Part 100.

< Enclosure "D"



One of the elements of Appendix E (IV) identifies "...agreements
reached with local, State, and Federal officials and agencies for the
early warning of the public and for public evacuation or other protective
measures should such ... become necessary or desirable ...." In the
licensing process, the NRC requires that evidence of such agreements be
submitted in conjunction with the proposed emergency plans. These understandings
are further verified by NRC inspection personnel, by contacts with the
agencies involved, prior to the actual issuance of a license and periodically
thereafter. The nature of such agreements varies somewhat from case to
case since the NRC has not established a particular format for them.
Frequently they have taken the form of a letter agreement frem an official
of the agency which take cognizance of that agency's responsibility to
respond upon notification, by the facility operator, of a need or recom-
mendation to take protective acticn on behalf of the public within the
agency's jurisdiction. In some instances, more formal agreements exist
which set forth commitments on the part of both the agency and the facility
operator. Evidence of such agreements also may appear in the
form of State ana lccal radiological emergency response plans which take
specific cognizance of emergencies which may arise at a particular facility.
In these cases, the NRC examines the interface between facility plans and
agency plans to assure adequate coordination.

In evaluating criterion (b) one must look at the merits of the individ-
ual elements of the petition for rulemaking. In doing *his the Commission

notes that EPA has analyzed the inherent dangers involved with public
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evacuation and has provided the following information. There are 2.4 x 10'8

deaths per person-mile and 9 x 10-7 injuries per person-mile for transpor-
tation by automobile. If an evacuation (actual or drill) required an
7

0

evacuee to drive 20 miles, the risks would be approximately 5 x 1077 of

death and 2 x 10-5

of injury per evacuation. Thus there are potential
costs in terms of deaths and injuries to the public associated with evacua-
tion drills.

To put these costs in perspective the Commission compared them with
risks estimated in the Reactor Safety Study. This Study (WASH-1400)
estimated that the risk to an individual located about 10 miles from the
reactor site as a result of a reactor accident is about 5 x 10-]] per
reactor-year of early death and 2 x 10-9 per reactor-year of latent
cancer death. Although the equivalent probabilities would be higher for
individuals at the site boundary, there are few people so located and the
stated numerical values are more representative for potential evacuees.
Therefore, if one considers a 40-year period and assumes an evacuation
drill each year, the mortality risk from the evacuations is abcut 200
times greater than the mortality risk from the potential reactor accident.

The petitioners also request that licensees and applicants distribute
instructions explaining what emergency safety steps, including directions
for public evacuaticn, the citizen should take in case of a nuclear
incident to each household, place of business, public institution, and
other establishment within at least a 40 mile radius of the facility.

Presently, NRC's regulations require nuclear facility licensees and

license applicants to provide a copy of their emergency preparedness plan
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with the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR). A copy of the FSAR is kept
in the NRC Public Document Room as well as in a location near the site of
the nuclear power plant. Both copies are available for public inspection.

Based on experience working with States over the course of years, as
well as our assessment of,the comments received “rom the States, we
believe that it is essential that the state emergency coordinator have
substantial flexibility to deal with the complexity of planning for
emergencies and to modify such plans from time to time as needs arise A
program for initial dissemination of such plans should be coupled with an
adequate followup program to assure that modifications are provided to
all persons possessing the initial plan, in order to avoid the simultaneous
existence of differing versions of the same plan. Such widespread dissem-
ination of all revisions to the plan to every household, and other establish-
ments, within 40 miles of a facility would be very difficult.

In addition, the specific action to be taken in any instance must be
evaluated and based upon the best information available at that time and
such actions must be centrally coordinated to assure that they are not
mutually counterproductive. For example, the egress patterns selected by
the emergency coordinator could become congested if occupants that are
not in the downwind sector evacuate and merge with the downwind sector
evacuees. Wide dissemination of detailed complex plans could result in
increased unnecessary casualties caused by misinterpretation of complex
and variable conditions in terms of the nature of the release and effect

of meteorological conditions. However, it appears that a number of
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States feel that a more limited distribution of general information teo
persons living close to the facility may be desirable.

For these reasons, the Commission does not consider that it is
advisable to provide fcr mandatory widespread dissemination of emergency
plans. Such information should, of course, be reasonably available to
those members of the public who desire to know. This is current Commissicn
policy.

A third element that the petitioners request is that licensees and
applicants disseminate informaticn explaining emergency plans through
educational sources and the public media, including both printed and
electronic media.

The Commission considers that all emergency actions depend upon the
nature of the nuclear accident and the resulting threat, the prevailing
weather and environmental conditions, and the location of the individual
relative to the power plant. In some circumstances, it would be best for
the individual to remain in his home rather than to leave. Informaticn
explaining the emergency plan would be so general as to be subject to
misinterpretation and would be of little help; or, if written to cover
the wide range of possibilities, would be too complex for the public to
understand or follow in an emergency. A simple instruction directing
public evacuation by pre-set routes in the event of any thraatening

nuclear accident could be in error in particular circumstances.
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Lastly, the petitioners also requested that NRC require licensees to
submit for review the details of their Emergency Plans and the implementa-
tion procedures. The Commission has not found it necessary to have
detailed implementation information submitted for review along with the
emergency plans provided in the FSAR. These details are kept onsite
where various aspects, such as specific phone numbers and personnel
assignments, etc., can be promptly medified to reflect minor day to day
changes. This detail can be provided to the Commission if there should
be some serious question as tc whether the applicant can actually carry
out the plans set forth in the FSAR.

The implemencation procedures maintained onsite are reviewed customarily
by the Office of Inspection & Enforcement to determine whether they are
consistent with the plans set forth in the FSAR. Prior to issuing an
operating license and annually thereafter for the l1ife of the plant, the
NRC inspection program looks into the adequacy of the details of the
Emergency Plan and the implemerting procedures. Assurarc: is provided
through these inspections that the commitments made in the Emergency Plar
are in fact met, and reasonable assurance is obtained that appropriate
measures can and will be taken in the event of an emergency. The inspection
program includes verification that implementing procedures have been
developed, and representative procedures are reviewed by NRC personnel
at this time. Furthermore, the NRC inspection program verifies by
observation and review of records that the implementing procecures are

tested and evaluated for adegquacy when actually used.
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The Commission also notes that the following actions have been taken
to facilitate improvements in the overall area of emergency preparedness.
The NRC participates with other Federal agencies in providing guidance
and assistance in radiological emergency response planning to State and
local agencies. As a part of its agency role in this interagency effort,
the NRC has a review and concurrence function with respect to radiological
response plans developed by State and local governments. NRC has issued
a document titled "Guide and Checklist for Development and Evaluation of
State and Local Government Radiolzgical Emergency Plans in Support of
Fixed Nuclear Facilities," NUREG-75/111, which serves the purpose of
guidance to State and local planners. Likewise, NRC has issued Regulatory
Guide 1.101, "Emergency Planning for Nuclear Power Plants" which provides
staff guidance in developing the emergency plans required as part of the
Final Safety Analysis Report for nuclear power plants.

Under current practice applicants perform a test or drill before
they ire granted an operating license. If the drill reflects an unsatis-
factory state of planning and preparedness, issuance of the operating
license may be delayed. Likewise, each licensee is required to establish
provisions for testing, by periodic drills, of radiation emergency plans
to assure that employees of the licensee are familiar with their specific
duties, and provisions for participation in the drills by other persons
whose assistance may be needed in the event of a radiation emergency. In
addition, the Federal }nteragency Emergency Preparedness Program inciuces

visits, at the invitation of a State, by a Federal Interagency Field
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Assistance Cadre headed by NRC personnel to observe State and local
government field exercises and to provide comments to the State as a
result of such cobservations.

In view of the above, it is concluded that the Commission's present
regulations provide for adequate emergency planning and that the proposed
rule would not further ensure the health and safety of the public, and in
fact may increase the probability of injuries and loss of life, in addition
to causing other inconveniences and costs not commensurate with the
benefit. The Commission also believes that its ongoing efforts in the
emergency preparedness area will provide a continuing level of emergency
planning sufficient for the protection of the pubiic health and safety.

The Nuclear Regulatery Commissicn, therefore, denies the petition
for rulemaking.

Copies of the petition for rulemaking and the Commission's letter of
denial are available for public inspection in the Ccmmission's Public

Document Room at 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.

Dated at this day of s 197 .

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Secretary of the Commission
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INDIVIDUAL ANALYSIS OF THE SPECIFIC ELEMENTS WITHIN THE
PETITION FOR RULEMAKING - ELEMEN: #1, CHANGE 10 CFR PART 50
TO REQUIRE LICENSEES AND APPLICANTS TO PROVIDE FCR

WIDE DISSEMINATION OF EMERGENCY PLANS

Discussion
The Public Interest Research Group (PIRG) has filed with the Commission
a petition for rulemaking which, in addition to other items, has requested

that 10 CFR Part 50 be amended to read:

"(a) The Commission will not issue a construction permit or license
or amended construction permit or amended license, provisional

or otherwise, until the applicant has

(1) distributed to each household, place of business, public institu-
tion, and other establishment within at least a 40-mile radius of the

facility or proposed facility those sections of its

\

(a) Preliminary Safety Analysis Report required by Section 50.34(a)(10)
or the equivalent report information files pursuant to Section
50.90, in the case of a construction permit or amended construc-

tion permit or

(b) Final Safety Analysis Report required by Section 50.34(b)(6)(v)
or the equivalent report information filed pursuant to Section 50.90,
in the case of a license or amended license

which discusses public evacuation plans.”
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Likewise, to amend anothe. area of 10 CFR Part 50 to read:

"(a) During each calendar year, beginning with 1976, each operating

facility's licensee shall:

(1) distribute instructions explaining what emergency safety steps,
including directions for public evacuation, the citizen should take in
case of a nuclear incident to each household, place of business, public
institution and other establishment within at least a 40-mile radius of
the facility. The instructions shall be based upon the emergency plans
each licensee has fled with this Commission pursuant to Section
50.43[.34](b)(6)(v) and Section 50.90, as updated, and shall be submitted
to this Ccmmission prior to distribution for approval of their readability
and sufficiency of explanation."

Existing NRC regulations require that the Preliminary Safety Analysis
Report contains sufficient information to assure the compatibility of
proposed emergency plans with facility design features, site laycut, and
site location. This analysis is performed with respect to such consider-
ations as access routes, surrounding population distributions, and land
use and in essence contains very little information on emergency plans.

NRC's regulations also require nuclear facility licensees and license
applicants to provide a copy of their emergency preparedness plan with
the Final Safety Analysis Report (FSAR). A copy of the FSAR is kept in
the NRC Public Document Room as well as in a location near the site of

the nuclear power plant. Both copies are available for public inspecticn.
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Alternative 1. Continue the present policy of requiring licensees and

license applicants to disseminate the emergency plans through the NRC on

a limited basis.

Pro: (1) The information is available to the public because the NRC
provides a copy of a licensee's and an applicant's PSAR and FSAR which
contain emergency information and emergency plans in the Public Document

Room as well as in a local library in the area of the power plant.

(2) No added burden and effort for licensees, State and local
agencies.

(3) No added burden and effort for the NRC staff.

Con: (1) It would not provide a full public dissemination of emergency
plans contained in the PSAR and FSAR to each household, place of business
and public institution within at least a 40-mile radius of the power

plant.

Alternative 2. Require licensees and license applicants to make necessary

arrangements (pessibly financial, technical, etc.) with the appropriate
State agencies thereby enabling a State agency to prepare and distribute

emergency information and plans.

mcn
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Pro: (1) This would provide full public dissemination of emergency plans
but not necessarily to each household, place of business, and public

institution within at least a 4C-mile radius of the power plant.

Con: (1) The method of dissemination of emergency plans for radiological
emerguncies would be inconsistent with the method utilized for dissemina-
tion of emergency plans for nonradiological emerj:ncies.

(2) Significant additional cost and effort for the State and local
agencies.

(3) Significant additional effort and cost for the licensees.

(4) Additional burden and effort for the NRC staff in concurring

with the emergency information that is distributed.

Alternative 3. Require licensees and license applicants to distribute

emergency instructions and plans to each household, plaze of business,
public institution and other establishments within at least a 40-mile

radius of the facility.

Pro: (1) This certainly would provide full pubiic dissemination of

emergency plans.

Con: (1) The responsibility for developing and promuigating emerjency
information and plans outside of the plant site is not the responsibility

of the licensee but is the responsibility of State and appropriate local
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governments. State and local governments do have and do exercise the
legitimate police powers invoived with emergency plans and procedures.
(2) Significant additional cost and effort for the State and local
agencies. Furthermore, many States are not prepared, at this time, to
administer this added effort.
(3) The method of dissemination of emergency plans for radiological
emergencies would be inconsistent with the method utilized for dissemina-

tion of emergency nlans for ninradiological emergencies.
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INDIVIDUAL ANA:YSIS OF THE SPECIFIC ELZMENTS WITHIN THE
PETITION FOR RULEMAKING - ELEMENT #2, CHANGE 10 CFR PART S50
TO REQUIRE LICENSEES AND APPLICANTS TO PROVIDE FOR
WIDE DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION EXPLAINING THE EMERGENCY PLANS

Discussion
The Public Interest Research Group (PIRG) has filed with the Commission
a petition for rulemaking which, in addition to other items, has reguested

that 10 CFR Part 50 be amended to read:

“(a) During each calendar year, beginning with 1976, each operating

facility's licensee shall:

ii. disseminate information explaining these [emergency] plans
through educational sources and the public media, including both printed

and electronic media"

Likewise to amend another area of 10 CFR Part 50 to read:

“(a) The Commission will not issue a construction permit or license
or amended construction permit or amended license, provisional

or otherwise, until the applicant has

ii. disseminated informatior explaining these [emergency] plans
through educational sources and the public media, including both printed

and electronic media."”
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Existing NRC regulations regarding emergency planning require that
nuclear facility licensees develop emergency plans pertaining to the
nuclear facility itself. Among other things, emergency plans would
include an evacuation plan for onsite perscnnel in the event of an emergency
requiring this action. Emergency plans developed by the licensees are
publicly available as a part of the "Safety Analysis Report" required by
the Commission.

Likewise, NRC Regulations require that a supportive interface exist
between the licensed nuclear facility and Federal, State, and local agencies
who may be called upon to respond to an emergency situation. This ircludes
procedures and agreements reached with local, State, and Federal agencies
for the early warning of the public and for the subsequent use of protective
measures.

Currently, NRC guidance (in Regulatory Guide 1.101, "Emergency Planning
for Nuciear Power Plants") provides for licensees and applicants "...to
make available on request to occupants in the low population zone informa-
tion concerning how the emergency plans provide for notification to them
and how they can expect to be advised what to do..." in the unlikely event
of an emergency.

It is noted that all emergency actions will depend upon the nature of
the nuclear accident and the resulting threat, the prevailing weather and
environmental conditions, and the location of the individual relative to
the power plant. In some circumstances it would be best for the individual
to remain in his home rather than to leave. Information explainring the

emergency pian would be so general as to be subject to misinterpretation
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and would be of little help; or, if written to cover the wide range of
possibilities, would be too complex for the public to understand or follow
in an emergency. A simple instruction directing public evacuation by
pre-set routes in the event of any threatening nuclear accident could be

in error in particular circumstances.

Alternative 1. Continue the present policy of not requiring licensees and

applicants to widely disseminate information explaining the emergency plans

through educational sources and the public media.

Pro: (1) There is no evidence that dissemination of informﬁtion explaining
emergency plans would improve the prcotection of the public health and
safety.

(2) The information explaining the emergency plans might be so
general as to be of little assistance or could be misinterpreted; on the
other hand, the information might be too complex for the public to understand
and therefore add confusion.

(3) No added burden and effort for licensees, or State and local
agencies.

(4) No added burden and effort for the NRC staff.

Con: (1) This would not provide educational information to the public in

the immediate area around a nuclear power plant.
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(2) This would not make the public aware of a potential hazard or of

the general means by which to avoid such a hazard if an accident occurred.

Alternative 2. Require licensees and applicants to disseminate information

explaining the emergency plans through educitional sources and the public

media including both printed and electronic media.

Pro: (1) This would provide educational information to the public in the
immediate area around a nuclear power plant. The information could explain
the fundamental elements of the emergency plan.

(2) This could make the public aware of a potential hazard as well

as the general means by which to avoid such a hazard if an accident occurs.

Con: (1) The dissemination of emergency information for radiological
emergencies would be inconsistent as compared to the dissemination of
emergency procedures for nonradiological emergencies.

(2) Additional effort and cost for the licensee.

(3) There is no evidence that dissemination of information explaining
emergency plans would improve th2 protection of the public health and
safety.

(4) The information explaining the emergency plan might be so general
as to be of little assistance or could be misinterpreted; on the other
hand, the information might be too complex for the public to understand

and therefore add confusion.
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INDIVIDUAL ANALYSIS OF THE SPECIFIC ELEMENTS WITHIN THE
PETITION FOR RULEMAKING - ELEMENT #3, CHANGE 10 CFR PART S0
TO REQUIRE A LICENSEE TO CONDUCT AN ACTUAL PUBLIC

EVACUATION DRILL ON AN ANNUAL BASIS

Discussion
The Public Interest Research Group (PIRG) has filed with the Commission

a petition for rulemaking which, in additicn to other items, has requested

that 10 CFR Part 50 be amended to read:

“(a) During each calendar year, beginnning with 1976, each operating

facility's licensee shall:

iii. conduct, in cooperation with Federal, State, and local officials
and agencies, an actual public evacuation drill in full conformity with
these plans. The evacuation drill shall include the actual evacuation of
the populace from at least a 7 degree sector radiating from the facility
for a distance of at least 40 miles.

The sector will be chosen in conjunction with State and local officials
and this Commission and shall be representative of other sectors and

contain a significant population.”

Likewise, to amend another area of 10 CFR Part 50 .17 read:
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“(b) The Commission will not issue a license or amended license,

provisional or otherwise, until the applicant has

: conducted, in cooperation with Federal, State, and local officials
and agencies, an actual public evacuation drill in full conformity with
the applicant's plans for coping with emergencies affecting the public
formulated pursuant to Section 50.34(b)(6)(v) and Section 50.90. The
evacuation drill shall include the actual evacuation of the populace from
at least a 7 degree sector radiating from the facility for a distance of
at leasi 10 miles. The sector will be chosen in conjunction with State
and local c¢fficials and this Ccmmission and shall be representative of
other sectors and contain a significant population.”

state and local governments are responsible for developing and
implementing emergency plans for areas cutside the boundaries of a nuclear
facility. Since a major nuclear accident may affect both onsite and
offsite personnel, coordination is an important feature of both onsite
and offsite emergency plans. 10 CFP 50, Section IV.D of Appendix E

requires

"wrocedures for notifying, and agreements reached with local, State,
and Federal officials and agencies for the early warning of the

public and for public evacuation or other protective measures should
such warning, evacuation, or other protective measures become necessary
or desirable, including identification ¢f the principal officials,

by title and agencies.”
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Drills to test licensee emergency plans are required by Section IV.I
of Appendix E. This section requires that provisions be made for participa-
tion in the drills by persons whose assistance may be needed in a radiation
emergency, but does not require actual evacuation of the public.

EPA has analyzed the inherent dangers involved with public evacua-
tion and has provided the following information. There are 2.4 x 10'8
deaths per person-mile and 9 x 10°7 injuries per person-mile for transpor-
tation by automobile. If an evacuation (actual or drill) required an
evacuee to drive 20 miles, the risks would be approximately 5 x 10-7 of
death and 2 x 10'5 of injury per evacuation. Thus there are potential
costs in terms of deaths and injuries to the public associated with
evacuation drills.

To put these costs in perspective the staff compared them with risks
estimated in the Reactor Safety Study. This Study (WASH-1400) estimated
that the risk to an individual located about 10 miles from the reactor
site as a result of a reactor accident is about 5 x 10-]] per reactor-year
of early death and 2 x 10'9 per reactor-year of latent cancer death.
Although the equivalent prcbabilities would be higher for individuals at
the site boundary, there are few people so located and the stated numerical
values are more representative for potential evacuees. Therefore, if one
considers a 40-year period and assumes an evacuation drill each year, the
mortality risk from the evacuations is about 200 times greater than the

mortality risk from the potential reactor accident.
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The dollar cost of an evacuation is a combination of: 1) direct

costs of moving and caring for people and providing security of the
evacuation areas, and 2) indirect costs such as loss of income to individuals
and loss of productivity to industries. Direct costs are primarily
determined by such factors as the number of evacuees, distances travelled,
and length of time of the evacuation. The indirect costs are a function

of the economic base of the area such as farming, manufacturing, and
commercial. Replies received from State agencies indicate that actual

d in fact might be counter

drills would not improve actual evacuations an

productive.

Alternative 1. Continue the present policy of requiring periodic drills

to test licensee radiological emergency plans thereby not adding a require-

ment that applicants and licensees concuct actual public evacuation

drills.

Pro: (1) There would be no added probability of death ard/or injury to

the public.
(2) No added administrative and financial burden and effort for

applicants and licensees, State and local agencies, and the general public.

(3) No added burden and effort for the NRC staff.

Con: (1) Evacuation procedures of the public would not be tested until

needed.
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Alternative 2. kequire licensees and applicants to conduct annual

public evacuation drills with a small percentage (volunteer group) of the

public.

Pro: (1) This would test evacuation procedures toc a limited extent, and
yet not endanger the public.
(2) This would be cheaper and safer for the public than an actual

putlic evacuation drill.

Con: (1) There would be added danger of death and/or injury, as well as
cost, for those participating in the drill.

(2) Undue emphasis would be placed on evacuation as a means of
mitigating accidents as compared to other protective actions.

(3) There would be additional burden and effort to State and local
agencies. Many States are not prepared, at this time, to administer this
added effort.

(4) Actual evacuation would, in reality, still not be fully tested.

(5) There would be additional burden and effort for applicants and

licensees.
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(6) There would be additional burden and effort to the NRC staff in

approving the content of the partial evacuation plan.

Alternative 3. To require licensees and applicants tc conduct in coopera-

tion with Federal, State, and local officials and agencies an annual

actual public evacuation drill as requested by the petitioners.

Pro: (1) Public evacuation plans would be fully tested and cer:ified to
be reasonably efficient, practical and feasible, thereby reduzing doubts
as to whether the public could be evacuated in the case of a nuclear

accident.

Con: (1) The licensee does not have the legitimate police powers invoived
with evacuation plans and procedures in areas of the public domain which
may be affected by natural or man-made disasters or emergencies.

(2) There would be added danger of death and/or injury to the
public invelved in the evacuation drill.

(3) Undue emphasis would be placed on evacuation as a means of
mitigating accidents as compared to other protective actions.

(4) There would be substantial additional burden and effort to
State and local agencies.

(5) There would be substantial additional burden and effort for

applicants and licensees.
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(6) There would be substantial evacuation costs to the public,
licensee, anu State and Jocal agencies.
(7) There would be substantial additional burden and effort to the

NRC staff in approving the content of the evacuation plans.
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TNDiVIOUAL ANALYSIS OF THE SPECIFIC ELEMENTS WITHIN THE
PETITION FOR RULEMAKING - ELEMENT #4, CHANGE 10 CFR PART 50
APPENDIX E TO REQUIRE THAT DETAILS OF EMERGENCY PLANS AND
THEIK IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES BE SUBMITTED FOR NRC REVIEW

Discussion
The Public Interest Research Group (PIRG) has filed with the Commission a
petition for rulemaking, which, in addition to other items, has requestecd

that Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 be amended tc read:

"The Final Safety Analysis Report shall contain plans for coping

with emergencies. The details of these plans and the details of
their implementation SHALL be included, AND the plans submitted must
include a description of the elements set out in Section IV to an
extent sufficient to demonstrate that the plans provide reasonable
assurance that appropriate measures can and will be taken in the
event of an emergency to protect public health and safety and prevent

damage to property."

Whereas our existing regulations (Appendix £ to 10 CFR Part 50)
require that "The Final Safety Analysis Report shall coniain plans for
coping with emergencies. The details of these plans and the details of
their implementation need not be included, but the plans submitted must

include a description of the elements set out in section IV to an extent
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sufficient to demonstrate that the plans provide reasonable assurance
that appropriate measures can and will « . taken in the event of an emergency
to protect public health and safety and prevent damage to property."

The staff has not found it necessary to have detailed implementation
information submitted for review along with the emergency plans provided
in the FSAR. These details are kept onsite where various aspects, such
as specific phone number and personnel assignments, etc., can be promptly
modified to reflect day to day changes. This detaii can be provided to
the staff (or in a hearing, if relevant) if there should be some serious
question as to whether the applicant can actually carry out the plans set
forth in the FSAR.

The implementation procedures maintained onsite are reviewed custom-
arily by IE to determine whether they are consistent with the plans set
forth in the FSAR. Prior to issuing an operating license and annually
thereafter for the 1ife of the plant, the NRC inzpection program looks
into the adequacy of the details of the Emergency Plan and the implementing
procedures. Assurance is provided through these inspections that the
commitments made in the Emergency Plan are in fact met, and reascnable
assurance is obtained that appropriate measures can and wiil be taken in
the event of an emergency. The inspection program includes verification
that implementing procedures have been developed, and representative
procedures are reviewed Dy NRC personnel at this time. Furthermore, the
NRC inspection program verifies by observation and review of records that

the inplementing procedures are tested and evaluated for adequacy when
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actually used. The staff concludes that Regulatory Guide 1.101, Annex A
adequately defines the scope and extent of detail needed to determine
whether there is reascnable assurance that the facility can be operated

without endangering public health and safety.

Alternative i. Continue the present policy of not reguiring licensees

(in Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50) to submit to NRC for licensing review

the details of their plans for coping with emergencies.

Pro: (1) Unnecessary details such as phone numbers and personnel assign-
ment: can continue to be promptly modified.

(2) No added burden and effort for the NRC staff.

(3) No added burden and effort for licensees, State and local
agencies.

(4) The Office of Inspection and Enforcement will continue to

review the licensee's detailed implementation procedures.

Con: (1) It Joes not provide the NRC licensing staff an opportunity to

fully review a 1. censee's detailed implementation procedures.

Alternative 2. To require licensees (in Appendix £ to 10 CFR Part 50) to

submit to NRC detailed emergency plans and impiementation procedures for

coping with emergencies.
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Pro: (1) This alternative would provide the detailed emergency plans and
implementation procedures to the NRC for licensing review.
(2) Make emergency implementation procedures readily available to

the public.

Con: (1) An added burden and effort for licensees.

(2) N7C would than be performing a somewhat redundant review since
IE already reviews a licensee's implementation procedures.

(3) A substantial added burden and effort for the NRC Ticensing
staff.
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SUMMARY OF ONGOING NRC EFFORTS IN
THE EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AREA

There is no questinn that adequate emergency preparedness is essential
in providing assurance that the operation of a nuclear power plant ;oses no
undue risk to the public health and safety. This enclosure outlines the
actions that have been taken to facilitate improvements in the overall area

of emeryency preparedness.

1. gackground:

On December 24, 1975, the Federal Preparedness Agency, General Services
Administration, published a Federal Register Notice of Interagency
Responsihilities, "Radiological Incident Emergency Response Planning:
Fixed Facilities and Transportation." Under the provisions of this
notice, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission was assigned to be "lead
agency" for radiclogical incident emergency response planning, training
and assistance activities among Federal agencies, in providing guiaance
to these other Federal agencies and in coordinating Federal guidance and
assistance to State and local governments. Eight agencies listed in the

notice have all been assigned specific responsibilities in the program.
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Current Federai Activities to Assist States and Local Governments:

Federal Authority

It should be recognized that neither the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
nor any other Federal agency has the statutory authority to require
radiological emergency response plans of the States and local govern-
ments. The only "authority" with respect to these plans resuits from

the aforementioned Federal Register Notice.

NRC does, however, exercise a statutory role with respect to the licensing
of nuclear power plants. As a part of this process, all applicants

for an operating lTicense must develop a facility emergency plan.

There are certain requirements for the content of this plan, and

these must be met before a license is granted. These requirements

are contained in NRC regulations.

One of the major requirements is the need to develop procedures and
agreements with Scate and local agencies for the early warning of
the public and for public evacuation or other protective measures in
the event of a radiological emergency. In essence, the NRC regula-
tions require that a supportive interface exist between the nuclear
facility and State and local government agencies who may be called
upon to respond to an emergency situation. But the regulations stop
short of requiring that a plan be developed by ‘he State and Tocal

governments.
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Federal Interagency Effort to Assist States

Notwithstanding the fact that statutory authority does not exist to
require these plans of States and 1ncal governments, the NRC as
"lead agency" and the other involved Federal agencies have taken a

cajolative approach toward solving this problem.

Training

A formal training program designed to teach State and local government
personnel how to develop or improve their Radiological Emergency
Response Plans has been established by the NRC and other Federal
agencies at the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency Staff College at
Battle Creek, Michigan. Over 300 State and local government personnel
have attended this one-week course since its inception in March of
1975. Additionally, NRC and other Federal agencies are deveioping

a series of Radiological Emergency Response Cperations Courses for
State and local government personnel. A number of other training
activities are also in the making. Interagency funding of these

programs is provided.

Guidance and Review

NRC has published formal guidance for the development and evaluation
of State and local government radiricj'cal emargency response plans.

Other Federa! agencies have developed and are developing companion
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technical guidance in the areas of radiological emergency instrumen-
tation, protective action guides, protective measures and other
technica) matters. Additionally, NRC exercises a "review and concur-
rence” function with respect to these State and local government

radiological emergency response plans.

Field Assistance Effort

The NRC chairs the "Federal Interagency Field Assistance Cadre"

which provides field assistance to State and local governments in
developing and improving their Radiological Emergency Response

Plans. The "Cadre" is composed of a group of Headquarters or Regional
Federal personnel from the involved agencies. The "Cadre," at the
request of a State, also observes field emergency response exercises
in support of n  ‘'ear facilities conducted by State and local govern-
ments. The "Cadre" provides evaluations of these exercises to the
State and local governments. The evaluations are used as a basis

for improving the emergency plans. Usually the involved nuclear
facility and 5tate and local governments will conduct an integrated
exercise involving personnel and resources from both the facility

and State and local governments.

Interagency Coordinating Committee Activities

To coordinate the various activities of the Federal agencies that

have been assigned responsibilities under the provisions of the
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aforementioned "Notice," a "Federal Interagency Central Coordinating
Committee on Radiological Emergency Planning" has been established.
This committee is chaired by the NRC. Other agencies represented on
the committee are the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency, the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare (Bureau of Radiological Health,

Food and Drug Administration), the Environmental Protection Agency,

the Department of Transportation, the Federal Disaster Assistance
Administration, the Energy Research and Development Administration

and the Federal Preparedness Agency.

Two Task Forces have been established by the committee. The "Federal
Interagency Task Force on Training and Exercises,” chaired by the
Defense Civil Preparedness Agency, has developed the established
training program in radiological Emergency Response Planning and is
developing the training program for Radiological Emergency Response
Operations for State and local government personnel. The "Federal
Interagency Task Force on (Offsite) Emergency Instrumentation for
Nuclear Incidents--Fixed Facilities," chaired by the Environmental
Protection Agency, is developing guidance needed to establish emergency
offsite radiation detection and measurement systems and to select
the appropriate instrumentation for these systems for use by the

States and local governments.
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Future Tasks and Improvement of the Existing Program

The General Accounting Office has prepared a report entitled “Stronger
Federal Assistance to States Needed for Radiation Emergency Response
Planning." The report was published on March 18, 1976. The principal
recommendations are for the NRC to provide a detailed periodic

report to the Congress on the status of the Federal assistance
program and to provide State liaison representatives at the five NRC
regional offices to cirectly assist the States. The NRC has agreed
to implement the first recommendation and is evaluating the placing
of representatives of the Office of State Programs in the NRC Regional
Offices. For the future, the following tasks are outlined to extend
and improve the existing program in radiological emergency planning

and preparedness with the States and their local governments.

a. Development of standar¢ drill and exercise scenarios for testing

and evaluating radiological emergency response plans.

b. Development of an expanded Federal Interagency radiclogical
emergency preparedness training program (operaticnally oriented)

for State and local gcvernment personnel.

¢. Exploration of a system to assist in the qualitative and
quantitative evaluation of State and local government radio-

logical emergency response plans.
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Expand the field assistance effort to directly assist States
and their local governments in the actual development or improve-

ment of their Radiological Emergency Response Plans.

Complete the development of technical guidance such as protective

action guides (EPA is developing protective action guides).

Expand the field assistance effort (Federal Interagency Field
Assistance Cadre) to allow for an annual Federal critique of a
radiological emergency response exercise in each State with an

operating nuclear facility.

Development of Radiological Emergency Instrumentation Guidance

for States and local governments.

Development of guidance for developing and improving radiological
emergency response plans for transportation accidents involving

radicactive materials for States and local governments.

NRC Licensing Requirements

NRC requires the testing of licensee emergency plans as set

forth in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E at Section IV(I). Participation

in drills is required of members of the licensee's emergency organiza-

tion, and participation by members of other emergency organizations
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for which there is a planning interface is also encouraged. DOrills
are generally monitored by NRC inspection personnel.
The scope of the NRC inspection of licensee test exercises or

drills include evaluation of the fo!lowing:

1. Determination of the extent of interfacing between State and
local agencies that are tested by routine drills.

& Determination that major aspects of the plan are tested by the
drills.

& Determination that the types and freguency of drills are as
specified in the licensee's emergency plan.

4. Determination that actions and notification are conducted in
accordance with written procedures.

5. Determination that the licensee evaluates the performance of
personnel and the effectiveness of procedures during drills.

6. Determination that appropriate corrective actions are taken by
management to correct deficiencies identified during drills.

7. Determination that the licensee is maintaining a state of

preparedness for the protection of employees and the public.

A1l applicants are required to perform a test or drill before they
are granted an operating license. If the drill reflects an unsatis-
factory state of planning and preparedness, issuance of the operating

license is delayed.
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Each licensee of a nuclear power plant operating in the United
States has submitted its plans for coping with emergencies to the
NRC (or its predecessor, the AEC). Each has been found to comply
with the NRC criteria as set forth in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E. A
continuing NRC inspection program is designed to assure that each
Ticensee maintains an adequate state of emergency preparedness.
These emergency preparedness site inspections are conducted on an
annual basis and are divided among four major areas: coordination
with offsite agencies, written implementing procedures, equipment

and facilities, and test exercises or drills.

It has not been uncommon for those inspections to bring certain
emergency preparedness program weaknesses to light. In gen:ral,
however, Ticensees have been responsive to taking the required

corrective actions without the need for enforcement action.

0
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N UNITED STATES
& NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMiIssIC*™
‘ WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

APR ¢ 1977
MEMORANDUM FOR: T. A. Rehm, Assistant to the Executive
Director for Operations
FROM: Peter L. Strauss, General Counsel ; ol
SUBJECT: PIRG PETITION FOR RULEMAXING TO REQUIRE

EVACUATION PLANS AND DRILLS

In response to your memorandum of March 10, 1977, this is
to inform you of our concurrence in the staff's proposed
response to the subject petition.

The PIRG petition requests that NRC require licensees to
formulate detailed evacuation plans and distribute them to
persons within a 40 mile radius of any nuclear plant and
that annual evacuation drills be conducted. We agree

that the petition should be denied on the grounds that the
need for such measures has not been demonstrated and that
alternative arrangements are adequate. In fact absent a
showing that such extraordinary measures are regquired to
protect the public health and safety, we would question the
legal authority to require them as a condition to obtaining
a license.

Certainly the Commission has broad discretion in imposing
conditions on licensees. But conditions imposed must be
reasonably related to protection of the public from radiation
dangers or environmental impacts. The record compiled by

the staff on the effectiveness of evacuation drills, their
dangers and costs indicates that, as preventive medicine,
they may be more harmful than the threats they would pur-
portedly cure. On the basis of such a record, the Commission
would not have legal authority to require evacuation drills.

The present NRC program with respect to emergency prepared-
ness in general, described in Attachment I to the staff
paper, requires licensees to develop facility emergency
plans and seeks cooperatively to assist state and local
governments to handle radiological emergencies. This ap~
proach, in our view, appears to be adequate. We note with

Contact:
John W. Griggs
634-1398



7. A. Rehm 2 APR & 1977

approval that the staff has agreed to explore the alter-
native of requiring that licensees disseminate basic
emergency preparedness information to persons in proximity
to nuclear plants.
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y OFFICE OF STANDARDS DEVELOPMENT

REGULATORY GUIDE 1.101
EMERGENCY PLANNING FOR NUCLEAR POWER P.ANTS

A. INTRODUCTION

Section 50.34, “Contents of Applicztions;
Technical Information,” of 10 CFR Part 50, “*Licens-
ing of Production and Utilization Facilities,” re-
quires that each applic.*ion for a license to operate a
facility include in a Final Safety Analysis Report
(FSAR), along with other information, the applicant’s
plans for coping with emergencies, including the
items specified in Appendix E, “Emergency Plans for
Production and Utlization Facilities,” to 10 CFR
Part S0, Section 100.3 of 10 CFR Part 100, “Reactor
Site Criteria,” in the definitions of exclusion area and
low population zone, establishes additional criteria
for plans to cope with emergencies and serious acci-
dents.

Appendix E refers to a document entitled “Guide
to the Preparation of Emergency Plans for Produc-
tion ana Utilization Facilities,”"' which was
developed to help applicants establish adequate plans
for coping witi. emergencies. This regulatory guide
provides more coi.nlete guidance in developing the
emergency plans requirea in tne FSAR for nuclear
power plants. It describes a method acceptabie to the
NRC staff for complying with the Commission’s
regulations with regard to the content of emergency
plans for nuclear power plants, primarily in the
FSAR stage. Additional guidance in the overall area
of emergency preparedness is under development and
will be forthcoming. The Advisory Committez on
Reacior Safeguards has been consulted concerning
this guide and has concurred in the regulatory posi-
tion

* Lines indicate substantive changes from previous issue

Copies may be obtained by request to the US Nuclear
Regulatory Commussion, Washington, D C. 20955 Attention
Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

B. DISCUSSION

The Commission’s interest in emergency planning
is focused primar:!v on situations that may cause or
may threaten to cause radiological hazards affecting
the health and safety of workers or the public or
resulting in damage to property. Emergency plans
should be directed toward mitigating the conse-
quences of emergencies and should provide
reasonable assurance that appropriate measures can
and will be taken to protect health and safety and
prevent damage to property in the evenl of an
emergency. Although it is not practicable to develop
a compietely Jetailed plan cncompassing every con-
ceivable type of emergency situation, advance plan-
ning, including the preparation of procedurestoimple-
ment the planning objectives and periodic testing by
drills and exercises, can create a high order of
preparedness and ensure an orderly and timely
decision-making process at times of stress, as well as
the availability of necessary equipment, supplies, and
services.

An important element of emergency planning for
nuclear power plants is the recogmtion of a need for
active participation in the planning process by those
who have emergency response roles. Federal, State,
and local agencies, as well as the licensee, have
responsibile roles to play in both the planning and the
implementation of emergency preparedness
procedures. Federal interagency responsibilities for
radiological incident emergency response planning
were originally se: forth by the Federal Office of
Emergency Preparedness (now Federal Preparedness
Agency, General Services Admimstration) in a
Federal Regisier Notice (38 FR 2356) pubiished
January 24, 1973 The Notice was revised as of
December Y4 1975, and published in the Federal
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Register (380 FR 248) The current Notice outlines
Federal agencies’ responsibilities with respect 1o
radiological emergency response planning related to
fixed nuclear facilities and to transportation acci-
dents involving radicactive matenais. To a large ex-
Tent. these responsibilities are directed toward a coor-
dination of Federal efforts to provide assistance to
State and local governments in their planning This
policy 1s based on the recogmition that State and local
governments have the necessary authority to imple-
ment protective measures for the public n their
jurisdictions. Although Federal agencies can and will
respond to emergencies arising from nuciear power
plant activities 1f necessary, such response should be
regarded primarily as supportive of, and not as a sub-
stitute for, responsible action by licensees and State
and local governments. The development of an effec-
tive interface hbetween the licensee and the State and
local governments in radiological response planning
1s therefore necessary

In the preparation of emergency plans for a specific
nuclear power plant, the apphcant should be guided
by the following criteria to clanfy the scope, content,
and purpose of the document that describes the
plans.

i Although considered a part of the Final Sarety
Analysis Report, the plans should be prepared and
maintained as a separate document

2. This document should be an expression of the
overall concept of operation, which describes the es-
sential elements of advance planning that have been
considered and the provisions that have been made to
cope with emergency situations. It should incor-
porate information about the emergency response
roles of supporting organizations and offsite agen-
cies. That information should be sufficient to ensure
coordination among the supporting groups and
between them and the licensee

3. Details that can reasonably be expected to
change from time to time, e 2., names and telephone
numbers. specific items of equipment and supplies.
inventory hists. and step-by-step procedures or
checklists that may be altered as a resuit of experience
or test exercises, need not be incorporated into the
plans submitted as part of the Final Safety Analysis
Report. However, detailed procedures that wiil en-
sure timely and effective implementation of various
aspects of the emergency plan should be prepared.

NUREG-TS 111 “Gude and Checklist for the Development and
Evaluation of State and Local Government Radiological
Emergency Response Plans in Support of Fixed Nuclear

Facihities

C. REGULATORY POSITION

| Each applicant’s emergency plan should include
provisions fo7 coping with emergencies, both within
the boundary of the plant site and in the environs of
the site. Responsibility for planning and
implementing all emergency measures within the site
boundaries rests with the licensee Planming and
implementation of meuasures to cope with plant-
related emergencies outside the site boundary with
particular emphasis on the low population zone
should be a coordinated effort involving the licensee
and local. State. and Federal agencies having
emergency responsibiliues. The emergency plan
should describe the coordination of the arrangements
and agreements between the licensee and these agen-
cies.

2. The scope and content of a nuclear power plant
emergency plan should be substantially equivalent to
that recommended in Annex A, “Orgamzation and
Content of Emergency Plans for Nuclear Power
Plants.” to this guide. To ensure orgamzational
proficiency in coping with emergencies, provisions
should be made for an annual review of the
emergency plan and for periodic testing, updating.
and improving procedures based on traiming. dnills.
exercises. and changes on site or in the environs.

1 Features and candidate subjects that should be
considered in the preparation of specific procedures
for impiementing the emergency plan are described in
Annex B. “Implementing Procedures for Emergency
Plans.” to this guide. Implementing procedures need
not be incorporated into the plan and are not re-
quired to be submitted as part of the Final Safety
Analysis Report to the Commission. These
procedures should, however, be available for review
by the Office of Inspection and Enforcement during
its prelicensing and routine inspections.

D. IMPLEMENTATION

The purpose of this section is to provide mfor.ma:
tion to apphcants and licensees regarding the NRC
staff’s plans for using this regulatory guide.

This guide reflects current Nuclear Regulatory
Commission practice. Therefore. except in thuse
cases in which the applicant proposes an acceptable
alternative method ‘or complying with specified por-
tions of the Commussion’s regulations, the method
described herein is being and wiil continue to he used
in the ¢ aiuation of Final Safety Analysis Reports

11912
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ANNEX A

ORGANIZATION AND CONTENT OF EMERGENCY PLANS
FCR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

1. DEFINITIONS

This section should provide definitions of any
terms that are unigue to the power plant under con-
sideration or are given connotations that differ from
normally accepted usage. Listed below are some
terms used 1n this guide along with the definitions
that should be applied to these terms when they are
used 1n emergency plans.

I.i Assessment actions—those actions taken during
or after an accident to obtain and process informa-
tion that is necessary to make decisions to implement
specific emargency measures.

1 2 Corrective actions—those emergency measures
taken to amehiorate or terminate an emergency situa-
tion at or near the source of the problem in order to
prevent an uncontrolled release of radioactive
material or to reduce the magnitude of a release, e g.,
shuting down equipment, firefighting, repair and
damage control

.3 Protective actions—those emergency measures
taken after an uncontrolled release of radioactive
material has occurred fo. the purpose of preventing
or mimmizing radiological exposures Lo persons that
would be likely to occur if the actions were not taken.

| 4 Population at risk—those persons ior whom
protective actions are being or would be taken.

| § Recovery actions—those actions taken after the
emergency to restore the plant as nearly as possible to
its preemergency condition.

| 6 Protective action guides (PAG)—projected
radiological dose or dose commitment values to in-
dividuals in the general population that warrant
protective action following a release of radioactive
material  Protective actions would be warranted
provided the reduction in individual dose expected to
be achieved by carrying out the protective act:<n 1s
not offset by excessive risks to individual satety in
taking the protective action. The PAG does not in-
clude the dose that has vnavoidably occurred prior to
the assessment

| 7 Emergency action levels—radiological dose
rates. specific contamination levels of airborne,
waterborne. or surface-deposited concentrations of
radioactive matenals; or specific instrument indica-
tons (including their rates of change) that may be
used as thresholds for initiating such specific
emergency measures as designating a particular class
of emergency. initiating a notification procedure, or
imtiating a particular protective action

2. SCOPE AND APPLICABILITY

This section of the plan should define the unit.
plant, station, or area to which the plan is apphicable
and present a summary of the plan’s inter-
relationships with (1) its implementing procedures.
(2) plant operating, radwlogical control. and in-
dustrial security procedures: (3) other emergency
plans of the company (e.g. an overall corporate
plan); and (4) emergency plans of other participating
agencies, particularly the responsible State agency or
other governmental authonty having radiological
emergency planning responsibilities in the immediate
offsite area.

3. SUMMARY OF EMERGENCY PLAN

This section should describe the key elements of
overall emergency planning logic, incorporating
graded emergency classifications of increasing
severity and their relationship to the participating
status of onsite and offsite personnel and agencies.

4. EMERGENCY CONDITIONS
4.1 Classification System

An emergency plan should charactenze several
classes of emergency situations. The system of clas-
sification employed should consist of mutually ex-
clusive groupings (to avoid ambigu:ty) but should
cover the entire spectrum of possible radiologicai
emergency situations. Succinct verbal rather than
numerical or alphabetical classification designations
are recommended to give better immediate informa-
tion to personnel as to the scope and character of the
situation. The system of classification should be com-
patible with the system used by the State and local
governments. Each ciass defined should be assocrated
with a particular set of immediate actions to be taken
to cope with the situation. (These actions should be
described in Section 6.) This section should note that
various classes of accidents require a graded scale of
responses. For exampie. a fire may begin as a small
problem but then increase in severity and therefore
move up from one class of accident to another

Specific implementing procedures should be
prepared for each idenufied class of emergency (see
Annex B).

An acceptable classification scheme is described in
qualitative terms in Sections 4 1.1 through 4.1.5 This
part of the emergency plan should describe the
criteria for charactenzing each class and the criteria
or specific emergency action levels to be used to
recogmze and declare each class or subclass

1.101-3



4.1.] Personnel Emergency

This class involves accidents or occurrences onsite
in which emergency treatment of one or more in-
dividuals 1s required. It includes those situations that
have no potential for escalation to more severe
emergency conditions. There may be no effect on the
plant. and immediate operator action to alter plant
status s not necessarily required. A Personnel
Emergency does not activate the entire emergency
organization but may activate such teams as the first
aid team. [t may also require special local services such
as ambulance and medical. Emergencies in this class
can reasonably be expected to occur during the life of
the plant.

Implementing procedures for handling this class of
emergency may also be incorporated in the plant's
radiation protection procedures and general in-
dustrial safetv procedures.

Included in this class are injuries that may be com-
phicated by contamination problems or excessive
radiation exposures to onsite personnel.

Recognition of this class of emergency 1s primarily
4 judgment matter for plant supervisory or manage-
ment personnel. its importance as part of the clas-
sification scheme rests to some extent on its
“negative” information content, viz. that the incident
giving rise to the emergency is restricted in its scope
of involvement. This section of the plan show d
designate the classification criteria and should
enumerate discrete accident situations that could give

rise to the Personnel Emergency class.
4.1.2 Emergency Alert

This class involves specific situations that can be
recognized as creating a hazard potential that was
previously nonexistent or latent. The situation has
not yet caused damage to the plant or harm to per-
sonnel and does not necessarily require an immediate
change in plant operating itus.  Inherently,
however, this 1s a situation in * ..ch time is available
to take precautionary and constructive steps to pre-
vent an accident and to mitigate the consequences
should it occur Emergency Alert situations may be
brought on by either manmade or natural
phenomena and can reasonably be expected to occur
during the life of the plant

Emergency Alert conditions imply a rapid transi-
tion 10 a sta'c of readiness by plant personnel and
possibly by offsite *mergency support organizations,
the possible cessation of certain routine functions or
activities within the plant f1at are not immediately es-
sential. and possible precautionary actions that 2
specific situation may require. Examples of situations
that should be placed in this class are threats to or
breaches of plant security measures such as homb

threats or civil disturbance.' severe natural
phenomena in the plant environment such as a flcod.
carthquake, tsunami. hurricane, or tornado:
emergency situations such as nearby industrial or
forest fires. or release of a toxic or noxious zas in or
near the plant. This section of the emergency plan
should identify specific candidate situations for
Emergency Ale ts and the criteria that would be used
to recogmize ard declare this class.

4.1.3 Plant (Unit) Emergency

This class includes pr 'sical occurrences within the
plant requiring staff emergency organization
response. The initial assessment leading to this class
should indicate that it is unlikely that an offsite
hazard will be created. However, substantial
modification of plant operating status is a highly
probable corrective action if it has not already taken
place by the automatic protective systems. Although
this class 1s associated with a judgment that the
emergency situation can be corrected and controlled
by the plant staff, notification of cornorate head-
Quarters and, in turn, notification of appropriaie ofT-
site agencies to alert them as to the nature and extent
of the incident should be measures associated with
this class. For example. incidents such as fires that
may have a significant potenual for triggering a
release of radioactive matenials to the offsite environs
should require that the licensee notify the principal
responsible State and local agency of the plant status.
The licensee would then recommend that the perti-
nent offsite agencies required to respend 1o a par-
ticu'ar emergency be contacted, apprised of the situa-
tion, and directed to assume an alert condition (short
of mobilization) until further notice. The offsite agen-
cies would be expected to remain in this condition un-
til either the plant was verified to be in a safe condi-
tion or until one of the other emergency classification
categories was 1dicated. possibly requiring further
action by offsite emergency response personnel.
Protective evacuations or isolations of certain plant
areas may be necessary. This class of emergency can
also reasunably be expected to occur during the life of
a plant.

Examples of situations that might fall into this
class are those accidents analyzed in the FSAR as
events that are predicted to have insufficient
radiological consequences offsite to warrant taking
protective measures: Fires and explosions in the plant
having no radiological consequences offsite will
generally fall into this class, although they may also
be treated as separate and distinct emergency clas-
sification categories.

Detanis of measures 10 cope with securits incidents should he
described in the facility physical security nlan required pursuant 1o

'V CFR S0 34(¢c) and should be withheld from pubhic disclosure
pursuant to 10 CFR 2 790d)
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Activation levels for declaring Plant Emergencies
should be based on (1) the recogmtion of an 1m-
mediate need 10 implement in-plant emergency
measures 1o protect of provide aid to affected persons
in the plant or 10 mitigate the consegquences of
damages to plant equipment. (2) a positive observa-
tion tha' effluent and other radiological momtors
show no indication of a possible Site E ergency. and
(1) a posiuive observation that there i1s no apparent
breach of any fuel cladding, primary system boun-
dary, or containment. This section should describe
the alarm conditions of combinations of alarm condi-
Lions and the emergency action levels for initlaung a
Plant Emergency.

414 Sie (Stauon) Emergency

Emergency situations more severe than plant
emergencies are not expected 1o occur during the life
of a plant because of design features and other
measures taken 'O guard against their occurrence.
Nevertheless, 1L 1S considered necessary and prudent
10 make provisiens for a class that involves an un-
controlled release of radioactive maternials 1nto the
air. water, or ground to an extent that the imitial as-
sessment indicates the advisability oi considenng
protective action offsite. Mohilhization and readiness
of principal offsite emergency organizations 18 3
recommended measure Protectir © actions are hikely
1o include evacuation of plant areas other than con-
irol rooms and emergency stations. they should in-
clude, for example, the evacuation of construction
personnel when additional umts are under construc-
tion on the same site. Associated assessment actions
include provisions for monitoiing the environment.

Sytuations falhing into this class clude those acci-
dents analyzed 1n the FSAR that could result in
releases of radioactive materials to the environment.
The releases would be of sufficient magnitude to war-
rant consideration of protective measures offsite 10
minimize potential health hazards due 10 resulting
abnormal levels of airborne of deposited radioactive
materials.®

Emergency action levels for declaring 3 Site
Emergency should be defined (1) 1n terms of instru-
ment readings of alarms that annunciate in the con-

trol room, including indications of the functioning of

safety systems and the readout from effluent
monitors and (2) alternatively 1n terms of specific
contamination levels In ervironmental media, eg.
water, soil. vege.ation. milk. To avoid unnecessary
response 10 false alarms. the activation critena for
control room mMonNitors sho’.'d be defined so as to re-

JE——

o Background \Muaterio! for the De: elopment of Radiation Piotec
won Standards.” t eders Radiauion Council. Report No, § July
1964, and Report No 7, May 1963

wafynual of Protectinve action Guides and Protective Actions for
Nucled inadents (Chapter HUS Environmental Protecuion
Agendy ~FPA 30 1-TS01 September 1978

quire cecrroboraung evidence from (wo independent
sources that provide input to the control room The
bases and criteria used to specify these emergency ac-
tion levels should be fescribed and their relationship
1o protective action guides explained Licensees
should use, and should recommend 10 local and State
authorities for use. protective achion guides incor-
porated in Federal agency guidance.’

415 General Emergency

Hypothetical accidents have been postulated that
have the potential for serious radiological conse-
quences 10 public health and safety. Although the
likelihood of occurrence Of such an eventis extremely
low. emergency plans should include a General
Eme-gency class which provides for early warning of
the public and prompt initiation of protective actions
within the low population zone. Provision should
also be made for modificauon or expansion of
protective actions, based of condiions ~revaihng at
the ume-of an accident, 10 include areas in which pro-
jected doses 10 individuals would be likely 10 exceed
the upper himits of protective action guides.

Emergency action levels and other criteria for
declaring a General Emergency should be specified 1n
terms of information readily available in the control
room. Such information should include the status of
engineered safeguards The selection of the levels
should Le guided solely by postulated conditions
within the plant’ that would be likely to lead to
serious releases of radioacuive products 1nto the at-
mosphere. An acceptable plannming pasis is the most
serious design basis accident analyzed for siing pur-

poses.

Coordination with local authorities :5 an essential
element of the planming for this class to ensure the
availability of mechanisms for early warming of the
public.

4.1 Spectrum of Postulated Accidents

Accident analysis  sclions of Safety Analysis
Reports are primarily concerned with the design
responses of a plant to postulated maifunctions of
equipment faillure and include estimates of the
radiological conseguences of discrete accidents By
contrast, emergency pianning is concerned with 1n-
dividual and organiuuonal responses O the con-
tinuum of potential accident situations. including
those discrete accidents that have heen hvpothesized.
This section of the emergency plan should describe
how the postulated accidents are encompassed within
the emergency charactenzation classes and should
provide a summary énalysis of their implications for
emergency planning. Implications 10 be considered
should include (1) nstrumentation capabiiity tor
prompt detection and continued assessment ant (2)

P
Gee 10 CFR Part o0 footnote | 10 $100 11
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manpower needs in relation o the anticipited se-
quence and uming of events.

5. ORGANIZATIONAL CONTRGL OF
EMERGENCIES

Starting with the normal operat'ng organization as
4 base. this section of the plan should describe the
emergency organization that would be activated on
the site and its augmentation and extension offsite.
Authorities and responsibilities of key individuals
and groups should be delineated. The communica-
Lion links established for notifying, alerting, and
mobilizing emergency personnel should be identified.

5.1 Normsl Plant Organization

Both day and night shit staffs (crews) should be
described. indicating clearly who is in the immediate
onsite position of responsibiiity for the plant or sta-
tion and his authonity and responsibility for declaning
an emergency.

§.2 Onsite Emergency Organization

This section should describe the onsite emergency
organization of plant staff personnel for both day
and might shift situations.

§2.1 Direction and Coordination

The positicn title of that person onsite who 15
designated to take charge of emergency control
measures should be clearl, ‘dentified. A specific hine
of succession for this authority shou'd also be given.
A policy statement describing the scope of authority
and responsibility vested in that role by the company
(applicant) should be included. Functional respon-
sibilities assigned to this individual should be
described.

§22 Plant Staff Emergency Assignments

The plan should specify the organizational groups
to which the following additional functional areas of
emergency activity are assigned. including an indica-
tion of how the assignments are made for both day
and night shifts and for plant staff members both on-
site and away from the site. Functional areas should
include:

Plant systems operations,
Radiological survey and monitoring,
Firefighting.

Rescue operations.

First aid.

Decontamination,

Secunty »f plant and access control,
Repair and damage controt.
Personnel accountability,
Recordkeeping. and
Communications

— O IDA L)

5.3 Augmentation of Onsite Emergency Organization

This sectica should describe two categories of off-
site support assistance 10 the plant staff emergency
organization.

¢ 3| Licensee Headguarters Support

Headquarters management, administrative, and
technical personnel should be prepared to augment
the plant staff in the performance of certain functions
required to cope with an emergeacy. The following
special functions are considered appropriate for
headquarters support and should be incosporated in
the overall plan, although company policy and
organizational features may dictate vanations in
modes of assigning responsibilities for these functions
among headquarters personnei, plant staff personnel.
and outside support organizations:

|. Environs monitoring,

2. Logistics support for emergency personnel, ¢.8..
transportation, temporary quarters. food and water.
sanitary facilities in the field. and special equipment
and supplies procurement.

1 Technical support for planning and
reentry,/recovery operauons.

4. Notification of governmental authorities, and

5 Release of information 10 news media during an
emergency coordinated with governmental
authorities.

The emergency organization status of supporting
headquarters personnel should be specified. relative
particularly to the person directing the plant
emergency organization.

In some instances, companies may provide for cer-
tain emergency supporting services 10 their plants by
contracts with private organizations. Where this is
the case, the nature and scope of the Support services
should be characterized here (When such contractors
are used. evidence of their qualifications may be re-
quested.) Specific services by contractors should be
identified at the appropriate places in the emergency
plan.

5.3.2 Local Services Support

This section should identify the extension of the
organizationz! capability for handling emergencies 10
be provided by ambulance. medical, hospital, and
firefighting organizations. Evidence of the arrange-
ments and agreements reached with such organiza-
tions should be included in an appendix. This section
should contain references to that appendix and 10 the
parts of the plan in which the functions of these
organizations are described
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€ 4 Coordination with Participating Government
Agencies

This section should ide.ufy the principal State
agency (designated State authority) and other
goeernmental agencies (local. county, State, and
Federal) having action responsibilities for
radiological emergencies in the area in which the
plant is located If the boundary line between two
political entiies, e.g.. counlies Or States, passes
within the low-population zone or within approx-
imately four miles of the site. agencies from both
governmental entities should be included. Subsec-
tions for each such agency should include:’

|. The identity of the agency.
2 A description of the authority and responsibiiity
of the agency for emergency preparedness planning
and for emergency response, parucularly in relation
to those of the licensee and to those of other agencies.

1 A description for each agency of specific
response capabilities in terms of the expertise of per-
sonnel and other orgamzational resources available.
Copies of written agreements with such agencies
should be included in an appendix. The information
should provide a clear concept of radiological
response operations

4 Activation of the agency function, including ti-
tles and alternates for both ends of the communica-
tion hnks. and primary and alternative means of
communication. Administrative control methods
that will ensure the effective coordination and control
of the emergency aciivities of support organizations
should be established.

$ The designation and location of the Emergency
Operations Center of each Staie/local government
agency

Typical agencies to be included here are law en-
forcement agencies, departments of health or en-
vironmental protection, civil defense or emergency/
disaster control agencies. and the regional co-
ordinating offices of USERDA’s Radiological As-
sistance Program.

6. EMERGENCY MEASURES

Specific emergency measures should be identified
in this section for each emergency class and related to
action levels or criteria that specify when the
measures are to be implemenced.

The planning represented by this section should
lead to more detailed emergency procedures and as-
signments for executing tasks by appropriate
members of the emergency organization. Emergency
measures begin with the activation of an emergency

As an alternative method of providing the information requested
N these subsections. the apphicant may choose to submit copres of
ek agencies rhological emergengy response plans as evidence
ol aecentahie conrdination

cluss and its assocrated emergency orgamzation. The
additional measures may he organized Into assess-
ment aclions. corrective achions, protective actions,
and aid to affected persons. where applicable to each
class.

6.1 Activation of Emergency Organizativn

The emergency conditions classified in Section 41
involve the alerting or activation of progressiveh
larger segments of the total emergency organization
This section should describe the communication steps
taken to alert or activate emergency personnel under
each class of emergency. In particular. action levels
(based on readings from a number of sensors in-
cluding the pressure in containment. the response of
the ECCS. etc.) for notification of offsite agencies
should be described. The existence. but not the
details. of a message authentication scheme should be
noted for such agencies.

6.2 Assessment Actions

Effective coordination and direction of all elements
of the emergency organization require continuing as-
sessment throughout an emergency situation. The
details of assessment functions should be incor-
porated 1n explicit implementing procedures for each
emergency classification. This section should include.
however, a description of the methodologies and
techniques to be used by the licensee. That descrip-
tion should give reasonable assurance that the
magnitude of releases of radioactive materials car be
determined. that the magnitude of any resulting
radioactive contamination can be determined. that
projected exposure to persons onsite or offsite can he
estimated. and that emergency action levels specified
can be determined. all in a timely manner.

6.3 Corrective Actions

In some emergency situations, actions can he taken
to correct or mitigate the situation at or near the
source of the problem (for example. to prevent an un-
controlled release of radioactive matenals or 1o
reduce the magnitude of a release). Such actions
should be considered as a supplement to design
features and as both a backup and an extension of
automatically initiated actions. Proficiency i correc:
tive actions should constitute a major objective of the
training effort and onsite drill program. This section
should identify those actions, eg. fire controi’
repair, and damage control. that can and would be
implemented when necessary

6.4 Protective Actions

This section should describe the nature ol protec-
tive actions for which the plan provides. the criteria

‘I applicable. reference should he made (0 the descriphon calied
for in Regulatory Guide 170, Section 95 1. “Fire Protection
Svstem
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for implementing these protective acuions, the area
involved. and the means of notifying or warning the
persons or population at risk. Describe also steps
raken (1) 1o provide to visitors to the plant or site and
(2) ta make available on request to occug ants in the
low population zone information concerning how the
¢mergency plans provide for notification to them and
how they can expect to be advised what to do.

6.4.1 Protective Cover, Evacuation, Personnel Ac-
countability

The emergency plan should provide for timely
relocation of persons in order to prevent or minimize
exposure to radiation and radioactive materials The
following items should be inciuded:

1. Plant Site

a. Action critenia.
b. The means and the time required to warn or
advise persons involved, Le.,

(1) Employees not having emergency assign-
ments.

(2) Working and nonworking visitors,

(3) Contractor and construction pe:sonnel,
and

(4) Other persons who may be in the public
access areas on or passing through the site or within
the exclusion area.

¢. Evacuation routes, transportation of person-
nel, and reassembly areas, including alternatives for
inclement weather and high traffic density.

d. Missing persons check.

¢ Radiological monitoring of evacuees.

2. Offsite Areas’

a. Actions planned to protect persons in the low
population zone and criteria for their implementa-
tion

b. The means and the time required to warn or
advise the persons involved, including:

(1) Businesses. property owners, and tenants:
(2) Schools or recreational facilities: and
(3) General public.

642 Use of Onsite Protective Equipment and
Supniies

Additional protective actions that should be con-
sidered in emergency planning include measures for
minimizing the effects of radiological exposures or
contamination problems by the onsite distribution of

1f the imformation reguested here 1s ncluded i copies of
radislogical emergencs resporse plans of apphcable gosernment
agencies isee 1o vnote 1o Sectton S 4) i need not be repested

special equipment or supplies. Measures that should
be consiciered for persons within the exclusion area
include:

i. Individual respiratory protection,

2. Use of protectuive clothing, and

3 Use of radioprotective drugs. e.g.. individual
thyroid protection.”

For each measure that might be used, a description
should be given of:

| Criteria for issuance,
2 Locations of items, and
31 Means of distribution.

6.4.3 Contamination Control Measures

Provisions should be made for preventing or
minimizing direct or subsequent ingestion exposure
to radioactive materials deposited on the ground or
other surfaces. Control of in-plant contamination
should be described in specific radiological protec-
tion procedures and need not be repeated here.

641 P'ant Site

Protective actions within the exclusion area but
cutsice of fenced s=curity areas should be describsd
and should include, where applicable:

a. Isolation or quarantine and area access controi,

b. Control of the distribution of affected
agricultural pioducts, including milk,

z. Control of water suppiies, and

d. Criteria for permitting return to norma! use.

Action criteria (Protective Action Guides) and
responsibility for implementation of the measures
planned s*ould be described.

6.4.3.2 Offsite Areas"

Protective actions planned for the low population
zone with provisions for extending such actions to
areas farther from the site boundary, if necessary,
should be des-ribed and should include the same ele-
ments as in 6.4.3.1 above.

6.5 Aid to Affected Persoanei

This section of the emergency plan shouid describe
measures that will be used by the licensee to provide
necessary assistance to persons injured or exposed to
radiation and radioactive material. The foilowing
matters should be included:

The L S Food and Drug Admimistration 1»s presently deveioping
guidance for the use of rudioprotective drugs

Reier to footnote to Section 64 1.2

1. 101-%



6.5.1 Emergency personnel Exposure

This should specify exposure guidelines for entry
oc reenfry 10 areas in order to (1) remove injured
persons and (2) undertake corrective actions. Ex-
posure guidelines should also be S ified for
emergency personnel who will be providing first aid.
decontamination. ambulance, of medical treatment
services 1O injured persons and a description of how
these guidelines will be implemcmed. Methods for
permituing volunteers 10 receive radiation exposures
in the course of carrying out lifesaving activities
should ensure expeditious decisionmaking and a

reasonable palance of relative risks.”
6512 Dcconlammalion and First Aid

Capabilities for decontaminating personnel should
be included. along with a brief description of first aid
rraining and capabilities of appropriate members of
the emergency orgamzation.

6.5.3 Medical Transportation

Arrangements fof transporting injured personnel.
who may also be cadiologically contaminated, 10
medical treatment facilities should be specified.

654 Medical Treatment

Arrangements made for local and backup hospital
and medical services and the capability for the
evaluation of radiation exposure and uptake should
be described.

For both hospital and medical service. the plan
should incorporate assurance not only that the re-
quired services are available. but also that persons
providing them are prepared and qualified 10 handle
~adiological emergencies. Written agreements with
respect 10 arrangements made by the applicant
should be included in the appendix.

7. EMERGENCY FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT

This section of the emergency plan should identify.
describe briefly. and give the locations of items 10 be
used of maintained by the licensee. Where ap-
propriate, references may be made 0 apphcable sec-
nons of the Final Safety Analysis Report for 2d-
ditonal detail

7.1 Emergency ontrol Centers

This should include the principal and, \f ptovxded
for. alternative ynsite locauons from which effective

emergency control direction 1S given. One alternative
offsite location snder the jurisdiction of the apphicant

Ngtional Councl on Radnaon Protection and \Measurements.
NCRD Report No 19, TBask Radiation Protection Critena. s
wed January 1% 971, pages §9-102

should also he described. Their locations should be
related o the reactors. prevailing wind direction. and
evacuation roules.

7.2 Communications Systems

This should give briefl descriptions of both onsite
and offsite communications sysiems. including
redundant power sources that would be required 10

form vital functions in (ransmitting and receiving
informauon throughout the course of an emergency

73 Assessment Facilities

Many of the emergency measures described in Sec-
tion 6 will depend on the availability of monitoring
\nstruments and laboratory facilities. This section
should list monitoring systems that are to be used 10
init 1te emergency measures, as well as those 10 be
usea for continuing assessment. The listing shou'd be
organized as follows:
7.3.1 Onsite Sysiems and Equipment

1. Geophysical phenomena monitors, €.8.
meleorologtcal. hydro\ogic. seismic.

p 3 Radiological monitors, €8 process. aread.
emergency. effluent. and portable monitors and
samphing equipment.

1 Process monitors. e.g.. reactor coolant system
pressure and temperature. containment pressure and
temperature. liquid levels. flow rates, status of lineup
of equipment components

4 Fire detection devices.

7 3.2 Facilities and
Monitorng

Equipment for Offsite

|. Geophysical phenomena monitors.
2. Radiological monitors.
3. Laboratory facilities, fixed Of mobile.

7.4 Protective Facilities and £ quipment

Speaific facilities and equipment that are intended
to serve 2 protective funcuion should be described.
The description of shelter Of assembly areas should
emphasize those features that ensure their adequacy
with respect 10 their capacity for accommodating the
number of persons expected and with respect 10
shieldirg. ventilation, and inventory of supphes. 1n-
cluding, for example. respiratory protection. protec-
tive clothing. portable lightung, and communications
equipment. If design and other details are prnvuded
eisewhere in the Final Safety Analysis Report. only &
brief summary need be given.

7.5 First Aid and Medical Facilities

A summary description of onsit€ facilities should
be provided {Offsite medical facihines should be
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identified in the appendix (Section 10 of Annex A 10
this regulatory guide) along with the agreements
providing for their use.)

7.6 Damage Control Equipment and Supplies

A summary description of onsite damage control
equipment and supplies should be provided.

8. MAINTAINING EMERGENCY
PREPAREDNESS

This section of the plan should drsenoe the means
1o be employed o ensure that the plan will continue
to be effective throughout the lifetime of the facility.

8.1 Organizational Preparedness
81,1 Traimng

This should include a description of specialized in-
itial training and periodic retraining programs to be
provided to each of the following categories of
emergency personnel:

| Directors or coordinators of the plant
emergency organizaton.

2 Personnel responsible for accident assessment,
including control room shift personnel.

3 Radiological momtornng teams.

4 Fire control teams (fire brigades).

5 Repair and damage control teams.

6. First aid and rescue teams.
7. Local services personnel.
8. Medical support personnel.
Licensee's headquarters support personnel.

10

8.1.2 Drills and E xercises

This section should describe provisions for the con-
duct of periodic dnills and exercises 1o test the ade-
quacy of umng and content of implementing
procedures and methods, to test emergency equip-
ment. and to ensure that emergency organization per-
sonnel are famibiar with their duties. Preplanned
descriptions or amulations of accidents or similar
events should be used 10 prepare scenarios ap-
propriate to the objectives of each drill or exercise.

The plan should provide for an initial exercise
prior to loading of the first umt at any site and for an-
nual exercises thereafter using scenarios appropriate
to the Site Emergency OrF General Emergency clas-
sifications of Section 41 Each of these exercises
should contain provisions for coordination with and
participation of offsite emergency personnel, in-
cluding those of State and local government agencies.
Each exercise should test. 45 @ minimum, the com-
mumcations links and noufication procedures with
those offsite agencies 1O demonstrate that capabili’
for early warmng of the public 18 mantained.

See also Regulatory v de -
Nuciear Power Plants

¥ire Protection Guidehines fof

This plan should also provide for quarterly drills
for fire team (fire brigade) members. annual fire
emergency drills containing provisions for a par-
ticipation by an offsite fire department. and annual
drills of repair and damage control teams. These
should be conducted as realistically as 1s reasonably
possible. Provisions should be made for critiques of
all drills and exercises. Training should include
delineation of methods to evaluate 115 effectiveness
and to correct weak areas through feedback with
emphasis on schedules, lesson plans, practical train-
ing, and periodic evaminations.

8.1.3 Emergency Planning Coordinator

It is suggested that licensees establish and maintain
on the normal plant operat .2 staff an Emergency
Planning Coordinator whose responsibility should
include the coordination of offsite emergency plann-
ing efforts. Principal duties of this position may be
described in this section.

8.2 Review and Updating of the Plan and Procedures

Provision should be made for an annual review of
the emergency plan and for updating and improving
procedures 10 incorporate results of traiming and
drills and to account for changes onsit# or in the en-
virons. Means for maintaimng all coordinate ele-
ments of the total emergency orgamzation informed
of the plan and revisions to the plan or relevant
procedures should be described. Provisions for
reviewing and updating all written agreements al
least every two years should be included.

8.3 Maintenance and Inventory of Emergency Equip-
ment and Supplies

The operational readiness of all items of emergency
equipment and supplies should be ensured. The
provisions for performing maintenance. surveillance
testing, and inventory on emergency equipment and
supplies should be described.

9. RECOVERY

This section should describe general plans, in-
cluding applicable criteria, for restoring the plant as
nearly as may be possible 10 @ safe status.

10. APPENDIX
The appendix should include the following items:

| Copies of agreement letters with offsite
emergency response supporting organizations and
copies Or summaries of referenced interfacing
emergency plans.

2. Plots of calculated ime-distance-dose for the
most serious design basis accident as called forn the
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latest revision of Regulatory Guide 1.70, “Standard
Format and Content of Safety Analysis Reports for
Nugclear Power Plants,” Section 13.3-1.a -1b, and
-l.c

31 A map or maps, drawn 1o suitable scale and
clearly legible. that reflect the information called for
in Regulatory Guide 1 70, Section 13.3-6.a. and -6.b.,
and display the exclusion area and low population
zone boundaries.

4 Listings, by utle, of written procedures that
implement the plan.

5 Listings by general category of emergency Kits,
protective equipment. and supplies that are stored
and maintained for emergency purposes. A detailed
catalog of individual items should not be included in
the plan.

The written procedures themselves and a detailed
catalog of protective equipm-nt and supplies should
be available at the plant site for inspection al any
time by a representative of the Commission’s Office
of Inspection and Enforcement.
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ANNEX B
IMPLEMENTING PROCEDURES FOR EMERGENCY PLANS

This annex provides guidance regarding the
~preparation and content of procedures that impie-
ment the emergency plan

1. CONTENT AND FORMAT OF PROCEDURES

This section describes desirable features that
should be incorporated. where appropriate, into in-
dividual implementing procedures.

1.1 Organization and Responsibilities

Each procedure should specify the individual or
organizational element having the authority and
responsibility for performing specific critical tasks
covered by the procedure.

1.2 Action Levels

Emergency action levels and protective action
guides should be specified in procedures. along with
the emergency actions or protective actions required
and the individuals or orgamizational units responsi-
ble for their implementation

1.3 Actions by Support Agencies

The specific actions to be performed by support
groups should be 1dentified in the procedures dealing
with their activities. If the emergency actions per-
formed by these groups require coordination with
other elements of the emergency organization, the
particulars and reguirements of this coordination
should be specified in the controlling procedure.

1.4 Procedure Format

A rigid format for implementing procedures is not
suggested in this guide. An acceptable format should
display the action steps so the user of the procedure
can clearly understand his duties. The format of
~rocedures that specify immediate actions to be taken
has special significance because the user needs brief
and explicit instructions that can be followed easil.
and gquickly

1 4.1 Conditions and Prerequisites

Each procedure should explain the prerequisites
:nd conditions th it should exist before the specified
actions or operations are performed. These should be
in the form of action levels or protective action
guides

1 4.2 Acuons and Limitations

Procedures sk ould present the required actions in
succinet and concise manner and in step-by-step

order and logical sequence. The instructions should
be sufficiently detailed for a quaiified individual to
perform the required actions without supervision but
need not provide a completely detailed description of
the actions. methods, or processes

If the user is given the latitude to exercise judgment
in implementing specific actions or parts of the
procedure, guifelines should be provided in the
procedure to aid the user in making decisions.

1.4 3 Cautions anc Precautions

Important steps or precautions should be noted or
highlighted with. = the procedure.

1 4.4 References

Wten procedural steps require other functions or
jobs to be performed. the controlling procedure
should contain the reference to other applicable
procedures.

1. 4.3 Signoff Sheets and Checklists

Complex or lengthy controlling procedures shouid
have provisions for signoff sheets or checklists to
document the fact that required actions have been
taken or have been completed. Examples include
notification call lists and personnel accountability
checks.

2. SCOPE AND IMPLEMENTING
PROCEDURES

2.1 Immediate Action Procedures

There should be a separate procedure for each
identified class of emergency to specify and imple-
ment the preplanned response actions required for
that emergency condition. Each procedure should (1)
clearly :dentify the acuon level, the protective action
guide. or the conditions for declaring the emergency
condition; (2) list by priority the individuals and ele-
ments of the emergency c-ganization that are to be
notified and mobilized: an § (3) specify the emergency
actions that are to be taken by designated individuals
and elements of the emergency organization. Com-
munications procedures should require formality,
acknowledgements of orders and reports, designation
of relative priority of communications with the scene
of the emergency, sits emergency control center, con-
trol room. outside activities, etc. Effective methods
for rapid internal and external transmission of infor-
mation ma; include prepositioned messages (fill in
the blanks in specified sequence): instructions for use
of voice (telephone and radio transmission) and

21-12



relewire facsimile (TWX), use ol manual status
hoards for details of the emergency. and use of maps.
charts, and plant configuration drawings for site and
local areas required by Annex A 103

2.2 Emergency Action Procedures

The following sections list subects that should be
covered by wrnitten procedures. The utles of specific
procedures, as well as their contents. may vary
among lhicensees. but the actions or subjects described
helow should be covered within the group of
procedures that implement the emergency plan.

12,1 Noufications

Call hsts to alert and mobilize the emergency
orgamzation and supporting dgencies should be
specified for each identified class of emergency. If call
hists are not too lengthy or complex, they should be
incorporated into the immediate action procedure.

3 3 2 Rudiological Surveys

Procedures should specify the methods. and
preplanned locations if feasible. for emergency
radiological surveys in the plant and in the environs
of the plant. The procedures should include or refer
o requirements for providing collected data and in-
formation to the individual or organizational element
responsibie for emergency assessment functions.

3 2.3 Personnel Monitoring and Decontamination

The procedures should require monitoring of in-
dividuals leaving restricted areas oOf other areas
known or suspected 10 be contaminated. The
procedures should specify contamination levels tha
require decontamination actions. They should also
include or refer to decontamination procedures for
various types and levels of radioactive contamina-
ron

3 2.4 Evacuauon of Onsite Areas

Procedures for evacuation should include the ac-
tion levels that require evacuation of specified areas.
buildings, and the site. Primary and secondary
evacuation routes and assembly areas should be
designated. These procedures should refer to or be
related to those procedures for personnei account-
abihity and personnel momtorng.

225 Personnel Accountability

A method of personnel sccountability should be
specified 1n proceduras 10 ensure that. at all umes, ail
individuals within the site confines and areas and
buildings within the site are warned of mminent
threats or hazardous conditions and evacuated from
alfected areas if required
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The procedures should designate individuals hav-
ing the responsibility of accounung for persons
within areas and huildings within the site. The
procedures should contain approprnate checksheets
and signoffs and should provide for rep.iting of n-
formation to the central authority in charge of the
emergency response actions.

226 Assessment Actions

Procedures should describe the system for gather-
ing information and data on which 10 base decisions
{0 escalate or deescalate emergency response actions.
They should idenufy the types and sources of infor-
mation available such as control room radiological
and meteorological instruments and radiation and
contamination level as defined by in-plant. sit boun-
dary, and onsite and offsite surveys. The procedures
should specify action levels (based on readings from a
number of sensors, including the pressure in contain-
ment. the response of the ECCS. etc.), protective ac-
tion guides, and other guidelines as a basis for deci-
sions to initiate emergency measures and actions of
to terminate or otherwise modify emergency actions
in progress. The procedures should assign respon-
sibilities for gathering and using assessment data and
information

227 First Aid and Medical Care

The procedures that speaify the methods and n-
structions for receving. transporung, and handhng
injured persons and providing for their medical treat-
ment should specifically include the precautions and
special handling required for contaminated patients.
The procedures should cover separately the provi-
sions for and use of medical treatment facilities in
both onsite and offsite areas.

2.2.8 Firefightung

In addition to the normal hazards of firefighting
such as flame. heat. smoke. toxic gas. structural
failure. electric shock. etc. the procedures should
also cover precautions for fighting fires involving
radioactive materials and for situations where
firefighters may otherwise be exposed 10 radiation
They should cover the responsibilities and
capabilities of both in-house and offsite firefighting
teams and equipment. They should include specific
instructions for monitoring the exposure to radiauion
of offsite personnel involved in firefighting.

2.2.9 Reentry

Procedures and guidelines should be developed tor
reentrv 10 previously evacuated areas for the pur-
poses of saving lives. search and rescue o missing
and injured persons. of manipu.ation. renar. of
recovery of critical equipment of systems specific
guidelines should be included in these procedures for




maximum emergency radiation exposures for reentry
and rescue personnel. Procedures should be
developed for permiting voluntary acceptance of
emergency exposure for lifesaving actions.

2.2.10 Plant Secur:ty

The normal plant security procedures should
provide for security and access control during
emergency conditions and should include provisions
for unencumbered access by emergency vehicles and
personnel.

2.2.11 Recovery

Action levels and guidelines should be developed
for restoring operations and property as nearly as
possible to a safe status. The less complex operations
such as personnel emergencies and emergency alerts
should require only brief recovery action procedures.
The more complex emergency operations, however.
(site and general emergencies, for example) will
generally require correspondingly complex recovery
actions. It is not practicable to plan detailed recovery
actions for all conceivable situations, but procedures
that include at least the imtial planning considera-
Hons for recovering, repairing, decontaminating, etc..
potentially affected poruons of the facility should be

developed

During onsite recovery operations. personnei ex-
posures to radiation should be maintained within 10
CFR Part 20 limits.

2.3 Supplemental Procedures

This section lists subjects for procedures that sup-
plement those covering emergency response actions.
The specific titles and contents may vary, hut the
described subjects should be covered in the licensee’s

procedural system
2.3 | Communicauons

Procedures should be available for activating.
operating, testing. and maintaining the emergency
communications systems.

3 3.2 Documentation and Records

Procedures should include requiremnents for
recording the implementation and completion or ter-
mination of emergency response actions. logging as-
sessment datu. reports of personnel accountability.
and maintenance of required records and logs.
233 Equipment and Instrumentation

Operating instructions for equipment ard In-

strumentation should be prepared and stored with

the equipment. Procedures should include inventory
hists of kits. equipment. and instruments and provi-
sions for periodic inventory, inspection, calibration,
and maintenance.

234 Traiming

The training program for the emergency organiza-
tion should be documented in the form of schedules
and lesson plans or lesson outhines. The program
should include training for licensee employees and
for offsite organizations and personnel who are to
provide support in the emergency response. The
training for offsite personnel who may be required to
enter the site should typically include familiarization
with the site and instructions on site procedures
necessary for their safety and for their effective inter-
face with onsite personnel. Offsite personnel training
may include emergency dosimeter issue procedures.
fire main connection locations. vehicle access routes,
and plant alarms.

Training should include delineation of methoas to
evaluate its effectiveness and to correct weak areas
through feedback with emphasis on schedules, lesson
plans, practical training. and periodic examinations

2.3.5 Tests and Dnilis

Procedures should provide for practice drills that
use detailed scenarios to test both specific procedures
and implementation of the major aspects of the
emergency plan. The scenarios should be planned
simulations of emergency situations. and they should
be approved by plant management after they have
been reviewed for scope and adequacy.

The procedures should consider the utility of
testing on both an announced and unannounced
basis. They should require the use of an observer staff
during the conduct of test drills and should contain
provisions for appropriate checklists or cringue
sheets to be used by the observer staff.

3. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PROCEDURES

The procedural system used by licensees should
contain written rules and instructions governing the
writing. revising. and updating of implementing
procedures. The instructions should specify the
methods 1o be used 1o ensure that procedures, revi-
sions. and changes are reviewed for adequucy. ap-
proved for use, and distrbuted to user organizations
and individuals having the responsihihity  lor
implementing the procedures
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