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pu YL ~l PR0CEEDINGS

2 Whereupon,-

3 MICHAEL T. JAMG0 CHI AN

4 was callea as a witne ss and, having been first duly sworn,-

5 .was examinea anc testified as follows:
EXAMINATIONo-

7 Bf MR. PARLER

o O riease state your f ull name f or the record.

y A 141chael Tnomas Jamgocnian.
,

10 0 You nave received a le tter f rom Mr. Rogovin? The

li copy I have is datea August 30, 1979. Have'you received

12 sucn a le tter?

13 t. Yes, sir.

14 'IR . FAF.LER: I v ill hanc you a copy of the le tter,.

10 wnicn I will mark for icentification as Exnibit 1042.
Ic (dxnibit 1322 identifiec.)

l/ Et kH. rARLdHe

1 s- .' Is Inis a pho to co py of the letter sent to you cy

1r Ine spe cihl inc,uiry group concerning your ce position here

20 today-under oath?

21 A Yes, sir.

22 J Fave you read Inis cocument in_ full? I

l
,

. 23- A Yes.

24 J) me you unJcrstand tne inf ormation set forth in

20 tr.is 1c tter, incluJin.; tne general nature- of the !!RC ?:!I

. , . . .
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pu FL I special . inquiry, your .right to have an attorney present here

2 today as your representative, and the f act that the

3 information that you provide here may eventually become

4 puolic?

5. A Yes.

o O Is counsel repre sen ting you personally today?

7 A Yes.

o O And the counsel is Mr. Pat Dixon, of the office of

the general counsel, iluclear Regulatory Commissions i s t ha t:9

10 correct?

11 !/. R . DIXON: Yes, that's right.

12 Bi 14R. PARLER:
,

13 0 Mr. Jacogchian, you should be aware tnat tne

le testimony that you give has the same force and effect as if

15 you were testifying in a court of law. My questionr anc

ic your responses are being taken down, and they will be later
given tne ' opportuni ty to l oo.< e t17 transcrioed. You will ce _

lo that transcript ano mai:e cnanges that you aee.T n e c e ss a ry..

l> However, to tne extent that your subsequent enanges are

20 significant, those enanges may be vieweo as aff ecting your

21 crecibility. So, please be a s comole te' and accurate as you

22 can in re sponding to cy questions now. It'you at any point

22- curing tne ce posi tion don' t uncerstanc a question, please

24 f eel f ree to stop anc indicate that. le will mai:e the

20 clarification at that-tima.

N
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pu el i MR. PARLER: I will say the same thing to you,

2 Mr. Dixon. If you want to have a clarification you have

3 some thing that you want to discuss, you can so indicate, and

4 we can either ao so on tne record or off the record.

5 BY MR. PARLER:

o 0 Let me warn you of two basic ground rules. One is

you permit me to finish my questions before you give me7 tnat

c your re sponse , even if you know what the question is going
to be, cecause the re porter cannot take cown both of usy

10 speaking at the same time. And in that regaro, sometimes it

11 may take me a little while to get the question out, so ju st

12 bear witn me.

13 6econdly, respono aucibly, pl e a se . Motions, sucn as

9
14 nodding your neaa, cannot be taken cown by the re porter.

i5 how, regarcing your -- the resume of your bacngrounc,

lo you've croviaed te with a copy of a personel qualifications

17 statement. fou provicea tact copy last week, as I

Ic requestsc. Inis is a document consisting or five pages of

;

17 the personci qualirications statenent. :togetner witn an

20 enclosure -- one consisting of three pages, and enclosure

21 t'.!o cor.31 sting of two page s, and enclosure three consisting

22 or f our pages, anc an enclosure f our consisting of two

23 pages, ano an enclosure five consistino of two pages.

24 I 'till cark thir. statument for identification as Exnicit
20 1043. I cnly have one copy of it, tne copy whicn yo"

1

.
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ov PL 1 provided. I will show you that.

2 ( Exhibi t 1043 identified.)

3 BY MR. PARLER:

4 O Tha t is the backgrouna statement of your

5 qualifications which you gave met i s tha t correct?

o A Tha t's correct.

7 0 Tnat cocument a ccurately summarizes your

o ecucational and employment backgroundt is that correct?

Y A ies.

10 MR. PARLER: Okay. I will give you tnis one,

11 Le t's go o f f the recoro.

12 (discu ssion off the recoro.)

13 ;/ h . PARLER: All right. On the record.

14 BY MR. rARLER:

16 Q For pur pose s of the recoro, at this point would

16 you surmarize your educational osckgrouno?

17 A I have a bachelcr of science in mecnanical

lo engineering. Tna t's i t. From Southeastern 14assachusetts
,

1> University.

22 2 In what year?

21 A Ivo6.

Jo C Unat was your employment immediately prior to

3 23 joining t he Nuclear Regulatory Commissior staff?

2* A I wor.<ed f or the Atomic Energy Commission, anc'

25 prior to that I worked f o r Le partment of davy, suoervisor,

f

|

+

1

L
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, . .

pv PL 1 shipbuilding in Newsport News, Virginia.

2 O When aid you join the Atomic Energy Commission

-3 s ta f f , a pproximately?
.

4 A 1Y73.

5 0 wnat were your assigned duties at that time?

o A Well, I worged for the office of standards

7 cevelopment in the development of regulatory guides and

c regulations.

v 0 In wnat area?

10 A It was more or le ss a generalized general type of

11 area. It was not very specific. After oeing here for a

12 year, I sort of got specific ano stayed in tne area of

13 er. ergency prepareone ss.

14 0 bid that happen by plan, or was it just sometning

15 t ha t he ppened to turn out for you, that you ended uo in Inis

lo area?

17 A About 4-l/2 years ago, emergency planning started

Ic oecoming the suoject that the Commission was interested in.

li Ana there was a need f or somebody to cevelop ne regulatory

20 guiJe 1.101. Ana I nad a snall amount of experience.in

I was21 emergency planning dita the .iavy. So, it was jus --

22 tne rignt person at tne.ri;nt tine.

23 2 toulo you elacorete a litt;e oit on tna amount of

24 emergency planning experience that you nad with the Navy?

25 Again, tnis is just ror tne cacKgrouno on the recora.

>
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pv el 1 A Yes. I helped develop the emergency plan for

2 nuclear accioents down in Newsport News, Virginia, for tne
.

3 Navy se partment, as well as the shipyard.

4 0 Your work in the emergency planning area for the

5 Nuclear Hegulatory Commission, you say, started about four

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

7 area has been exclusively since the Nuclear Regulatory

e Conmission was created in January 1975?

v A Yes. Possibly a li ttle overlap before then.

10 0 All rignt. Now, tne standards of fice, was it --

11 t he way t ha t it was organized unoer the Atomic Energy

12 Commi ssion e ssentially is the same as the way that it is

13 organizea now in the area tha t you are -- in Ine area tha,

14 you worn in?

15 A tes. E ssen ti a lly , tnere is one incividual, me,

lo nanoling emergency planning work.

li 3 And Ine ste ps that have to be taken to get a

is s tanacro out, eitner in tne f ort of a regulatory guice or

t v- ycJr regulaticn, are essentially tna same under'Ine hRC's

20 stproacr as it .;a s unoer tne Atomic Energy Commis sion's

il approacn?
.

22 ^ Tnsre have been minor changes, like value impact
' ~

23 assesstents, things like that. But basica11y the sace.

1* 2 Ano in the of fice of stancards development, 1

23 a ssume that, organizationally, .your f unction is under the

1
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<R69 9 9 1 division of citing health and safeguard standards; is that
|

- 1
2 correct?15 ,

.

L !
<

3 A That's correct.

,

4 Q And you're in what branch?

5 A Site designation standards branch.

6 Q And that branch is headed by whom? |
|

|
7 A Pat Samella. ;

!

'
8 0 And she reports to whom? ,

9| A Craig Roberts.

10 Q And Mr. Roberts reports to a division director

II who is Mr. Karl Goller; is that correct?

12 A That's correct.

13 0 Would you describe for the record, generally,

| what the responsibility, as you understand it, of the Nuclear14

15 Regulatory Commission in the area of emergency planning,

16 { starting with the area that you are familiar with and that
|

17 '! you are directly involved in?

Io j A In other words, the office of standards development?
i

II Q Yes.
g
5

A All right. We proved number one, interface
20 |.|

21 ' with all the other organizations in NRC in the emergency

|
22 planning area. We provide input to all of their developmental

; I

23 [ plans as well as develop all standards, regulations, regula-f

2/ | tory guides for the use of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
hee . .,ei tenorters inc.

|

| in the emergency planning area.25

i

.!
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1p 2 1 Q Are they responsible for emergency planning within
{L'

2 the Nuclear Regulatory Commission? I take it it is in more

3I than the one organization. You've stated that the office |

4 of standards development provides the service that you just

5 described. I would assume that that service is to more than :

6 one office.

7 In other words, more than one office in NRC has some |

!

8 responsibility in the emergency planning area. Is that

9 correct?

10 A Most definitely.

II Q Would you comment on that a little bit? For example,

12 for the record, indicate the responsibility as yo: understand

13 ! itr of, for example, the office of nuclear reactor regulation
i

14 j and the office of states program in the emergency planning

15 l area. I realize that what these offices' responsibilites

lo are, in fact, should best come from them.

17 [
But, standards does interface with these offices and

II
* 18 does provide them with a service. And what I would like for

19 you to do is for the record, to state your understanding of
,.

20 what these responsibilities are.
h

d
21 '- A We do provide services to all the other organiza-

22 tions throughout NRC. NRR reviews licenses in the emergency

23 planning area, reviews their emergency plan as submitted at

24 the PSAR and FSAR Stage.
,

5ce Fsuero Feoorters, Inc. j
25 | State programs is an interface group. They handle the

;

!
o i

,I
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10

interface with state and local governments again in thelp 3 1

'L .

2 emergency planning area.

& E reviews the emergency plan of a licensee in the3 I
i

field, reviews their implementing procedures, assures that4

the interfaces with the hospitals, local governments are
5

1

6 existent and adequate.

NMSS reviews the emergency plans for licensees in their7

8 area. What else? Research does researching in the emergency !
'
,

9 planning area. And again, we interface with all those

10 organizations in one way or another.

11 O I gather that from an applicant and eventually |

I
12 1 a licensee's standpoint, that the applicant and the licensee

13 |
has to produce an emergency plan of its own, which presumably

.i

is reviewed and approved by the office of nuclear reactor14

i

15 regulation. Is my understanding correct?

A That's correct.16
|
I

17 ! O And then,.my understanding is that there are
,

,

16 ' also other emergency plans, perhaps at the state and local
L
l,

19 level. Is that correct?
-

1,

20 A That's correct.
>

21 " Q Who reviews the state emergency plans? Who

within the Nuclear Regulatory Commission reviews the states'22

23 | emergency plans?
\

24 I A Well, the office of state programs, when
ce F J Reporters, Inc. j

25 |
requested by the state, has some sort.of mechanism where they

i

l
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review in conjunction with other federal agencies, the3 rlp, 4 ;

PL state and local plans around the nuclear power plant.2

3 0 Are these plans approved or are they concurred |
1

!

4 in or do you know?

5 A They are concurred in. We have no right to
?

approve emergency plans, no legislative right,of a state and6

7 local government. ;

8 0 From your perspective and responsibility, are

there any relationships between -- relationships in the9

form of a dependency, in order -- that the licensee's plan10

11 to work -- is there any dependency between that plan or a ;

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

in order -- in the event of an emergency for the emergency13 ,

14 planning objectives to be satisfied?

15
' In other words, would it come out with an overall

]
plan that would work?16

1

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

18 [!
I

mesh. They must be coordinated. In reality, my own opinion

I is that a state does not necessarily have to have a concurred19
r

20 c, in emergency plan in order for protective measures to be
P

H

21 d taken outside of a nuclear power plant.

A licensee has an emergency plan that deals with on-site22

23 ! emergencies, evacuation of on-site people, protective
i
t,

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

Sce FA..d Esporters. Inc. |
to notify and to recommend that protective measures be taken-- 25 I

I
. ,

!,
_

e
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;

!

i

12',

lp 5 1 off site. Well, you don't have to have an elaborate
{?L concurred in state and local emergency plan in order for :

2

3 off-site protective measures to be taken. It's a fact of

history in this country that evacuations and sheltering4

have been taken for many thousands of people, where emergency
5

:

6 plans never existed.
1

An example to point is four or five years ago in Los | ,

7
i !

8 Angeles, I believe 100,000 people were evacuated below a dam.

9 There was no evacuation plan. There was no emergency plan.

!
10 But, those people were evacuated within four hours.

11 So, it's my personal opinion that as long as the !

state police can do their thing, which is evacuation and12

13 as long as they're notified, there should be no problem.

14 O The standards that the Nuclear Regulatory
,

i

15 Commission has in the emergency planning area, I wouldl

16 assume that they are set forth both in the regulations and
|

17 ,j in regulatory guides. Now, what are the basic standards and-
Il

is the guides for an applicant's emergency plan?L

*

19 A Well, the basic regulations located in 10 CFR- ,'

20 f Part 50.34, that refers you to-10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E,
d

21 ' which lays out what is needed in an emergency plan, the basic _

elements that should' exist in an emergency plan of an applicant. !
-22

23 at-the FSAR and PSAR stage.
, |

,'
i .

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

Mee Fouerd Reporters, Inc.
which is emergency planning:for nuclear power plants.25 1

I
a
11

.U



13

lp 6 1 Regulatory Guide 2.6, which is emergency planning for
[L

2 research reactors. And Regulatory Guide 3.14, which is

3 cmergency planning for Part 70 people.
I
it

4 Q The basic regulation for emergency plans for
|

nuclear power reactors is in the Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50, |5
t
'

and guidance for emergency planning for nuclear power plants6

7 is in Regulatory Guide 1.101. That's what you said, right? ;

i

8 A That's correct.

9 O The Regulatory Guide 1. 101, emergency planning

10 for nuclear power plants revision 1, March 1977, I will mark

11 for identification as Exhibit 1044.
(Regulatory Guide 1.101 was marked

GX 12

13 Exhibit No. 1044 for identification.)
!

| BY MR. PARLER:14

I

15 0 Where's the guidance for the adequacy of
>

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

17 ; elsewhere or what?
I

18 c A No, sir. It's not in the same documents. Again,

i!
19 understand that our regulations and our regulatory guides are

I
20 [

addressed to applicants and licensees. The guidance that we

U as was written by
21 | provide to a state and local government,

22 the office of state programs, it's new a reg 75-111.

23 | O In the --
t

i

f 24 '; A Excuse me. Off the record for a minute.
bee Fs..est Reporters, Inc. ;

25 | { Discussion off the record. )
!

;!

|!
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flp 7 1 BY MR. PARLER:
yL

2 Q Back on the record. In the Appendix E to

3 Part 50, in the footnote 1 to that appendix, there is

reference to a guide to the preparation of emergency plans4 :

i

5 for production and utilization facilities. Now, in what form '

6 is that guide now expressad? Is that Regulatory Guide 1.101? !

4

7 A No, sir. The -- I know what it is. The

:Regulatory Guide 1.101 is a much broader, much more specific8
i

9 document than that original guide. That original guide was

10 written right after Appendix E .eas written. And it amplified

11 very little on Appendix E.

12 Regulatory Guide 1.101 amplifies significant legal

13 elements existing in Appendix E.
j

f
14 j 0 The new reg 75-111, which is the office of

i is
15 | statu programs has guidance to state emergency plans,

|

16 that raferenced in the Appendix E to Part 50?

17 A No, sir.

!

16 Q That's something completely separate from the
p
h

19 Appendix E and from the Regulatory Guide 1.10l? Is that

20 j correct?

21 A That's correct. I believe -- yes, it is. It's

22 referenced in Regulatory Guide 1.101 on page 1.101-2.

23 Q My understanding is that the new reg 75-111
1

provides -- is for the purpose of providing the same kind of24 .

|-se..F. o aenoriers, inc.

guidance to state governments that the Regulatory Guide 1.10125

!

L
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f1p 8_ 1 provides to applicants. In other words, both documents

PL
provide guidance but to respective or to different parties.2

3 Is that correct? Both the guidance documents?

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

S checklist of basic elements. You shall have an ambulance. ;

6 You shall have communications. Where Regulatory Guide 101 f
6

7 goes more into detail.
' '

S O All right. Did you have the responsibility for ,

9. developing the Regulatory Guide 1.101 initially?

10 A Yes, sir. And in conjunction with NRR.
i

q

l 11 O How did the need for this -- for that particular ,

11 project, that is, for the development of Regulatory Guide

13 1.101 come about? In other words, how did that project get

14 initiated some years ago, as far as you're aware?
I

15 Excuse me. Some people have represented that prior

16 to March the 28th, 1979, emergency planning was not given
!

17 y priority attention, perhaps not the attention that certainly
b
a

15q
after' March 28th, 1979, that it is receiving. Apparently,

!

19 , sometimes in the past, that is, prior to March 28th, 1979,
I,

20 | someone in the regulatory agency believed there was a need
| for further guidance to applicants beyond the guidance in21 P ,,

22 the Appendix E Part 50.

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

24 for.the record.
cce Fw.rCf Reporters. Inc.

25 A Okay. Because there was a needLto write Regulatory
!

l
I

!
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Guide 101 does not mean that the commission thought thatlp 9 1

gL
i

2 emergency planning was a great, important subject prior to

3 March 1979. The standard review plan was written about five
'

years ago, which laid out how an application -- how ana

emergency plan is going to be reviewed. |
5

It was felt by NRR that that standard review plan f
6 i

Ishould be published in the form of a regulatory guide.
7

was given the task to write that regulatory guide. Regula- ,

8

tory guide basically tracks and follows very closely, the
9

10 standard review plan.

11 0 So, the Regulatory Guide 1.101 is the guide

which amplifies the portion of the standard review plan
12

that deals with emergency planning. Is that correct?
13

,

14 A That's correct.
i

15 !j MR. PARLER: Mr. Cox. 2

l.

'

!
i

16 d BY MR. COX:

17 0 Do you know what organization developed and
: articulated that standard review plan that you're now refer-

18

b
4

19 ring to?
O

20 p MR. PARLER: In its entirety or just the part

d
n

21 " that deals with the emergency planning report?

BY MR. COX:22

23. O The emergency planning part.

That it was the emergency planning and security
24 A

: Ace Fwerd Reporters, tric.

25 t branch under Wayne Houston. It's been combined with the
I
i

|
t

i
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.1 1 accident analysis branch.\ p 10 ,,

L
2 O I think you just mentioned that your initial

work on this assignment was to essentially take this part3

4 of the standard review plan and --

!
5 A Write a regulatory --

4

6 0 -- and develop it further into a guide?

7 A That's correct. 1
i

8 0 You mentioned tracking, and could you restate

9i that? You tracked it pretty closely?

10 MR. PARLER: Off the record.

(Discussion off the $ecord.)11

12 MR. PARLER: On the record.
.

BY MR. COX:13 |

|
14 j Q I'm just trying to get on the record whether

i (,

you felt you developed that plan as it was first existent15

16 d or- around the end of 1975, or whether you essentially took
0

17 'l what already had been developed and transferred it into a
'

18 guide form, regulatory guide form.
[

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

h
not author or I did not write the entire thing from scratch.

20 ;||
v

21 { The standard review plan laid out basic things that are
22 | looked at in reviewing an emergency plan?

!

23 | I took those basic things and put them in the form of
il

24 [ a regulatory guide with further amplification, if you would.
see Fm.. c4 Reporters, Inc. |j

25 9; O In your opinion, if the lead man in the standards
b
c '

li
l'

li
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division on emergency planning, did you feel that that[1p 11 i
)L

material you'd be given to work with was a significant
2

elaboration over what already existed in Appendix E? Or
3

what was in the standard review plan essentially, not much
4

!

more than what was in Appendix E? Which? j
5

6 A No. The standard review plan was significantly
t

much more detailed than Appendix E. Appendix E is the
7

!

bare bones minimum. Then, you had that guide that was
8 :

9 published, that's footnoted in Appendix E. That is, on a

scale of 1 to 10,maybe a 2 above that bare bones minimum.10

11 Then, the standard review plan on a scale of 1 to 10 is ,

i

12 maybe a 6. And the Regulatory Guide is maybe an 8.

13 Again, adding more and more flesh to the bones, giving
,

i

more and more guidance to applicants as to what we really14

15 { need their emergency plan.
.

16
' O When you just referred to the regulatory guidei

17 now, you meant the first issue of the regulatory guide that

Correct? Whichis} you prepared after the standard review plan.
I

le! is not the one we have just entered as an exhibit here, but
s

!!

20 p it's an earlier one, isn't it?
1

h
21 A No. You're getting confused. There's a guide

22 that's referenced in Appendix E. I did not write that.

23 i 0 Yes. That's the one you mentioned was about a 2?

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

Sce A .y; m.pon m .inc. |
25 | had the standard review plan. And then you had Regulatory

:

i
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'

1p 12 1 Guide 101. ;

[L
i

2 O Oh. I'm referring to -- but you just mentioned |
'

1

3 as Regulatory Guide ' '2. Wasn't that an earlier issue of ,

!

'

1.101 than the issue we have on the table in front of us4
I

!

S today? '

.

What you do is you write a regulatory guide.
6 A Yes.

7 You put it out for comment. After comments are received, !

8 you evaluate the comments. You incorporate and change

9, the regulatory guide as you see appropriate. And then,

10 the regulatory guide gets issued as a revision 1.

11 O Okay. Then, there was an earlier version of |

Regulatory Guide 1.101 that was published for public comment?12

A That's correct.13
|

14 0 And that didn't have any revision 1 on it. It

15 ,| was just revision 0, I guess?
!

16 A That's correct. I don't think it had any revision
;

i

17 y on it. It just has for comment all over the pages.
0

Q And when was that issued?
18 p

19 A I really don't know. I would say a year and a
'
.

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

|
|

21 " O And that was issued for public comment?

'nd 22 A That's correct.

Opt 1 .

23 |||

24';
p. F. .<si c:.ponm, inc. |

25;
;

,
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PL mte i BY MR. PARLER:

2 0 The guidance for emergency planning which is in

3 the standard review plan, was that guidance largely the

product of some office other than the Of fice of Standards4

5 Development, as f ar as you are aware?

6 A Yes, sir. I believe Mr. Wayne Houston wrote that.

/ 0 And do you find that, in your experiencing in

worning on the implementing guidance in the Regulatory Guide
! o
a

y 1.101, tnat the basic charter in the standard review plan is

i 10 w ha t is too narrow or too broac, or has that given you any

11 concern? In otner words, the basic charter.

I 12 A Well, the basic charter i s .A ppendix E. Now,
.

13 Appendix E is very general. In fact, it's basically a good

14 cocument, but it's not specific enough in the emergency

15 planning area, even tnough regulations are su ppo sed to be

lo not s pe c i f i c .

17 l'a in tne proce ss rignt now of rewriting Appendix E and

I le basically honing up tne words or making more specific the

ly wording that's existent in Appendix E. hnere we perceive
;

20 tnat tnere's been a problem over the last few years,

!
' 21 especially since TMI, I at:, making the words that much more

1 22 spacific. But the basic charter, Appendix E, is fine. All

23 you havc to do is implement. it pro perly.

24 ihe standaro review plan was very well written. And

23 that's why I f ollowed tha t -in writing the regulatory guide.
,

.

i

. . . , - .- ,, . . , . ~ ... - .-
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PL mte i I considered it a good basic document for emergency

"

2 planning.
;

i 3 0 In the area of eme: Jency planning, what guidance

4 does the standard review plan have that the basic charter in'

5 tne Appencix E to Part 50 doe s not have, generally speaking?

< o A hell, again, it amplifies. Appendix E says you
:

! 7 shall nave a means of notification of off-site personnel.

e Well, tne standaro review plan then says, this is what NRR
:

is going to look f or in your emergency planning,' >

10 Mr. Appli cant. And it says we're going to look f or

11 redundant means of communication wi th of f-si te people ,

12 reduncant backup power sources.

13 It again amplifies. It says what they mean by adequate'

14 notif ication capabilities. Likewise, Acpendix E talks of

15 arrangements will be made with off-site people. Well, tne

lo stancarc review plan and likewise Regulatory Guice 1Cl goes

li into ce tail as to wnet are aaequate arrangements. You shall
4

le mage arrangements witn a nospital and a backup hospital.

ly you will make arrangements with the local police, that sina

20 or tning. It goe s into much more cetail.

21 0 So some time several years ago, after the stanaard

22 review plan was issuea, there was a need to put .out

23 auditional guidance in tne emergency planning area. Tha t

24 neea ultimately led to the cavelopment and the publication

20 of tne .4egulatory Guide i . l 01. Now, the need for standaras u
|

t

w

d e

,- _ . ,e,. - - - , - - - . - - - , , . u -. 9,,
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PL mee i to work on such a guide presumably was communicated er

2 requested by NRR to Standards.

3 dnat I'm trying to get to is the initiating event which

4 got you involved in working on what now has become
1

6 Regulatory Guide 1.101.

6 A Tha t's correc t. In that NRR requested the Office
'

7 of Standards Development to develop tile Regulatory Guide

e 1.101, I believe the basic reason is that the s tandard

review plan does not have the wide puolication ancv

10 acceptability tnat a Regulatory Guide doe s have.

Il C All right. Inat request to develop the Regulatory

12 Guide was mace several years ago, i s that correct?

13 A That's correct.

14 0 Now, would you please, again, to the be st of your

15 recollection, summarize some of the high spots in the work

lo that was involvec in tne cevelopment of that guide from the
:

17 beginning? Ina t is, f rom the time that you were given the

le assignment to cevelop Ine guide.,

t ly A Kell, as f ar as nighlights, I can go tnrougn tne.

I

f 20 usual, or the way and manner that the guide was oevelopea.

21 0 rny don't you ao that to tne be st of your

22 recollection, because that might be of some interest tc

23 Inose wno read this recoro, not only for this guide, but I

24 woulc assume that the way that this guide was developec is

20 not atypical of the way that Regulatory-Guides are

' - -- - . .. _
l
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PL mte 1 de velo ped. Would that be correct, or do you know?'

2 A What do you mean by " atypical"t

i 3 0 Is there a f airly routine process that is f ollowed
,

4 in the developmen t of Regulatory Guides?

5 A There is a routine process. But any publication,

o whether it be Regulatory Guides or regulations in the

7 emergency planning area, tend to have a great deal more

o cifficulty in getting out, because of the politics
y surrouncing it. It is not simply an engineering feat, as

10 many Regulatory Guides are.

11 We have f ormulas and calculations. Emergency planning
4

12 is an area wnere it's -- there's a great deal of poli tical

13 motivation and political undertones in tne development of

14 any publication that's involved in it.

lb ] Wny don't you elaborate on that a li ttle bit? If'

a

lo tnere is some thing in tha t -- in tne areas tnat you
j

li mentioneo that is unique to energency clenning and the way

ic t ha t guices or regulations are cevelopec, I think t na t tne'

1r recora snoula reflect t na t .
i

20 A Well, the only uniqueness is that emergency

21 planning five years ago was a very ninimum effort <ti t hin t he

22 Co mmi ssion. Ano it was -- tne- re sourc es delegatec to

23 emergency planning has been minimal throughout tne
.

2* Commission, throughou t each of fice. Ana those small numcers

23 or people were very mucn . opinionated as .co now tney

_ - , - .
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PL mte I t houg ht the emergency planning area should go.

2 The Of fice of Sta te Programs was very stron'g in their

i 3 feelings that state and local governments should be more and

4 more involved in the licensing process. The Office of I&E

5 was very concerned with not necessarily the emergency

o planning area per se, but the maintaining of a state of

7 emergency preparedness, whicn is a very valid concern. NRR

e was concerned with the emergency planning as they see it in

v the licensing process.

10 The plan, as I pe r ceiv ed it, their interest was really
|

11 not the full gamut of emergency preparedness. It was mostly
,

!

12 the plan that tney were concerned with.;

13 0 "They" oeing WRE , right?

14 A Yes, that's correct. But again, there's always

10 oeen, in the five years that I have worked on it, a great
,

lo deal or political undercurrent in emergency planning. It is
'

17 a fielc wnere, as I said before, thera is no engineerig

le formulas. It is basically a matter of opinion, what will

ly work anc what won't work. Many people f eel that there

i 20 snoulc be very elaborate, very detailed emergency plans in
i 21 place, in ca se of emergency. Other people f eel that t ha t ' s

22 not necessarily tne poi n t , tna t when you have an emergency,

! 23 evacuations are net a big tning; tnat sneltering is not big

24 t hinb t na t wi ll o.ccur.

20 As rar as continuing on tne discussion of how

1
,

i

l

i

. - -
|
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PL mee i Regulatory Guide 1.101 was developed, I met many, many hours

2 witn representatives f rom NRR, I&E, State Programs, in the

3 initial development of Regula tory Guide 101. After it was

4 wri tten, we sent it out f or office review. We received

5 office review in concurrence with minor comments, as I

6 recall.

7 It was then sent to the RRRC..

o O Excuse me. You're speaking of the Regulatory

y Requirements Review Commi tt ee?

10 A Tha t's correc t.

Il ine RRhC reviewed it and concurred that the Regulatory

12 Guide snould be implemented to all operating reactors. It

13 was then sent to the ACRS. They reviewed it. Tney had

14 comments on i t. The comments were incorporated.

Ib fne document was tnen publishea f or public comment. We

lo receivec com.nents. All comments were evaluated and

l 'i incorporated when we felt they should be incorporateo. Tne

! Ic accument was changed in a f ew minor ways anc tnen published

ly again in its present form, Hevision I, dateo 1.' arch. I
!

20 believe. '77. I

|

21 0 For summary, the -highlights certainly are

22- responsive to my question. 1

23 You referred to political either overtones or

24 uncertones. I gc ther f rom wnat you're saying, it i s that

25 you were making the point tha t, unlike certain technical
|

|

|

.- , . -
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'

PL mte I areas, where ther e may be w ha t the people call a

2 deterministic approach to regulation, that the area of |

3 emergency planning involves other considerations, perha ps

judgmental applications or responsibilities on things such4

5 as that. Is that what you meant by the'se words, " pol i ti c al

o unde r tone s" ?

7 A That's correct.

o MR. PARLER: Tom?

Y BY MR. 00X:

10 0 You mentioned that the original issuance of the

11 Reg Guice 101 occurred af ter RRRC approval and ACRS review.

12 And then it was i ssuco for comment, and tnen the

13 comments receivec 1 rom all source s. I gue ss, were

14 incoroporated in tne guide. Ana then it was finally

15 issueo, ano now I Inink you're referring to the .Maren

10 '77 hevision I issue.

17 Pricr to i ssuing Revision I, but after all

it com.T.ents had oeen incor pora ted, did the guice, once

ly again, get reviewed oy RhtC and ACRS?

20 A I oclieve not, in that there was no real

21 significant- cncnges made to the document since Ine les - time

22 tne RHhe ano ACdt reviewea it. So it was f elt tnat it coula

23 Just continue witn puolication.

12 4 3 You mentioned you celieve not. . You mean you're

23 not certain?

,

6

_ - , _ _ -
._ ,, ._.n,
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PL mte i A That's correct.

2 0 Or -- tha t is correct, you'rc not certain whether

3 it was reviewed or not?

4 A When it was -- whether it was reviewed a secono
t 5 time , that's correc t.

6 0 All right. Wouldn't you be in a position to know?
.

7 Aren't you -- wouldn't you be the lead man to i ssue this
i
2 6 guice?

Y A I am the leaa man, t ha t's true . It was three or

10 four years ago.
1

11 O On.

12 BY ;/.R. PARLER:

13 0 As f ar as you can recall at the present time, 1

14 gatner Inat your posi tion i s tha t you cannot recall tnat it

13 was revieweo by the Regulatory Requirements Review Committee
;

lo or the ACRS wnen the -- alter certain revisions had been

17 mace tc the document. Is my unoerstanding of what you're ;

,

lo saying correct?

Iv A Tna t's correc t.

20 <'O Inanks.
;

21 Now, thi s ef f ort, your eff ort on this guide, I believe

! 22 that you nave _ said. -started out some four or so years ago.

23 So Inat would.be somewnere in '75 or '76, is that right?-
j

24 A Yes.
1

26 u And went througn the process, sno eventually, in"

|

|

, - . - , - . _ ,
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PL mte i March 1977, there was an approved guide that was publishea

as an ef f ective guide. Is that correct?2 e-

- 3 A That's correct.

4 O And that guide had been presented to the

6 Regulatory Requirements Review Committee. Did you a ttend

o the meeting of that Commi ttee, by the way, at which the

7 Regulatory Guide 1.101 was presented?

6 A Yes, sir. I made the presentation.

Y O Ana you have said that that Commi ttee approved the

10 guide tor, I guess, application to operating reactorst is

11 Inat correct?

12 A Tnat's correct.

13 0 Did they -- dia the Regulatory Requirements Review

14 Committee deal at all witn :ne question of how the guice.

10 would be imple.mentec to, say, the old operating reactors or

lo utilities tnat were just about ready to get their opera ting

17 reactors license, or Inose utilities that had, say for

le example, iust filed their application for operating

Iv licenses?

20 In otner woras, was tne question of im pl ement a tion

21 acare ssed oy the degulatory dequirements Review Jommi ttee at

22 all?

23 A tio t to the aetail that you've just mentioneu.

24 They have three categories, anc it was given tne category --

25 I tnink it's Category 3, where it will be implementec.

.
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PL mte 1 0 So, the -- as you understand it, the Regulatory

2 Requirements Review Commi ttee approved the guide for

3 implementation, but to the best of your understanding ana

4 recollection, pre sumably , the aetails for how the guide

5 woula be implemented and when it would be implemented was -

6 left up to somebocy else?

7 A Yes, sir. That's left up to. I believe, the

Office of Operating Reactors in NRR.o

v 0 Now, this was some time what, in 1977, that you

10 pre sented the Regulatory -- I'm sorry -- yes, the Regulatory~

11 Requirements Review Commi ttee ?

12 A No. 1977, that's when the final version was

13 puolished. I would say we went bef ore the RRRC oeginning of

14 '70, something in that ares.

15 0 A oproximately at tnat time, whenever the -- y o u

lo apoeared before tne Regulatory Requirements Review

17 Committee, le t's say some time in early '76, they approvec

ic your procuc t. They approveo this implementation. Ycu

l> suosequently, I ga tner, pre sented tne guice to tne Advisory

20 Committee on Reactor Safeguards; i s tha t corre.ct ?

21 A Tha t's corre ct.

2e Q Tnere were some revisions mace anc the final guide

23 a opeareo in i.iarch 19777

24 A ina t's corre c t.

25 0 Now, was :ne guide, to the best of your

'k

- - , . - - _ _ . ._
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PL mte I recollection, implemented at that time for any operating

, 2 reactor in March 1977, when the guide became eff ective with

3 the Revision I? Oc you recall whether it was applied to any

4 operating reactor?

5 A Well, I wouldn't recall because that's not t he

o line of work I'm in. I don't deal with whether or not it is
7 implemented. I have since found out that it wa s no t

b backfittec to any opera ting reactor. It has only been

y comoliea wi tn, I think, with f our reactors that nave come on

10 the line since this cocument has been in effect.
-

11 0 Even though you have pointed 6ut that the question

12 or implementing the guide is beyond your area of

13 responsibility, are you aware of any of the circumstances,

14 aecisions either to implement the guide or not to implement
>

|
lo tne guice ?

10 A In meetings with people that were responsible for

17 Ine implementation of that guide, as well as other guices

le tnrough o pera ting reactors, I have asked that que stion, w hy

ly tnis occument was not oackfittec as recommenced by tne

20 RhRC. 'ihe people I spoke to, one individual eau in charge

21 or operating reactors, never gave me a gooc answer. He said

22 that was a good question with a long answer, but never

23 proviaed me witn tnat.
1

!24 I spoke to another indivicual who is the civision
!

25 cirecter ano asseo him wny this occument was never
.

.

. _ -~_ .
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f' PL mte i bacxfitted. And he informed me that resources were just not

2 available to backfit all Regulatory Guides that the RRRC

3 felt should be backfitted; tha t the resources were just

4 nonexistent in NRR.

5 O Talking aoou t division director, say, of the -- of

o operating reactors some years ago, is that what you are --

7 A Tha t's correct.

e 0 You're talking about an assistant director f or

9 operating reactors that was in that operating reactors

10 division some years ago?

11 A That's correct.

12 0 Af ter Maren 1977, were there other major

13 activities on your part on the emergency planning area?

14 A Yes, quite a few. Tnere wa s a petition f o

lo rulemaking by Public Interest Research Group. I don't

lo recall wnen tnat pe tition was submitted. That took about a

l ~t year and a nalf to evalua te. They requestec that our

le regulations ce enanges in a number of areas,

lv vo you want me to go into detail as to wnat tnat petition

20 requestec and wnat we -- why we denied it, or just continue

21 on otner areas that I've workec on?

22 0 Well, I tnink that a petition for a rulemaking in

23 an area sucn as tnis, that if the -- a pe ti tion i s not
i

24- ceemea to De frivolous, but nas sone substance to it, t ha t i

I

25 it woulc be helpf ul ror ourposes of the record, again, to j

|

|

1

|

I
l
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PL mte I deal to the best of your recollection, with the more

2 significant issues raised by the petition and how they were

2 dealt with as f ar as your development ano understanding is

4 concerned. I think it would be wortnwhile for you to deal

5 witn those ma tters, if you would, please, sir.

o A Okay. To the best of my recollection -- again,

7 please understand it's been three years ago, approximately

-- the petition requestec a number of things. One was tneo

cissemination of the PSAR and FSAR emergency plan to sacny

10 and every household ano every busine ss organization within

il so many n:11es of every nuclear power plant. I believe it

12 was 20 miles.

13 They also petitioneo that an evacuation drill be

14 perf ormec on a yearly casis, not only with the state and

15 local governments and Ine licensee, but witn the public

to participation, f ull public evacuation of a certain sector.

17 I tnint it was 45 degrees out to so many miles. Tne

le specifics I just cennot recell.

lx LIKewise, they petitionec that we change Apoendix E to

20 re.;uire tha t details cf tne emergency plan snould be

21 submi ttea with ths energency plan f or the review ana

22 a pprov71 of MG in tne li censirig proce ss. Right now,

23 App?ncix 5 says tn; =mergency plan, but not the cetails of

, 24 Ine picn, shoula he submitted. Tne se are calleo the-

22 it;1:nenta tion proceuures.



___

33

Yvv 02 14

PL mte 1 The petition, in whole, was denied. Number one, it's not

2 realistic to send out a PSAR or FSAR emergency plan to each

3 and every household. I t would just confuse people. It

4 would boggle their minds.
,

o Number two, it's - number one, illegal; number two,

o unrealistic, to require puolic participation in an

7 evacuation drill. In fact, it's more dangerous to have the

puolic participating in evacuation drill than the basics ofo

nuclear power, in my opinion.v

copy of the petition for rulemaking to allIC Fie sen t out a

11 the governors of all the states ano asked their opinion.

12 And their opinions were varied on some of the elements of

13 tne peti tion. Some thought that oissemination of basic

le kinos cf inf ormation would ce good to the public, which we

15 pointec out woulc be a good idea. But they definitely were

Ic against the puolic participation in evacuation arills.
Ii Aumber one, who would pay for any camages that were cone

Ic curing tr.e evacuation drill? riho would ce liaole for any

Iv rocaeries? i.~no woulo ce liacle for any accidents? The se
1

2C ara some of Inc questions the governors pointed out.

21 2..y own psrsonci opinion- as to puolic partic oation ini

22 evacustion, I tnink it we s very wrong. We shoula not try to

23 neve the public participating in an evacuation drill.

24 svaucation, as I pointea out before, in my own opinion, is
,

e
-Zo not a L 1:j deal. If you look at a case in point, Seabrook,

. -



- - _

34

N99 02-15

PL mte l' where~ you have Hampton Beach located very close to it. I

2 used to live' on Hampton Beach. Hampton Beach is evacuated

3 every bunday within aoout an hour when there's a

4 thuncerstorm, just about a full evacuation.

5 Janha ttan i s just about evacuated in two hours every cay,

o from 5:00 to 7:00 o' clock. I t's not a big ceal.

7 Ine petition was cenied in whole. We dio point out that

the concept of dissemination of basic kinds of informationo

woulo be a good idea in, say, a utility sencing it out asv
<

10 ~ part of their bill on a yearly basis; and that we would put

11 this kind -- or evaluate this concept when we rewrite

'
12 Regulatory Guide 101.

13 0 So tnat the concept of pu tting out tne casic

i

i 14 inf ormation witn the bill, tnat's something that's still
i

15 unoer reviaw, is tna correct?

Ic A Yes, si r.

17 0 You saio that the petition f or rulemaking, t na t as

ic a part of tne review proce ss the governors, what, presumanly'

,

ly or all of Ina states or certainly tne states in which

20 nuclear power plants are locatea or were in the proce ss of

'21 being constructeo, tne governors were ase:eo to commenti and1

322 t na t , I garner f rom wnat you have said, that there wa s j

23 consicerable,.if not almost universai, concern expressed

24 atout some of :ne proposals in the pe t i ti on .

20 Is ny understanding of what you saic correct?
|

|

,

,
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PL mte i A That's correct.

2 0 Now, the petition I gather that you've been

3 talking about, is discussed in the staff paper that is

4 ioentif ieo as SECY , S-E-C-Y , 77-263, of May 25th, 1977.

5 Inst's the petition that you've been talking about?

o A Tha t's correc t.

7 MR. PARLER: As f ar as -- f or ioentification

o purposes f or this record, I'll mark this paper, which I
y wouic assume is a puolic document , in any event, for

10 ioentirication as Exhioit 1045.
11 (Exhibit No. 1045 identified. )

12 Bi MR. PARLER:

13 0 In adcition to the petition for rulemaking that

14 you've just oeen ta1 King about, wnich is one of the major

15 activities in tne emergency planning area that you were

lo enpgec in subsequent to laarch 1977, would you continue,

l '/ plea se, wi tn some of tne otners?

lo A I've dealt wi tn -- I've oeen a memoer of tne

lv era .Jnl Task Force wnicn nave just i ssued their re por t.

2e It's I.Lddb-03y6, and that dealt with guidance to state ano

21 local ;overnments as to .tne magnitude of the accioent tnat

22 they should clan f or. We deliberated for, I think, two

23 years on tnat task force.

24 Likewise, I was involved witn a rule change to Appendix E
.

23 as a result of tne Seabrook cecision, wnich talked acout

_

I
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1

2 a pproximately .a year and a half .

3 I was also involved with the development of a rule enange

concernini,; the maintaining of emergency plans up to date and4

5 requiring research reactors to have emergency plans.

o 0 Was this rule change prior to -- the rule change

7 regaraing the maintenance of emergency plans up to date, was

the . something initiated prior to or af ter March 28th, 19797e

v A On, way before, at least a year and a half , two

10 years before.

11 0 !!ox , those are the major areas, because ; want to

12 ask you some questions about at least some of them?

i 13 A Yes, I believe that's it.
,

14 Off the record for a minute.

Ib C Eignt.

lo (alscu ssion off the recoro. )
.

.

17 E i v.R. PARLdR:

lc ; Ue were talking aoout major projects in the
,

is er..ergency plan:.ing area :nat you were involved in subsequent
'

20 tc t',e issuance of Regulatory Guide I.lC1 in March '77 up.to
i
1 21 .;,aren 26, lyly. You mentioned three of tnem, tne tiRC-E?A

22 icsc ? cree on emergency planning, tne results of. wnich is

23 reflectec in RJ.iiG-03y61 the ef f ort regarding tne emergency
, ~

! 24 planning outside of' the low populction ~2one, that was
!

| 2L involve: in the Seacroog croceeding s and also a rule. change

.

*
.
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2 Do you have any other major projects that you want to add

3 to those three?

4 A Yes. Since TMI, Mr. Gossick organized an

5 emergency -- another emergency planning task f orce, of wnien

o I wa s a member. That task force just re:ently sent their

7 report to the Commi ssion, wnich laid out a number of issues

and problem areas in tne emergency planning area, withe

9 various of fices -- with various office action olans as to
10 how to resolve and solve those problems and issues.

11 Alse attachea to that was a proposed rewrite of 50.33,

12 50.54, and all or A ppendix E. The proposec rewrite was done

13 by myself in cooperation with other offices or witn counsel
- 14 of other of fices. Ano we've requested that the Commi ssion

15 give us guidance on Inose proposec rule changes.

lo I have since written a staf f pa per tha t shoulo leave tne
,,

17 Orfice of Standarcs, uovelopment for office review and

1c concurrence oy tne end of thi s week.

ly 0 Okay. The project that you just mentioned, tnat

23 i s, tne project Inat is -- tha*. was heao'ed oy 14r. Car ter of

21 n i., S o , i s that correct?

22 A That's correct.

23 0 tou don't naopen to recall the staff pacer
.

;

) 24 ref erence , do you, f or tne re port to the Commi ssion?

25 A ho.

>

b

e r -- +



38

W90202
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2 A I can get that for you.

3 MR. PARLER: Off the record for just a second.

4 (Discussion off the record.)
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kap PL 1. MR. RARLER Back on the record. ,*

2 BY MR. PARLER:

3 0 You've checked and I understand that the report of,

the emergency planning task f orce that you mentioned is SECY4

5, paper, that's SECY-79-499.' Is that right?

6 A Tha t's correc t.

7 0 on the NRC/ EPA study that you were involved in,
.

d that effort, is a pproximately when?

v A Inree years ago.

10 0 Wna t prompted that study, do you recall?
.

11 A Yes, a number of state people were writing to NRC

12 and EP/ at tne same time, asking que stions as to what would
7

wnat kind of a ccioents should they base their emergency13 --

14 planning on. In the re plie s that came back, NRC wrote one

15 tning anc EPA wrote another tning. And tnere was obvious
-

to conflict. Ine individual from the state that got both

17 answers then sent a copy to the otner organization. In

Ic otner worcs, he sent d.4C re A's reply and sent epa NdC's

i- ly letter. And coth ag .cle s looked ridiculous.

2C So tnerefore, Mr. Go ssick f ormed an EPA /6RC task rorce,

! 21 whicn was su cposeo to lay out ana tell the states anat :ino

22 o; a ccioent tney should plan for. Now, the report ended uo

! 23 not laying,out the kind er accident but basically laic out

24 the cistances, the source tern and the times that s3ould ce

- 2 5f,. plannec for on an emergency. And this.Is wnere you cona u,c e

y ..

3 -
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kap PL 1 -- where we came up with the concept of an emergency

2 planning zone, which is approximately 10 miles radius around

3 each nuclear power plant.

4 O So, thi s ef fort was initiated, as far as you're

5 aware, by the NRC; is that right? By Mr. Gossick of NRC?

o A Tha t's correc t.

7 0 And approxima tely when was the report of the

e NRC/EFA effort issued? That i s, the NUREG-0396?

Y A I believe that was published f or comment the e nd

10 or last year after TMI. We extended that comment period.

II And we published it just recently, I believe, in final form.

12 0 Has --

13 A Ana a report ha s been sent to the Commi ssion with

14 a policy sta tement. The Commission has ye t -done nothing

15 with that pro posed policy sta tement, which basically

16 enforces the EPA /NRC task f orce re cort.'

17 O Tha t re por t that was sent to the Commi ssion wi tn

le the poli cy statetent was forwarced on March 26, 1979, in the

19 f orm or a staff paper, as f ar as you celieve?

20 A fes, I believe so. Two months, I think .'

'

21 0 P:ouic tna t ce 5cCr-7 v-3o7, as f ar as you know?

22 A I don't know.

|

23 0 Tna t we can che ck on. Was the SRC/ EPA re port

24 consolicateo with tne Carter -- that is Thomas Carter task

23 f crce on' emergency planning, or was that effort, as f ar as

;

,

,

|
<

- - _- _.



r

41
W99 03 03

kcp PL 1 you're aware, handled as a se parate and independent ef f ort?

2 A' Completely dif f erent. The Carter task force was a

i 3 result of TMI. Correct. Ultimately f rom TMI . The EPA /NRC

4 task force was something the states had been yelling about

5 and they just needed guidance.

6 0 The General Accounting Office, as I recall, some

7 time after March 28, 1979, i ssued a report, I believe, on

the adequacy of emergench' planning. Are you familiar withe

| 9 that report?

10 A Yes, sir. I reviewed it.'

11 O For pur pose s of the record, the report is entitled

12 Areas Around Nuclear Facilities should Be Better Preparea

13 f or Raolologi cal Emergencies. The reference is

14 El/.B-75- l l (Mar c h 30, 1979). You say you revieweo that GAO

15 report?

lo A fes , si r.
,

17 2 hhat were your major conclusions or views on that

lo report, to tne extent tnat you can recell t he.T now? I would

ly a ssume tnet that re port cealt with basically the same kinds

20 of issues that the EPA /NHC te sk f orce dealt with. Is my

|
: 21 understancing correct?

22 A Mo. tha t re port for one, erc arsed the d?A/NHC task

23 force report. The GAO re por t looked at emergency plannin;

! 24 in a critical light ano simply said it needs improvement.

26 0 Okay. Now in tnat context, wnat co you recall
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2L A The GAO report, I f elt was not done with very much

3 insig ht. It was as if somebody that knew nothing about

4 emergency planning decided to look at it and to spena a

5 couple of months looking at the area and came away wi th --

o well, it needs im provement. It doesn't take a great deal of

7 intellicence to come away with a comment, hell, something

o needs improvement.

v They saic that their recommendation was tnat more

IC information should be given out to the public. They also

11 recommended that the EPA /NRC 10 mile emergency planning zone

12 be aooptec. The otner reccmmendations, I con't recall,

13 But, tne insignt - there was a great deal of in sig ht

i 14 that was lacking in tha t re por t .

15 0 Back to tne. EPA /NRC task force ano its report.

Io vid scraeoody f rom hRC also represent the NRC on ther task

17 force?

Ic A Yes.

ly 0 Wno was Inat?

20 A Brian Grimes was tne co-chairman along with Harold

21 Collins, who was f rom state programs, Jim Eartin, wno is

22 f rom' the accident analysis branca uncer liayne Houston, was a

23 member or tne task force.

24 0 Uho was the chairman of the task f orce or the

25 other f our chairmen?

.

rw-
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2 c o-c hai rmen .

3 0' I see. So, both of the co-chairmen came from NRC?

4~ A No. Harold Collins came f rom state programs.

5 0 From the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and not
4

o f rom the Environmental Protection Administration?
,

7 A Yes, I'm sorry. Yes.

c 0 Do you have any other comments to make about the

9 EPA /hRC study, what ha ppened. to it or anything else about

10 the stucy? Some have elsewhere represented that that stucy

11 was ignored by some or at least dio not receive the

12 attention whicn some celieve that it aeserved, and that

13 insteac a f resh effort was initiated in the emergency

14 planning area in the f orm of still another task force.

15 tou can't have to agree, of course, with these

Ic representctions, but in tnat context do you have any

17 comments at all tnet you woulo like to mai:e, or --

le A i,0 . I celieve tna c's absolutely f alse. I con't

t

I ly tnink tnat Inat statement is correct, that tne EPA / ARC task

20 f orce re port has oeen ignored. dignt now NRO is in the

21 process el telling lic.ensees tha; tney snall arrange f or

22 emergency planning outsice -- out to 10 mile s. I nave also

23 written a rule change to incorporate the 10 miles or LPZ

24 concept. It nas not been ignored.

20 ihe commission nas not acted on that, but it' takes a

.

..
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2 0 But there is a paper that has been given to the

3 Commission .with this ru1~e c hangel is that correct?

4 A Tha t's true . There are some that were on the task

5 force that felt that the Commission should jump and act

o immediately on anything that was produced. And that's

7 unrealistic, but I believe or I f eel strongly that that was

b not ignorea.

v 0 There are some on the task force, you are

10 ref erring to the EPA /dRC ta sk f orce , is that correc t?

11' A Tha t's correc t.

12 0 In rule change to the part 50, including 5C.33 and

13 the appenoix C which you have testified is in a staff paper

14 whicn has been sent to tne Commission, are the enanges tnat

16 are in tnat paper tne same or substantially the same as in

lo tnis cocument wnicn you orovided to me earlier?

17 A Tne cocument I proviced to you is a first cut and 1

le tni s. wa s sent to the Connission as part of the iom Carter

lv emergency planning tasi: force report. That is undergoing

20 c nanges and I am writing the change s rignt now. Eut it is

21 casically the same.

22 MH. PARLER: ive'11 mark tni s cocument, whicn is a

23 draf t, !!.r. Jamgochian's proposeo changes to emergency

splanning regulations, wnicn has those worcs at =tne top.24

20 along v.itn 10 C/R 50, sec tion 50.33. Mark that f or
|

1

!
!

|
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2 (Commi ssion Exhibit 1046 identified.)

; 3 BY MR. PARLER:
_

4 0 The final version of that, it's my understanding,
f

5 is either now reflected in a staff paper or will be

o reflected in a staff paper just f or the interest of clarity

i or the recora?
,

c A The staff paper is being typed today.

9 t/,R. PARLER: Being typeo, okay. Go of f the record'

10 for a secono.
!

: 11 (Discussion off tne record.)

12 MR. PARLER: Go back on the record.

13 BY MR. PARLER:

14 0 My understanding is tnat the rule changes in
,

15 Exhibit 1046 are the rule enanges tnat were incluceo in the

f lo Carter t6sk force report to t he Commi ssion in SECY-79 ' 7v.

l 'I I s t ne t correct?

Ic A Inat's correc t.

; ly 2 |/oving to another of tne emergency planning areas

2C in whicn you nave devotea some of your efforts, t he

21 expansion of emergency planning outside of tne low

22 po pulation zone, initially, I reccil came up in a

23 consolioated proceecing invciving tne 5eebrook f acility and
!

. Nuclear rower. In24 I guess the .4en England Joali tion Against

25 any event, in a proceeaing tnat involved a oecision cy tne
4

7 e -
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.

2 Appeal Board -- well, first of all, is my understanding of
3 the origin of that ' issue correct? -

4 A Yes.

o O How, wha t are the significant parts of the

background there af ter the _ a ppeal ooard rendered itso

7 decision? vresumably the Commission also rendered a

o cecision and a rulemaking eff ort was initiated. Now, is

y tnat correct?

10 A Tha t's correct.

Il C All right. Now, starting with the initiation of

12 the rulemaking effort, would you tell us f or the record what

13 your ma jor involvement was in that effort?

14 A Well, basically, let me give you backgrounc as to

lo w ha t the appeals coara wantea , what tne staf f wanted and

to what the licensee wanted.

17 0 I Inink that would be very helpf ul.

Io A The staff wantec to look outsice of Ine LPZ in

19 requiring emergency plans f or the -- f or Hampton Beach.

20 L' Incluentally, ror the record, LFZ means lox

21 po pJ18 tion Zone, wniCn is term use0 in the Commi ssion's

22 siting guices in 10 CFR 100. Excuse me for interrupting.

23 Go aheec.

24 A Ine licensee f elt that our regulations limited

25 energency planning considerations just out to the L?Z. The

z

i

I
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kap PL 1 appeals board heard the case and agreed with the licensee

'2 t ha t we cannot-look outsiae of the LPZ for emergency

3 planning considerations. The staff had,.in the past, always'

4 felt that we haa a right, and in fact did look outside of

S t he LPZ.

o 50 , when the a ppeals board said you can no longer do

7 th a t , tne Commission then said, We will go expeditiously to
.

rulemaking as a ma tter of high priority, therefore, too

cnange the rule so tnat we can continue our practice ofy
,

10 loogin; outsiae of the LPZ for emergency planning

11 considerations. That rulemaking took a year and a half.

12 Essentially, we adaed two sentences to 10 CFR 50,

13 a poendix E, which says if we want to, we will look outsics.

14 And if we J ock outside ano f eel the need is there, we will

15 require the licensee to maKe emergency planning arrangenents
4

lo f or Ina t area or concern.

17 0 has tnere anything that you encounterea tnat you
,

ic now recall specifically contributed to the year and a half

ly or a time neecea to carry out what the Commi ssion wan ted

20 carriec out a s a -- w ha t ? Ex peci tious ef f ort or --

21 A V:e ll again, in the emergency planning area, you

22 nave a problem with tne politics in that you have - got to

23 uncerstanc, the larger the distance for emergency planning,

24 the more people requirec, the more of a plan and the more

20 potential for empire-ouilcing. So, there are organizstions

,

i
.i
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2 build a bigger empire. There are organiza tions here that

3 f eel that if it's a cla ss nine accident, it should be

4 considerec in an emergency planning. There are other groups

5 that do not f eel . class nine accidents should be considered

o in emergency plans.

7 Again, it ceals with one, the poli tic s of building

6 em pir es ; number two, the actual belief s of wha t is adequate'

V in emergency planning. So, within the two you have a

10 non-responsive moce in tnat you just have a lot of

11 argumentation and a lot of disputes between the various,

12 orfices. Ana you come away with a great deal of frustration

13 and a great aeal of time wasted.

14 0 Tnis that you have just been commenting on is, I

15 gatner, within tne iGC of rice s within the NRC; is tnat

to correct?

I '/ A i ne t's correc t.

ic 0 I gatner that as f ar as you're aware, that there

ly would not a ppear to be any reacily availaole place within

20 Ine organization that disputes the kinc Inat you have been

21 telt.ing about, can be taken so that they would be reacily

22 resolvec one way or tne other and so that as e result of

23 sucn resolution you would nave the necessary policy guidance

'24 tnat ycu nee; to get on witn your work and preoare the

20 cocu:aen ts tna t are required to make the change in tn6

'

. - :
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2 A There is no place in the organizations where

3 interof fice disputes like that can be resolved. What I have

4 triea to ao in any of my work is meet with all the

5 organizations, u'nderstand -- receive and understand all

tneir viewpoints and write the staff paper and write' theo

7 regulation as I see it as an individual and as I believe my
e of fice direc tor would want the regula tion to go.

9 Now, many times what we come away with is something that

10 NRR acesn't like or state programs don't like or I&E coesn't

11 like. If not one, all of them may not like i t. But, I f eel

12 Inat we con't play that power struggle game and we try and f,

13 stay in the cidale of the road, if you would, wnen we're

14 developing the regulations anc the staff papers surrounding

i 15 it. Anc if the variou s of fice s don' t like what I write,

lo they can put a aissenting opinion or a le tter saying wny

17 Iney dcn''t lige what I've written. Anc we can etLecn it to

le tne letter nat goes to the Com.T.i ssion.

Iv bu t, to try anc get a concensus is just about im po ssi ble'

20. in tne emergency plan area now.

21 v Eu ne vert nel e ss , I would a ssume tnat there is

_22 some censiderable time tnet has to be devoted during. the

23 evolutionary stages of a regulatcry cnange to try to find

24 out what the various office cositions are. And after, as

(

20 you nave _ce scrioec, you write wnat you tnink the aoproach

J

- - -- , o -r , -



.. . ,

50
)v9 03 12
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2 of time t ha t is taken in the concurrence process. I s t ha t

3 right?

4 A Tha t's correct.
'

5 0 Are tne offices that you look to for guidance, all

o the -- or just the offices that are under the Executive

7 Director for Operations, or do you also receive comments and

guidance f rom tne Commi ssion's offices such as the office of6

volicy Evaluation ano the Office of the General Counsel?v

10 A Yes. We do get comments and input and we oo have

il interface with OGC and OPE.

12 0 Do you have comments from OPE, that is, the Office

13 or Policy Evaluation, at an early stage in the oevelocaental

14 process of tne regulation tha t. you are talking about?

1: A On that particular regulation for the Seacrook

lo case, yes. I workeo witn the EPA and OGC in an early time.

li O Ine class nine accident which you ref erred to

Ic earlier, wnicn coula at least in tne area tha t we're talking

ly about, Inst is, emergency olanning, have an effect on the

20 role or various offices within the Commi ssion tha t, again

2i f or claririca tion of the recoro, is an accioent -- what?

22 Seyono the oesign bb51.s a ccident?

23 A Yes, sir.''3

24 C In otner words, a oig accioent which could result

2S in consequences off of the site wnich would go beyono those

s

.
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2 basis accident?

3 A R ig ht , that is correct.

4 0 Has tnis two-sentence regulation in Seabrook

5 regarding the expansion of the low population zone been

puolished as an effective regulation yet?o

7 A No, sir. It's been publisned as a proposed

o regulation. I don't intend to go forward with an eff ective

regulation because I am rewriting all of appendix E toy

10 incorporate tne emergency planning zone concept, which would

11 put it out to 10 miles anyway.

12 0 Incidentally, what sort of comments did you get on

13 the proposec rule to expand the low population zone? Not

14 everyone, but for example, earlier in connection witn the --

10 a petition for rulemaking, you mentioned that the governors
'

lo of states took a particular position, as I understanc it,

l 'i against sone of Ine f unoamental concepts in that, wnic h is

ic a different pe tition f or rulemaking.

ly Jo you recall anything siDilar to that in Connection Witn

20 :ne proposed rulemaxing tnat was initiated oy the JRC to

21 expanc the emergency planning outside of the low copulation

22 zone?

23 A ne receivec aoprcximately 300 comments on that

'24 rule cnange. nost -- many of the utility comments were'

20 -typical u tili ty comments tnat said, 03, you're going too

-
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kap PL i far. Many of the public interest concerns said we weren't

2 going far enough. And many of the public comments.didn't

3 understand the rule.-

4 O You mean by public --

S A Just the general ty pe publi c comments.

o 0 How about f rom responsible officials of the state

7 and local government?

6 A Ine overall thrust of all the comments received
,

9 was that the rule change was very, very -- too general anc

10 not s pe c i f i c . It simply saic we would look outside of tne

1; LPZ f or emergency planning considerations. Many of the

12 ceople tnat commentea saio, How f ar outside of tne LPZ?

13 Five mile s, 10 mile s, 30 miles?

14 Fe receiveo a comment f rom a puolic official Inat saic,

lo nell, inis rule enange is great. Wow the utility will nave

i lo to plan f or tne evacuation of Coloraco -- I think it was 74

not Coloraco, benver, whicn was17 miles away f rom tne plant --
1

lo a pproxima tely 74, 75 miles from the plant. In otner worc'r,

| 19 tne rule was very non-specific, very mucn too general and it

20 led to a great ce al of poor interpre ta tion.

21 0 0xay. now'about another rule change tnct you

22 mentionec regaroing tne maintenance of emergency plans?

! 2a First or all, wnat aid tnat rule entai'1, the maintenance of

24 Ine plants tnemselves or the maintenance of the plan s

25 tnemselves or tne maintenance of things such as equipment

.. _ . . ,. _ , - . - .-
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2 My recollection of the record in that regard is that

3 maybe it might not be as clear as it should be, what this

4 particular rule change. covers. I am moving on to a new rule

5 c hange now, the one that you mentioned earlier wnich you

6 generally described as maintaining, I believe, emergency

7 plans.

e dnat doe s that entail?

v A Tnat rule change was identified by I&E about 2-1/2

10 years ago.

11 O Inst's Inspec tion Enf orcement ?

12 A Iney pointed out t ha t , number one, that researen

13 reactors, most of whien that were licensed prior to 1971,

le are not requirec to have emergency plans. They felt that -

Ib Inis was a poor situation to be in.

Io ;Jumber two, it wa s pointed out tnet an emergency plan as

li succittec witn the F6AR i s reviewed by licensing. NRE. anc

on e N' e gives a blessing to the emergency plan it isIc n

ly usually simply put in a drawer ana never again lookea at.

20 Ana f rom tnen on, the utility uses their implementing

21 procecures, now, Ine implementing procecures gives the

22 cetails of what to do in -tne energency, who to call, what to

Fell, these implementing procedures are never reviewed23 ao.

24 and a pproved ey nRR. They are looked at by I&E,on, maybe

25 ena anual casis.

-
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kep PL 1 Well, it's f elt that if a licensee decided to change

2 elements in the emergency plan such as, say, in the

3 en ergency plan they said they would have a decontamination

4 facility on-site, well, three years af ter the plan has been

5 approved, say, they cnange that decontamination f acility

o into a storage f acility? The inspec tor has nothing to cite

7 him against oecause the plan was approved.

o It's not requirad to be maintained up-to-date. Likewise,

if in tne plan they say, All right, here is our notification/

10 criteria for off-site officials, and during the life of tne

11 plant iney cnange that notification ; criteria, they con't
12 nave tc sena it back to NhR anc they don't have to ge t our

13 a pproval and NRR is nore or less lef t in the cark.

14 It was felt, then, t ne t a rule change to accomplish tnese

lo t hings, one , to make c research reactor have emergency olans

lo reviewed and a cprovec oy hRR ano two, to have emergency

17 plans r. aintaineo up to date as well as their implementing

to proceaures. |

Iv :e initiated rulemaking proc eedings about 2-l/2 years ago j

2C in ;ni ? lignt. Now, one of the big proole: S witn Inat job,

21 in fact, it var just -- it will ce 'publishec in the Federal

22 Me;ister this weat, t he pro po sco rule , is our inability, the

23 systeri's inability to be responsive - one concerns cf I&E.

24 Here, Iod surfaced a proble.t. SHR agreea tnat tnere was a

2b probier.. An; cs a re sul c of a lack of resources, one, as a

|

|
,

I ._
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kap PL 1 result of Just the system procrastinating and

2 procrastinating on, not really the meat of the rule change,

3 you know, wha t does the rule change say, does it do the ' Job?

4 But really procrastinating on pros and cons, alternative
-

5 analysis. The bureaucracy package that goes along with the

o rule change took 2-1/2 years.

7 ,1any times, it took six to eight months just to get out

o of tne of fice of standards oevelopment because of

v procrastina tiotr of words, of the f orms, the proper form we

10 didn't use at one time because things starteo development

11 2-1/2 years ago. By tne time it was ready to go to the

le Commission, the f orm f or Commi ssion papers .had cnanged. I

13 was orcered just oefore we went for the finsi package, to,

1* completely put it in a new form. That put us back five

15 nontns.

Ic 2 .- u t tne staff paper in a new fore?

l ~s A Put tne staf f paper back about f our months. /!e ll ,

la this a.ain is non-resconsivene ss to concerns of insoection
is a n d o nf. , primarily be cause of werd engineering, if you

,

2C ;culo.

21

22.

23

2,

2b

,

5
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PL mte i O I gather that what I understand you to be sayling

2 is that the Inspection & Enforcement division or office.,

3 some years ago, informed responsible offices, presumably NRR

4 and Standards, that in the emergency planning area, that'

5 there were some things that made it very difficult for them

5 to inspect and to take enforcement action in the emergency

planning?e

8 In other words, there was a real life issue identified.

V Nevertheless, for several reasons which you have mentioned,

10 the system -- that is, the system within the Nuclear

11 Regulatory Commission for reacting to such issues -- has not

12 yet Deen aole to come up with a change or chan'ges to

13 accommodate the concerns of Inspection and Enforcement. Is

14 that a fair summary of what you're saying?

10 A Tnat's correct. Again, let me emphasize, there's

lo a number of problems. Numoer one is resources. Numoer two,

17 two years ago emergency planning did not have the :oncern

16 of everybod/ that it does have today. Number three , the

.

19 acility of the system to bog down over procrcstination in

20 what we write, rather than concern as to the meat of the

21 s uoje ct , the rule itself. We concerned ourselves with: Is

22 this alternative worded rignt ? Is tnis pro worded right?

23 Very infrequently was the rule change itself ever

24 modified. The two-paragraph rule change was very rarely

25 modified. It was the paper that went along with it. Is

-

#1
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PL mte I it the right form? Do the words say what we really want to

2 say? Let's procrastinate.

3 So elements bogged down the responsiveness that should be

4 existent for the concerns of Inspection as well as NRR.

5 MR. PARLER: Tom?

6 BY MR. COX:

/ O During this period when you were rewriting and

a revising, d' d each revision require coordination and

9 concurrent e or approval from the other of fices, like NRR and

10 I&E? I am assuming you're talking aoout the revisions

li origin; ting in the Office of Standards Development. Did

12 each one of those go through the loop outside, or was it

13 just --

14 A It depends on the revision and it depends on wnere

15 the paper is. If the revision was significant, if he

16 changed it significantly, I would have to go back to the

17 other offices. But many times the changes that were made in

18 the Office of Standards Development were just minor word

19 changes.

20 dRR and 11E are more concerned with the meat of the

21 material. What does the rule change say, rather than, you

22 know, is it going to do the job? #111 the rule change do

23 what I need it to do? That's how IAE and NRR looks at it,

24 where Standards very rarely changed the rule, but changed

2a the hell out of the package that went along with it, word

,
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PL mte I engineered it to death.

2 0 So you feel there were long periods of time in

3 between in which NRR and I&E weren't getting into the act?

4 It was sort of here and being changed?

5 A Right.

6 Bf MR. PARLER:

1 0 Tne word engineering that you were talking about,

8 it takes place primarily in the Office of Standards

9 Development or where?

10 A In this particular case, a great deal of it went

11 on in the Office of Standards Development. It -- word

12 engineering is a great part of bureaucracy, and it is by no~

13 means only here in the Office of Standards Development. But

14 in this one particular rule change, the word engineering and

15 the delay was mostly due to procrastination on oehalf of

16 this office.

Ie Q Because of otner priorities, perhaps a lack of

18 resources, or what?

19 A All of the above.

23 0 All of the above.

21 I don't want to belabor this particular point, out my

22 understanding of what you have said earlier is that, bec aus e

23 of diff erent interests of the dif ferent o ffices, that tnere

24 may De diff erences of opinion and diff erent objectives or

23 differences of opinion because of differences in

4
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PL mtg i objec tives, which may lead to a delay.

2 You also said, under those circumstances, that you were

3 not aware of any place readily available within the

4 organization to get such matters resolved, so that a project

5 can ce moved.

6 Now, here you're saying that, in addition to that, even

7 if the offices that are interested in a change agree on the

8 substance of the change, that they're - yes -- there are

9 other substantial problems that may be encountered * word

10 engineering, procrastination, or what have you. And I

il gatne r tnat the latter is perhaps something that we have all

Id encountered and, I suppose to somt xtent, accept in the

13 workings of an organization.

14 On the la tter point, is that your understanding of wast

15 is involved, or is there something else oehind the word

16 engineering or the procrastination?

17 A Wall, I tnink your statement confused -- you know,

IS depending on the rule change that we're discussing, the

19 earlier rule change, the first rule change, the Sesorook

20 rule change, it dealt with a great deal of politics.

21 0 Right.

22 A A great deal of what motivated people's ideas, how

23 big' the ares should be, how small the are a should 09, and

24 therefore, the Digger the empire, as f ar as the- second rule

23 change on maintaining emergency planning up to date --

-

;.,

s
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PL mte 1 0 Yes.

2 A There everybody realized what we needed. It

3 wasn' t a big problem.

4 0 Right.

5 A It was a very minor problem and it did not deal

6 with, if you would, empire ouilding.

7 0 Right. ,

8 A So therefore, the differences of opinion, such as

9 Class 9 versus design, that doesn't enter into that rule

10 c hange .

11 Q Right.

12 A It was primarily an inacility of the system to

13 respond adequately and sufficiently to the concerns of

14 Inspection & Enforcement, primarily because of lack of

15 resources, procrastination or word engineering and lack of
|

16 priority, if you would, for just the overall area of !

17 emergency planning.

18 0 I think that I was trying to contrast the two

19 areas that -- and to try to make it clear 6for the record-

20 that on the Seabrook petition for rulemaking, that the

21 reasons for the excessive time were those that you nave just

22 again summarized, and not any of the, I guess, different |
|

23 reasons that you mentioned earlier in connection with the --

24 another in 6 separate rulema king eff ort.

2a All rignt. Is there anything else that you recall that

'

l

;

&



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

61
*099 04 06

PL m2a 1 you would like to contribute to the record on the rule

2 change for maintaining emergency planning?

3 A No.

4 0 Tnat the ref ore, as I understand it, after aoout

5 two and a half years, is about to culminate in a proposed

5 rule s is that right?

e A Believe it or not.

8 0 Now, another area that you mentioned is the --

9 that you were involved in suosequent to your effort on

10 Regulatory Guide 1.101, is the Carter task force on

11 emergency planning, which was initiated af ter the Three Mile

12 Island accident on March the 28th, 1979. At whose

13 i ni ti at iv e , as far as you are aware, was that task force

14 started? Do you know?

16 A Mine.

lo 0 Yo urs ?

II A Right af ter TMI, when all the offices were trying

la to scurry around and figure out what they were going to do

19 as a result of TMI, it seemed to me that one o ffice was --

20 S ta ta Programs was going their way and NRR was going their

21 way and I&E was going their way.

22 I was at a meeting with Mr. Gossick and my supervisor,

23 Carl Goller, and I suggested that a task force be

24 established. It was then sort of nobody really agreed wita

25 that. I then wrote a letter to, I celieve, Mr. Gossick

..
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PL m2e I through dayne Houston and suggested -- that's correc t -- on

2 May 8th, 1979, that again, a task force be or a task force

3 or a working group be established to oversee and coordinate

4 all of the activities going on in the emergency planning

5 area.

6 MR. PARLER: This document that Mr. Jamgochian

7 just mentioned is a memorandum from him to dayne R. Houston,

S H-o-u-s-t-o-n, Chief of the Accident Analysis Branch, NRR,

9 dated May 8th, 1979. Subject: Reconsideration of emergency

la planning regulations and guides in light of the TMI

11 e xper ience .

12 Mark that for identification as Exhioit 1047,

13 (Commission Exhioit No. 1047 identifiad.)

14 BY MR. PARLER:

15 0 As a result of the -- your recommendation to

16 Mr. Houston, which is in the document marked for

ie identification as Exhibit 1347, I gather that the Executive

18 Director for Operations did convene or direc t tnat there ce

lo a task force on emergency planning, that i s, the task force

23 that is headed by Mr. Tom Carter of the Office of Auclear

21 Materials, Saf eguards and Saf ety, right?

22 A I doubt very much that Mr. Gossick formed the tas;;
$

23 force simply because I recommended it. I think the

24 Commission realized that there was a great deal of things

2a going on and there wasn't any centralized coordination
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PL mte i group.

2 And I think Mr. Gossick realized that -- I don't even
3 know if Mr. Gossick received that memo.

4 0 In any event, a task force was created .to look at

5 the e mergency planning area, and you had made the same

6 recommendations earlier, in your memorandum of May the 8th,

7 1979, to Mr. Houstons is that correct?

6 A Tnat's correct.
,

'

9 MR. PARLER: I have a document from Lee

10 V. Gossick, Executive Director f or Operations, to various

11 addre ssees, the first of which is Harold R. Denton, Subject *

12 Tasa Force on emergency planning. The document is dated

13 June the 20th, 1979.

14 I will mark this document for identification as Exhioit
,

lo 1048.

16 (Commission Exhibit 104S identified.)

Il BY MR. PARLER

18 3 dow, I understand from your prior testimony thet

19 you are a memoer of the Carter task force 7n emergency

20 planning and have participated in its deliberations. Right?

21 A Tnat's correct.

22 0 You've also mentioned e,arlier that that task force

23 nas prepared a paper , SECY, S-E-0-Y, 79--499, which has gone

24 to the Commi ssion. .That is the present status of tne

25 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 letter --

2 thef sent the task force report to the Commission outlining
:-

3 issue s and how each office was going to resolve each issue

4 , or problem, amen. That's the end of the task force.

5 0 Are the papers, the SECY-19-499, still pending

6 before the Commission? Is that correct?

7 A Tnat's correct.

B Q It is also my understanding, through

9 representations, that the Office of Nuclear Reac tor

10 Operations, since March the 28th, 1979, has been engaging in .

Il certain activities to try to have existing licensees make

12 changes in their emergency planning or their emergency

13 plans. Are you aware of any such activities ?

14 A Yes, sir.

15 0 Have you oeen involved personally in those

16 activities?

li A To what extent?

18 0 Are you a part of the NRR e ffort, or are they
'

19 asking for your advice or views or --

23 A No, sir. I'm familiar with what they're doing.'

21 I've contacted the AD in charge of the ac tivity, Mr. Jim

22 Miller, and attended one of their sessions in Atlanta, where

23 ' they read the news or read the new requirements to all of

24 the licensee s.

25 0 Are you generally f amiliar- ith waat Mr. Miller

x
\
\.
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2 A Ye s, sir.
..

3 0 What is your understanding of what he's trying to

4 accomplish?

5 A Well, numoer one, they're finally going to

6 implement and backfit Regulatory Guide 101. Number two,

7 they are laying out acceptance criteria. Again, they are

3 saying, we have Appendix E, we have Reg Guide 101. Now

9 we're going to show you what we think is accept ( ble in order

13 to meet Reg Guide.lOl and Appendix E.

11 In otner words, let's go oack to the example before

12 notification. The regulation says the licensee should have

13 a scheme for notifying state and local governments and the

14 puolic. Well, the regulation says -- the rule -- excuse

15 me.

13 The Regulatory Guide goes into more de tail as to

il notification. Now, Mr. Miller is going out with the word

19 that in order for your plan to be accepted, here is

19 acceptance criteria for that ability to notify the public.

23 And I believe the latest version I saw was that eacn

21 licensee, in conjunction with the state and local

22 governments, will have to have an alarm-system, a siren

23 system that will be able ~to notify the public in case of an

24 emergency within 15 minutes.

25 Inst's purely an example ~of what that acceptance
l

f'

a
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PL mte I criteria is heading for.

2 Bf MR. COX:

3 0 To your knowledge, did the Office of Standards

4 Development have a part in developing and sp)cifying these

5 criteria which Mr. Miller is now la/ing f orth for licensees?

6 A No, sir.

; I O None whatever?

8 A No e whatever.

9 C Who, to your knowledge again, who developed this

10 more specific interpretation of Reg Guide 10l?

11 A People in NRR that are reasonsoly -- that are very

12 well knowledgeable in the emergency planning area, people

13 that work for Houston in -- who have evaluated emergency

14 plans for a number of years, have now come to grips witn

15 developing that acceptance criteria.

16 The acceptance criteria, I've reviewed or scanned. I
<

17 haven't reviewed it. It looks like pretty good

IS information. I have no proolems with what they're putting

19 out.

20 0 Do you know whethe r or not the acceptance criteria

21 that they're now putting out were concurred in or assisted

22 in tne development oy the other offices which you have

23 traditionally worked with in the past, such as I&E, State

24 Programs, and I f orget the others, out you have mentioned

2a t he m , the ones that are normally involved in
\

,
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2 A No, I don't believe they've been -- they've gone

3 the usual route. I think three or f our people sat down and

4 from NRR, three or four knowledgeable people sat down, wrote

o t he m , and Mr. Miller grabbed them and ran with them.

6 0 With what level of approval has he grabbed them

7 and run with them, Commission office, Mr. Gossick?

S A I don't know as to what level of approval.

9 BY MR. PARLER:

10 0 To the best of your recollection and knowledge --

li and I realize that what NRR is doing in the area of

12 emergency planning now, that they are doing, that's their

13 responsibility and not yours. But with that qualification,

14 do you know or have you been informed as to the form in

15 which these acceptance criteria are being advertised or are

16 taken to the utilities and licensees? In other words,'as a

Il memorandum or letter or what?

18 In any event, the point that I'm trying to get to wita

19 the question is: These criteria, these acceptance :riteria

2J are not now reflected in any Regulatory Guide or

21 regulation. Is that your understanding?

22 A Tnat's correct. In f act, once I heard that

23 Mr. Miller's people were establishing this acceptante

24 criteria, I called Mr. Miller and told him that it would be

2a ver/ wise , f or wnatever he writes and distrioutes to
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PL mte I licensees, that he send me a copy, so that when I'm writing

2 the regulations, we can perform the unbelievable task of

3 being coordinatedt that NRR, what they're putting out would

4 De coordinated with what I'm putting out.

5 Mr. Miller readily agreed and has since forwarded me a

6 copy of anything that they've been writing. And I've had

/ communica tions with Mr. Miller's group. I'm -- I've got a

3 good working relationship with all those people.

9 0 How does your understanding of what Mr. Miller's

10 people are trying now to implement compare with the

11 recommendations of the Carter task force to the Commission

12 in the SECY paper 79-4 99? Are they both on the same track?

13 Are they at odds with each other, or what?

14 A No. I believe NRR laid out in SE0Y 79-499 what

15 they planned on doing in, number one, implementing

16 Regulatory Guide 1.101 number two, laying out more

le specifically what's required of licensees.

IS Now, I don't oelieve they put a ccpy of the acceptance

19 c rite ria in the Commi ssion paper. But they did inform tae

23 Commission in that paper, I believe, that they were going to

21 proceed expeditiously with this effort on behalf of

22 implementing Regulatory Guide 101.

23 0 Your understanding is that NRR perceived the need

24 for NRR to proceed on a f aster track than apparently would

23 oe otherwise availaole?
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2 Q And presumably, that is what led to the Miller

3 e ff or t, to James Miller's eff ort, although that would be

4 speculation on your part or on anybody else's part other

5 than the people that made the decisions with NRR, for

6 Mr. Mil?er to proceed?

We do know that, even though there was a Carter task
4

8 force on emergency planning, that NRR decided to proceed

9 separately to take action, to have what, Regulatory Guide

10 101, backfitted to operating licensing -- operating

18 licenses.

12 Other than the apparent need to have that backfitting

13 done expeditiously, are you aware of any other reason for

14 the NRR people to have proceeded on their own in this area?

15 A I think the NRR people perceived that some dynami:

lo action had to be made in order to look good before the

la Commission. The Commission was tired of just a lot of

13 pro:rastination and a lot of Commission papers coming bef ore

19 it, with very little action in this area. And I think NRR

23 perceived tnis need. And it's good PR on behelf of NRR to

21 run o ff and do all these good things. It looks good.

22 For the Tom Carter task force, tnere's a lot of paper.

23 Here's a pro blem, we're goir.g to solve it in six months,

24 eight months, a year. Where Mr. Miller has been given the

23 charter, just do it, get it done. Do something. Get, you

.
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PL mto I know, started with Regulatory Guide 101.

2 When Mr. Grimes. mentioned that they were going to form a

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

4 little because Appendix E is changing. Regulatory Guide 101

5 will have to change Appendix E has changed, and that may be

6 to Jack up licensees at this time and then change the

regulations three months later -- it would make us, as an
s

3 agency, look Dad.

9 I suggested to him, rather than having licensees shoot at

10 a moving target, let's change Appendix E. Let's update

11 Regulatory Guide 101, and then let's require the licensees

12 to comply with what we have.

13 But Mr. Grimes and the other NRR management f elt, no,

14 something's got to be done now. And that's why the Mille r

15 e ffor t was established.

16 0 Mr. Grimes was on the Carter task force?

17 A Yes, he was.

18 0 rias Mr. Miller on the Carter task f orce?

19 A No.

20 0 Was the discussion that you just summarized, as to

21 what you -- the point that you made, was that subject -

22 discussed before the Carter task force? In other wards, the

23 desire on the one hand to wait and see how Appendix E and

24 the Regulatory Guide would be changed, and on tne other hani~

25 the apparent need on behalf of NRR to move more

l

|
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2 dere those what would appear to be competing

3 considerations discussed before the Carter task force?

4 A Yes. Brian Grimes laid out a Commission paper to
1

'

5 the task force, which laid out for the Commission this

6 effort from -- by Mr. Miller, and got the task force's

con:urrence on his actions oefore going to the Commissione
,

8 witn it. I concurred with Mr. Grimes' action plan.

9 My only concern, as I mentioned, was that I pointed out

10 in a memo to Brian with a copy to the task f orce that I

11 think, rather than rushing of f now, we ought to change our

12 paper and then rush off and do it. But evidently, it was

13 felt that the more expeditious road should ce followed.

40i 14
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kep PL 1 Q So, the NRR action plan to which Mr. Grime s was

2 apparently the spokesman on the Carter task force was

3 presented to the Commission as f ar as you're aware in a

4 separate staff paper?

5 A Tnat's correct.

$ 0 Some staff paper other than SECY-19-499. However,

7 the NRR approach that was described in this separata staff

3 paper, a paper which I do not have with me here today but

9 which I recill seeing, the substance of that separate paper

10 is also reflected in the SECY-79-499. Is that correc t?

11 A Yes, I celieve so.

12 0 Okay. Do you have any other comments that you

13 think should oe made for the record in the area that we're
14 talking about?

15 A No, sir.

16 MR. PARLER: Let's go off the record for. a minute.

14 (Jiscussion off tne record. )

18 M.4 . PARLER: Back on the record.
*

1/ During tne time that we were off the record going througn

23 some of the other documents which are availaole in

21 connection with the emergency planning question, there are a

22 numoer of tnese documents which I have shown to

23 Mr. Jamgochian, which I would like to mark f or

24 identification for the record.

25 Tne first is a memorandum from Roger J. Mattson to
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kcp PL I R. B. Minogue , M-i-n-o g-u-e , dated December 22, 1976.

2 Suojects background information on Regulatory Guide 1.101.

3 Emergency planning for nuclear power plants, revision one.

4 I'll mark this document for identification as Exhibit 1049.
5 (Commission Exhibit 1049 identified.)

6 SY MR. PARLER:

s O And this document, as its title suggests, is

8 indeed, a memorandum which provides background information

9 on the Regulatory Guide 1.101 through revision one, is that

10 correct?

11 A Tnat's correct.

12 0 Now, you have provided me with another document
,

13 which is a draft on your part, which discusses the issue of

14 whether NRR concurrence in associated state and local

15 response plans be a requirement for continued operation of

16 any nuclear power plant with an existing license. This is a

1/ draft which has your name in the upper right-hand :orner and

16 it's dated 6/14. I assume the year is 19797

19 A Yes.'

23 0 And this is a draft which you prepared, right?

21 A Tnat's correc t.

22 MR. PARLER: I'll mark this draft for

23 identification for the record as Exhibit 1050.
24 (Commi ssion Exhioit 1050 identified. )

25

!
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2 O I believe earlier in your testimony, you did

3 address yourself to the issue which is the subject of this

4 draft, memorandum. Is that correct.

5 A That's correct.

6 0 And your general conclusion, without stating all

I the reasons therefor, is what?

8 A de ll , i t's -- i t i s not -- there's no conclusion

9 in that paper in that it simply discusses in real lif e the

10 NRR concurrence in state and local planning. Does it buy

11 you any more saf ety than what exists now? Are the peopis

12 any saf er around a nuclear power plant because we've

13 concurred in or not concurred in a state or local plan?

14 0 How do you come out on that particular matter?

15 A My own personal opinion is that as long as

16 adequate arrangements have been made to take protective

le measures and as long as the local people and the license?

IS have their ducts in the line, that adequate protective

19 measures can be taken.

20 MR. P ARLER: There is another document dated --

21 I'm sorry -- f rom Donald F. Knuth. Tha t ' s K-n-u- t-h , who at

22 the time was the director of the office of Inspection &

23 Enforcement, to multiple addressees, one of which is tha
1

24 Alternative Energy Coalition of Massachusetts. That's dated

23 Octooer 10, 1975.

|
|

|
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kcp PL i I show this letter to Mr. Jamgochian. I would like to

2 mark it for identification as Exhibit 1051.
1

3 (Commission Exhibit 1051 identified.) !

4 Bf MR. PARLER:

5 0 This letter, were you involved in the response at

6 all?

/ A No, sir.

8 0 It would appear from your brief perusal of the

9 lette r in the short time that we've had here this morning,

10 that it seems to raise essentially the same issue that

11 occurred at about the same time in the petition for

12 rulemaking that has been marked for identification as

13 Exhibit 1045, the issue being whether there can be an

14 effective emergency plan without the approval or the

la concurrence of not only the licensee's plan, but also the

lo state's plan.

1. Is that generally your impression of this memorandum?

13 A No. Exhioit 1045 deals with the Public Interest

19 Research Group petition for rulemaking, which dealt with

23 public evacuation drills and dissemination af the ?5AR and

21 FSAR emergency plan.

22 a Tnis, I believe you said deals with the

23 concu rrenc e function. That is not part of the petition f or

24 rulemaking. So, this letter, if you would accept my

2a representation that it does deal primarily with the need to
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kop PL i have the state emergency plan reviewed. That is an issue

2 that you have considered previously in your emergency

3 planning work. Is my understanding correct in that regard?

4 A I'm sorry. I didn't -- of f the record.

5 (Discussion off the record. )

6 MR. PARLER: Go back on the record. For whatever

I purposes it may serve, we'll include the letter marked for

9 identification as Exhibit 1051 in the record of the
9 deposition. It should be understood, however, that the

10 incoming letter which prompted the Knuth response marked as
~

11 Exhibit 1051 is not available. So it is very difficult for

12 Mr. Jamgochian to, under those circumstances, reflect on,

13 analyze and respond to the question that I asked regarding

14 the relevance of the Knuth letter to other matters which

15 have been discussed here today.

16 Bf MR. PARLER:

1, O All right?

IS A All right.

19 MR. PARLER: Mr. Dixon, do you have any questions

23 that you would like to ask? I have no further questions

21 myself.

22 Tom, do you have any f urther questions?

23 MR. COX: No, I do not.

24 MR. PARLER: Do you, Mr. Dixon?

| 25 MR. DIXON: Off tne record for a minute.

|

i
!

i
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kcp PL i (Discussion off the record.)

2 MR. DIXON: Yes, I just made the comment to

3 ascertain whether a question was asked of you during the

4 course of this deposition which you did not understand and

.
5 then as a result, you may have answered the question in a

6 manner that did not reflect your position on a particular

e point. Yes or no?

S THE WITNESS: No, I don't believe that was asked.

9 .MR. DIXON: Okay.

10 MR. PARLER: Mr. Jamgochian, do you have anytning

11 else? Mr. Dixon?

12 MR. DIXON: No. That's all.

13 MR. PARLER: Mr. Jamgochian, in conclusion, let me

14 say that this is an ongoing investigation and although we

13 have completed the questions we have for you today, we may

la need to oring you back for further depositions. We will,

il howe /er, make every e f fort to avoid having to do so.

19 Otf the record.
I

19 (Discussion off tne record. )

20 MR. PARLER: When the transcript of this

21 proceeding is made available to us from the reporter, a copy

22 will be sent to you. I will send the copy to you. You will

23 oe given en opportunity witnin 10 days to make any

24 corrections of substance to the transcript. Certainly,

25 anytning which may deal with matters of substance which

l
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kap PL I would change the meaning.

2 I suppose that that point was discussed earlier at the

3 outset of the deposition in part of the statement I read to

4 you. I'm just simply reiterating that at this time, that

5 you will oe given a copy of the transcript. Normally, it

6 will be about a week or so before we get the transcript. I

/ will get it promptly to you.

S I wisn to thank you for your time in being here with us

9 and f or your contrioutions to the Special Inquiry Group,

10 sir. That's it.

11 THE WITNESS: Thank you.

12 (Whereupon, at 12: 10 p.m. , the taking of the

13 depos ition was concluded. )

14

35'
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August 30, 1979~

a. . . .. . _ . ..
In Reply Refer to:

.
- m i.. . E 'R __ u ;. _:. ?.=.= ? _'.. L NTFTH 790830-02 ._ ;

Mr. Michael 'T. Jangochian-^' '{~
'

Site Designation Standards Branch
Division of Siting, Health and Safeguards Standards
Office of Standards Development =U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

,

.
.

- .Dear Mr. Jamgochian ,

I am writkg to confirm that your depoiition under oath in connection with
the accident at nree Mile Island is scheduled for September 10, 1979 at 9:00
a.m., in the Arlington Road offices of the TMI Special Inquiry Group. This
vill also confirm my request for you to bring with you a copy of your resume

- and any docu=ents in your possession or control regarding TMI-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 vill be conducted by members of the IRC's Special Inquiry
,

Group on Ihree Mile Island. This Group is being directed independently of
the NRC by the law firm of Rogovin, Stern and i uge. It includes both NRC
personnel who have been detailed to the Special laquiry Staff, and outside
staff and attorneys. Through a delegation of authority from the NRC under
Section 161(c) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as anended, the Special
Inquiry Group has a broad mandate to inquire into the causes of the accident
at Three Mile Island, to iden*My major problem areas and to make recommenda-
tions for change. At the co: ;5 ion of its investintion, the Group vill
issue a detailed public report ting forth its fini.1 gs and recommendations.

Unless you have been served with a subpoena, your participation in the deposition |
i1s voluntary and there vill be no effect on you if you decline to answer some

or all of the questions asked you. However, the Special Inquiry has been _' L

given the power to subpoena witnesses to appear and testify under oath, or to
appear and product. documents, or both, at any designated place. Any person i

deposed may have an attorney present or any other person 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 NRC attorney to I

all depositions of NRC employees who will represent you as an individual -

rather than represent NRC. Since the NRC attorney may attend only at your
affirmative request, you should netify Richard Mallory (634-3224) in the
Of fice of the General Counsel as soon as practicable if you wish to have an
NRC attorney present.

!You should realize that while we vill try to respect any requests for con-
fidentiality in connection with the publication of our report, we can make no k

Na=es of witnesses and the infor=ation they provide may eventually ;
guarantees.
become public, inasmuch as the entire record of the Special Inquiry Croup's {

I *

I investigation vill be made available to the !'RC for whatever uses it =ay deem l
Enis into mation may oe cace avaliab)e to the pubi Le

apprapriate. An twe,
j.........-........ ....... .....

omce >
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voluntarily, or become available to the public through the Freedom of
. - Information Act. .. Moreover other departments and agencies of government may

~ .
~

(. request access t'o [ thia.[ihformatioA pursuant to the Privacy Act of 1974. 'Ibe
information may siso be made available in vbole or in part to committees or

-- .'subccasittees of the U.S. Congress.
'~

.. . . . = . . 2 = ~. . =: - -
-

,
If you have testified previously with respect to the Three Mile Island accident,
it would be useful if you could review any transcripts of your previous
statement (s) prior to the deposition.

.. ':2 . .T.' .^ ^ - - . ..

- Thank you for your cooperation.; -.--

:, _- , _ . j'--. -
. . . .. . . . . .

. Sincerely.T - :
. .:. . i. . .; -

- - - . . .. .

.;. ..
-

- "

Hitchell Rogovin, Director

,

NRC/THI Special Inquiry Group

.
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UNITED STATES,

' '
.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION I

$ I wassiscion. o. c. :osss r. eo

s **** /* August 30, 1979
In Reply Refer to: !

NTFTM 790830-01 >

|
'

MEMORANDUM FOR: Lee V. Gossick, Executive Director for Operaticas B

|
FROM: Mitchell Rogovin, Director

[NRC/TMI Special Inquiry Group g
;

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

?
The NRC/TMI Special Inquiry has a need for and will be prepared to take a s

deposition under oath from Michael T. Jamgochian at 9:00 a.m. on Septe=ber 10, f1979, in the Arlington Road offices of the TMI Special Inquiry Group.
,

I

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

$

AtN& | w
Mitchell Rogovin, Director !
NRC/TMI Special Inquiry Group. h

bEnclosure: e

Witness Notification I*

!
cc: R. Minogue [R. Mallory, OGC

b.
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/ 'o, UNITED STATES
.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION |,y g
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555 p

; E

\ ..... / August 30, 1979
|

>

r
'

n

hDt0RANDUM FOR: William Parler

FROM: R. C. DeYoung, Deputy Staff Director

SUBJECT: DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO ADMINISTER OATHS |

L

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 t

f
Inquiry Group in connection with the Commission's investigation of the !1

i

accident at Three Mile Isicud, Unit 2. This authority is provided to the
Comrdssion by Section 161c of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and r

has been delegated to me via the enclosed memorandum frc= the Secretary of
-

the Commission. No further delegation of this authority is permittec.

f$ress$c3D 197f s,-Ws

/ R. C. DeY n6gte Deputy ff Dir tor
NRC/TM pecial nquiry Group

*

Enclosure: )Delegation of Authority memo
=

fm Chilk dtd 8/6/79
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POSITION RESPONSIBILITIES-

.

1. Responsible for develo)ing and publishing a rule change to 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix E, w11ch addresses emergency planning considerations
outside the LPZ.

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

3. Responsible for evaluating the changing and improving of 10 CFR Part 50
Appendix E.

4. 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".

5. 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.

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

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

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

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

; 10. Responsible for Regulatory Guide 1.91~ " Explosions Postulated to Occur,

Near Nuclear Power Plants".

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

12. NRC work group representative responsible for developing criteria for a
training course which will be given to State radiation control directors.

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

14. Responsible for review and coordin& tion of all Federal interagency

|
agreements involving Emergency Preparedness.

15. Member of the Interoffice Emergency Planning Task Force.

esc L . .1
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Nuclear Engineer, GS-14 ,

^

Office of Standards Development
Site Designation Standards Branch

-

FUNCTIONAL STATEMENT:

As a person experienced is the engineering aspects of nuclear reactors,
serves as a specialist in the Site Designation Standards Branch, Office of
Standards Development. Responsible for the development of reactor stan-
dards, codes, and criteria relating to nuclear emergency preparedness as
thay relate to the construction, testing, operation, and refueling aspects
of :: lear facilities and for advising other NRC of fices La this highly
ter'-4 cal area.

FSULAR 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 facili, ties.

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-
opsent 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 criterin.

Participates as a representative of the Office of Standards Development on
NRC and national committees relating to nuclear emergency preparedness

.
standards, codes, and criteria.*

Reviews and evaluates proposals submitted by national inboratories and other
organizations providing technical assistance to the Office of Standards
Development of guides, standards, codes, and criteria relating to the nuclear
emergency preparedness 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 an
understanding of design, construction, operation, and refueling of

.

.
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Nuclear Engineer, GS-14
Office 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 respect to complex problems associated with nuclear emergency

,

preparedness.
'

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

CONTACTS:

Frequent contacts with technical personnel and line canage=ent of his own'

office, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation, Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research and the Office ofi

Inspection and Enforcement on matters effecting significant changes in
programs related to nuclear emergency preparedness. Frequent contacts with
technical personnel froin other Government agencies, industry, and research
laboratories to discuss technical programs related to reactor safety stan-
dards, criteria, and guides and related nuclear emergency preparedness.

;

DECISIONS:g

Supervision Received: .
,

,
,

.

Chief, Site Designation Standards Branch, Office of Standards Develop =ent,
GS-15.

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 4%garding the
formulation of standards, codes, and criteria in the emergency preparedness
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Nuclear Engineer, CS-14**

Office of Standards Development
Site Designation Standards Branch

-

1 - .His judgements, in nost cases, are initially subjected only to aarea. !

general review, but eventually will be subjected to extensive NRC and
industry reviews.

Represents the Office of Scandards Development in technical meetings with
NRC and industrial representatives relating to standards, codes, and cri-
teria in the emergency preparedness area.

Desolves 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 specialist in the Design Standards Branch, Directorate of
Regulatory Standards, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission. I am responsible for
the development of reactor standard:;, codes, and criteria relating to-

Quality Assurance during nuclear. reactor construction testi.T) and refueling.

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

I prepare those reactor standards, codes, and criteria associated 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, and
Offices regarding the application of reactor standards, codes, and criteria
to specific reactor problems. I confer with technical representatives of
industrial 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 national 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 is
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 a 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 programs 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 little 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 indistrial~

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 ef fects on Nuclear Power Plants
b. Reporting Requirements for Nuclear Power Plants
c. 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 Manning at Nuclear

Power Plants
g. An indepth analysis of sabotage on Nuclear Power Plants
h. Research analysis for Liquid Metal Fast Breader Reactor

.

.

t

.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This position is that of Nuclear Engineer in the Nuclear and Process
Control Program Group, Programs Branch, Engineering Division, Planning

Its purpose is to fulfill technical responsibility for allDepartment.
functions under the cognizance of this program.

II. MAJOR DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES _

I approve proposed Contractor instructions and procedures for all
nuclear and associated systems involved in the building and/or overhaul

A.

This approval is necessary to insure that theof a Naval Nuclear Ship.
Contractor's many procedure 9 and instructions comply with the vast number
of existing guidelines and requirements implemented upon the Contractor
by NAVSHIPS.

In order to assure that the Contractor complies with these require-
ments, I mnst be thoroughly knowledgeable and versed in the many restrict-
ions, procedures and concepts outlined in the various Reactor Plant Manuals
(NAVSHIPS 389-0049 and NAVSHIPS 389-0167) and the Refuelinc 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-~,

tt 1 of Refueling (NAVSHIPS 0989-018-1000).

However, making a procedure apply to a given ship problem requires
a higt degree of engineering capability, shipbuilding experience and know-

-

The following are the incumbent's specific areas of delegated
.

ledge.
technical responsibilities:

Metallurgical Processes encompassing the fields of both process(1)
and physical metalluegy for all piping, mechanical and electrical, systemswelding, casting, forging, heat treatmentand components as related to:
and brazing of metals including the repair of faulty castings such as hn-

-

pregnation; non-destruc tive testing of metals including radiography,
magnetic particle, liquid penetrant, ultrasonic and gas leak examinations;
and destructive testing of metals including reduced section tension,To a lesser
guided bend, impact tests and metallographic examination.the technical
degree familiarity with non-nuclear processes to support
responsibilities of the nuclear and process control program is required.

I represent the Supervisor of Shipbuilding in technical con-
ferences in connection with and as a full member of the Joint Decontamination

(2)

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

h
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. 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 for 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
Shif t 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 or two ships with different core types. As suc'. I am

responsible for the planning and the scheduling of work, an6 for resolving
significant problems having broad impact. Because of my unique position
in Nuclear New Construction, decontamination, 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 complex 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.

2~
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(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 Instructio n 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 Shipbufidlig.,

,

I am responsible to lecture and train on all facits of the refueling,
testing Radcons Chemistryf Reactor Plant Safety and other related nuclearj
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.i

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 '

technicalapprovalauthorityondelegatedengineeringmattersin]@r[Jspecialty,;

which fall within the purview of authority granted.
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hy)ENCLOSURE

DESCRIPTION OF WORK:-

I. I was assigned to ass'ist the Refueling Program Manager in
in-exercising his overall responsibility for a Refueling Program,

volving the technical direction, review and coordination of all Ship-
yard effort for that program,

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

(1) Performed planning tasks to delineate or scope major
projects and define their interrelationships in a refueling program.
I prepared documents, such as, instructions sequences, drawings and
procedures which form the basis for the overall Shipy ird planning and
coordination. For example, I prepared sequences of najor events, or
established administrative control procedures for lor., 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 major projects or
tasks of the refueling program for which I was expected to master all

Foraspects and act as expert advisor to the Refueling Program Manager.
example, I was assigned to prepare operation plans, training 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 activities external
to the Shipyard. I would be required to resolve conflicting or coc-
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 shif t 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 performance 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 occurring during the refueling. I prepared reports
describing the caus,e 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.

I 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

i 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 fe r hours to a day, ih order to insure continuity of the re- -

fueling program. .
1

i
e

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) I was an assistant refueling director on the core cartridge
'

replacement refueling of the USS SEAWOLF, SSN575.<

i

(3) I was a refueling director on the core cartridge replacement
refueling of the USS NAUIILUS SSN571. In this capacity I p.; 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 I
planning and familiarization.

1
!

2
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(4) I was an assistant refueling director in the module refuel-
ing of the SSW plant on the USS SAM HOUSTON SSBN609.

(5) I was a refueling director in the module refueling of the-

S5W plant on the USS ANDREW JACKSON SSBN619.

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

(7) I 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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DESCRIPIION OF WORK:-

A. I 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 and intergrate into the Shipyard work all pertinent
nuclear science and technology developed in outside activities applicable ,

to development of refueling procedures and capabilities and to provide
for authoritative technical direction 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 my cognizant work 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. necessary for com-

;- pletion of the project.
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(2) In 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 Ship 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 sp'ecification, 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) I was kept abreast of such matters as arrangements, functions
and equipment requirements for shipboard laboratories of nuclear powered 1

submarines. I provided advice, requirements, review and concurrence for
those plans prepared by other engineering organizations.

(2) I 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 guidance, resolved problems and planned ,

work pertaining to reactor core handling equipment.

1

1
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. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION I.

'E * W ASHIN G7oN, D. c. 2055 5..
,
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~

October 10, 1975 ft

~

'u- ,

:.

h,.e Alternative Energy Coalition Alternative Energy Coalition
~

of Massachusetts of Massachusetts
^

Mr. Francis E ster Mr. Samual Lovejoy
Room 200, Hills North m. Box 66

g University of Massachusetts Turners Fall, Massachusetts
.f~ Amherst, Massachusetts 01002 01376
. . :e

Alternative Energy Coalition
,,

of Massachusetts~"

Mr. Fred Zapinski
Box 269, Chestnut Hill Road
Montague, Massachusetts 01351

Centlemen:
.

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. Suspension
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. Appendi: E. in that the emergency avacurrion plan fil-1 by-

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 your testimony on this subject before the Massachusetts Com-
mission on Nucicar Safety.

q .. NRC regulation 10 CFR Part 50, Section 50.34(b)(6)(v) requires that each
applicant for a license to operate a nuclear power station submit, in the

,
Final Safety Ana.ysis Report, plans for coping with emergencies which
include the items specified in Appendix E of that part. Vermont Yankeev

'~

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 Co= mission on Nuclear Safety, it appears your
concerns regarding maintenance and testing of evacuation plans focus
Primarily on the adequacy of State and local government emergency pre-
.Paredness. Since scrious accidents which have been postulated for nuclear
Power plants could affect both on-site and of f-site persons, coordination'

between licensees and State and local government agencies in planning and
maintaining a satisfactory state of 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

kbd
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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

, . 32, 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 nec'essary to respond21--
E to an emergency situation.

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station's emergency plan contains provisions
'FE" 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 on emer-
gency preparedness at the Vermont Yankee facility in 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 inspections will determine if the commitments have been completed.

Your request also stated that Vermont Yankee's emergency plan is not
fully tested annually. Specifically- your testimony before the Massachusetts
Commission on Nuclear Safety emphasizsd that drills which have been con-
ducted by the licensee did not test citizen movement capability and did
not test the interstate communication Ifnk.

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 docain which may be
affected by_ natural or =an-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

,

j 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,/

i 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. Vermont 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 whos'e assistance may be needed in an emergency.-.-_,

"95"'
On the basis of our review, we have concluded that Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Power Station has met regulatory requirements relating to

-cif 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 faciTity 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. Houevar, 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 chow 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 itens
of noncompliance with regulations er license conditions. The licensee
has agreed to correct these problems and future inspectior_s willma_,

~"

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 that the Yankee Nuclear Power
Station has satisfied the regulatory requirements related tc emergency
planning. Since there appears to 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,

.e a,

"<C. Y~- G%T
'. Donald F. Knut , 1 rector

Office of Inspection and*

Enforcement

ec: see next page

--

p % g '

.

75-3
%$

. m

- a

e '

-__



*
.

,

. .

.

<

.-
. .

,

*
.

- -
-4-

_

,
cc: Yankee Atomic Electric Company Jonathon N. Brownell, Esquire

ATTN: Mr. G. Carl Andognini Patercen, Gibson, Noble &
'

Assistant to the Vice President Brownell
'

20 Turnpike Road 26 State Street.
,

Westboro, Massachusetts 01581' Montpelier, Vermont 05602""'"

Mr. James E. Griffin, President Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp.- - -

Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corporation ATIN: Mr. Donald E. Vandenburgh,
SEf!$ 77 Grove Street Vice Presfient

Rutland, Vermont 05701 Turnpike Road, Route 9
Westboro, Massachusetts 01581

3. g< John A. Ritsher, Esquireg
~

Ropes and Gray Greenfield Public Library
225 Franklin 5treet 402 Main Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02110 Greenfield, Massachusetts

.

_[ ,, Gregor I. McGregor, Esquire J. Eric Anderson, Esquire
'

*

Assistant Attorney General Fitts and Olson
Department of the Attorney General 16 High Street
State House, Room 370 Brattleboro, Vermont 05301
Boston Massachusetts 02133

William H. Ward, Esquire
Richard E. Ayres Esquire Assistant Attorney General ;

Natural Resources Defense Council Office of the Attorney General
- 1710 N Strc't, ".W. State Capitol Buildinge

e

,
Washington, D.C. 20036 Topeka, Kansas 66612-

Honorable Ki=berly B. Cheney John R. Stanton, Director
Attorney General Radiation Control Agency
State of Vermont Hazen Drive>

*fst- 109 State Street Concord, New Hampshire 03301
Pavilion Office Building
Montpelier, Vermont 05602 Chairman, Vermont Public

*

Service Board
John A. Calhoun Seven School Street
Arsistant Attorney General Montpelier, Ver=ont 05602
State of Vermont
109 State Street John W. Stevens, Director
Pavilion Office Building Conservation Society of
Montpelier, Ver=ont 05602 Southern Vermont
,. y P.O. Box 256

/' Anthony Z. Roisman, Esquire Townshend, Vermont 05353
Berlin, Roisman and Kessler
1712 N Street, N.W. additional cc: see next page.

Washington, D.C. 20036

.
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cc: Mr. David M. Scott -. . , .

Radiation Health Engineer
*

Agency of Human Services
Division of Occupational Health
P.O. Box 607
Barre, Vermont 05641

-

New England Coalitibn on Nuclear_,,,

d5998 Pollution
Hill and Dale Farm
West Hill - Faraway Road a

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 Varment
Public Service Board
Seven School Street
Montpelier, Vermont 05602

Mr. Wallace Stickney
Environmental Protection Agency
JFK Federal Building- r=

.

Boston, Massachusetts 02203
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MO!ORANDUM FOR: R. B. Minogue, Director
Office of Standards Development

FROM: 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 Co=m4.ssion'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 were received from the p!olic. Enclosure 1 outlines the final

j resolution of each comment after the staff evaluation.
;

}bjor Office 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. Numerous comments were submitted to the ,

staff 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
co=ments and approval letter is available in the Public Document Room.

I Likewise, it was agreed that the ACRS approval is made with the understanding
that additional guidance in the overall area of Emergency Preparedness isj
under development and will be forthcoming.';

I

| Implementation Schedule

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

!
'

1

.
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P.. B. Minogue -2-

.

_RRRC Reviev

The guide was revicwed as a working paper by P.Rnc on Augurit 15. 1975,,

and reco: rended for approval. It was not resubmitted to RRRC f n its
Present form as Revision 1 because the overall che.ngca were of a clari-
fying nature and were not substantivo chanSes of position.

~

~

Roger J. Pattson, Director>

Division of Siting, Health and
Safeguards Standards

.
Office of Standards Dc.veloprent

Enclosurca:
1. Public Co=ents with

Staff Resolutions
*2. Draft of Revision 1

to Regulatory Guide 1.101

bec: !!argaret Sparks

.

.
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M yh '
CISSUIS

-

Issue 1. Should NRC concurmnce in the associated State and local emergency

response plan be a requirerent for continued operation of any

nuclear power plant with an existing operating license? If so,

when should this general requirement become effective?

Discussion of Alternatives
& t+ 2 -

&lssue snould ce gu:.ced cy the-far: that the underlying rationaleA

. for emergency plarming; requir ments snould be~the-consideration that theye
r k %L % :.u- % .?

arise as a~atter of-prudence.^ Energency plarming should be censidered as tw A

fi al element of the Ccc::tission's policy of defense-in-depth. It has as its

objective the ranagement and reduction of residual risk to the public health
-

and safety to a level which pradent judgment finds readily achievable and
,

reasonable. st sheuld-recognize-the-possibility-that emergency situatiens

can_arise in-the-operation of-nuclear-power-plants-for which it is pudent

to have established,-in advancer some plans-fort amelioration of what otherwise

might be unnecessarily excessive radic1bgical exposures to the public.-But----

cit shculd also recognize that sericesly censeque dal accidents e n m me

a_ practical _ ratter, really aveted-to eecur. The question of any absolute

need to protect the public by requiring plans to take such S asures should

be root, and it should not be constraed that the existence of planrdrg

requirements derives fmn any lack of faith in the safety of nuclear power
,

plants wttich are licensed to operate. The Comtission's licensing decision .-
,

process, apart fram emergency planning and preparedness ratters, is structured

to assure the full utili ation of standards ~ and criteria in the evaluaticn of

.

.

i e
t
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proposed nuclear pcwer plants to the end that substantial conservatisrs

, exist in design and operating safety rargins, and that there be no undue

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 emen ency

to protect the public health and safety..." than ncw exists as a result of

our current licensing and inspection process. The concurrence function,

in fact, caly indicates that a State has adequately addressed in its emergency

plans the " essential elem=nts" in NUREG 75/111. This was brought up in

the hearing cn May l' ,1979, before the Subec:mittee en Environment, Energy4

and Natural Resources, when Chairran Moffett asked Vaat it really meant to

have an NRC concurrence. Does it indicate that a plan is a good one? Or

are we, just creating an " illusion of protection"? That was a phrase used

by Mr. Moffett several times-an " illusion of protection." Mr. Moffett

noted that three counties surrcunding Indian Point did not have emergency

plans for dmHng with a nuclear accident despite an NRC concurm -in Statea

plan. He asked hcw a State plan can be considered adequate if it does not

include local gcVernment 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 energency.
t

Likewise, the staff has looked at the history of past evacuation and
,

note that evacuation of people is a oc: mon occurrence (about one per week)

in our society. These evacuations, nany times, occurred without plars or
-

drills, some of inich are noted belcr.e:

.

e

*- _ ,
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.

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

, people were evacuated frc:n Ibrgan City, Icuisiana, in 4 hours. On June 2,

1972, 8,700 out of an overall populatica of 9,000 pecple were evacuated -

frun Rapid City, North Dakota, in 1 hour and in 1971, 80,000 out of an

overall population of 81,000 people were evacuated frcm an area in Les

Angeles in 6 hours. Tne first two of these evacuatiens were conducted wi'h

the use of existent evacuation plans. 'Ihe los Angeles evacuation was per-

formed due to an impending collapse cf a das and withcut the benefit of an

evacuatien plan.*

Nonetheless, since Tnree Mile Island our current way of doing business
'

has raised a n=ber of questions about the legal requirements for and

the adequacy of NRC's, licensees', and State and local gover:nental

emergency response plans.

hiecurrentlyrequirethatapplicantsplanforradiologicalemergencies

within their plant site and have in place procedures for notifyirg and

agreements reached with local, State, and Federal officials and agencies

fcr the early waming of the public and for public evacuation or other

pmtective measures should such waming, evacuation, er cther protective

measures becore necessary cr desirable, including identification of the

principal officials, by title and agencies.

We now consider that expanding ou- current requirements by providing a

detailed analysis of offsite emergency response capabilities in the

licensing and inspection process would in reality provide the " reasonable -

assurance that appropriate reasure can and will be taken in the event of

an emergency to protect health and safety of the public. I

* Source: EPA-520/6-74-002: Evacuarien Risks - An Evaluation

,
-
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| HEHORANDUM FOR: Hayne R. Houston, Chief Accident Analysis Branch, tiRR
1

'. FROM:
!!1chael T. Jacgochian, site Designation Standards

|
Branch, SD~ '

l RECO.iSIDERAT10!i 0F EMERGEllCY Pl.A!iti1HG REGULATIONS AND'

! SUBJECT:
GUIDES Ili LIGHT OF THI EXPERIENCE;

'

In response to Lee Gossick's request at our meeting of April 24, 1979,I
: I am transmitting a list of issues that should be considered when
|

evaluating ?!RC's Er.ergency Planning regulations and guides in the
light of TMI.*

I believe that the entire subject of emrgency preparedness''needs to
be thoroughly reviewed to deter =ine precisely what changes to the'

regu'lations and regulatory guides are needed. I reco:nmend that a
Workina Group be established to conduct the review and to evaluate
required changes focussed on' the emrgency planning regulations and"

regulatory guides.

In conducting this review and evaluation the Working Group would
examine current authority. and practices as well as regulations and
guides with a view toward recomending new legislation. Because ,
emrgency planning is fragmented among several MRC Offices, I recomend
that the Working Group be inter-office in nature with SD, fiRR, SP. IE,
HMSS and RES participating. After such a Working Group has conducted
its review and evaluation, SD would proceed with appropriate rule
changes and regulatory guide revisions. Among the issues which I
think the Working Group should address are the following:

', .

[ 1. Leadership during an energency:
c - Chairman or collegial body raking decisions for Coaraission

-

1
during emergency1 .

l, .

- NRC or license:: control during ecergencyh;
'

a - MRC relationship to other Federal agencies having emergency'

responsibilities-

i

i

7906110N N /

.i

h
b . .... . w
i.

|:
. . . . . . . * _

' ''
. . . . .

i W u. s. s ov. a = = e.rr ca. vi . o r .c., s e re - ., a
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:E!!ORANDU'4 FOR: Harold R. Denton, Director, NRR
William J. Dirchs, Director, NMSS
Saul Levine, Director, RES
Idoert B. Minogue, Director, SD
Robert G. Ryan, Director, SP
lioward K. Shapar, ELD
Victor Stello, Director, IE

FRW: Lee V. Gossick, Executive Director for Operations

31JJECT: TASK FORCE ON DERGENCY PLANNING

The merbership of the Task Force on Emergency Planning has been expanded to
acco).nodate requests of Office Directors' representatives. The current Task
Force m2mbership is as follows:

Tom Carter, NMSS - Chairman
Justin Long, NMSS - Secretary
Brian Grimes, NRR
Wayne Houston, NRR <

Jay Durst, RES
Pat Come11a, SD
Mike Jamgochian, SD
Dudley Thompson, IE
Harold Collins, SP
Marshall Sanders, SP
Roy Voegeli, ELD

The 's.tsk Force is drauing upon the exucrtise of various staff men.bers i.:
cescribing ?!RC's current emergency planning process. This effort is
orj.ni::e.1 as a subtask under the direction of Jay Durst, RES:

Charlie South, NMSS - Subtask Leader
Ray Priebe, NRR

' John Sears, NRR
Jim Sniezek, IE
Hal Gaut, SP
Jim Dukes, SP
Fred Fisher, NMSS
George K11gfield, NMSS
Frank Lomax, NMSS

f

e

b
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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.

.
CI; :J: .' - .;- :,

Lee V. Gossick
Executive Director for Operations

cc: Chairman liendrie
Commissioner Gilinsky
Commissioner Kennedy
Commissioner Bradford
Conmissioner Ahearne
SECY
OPE

OGC
:TA

'

Task Force Members
Subtask Group Members

.
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10 CFR Part 50, 650.33
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.

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

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

.

150.33 Contents of. applications; general information. .

_

* * * * * =

'

(g) The State and local government emergency respense plans of all governmental

entities wholly or partially within the Emergency Planning Zonec(EPZ) that have*

been reviewed and concurred in by NRC shall be submitted prior to the issuance

of an operating license. Generally, the EPZ for plume exposure pathway for

light water nuclear pcwer plants shall consist of an area a;;reximately 10-

miles in radius, and an area approximately 50 miles in radius for the EPZ

7|h.!... ingescion cathway. In determining the size and configuration of the EPZs
..

=== , , . . - . -

surrounding a particular nuclear power plant, censidera:icn shall be given to

such local conditions as demography, topography, land characteristics, access

rcutes, and local jurisdicticnal boundaries.-

.
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""' 10 CFR Part 50, 550.54-

,

(continued) -

(t) If during the life of a licensed facility the Comission 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 appropriare NRC Regional Office on all corrective

action ecmpleted.

'
'

A license may be revoked, suspended, er modified for failure of the

licensee to maintain an adecuate emergency preparedness capability.
, , , ..

. . . ....
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used in the detailed implementation of emergency plans [need-net] shall be [deser4hed],=-

pubmitted in the [ preliminary-er] final safety analysis report, but should
.

not include details that can reascnably be exoected to chance from time to

time, 9.g. , names, telechone numbers, saecific items of ecuicment and sucolies.

*
.

**
-

.
.

.

.

II. The Preliminary Safety Analysis Report
,

The Preliminary Safety Analysis Report shall contain sufficient information
,

.to assure the compatibility of propcsed emergency plans with facility design |

~"' features, site laycuts, and site locatien with respect to such considerations
usi= ~

as access routes,' surrounding populaticn distributions, and land use for the-

1

Emergency planning Zones 2'.
.

As a minimum, the follcwing items shall be described:
,

A. The ensite and offsite organizations for c: ping with emergencies,

and the means f:r notification, in the event of an emergency, of persens

assigned to the emergency organi:attens;
...

3. Cen: acts and arrangements made and documented, [se-te 'e-sade3]e

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

coping,with emergencies, including identification of the principal agencies.
,

'' Generally, ne E?1 for plume exposure pathway for lignt water nuclear power
plan:s shall c:nsist of an area apercximately 10 miles in radius, and an area
a: proximately E0 miles in radius for the EP! for ingestien pathway. In

..

datarmining -he si:e and configuratien of the EpZs for a particular nuclear"'

## - =cwer plant, c:nsideration shall be given to such local c:nditions as demo-=
~~

'gra;hy, topography, land characteristics, access r:utas, and local jurisdicti:nal I

boundaries. |
|

|

.
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=EF" III. The Final Safety Analysis Report
*

.

The Final Safety Analysis Report shall contain plans and crocedures

for coping with emergencies. The plans and crocedure's shall be an excression

of the overall concect of ooeration, which describes the essential elements !
6

of advance olanning that have been considered and the orovisions that have ;

Ibeen made to coce with emeriency situ 8tions. It should incorocrate information '

about the emergency resoonse roles of succorting organizations and offsite

agencies.
That information should be sufficient to ensure cecedination ameno_

the succortino creuos and between them and the licensee. The details of these

. plans and .[the-detafis-ef] their implementation crocedures need [ net] 10 be

submitted. Mcwever, the submitted imolementetion crecedures should not include
jhhh' details that can reasonably be ex:ected to change frem time to time, e.o.,T,;;;. .

~~.
'

names, telechone nuhbers, seecific items of ecui ment and sucolles. ane 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 for the

Emer;ency planning Zone (EPZ)2,

.

8
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"_7 (3) written identification, by position' or function, of other employees-

~

of the licensee with special qualifications for coping with-

emergency conditiens which may arise. Other persens with special

qualifications such as consultants who are not employees of the

licensee and who may be called upon for assistance for short-
-and/or long-tem emergencies:shall also be identified. The special

qualifications of these persons shall be described;

B. ASSESSMENT ACTIONS

Means for detemining the magnitude and continued assessment of the

release of radicactive materials, including emergency actica levels that are

to be used as criteria for detemining the need for ratification and partici-

fQ pation cf 1ccal and State agencies and the [Atede-E.sergy] C:nnission and
% s g- ~,.

- other Federal age.fcies, and the emercency action levels that are to be used
,

as criteria for detamining when protective measures should be considered

within and outside the site boundary to protect oublic health and safety and.,

prevent damage to property. These emergency actiens levels that are to be

used as criteria for notification and action shall be based en in-cian:

c:nditions and ins:mmentatien in addition to ensite and offsite menitoring;

C. ACTIVATION OF EMERGENCY ORGANIZATION

Gescribe the entire scectrum of emercancy ccnditiens which involve the
,

alertinc er activation of orceressively larcer seccents' of the total emer:ency

organiza:icn. Gescribe the cernnunication stecs taken to alert or activate

e ergencv :ersennel under each class of emer:ency. Emer:ency action levels

..

Q.

e

9
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4'.n? E. EMERGENCY FACILITIES AND EOUIpMENT y,r-= n==
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.

-

Provisions shall be made for emergency facilities, including: MO-

:3+-

(1) Equipment at the site for persennel menitoring; .;g<r
l

(2)Facilitiesandsuppliesatthesitefordecontaminationof M
personnel; )*

- (3) Facilities and medical supplies at the site for apprcpriate 'g}
. > . ..

i.M.s,emergency first aid treatment;
.f

(4) Arrangements for the services of a physician and other medical R.
: -:C.

pers:nnel qualified to handle radiaticn emergencies; .?N.
..s=-~

(5) Arrangements for transpor:atien of injured or c:ntaminated ED
Y.C

individuals to treatment facilities cutside the site beundary; EY
2R
-4-

l'I Arrancements fer treatment of individuals in4ured in su::or ef g
,

:. ::. . .e

2-[[.~ licensed activities a.t treat ent. facilities outside the site beundary: M,r
Dd'

$w:iiN(7) One onsite and one offsite Emercency Contr:1 Center:
;- -c.

(El At least ene ensite and one offsite ce==unicatiens systems E. .s .E
Ti.. Vincludine redundant Ocwer sources. . . f..
YR.

Sb'

F. TRAINING ;~l%
.c,

2,.e.: .. ,;.--

.- .

A :r:; ram shall be pr:vided [pwevis4ess] for (1.,) the training and testing, 3-

n.,

M 7 w..

by peri: die drills, of radiation emergency plans to assure tha; employees of .Ej[
W-

the li:ensee are familiar with their specific emergency respense duties, and g@
,

. .W
[pei4siess] (p the participaticn in the training and drills by other persens (.33

1.T=- -

whese assistance may be needed in the event of a radiation emergency. This "ff.w.
-.

shall include a descri tien of s:ecialized initial training and :eriedic g.'
.:n

retrainin: recrams to be crevided t: each of the #:11cwing categ: ries of $
'- :, .

emer;e..:y :ersennel: 9;'

.v .
r

b vf
||z.;

,
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3@J H. RECOVERY'-

-
..

Criteria to be used to determine when, follcwing an accident, reentry

of the facility is appropriate or when operation should be continued.

V. , Imolementing Procedures
*

. .

Within 180 days prior to scheduled issuance of an Oserating License

and as necessary to maintain them uo to date thereafter, controlled cooies

of emer;ency olan imolementing crocedures shall be submitted to the acerco'riate

NEC Regional Office.
a

n ..
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SECY-77-263
May 25, 1977

For: The Comissioners

From: Robert B. Minogue, Director, Office of Standards Development

Thru: Executive Director for Operations

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

REQUIRE APPLICANTS AND LICENSEES 70lf NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS TO
INSTRUCT CITIZENS IN PUBLIC EVACUATION PROCEDURES AND TO CONDUCT
ACTUAL PUBLIC EVACUATION ORILLS

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

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

Issue: Whether NRC should grant the petition by requiring applicants and
licensees on an annual basis to: (1) disseminate emergency
preparedness ;ilans 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 media, (3) conduct actual public evacuation
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 heri*h and safety of the public;

2. Whether the existing emergency preparedness program ade-
- quately provides for the protection of the health and safety of

the public.

Alternatives: 1. Deny the petition and issue notice of the denial (thereby not
changing current policy with regard to emergency planning).

2. Grant the petition in part and issue a notice of proposed
rulemaking.

. . .Contact.
M.T. Jamgochian
443-5317

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

Background: On August 6,1975, Mr. L. J. Sirico, Jr., and Mr. M. H. Rcgol
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 E, Section III, to
require that Final Safety Analysis Reports include details of
emergency plans and implementation procedures.

A Notice of Filing of Petition for Rulemaking was published in
the Federal Reaister on September 23, 1975, requesting all inter-
ested persons wno desired to submit written comments or suggestions
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, requesting
their comments.

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

Discussion: 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 wrougnt by a nuclear
incident. NRC was requested to amend its regulations by adopting I

the elements described in the petition for rulemaking. Each |

element of the petition ic 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 1

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. |

(See Enclosure "E" for detailed pro and con analysis.)

l

l

| I
1
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Presently, NRC's regulations require nuclear facility licensees
and license applicants to provide a copy of their emergency

preparedness plan with the Final Safety Analysis ReportA copy of the FSAR is kept in the NRC Public Occument
(FSAR).
Room as well as in a location near the site of the nuclearBoth copies are available for public inspection.
power plant.

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 toA program

modify such plans from time to time as needs arise.for initial dissemination of such plans should be coupled with
an adequate followup program to assure that modifications are
provided to all persor.s possessing the initial plan, in order
to avoid the simultaneous existence of differing versions of

Such widespread dissemination of all revisionsthe same plan.
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 best information avail-
able at that time, and such actions must be centrally
coordinated to assure that they are not mutually counterproduc-

'

For example, the egress patterns selected by thetive.
emergency coordinator could become congested if occupantsthat are not in the downwind sector evacuate and terge with!

Wide dissemination of detailedthe downwind sector evacuees.
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 meteorolog- |
ical 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 fom of appropriate action in coping withOn the other
highly improbable events--is considerably low.
hand, information and procedures, if authoritative and ;
relatively simple, when given under threatening conditions or ;

at the onset of a disaster are assimilated rapidly andIn rapidly-developing
produce high levels of compliance. emergencies, reliance is commonly placed on the distribution
of minimal infomation which is required to produce effective
public response.

,

.m
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However, it appears that a number of States feel that a more
. ~

limited distribution of general infonnatior, to persons
living 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

Such information should, of course, be
emergency plans. reasonably available to those members of the public whoOn theThis is current Comission policy.desire to know.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 petitioners request that licensees and applicants dis-
seminate information explaining emergency plans throughB.

educational sources and the public media, including both
printed and electronic media (see Enclosure "F" for detailedCurrently, NRC guidance (in Regula-pro and con analysis).

tory Guide 1.101, Emergency Planning for Nuclear Powerplants) provides for licensees and applicants"...to make
available on request to occupants in the low population zone
information 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.

The staff also considers that all emergency actions will

depend upon the nature of the nuclear accident and theresulting threat, the prevailing weather and environmental
conditions, and the location of the individual relative to

In some circumstances it would be best forthe power plant.
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 be
of little help; or, if written to cover the wide range of
possibilities, would be too complex for the public toA simple instruction
understand or follow in an emergency.
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.

|

|
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-

The petitioners also requested that NRC require licensees to
test public evacuation plans in annual realistic drills (seeC. ;

Currently,
Enclosure "G" for detailed pro and con analysis).

|

,

NRC regulations do not require licensees to test public '

evacuation plans in realistic drills, but licensee emergency
Members of the licen-

plans are tested on an annual basis.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
evacuationandhasgrovidedthefollowinginformation.7deaths per person-mile and 9 x 10-There are 2.4 x 10-
injuries per person-mile for transportation by automobile.
If an evacuation (actual or drill) required an evacuee tg
drive 20 miles, the risks would be approximately 5 x 10 ' ofThus there aredeath and 2 x 10 * of injury per evacuation.
potential costs in terms of deaths and injuries to the
public associated with evacuation drills.

To put these costs in perspective the staff compared themThiswith risks estimated in the Reactor Safety Study.
Study (WASH-1400) estimated that the risk to an individual
located about 10 miles from the reactor site as a result ofa reactor accident is about 5 x 10-11 per reactor-year of
early death and 2 x 10-9 per reactor-year of latent cancer

Although the equivalent probabilities would t,6death.
higher for individuals at the site boundary, there are few

,

'

people so located and the stated numerical values are moreTherefore, if one
representative for potential evacuees.
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 nowInattempt t1 look at the potential merits of such drills.
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-
.

To the staff's know-fully conducted without such drills.
ledge, no public evacuation drills have ever been performedTherefore, the relative
prior to an actual evacuation.The staff did examine instances
benefits cannot be analyzed.
of past public evacuations that were relatively successful
but which were performed without prior drills.

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

i
'

of 81,000 people were evacuated from an area in Los Angeles
The first two of these evacuations were con-The Losin 6 hours.ducted with the use of existent evacuation plans.

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 petition on the basis of theirFor the most part, their
own experience and judgment.
responses expressed concerns similar to those of the Iowa
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 radiationOf equal concern, the statutory authorityincident.for th'e' State to enforce an evacuation is questionable,
and the legal liabilities for injury contracted duringThe evacuationa drill would have to be pre-affixed.
requirements ... would involve extensive State and localThe conduct of theresources and staff planning time.
evacuation drill would also place a financial burden
on State and local governments."

Several states expressed concern as to the question 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 resultingEvacuation data hasfrom accidents, floods, weather, etc.
indicated, substantiated by a few Governor's replys, that
evacuations have been and will probably continue to be
performed with no major problems anticipated.

-

--e
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All 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 licensees to
submit for review the details of their Emergency Plans andD. d

the implementation procedures (see Enclosure "H"for detaileThe staff has not found it necessary
Pro and Con analysis).
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 modified to reflect various minor day to day.This 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
,

changes.

plans set forth in the FSAR.

The implementation procedures maintained onsite are reviewed
customarily by the Office of Inspection & Enforcement to
determine whether they are consistent with the plans setPrior to issuing an operating license

and annually thereafter for the life of the plant, the NRCinspection program looks into the adequacy of the details of
forth in the FSAR.

Assurance

the Emergency Plan and the implementing procedures.is provided through these inspections that the commitments
made in the Emergency Plan are in fact met, and reasonableassurance is obtained that appropriate measures can and willThe inspection
be taken in the event of an emergency.
program includes verification that implementing procedures
have been developed, and representative procedures areFurthermore, the

reviewed by NRC personnel, at this time.NRC inspection program verifies by observation and review of
records that the implementing procedures are tested andThe staff con-
evaluated for adequacy when actually used.

siders that Regulatory Guide 1.101, Annex A adequatelydefines 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.

|

1

|
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On the basis of the staff's analysis (as presented above an
in Enclosures

"E", "F", "G"and "H") of the merits of theindividual elements in the petition, the staff recomen s
-

d

that the entire petition be denied.
(1) ongoing NRC

In sumary this recomendation is based on: (as out-
activities in the area of emergency preparedness
lined in Enclosure "I") ensure that the basic thrust of thei complished

petition (improved emergency preparedness) is be ng acld
and (2) promulgation of the proposed rule change woud safety

provide no improvement in protecting the health anof the public and in fact could prove counterpro ucd tive in

the event of a real evacuation.

That the Comission:
Recomendation_: Deny the petition, issue a notice of
_

(a) Approve _ Alternative 1.
denial;

Acorov_e_ the transmittal of the reply to the petitioners
(b) IEnclosure "C");

Approve _ the publication in the Federal Register of thed

notice of dental of the petition (Enclosure "0"); an(c)

(d) Note _ that:
The Notice of Denial (Enclosure "0") will be published

1.
in the Federal Register.

Following publication of the Notice in the Federal _h

Register, a letter (Enclosure "C") will be forwarded to t e2.
Public Interest Researcii Group stating that their petition
for rulemaking has been disapproved.

The Joint Comittee en Atomic Energy will be informed.
3.

The Comittee on Interior and Insular Affairs will be4.
informed.

The Comittee on Environment and public Works will be
5.
informed.

A publ.ic announcement will rio~t be issued when thei
notice is filed with the Office of the Federal Reg ster.6.

\
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The Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Inspection andEnforcement, Nuclear Regulatory Research, Nuclear Material
.

Coordination _:
Safety and Safeguards, and State Programs concur in theThe Office of the.

staff's recomendation in this paper. The
Executive Legal Director has no legal objection.
Office of Public Affairs concurs that a public announcement

The Office of the General CounselJ.
is not required. concurred with the staff's recomendation, see Enclosure
The Office of Policy Evaluation had no coments.

affirmation at an Open Meeting.
ForSchedulinq: <

Week of June 20. f
_Anticicated Schedulinq: h<f l

\ cry &1
Robert B. Mnogue.k Director j
Office of Standards Development

"A" - Petition for Rulemaking PRM-50-14Enclosures:

"B" - Sumary of Ccments
"C" - Proposed transmittal to petitioners
"D" - Proposed Federal Register Notice
"E" "F", "G" and "H" - Evaluation of

individual elements within the
petition for rulemaking.

"I"
- Sumary of Ongoing NRC Efforts in

the Emergency Preparedness Area

"J" - Coment letter from the Office of
General Council

tly to the Office of the
Comissioners' cor.nents or consent should be provided direc
Secretary by cob Thursday, June 9.1971

a

d to the Comissioners J< '

Commission staff office coments, if any, should be submitte
If the paperSecretary.

NLT June 3, with an information copy to the Office of theis of such a nature that it requires additional time for ana ybe apprised of when comments
l tical review and

comment, the Comissioners and the Secretariat should
may be expected.

DISTRIBUTION*

Comissioners
Comission Staff Offices
Exec Dir for Operationsc

'

Secretariat
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Washington; D.C.
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In the natter of a=ending Part ,

of the Co. ission's regulations- No. .

planning "4'* /'.."' ' ,.~ 7
~ , '-

.-

pertaining to emergenc.r
'C:. .

'

.

the ;ublic frc:a * . q %to protoc:
' 'u;, , ,_ ,. .' .-nucicar ha:ards - .

.* .

. *
*

* PETITION POR RUtID*-!NG-
.

'
*

d*

cf the corr.is: cn's rules an
Pursuant to sections 2.800-807

.

.

(PIRG), the Mas-,

.

regulations, the Public Interest Research Grcup
.

. .

(MassPIRG) , 'the Cali--

Public Interest Research Group.

sachusett the Northern
fornia Publi'c Interest Research Group (CalPIRG) , .-

.

the.

California Public Interes.t Research Group (NorcalPIRG) ,
.

,

the Verr.cnt
,Haine Publ'ic Interest Research Group (MainePIRG) ,

.

the New Jersey Public*
Public Interest Research Group -(VP RG) ,

- -
. the }'.innesota Public Interes:

.

Interest Research Group (NJPIRG) , h
Research Group (MP:RG) , ,the : cwa Stude.E.t Public Interest Researc

L

Group (ISPIRC) , the Missouri Public Interest P4 search Group (Mc-
,

'
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G) , the
.

.. PIRG) , the. New York Public Interest Res.earch Group (NYP!n
. .

.

'

(PIRG X) , the North~. ..

Public Interest Research Group in' Michigan
.

the Oregen
Carolina Public Interest Research Grcup (NCP:RG) ,

the California,.

Student Public Interes.t Research Group (CSPIEG) ,

Citizen Action Group (CalCIG) , ,the Connecticut Citi:en Actica
-

,

the
Group (CCAC) , United Nuclear Opponents of Wisconsin (UNO) ,
San Diego Incrgy Coalition, Cit!.rens United Against Radioacti rc
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tverglades, Pceples-

Environment o, rio-'da (CUP 2) , e * ends of the
*

-

coalition of-

6e *. orth Anne En.vironmenta,.
Lobby of Californi af Iowa (C"?I),

or ..csaonsible Energy 0-
e

Virgin 1a, C't^':c s United .e r

- Pennsylvania, the"
s--

the Environmenta. Con 18 -ion on !!uclear Pot <e -.C3*i-ens tond ,.~.,,,,i -
~- -

.

r. (RICE), --

Phode Island .Co....,1 ee en - c-9v.
**e :. tid-America

C.,a,- . e-, ,~
--- w(C .. ,b } 8-

.is s Cur,. . "'** , v'

Threats of Kansas g a..j,
(MAC,c A) , a , ,,

.s. ,-
--

for EnCITl
b,***0- *a''ves of Kansas C, ty ,

.N ssou 4
-.

-
'

e c. e.um 3 an'-"* -

a
(C .-v) , p *- o J .--

Tu, n, vissour, - - -

-
Coaccrned Casteees

O.,

,eaque and t.,,.e C, , ,.,s
**-

* --- - - - - *

of'Californ a, . e-ou siana cons..-e-s -t -
4 , ,

iden de NO M " ~, ,, ,~,,"--

'

Encr7/ Con-4.s- on o' Indiana pet .-s.e W- -esed
3 -

.

a rulemaking to amend Pa
co c its regulatacns. --

e
-

- e public s af ety by IcW, , M.
_"#,, ~

* * . . s.
arnend=cnts wou, a ,- , -.e.-

.
. -"

c , ,. , , ,- . .s,--
2 o-

f ac4 3 4 ,J 4,.. : sees and licencee applicants 't:
-g---- -

* --.

, a <.:.a. -
*

- ---

," -a# o- nt: e . . - - --

0 ,-
in public evacua~-.* cn e ocedures in C 50

*" d
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The petitioners ' a * 3' ac 4 ve citizen g: cups in 20 state
*

g

| pIRG is an c gani:ation whose p bah pW" U "
.

*

,..at--
#~"

the public interest in various pMc FW CM ' .

also sc:ves as a' - -""' nucicar s a,e..I .i. ,A - --

enc:gy, the env,::: C..i -'-
i su?-

,

clearinghouse and sc et ~es as a ' rep csen a :..e
e- c t:.:enai -.-

-

(P-- s) and' cit.#:cn su?--

ported Public .+ -es Research c: cups -
-. -

the CCunt */..
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CSPIRC are
MPIRC, ISPIRC, . pind,1:YPIRC, PIRGIM, llCpInG, and

*

. CalCAC are nonpro---.

d * '
*nonprofit student 9 W

m** ese organi a*-:--s sock to further'

citi2cn supported groups. r areas, including
4

the public interes. in a nurber of P
*--

.

,

en*f9Y' and nucica- safety.
,,

the environment, , ylorida, yriends.

UNO, de San Diego Energy Coa- t.,on

of the CverGi ^das ' Pecpics Lobsy ,
--

-- on en Nuclea
-

*~.ia ' the ,.nv4.en .ntal Coa 3 4 s-

Coall. tion, C h 0, -
. -

-- e I,ouisiana-
w. . .

g.. s* MACEA, CCIM, ? ojec.
3,.... vaa. .

** - --

.Pcwer, RIC, *- u - are citi:8Us,

and the C4 4 4 ens Energy Coa 3 :--- -

---, Consue.ers Lea 9,.c "Ud *'** c' o c: cafet'f.
e

8

l -e environment' * ~
w

-- -e with ene:5Ye.
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amendments:.

We submit the follow:..ng p:cposed 50 to read -
An addit * cnal section to part

,

-

3.
.

1976' caenSec. 55.xx : - 5.,. -

During each calendar year, beginn,n9 5
--".

,

a..
.

' shall' -
'

operat.'n9 'scility's licensee encI

distribute instructions explain. .9 w' at emerg
4- -

.
*

L g ,. acua ---. . ,
o- public ev!

,
, ,

safety.st. cps, inc'.ud* ,g direc,- o,s
..

I
.

, , , ,

lear .nc - n, -

the C4 -4 cn should take in case c' a nuc
.

. - .
.

! -7stbEUt,on,#2.

each household, / a-. o business ,. Pt.wt--C. .

'
l -- ..

a 40 mile :ac as
and other establishment W, ,, a .3; * east

S
l - - -

,,,,he 4.,s.... ' ons s..a' ' * e b as e d upcn .w -..
t - - -

of the facility.. .. ,. t with th:,.3.
.1 es,

the emc:gency p ans ea,. . 1.4 -<.ns e.e
,.,.as -- e '. .

-
* 3 ---. ..

e',} and seC. - * * -
!.*-

w,uy($\
ion pursuant tio sec. Sv,,

i isss_en,Conm ss.

as updated and shall be submi ~ed *o this Co==
'

.

-s. * t - -cadsbilit?)., ..
-

prior to distribut:.cn - arp oval Cr
-

-- - -

L "' ./ .
-

,

4
,

' '

-'

/ and sufficiency of explanaticn.b -

- - + these plans
dissemin' ate inf ormatica }eg, a

.,4 - -
,*3

- 11. en' 3Cd a * ' ""

through educations 1 sources and
*"..e ''""- Ct

,,

cluding both ;r,' 8,ted and electrcnic media.- - , ,

in ccepcrat4 C3 "4-u
'aderal, state,
~--'

111. conduct, ,

c4 als and agencies', an ,
u-- public,'-

* --.

. and loca .c,,e3
l s.

n ul, c n,-- 1 I with these p anu
,e

. evacuation.d 41,
-.

ation-

The evacua ,en d ''1 shall include
,e ac...a1 evacu..

--
..

*
- . a-.;

* ce frcm at leas a 7. de9 ce secter rads
.-

of the po ,
dt --ance of at ic5st 40 miles .

'
*

from the facility ,'C'- *. . ~~~
,

*
.
..

. * #
.

* . ., . , ..
s .

.
e

.

= = * - *
m.

. .. ., , , ,
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Tho sector siil be chosen in conjunction with state
* .*

,

.

and local officials and this co=::ission and shall be
representatihe' of other soci. ors an,d con'tain a significant

.

'*

.
.

population.
submit to the Cc:::=ission a report 'deronstrating

'

iv. ,

. corp 11ance with this section.-
. .

.
-

|

This sectica shall not apply to a licensee during anyb.. i

calendar year during which the licensee has distributed ccp es
' of the energency plans , disseminated infor=ation regarding

,

1

them, and conducted a public evacuatien drill in conforr.ity
-

with then pursuant to sectic'n 50.yy(a)' and (b) with regard 1
* .

y

to the f acility in cuastien. *

50 to' read --s, .

.B., An additienal sectica to Part
, , * *

,

Soc. 50.yy ., ,*

The Cc:rission will not issue a cen'struction perrit
.

'

a.

or' licence or amended constructica pe= nit or amended license., .
.

provisional or othe:.tise, until the applicant has .

.
.

. 1. , distributed to each hous'chold', place of business ,
.

'

7 public institutica, and other establishment within at^

Y east a 40 mile radius of the facillty or propesed f acility
- '.

' '

I

\ Sose noctions of ita ,

!.

a) Preliminary Safety Analy 3.s P.eport required
-

.
*

or the equivalent rescrt
by section 50.34 (a) (10)*

infornation filed pursuant to section 50.90, in the
,

case of a construction porrit or anended constructica
.

. ,

* *
.. ,,

.
.

pe:mtg c*'
..

.
. *.

* .
.. ,.-

, . .* e [

.
. .

. ,

,8
* .

*
.

e
*

* . .
.. eeee

(c rd < L H.=
.

i

,
.

%

.

[ i
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,
.

rinal Safety Analysis Paport re' quired by
.

. ,
.

.
.

b)'
*

or the equivalent report in-
-

.section 50.34 (b) (6) (v)
.'

formation filed pursuant to section 50.90, in the
,

.
'.

'

case of a license or amended license
.*

-

- .

I. which discuss public evacuation plans.
disseminated information e.7 aining these plans1

' 11. i including

through ' educational sources and the public med a,
*

both printed and electronic =edia, ,,

* submit'ted to the Corp.issien a repoit demonstra-
iii.

ting full ccepliance with the above requirements.
,

dd

The Cennission will not issue a. license or an.en e
.

,

b. has
license, previsienal or otherwise , until the applicant

conducted, 'in boeperacien with federal, state,
i. u

and local officials and agencies, an actual public evac -
,

'

..
l ns/

ati.on drill in full confornitI with the applicant's p at

for coping with emergencies affecting the public formu-
*

.

. and section 50.90..

lated pur uant to section 50.34 (b) (6) (v)
tion+

The evacuation drill shall include the actual evacuai

of the populace frem at least a 7 degree se'ctor radiat ng
.

*

40 miles.
from the f acility for a , distance "of at least

with state and
The sect.or will be chesen in conjunction .

local of ficials and this Core.:.ss,en and sha' _' "e -ar c-
-

. -

- ca.
- --

sentative of other sectors and centain a signa as
.-r r,

.
. . *.

. ..

ulation.*

i

submitted to the commiss'en a report deronstrat ng**
* 11. *

full compliance with this require =en't'.
-

'

, .. ,

.
. . .

.

*.
. .

.
' . .

.. . e.. * *
,

*. .
.

- . - . . .
* - - -

.

' . . ; -..... . . -.....-.. - b. . . -
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c..
Where a hearing is to be held on the censtruct cn

'

.. .. . , .-

l or other-~

permit or a= ended license application, provisiona
, ,

and (b) ,

wise, the applicant must co..iply with subscetion (a)
*

,

i

as applic?.blo, at least fif ty days prior to the hear ng.
*

'.

he
Th'is section's provisions do not apply where td. i tion or

applicant's constructica permit or license appl ca
.

licatien,-

amended construction per=it or a: rended license app
-

.
,- ..

*

Provisional or otherwise
--

does' not propose changes that alter an existing;.

1. ing"

facility's pfans for coping with an e:,ergency af fect
.

h.

*

the public, including public evacuation, pursuant to
*

section 50.34(b) (6) (v) .or section 50.90 cr
,

,

.

does not p cpese changes that' alter a previ.cusly
'

.
.

11.'

lication's piar.' f or ccping. '

, proposed versica of the app li'c..-

with an energenc1 af fecting the public, including pub.

or section 50.34
' ' *

evacuation, pursuant h.o sec. 50.34 (a) (10)
,

,

d
or section f 0.90 where the applicant has alrea y

' * * ,

.

(b) (6) (v) as applicable , with' .-

(a) and (b) ,.

corrplied with subsections
-

"
'

regard to the , plan's previously propose'd versien.
*f.., . . .

-

,:
* "

-

50:-

A chance in Acesndix E. secti*en !!! Part
..,

,
, .

* C.
The Final Safety Analysis F.eport shall contain plans for

.
. - --

.. .

.

The deta'ils of these plans a: d the details
* .

coph.ng with energencies. A':DSii AI.:.'be included, -(but)
..*

,
. .

. -

of their i=plenentation. (need not)
.

.. . -

:~
l s set

the plans subr.itted =ust include a description. of the e enene
. .

. .

"

,

* . ' the

out ir. section IV to an extent sufficient to dc= castrate that
\ . .. .
; .

1hns provide reascnabic as'surance that 5ppropriate =easures can
.

~

. .

lic'\
.

P
and will be taken in the event.of an emergency to protect pub

.
..

. *

-

health' and safety and prevent damage to property.
l

', - . .
.* .

., . ,*,
..g. .

, .

D -
.
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.
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s

.
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.

upt,mt.-ony cc:.:C::TS O!! 'NT M* .

sec. 50.xx requires licensees to provide the public W
~ ,

inc. eden * make pus e

instructions on steps *o take *hould a nue, car
* .

o distribute.

i
-..e l'icensee 's obligat on t-w

lds, places o,evacustien necessary. -

specific written instruct 2.ons exten s
o househoe s

. ,

ts within a
business, public ins m ut.cas, and

o*-..e- establish =en
e 1, . ,, C .-- ,1+

*s . .34-

4O mile radius o g .he f ae2 'ity -- the oute:=os.lear f ac:,.1, t? . .
'

' -
- -

has used in li siting populatica dens <*a.a o a.d a nucn r pulation ceiling
- .

,,e c

* 'the Consics en 4..< .alty sets a two N.-

oosed nuclear plant.,'k-Wo:-

j,

for the 40 nile radius sur:xn
-..g a p-~-r

*~a~- Pc er ?12"t -

.
-

Eit"C'
..

ing Paper, Peculatien cistribution a.rotn
s.'.* -

,

l Secte:7
A study of the respected American Physicathe 500-7. April 17, 1973.

RePo o *-'c APS bv** -

also s PPorts the 40 mile figure. Re /iew s o , < -- -
- .vs t es ,,

.. - ew,

group on light-water reactor sr.fet7,aThe APS assumes the need to
.

-

975.1

Vol 4'7, Sup' . No . 1, st .* Sevel exceeds
-p ,

4-

evacuate res:.ons vhere
**.e g ound conta. 4 na- en .

*
.

.

i
.

.

Ce'sium i37 -- the sa=e cr -.

100 inicrocuries Por square :nc e- o# (W AS.H-14 0 0) , U .S .
- -

.
S . .. a., p-a's*

teria used 4 n *s.e Reacter SafetV
--

p s) PSS con-.

-_s.-. .- _

(hereacu -

Atomic : ner.y eo_-- ssion * August 197.,. 20 miles frcm
--

- .

;

cluded a need to evacuate the area extending to P-

The APS study, hcwever, cc :ects sc:a g assu
-

the cactor.
tions and calcus. cs .g.a -.o- 5 ound contamination icvel exceeds*w

' 60 kilcmetc s (37 3
-o-

the permissible level out to a d,s.a . e o-
. - .

. ,

Consceuently, anY evacuatica plan mu t
milesI. APs at $46.**

.

. *
' uation out to

400 kilencEc~is can halve the nur.:c,,-0,-.Tnc us s ccy afso concludes ~4a*,early evac
cers and

.
-

cc9 te.-a can
- dent. Ars at 547.-

--

., ,-
genetic def ects resulting : rem t..c .cac---

.
'

*
.

. . e
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. . ,- . . ..
.
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consider the health and safety -- in=cdia'te lethal ha:ards , short
..

.
. . *

:.

term and long term V.calth ha:ards -- of this populace.*

1nlike
^

This section also mandates an annual evacuation drill.'*

current d=111s, the public would participate in a. full " dress re-
a 7 degree sector,

hearsal" that would actually evacuate at least
to be chosen in conjunction wit.'i state and local authoritics and

the Cc::.~.iss f.cn.
It is assumed the evacuation drill will be planned

-

in good; f aith and the sector chosen will be representative ,of the_
.

,,

other secters and centain a significant pcpulation.
,

.

App. VI
The use of the 7 degree secter derives f rem the RSS , ,

.

at 19. The study assumes that in a nuclear incident, persens
The, y calcukates the plu=c'Eunder the pl- e wou;d be evacuated.

width under different weather conditions.
I:ipressing the i.lu e's

. plume' width as a fraction of'a circle, it deter c.ines the smallest
.

'

.

.

to,be .021 of a circle, or 7.2 degrees ( 3 5 0, x . 0 21) .
RSS, App.-,

T,heugh we speci'fically disclaim any' acceptance of ths.VI at 19. .

P.SS 's unrealistically censervative nuclear' accident projecticns ,
. .

we utill:e the 7 degree sector to make the svacuatica drills cs....
, .

li=ited as possibic.
. ,

,

4.3At 40 mil'os, the width of the 7 degree are is only about
Thus the evacu: tion drill can take place without unreasen-

miles.,

. able inconvenience to :.or al cycratiens in the area of the plant.
'

'

.
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. a

ne proposed rules plainly do not p cclude drills ove:
.

'

fraction of a*

According "to the E. the largest,

tor accidet.tlarger area. , *

circle that could b'e af fected by a plume frcm a =cac
,

40 deg:ces. I_d,.

would be .11 of a circle, or about truction
,

Soc. 50.yy requires applican s ,o
3 :e.nses and cons-- -

-

tion discusdens-

permits to supply the public vith the public evacua
'

i l Analysis Ec-
in the P:clininary Safety, Analysis Reports and F nablic inic::atica
ports,

cspectively, and otherwise disseminate pu
As with sec. 50.n, Ms sec&n am cam M a

k bility.lon the P ans.
full scale public drill to test the evacuation plan's wor .a

-

,

struction perrit or lice..se
, If a hearing is to be held on the con ith thic :section's appli-

' "

.

.applicatien, the applicant must comply w to the hear'ing. 3cth-

cabic requirements at icast 50 days pric:
'

p:cvisiens to reduce thei

. this scetien and sectica 50.xx centa n y

of distributions and drills to the bare nurber necessar
._
'

numbo

to meat the purpcses of. the pr'opcced regulations .
.

' *

sectic . :::, Part 5 0_. The ar.end:ent
Chance in Aree:. dix E ,.- l ta-

' would require a filing of detailed emergency plans and i=p emen
.

<

.

At present,.an applicant may
.

-

tion procedures with the Cc:missicn. d p:cvide
merely make cierence to relevant state and 10 cal plans an

Thus complete inic:=ation is not a cadily
a bare-benes cutline. thorcughly analy:cd
accessible part of the public record and is not

. ..
., .

by the Cc= mission.
. .-

.
. .

*

CENERAL Ct"STS
--

In support of the proposal,' we make .the fo11cving arge cnts :'

. . .

.
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Public education is esscntial to making cvacuation plans
.

.

*
I. -. ,

. .
-

.

.*

affective. .t. . -
. . .

.3 .. ..
.

Public discussion of evacuation plans and full scale-II.

public drills are necessary to assure the soundness of c=ergency..
.

. * *
- *

-

plans.*

This Con =issica has a special duty to minimize the
' . ..

III. -
.

.

damage wrought by a nucicar incident. .

.
.

.
* .. .. .

IS TSSI::rIAI, To :".J' ::G EVACU ATIC:! ?L.'.2'S_
.

I. PUBLIC EOUCATIC:
s. *

EFFECTIVE.* * - .

We are not engaging here in the larger debate over nucicar-

The CE::. issi n's regulatiens already require evacuatiencafety. ,.

it'
'

plans. . As .cvidence o'f its continuing attentica to the ..atter,
has recently p c=ulgated Regulatory Guide M70.14 (rec. 1970 , which

. states nora fully the sort of detailed c=c g'ency planning inf=rca-
-

.

tion that Safety Analysis Reports should set cut -- and apparently
.

,0er petitlen si= ply seeks to inc: case the effectiveness 'have not.- -

of the Coc=ission's efforts to insure adequate methods for coping- . .

..
* - . * '

* - . .. with public energencies. .,*
..

. .....
. . . fatal-According to the RSS_, public evacuation can reduce the**

..
,

.

itics folicwing a nuclear disaster by as =uch as a f actor of 4...

-

* .- . . . , ,

(RSS , App. VI at 81) . The potential' of an ef fective evacuatica
,

,

. . .
. . .

, plan for saving lives and redecing injury =ahes thorough' p c-
..

.. .
. . . .

,
* '

emergency plan'ning a necessity. '.-
- -,

,
,

. , ..
.

FS S..
Executing an evacuation could prove a cer:ple.x aff air.*

speaks in tc:=s of evacuating a 20 =ile area surrcunding the
..

,

facility. RSS App. VI at 21-32. Others 1nsist' a reallstic plan
*

...

seemed|< *.

2 must co'ver more than 0 miles since. thM. icthal consce.nences o f a
. .. .. .

.
- . . ...

.. * . . . . . . .
. , ,

,

..
.

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

.
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Preliminar.' Peview of
. .

.
. '* * .

reactor accident can extend to 15 miles,. Sierra Club-Union of Concerned
.

-

" ' ,
Study, . ..the IJC Reactor safety 1974 at SG .(hercinaf ter.

-Scientists , San Francisec-Cambridge , : tov. l population.
These a:eas of ten.centain a substantia

.

within five miles of the threcSC-UCS) . .

For example, 66,000 people live
..

within 20.- .

000 live.. ..
!

reactors at Indian Point, New York, and 900,
-*

of poten-! _ 10 percent.

Even under the RSS evacuation redel,iles of the reacter are never-miles. -

tially aff ected pezzons v5. thin 20 m k s seme effort. ?j S.,
.

.

ovacuated, and evacuation of the rest ta eOther authorities find this model unrealistic-.

,

App.'VI at 31-32. As noted aheve , this ce=ission
.

sc-t:cs at 57. the f acility',

ally optimistic,
' is. concerned with population er. tending 40- miles f:cmto avoid i==o-

, ,

'

l

These pecple e.ust he evacuated -- net on yh rt tcrn and icng
-

.

.
.

.

si,te .
diate lethal consequences , but alsb to avoid s owill not suf fer

.
.

. .

It is likely that, se=c people
'torm health ha:ards. ill increase the

. . .
.

immedi' ate ef fects of radi'acien sickness , but w
.,

Given the.

later.

probability of. their centracting cancer years
'

also becc=es ai

threat of dese ce=mitment to the pcpulace , t meSuccessful evacuation, then, ecquires a mass
'

ive.
.

-

.

critical factor. ...
.

$ntplanningeffort..
..

In view of these considerations, we find cur ewe ask -- Hcw can recole succecsfullv
cfforts wholly inadequate. the evacuation clan is?

Thi.

" -

evacuate if thev de not knew what ien

-commission dses not require public dissemi..atien ,of evacuat
"

.

has
To the best of our knowledge, Oregon alone,

instructions . 'Oregen P4 vised Sta-
recogni:qd its responsibility in this area, ting nucicar facili-

requir.:s public utilities opera.

tutes 453.595
.

.
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c ~. dia and educational
** *

.

tics to dissc=inate through the Pubi.r
.

_

sources information approved by the
2t.

h a nucicar
explains stiate devised emergency plans .o C.P

--. .

,

scientious prc-'
*

.pccident.
Public educat.,cn .. .s

be a pa,, c, gny con.
,

-

,- , ,

s a # ct7 and
C., ,,*, ,* de#ense-t'.'PC

* -
,

Various af a*--

cmergency plann.4nG.
. . . .
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Progr, .s have alwaYs made Pub'~~' c education
. *

sakeF.-

#CS ^:-ed he:c.~

similar e#.#or"s 3I0
..

their efforts. Po-ential evacuces mus t
* * .

*~

Ie
og maximum cf giciency and minimum .,nF.

.

,

71ng as c ssibic.-
.-

. -receive as much advanced
*--a#

-

n,but,

the evacuation P ans actually con..
-

l .

,

of what , ,

..

yeL:, S CALE P U"2 LI C, essential first s cp. 9
* py3LIC Disc,,s,..C.. c: evnecA::cM ,.,<..., ; 9

.

* --

oA ..
- .f g.;g ,.

" " ~'" ~ g 3 o ,. . - -
_

Iy, . . . .

DRILLS ARE NEUI8S'*-'t "^o ASSUFE ~ME S .C., -~an o *he '3.n.c.'st +-
5 -

,97 5 ' yg,',-~4 am Kc:: a
*his Cem:~.'ssion 's

*-~~

on April Be *
a w:ote --

Advisory Co m.: ..ce en Reactor sa.es..a
s- ,. -

e, g3 egergene,f. -.

,,- letter concern.n, -- ==endix d, .
-.

chairman a d, s .. 4 n9- - - as.

( A , , ,, C, ,,-

planning an pc.,u13. ten protec
,.n*

by the Conmittee
, ..

* ---* ...g --

.gevie#'
.With seme understatene N' M '',, s"***w that .uch

s ***

of ensegency p, a..s o nuc.ca ,.We alant
ei he areas in neS,--

*
3 r- < -s -

.

he then .,de . , e.---, .

vork, remains to.be done "
see arios,., c,

og work -- 1ack o' act., on
c.4.. 4 a , insu- . . --incomplete state.---,-

.

.

$'

inadequate ac,. de * 'nst .. c *ation, weef -Y: e. [that P:etect,vc-.-
-

^

response plans , the .acg o,
eans ,cr ver--I ns

.3 i ien 10:-

ed ou , + .e lack of Prov s
,

' $,

actions have actually $,cen',ca
e -

,,-
-

e

professional radiation.p:ctectica persenn .,

emergency act,cn ,, se need to cont nee - - research and,*$-

. .
.- tno

Prog , a' and the need s.o
3---cVec C,oo

. 3g e,

. - ~ * *
- -r- , , . .

,

dicscr,na,-- --

develop =ent c.,.,o . ky varicus agenc.c.= - d f or
- :

gnyi: n-

On m ,.,6, ,.g7 * the Ag33,3. ~.

,

the results to user groups.
,

. Y.

me.ntal subconmittee hea.,,, the following test.* mon
-

-

*

.
- .

- . ..,

*- - .. ,
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HR. COLLINS : :*cv, in ariswer to your question, are there any -.

,

state'h''that have lod percent .to' tally acceptabic'
*

,
.

radiological emergency response plans , the answer'

,'
*

.

to that is no. . . .
. . ..

DR. ISDIN: Not even Pennsylvani.a?.. .

MR. COLLINS: ' lot even Pennsylvania. Because Pennsylvania, you
-

.M .

will remceber, is a model state plan that supposedly
*

-is under develop =ent. .*
,.

.

'

. Testimony of P.arold Collins , Of fico of Govern =.antal Liaisen, AEC:
. .

.

19 7.Environ cntal Subec==ittee meeting en E=e,rgency Plans ; Tr. at
'

A recent test drill in Minnesota cenfirms th'is evaluaticn.*

,

,
'

Civil Defense 'of ficials conducted an c=ergency evacuatica dril'

for the area surrou. ding Northern States Power Cc=peny's nuclear

plant at Menticello. It was a dis =r 1. f aiiure' with co=mu.kicatiens
*

*

..

.

syistems failing and variouk persennel 'de=cnstrating an igncrance*

..

o.f their responsibilities. Roy Aune, deputy director of the state
. .

-
. .

Division of Emergency Services, ' stated, "Cnder the present sys tem,
.. .

the state IOC. c(Escrgency operating Ce:ite'r)
.

it is doubtful that

. could handle a' major disaster adequately with the f acilitics ,

presently available." see "Rcrert Cuestiens Preparedness fer
Disaster," MiEncacolis Star June l'O, 1975 at 1A (attached as,

*

.

Appendix B). A recent citi:en survey indicates si:.ilsk situatiens'

,

Naomi Jaccbson, 'C=creene/ Ovscuation Plans.around the country.
.

for "Nucicar Plants , LAND, Inc. , Rudolph, Wisc. (attached as Appen-
.

.
.

dix C). .
. .

F.ven the courts are beginning to express concern with the
.
... "

..
,

.'
* .

. . ...
...

. . . .
1* * . .

, *.* . ..

l
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|
. . .
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Recently'

inacequate attention being given evacuation planning.-

the Seventh Circuit U. S. Court of Appeals set aside the AEC'S~ '
-

.'.

grant of a construction permit for a nucicar plant in Dailly,
.

* .

Indiana, primarily because of'its proximity to the. denscly-pop.u-
lated Chicago ectroeolitan area. The Court voiced concern for tho

'

iS00 employees working at a Iicthlehc= Steel plant about one . ile
-

*

.

from the proposed site and the 97,000 daily visitors to the ad-
%

.

.

-

The Atomicjacerit Dunes National Lakeshore and State Park.
Safety and Licensing Appeal soard dis =issed potential evacuation

ceuldproblems by saying t'he National Lakeshore superintendent*

.
*

* work it out." The Court replied: .

What.uould occur if a large but unknewn nE.ber of *

.

'

campers and visiters unf amiliar with the area and
. within nearby heres in which to ta.%e shcf ter, heard

-

a' public address announcement to evacuate the area
due to a nuclet.: accident? Cheir path usuld be
blocked to the north by Lake Michigan and en tho

and south by MIPSCO's and Bethlehem Stec1's ,

west*

,olants and industrial c:eplen. It strains credulity.

. to expect that this pecbicm will work.itself out and*

it is ridiculcus to in of fect say that it should be.
*

. left to the future.
.

.

Chauter, [saak Walten Leacue of A, .eries . Inc. v.Porter County

A.E.C. No. 74-1751 at 32, CCH Atomic Enesgy I., 3ptr. para. 2595-'
.

.

at 8324,833G (7th Cir. April 1, 1975).
~

Such severe judicial, *in house," and citi:en criticues
.

li-point _up a lack of responsibility by the cen=ission and it:
.

.

. Curcensees 'in protecting the public frc= nuclear catastrephc.'

Asproposals can play a key roic in meeting this responsibility.-

the Environ =cntal Protection Agency's Of fice of Radiatien ?regrams'

concludes in its report, Evacuatien Risks -- An Evaluation (E P2.
,

. . -
. .

. g . . s
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' . . .. .

' * .
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520/6-74-002;, June 1974) : - .

'

Continual testing of the cr.er:Jency plans , as authentically
-

. .

needed co determine whether it will wo X.

as possibic, i:,

(at 49).practically and to determine adjusements-

Part cf the testing can come f ecm ovaluating public reacticn*

As the EPA report state : "Manys'

to proposed' evacuation plan.s.

times emergene1 pInns are written b..'v.individuals who have no

real experience in cecrgencies and 11ttic or no knowledge of hcw
.

people behave during an cecrgency." (At 49). The feedback f cm

a public dissemination of" evacuation plans and ~rc:s p6lic dri1*.s -
can provide concrete, grassroots information necessary to ics: a

-

theoretical plan's workability' . .
.'

illus-The TdA's exper;.ence with drills provides an exec 11cnt

tration. Knewledge gained frem the first drill led to a revisica
.

.

of'100 pages in the e=c gency plans. As.a result of the drills,
'

the TVA made three major revisions in its emergency plans. Testi-
,

mony' of Ernest nelvin, Civisicn of Envirencental Planning , TVA;.
~

'

ACRS cnvironnental Sube-- '~~ce meeting on Emergency plans, July
*

;** .
,

26,.1974, Tr. at 31. The results of major drills at other plants |
.

.

would undcubtedly prove no les's beneficial.
.

;

;-

-

We lack any real experiential knowledge reg'arding the ccc-

plexity of a nucicar evacuation. dhe EPA re-crt and the .PSS bothr
.

take a fairly optimistic view of the p ccess. Yet, we have just.

' observed an actual evacuation that sheulci give us pause. The
,

1

recent evacuat'icns in Vict Nam dcrcnstrate the results of peor
. .

planning. The solicitatien of public input and the utiti:ction'
,

!

of thorough drills are essentici to avoiding such tragedy.
.

. . .
. .

..
.

-..

. . . .
. . ..

. ..

..
..

. . r.
. .

,

. -,.. . . .., , ,
i . .
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T!!IS COPftIS".IC'! ItAS A SPECI AL CUTY TO !!!!!I tI2E THE D AJ'.ACS
.

t"

III.~ * ,

. I

Unoucit? n t A Nt:CI.rAR I::CIO::IT.
..

As the licensing authority for nucicar* facilitics , the Com- ,

mission owes the citizenry living and working in the area surround- !

ing each facility a special duty to minimi:e the dc= age a nucicar- ;

|
- . .

the C'onmission's scrutiny of public 1

.hasard can inflict. Yet, i

Its licensing regulations do |

evacuation plans has been dismal. I

not even require license applicants to suhmit deuciled evacustica
|

l
.

(Part 50, Appendi:: E, /.

,

plans or details of their'i=plementation.
It awards licenses in states where,c=crgency plans

' sec. III) .
All an applicant

are wholly inadequate er virtually non-e.xistent.-

need do is allege its arrange =ents with public authokitics and
.

. '.

As a result, Cem-. .

provide a sketchy outline of prepcsed plans.
mission' " approved" emergency plans and non-plans have eveked the |

.

severe intra-agency' criticism cited above. -

' .
. .

. Indeed, the !!RC is ignoring its statutory chligatien to p
0-

-

tect the public from huelear harard. Th'ough t!-e cce:.issica lacks

the authority to directly' command states and localities' to devisc
sound omergency plans , it han - and certainly should -- deny.

It il ti=e .~c ree-
licenses in these states without 'such plans . .

ognition of ecspensibilities. '

A further ressen ec=pels the Cer. ission to .inimize nuclear
liability.

The Price-Andersen Act insures utilities against* damage.
.

'

- from a nucicar incident, but up to only $560 =illien aggregate

liability per incident. 4 2 U .S .C. sec. 2210. Co'ng css set the,

-

ceiling in 1565. By today's standards , it is far too low.
,
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, .f icng supported
.

*
. .

As a govern:cntal agency whose predecessor
.

'

to minimi:o injury*

the !! . R . C . ha s a d u*-Ythe Price-Anderson Act,
. execed the statutory ceiling

- .
*

and mitigate damages so they wl.i1 not without adequate
or excced it substantially and Icave victi::s

. .

,

pastcompensation.
xtend the Price-Anderson Act

'

*
~

Recently, Icgislation to
If a similar bill decs not

*

,

1977 ret with a Presidential veto. d 'since the private
^

pass , nu. .t ca- ut''-i' 4 cs will bc icf t uninLure
,

y covera?c.--c .

insurance industry refuses to provi,de the necessarthe. Cornissioni

.
With such a state of aff airs quite conceivab c,the public by assuring

.

*

has an even more prencunced duty to protcet
.

l s- . ,

.. adequate emergency evacuatien p an .
.

-
.

Respectfully subritted,.
.
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bac. ,

ltonorable Villiam A. Anders O *
1 ,-

|pG 7 N ."t fr
* c,

Chair =a n C'.U.S. ::uclest Reguistory Comission c * *?,,,..
.e* ..

.

,s ~ /Jo !.
. . .

*0555 t a
/Washington, D.C. #~ s.. a .%* *

'4 4't,L, . ) ,* ~
, C--

EMERCENCY FiANNISC / *\.<.
s. *

. * i ' ~~'
,,e --.Subject:

*
.

: rai,*
-

Dear Mr. Anders:
*

f t?.e items"

In the coutsc of its reviews of reactor faci 11:ies, one oi: tee on Ecsetor Safe-
taken into censiders:icn by :he Advisory Cc :. ed a sound plan

guards is the degree to which applican:s hr.vc preparThis =s::ce was :he
#

of.setion in case of an energency situs:icn. subject of nsetings of :he A-e..s Enviren=:ntsi subes=
i::ce on
recently dis-

and January 17, 1975, and as nestfvl1 Cce::it:ee on
July 26-27, 197t*, cussed at the 179th and 1G:h =ee:ings of the..

-

.

3-5, 1975. ..' March 6-8 and April d d that an
' .On the basis of its evaluations, the Comittec has conclu ele in the protection

.
.

- ef fective emergency plan can play. a significant roof a major accidental
of the nearby population in the unlikely even: l ion. Reviews

release of radiose:ive esterial from a nuclear insta ia:
r plants

by the Coe.mittee, however, of emergency pisas for nu:lcar powe
,

f censtruction, shew
currently in operscien, or nearing complecion oIn this regard, the Corrsi::ee has
that much work remains to be done.

*

, identified the following ite=s: .

,
. .

.

.

1. Action criteris f re :edisi.

There is a Isck'of well defined criteris for the initis:icn oA comparison of cmcrgency pisas for various nuclcse pow
er ;4sn:s.

hich simi'.ar
shows that there are 1stge dif ferences in dose estes at wThe Cor.,ictee notes thatactions. the,

-

f rote::ive
protective sctions would be initiated.Envirenments! Protection Acency is developing a set of uni orm pThe Co..mitcee rccc mends ins:-

this effort be completed asaction guides for use by State scencies.
NRC lend appropriate support to as:ure that*

soon .fs Icssibic.
..

*
.
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Itonorable William A. Anders
,

.
.

. . .
. . .* .

'

visits by an Inter-
The Coentttee is plessed *to 1 carn of the recent~

agency traintnr, esdre to evatuste the emer;;ency response canahititius
'.

The Con:mittcc recoc= cads thsc this program beof selected States.the NRC assume a roic of Icadership -in ecordinst Eng 'cxpanded and thst
.the necessary ef forts to foster the develop cat of adequate Stste

.
*

.,energency response espsbill:ics. .

.. .

.

.

5. Action Vertitention . . . .
*-

there is need for the development of
..

In case of accident response,prctective actions have sc ustly been es ried- - -

tocans for verifying ths: Criteric need also to be estsblished
* *

, out, by responsibic individuals. The Comi::ec recem= cads ths: thefor terminating c=ergency c:: tons.
NRC assure that c crgency pisns in !ude desi;ns:icn of :he responsibic
individusts and the establish =cac of the necessary criteria for hanct-
ing these ciatters. .

. ,
. ..

.

6. Professienst suaaort- .
.

.

upen seund
Many key decisions in e=crgency ac:iens vill be dependce: Ecvi:vs
interpectstion of enviror.-ental-radia: ion- cla:cd infer stion.

* of existing cecrcency plans of:en reveal a lack of unders:snding of :ne
irapor:snce of professienslly qualified radiscion prc::::ica personnel.

in such sc:icns. ~he Comittee believes ths: sUch personnc! zus: play
a key role in the design and imple=en:stica of emergency response sca-,sures and rece ::: ends :hs: greater at:entien be given to :his r.at:: .

.

.'

7. Federal Emereenev Assist:nce .

.
.

For a number of years, the United States Ato=ic Energy Cc==itssion has
maintained a Rsdiological Assis:cnce Progrs :hrou h which intersgency.

Radiologics1 Assis:snce Teams were available for imedisce resronse in
e:nergency si:ustions. The Cc==it:ce reco:=: ends tha: SKC assure :he* *

,

con,tinuation of this ? ogram. * -

.. .
.

,

.
8. Research and Develos -ent_

efforts on severst aspec:s of :hese probl==sResearch and develop =en
several of the Ustional Rh : stories and by the N..C'are undctvsy a:

and ERDA hesdquar:ers sesffs. Exseples include the At=Ospherte EclcssetheAdvisory capabili:y (/J.AC) at the I.sweence 1,iver=:rc I.sbors: ry,
Clinch Vaticy Study at the !!stifield Nacienst Oboratory, and a :sptd*

version of the Acrist Radiation P.sni:oring Syste: (/Jtt:5) bein:; cen-
sidered for development by the headquar:ers sesf fs. In additien, studies

of the cvslustion of risks oC cvscuscing populstion groups are underway.

Suh efforts, houcver, 'sppear to. be ,in need of improvedwithin EPA.
.
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Itonorsble Willif* A* Anders ,1 .

.;
- 6,.e.

. ,

.
. ,

results will bo in a form suitable for
.

.

. coordination to assure thatready implementation by ! RC licensecs, State .ind local units. and~

Also needed are studies to assure
approprisce Feder,s1 scencic:.that the results of these R.'.D .ciforts are disseminated to user grcups.

,

To assure that the best ccthods for popuistion protection are beingincorporated into cecrgency pisaning.- additionst rescarch is needed
-

.

.

*

on appropriate countermessure actions'for reducing the popuistica
.

d mi!'r..
intake of radiosetive catcrials, particularly,thrt, ugh feed an
Attention siso needs to be directed to the long rsnge iepticatiens*o

of potential esciosceive costsminscion of land areas with respectpossibic methods of cleanup and any necessary restrictions on 1snd.

use. .

Sincerely yours, ,- . .
-

. .
,

,

.

. '
* - - _y
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. ,
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Williaa Ker:-
.

Chaircan.
.
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C. no s .c #u-frca 66 sites.
3=es

.. .. . ' A. .ew,..e...The F.e:cter Sarcty huiy ::s .' -.

This is based en an average' .b.a.* ..- a 'i.....<...enV nd is

.

,,. . p.5. ++*.

* ' .a d .-n ".' . 3 .*.
' -

Population.cascs it d:es *..ct hed e.,m- .a o" ". s.Abeve 2C0 f eet *he er-vailt;c'stehester Ceu.:v,
.

-. . - - ........e..... .
~

11FH ut. strea . s.v.
-

at altitudes under 203 feet. 33 enulous .

' T8St,e,-ly biccing fr= the 31tc aer:C....a.c*4 c; .. t = =:erly
hew Aor : cad r " ..e< =.'

.o ~..v. s
n:terials in body orczns is n:x.: sed re.h*.e',

d e - - . .

.a - -.

he ; ..._a
. e , e : e . . : _., . , . a . .. . . .a c s . . . . . .. . -Concentrati:n of radiesetiveIn calcula,t,ing the h,ealth eff ects en,,t

.
.

. ..,. .. -a ., .. . . .m ac e . ,a..
..a.. <...a
.. wt+trenti= in bene er ether

D.
-

, .a
consid: red.the s.ucy cen tgers : -

, o. . .
..... .<

- ts e ..cs . ... -
.. h

an c.7.p :;recn cf cesic m nds:1,:r sthe crgans,43C. coa 00t.s to t
a.

.-s -
.

.-
c.. 4.c-' .d %..,.e.e.=:= n 4 ,-

. .,

2= Cri21s in the G:nzds er in.
. .

w-
-

-
.

.%..
5 <. ., .s.,v ~.'s. r- ..nel:genn t-e n:rel;fe . . ..< ...s< ..e.

-a. -- -- ..

licitde.:n t. r: cesses
..%.

ag .4 ..a.a 7 e erree:3 :; .eggy
-r. * ..

reactions the :-ny ee:.:r.in
ret::er c re c.e --s,

E.*

There is n:thu~ li'.:e co.. *.a../ c., u....and er. tent,er encu e g relec3 ,3,coul:1 ex;and beyond 20 :.d.les.
-

e + .

-

d

occur or the neurereleases than the:c assuned in this stu yass =ed to be rel:: sed is
1

,

~-
'

h inar,ien eculd te nerely i=:vn
Furthernere, if the particular ne er isetenesWithcut know2g nere th:n is presenta neitde= it is

.

incerrect, the health effects and 1:nd cent .cecurring in will

about the physical and chenical remet ens w nach cf which isor. Opsextensive than predicted. i .

1.apossible to predict with a ,7 certainty hc
. ..

nalysis, the precedu e used
.

... v ,. ..

d. .u..s . . .z
.

be released. ea.e

l.c has been pointed cut by oth,er:, fin 1t-tree a
.. ,

e . s . . . .n. . . a .1
.

-.

1 n: : .d there re . =y - vek
. r . -n r.ea , . . < .

qualiw crsrance fai1=es we .tt
s c,,c,- n. .. ,.

. to nake att tt.e. a.sA chain is caly as ::reng es it: ;czkest 2 :
.

rne.
-

adecuately c:::=::d t- .
. .

.

: h:r
links in Resnuscen's fault-treer,H= en er-er 1: n:.i.:= :. creers en: ge :,n

- *

adequately cen:idered. experience b :e u:cd is 1: :;ely ir: elevan .s:;,e events e:n gerien:17 =1ter * 7
t

,
, , -

, 1xnantici:ntabic or n.rere ee. based caly en pase, cc:perience.'a'-ra.S .'.'*w.. ~e. . ,
.. .

. ,...+ . . . . . ..
..

.c
. ..

s '. . c of >.%... z
"s . .c.,.

e - ..a. .-. ~- . 4

On 0:tober 22o 1976 the.e w s a .epiping c===g ma of the
.

+ . 4. a c 5. ,. .. ..o.t.. .. ...
a

t;- :t :n.accident
length of 12-inen pipe in:ido the c::1:.ng wr. c.-The pipe was evidently dropped :.n c.: ring c:ns

.

when it ws:C cC "

$1e'arstasieninA1:d..=twor:tercancic to.checx fer ::;I
.t .

.

j valves to jan.
In March 1975 et the Er=wn: Per:y :- sinple;

varo fo.rced down as a result of workors using at

.. . . -.
.

.
.

.
..z.- _ . ... ... . -....

...

- . .... ..
.

. ..
. .

. .
.

.s.- ,. .

-.- .... . . . . . - . . .

E m r_.A
,

-- Li .....c., . .. -. . . _ ,
. .. .

.
%

( .

1

|
'

.

|
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Ice.k: crsub.d a12ctrie:1 esbics .Aich ir .ited a fire inten:c encuch to tum
.

.

~ c Zica syste: or the Erev.: Fe.rythreuch the cablea centrollin; the ECCS. a

cysten Uculd have been hoper-tive if needed. l . . ,, .*.
.,

. . .
..

. . . . . . . . .. .- . . .

... - _. -- - --
,

. us -
. , . , - -. . ..

. .r .

%9 me;: stts - Eccm C'per:tian in la:t';WA-tusac A:anid Energy Center
The evacuation area is a 6-,ile racius Svolving 13,7CO peep'.c. The:.

-

are 3 seperate evacuatien plc.ns vith d ffe.ent ::ints for evacuce: t o a .= . --:> a

i There is cen::rn abrutand different nethods of tr.*nsporting the vieti s.
on the part ort.a,overnnent efficials; th:t. kind af f.. iliti :

unpreparche::,

pr tared; th:w.. rthe ho:pital: have t2 handle such rsa eve .; ..nd if they at:
.

voluntccr rc:cuers w 11 have quahs about. going i .to a re.dioac'tive ,::nc..

. . .
- *

'T!hy decs the Fort Calhoun reacter on the Uchreska side er the **irseri! .
,

River, a sn-11er reacter at 350 =c7;a ,ts. have a -4- "o ev ::cti:n :ut :s?
jus , .i - ..c c ?. lihy is t,oe eva:e :ien radius f,: the cuad City react:rs (2 cf 7c0'

If the 'usd Cities plan,er.; ended even 6 niles it u uld re:uira .hc cva:u ..1-n.

of Cbnten, 3r a uith a populatien cf 35,CCO. I.cy is it t.at all cf the:c 01:ns-

stop just :hort'of the nearest sjer p:pulati:n center? .,
,,

.

She. i.'.* 17.- u. . c. C. .. .*. o f 1,s a C a._. .+., n.a.4 A ^ e .. c . u. . t . . -u ..r ^ e 1... .-
. . .

..

ef*

depends on the v-;nd. ' Cr:nt said it vculd take at least 3 h:rs to ge . n:::c:uld take fr:nu
the 13,7CO ;s::le out. The AIO es inates that a "scitdonn -

.

h to 2h hcurs to re.leese ::di: activity. - ....
.

. .

State plans tculd use ic N. sch:o1 buses to eva:uate peeple li: kin;
transp rtation. She-iff Cr: .t : uld u:c Cedr ?.z: ids bu::s ba:::sc if r:~.:trin;

. '. . - = , ~.. . . ' s ,. s . , . . ., . ,. . c a . a.2 . .*. .' . .' w- . a.m. . . . . .c'...'-.-* : ' u- '

-
-

.

.. . . .
. .

.-

h aF e ..c' &.. .. . ~*

l'enneth ?chnha;sn er 3cten Cenn ,7, .:fi .h a smaller p pul:tica w:uld leav:
. . .

cvacustion to ca:h individual. . .
. .

. . .

The F-~' . a~,.4.. e. .ru't,_ evacua 4. n +.es$ 4 -. . c .e .. . .. s ..a '. . ._4 -. - . . . . a- .J
.

**6 .. . . . . . ..
-

reactorts beir.g fueled, get.ever, .he public is n:t nade a-sre f th:
-

,

of a,ng or pla .s as officio 1s be1# eve w-idespread distributi:: sight cause p:.fi:.*test . .. ... .. ... ... .
. .

.

. .; .
.

..
.

.
- . ,..,

CAEFO?lil.t-San Cnerre Nuclear Generating' St'ation h30 =c;aratts
Regan C erati:n 1.. 1.:f:.- -

- . . . . .

Governnent efficiais ' arc c'e:vrinced that a diraster is ch::: irressible
'

and gencrclly are t npre ::cd to prote:: thousands of citizens if an ene- e :r
c'e:r -itn'should eccur. A su:-eciby the los ie.;eles 71 :s reveals there is n.a

Thefor :n e. erren:, and ne sin;ic are:'r h s been cesic .a ,ed to ::1:a char;:.
: cenfidenea et c ve: ten efi'iciai: that there is no'real danger s:cas IrJ:17

frc:s as:ur:n:cs given by ut:L11ty c::peny;sp:kcc=en.
I

.

.s .. . ,.

Nei* h e w'on C1ac e. .* e *.. . ... a . - .. .*.* e.. c.e '_o , - .^ ....4 $ . ' . . 'a"-,"....'
. . u .. - .

of the pl:.nt ner Cecanside with a :opulaii:n of .53,000 *at 17 niles 5 have ;ri::rd
.

*

9 . iles N and inir.nd fren 5 - On:frein energency crill:. 5:n Juan Capistrene 1: -

and the City rena;r 3 id residen.s have been v taillin . : finr.:n di!:4 cr,

.

.- PlanninC cf r .y kind. San C1ccento, ec orcins: to police . chief s . Olif::n 1.urr:y,
is counting. en nucle:.r pl n; :fety end prev:''5; westerly u nd: te tr::c:t.

.

his city. l.:urra7 ::id he would set off hilltop ::. cns :=c s ture:e t. 2 01:7.

with loud:geakars telling the paeplo to cracusto nerth up Cec.st Hi- ca y r the
.San Dicco crececy. .

** . . . . ' .**
.

.

* -School children would Icave by b$a if'tho accident 7:::-e. .ed drint:'
-

echool her:. 1:o ansn;.e .cnts have been =ade to tr:n:;crt citi:cas to en.fety.-
:.- -

,
.

. , ,, ,

Nota: In Januar7 1975 tha AEC ws: p1'.it I.nto Ehe r and 27;A.* .

.. .

.

*

. _ . . . . . . . . .
._ . . .. .. _ __ _.. ._. . . ,

.--. - -. - ,.- ...........
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... -Or,nc: arc,,~ .~

'ir.,chnic.s.1 a:-ht=:e und:r *.ho rcetien af Ice:1 authe. ity.A::t. Chief of Staff f.r C::Tati:n: "
. - . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

*

the vital link. Colon.:1 *.'. Tc:r ,
Carr.p Tsedicion 15 detailk; p1rca to c.vacuate 7bt3 fa .ilies that n11 live
within a 3. nile rt.diun of the pl .nt as ec11 es 7,CCO marini:s =d reserv.:ts.

in the ncrthern sectica of Ces. Tendleten. ..- .

th''t h38- .

Seuth Coast Cc- . unity We':pital is th e cnly ene in the nic2They c:.n only handic 5 to.0,
an '3C ecnent with San Cnofre - 15 nile ausy.*

victims at ene tine. .
.

Orange County Mcalth Department snckesmen peinted cut that recpI:
.

.

.

ne. 2nG~

contaninated vith ridics.etive mterial: r.ight be forcibly steered fre;g8refu:c to treat raciati:n vic,. -*

noncor tamiusted area ce sc e hocoital:
..

because it S ccstly to decente.nihate their c'.crgency recc:'.
.

The Federal Dize. ster Assistcnce N. .inistratien is offeri-G j-aijhi~j#-

de taloping : Aiological plans for use in the ne:G PC-
C- ^h*

funds to siste: .* *

nue.3 car f acGiWs.9
. . .

. . .

.
-

.

- - - - - -

770":cgawatts-EeC:nOpeT3.f0U**/,,,~1 ' b e
4 s e':'.

NEP2A.Y.A-Ccoper Nuclear Station 0u0"-j,- -|......This nuclet.r stati:n is only the width of the Mis ..

'' hen the AEC was ge:tiened about the necc"]3,(, C_;7.;'''''Rock Fi.,tt,1:hs:uri. l-
,

plan for ".h:curi in relathn to Cceper Statien the ^EO MP .2;'.s ' 8 !"'.' !C;2. '

s

in ':ebraska a .d not in !.:issouri.17 extend to the ?;^ .c
a..".-.t, .The Ar~ -"" . . *i-

. -

nuc1ct- p1=t wa: ~

* reculatiens in the area of encrgencf plc.ns 0 *
. *-

posses:frg the plant. . , . _.
.

. - . . . - ts water =..'ly
St. Jose h. > "-.4.s. . .. 4 c. .,.a . _ . d. . . 4.4. . c. $..av2 ,-

3e

centarinate. i;esterly w'.nd patte=s cf that aren wculd bc : re li'ce17 -; teken ef. rtiA:
transport airic=e radia ,i:n ,o ::is: uri than to *.*ebrcska.
' the AdC c r.tacted Cever or Christo:her 3cni :nd reec.:ested that he order ccitann
agencies to prepare such a plan. ~

* *
. .

.

. - l ees.'

.The subnitted pie centained no :revicien to tryin state enp eto har.db' a radiolor.ical enargency or to even ;i e
...

*

to
1..e plan siys sts.te eersens assic e:in the arer, en en ;17 he.-

then sens :crt cf a te:: :.: s d-ill. equi: ped with', and :c'.c t h w o usef
work in a ect.ta e '.ated area t.-ill need to itThis re' ens to be core fer the tr.":e of'. *Wiprent fcr :-r.itori .; rr. dica.ctivity. ut g $ 4 g,g snie:y* *

obtainingdzja:heasthereh,a.ag.gg,7,g.g - .
, . .

, .*
.neasure. n '. ** .

. .. ;.

.
.

,. . . . . ..u. .

. .
. " '-

YFCT-Te=ent Yankee Generr$ing Statien '51h =eg;. :ttsEegan Cperati:n in 1C.'2
c.. < .- - : .a * '*

. .

s .. . - . z. e s .e.-... u. , s.

. o ev: . + e .o .u. . .u .-o Co, , on. . .
,

. - - . dm , . ..- .

'1'he T.u.k e a. u .n.~. <.e . . .s a
.. .. . . . . . . . . . . ~ . -s

,, .

% cars and 1> c.Co r. . ,.. ,r,.. .a- . . ..
. . . .

.

10

. en I:/29/75 - Nebr::ka Nucicar Fl= Reduces Fewer,50!," reduction ordered t.*the Nu:les.-
.

,

* Wall P.rces cour. .
Others to ?. pert nn.?:::ible Vitr:ti:n. ' . .a.s. . . . e. c . !.". . . ' . . . .a. --

Regul:to: y Cc:::. he. e. e cf ".4r..+.....< c..s o ,. c .. ...e .,
-.

.

rese or core."
.

. . .

M Under the Price-ArAct:en Act the A2* is rec.: ired to :: pear en behalf cf the
yewe7 eeneanie, e,,,3 deduct 1cc:1 d:'f(nec

-

.

* power ccepey if a etti en ace =, the S50 -:.i'. i:nfees ar.4in:t citizen: claiming ste:.ic accid'ent es..sc,n fre::
cover:Ct.prmided. Ih, cit.i,,m. pay: his enm 1. rayer..

.. ..

.

. ...
. . . .

.

'

|
..

.- .
. .. - .

.
. - .. . .

I.
i

l.... ,
. . . .
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. . . . . ._ .
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. c:ll f rr !f..rlbero Co'.ler.e 'e be

. '

the ca11cce is a da W nd re:d. Guilf' erd pl..n. . .

used :n proce::inc center :t Thich f=ilie: reculd te reunited p.nd r 7::..:
Rould to cht:ked fer ratii:.tien cr::,urc and than sent to other center:~ er

* . ,,
, ,

heaes in other town:. , . .
., . ,* .. .

Tho police chier cf !.hrlboro, Ruscell Seuth certh,' ::id that :cerding
., .

'

to Civil refen:c efficiau 13:: Ucve-ber in ci:e of : di:::ter all st.:tc andf.utlferd ter.n peepic ocre to t ko: tate-sid hick::..y:, inchdinc F.eute 9 (route
to evacuate to Ihribero Colic;c) weuld ". cle:cd except to c .crCecy vehi:1ce.

.
-

.

pf ter l':r15.,ro
Scuthuerth estSated it would -take et Ics t 2 heurEc said ther: crestas notified to ne ,' fy tor.n::copic in ca:e of :n accident..

?.cwo *iankee inno pims fer the es .:uction hf *.*r.rlberr-for m ae:id:nt :: There are neve
Mm:chur.ett:, fad there 1: no niece fer the tor.nspeccle to Co..

no cis:sified :hcltcr: in the t' oven of !acritere.
- ' -

.

.

for
3r:ttiebers has told CKief Scuthnerth that it h s no facilitic:

.

*

fficient,

for the traffic.q !!a.rlbero :nd *.he routes north : .d south are insu
-

the ter.r.:pcople ,
*

-

:. -- -
. -

. . .
~. .

lit.INE- kine Y='.:ee Ateni: ?cwer Fl=t 790 cer:;.v atts.
.

i Began Opers.bn .in 1972
. '

'

'"he 9 = V:uld : vat -1,

The plans *rcre d.n un bv l' sine State 7: lice..*Visca:s'et,lsethby , F:,c:::b, '$ic *.rti h and ''ic3 pert.
.,

.

.
.

ate the ec :.unitics ef:If a 6-nile a es. creund the :lant were c:nts. tin .:ed by a nucl.e? :::i:=t,
.-

re:dbloch: r:uld be ss.t up; i:olice,"firTind civil effi: isis veuld =cet :-
pic-htermined 19:ati-n a .d en alert sic .r.1 w:uld be scunded en the fire als:-.

.

systen. . .
. .

. .. . .. .
....

.

.The pl:n is cr.trenely tantative be:tuse ::cce:s depends en whi:h way
. . .

. , .
.

and hcw 5.1.-d. .h a t.3 .d '.5.'.~...'.c, e. .a. - . *'.c.....d''.''4".,- ~..^e.~,.'.-.~.~....a..-s. .. .
'

. . .. ---
~ . . .

f.or' evacuee: tr.d traffic cendittens.
,

..

lhine '?mkee plant Ou: r.r.tendent, fehn P.anda::a, stressed that l'aino2.

d-

Ycnkee : :-:r:1 locatien vn: che'sen be:::se evacuati:n w:ul:1 |ce eas cr
.r. ..

l ~

Tliscasset.than in congested metrapoliter, treas. ..,,
. ..

,

.

The tornshie: surredn32ng the loceti:n, v'. thin a' 10-mile't c: cre,
.

..

sonovhat t .ieve in thht cf th.a s ne to .r.s, fcur cf the tie.ns are h:sted in
.

e ni
their a.nt< -e.ty c.. 4 .' .e.- wl. e 3 ,, cni., . . . , , .. ,4_3.... -. ..--.. .. .......- . e-

. . . . . . .
- . . .

others Orc clso 1:hnd icetted. The crea aho 2:1udes ceveral scall p:h .-<el::ed
- . -. . . 2-.

a-
. .. .

. .
islind; uhi:h r e < u..u < .e ..c a. . .un ...s * u. s.. . . . ...- ,. a .- . e. n. s -. - . . - . . .. .

<a a

. 4. '. .ds . e .. +, c.....,.*e ..<a - .-a s.i. .. ... .:. .... a .- . . -

durin . th- s::r.. a.- . . . " . . . . . %.... .
e . .

.cvact:tien would be by rater.cnly. , . . , ,
,

*

By reducing the radiu .cf e:n:c: t: 6 niles fr:: the site, thee
.

-o., -...w . ., 4 . . ~. 4 - , ..a. c . . . . , . . . . a c _. . - . . ,eer Ee.". w . 2.. w . .- . . ..

tern:hi::
,

excluded, triiginc the census popul:ti:n in the c:n::rned. cres to 6p%S.~
- . . ... ~

.

* . . . . .. . . .... .
. ..s.. - - - . .

.. .
, . . . , . .., .

.. . , .. . . '

HMfl1AND-Calvert Cliffs :ueleer Power ?ls:.t Chi =er-c.stts
*

. ~ -
.

. Rege.n C::r .tien in '97h
*

The reacter is 1ccated en the weste:n Shere of Cherspc he 54 :0u,
- -

I:$milc: SE cf W :hincten, U. C. ...*
... . . ... .

*. .

2 .iloNo provi:ien: h:ve been ::do to infor= the eerle --ithin.

radius of the plant stcut a pl: .ned rehe:r::1 cf the ' vch: ti:n phns.e*

.
.

.. , ,
, .

. .

.+
. .. .... . .c.--

- . . -
- . . . . . - - . - . .. .

'

. . . . - - .
. . . . . . . .

(gg Q *
.

- *

.
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advi:cd Dr. E:-acoFrank 7ngr:n af the !.IC office of Efernatien Sc:-rices he:
.

.

L. '.lolch the is in A::acisto Profe: .cr in the .chn: H:ckin: L'aiversity C:h: 1
-

of 1*.cdicine thtt he 'ccit of no nu: lear pl:nt in the !!a. inn.thi:'t 12ts s c.n,
.

fer nu:Icar c err.encic: cr en the
poopic living n: .rby on :afety precedure:t.'st ..rc clanned n-d C.:.: tie:d en their behalf.
nature of the c:< r,.cncy actien: ~

EGi!/Ji Alf,0 /.'./:'!D HAT . IT 15 !!E .*.C0 TCLICi' TO /JCD T.* 0VIS1HG SUCH P.':* ~-
,

EFO;;:tATIC.! 7.; C.39. TO /30;D C1:EJ.7 UC COMOT.5!. F.eculation: rceuirr , ::cich
Said, that it be po:sibic to ev :n..tc tecnlo cho litc within th.e techn: cal:y
defined two-rilc tsdius "let p:pulatich :*:ne* arcund the nucicar reactors

-

trithin 2 hour: cf en alert. - . .
.

- . .

Pecple cope : ere effectively in :ny esercency if they knen what to do
.

recpic toad to irratienally resist evacuation fren disaster ares:
-

in advance,

even then confrcnted with the =est severe threats. ~I ,

Plans call for cen crting the aute.:sy roc = at Calve'rt County Hes : ital
.

to a r0dich:li':s1 d * - " -tien crea, but ths.t nersens recci'' ins C re O^5
100 rad; of rattien t::ul1 de tr:n::crted under 'aus:1:es er the !adiati.'nD"8n13
Eatis.ger.er.t '",or ration of' Thila:'c1 his to the Univer'ity of E5n""7s

7
!!ospit.a1 in 11.nsd, Aphia for decentr.;ination and treatment. '.

.

. Dr. Uc1ch feels the utilitr should underta'ec'h.-ediately a . ilin6 er
. .

*

157 Cf '7h00 SLV8infor:aticn to re:1,ients' in the tre-nile "Icw-den:iv" creas.

..h.c cenfinesno' idea this Grea existe, cutlining emer:;enev : ec:du es b:th --i .y,2 , r.' O
*

u
1:.nt c.d evacua-ten reeggu,.e3 ;;r ts:e grre.u: ding arcat

- ..

of the
2 ex.ected to -cde threnzh 100 typewritter. pages of the e drDn:7 .

gi. pie ,:37 to u. der:tte.d instructi:ns should be FreF2re: fCT
Cannot
evacuation p15.:,

- t.

* .distributhn 2 the area involted.4 .. . ..
. . .. . . ..

. .,
. -, ,

- _ - _
. . .

QUESEIO :S TE.AT F.WE /J.IST." I:: CTHI?. S ATIS . .:%.t- .

.
...

Are citizens prepared for an eder;ency evacuation anncuncement? '
~

'

Do citi:e::: k .:vr the *:arning signal? -

Ecv lar&2 is the eva sti:n areat 2/3,6,9,1h,20 r.iles7
*

Is n evaasti:n radius seg un to 3.ep just short of rajcr p pulatien crees?.

Eotr will citi. ens c eu T.tich 'rcutes to take for evacu:tien7
Arc certain state and etctc-aid higintays c1:se:1 in case of a disaster as in Ver-

.

.

stent?
During scheel h:urt are children to be evacuated cut by busses? - fr .

*

Dst tr:nsportatica is avail:ble to those rith ut 00:37
Dat provi:icns fer reunitin;; f :ilies if children are in sch:01, n:th r r.t-

bec:e, hu: band at v:rk? -
. ~ ~ .

*

Do is h charge? -,. .

.

Arc governannt crticials ;;,pareg7 , ,
, -,

.

Are city he:oits.::;re.: reci
Vill sor.c h::pi:..ls r'efuse to trent r:distien victims because it i: ccetly to

-,

, Arc Civil ccfen:e and the St:decente .in.tc their c.er;U Health N:rtment ci c:ared?
en:7 7::337,

Will volu .teer re :cuer: have cu:1.: atent' r;cing into a 75dic::tive :'nc7
Vill centsinated cect,1c be f cretbly =ts;::ed fr=. entering n:ncents:..it::.ted :.rea:7,

.

How much menitorint: ceip:wnt is avan:ble7
Wat is the extent. cf nit:rinc cepsbility? Alphs, beta er gt:::: enly?
Hott lent dec: =altdown t:ke? .

*

Host lonC doc: it take to evt.cuate a low populatien :cac7 ..

Wat part ni the *:ind nd v:cather play in en c=cygency evacu:ti:n?
'

.
, . What provi:-ion:: arc made to cope v2.th 6 rei_t cf fresh :nen? "

.Wat is thri ceebinctl frul ccy of =cverely incice:nt weather (i.c.1 =-bili:inr:0*

acc,
1reather-h11:r.ar*!:, hurric:ncs ,)fon, drivine. rain, heavy rn= t,high trind:, dtast slot;.a es:.ntnes ? .*

.
. . . ,

.
. .

.
.

.. .
.. . .. .

'
.

.
.

.
.. ... .. ... ... _ ..._ . _ . . . ., ..

.._ .
.

. . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . .

, .
. . . . . . . , _ . . . . . . . . . . .
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Arc e ercancy plen: being updat o f . awe,v y
.

Is full cvacustMn testin. of unit
.

r -requ=tly?
ill virk:pread 1beine fueled :: required byV

Do people cepc co.nc'eticdre of an e::c.; rer 21atiene?tcin:' dene .". thin ene yes: of a r
-

.

T'
rcency evt eacteric

Arc sinple cacy to = der.-tend 62-mile "1:u p puisti:n tene ?re effectively r.l.cn int =:c. cur.tien plan cau:0 panic?. 7 '

Aro e,crGency p!:ns availt.ble to n i h:tructi n prepared and di:tribut d
. -

a --
acrc e in the '

What arrancethe river cr' tato er county beundari
*

have been :de for milita y perce:ne c t0rinC state when reacter: rsy bthe cvsc. cat:
.

e7
Vould factorie:, reside: ces r .

* . e fu:t.u:tien .one7

nci and their fa.ilies with.
,

in decent.~. .iry. ion:
.

for increesed c, nilitary bases [cte. be given priority tWhat provisien
.

.

activitic: have been cade' onulatieds die to tcurists
. *', rer nent?~ nd/or

,
. '. ~ * recreati:nal

.
.

Vhat do we knc[about erer;;
. . .

. . .
. *

.. . cncy'evacuat'ich. plan: in Tli:::nsin?
.

. =

You can secure
*,

3ctheedaby inspecticn at the Huelear Pan energency evacucticn plan fer th
*

s Ecry1=d ac::rding to a letter f
. . ,

Favirorcental C?partncnt of C i.eplatory Cc=ic:icnts Tublic I :=ent Fcen ie Gener. nt:1 car plant'

r n Thenas A. 'Steelea ry1:nd Power:Ceeperative, Genes,' Ui'cna;;e.
.

The en
.

n

FP.C:.i 7L'* e,cr. .r.:r p1:n fo:- peint 3cach remeter
r,

., .e ~ e- , :cen:in.i: to a: ''.~~~......44..
-

.. .

cencern. c~r. - . .o'... s..~.h .a. r .e - ,.o .- . e.4.ra e,: ,Is T|1 # ir*.O D - f5 E*T :.I~1
. . . ,

.

lettm to the I*
".

* T!iscensin Electric Tecrer.=.cc:r.cf the F: int Ec' - h :
.. .

. . .e.. . . * .. . . o n. . . n ..4r........*..o..*w..*....,.o<-
. .u . .

Power Cc an: ackS
.' *. ......-?_.<.,. . .- w... * o .- . .-'. a . . ;Cenp*

. .

. . ..... ., '.rehere a c= y and to Sc1 S .c
could to :,ect at hav;e gene unan:py cf the ener;ur::cin ef Tiic:ensin Elect.u:1: : ?: er Pla t in ::re .-..,

*

f
;cn:7 cvacuati:n p1= or pit :'The hw rered. ric

1.ib
Doc =rar/ fer ".aunee Nuciatar energbev 1:n

ent ?ctn in ilach6 ten 5. 5), the 1;blic S
er:fie' e CC=1: ic . in 1:adiz= cr t'e Publcan $c secured frem the Xm=ce 0:=tPoWor, Vitten:in Ftblic Scr 2. C. accordbg tC

updated report,. y.
eiec Cc peratien. o the Superin endent - Uu:'-:ar

. ic

Ten are as%cd to use the ne:t recent .
*

";
CCNC1/JS10'*:

.

..''.
.

It is apparent that energency, eva
*

.. . . -

not readily availabic to the pvblicuatien pla. are
,

., .
- .

that win .the pla
.

.

.

er bv: e:ld bc ::n en Ecuacce there . .
c.. .

ou ..

ed to the pe
need for a ctailabic fer tr=s'n 1 ace.is n:

* .

3ndicatien cf th
*

.

There is no disensci . er scheeletypeofra=inkziG.a1Superin :ist:nce and publi agenc:;ie:
t'ertin

th::e witheut car:. Thal da:i icha1.* c.te . dent er cuthorized re:rcsentative.children
'

* 1;' .w. .

::ncer .ed rill be nada by the ?lan n the
-

..r.....- s ens :
su .m.w.wyo. . rL n

n.f,1,

..-.~.c.,..,.'..'... .=.1sn*, c
--

All rele :es to the ne s edia
. .

. .. .a. c a. . .c.a...e. .. n. . . . s e .e
: .s, .

.v .-v

c.c.;. a.c. m. .et . a.a . .O
u er,...a w--''..'.'w.u.r..*--

. .a. -- .. .n
.

-..

....:.2.,=_.....~~'.,Certs".n s::e:: read
*m

. .

Pode.r Troccupied re:i .nti:1of spriccxi c.tel,- '.h ::nr:e nilcwi".1 te barricad:d.
.. . . .. .. , .

L'ithin this arcs are apereni n lEvncuatien veill c:ver :n area
. ..

as reque:niler:" Fork. /tu:Se:
:.

.

,

S crelline:
The State Civil Lefence:ene trailers Ices ted at th

'

ted 6 de :nd
till n6:e the nece:ter.MinC cvacutica

.c y IC

ve:11 w:rk v.d.th the State F31iccvacuccs if nc:c::sry.y .,rranuments for food, lee
car erente:

and relocatica center:. e

nn;; :.nd necie:1 c:re ofThurCOUCI.USIC3:
,

.
. *

Citizen: .

Poecibic.are net cuare of the cr..r.
* *.

to conclude they hav
* , .. J,..

nin; ricn 1.
It i: ',,, * CVa513thn pime:dures

. =" '

e 'no* been infc=cd abcut
.

ll4-J'"are milo cvacn= tion tene st Kor the fact they =sy be part of th
.

evra =co . e. .
..- , .*-.

. ..

.
- . . . . ~ . . . . . . . .

.. .
, . .

-

[-

gmL S
.

.

.

.
%



t

| . .

.

.

.
.
' r' ' Dp lo- -

, .. ..
.. .

,

*

! Arc citic: in Vi:cen:in prepared?.

Prs. X:thr.r. r.. Malin, Vill::: Clerh ct Cenca write:, "I'c afraid I ::.n' t'
be of my help. I c . unawarc cf any cncrcency evacu: tion pl:n. Fo:sibly there'

.

is soncthing in the file, but I : . un bic to locato it." . .

.
. .

. .

Thens: }Q111her, "syor of c~su .cc write:, "I'm :orry to have to repm,.

that uc hr.ve no special plan: cr. cept the:c Oct, by Civil Defence. Ecununce
City and Keununce County h:ve h:d Civil Defen:c Directers for ever 12 y:e:.
Both are very act've, but o not ,e.or er ,,ny ennegal 21:n3 : ,,un gee uce
thc c is a nucle:r pl..,t B r.iles fr:n the City c'f Kerauhce. Morev'er, I do k=ce

s
. -

ths., Civil Dere ,3 p ns for safety of ne:ple have ch::q;od nu:h in,the,12 '
5 year:. T.nere, in -3e :, .. . c, _4 a3_ ev c . ., . 4. . .,. n,. . s . ..,. s. ...n cs .e;.. . . , .. ..- s , . .

.. -- .
.-

".. . C ,, c C . . ' e C..n .o . ,<. '.w. . . .- - ... . e. . C ..n. . . o. .* * e e
. s .

p en: end instru:tiens have * o do
.~..nt ....,..>.c-,..,.4s.,.--. u

.

,, a new :etup sc.en: to e .O .... ... . . .. IC,D.., 4 n .~ .c . o.c ....,e*_,

. .
-o

c:. e .i.+..'.a. *o %e. =. e. ~-r a d . ' - - .h . . . ..
thC r loved- enc..,. .a. u.-.a. , ..a..'.Dant to .cc ti*.3 d ..it is butter to train then to prote:, then in their h:nes- Cn. ,o 7cu see s

innsnica, :s there is the elace they erill sta~. Itn sure inf:- ati:n en t e
:ubject c:',',cr is cy,-11cc1c to yen f ren L'oed Cr. aunty as 1. rec. r s veu-- sa f e ty.d

1.s f ar es we ar. * C.. Ca t* e - .4.s bo. t:- ,4 1~ ". . k s n . . . . - ~, u .,V. T .i "o . . e- . ~ . . . .M r .r- -
u s.

COUMT7.'!
- -= w * . * C s

. .-
.

.
.

Tron the Fire Chief of Two Rivers in rcenense to a 1ctier written to the
.

in cur cc ~= sMayor er City "mager of Two Rivers. "t'e h av'e 2 nu :1c ar p.i c t
the Point Eccch .:uele: pl e t is 16 .iles fren our city. .e do have an
encrce .cy evacu: ica phn fr:n these p:1=ts. All ity and c:unty efficials,-u cr-'~.c-- o vc.-..a- .-n e--r - --- - -- -..., . _ c u.: ._ehav e b e ~-. b ' .* . '- -n. ...a.-. , . hetere ,he .1g,t: rere in perati:n s: ac cet

: w.. . . -

a tour ef th2 p1s.nt:, ne dii.._....ths
-

-

into .any =ccs that re ner er; linit3 g3 ev'erycn e. The T'30 Rivers CO---unicy
Hospitti has a de::ntcinetica r:en . hat was furn,ished by the tro nuclear pli.nt:*

-
'

uce r.- -hea e.s *-. o'- - . - a-.r.-. u. .c . . s . e. . u.. e ..o s 4 s.<--, .- . .a. c a. . %. .,.The to- t . e
. .

hospital for :ny cther e ersec thav f::e1 th'er need it for.. ~'ac Of Our ':0:1
-

.

doctors were sent to reheel by ".he the nuclear clants to kn - what te do if * hey
t ..c...'. c. . a.4 * 4.e.. . . A s . .- . as o.,. 4 .r .-...z*.e ... c.. , .u. .had to t est .c- a...a. * e . . -.

..-

w.
... o4 .. . <. c. ,.a......-s . ...st a. I e i . w.. a- . . - - . . . u ....u..

. _
r . ,

. .-.. .. . . ,.

tuildin; for info: nation and schcolinz :.' vi i.crs to' their p1=t. ''t gi"es

a cenplete :::kup of their ulant and f. hey :f:-r and exclai . by the use cf fi'.::sand slides hou a nuclear p1'ent e:erates. I veu are ever in the arer. it w:uld
*

be well worth the ti .c you scent' to i .1ude tI.is 6 yeur teur of our ares. '--
-- a - c.e n..... sa.cc:; .e.u. ..s .u...~ .-... c. 4 , * e.<* o ..i2 e. .. ' ~.- c ~ ~. elifter saad "~ n -

-. . . -- . - . .+ -.

I Fr L V.-v* e : -" ... Cass . .a , z .S . ir
.

.w--c- s .,--s cs .

CCMCL"C103 : Ccve. .. .a.n+. cr.am 4.-,.. ..ay o e - . .e_. .. .a *.s. . * .- d 4_ e .. +. .- 4_s-

icees 4ble .d.,.
. . - . . . .

.- . ". . .a. - a..'. . es . . .- p =.- ~. t . -. t e ' '- ' c . s *'
.- .

. a.

The Sperintendent of Sc.hool: at Panitence sent a ccc r of their D'sactc:- I
'

Prc,cetion roli:~ e , c ~. . c . c ,. ...- s. . - ,. :u. e .o c.c s.a...., 4. . - . s ~- e -. . . o .. . _ . . . -s - .

bY centrcet c=rier =d the Surerintendent did not inci :te therc == zny ~
s cei:1 in::tructiens in e se of :n encrcene r cescucticn due to a nucler ::cer*

p :nt n:,.:h:p. ::e reply wa: roccived fr:: 1ctters sen ., to the Supc-intent: t,-

of Schools at Kenr.: nee er Lacros:e.
.

.

Other preblens to be censidered in relati:n to e.nergency crs::sti=s:.

s N a . . _ .. .Could two docter: who 5. ve ocen ..4.c *.o +..c... ...a..e.*.<e.., c.. ..a %.. a .. ,4, . .--

rc1csce of radic .ctivity and the victins involved?
Are thero enouch treined per:cnnel cut:ide the*ine.cdiate reacter =ite who would-

.

- _2o .g_* c. ' ".... .'*.c.'_ .o- "---.e _3t ."..*....a.* .L cc: Ac .cu :..ic .r. . . .".n c~. Ccve. . . ..*. a
. .

'

. . ..

County, Vi::en:in,in ;* arch IM. Fe:ple uerc ecvi:ce to r.o to cersi.ics
. aheltero talers aev h..d thc4- -.... . .-....c .e .'.. . . , . ' . . . . . . . .".c - ..'. c .+ ,

.. . - .

strcetion cf h:ne: ulll not proteci fren peno:.rstinC Cn::: radiati:n.'

,

,

. . .
. ..

_ _ .. . .. .. - . . . . . . .; .. . ..

'
. . ..: . . . . . . . . - . - - - - . - .

. .
.

..

.

%
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kncu hovr to her.dIc and treat evacu.:tinc radicticn victics?
Arc r cdien1 :taff per:ennel ennpletely infer :cd and trained?-

of reCult.?
a well-thoucht-out pl..n rtram up c.nd i prerned en the mind:the initi:.1 c:ta:trophe could be

-

I:*

ho: pits 1 :taff and volunteer: multiplied by hy:teria a .d r,ress c:nfu:icn se ncn-irradisted individeric: .::hing to then f:r aid.
a:

*

did t.hcir be:L to sveiri be6g cente. .insted by victin:
If the ho:pital reen is c:nnected with a gener:1 air conditieneg.syste= are

n.csus svailabic to provide a di:cennect to :-event d.issc=inatica cf
.

radioactive aterial t.hrou,,heut the he: pita 17in a reactor arcs =icht themselves
,

. .

. It i: po::ible the h::pitals r.nd clinic:
be severely centrain:ted c.nd roo.uire evacu. ti:6.

-

.

i stien were.

. A panichy citizenry could inflict inju:/ en it:cif even if center. n
. Uc7 do you persuade people to go ct all in the absence of any vicible ernot prc:,nt.

.

Vould evacuces be villbg to part ft:= their preporty en a leng-term basis?scrisibic threct?
Vould evacuces want to retur 1 to the trea and begin cle:nin- up then this c=*

.

cnly be done by & cent:mbatien cr rs?
.

2 out of the are for a while,
If Ieople ;.erceive they till have te ren:tra.rfic cen5:stien may be c:::cd by peepic try2g to steck up en feed.

ar.d g:soline. i?
Llill fr.,.ers be villing to abanhen their livestech en a long-term bas s.

Uhr.t c=:ider:tien ha: been given to facteries ' sad c:her special kinds of pl^m
of e ple"r:nt? d er

. Wat e= sider 0. icn ha: been given to thoce who are bedridden, hendicappe,

.Uhat proviifns h..te been :::de.for Ccngress.en s f a=111cs'living in the
S pri:ened? t

,

.

ev uation :cne?
11 hat htpcens if a tern go eug3 eft egeg e 7:ugeg7

*

to eser.ps routes trg;; p;epte elege7 go the ple.nt?
-

. .

i: not centagicus; ene persca cannet "cetch" it fr::.

On the cther h:nd, when tha vi::i: hrs been dire:*1y enxed te fall-Radiatien sick- c::

out--verf rm:11 p: ticles of radinctive rateri:1 attached to dust and otheralcng *.d.th his :10thk;, i:
anothcr.

''d',
napter su:y" ended in the air - the victi: Ole:hing =s , be receved

. -

ce;abic of irradiattg other ter::n:.and the victic wasned iien-. to remove redi: active duct fr=a carrier :.

and decent.,::ine. teds
all ma surf:: s> cthertire he can exp:se other people.

dev.. 5: dies
Sc*"plicetions arise when ene ein:iders the pro:edure of -tashin;:::id en .'n the vicinity er a lar;e nucle:.r ele.n

nd gases core released Outside -he sth::ture - theof cente =r.te.1 por: ==.

kr.tcr s:urces invarir.bly curr'.ythere f :sica pr:du:':
Water =pp17 it: elf micht be centeninsted, Centa..in:.tien of bodi:s cf

'

drink.nC and hathinc :: ster to nece.:v :::: unitic:.water vill oc:ur to:h by dircet fr.l'l=t, cad by sec:nes:f c:ching cf the
-

.

materi:.ls hto the stre:.ns. .. .

~

:t app::rs th t peepic in Wisc= sin := well as elseehcreCMigt live nent to reacters er det-.wir.d fr:are being a:ked t.: *,

te pre:cet
.re:ctors :tithout cny real kncitledce of he t They e notc,- wnat to da in en energeney..

, the=selve:how decorit:c:.instion er evacuation precedures.
. -

. It is known that peccle Orc mere able to cepo effectively
.

..
.

when infor .cd, e.nd thi: 1:ck of infor:-ntien in 7'i::=:d .- .

is a repreb. n=3hh anpec'. or rotc1 car power pl:nt-

prolif cre.iun. ..,, .
.

* . . .

.

.

-* - . . , .
.

.
. .
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- .. ..

. ..

..- .
. _ _ _ .
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Uhy h:ve th::e pb.ns been denc :;o ineptly? The' evidence b dieste: that~

official: cic afr. tid that the sublic e.culd pani: .nd ref e:c to s110U the,

censtructien er cper..tica e.f nucle r phnt: if.they kne.; of the ev:cuatica
.

plans. They ..re af raid that the p;:lic veill realize the : cenitudo ef the
hs:srd invclved end decide er,ains:. tr. king the rick. Sen:ter Ecwcrd U.-J:c. cf
the Joint. Ceraitico en Ater.ic Encer/ as been cuoted as ceilin; nuclcar ::.ecth
"..'.probab1:t the biccc:t rick, .the big; cst singic ri:k, that any civili:stien
ha: cver taken."- -

- m
'

The fact that energency evacuation pisn: A*.E required cnd that the
picnn=c and executi n of these p1:ns are covered uo i.nd unenforced reven1s
the ver/ CrML cfree ef he. ard presented by nucicaie perer. I'ot the Ices ,
worrisone.c.spc:t cf thi: prebica is the intentic.n:1 abuso er the der.ecrati:

-

procc:s that h:: 'ecen alle.:ed. *n that it: cffce:s, innlicatiens and cen:c-
quences are :o i Oortc.nt and fr.r-reaching, the hazar:i cI nucicer p:v er rad it st hr.n

- for the future of cu- syst:n of ;;vern: encover p are ::.ere pe7.,engouc
Vatergete. The cover:p should te ended. The publi :hould be n:de f'.db'
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ENCLOSURE B
.

- .

SU! WARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

CONCERNING PIRG PETITI0i! FOR RULE t'AKING
-

Following official notice of the petition by the Commission, comments

were received in various forms from a number of private citizens, law
Folicwingfirms, utilities, consultants and industry interest grcups.

a specific request later by the Ccmmission to the States and Puerto

Rico, comments were also received from the governors of the States.

This enclosure contains a suremary of ccmments in the follcwing order:

(a) from the Public, (b) frca utilities, law firms, and censultants,

(c) frcm other industry interest groups, and (d) Trca state governments.

The " NOTES" are staff ccreents.

The basic points that were outlined in the letters received frem the

Public are:

"I support Rulemaking Petition, Decket No. PRM-50-14 requiringa.

the distribution of plans for evacuating the areas surrounding

nuclear pcuer plants in case of accidents. In additien, I feel

it is important to have actual test drills."

"According to the American Physical Society's study, a

nuclear accident will require evacuation out to a distance

of at least 40 miles. A nuclear accident could cause tens

of thousands of casualties, genetic mutations, billions of

dollars in property damage, long term land and water contcmi-

~ nation, and descruction of food production on affected land.

Worhable evacuation plans could at least cut down the number |
)

of casualtics." 1

,

1
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"111ustrations from Ncv York, Massachusetts, Michigan, and
b.

Minnesota show scrious deficiencies in evacuation T anning.1.

As the nation's prime nuclear regulatory authority, the
*

.

According to CommissionJ

Commission has an obligation to act.

regulations, a facility should not be operating unicss the

licensee, in its Safety Analysis Reports and later amendments,

accurately represents to the Commission that licensee and

governmental emergency plans are satisfactory by Cor=ission

plants lacking satisf actory emergency planningstandards. Yet,

Petitioners' proposed regulationsare presently in operatien.

offer a first step toward bringing emergency planning up to

Requiring the filing of the fu13y detailed plansstandards.
Mandating public notification andwill permit closer scrutiny.

limited drills involving the public vill elicit citiaen 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 federalc.

icvel, the public shculd, at the very least, be given a chance
The Rule =aking Petition provides themto protect themselves.

with this chance by informing each individual household of the'
Furthermore,

' protective acticus they can take.
,

,

eased awareness will undoubtedly lead to reviews andsuch int

g of the adequacy of local plans and demands for theirquestion.
,

improvement.

.

- 2'-

.

.

.



.

-
.

,

"By requiring that the plan (or an approved facsimfic) be dis-
,

tributed to 40 miles, many of the possible affected citizens will

receive protection. At the present time, according to Purpic'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 dounwind,

and assumes evacuation will take place at least 20 miles dcun- r

According to a study done by the American Physical Societywind.

a nucicar accident will require evacuation out to a distance of

at least 40 miles from the plant. Neither this nor the SEC'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
.il

beyond the 6 mile radius.
.

Moreover, by distributing plans to citi-t

zens in a 40-mile radius, fear and possibly panic could be miti-

Advanced warning through these plans would inform thosegated.

citizens not downwins that they need not worry, for indeed all
D

citizens will hear evacuation notices broadcast over radio and }
<

il
TV. i

"Concerning the issue of annual drills involving specific sectors

of the 40 mile circle, we strongly believe such drills are wurth-
Drills for state and local agencieswhile and necessary exercises..

-3-
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' at TVA plants in Alabama and at the nuclear plant in Monticello,
-

Minnesota showed emergency plans for those plants to be a failure.

A mere communications network drill for the Vermont Yankee plant
If drills involvingin Vernon, Vermont was also a failure.

,

of ficials whc are cupposedly informed and who vould be directing

hundreds and possibly thousands of uninformed citizens are failures,

what faith can we put in the actual plans and public response and

Annual' drills are required for nuclear plantreaction to them?

personnel. By the same token, and judging from past experience,

such drills should also be required yearly f or local officials and

members of,the general public. Only by drills will we learn of

the adequacy of evacuation plans."

.
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C0!O1ENTS OF UTILITIES, LAU FIRMS AND CONSULTANTS--

A number of MTtuTiGS L Aw fos geh co n sh t_T AMTs 45

M J o~t. k ' d w D << yp
well as TVAAprovided co=nents on the petition. All of these concluded

that the petition should be denied. A sur. mary of these cor.nents follows.
.

Commonwealth Edison

With regard to actual evacuation of the public during drills, we are convinced

the additional hardship associated with the mass covement of the publicthat

would far outucigh any conceivable benefit. We do believe that trainins and
4

drills involving the licensee and responsible public agencies now being con-

ducted regularly are desirable.

With regard to distribution of safety analysis reports or parts thereof within

a radius of 40 ctiles fres a nuclear power plant, it is hard to believe that
+ .

,

the proposal is seriously advanced as a = ode of increasing public safety.

Indeed, it shows clearly that the purpose of the relief sought by the petition

is simplj to prc:ote the enti-nuclear policy positions the intervenors are

adopting.

.

G
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Northeast Utilities uhich includes
.

.

Connecticut Light and Pouer Co.'
'

Hartford Electric Light Co. -
.

Western Massachusetts Elcetric Co.

Holyoke Water Power. Co.
.

Northeast Utilitics Service Co.
It is not statutorily or historically within the province of privately and

.

her
publicly e.<ned ' corporations to plan or conduct public evacuations;} rat

' l

public evacuation is rightfully the responsib'ility of state and local civi
,

However, MRC licensees are already
preparednecc and lau enforcement officials.

obligated to cooperate in such evacuation p'.ans and voluntarily do so.
.

Information regarding emergency, plans is already on file it. public document

Dissemination of plans raquested by the petitioners uould lead to
rocmc.

public uncertainty and confusion, as well as hinder, if not render Lnpossible,. ,

. reasoned judgmeat en what constitutes an emergency or a disaster level :
;

:equiring arca we oe EU A (, y A m4 ,
.

There is a definite hanard to the health and saf ety of the public in con-
The hazard is simply not justified in light of ,

ducting an evacuation drill.
|

the low statistical probability -of a major reactor accident. )
:

|
l

.

The procedures requested by.the petitioners are not required for other
-

potential hacardo having far greater probabilities of occurrence.,

.

Omaha Public Pouer District;

We are in agreement with the comments submitted by the firm of LeBocuf, Lamb,
.

'
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Leiby & MacRae of November 14, 1975,

.

. .

Rochester Cas and Elcetric Cornorction Lamb, Leiby
We are in general agreement with the co=ments submitted by LeBocuf,

In addition ue believe that the suggestions of the
and MacRae ,

Existing rules provide for the'

. petitioners are unreasonable and unnecessary.
.

necessary fics:ibility in cocrgency planning.
.

It appecrs that the petition and the reco=mendatiens mcde therein were

designed for the purpose of harassment and with the recosnition thct imple=cn-
i f the risks

tation thereof would be likely to create a disterted impress on o
-

of nuc1ccr pc.:cr.. .

. .

Southern Californin Edison Co=7any

Offsite emergency response is generally regarded to be the responsibility
.

i ith respect to
.of state end local entities and agencies having juriddict en w

Emergency response jurisdiction in Cali-areas surrounding a nuclear site.-

Emergency plans have been
4hrnia has been vested by inv in the Covernor'.

developed in California uith guidance provided by Federal agencies.

tend
The actions sought by petitioners would at best be redundant cnd at worst

to confuse and complicate Laplementation by agencies 55ving jurisdictien and

should, therefore, be rejected.
-

7
,
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Stanford Research Institute (Consultants) on behalf of
,

Cleveland Elcetric Illuminating Co.
.

Duquc3ne Light Co.
.

Indfana & Michigan Power Co.

Kansas Gas and Electric Co.
.

Northern States Power Co.

Ohio Edison Co.
T

Toledo Edison Co.

Union Electric Co. ,

Wisconsin Electric Power Co.
i

It is our belief that while evacuation plcnning and co=cand personnel exercises

are useful =easures for insuring the success of actual emergency evacuatient.;
,

that instructing citizens regarding evacuation procedures is at best only*

marginally useful, not clearly cost-effective and possibly counter-productive

if response flexibility is restricted; and that drills of evacuation plans
;

involving civilian participation are unnecessary and most likely counter-

productive. Ua believe that current Federal require =ents and programs

represent a well-thought-out effort at interagency coordination which is fully

adequate to the need of nuclear disaster preparedness.

* .

Tennessee Vallev Authority (Chatranooga)
i

TVA participated in the Atomic Industrial Forum review of the petition and
the subject

fully supports the response submitted by the AIF and agrees that

rulemaking is neither necessary nor justified. .

.

i.)
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Ynnkee Atomic Electric Cor.,any

We feel the proposed emendments would improperly reprocent the public health-

protection role cf a nucicar potter plant caergency plan, would unduly alarm

the general publi., and could not be impicmented because of jurisdictional

conflicts. It is our vicu, therefore, that the petition for rulemaking
*

. consideration should be denied.-

.

.

4

.

Atomic Industrial Forum. Inc.

In considering overall risk to the public, due consideration should be given
.

to the risk contribution of nuclear potter plants as compared with other natural

and man-mado disasters uhen considering the degree of preparation required.

The radiological emergency response plans of states and local governments
.

be
should coordinate! with and^made a part of, or annex to, the sencral c=argency

responce plan.
-

!!easures beyond those c:cpended for other potential disasters should not be

imposed for* postulated nucicar accidents, uhich do not contribute signifi-

cantly to rish.

In summary, it is concluded that the cmcrgency planning requirements in

10 CFR Part 50 and companion guidelines, in conjunction ve.h the ri;orous
,

9 &cB
. -
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design bases for nucicar power. plants that are required through URC Staff
-

licensing review and the " defense in depth" approach provide measures uhich

present low risks to the public. Through this integrated process, require-
i

ments for public safety are met. Disproportionate attention has already been

. focused on the relative importance of planning for nuclear incidents as
'

'pposed to other potential disasters of higher rish.and, in this regard,o

the impact-value considerations not'ed herein do not point to the need for

isolating and directing further attention to this specific risk. de therefore

contend that the subject rulemaking is not necessary or justified.

. .

Babcock & Uilcex
/

The petition for public evacuation is an obvious ploy by the PIRO to deliver

a harsh blow to the nuclear industry. The disturbing impact on residents would

serve to ecmpletely alienate the general public from the nuclear industry.
.

*

.

The petition appears to be yet another attempt to make the nuclear industry
.

Play by rules different from the norm. The petition should not be considered
.

*

until such time as it has been applied to all credibic " major incidents"

(including natural) that have a higher probability of eccurrene.c.

Finally, the petition requirement to " instruct citizens in public evacuation

procedures" is impractienl. This would only serve to cause mass confusion

without results. Rather, the training of critical groups (police, fire

departments, hospitals , National Guard, etc.) is a preferred and universally
.

employed method of handling cmcrgency situations.

.
.
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Council on Encrcy Independence (Chicago)

We are opposed to any amendments which would require such extensive evacuation

drills as enlled for in the petition. Uc do believe' that instructions c:< plain '

inr, what emergency safety steps should be taken by citizens in case of an~

accident should be ma'de availabic to the public. ,

-
,

,

a

At the present time there exists within the regulatory frcmework a means for
,

|
conducting periodic drills for the purpose of evaluating emergency evacustica

plans. The N2C and other sovernment agencies have given due consideration to

the need to develop and D:plement evacuation procedures.
.

.

In light of the safety record of the nucicar industry and the lou probability

of an accident which uculd necessitate any such evacuation of the public,

. it would appear that there exists no justification for the entensive evec-
.

uation plans called for in the petition. Morcover", at this time there c'::ists no

mandate which would require the public to participate in such e:: tensive evac-

. ustion. In addition, the public has expressed no concern for the need to

develop and implement such entensive procedures nor_has there been given any

indication that the public uculd be wiLling to take part in such annual

evacuations. In fact, some individuals and bucinesses, etc., may well be

diametrically opposed to such participation. Many may feel that uhatever potentia l
1

|

benefits are t'o be derived from such participation are far outuciched by the

loss of time and revenues which may have a significant adverse effect on the l

community. !

.
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Information conec ning what steps are to be taken by the public in case of'

,

d ilabic to the public. Such information
~an actual evacuation should be ma e ava

should be made availabic only upon requests from concerned citizens, businceses,
Such information should containetc. located within the lou population zone.

in

general statements and list those agencies that the public can contact,

casc of an actual emergency, for specific information en evacuation measures.

Such distributed information should include a discussion of probability for

the need of such an evacuation as well as the number of actuci evacuations
Notice should

that have taken place at other licensed nucicar facil.ities.
Such notice

be given by the utility that such information is availabic.

should be given annually and could be distributed with an electric bill.

.

We believe that the subject rulemaking is neither necessary nor justified.

LeBoeuf, Lamb. Leibv & MacRae (Lau Offices)

In our opinion, no useful purpose vould be served by the subject rulemaking

proceeding.
,

.

.

.

l

.Our experience has been that !!RC (AEC) Licensing Boards have consistent y

upheld the adequacy of emergency plans which do not provide for such
,

They have donc so not because
planning actions as proposed by petitioners.

of constraints in the regulaticns, but rather on the merits, even after
' fitnesses for the state.

consideration of contentions to the contrary. .

having responsibility for off-site protective action in an exampic of such

contentions before a Licensing Board testified that the use of advance

writteninstructionsvouldbeunreliabicandmidhtbescif-defeating.andthat
*

.
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Advance inctructionsthere is a need to preserve fic.:ibility in response.
l ' action

, could well result in members of the public taking the entire y uron
The need to pre:crve ficxibility infor the particular circumstances.

. choosing among the substantial number of differing protective actions.
.

which should be availabic in an emergency has been reaffirmed in an EPA
'

iaanual on the subject (EPA 520/1-75-001).
. .

.

Thus, the contention that the propoced actions are an indispensabic part of

an effective emergency plan has been considered on its merits and rejected.

1;o basis appears in PIRG's petition to justify reopening these questions on

a Ocneric level. E=cracncy planning is an important subject and should be

given continuing attention, but the recommendations of PI2C do not trarrant

treatacnt in a rulemaking context in the light of existing adjudicatorj
.

rulings.

.~
t

CO;NE!:TS F2OM STATES AND PUERTO RICO
.

.

1

.

Aspecificrequestuasmadetothegovernorsof

each ctate and Pucrto Rico for comments on the petition.

.

An a result, co=. cats ucre roccived freu 35 ctate: and Puerto Rico. ;&.ii c

lett. crc ucre received f ror.: :::o statec (Connecticut ..nd '; orth Dahora) india .tinr,

la :
.
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- _ - -



.

.

.

that the request would be ansucred by state agencies, no cor:nents were

One state governor felt that the ~ tate was in no position to offer
'

srcccived.-

a$ coments (!Iyeming).
.

s = aW

"i3 ..

There ucro no co=ments received from other Federal agencies c:: cept$ NOTES:
*o

H TVA which is included above. .

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

_.

g .

a
* * ..

m c
Because of the comprehensiveness of the co=ents from 1:eu Jersty and thee ayn ,

l.e.
o

BE f act that that state's co=ents reflect quite well the combined co=ents.

-a a

@5 of other states responding, the cc ,?nts from ::cu Jersey are listedo

Sd first in their entiretf, verbatim. The ec=ents are elieved to be anz o
a

H<
EC excellent su=ary of governors' ce=ents. A su=ary of other ce=ents byo

.ea..- u
$$ state follou those of !!cu Jersey.

e o
o .x .

A O a

h( New Jersey
w

We are basically in agreement with P12G's resolve to promote the dis-M a
W$2u

semination of cmergency preparedness information and to conduct prepared-=c
>a

4 U =

go ness drills. "e also believe that the Nuclear Regulatory Cc=ission has _a= u

, a n
g special duty to reduce the possibility of nuclear incidents by reviev'.ng6 *

-

'| and cc .nenting on emergency plans.,

'

u
>.
U q
ta
$4

However, ue take exception to PI"!C's approach to public discussion ando
M

3
public education and their views regarding full-scale or even large-scaleo

2
e

.C
H public drills.

di
B
z

,

.
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PUBLIC D: TILLS

We believe that the most important elements in gauging the effectiveness'

of an emergency plan is to measure the ability of- the Decision !!aker to

exercise control throughout the course of an emergency and to insure that
'

all supporting elements are properly coordinated in response to changing
.

ability to communicate is the key to adequate feedbackrequirc= cats. The
.

concerning the course of response actions and changing accident parameters.
.

J

The speed and accuracy of accident assess =cnt, the time it takes to varn

the entire target populatica after the initial decision, the alerting

of supporting element con =anders, the mobilization of support force

workers and equipment, the time requirec to varn residents, and the time

required to remove them from the e=crgency area are gli essential cic=ents

of an evacuation response. Not all of these can be tested si=ultanccusif,-

.

Some of them are virtually untestable. If any valid judgements are to be
.

made regarding tha workability of a plan, drills should be designed to

force an interaction of all these elements. Obviously, there is no pos-
,

Sibility of staging such drills.

theThe probica area of least concern is the. actual movc=cnt of peopic -

one element that is also the most difficult to test and the one that uill

probably be the least productive in terms of gauging public safety.

A number of objections to public evacuation can be ider.cified on the basis
,

of cost, risk, public cooperation, and feasibility.

[/ C u l3J
-
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.

Coct - Because there is the possibility of accidents during a test evac-
,

untion, provi: ions must be made for public'casunity insurance. Since public~

.

safety is a function of government, and sinec public emergency plans are

developed and administered by government, the cost of insurance should'

I

properly be absorbed by government. This is a situation that would pre-

. vail for evacuation drills involving any type of emeisency and the main

reason that such drills are avoided.
.

If such drills could be sanctioned, loss of goods and services by evacuees

could be controlled by judictous selection of sectors to be evacuated.

However, this type of control could detract from the results of the drill.

.

Risk - If the feasibility of evacuation drills is accepted, they should not

be undertaken any farther than necessary. It is hoped that the outer limit

.

of evacuation vould be based on a realistic dose co=nitment rather than

action guidelines uith a built-in safety fact:c. If the risk attributabla
.

to movement approaches the* order of risk fro: a specified radiction expo-
,

sure, other counterneasures vould then be advisable.

From the point of view of public safety, there should be a distinction

betucen evacuation radii and radii for dissemination of special instruction

in situations where evacuation is not warranted. 2xperience shows that

casualtics resulting directly from an evacuatio,n will increase in proportica

to increasing population density. Under certain accident conditions, this

may require the Decision !!aker to accept a calculated risk by shrinking the

zone of evacuation.
e

af
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PUBLIC EDUC.iTICN
.

A utility may ndvise and possibly even influence a decision affecting
.

public response but it has no authority to decide or force public action.
Government cannot vacate it.This responsibility belongs to govern =cnt.

.
.

It follotis that government alone is responsibic for explaining its own
%

*

actions. ;

-
.

Govern =ent may ask the Utility to act in its behalf in seversi respects.
.

It may be proper for the Utility to explain the technical basis for actions

affceting public response. It may even be expedient for local govern-

ments to accept the responsibility for a Utility's c=crgency rec ==nen-

dations. But it would be foolhardy for government to allou any private

agency to interfere in the planning process or in the execution of those

plans.

- -
.

.

In States that have no professional c=crgency planners, it cay be con-

venient to request a Utility or its censultants to .draf t public emergency

response plans. But even in this circumstance, government vill still have.

the responsibility to decide on courses of action and to accept the respon-

sibility for decisions. In effect., government beco=es responsibic for

these plans regardless of the expertise of consulting services or the

comments of any reviewers.
.

Since the Utility can neither control nbr pass judgement on public

emergency plans, the PSAR or FSAR is not, in our opinion, the place for

documentation of public response requirements. The professional agency
'

of government responsible for the develor=cnt and coordinatior of public
;

1P-
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Cooperation - The biggest problem in attempting drill evacuations is to*

enlist the cooperation of the public and to induce government to back the

venture uith full support. Uidespread public apathy to active participation
-

in disaster drills is well known.
-

.

The public will op"caly ' discuss and vill .take part in any procedures for
.

scif-protection when they decide that the measures are needed and the actions*

There must be a serious concern for the dangers involvef.are convenient.

before the public will consent to any personal or collective involvement.

The concern for a class 9 accident vill have to equal or exceed that

associated with natural disasters.
.

Conditioning the public, as PIRO points cut, is an important step in a

successful evacuation. However, there is a real danger in conditioning

' the public to a leu-probability accident while higher probability risks
.

.

are practically ignored. .

.

.

Feasibility _ - To the professional planner, sector evacuation may be*

regarded as a convenient tool to be converted to warnings to an affcated

This conversion should bepopulation within a political jurisdiction.

made by the Decision Maker. PIRG is apparently concerned with evacuaticas

conducted by sectors. This leads to i=nediate difficulties. For c::anple,

what measures can be taken to constrain a resident within earshot of a acd

Sector uhen the Red Sector is ordered to move. Or what system of public
i

| signals can be devised to distinguish betueen sectors.
! -

|
1.

- .
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emergency plans is the only agency that has the right to officially publish

and distribute these emergency plans. Since every State has a responsibic
,

agency for this purpose, a possible solution to the problem of coordinating

the Uti~ity's and the Public's responsibility for reactor licensing uould.

be to require an agreement betueen the State and the Utility co=mitting the

State to develop a:. -quate plans to meet Utility deadlines once the State
.

formally consents t. the granting of a construction permit.

.

PUBLIC IIiFOr:ATIO:1 ,

Publiu response plans are essentially a,delincation of responsibilities

of the forces and' agencie: assigacd to assist the public (who does uhat, when,

and chcre). Individuals should not be burdened uith information written for
.

thu instruction of groups charged uith their velfare, no more than the

public depends on the knouledge of Police Operation Orders for assurance
*

of safety. .

,

Dissemination of information about ovacuation plans for a reactor accident
.

is reasonabic. But it implics that the same'must be donc for all the more

probable emergencies resulting from fixed hazards. This vould logically

require a study of the relative probability of all possible fi::cd locati:n

Tishs so that appropriate evacuation' plans can be developed as a videspread

acceptance of the nction of pub'lic protection.

..
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Alabama
,

It is agreed that a general evacuation plan is' necessary, but we question
., * r .

response toI the appropriateness of a detailed plan as it may limit
,

situations that may actually occur.

-
,
!

In many cases evacuation is not the protective measure of choice.i

,

i drill. Experience in
No benefit is seen from evacuation of peop c as a'

evacuations throughout the U. S. because of chemical hazards has indicated
E=crgency proceduresthat actual evacuation through drills is unneccesary.

should not be 1Lmited to nucicar f acilitics but should provide for non-

Plans should be tested and instructions dis-* radiation ha:ards as well. .

.

seminated, however.
--

It is suggested that NRC provide grants to states and local governments
.

shortly after construction permits are issued to provide cmcrgency plans
-

to meet unique needs of each site.

It is suggested that an inflexibile system of guides, regulations, etc.,

be avoided.

-
.

.
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Alaska

The development of emergency evacuation plans and their dissemination to the
Plans should be reviewed

public should be a part of licensing procedures.
The extent to

and updated with local officials and the public at large. .

which drills involving the public are actually necessary sh,ould be handled

Regular drills involving the public may bc
on.a case-by-case basis.

unnecessary or impractical.
.

"!

Arizona

Under Arizona law it does not appear that physical evacuation is enforceabic,

particularly in drills and excec ses, It is assumed that large numbers of
*

peopic would not or could not cooperate. .

Hou could evacuated areas be protected from vandalism and looting short of
.

National Guard protection? .

Accidents, burglaries,
Who would pay for the costs and assu=e the liability?

T acts of violcace, etc. , would be associated with drille which would also requira
-

3
E Who would pay for training of hospitals and paramedics?
E just compensation.

E
a

The inclusion of an Armed Forces installation in drills could affect national
a

E
U
5 security. .

U

8
Dissemination of infornation concerning an alert and evacuation tc the public

3 Alsa, evac-

could cause unduc alarm which could be detrimental in itself.C
e

untion in case of a nucicar accident may not be the proper protective .

v

.9 Should similar exercises be. conducted for dame?procedure.~

.

6Ncu i3#
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California

The petition proposes probicmo that would seriously affect local government
.

and the licensec. .
, ,

.

.

Co'nducting exercises involving citicens around a licensec's property is absurd.

The local government has the basic responsibility for providing plans, .

training, and conducting exerciscs, but may not be villing or abic to provide
.

the services a licensec may require for carrying out an exercise as proposed.

Financing caergency planning poses a problem also, since uhether by taxation

or licensee costs the consumer will bear the cost,
.

localThe licensec is in no position'to direct such operations uithout

government and popular cooperation which may not be forthco=ing which may

result in no choice except to cease operation.

Evacuation may not be the best means of pro.tection.' The petition considers

no other measures.
1

-
.

Dissemination of emergency planning infor.ation by a licensee could bc =ade

in the same envelope as bills as is other information under current practice.
.

.

Colorado

The requirement for issuing emcracncy instructions, by the nature of those

instructions, tends to build false fears in the minds of the general public

as to the real need for such instructions. In =any cases these falec fears
.

cre worse than the resi dangers.

.
.

.
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When the risks encountered by practicing the evacuations are orders of
.

magnitude greater than the risNs from which the evacuation is protecting,

Tests of notificationthe practice evacuations are counter-productive.

systems, organization plans, and verification of plans would be far more-

productive, and uould not disrupt normal operations.

-

.

Dictribution of instructions to each household perhaps 1 - 5 miles from a

facility would be advisable along uith an opportunity of residents to

discuss the situation. Dissemination through the public media is an

exec 11 cat idea and should be required.
~

.

The conduct of actual evacuation drills is impractical. Actual evacuatien
.

of hoces and businesses should not be required.: "!!ock" evacuation would be

more realistic but only out to a distance of 5 miles in a 30-degree sector.
.

'o
M
""
u>
U lj Licensees should n'ot be required to issue the FSAR describing evacuation
o0
04 plans to the general public. Evacuation plans could be made available through

* 8* .

yy public meeting places , schools , libraries , and the ne.:s media.
3o
"u "e

+

C

8% Florida
uo .

@8 The most significant objection to the proposal involves the imposition of
-

2:d: a regulation uhich recuires applicants to conduct a physical evacuation of..
Y$ ~

An. applicant does not appear to have a local right to receire
"l I"

people.

peopic to evacuate in a non-c=crgency situation.oo-

EE

|-

-
.
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-
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The health, social, and economic impact of evacuation of about 100 square miles
. .

To consider
fontaining a significant population density would be considerabic.

doing this on an annual basis would appear to inpose a much greater risk than
This could cause the actual evac-any demonstrabic risk from the facility..

The detrimental effects of such an-exerciscustion of over 1 million peopic.
.

.

are beyond reasonabic thinking.

The criteria assumed for the need to evacuate regions by the A=crican PFysical

Society as stated by petitioners is questionabic uith regard to the sector
The reactor core inventory appears to be an orderproposed to be evacuated.

of magni ~, dc lower than the material required to p cduce the hypot'netical

case of the petition.

The requirements for dissemination of information and training of certain

persons is ner effectively being done by the regulatory agencies of Florida.

The Florida Radiological Emergency Plan is effcetively tested at least
.

. annually at cach facility.

The
The imposition of the arbitrary regulation is urgently opposed.-

requirements are not in the public interest.

Georr,ia

The necessity for further restrictions in the form of n= ended regulations

cannot be ascertained, unicss it is proven by competent .cscarch that

substantidted rich is involved uhich vould affect workers and other
citizens residing uithin a 40-mile radius of a fixed nucicar facilicy.

E.GC.tdI3
go .

:
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We are opposed to the proposed regulations unicos factual information from

nuc1 car experts prove them to be essential.

.

The Coorgia Emergency and Disaster Operations Plan is currently being revised'

and all possible ha:ards will be considered to assure the best possibic

approach to cope with such incidents.

.

.

Hausii

Plant drills and plant evacuation are the direct responsibility of the
The control and direction of the populace outsidelicensee or applicant.

Outsidethe facility are the responsibility of local or state government.

the facility, the facility manager should serve as a consultant to the publicy
Ny safety officials.

E
u
o

Perhaps the facility manager. should te required to finance the development and4
y

.

diatribution of instructions, the cost of drills, and periodic updating.o
$
3 .

'

8
The question of liability during drills should be addressed.w

*

O
U

5-
. . .

E . .
._ -

g .

v

p Illinois-

We agree that the public should be informed of plans for evacuation, but

we think the plan must be made by local governmentin cooperation with the

facility and selected State departments. He perceive that testing public

evacuation with exercises would be too expensive to merit consideration.
'

.

|
A 40-mile radius from the facility for distribut.on of emergency instrue-

.. .

-f Yvcu 8
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tions is much too crest. For Illinois installations the area would include
the densest populations, would cross state borders, and would make planning

almost impossibic. Also, citizens of Illinois have successfully evacuated
,

several areas without incident even though no evacuatiren plan existed. For

these reasons we believe a five to seven mile radius would be sufficient.,*

.

i, .
.

Dissemination of information through educational sources and the public
- .

media is an excellent idea, but in addition information could be dissem-

inated with the electric bill and detailed informatica given to radio

and television stations covering the area. Upon implementation of an

evacuation the media could be provided the detailed instructions.

With regard to evacuation drills, small drills for control personnel might

be feasible but the e:<penses of a real drill vould be excessive. Also,
<

the the matters of security for evacuated areas vould be of importance as

would accidents during a government ordered drill.~

.

. .'
.

.

With regard to submission of a report to the NRC, a report concerninin3 the

difficulticsidentifiedduringcontrolpersonneldrillspreparedand"

discussed by participants would be much more useful.
,f

The petition is unacceptabic for the reasons stated above.

. .

Indiana

Regulations currently in existence with the NRC are more than adequate to

protect the public. Emergeacy planning provisions are included as an adjunct

to the overall " defence in depth" approach to design and licensing. The ::RC
.

has developed reculation: for emercengy pisaning that justif a findin; of

"rea'conabic accurance" that the public hesith and safety is protected.
vb V NC.% 13
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It is our vie.s that distribution of emergency plans for evacuation, etc. ,

s a state and local government responsibility, not a utility responsibility.(,

Plans can be ef fectively c::crcised and tested without full-scale impicmen-

Normal operating c:tperience in the past has ,tation of a pcpulation sector.
,

shown this to be true in government, as oc11 as in private industry.

*
.

It must be considered that ovacuation must be taken into account from both

standpoints of aeditional danger to the public from the test evacuation itself
'

and from the economic, social, and employment costs perspective.

We contend that the subject rule-making is not necessary or justified.

.I '.3
.

P
Such drillsWe are reluctant to conduct actual public evacuation drills.

would tend to stercotype or pattern a response uhich is undesirenble because

The stat-
of the cultitude of variables in an actual. radiation incident.

utory authority for the state to enforce an evacuation is questionable, and
,

the legal liabilitics for injury contracted during a drill vould have to be
The conduct of an evacuation drill vould place e financialpre-affixed.

'

burden on state and local governments.
.

",,

The information in the PSAR, $SAR, and State Radiation Plan should be made

availabic to interested individuals. These are available at a public library

near each nuclear facility. Also, the state agency responsibic for emergency

preparedness information, planning, and revicu should be publici.cd as a-

convenient source of information for interested parties. ,

.
.

.
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Kansas , ,

,

N' e changes proposed go beyond actual requirements for public safety near ah

fixed nucicar facility. It is agreed that there is a need for instructions

indicating what emergency steps the citisen should take in case of a nucicar-

incident and that the licensee should be responsible for disseminating this

in' formation through educational sources and the public media. It is not agreed

that a licensee should be required to conduct public drills.
'

.

The establish =cnt of a fixed radius of 40 miles,for the dissc=ination of

information nnd conduct of drills is inappropriate. The potential danger
~

areas should be de crmined on a case-by-case basis. ,
,

,, , ,

.. . -- . . - - . . . .

Kentucky _

The recuirement for the development of plans is sound, but it is suggested

that the proposed regulations be specifically modified to require joint

plan development by appropriate agencies.

The requirement for dissemination of the c=crgency plans through the neus
.

media is very desirabic.
.

The requirmacnt of the proposed regulations that actual population evac-

uation be undertaken yearly in minimum sectors is extreme, and potentially

Such drills vill disrupt industry, cce=erce, and normal socialdangerous.

activitics in substantial arcas and may affect large numbers of peopic.
that suc! cvacuations would place on cilDisregarding the significant cost

cicnents of the local economy, the risk to lives is unacceptably high .

unicss justified by an it:minent thrcat to a greater number of lives.
. .

N Y"f,

.
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'

.

The mass movement of peopic in all states of health and a mobilination of-

virtually every vehicle in an arca make accidents, injury, and death too

In addition, the residual need for security and logisticalprobabic.

support are not justified, despite the potential benefits that might be
~

derived from practice drills.

.

The proposed regulations requiring a licensee to include emergency plans

and associated implementation procedures in the FS.iR is desirabic.
- - - -

~
'

.-
. . - . . . . . . . .

. . . ._ .

Kentuckv
'I houcver , weWe are in generil agreement uith the proposed amendment;

recommend that careful censideration be given to any practice run of an

ovacuation plan since even these practices involve certain risks to"
1

property and life.

.

*

Louisiana
-

.

It.is quite evident to all concerned that extensive emergency planning

provisions are already required by ::RC. These emergency plan provisions
.

involve interfaces among Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as

the utilities. These plans are appropriate to each site.

Dissemination of information as proposed within a radius of 40 miles seems

Concentratica of this effort should ba made uithin thehighly impractical.

low-population :ene, certainly not 40 miles .out.

*L$ ,

bo. O
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With regard to the request that actual evacuation drills be conducted, it is

~icit that impact-value considerations of the evacuation must be taken into

account from both standpoints of additional danger to the public from the

test evacuation itacif and from economic,. social, and employment costs'

perspective. Also, in the unlikely event of a nucicar incident, evacuation

probably would not be the protcetive measure of choice.'

Tests and exercises vill be carried out on an annual basis by both utility and

the State to test timing, co=unications , procedurcs, and equipment.

We fcc1 that present regulations and guides already sufficiently provide

for public safety.
,

j Harviand,

ne?,
j Current plans in Maryland provide fordwarning of an accident or incident in

as .a e u. s sy The
g the plant, evacuation as may be required,^ monitoring, and health care.

g , plan is tested annually, bat tests do not include actual evacuation of thea

>

g resident popu'ation. Tests indicate that the plans are adequate.
Y
:c

S Variations of possible incidents that could endanger people would call fore

y different reactions. The most severe accident might eventually endangera

people within a 40-mile radius; however, sufficient ti=e would be availabic
o

in such a case for intcasive monitoring and warning well in advance of aj

critical time.

A practice evacuation would raisc serious probicms; traffic accidents, arson,

,
-

s c- ITNC L 13 ,
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bur 5 ary, etc. Who would be liabic? Also, would such practice alerts1

Are the
and movements cause undue concern by the citizens so affected?

dangers of a plant actually so great? Also, it is doubtful that a local

or state government could order a forced practice evacuation of persons fr.cm
.

their homes. .

.

There are serious doubts of the wisdom of accepting any of the' proposed
-

changes to the regulations. ,

. - - - . . . . . . . .

---.
. . . . . . ..

. . . . . ...

.

. _ . . . _ . . . . . . . . . _ . - _
- . . .

,. . _ .

Masscchusetts

Dissemination of emergency preparedness information is aircady being done

in Massachusetts. I agtce that we can and should do = ore. F.cuever, I do
'

not fool that the approach presented by PIRO is a sound method of achieving

this goal. Responsibility in this regard lies with the State.
.

.

The impractibility of conducting large-scale public evacuation drills as-

.

suggested by PIgG raises very serious logisticci probicas. An evacuation

drill conducted within a 40-mile radius would involve hundreds of thousands

of people. I am not sure what vould be gained in terms of c crgency pre.

paredness by such drills. In fact, I fear that such a drill uould cause

serious disruption and uould endanger public safety.
..

It is agreed that all relevant state and' local officials conduct frequent

evacuatio'n c:tercises to ensure coordi. ation and ef fectiveness in the ca:o

of an emergency.
..

Y
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We reco= mend that the PIRC petition not be adopted. Uc feel that respon-
. .

sibility for c=ergency preparedness should rest with state authorities.

We believe the public participation in such drills would be very counter-
.

productive. .

.

-..~....a.....---

'

..------~;- -

. . . - . .
..

. . . .... . .

Michigan

Public evacuation plan distribution should not be the obligation of utility

imple=entatien, education, and distribution are thecompanies. Development,

proper responsibility of state and local governments.
.

Prior education could increase the lihiihood of a successful evacuation,

but dissemination of detailed plans to the public would almost certainly.

The variable na'ture of nuclear incidents mitigatesbe counter-productive.
Contrary to saving.

against the possibility of prior decision making.'

.

in
scores of lives, discemination of detailed co= plex plans could result

increased unnecessary casualties caused by misinterpretatien of conplex

and variable conditions.
.

It has
Risk-benefit considerations does not indicate a need for a rule.

been reported that the fatality probability from a major peacetime nucicar

incident is 10,000 ti=cs less likely than for any other man-caused incidents.
.

5
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Cost effcetiveness of the proposed rule also appears to be unfavorabic.

The cost will be borne by the consumer, with littic probability of benefit.

-

The proposed 40-mile radius is excessive. Accidents , while of extremely low -.

probability, may require no evacuation or evacuations of an extremely 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.

Minnesota

Experience has shown that in emergency situations the best instructions are

short and simple. Use of the electronic media can be most effective in such
.

situations. The public is generally prepared for the course of actica because
.

of 'the well-publicized Civil Defense Program. The proposed requirement that

detailed plans be disseminated appears to be impractical.

.

Although there is no question that state and local agencic's must have the
is necessary, thecapability to conduct evacuation of the public when it

Anuc1 car fur'lity does not have the authority to order an evacuation.

Federal regulation requiring a facility to conduct an evacuation drill sopears

to violate this line of authority.
,

.

We believe that protection of the public from potential hazards from nucicar

f acilitics w .11 be best achieved by ef fective state e*,cracncy planning in
*

cooperation with nucicar facilitics, not by Federal regulations requiring '

.
.

. evacuation drills.

3 ~[ IN' L- b
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Hincinsippi .

The proposals for informing the'public are commendabic. Houcver, the

requested distribution of sections of the PSAR or FSAR which discuss

public evacuation plans is questionabic.-

The annual production and distribution of public information materials could
.

Thesebe astronomical, which would ultimately be passed on to consumers.

citizens are circady burdened with tc:c dollars in support of State agencies
-

which will respond to incidents.

.

The 40-mila radius requirement uill, under our present population, involve

one-third of our citizens. With this and other considerations it would be

unreasonabic to distribute the PSAR within a 40-m11e radius. however, one

Page of general instructicas for evacuation of residents within a 5-10 e.ile

radius for each establishment should be provided. These instructions

should be prepared by state government and disseminated through normal

, media outlets, ETV and the Civil Defense Public School Programs.

With regard to actual public evacuation drills, one must consider the

benefit-risk ratio, the cost-benefit ratio and Icgal consequences. I'

'

am concerned about the sources of funds required. 'I4 ever, annual c::er-

cises should and must be held to insure the validity of plans and that neu.

emerconey services personnel are fully suarc of the roles they play in the

plans.

The term "significant population" must be specifically defined in order to .

avoid misunderstandings. .

,3
' ' g 8,
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Hicnrutt - ,

Examination of the requested addition to 10 CFR Part 50 indicates that the

goal of the petitioners is to close most of the existing nucicar pouer

plants in this country and prevent construction of any noti plants, except-

*

in the most remote areas.
.

. .
.

.

The requirement for annual public evacuation drills is without precedent
,

In the State of Missouri, the authority to compelin this country.

evacuations, even in coergency situations, does not exist. To require a

public utility to conduct such . ride-ranging exercises is absurd.

I

The responsibilities for off-site plannins for the protection of the citi:Inry

is a primary duty of civil authority and this authority c'annot be removed

by' administrative rule-making and assigned outside of government.

It is therefore recommended that you deny the petition.

.
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Montana |

contingency planning for nuclear powerTSc NRC could best insure proper

plants and assurance of those plans being properly tested and disseminated by

(1) providing uniform guidelines for use by state agencies; (2) providing-

financial assistance to state and local agencies for planning, training,

testing, and exercising; (3) providing technical assistance; and (4) continuing

appropriate research and development and keeping states informed of new

Included should be nuclear vaste disposal and transportationdevelopments.
,

of nucicar vastes.

it is felt that the states within their oun disaster responseWith this support,
,

plans could provide for the safety of their citi cas,^

Nebraska

We believe that the section of the petition which requires emergency prepared-

ness drills and inc'ludes evacuation of people from designated areas is not

reasonabic or warranted. Detter results are possible uith a simulated drill
,

'

of the specific area of involvement and contact with the public by local

officials. The evacuation of people in a simulated accident exercise would

have limited value.

PlansThe State Civil Defense Agency does not agree with the proposed rule.

have been developed and exercises have been conducted,'but not
~

actual evac-

untion although inhabitants in close proximity to plants have been contacted

and advised of plans and listed in an annex to the plan.

.
- .
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3 It would appear that actual public cvacuation drills uould cause more confusion
.

'

>

E and logistical probicms in a non-crisis situation.
A .

o
*
n

We believe our planning for this contingency is adequate.'>
,
m
5 -o
z

.

g few F.amnshire
U It appears that certain items in the petition, viz. distributing of emergency
,

E instructions to the public, dissemination of this information by public media,o

8 and conduct of public evacuation drills, are inappropriate to regulate byo

.9 c'mendment of 10 CFR Part 50. These points, if indeed valid at all, are~

matters of public health and safety and are therefore uithin the purvicu of

Neither the licensee.nor the NRC has any jurisdiction1

the individual states.

in these matters beyond plant boundaries.
,

'

go

a$
2; % The inappropriateness of the above naturally renders ineppropriate .that
oo

a

% 0 portion of the petition which would make these items prerequisite to
vv

*
a
y 3 issuance of a license or ccendment. .

*30

j
>, e:

t porth Carolina3
U o-

=z h blic, and through the use
o $. We agree that instructicas should be issued to t e pue

of educational sources and the public media. Hewever, such actions must bek u
** **

ee Uc do not concurS $ limited to a reasonabic distance from the nucicar facility.aa

with the 40-mile planning factor or the proposal concerning an actual public
ou
@ o
%2 cvacuation drill within any area.

The adverse impact of actual evacuation drills must be considered. Over any
. I

.
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given pcied of time we believe that the coct in terms of public funds

expended, business losses, personal inconvenience, and the risk to public

pfoperty and cafety would f ar outweigh any benefits gained. It is extremely

doubtful that the public uould endorse or participate in.such a venture and,
i

under existing state law, a practice evacuation cannot be enforced.*

. .

*

.

*

.

Ohio

The State of Chio strongly objects to several items in the proposed rule
"

change petition.

.

It is felt that a 40-mile radius is an cxessive limit based on physics
' In noprinciples involved in a potential release frc= nucicar power plants.

way can Ohio support a public evacuation process that 'is planned for and

implemented by a private organization. Such a process must be vested in

government, preferably cunicipal or county. The licensee may arrange uith

government to conduct a limited exercise in trarning; however to enforce an

unwarranted evacuation drill creates multiple problems and hazards. The

,public reaction could range from panic to e::treme discontent and non-

compliance, therefore gaining nothing frca such drills. Also, because of

these views, notification is not needed.,

-

The 40-mile radius is-felt to be extreme. Aiso, there is no need to publish
i

sectionssof 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 needed.
.
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Ethile a licensee may recuest an evacuation drill of the facility itself and

the immediate adjacent area, it would have to be controlled and impicmented'

Such drills should not, however, be a mandatoryby local government.
. .

requirement.

'i-

,-

.

Oklahoma

In general, the petitioners propose measures in direct opposition to the

philosophy and, in many cases, the constitutions and laws of the states,
c vTu ue e w 7ge pen t w a

The responsibiliQedrests squarely with the state and cannot be delegated or

usurped.

.

The regirement for the facility to distribute emergency evacuation instructions

to everyone within 40 miles of the site is unreasonabic and would not materiall y
The evacuation of people

increase or benefit the public health and safety.

from their homes and places of business solely for the purpose of practicing

the evacuat .on would be an irresponsible act and would cause harm due to

, disruption which would far outweigh the miniscule benefit which they would

recciVc.
n

is important to point out that emergency plans are e::crcised frequently by
;

|It

state and local agencies under real emergency conditions (e.g., anhydrous

ammonia spills). This is a pertinent point because it illustrates the fact |

that a decision to evacuate is made solely on the basis of a hazard uhich

exists at the particular ti=c or has a high probability of developing within
Once this has been established, the course of action

a reistively short time.
-

is the same, irrespective of the type of agent involved.
.

> .

#

1



'.
.

'

.

.

Orenen
_

It appears that present Oregon laws, rules, and regulations relating to nucicar
-

E4
yy .

ww

S8 facilitics equal or better those proposed in the petition.oa

uu
@ O
h 4

,g,o en .

>*
South Carolina ;

ae
wc

We do not feel the methods proposed by the PIRG would be successful in accomp-! ec
y7
-s

lishing the goal of public awareness as to appropriate actions to take in caseb

E4 .

53 of a radiological emergency." ' *
eG
88 s

uu

hh Past experience in South Carolina shows a tendency by the public to discard
ao
ES literature of the type proposed without first f amiliarizing themselves with
oo
oo

Copies of the sections of emergency plans dealing with evac-SS its contents.

uation and other protective actions should certainly be availabic in libraries

*and public document rooms in the area of the facility and copies of thesc*
.

sections should be available upon request.
.

..

The idea of at least annual drills at each nucicar f acility is endorsed, but.

we question the desirability and feasibility of involving the public en such

a large scale as these drills. Previous experiences indicate a reluctance en

the part of the public to evacuate. homes unicss it is absolutely necessary,

and even then some peopic refuse to leave.
.

The Governor has the authority to compel evacuation in case of an emergency,

but does not have such authority for a drill. A plant oper' ster certainly could
,

I not order an evacuatio,n.
1

.

|
.
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3 ,; Even if the public ucre willing to participate in such cvacuation drills,
-

gy
It is unrealistic to say thatoa

numerous serious problems could result.uo
,3
U" such an evacuation could take place "without unreasonable inconveniences
*$
ao

to the normal operations in the area of the plant."U>
j! a -

\
EE

n

fE
There is also a question of liability.oa

3y
.

.

S$
Ob feel that thic increased probability of injury and death is
33 We do not
ec

justified in light of the past safety record in the nuclear industry.oa
Q$

The actual public evacuation drill is not necessary to achieve the goal
oo
uo
oe
z=

to protect the public.
.

-

. _ .
. . . _ . . . . . .
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Texas*

Our considerable experience in disaster planning and operations leads us

- to the conclusion that the suggested rules in the PI2G petition are
.

unnecessarily restrictive and are not in the best interest of the people

of Texas. Nuclear pouer plants present no more danger to the general

public than many other cccmonly accepted hazards in Texas, such as

hurricanes, tornadoes, and transportation accidents. He feel that adoption

of the proposed rules would prompt an exaggerated public opinion of-

reactor-related risks. Also, implementation of the~ activitics prescribed
.

by the proposed rules vould create unnecessary vork and c::penditures for

state a,nd local agencies. The public affected by annual exercices would

be unnecessailly inconvenienced.

.

.

I am therefore opposed to the adoption of the propo:cd rule:.
hN C.L. 13

.
--

(1I'

(
'



~
, ..

.

!

~

.

. ,

e

Ed
na
ba .'

.

- -
-

au - -

-

yy --...
..........

o

8> Virginia
-

With regard to the licensee distributing instructions, etc., the 40-mile
oa
yc

3[o
e:

Information should be distributed through theradius is questionabic." "'

GE
states and local governments, not by the licensee. The nature of theoo

d|d
hazard is a entter of disagreecent among nuciocr scientists and engineersan

yy
and there is a tendency on the part ofU U

h'h and concerned citizens groups;

citizens to challenge the credibility of the licensees [n this respect.
uo

jS
The saf ety and we'1f are of the public is a government responsibility; cnd

the Federal agencies should provide state and local goverr;nents c1ccr

statements of hazards and protective action for dissemination.

.

With regard to actual public evacuatio'n drills, the licensee has no ;

' authority beyond its site boundary.. The public should be made'anare
.

of local government evacuation plans and it is agreed thct responsible 1

|
I

.
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, government agencies, voluntecr organizations, and licensecs within the

state conduct an evacuation exercise annually, but without actual evac-
.

untion of the public. .

.

An actual evacuation drill would not be acceptabic to the public. It

would totally disrupt their scheduled activitics and cost them coney.

It would also disrupt traffic. The proposed sector to be evacuated is

unrealistic since the sector in an actual c=crgency would not in most

cases correspond to the 7-degree sector selected for the drill.

There is no need for more definitive guidance from the responsible

Federal agencies in this regard.

Washincton

To require a private entity (utility) to conduct a mass evacuation involving

such a larse segment of the public before, during, or~after the licensing

process is not comprehensible, and no private or public agency has legal
.

basis to force the public to participate. In such a practico evacuarion'

there would be unduc exposure.to accidents, 1-juries, loss of life, and

damage to property. There could also be a loss of income to individuals
>

and economic effects.

Arc the proposed changes really effcetive and do they cons'titute a

significant i=provc=cnt?

Dissemination of the considerabic quantitics of li:crature to the populace
.

within a 40-mile radius (uhich we believe to be c::cessive) would be of
.

p%
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9

short-ter= value.
-

* _.

.

If one evacuation c::crcisc included only a 7-degree sector, cach person

would be involved once in every 50 y~ ears. Such an exercise would be -

meankgless even if the sector were chosen en the basis of prevalent windM

-

conditions.
.

There are current requirements for testing c=crgency plans frequently

which are meaningful and valuable. .

Lmple=entation of the proposed procedures , plus the added costs , would

co=plicate the power plant siting proccas and add furthIer delays to the

already co= plex and arducus siting process. These delays are not

justified when they contribute little or nothing to the enhancement of

public safety.

.

West Virginia

It has been concluded that the NRC should not amend 10 CFR Part- 50 as has
'

,

been proposed.

Wisconsin

Information should be and has been distributed by utilities to govern-

ment authoritics responsible for c=crgency planning and impic=catation.

Specific information including instructions to the general public is

generally the responsib ility of local and state govern =cnt.
^
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. With record to evacuation drills, the rigors of such exercises seem ,

difficult to justify in light of known risks arising from automobile travel
,

For
alone which would be the primary mode of transport in an evacuation.

.

that sector of the population residing in nursing ho=cs and confined to
No such drills

hospitals the risks would be detrimental to their health.
,

have ever been held for other possible hazards, natural or man-made.,

.

The petition in its present form should be denied. .

Puerto Rico

It is not clear as to the qualifications of the petitioners, although

the petitioners.disalaL=s "any real experimental knculedge regarding
'

We are villing to lisren tothe co=plexity of a nuclear evacuation".

the advice of recogni:cd experts in the field and combine it with our
From this standpoint we do not think theown knowledge and experience.'

.

* petitioners have shown a need or a desirability for the particular

.. requested changes in the regulations.
. .

.

If we were to have such detailed evacuations as proposed, one should argue

that 'the sene requirements might apply to all sorts of chanical and

petroleum facilitics, as uell as areas subject to natural disasters and
It would appear that

certainly the ultimate hazard of nucicar attack.
,

the efforts of the petitioners would be better devoted to supportingI

improvc=ents in general cmcrgency preparedness rather than concentratin;
i

on the particular subject of nucicar pouer plants.

.
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It does not appear to us at this stage that actual full-scale evacuation

' exercises are justified, but icscer measures should certainly be practiced~

and known to those uho may be involved, as is true of any potential hazard.

Evacuation may not even be the best countermeasure in most cases, but when

required it may be feasible.
.

We do not endorse amending the regulatgon as proposed in the petition.
-

..

Porer Authoritr of the State of New York

The Power Authority urges that the petition be denied on the grounds that

subject =ctter is-not suitable for rvI.emaking,.and that the propoced

conend= cat to the rules is impracticable and completely uithout merit.

Energency plans including evacuation plans must be devised ceparately for

individual plant sites. An appropriate plan de, pends on the geography of the

site, the population distribution, transportation and land use patterns .of

the surrounding area and many other factors uhich are site-related. It
,

would be a remarkable coincidence if an eva:uctica plan for any one site

should turn out to be suitabic for any other.
.

Neither rules with respect to dissemination of infor=ation to the public

nor rules with respect to drills can be standardi:cd on a nationwide basic

any more than other aspects of an e=crgency plan can bc ::andardized.

The ul-ti= ate recponsibility f ar evacuation, in the very unlikely event that

that should turn out to be neccccary, rects uith local and State offici:10
,

whoce po.ers and renponsibilitico depend on local and state lau. The
.

,
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jurisdiction of the Commission either to order such officials to carry out
.

i kinc"
' mock evacuations or to compel their attendance at cencric "ru c-ma

Such hearincs could.not pos ibly be productive.
hearings is extremely doubtful.

.

The " drill" uould disrnpt
PIRG'c specific proposal for " drills" is absurd. *

The covernmental expense and
the lives of hundreds of thousdods of peopic.

.

economic loss entailed would amount to millions of dollars for cach drill.
.

Additional reasons uhy the petition should be denied are set forth in the

com. cats of LeEccuf, Lamb, Leiby & MacRae, special counsel to the Authority,

and in the response of the Atemic Industrial Forum, of which the Authority ic

a member, with both of which ue concur.

.

.

.

.

t

.

9

.

#. 7

-

s
I; e

Y m



. .

Mr. L. J. Sirico, Jr.

Mr. M. H. Rogol
Public Interest Research Group-

1832 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Sirs:

This letter is in response to the petition for rulemaking submitted by

you on behalf of the Public Interest Research Group, et_ al., dated J

August 6, 1975. The petition sought the promelgation 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 l

Enclosure:
Federal Reois er Notice

1 Enclosure 'r."
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NUCLEARREGULATORYCOMMISSION-

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 fo'r rulemaking submitted to the Commission by letter

dated August 6, 1975, by the Public Interest Research Group, g 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, 1975.

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".as and the

public media; (c) conduct an actual public 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) dissemi.nated information explaining these plans through

|

| 1 Enclosure "D"

!

!



4

,. . .

.. . . . _ . . . . _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _

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 Par't 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 an additional

sixty-six signatures (in petition form) requesting that NRC revise its

regulations in accordance with the PIRG petition for rulemaking. Ten

letters were receivad which requested that NRC deny the petition; eight

of these were from utilities and two from law firms representing nine

utilities.

2 Enclosure "D"
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Because of the nature of the petition and the obvious role that local
,

and State governments must play in the implementation of any emergency

plan, the Commission in April 1976 requested coments from the governors

of the various States and Puerto Rico. The respondents included most of

the States and Puerto Rico. 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 recognized. In addition,

it was pointed out by the States that there existeo practical problems

such as costs and liability primarily associated with evacuation drills.

However, approximately 407. of the responding states did favor, in one

form or other, the dissemination of emergency preparedness information..

COMMISSION ANALYSIS

The Commission has analyzed the petition, comments of petitioners,

public coments received, and coments 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

(a) whether PIRG contentions are correct in that existing regulatoryare:

requirements in the emergency preparedness area are insufficient to

protect the public health and safety, and (b) whether incorporating ;he

3 Enclosure "D"
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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 cope with emergency situations.

In 1970, the Atomic Energy Commission codified its requirements for

plans to cope with emergencies in 10 CFR Part 50. These requirements,

represent current NRC policy with regard to emergency planning 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.

x
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 S 100.3(b) as one of the factors to be considered in determining the
Low Population Zone for siting purposes in 10 CFR Part 100.

,

4 Enclosure "D"
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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 from 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 action 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 local 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 this the Commission

notes that EPA has analyzed the inherent dangers involved with public

1

5 Enclosure "D"
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-8evacuation and has provided the following information. There are 2.4 x 10,

~7deaths per person-mile and 9 x 10 injuries per person-mile for transpor-

tation by automobile. If an evacuation (actual or drill) required an

-7evacuee to drive 20 miles, the risks would be approximately 5 x 10 of

-5death and 2 x 10 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
~IIreactor site as a result of a reactor accident is about,5 x 10 per

~4
reactor year of early death and 2 x 10 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 ab6ut 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 evacuation, the citizen should take in case of a nuclear

incident to each household, place of business, publ'ic 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

| 6 Enclosure "D"
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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 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 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
i

i

increased unnecessary casualties caused by misinterpretation of complex |

and v.ariable conditions in terms of the nature of the release and effect )
1

of meteorological conditions. However, it appears that a number of

.
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States feel that a more limited distribution of general information to
-

persons living close to the facility may be desirable.

For these reasons, the Commission does not consider that it is

advisable 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.

A third element that the petitioners request is that licensees and

applicants disseminate information 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. Information

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 threatening

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 modified to reflect minor day to day

changes. This detail can be provided to the Commission 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 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 life of the plant, the

NRC inspection program looks into the adequacy of the details of the
,

Dnergency Plan and the implementing procedures. Assurar.ca 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 procedures are

tested and evaluated for adequacy when actually used.

9 Enclosure "D"'
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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 Radiological 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 are 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 Interagency Emergency Preparedness Program includes
'

visits, at the invitation of a State, by a Federal Interagency Field

10 Enclosure "D"

s

. -

,- ., , ., . - . , .



,

..
.

. ..
. . . . . . . -

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 observations.

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 infuries 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 Regulatory Commission, therefore, denies the petition

for rulemaking. .

'

Copies of the petition for rulemaking an' d 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 ,197_.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Secretary of the Commission

i
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INDIVIDUAL ANALYSIS OF THE SPECIFIC ELEMENTS WITHIN THE

PETITION FOR RULEMAKING - ELEMENi #1, CHANGE 10 CFR PART 50

TO REQUIRE LICENSEES AND APPLICANTS TO PROVIDE FOR

WIDE DISSEMINATION OF EMERGENCY PLANS
i

Discussion

The Public Interest Research Group (PIRG) has filed with the Commission

a petition for rulemaking which, in addition to other items, has requested a

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."'

1 Enclosure "E"
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Likewise, to amend another 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 filed with this Commission pursuant to Section

50.43[.34](b)(6)(v) and Section 50.90, as updated, and shall be submitted

to this Commission 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 layout, 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 inspection.
,
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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
1

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. J

l

(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 (possibly financial, technical, etc.) with the appropriate

State agencies thereby enabling a State agency to prepare and distribute
I

emergency information and plans.
!

!

|
'

|
'

|
! .
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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 40-mile radius of the power plant.

e Con: (1) The method of dissemination of emergency plans for radiological

emergencies would be inconsistent with the method utilized for dissemina-

tion of emergency plans for nonradiological emergencies. '

(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, place of business,

public institution and other establishments within at least a 40-mile

radius of the facility.

Pro: (1) This certainly would provide full public dissemination of

emerg'ency plans.
,,

Con: (1) The responsibility for developing and promulgating emergency

information and plans outside of the plant site is not the responsibility

of the licensee but is the responsibility of State and appropriate local
,

J

f
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governments. State and local governments do have and do exercise the
.

legitimate police powers involved 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 plans for n)nradiological emergencies.
.

4

-t

.
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! INDIVIDUAL ANA:YSIS OF THE SPECIFIC ELEMENTS WITHIN THE

PETITION FOR RULEMAKING - ELEMENT #2, CHANGE 10 CFR PART 50

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 requested

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

oramekdedconstructionpermitoramendedlicense, provisional
3' 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 emerge'cy planning require thatn
-

nuclear facility licensees develop emergency plans pertaining to the

nuclear facility itself. Among other things, emergency plans would

include an evacuation plan for onsite personnel 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 ir.cl~ desu

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 Nuclear 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 explaining the

emergency plan 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 information explaining

emergency plans would improve the protection 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 |

l
~

the general means by which to avoid such a hazard if an accident occurred. I

Alternative 2. Require licensees and applicants to disseminate information

explaining the emergency plans through educational sources and the public

media including both printed and electronic media.

Pro: (1) This would provide educational information to the public in the

imediate area around a nuclear power plant. Thc 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 tha 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 50

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 addition 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:

1

'

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 evaguation 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 09 read:

1 Enclosure '!G"
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"(b) The Commission will not issue a license or amended license,
'

.

provisional or otherwise, until the applicant has
.

i. 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 least .10 miles. The sector will be chosen in conjunction with State

and local officials and this Ccmmission and shall be representative of

other sectors and contain a significant population."

State and local governments are responsible for developing ar.d

implementing emergency plans for areas outside 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. 10CFP.50,SectionIV.DofAphendixE

requires A

" procedures 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 of the principal officials,

by title and agencies."
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Orills 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-
-8tion and has provided the following information. There are 2.4 x 10

-7deaths per person-mile and 9 x 10 injuries per person-mile for transpor-

tation by automobile. If an evacuation (actual or drill) required an

-7evacuee to drive 20 miles, the risks would be approximately 5 x 10 of

-5death and 2 x 10 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"Il per reactor year
-9of early death and 2 x 10 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 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

drills would not improve actual evacuations and in fact might be counter

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 conduct actual public evacuation

drills.

pro: (1) There would be no added probability of death and/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. Require 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 to a limited extent, and

yet not endanger the public.

(2) This would be cheaper and safer for the public than an actual

public 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.

I
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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 to 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 reducing 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 involved

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 involved 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, and' State and local agencies.

(7) There would be substantial additional burden and effort to the'

NRC staff in approving the content of the evacuation plans.

1
i

4
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i
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INDIV10 VAL 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

THEIR 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 requested

that Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 be amended to 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 E to 10 CFR Part 50)

require that "The Final Safety Analysis Report shall contain 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 +4 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 detail 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 life of the plant, the NRC in:;pection program looks

into the adequacy of the details of the Emergency Plan and the implementing

procedures. Assurance is provided through tnese inspections that the

commitments made in the Emergency Plan 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 ir.plementing procedures are tested and evaluated for adequacy when
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actually used. Th'e staff concludes that Regulatory Guide 1.101, Annex A

adequately defines 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.

Alternative 1. Continue the present policy of not requiring 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-
'

ments 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 does 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 E to 10 CFR Part 50) to

| submit to NRC detailed emergency plans and implementation 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 licensing

staff.

<

|

o

j >
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SUMMARY OF ONG0ING NRC EFFORTS IN

THE EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AREA

There is no question that adequate emergency preparedness is essential

in providing assurance that the operation of a nuclear power plant poses 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 emergency preparedness.

1. Background:

On December 24, 1975, the Federal Preparedness Agency, General Services

Administration, published a Federal Register Notice of Interagency

Responsibilities, " 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 radiological incident emergency response planning, training

and assistance activities among Federal agencies, in providing guidance

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.

,

i

|
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2. Current Federal 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 results 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 license 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 State 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 the State and local
,

1

governments.

2 Enclosure "I"
u



, .

~

Federal Interagency Effort to Assist States

Notwithstanding the fact that statutory authority does not exist to

require these plans of States and 19 cal 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 developing

a series of Radiological Emergency Response Operations 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 radiclopcal erar'gency response plans.

Other Federal 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

technical 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 Ass,istance 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 nur' 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 State 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 Incidants--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.

5 Enclosure "I"
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3. 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 directly 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 standard drill and exercise scenarios for testing

and evaluating radiological emergency response plans.

b. Development of an expanded Federal Interagency radiological

emergency preparedness training program (operationally oriented)

for State and local government personnel.

c. Exoloration of a system to assist in the qualitative and

quantitative evaluation of State and local government radio-

logical emergency response plans.

6 Enclosure "I"
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d. 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.

e. Complete the development of technical guidance such as protective
.

action guides (EPA is developing protective action guides).

f. 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 witn an

operating nuclear facility.

g. Development of Radiological Emergency Instrumentation Guidance'

for States and local governments.

h. Development of guidance for developing and improving radiological

emergency response plans for transportation accidents involving

radioactive materials for States and local governments.

4. NRC Licensing Reouirements

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

7 Enclosure "I"
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for which there is a planning interface is also encouraged. Drills

are generally monitored by NRC inspection personnel.

The scope of the NRC inspection of licensee test exercises or
'

drills include evaluation of the following:

1. Determination of the extent of interfacing between State and

local agencies that are tested by routine drills.

2. Determination that major aspects of the plan are tested by the

drills.

3. Determination that the types and frequency 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.

All 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.

8 Enclosure "I"
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Ea'ch 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

licensee maintains an adequate state of emergency preparedness.

These emergency preparedness site inspections are conducted on an

annual basis and are divided among foer 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 gentral,

however, licensees have been responsive to taking the required

corrective actions without the need for enforcement action.
.

:

|

,

1

|
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y1 *. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSICH

j ..; * /j WASHINGTON. D. C. 20555

* ho *o

. %; W4]
.....

APR 4 1977

MEMORANDUM FOR: T. A. Rehm, Assistant to the Executive
Director for Operations

Strauss, General Counsel [ bFROM: Peter L.

SUDJECT: PIRG PETITION FOR RULEMAKING 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 required 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 s

634-1398

lIs-- /
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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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Revision 1

/g. asag$ U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION March 1977

M) REGULATORY GU'DE
% ....." OFFICE OF STANDARDS DEVELOPMENT

!

REGULATORY GUIDE 1.101
EMERGENCY PLANNING FOR NUCLEAR POWER P'. ANTS

A. INTRODUCTION B. DISCUSSION

Section 50.34, " Contents of Applications: The Commission's interest in emergency planning
,

Technical Information," of 10 CFR Part 50,"Licens- is focused primarily on situations that may cause or 1

ing of Production and Utilization Facilities," re- may threaten to cause radiological hazards affecting
quires that each appliccion for a license to operate a the health and safety of workers or the public or l

facility include in a Final Safety Analysis Report resulting in damage to property. Emergency plans
'

( FS A R), along with other information,the applicant's should be directed toward mitigating the conse-
plans for coping with emergencies, including the quences of emergencies and should provide
items specified in Appendix E," Emergency Plans for reasonable assurance that appropriate measures can
Production and Utilization Facilities," to 10 CFR and will be taken to protect health and safety and

* Part 50. Section 100.3 of 10 CFR Part 100 " Reactor prevent damage to property in the event of an
Site Criteria," in the definitions of exclusion area and emergency. Although it is not practicable to desclop
low population zone, establishes additional criteria a completely Jetailed plan encompassing every con- ;

for plans to cope with emergencies and serious acci- ceivable type of emergency situation, advance plan.
dents. ning, including the preparation of proceduresto imple-

ment the planning objectives and periodic testing by
Appendix E refers to a document entitled " Guide drills and exercises, can create a high order of

to the Preparation of Emergency Plans for Produc- preparedness and ensure an orderly and timely
tion ano Utilization Facilities,"' which was decision-making process at times of stress, as well as
developed to ielp applicants establish adequate plans the availability of necessary equipment, supplies, andS

for coping witi, emergencies. This regulatory guide services. !

provides more coi.plete guidance in developing the
emergency plans requireo m tne FSAR for nuclear An important element of emergency planning for
power plants. It describes a method acceptable to the nuclear power plants is the recognition of a need for
NRC staff for complying with the Comr.ission's active participation in the planning process by those
regulations with regard to the content of emergency who have emergency response roles. Federal, State,
plans for nuclear power plants, primarily in the and l'ocal agencies, as well as the !icensee, have
FSAR stage. Additional guidance in the overall area responsibile roles to play in both the planning and the
of emergency preparedness is under development and implementation of emergency preparedness
will be forthcoming. The Advisory Committee on procedures. Federal interagency responsibilities for
Reae:or Safeguards has been consulted concerning radiological incident emergency response planning
this guide and has concurred in the regulatory posi- were originally se: forth by the Federal Office of
tion. Emergency Preparedness (now Federal Preparedness

Agency, General Services Administration) in a
e["Ia be o$a"iIe*d by requE to the t S. Nuclear Federal Register Notice (38 FR 2356) published

.
'

'C
Regulatory Commission. Washington. D C. 20555. Attention: January 24, 1973. The Notice was revised as of
Director. Ofnce of Nuclear Reactor Regulanon. December M.1975, and published in the Federal
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Register (40 FR 248). The current Notice outlines C. REGULATORY POSITION
Federal agencies' responsibilities with respect to
radiological emergency response planning related to 1. Each apolieant's emergency plan should include
fixed nuclear facilities and to transportation acci. provisions for coping with emergencies, both within

,

,

dents involving radioactive materials. To a large ex- the boundary of the plant site and in the environs of
'

Tent, these responsibilities are directed toward a coor- the site. Responsibility for planning and
dination of Federal efforts to provide assistance to implementing all emergency measures within the site
State and local governments in their planning. This boundaries rests with the licensee. Planning and
policy is based on the recognition that State and local implementation of measures to cope with plant-
governments have the necessary authority to imple- related emergencies outside the site boundary with |
ment protective measures for the public in their particular emphasis on the low population tone I
jurisdictions. Although Federal agencies can and will should be a coordinated effort involving the licensee

respond to emergencies arising from nuclear power and local State, and Federal agencies having -

plant activities if necessary. such response should be emergency responsibilities. The emergency plan.

regarded primarily as supportis e of, and not as a sub- should describe the coordination of the arrangements

stitute for, responsible action by licensees and State and agreements between the licensee and these agen-
and local governments. The development of an effec- cies.

tive interface between the licensee and the State and
Iocal governments in radiological response planning 2. The scope and content of a nuclear power plant
,is therefore necessary.2 emergency plan should be substantially equivalent to

that recommended in Annex A. " Organization and
in the preparation of emergency plans for a specific Content of Emergency Plans for Nuclear Power

nuclear power plant. the applicant should be guided Plants." to this guide. To ensure organizational
by the followmg criteria to clarify the scope, content, proGeiency in coping with emergencies, provisions
and purpose of the document that describes the should be made for an annual review of the
E ' " *' emergency plan and for periodic testing, updating.

nd improving procedures based on training, drills.
I. Although considered a part of the Final Safety exercises, and changes on site or in the environs.

Analysis Report, the plans should be prepared and
maintained as a separate document.

3. Features and candidate subjects that should be

2. This document should be an expression of the considered in the preparation of specific procedures

overall concept of operation, which describes the es- for implementing the emergency plan are described in
sential elements of advance planning that have been Annex B," Implementing Procedures for Emergency

'

considered and the provisions that have been made to Plans." to this guide. Implementing procedures need

cope with emergency situations. It should incor- not be incorporated into the plan and are not re-
porate information about the emergency response quired to be submitted as part of the Final Safety
roles of supporting organizations and offsite agen. Analysis Report to the Commission. These
cies. That information should be sufncient to ensure procedures should, however, be available for review
coordination among the supporting groups and by the Office of Inspection and Enforcement during
between them and the licer.see. its prelicensing and routine inspections.

3. Details that can reasonably be expected t D. IMPLEMENTATION
change from time to time, e.g., names and telephone
numbers, specific items of equipment and supplies, The purpose of this section is to provide informa-
mventory lists, and step-by-step procedures or tion to applicants and licensees regarding the NRC
checklists that may be altered as a result of experience staff's plans for using this regulatory guide.
or test exercises, need not be mcorporated into the
plans submitted as part of the Final Safety Analysis
Report. However. detailed procedures that will en- This guide reDects current Nuclear Regulatory
sure timely and effective implementation of various Commission practice. Therefore, except in those
aspects of the emergency plan should be prepared. cases in which the applicant proposes an acceptable

M REG-W 11I "Iiwde and Checkhst ror the Development and t ons d M Gmmissmn s MgdahA & M o
Luluation of Mate and Local Gosernment Radiological described herein is being and will contmue to he used

,

Emergeng R esponse Plans in Support of Fixed Nuclear
Facil ties " in the evaluation of Final Safety Analysis Reports.

>
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ANNEX A

ORGANIZATION AND CONTENT OF EMERGENCY PLANS
FCR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

1. DEFINITIONS 2. SCOPE AND APPLICABILITY

This section should provide definitions of any This section of the plan should define the unit.
terms that are unique to the power plant under con- plant, station, or area to which the plan is applicable
sideration or are given connotations that differ from and present a sumn ary of the planN inter-
normally accepted usage. Listed below are some relationships with (1) its implementing procedures;
terms used in this guide along with the definitions (2) plant operating, radiological control, and in-
that should be applied to these terms when they are dustrial security procedures: (3) other emergency
used in emergency plans. plans of the company (e.g., an overall corporate

plan); and (4) emergency. plans of other participating
1.1 Assessment actions-those actions taken during agencies, particularly the responsible State agency or
or after an accident to obtain and process informa- other governmental authority having radiological
tion that is necessary to make decisions to implement emergency planning responsibilities in the immediate
specific emergency measures. offsite area.

I 2 Corrective actions-those emergency measures 3. SUMMARY OF EMERGENCY PLAN
taken to ameliorate or terminate an emergency situa-
tion at or near tre source of the problem in order to This section should describe the key elements of
prevent an uncontrolled release of radioactive overall emergency planning logic, incorporating

'
material or to reduce the magnitude of a release, e.g., graded emergency classifications of increasing
shutting down equipment, firefighting, repair and severity and their relationship to the participating
damage control. status of onsite and offsite personnel and agencies.

l.3 Protective actions-those emergency measures 4. EMERGENCY CONDITIONS
taken after an uncontrolled release of radioactive
material has occurred fo, the purpose of preventing 4.1 Classification System
or minimizing radiological exposures to persons that
would be likely to occur if the actions w ere not taken. An emergency plan should characterize several

classes of emergency situations. The system of clas-
1.4 Population at risk-those persons for whom sification employed should consist of mutually ex.
protective actions are being or would be taken. clusive groupings (to avoid ambiguity) but should

cover the entire spectrum of possible radiological
1.5 Recovery actions-those actions taken after the emergency situations. Succinct verbal rather than
emergency to restore the plant as nearly as possible to numerical or alphabetical classification designations
its preemergency condition. are recommended to give better immediate informa-

tion to personnel as to the scope and character of the
1.6 Protective action guides (PAG)-projected situation. The system of classification should be com-
radiological dose or dose commitment values to in- patible with the system used by the State and local
dividuals in the general population that warrant governments. Each class defined should be associated
protectise action following a release of radioactive with a particular set ofimmediate actions to be taken
material. Protective actions would be warranted to cope with the situation. (These actions should be
provided the reduction in individual dose expected to described in Section 6.) This section should note that
be achieved by carrying out the protective action is various classes of accidents require a graded scale of
not offset by excessive risks to individual safety in responses. For example, a fire may begin as a small
taking the protective action. The PAG does not in- problem but then increase in severity and therefore
clude the dose that has imavoidably occurred prior to move up from one class of accident to another.
the assessment.

Specific implementing procedures should be'

1.7 Emergency action levels-radiological dose prepared for each identified class of emergency (see
rates: specific contamination levels of airborne. Annex B).

- waterborne, or surface deposited concentrations of
radiostise materials; or specific instrument indica- An acceptable classification scheme is described in
tions (including their rates of change) that may be qualitative terms in Sections 4.1.1 through 1.1.5.This
used as thresholds for initiating such specific part of the emergency plan should describe the
emergency measures as designating a particular class criteria for characterizing each class and the criteria
of emergency, initiating a notification procedure, or or specific emergency action levels to be used to
imtiating a particular protective action. recognize and declare each class or subclass.

1.101-3^
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4.1.1 Personnel Emergency threats or civil disturbance:' severe natural
phenomena in the plant environment such as a flood.

This class involves accidents or occurrences onsite earthquake, tsunami. hurricane, or tornado: '

in which emergency treatn ent of one or more in- emergency situations such as nearby industrial or
dividuals is required. It includes those situations that forest fires; or release of a toxic or noxious gas in orhave no potential for escalation to more severe near the plant. This section of the emergency plan

~

emergency conditions. There may be no effect on the should identify specific candidate situations for
plant and immediate operator action to alter plant Emergency Ale:ts and the criteria that would be used
status is not necessarily required. A - Personnel to recognize and declare this class.
Emergency does not activate the entire emergency
organization but may activate such teams as the first
aid team. It may also require special local services such
as ambulance and medical. Emergencies in this class 4.1.3 Plant (Unit) Emergency

can reasonably be expected to occur during the life of
i the plant. This class includes pl ysical occurrences within the

plant requiring staff emergency organization
Implementing procedures for handling this class of response. The initial assessment leading to this class.

~

emergency may also be incorporated in the plant's should indicate that it is unlikely that an offsite
hazard will be created. H ow ever, substantialradiation protection procedures and general in-

dustrial safety procedures. modification of plant operating status is a highly
probable corrective action if it has not already taken

included in this class are injuries that may be com- place by the automatic protective systems. Although
plicated by contamination problems or excessive this class is associated with a judgment that the

,

radiation exposures to onsite personnel. emergency situation can be corrected and controlled
by the plant staff, notification of corporate head-

Recognition of this class of emergency is primarily 9.uarters and in turn, notification of appropriate off-
,

a judgment matter for plant supervisorv or manage. site gencies to alert them as to the nature and extent
ment personnel. Its importance as part of the clas- I the incident should be measures associated with

.

sification scheme rests to some extent on its this class. For example, incidents such as fires that
.

" negative" information content, viz, that the incident m y have a sigmficant potential for triggering a
giving rise to the emergency is restricted in its scope rele se f r dioactive materials to the offsite environs
of involvement. This section of the plan shoi. d should require that the beensee notify the principal
designate the classification criteria and should responsible State and local agency of the plant status.
enumerate discrete accident situations that could give The licensee would then recommend that the perti-
rise to the Personnel Emergency class. nent offsite agencies required to respond to a par-

ticular emergency be contacted, apprised of the situa.
4.I.2 Emergency Alert tion, and directed to assume an alert condition (short'

of mobilization) until further notice. The offsite agen-
This class invol es specific situations that can be cies would be expected to remain in this condition un-

recognized as creating a hazard potential that was til either the plant was verified to be in a safe condi-
previously nonexistent or latent. The situation has tion or until one of the other emergency classification
not yet caused damage to the plant or harm to per, categories was indicated, possibly requiring further
sonnel and does not necessarily require an immediate action by offsite emergency response personnel,
change in plant operatinF atus. Inherently, Protective evacuations or isolations of certain plant
however, this is a situation in .ach time is available areas may be necessary. This class of emergency can
to take precautionary and constructive steps to pre. also reasonably be expected to occur during the life of
vent an accident and to mitigate the consequences a plant.
should it occur. Emergency Alert situations may be
brought on by either manmade or natural Examples of situations that might fall into this
phenomena and can reasonably be expected to occur class are those accidents analyzed in the FSAR as
during the life of the plant. events that are predicted to have insufficient

radiological consequences offsite to warrant taking
Emergency Alert conditions imply a rapid transi, protective measures: Fires and explosions in the plant

tion to a str.'c of readiness by plan't personnel and having no radiological consequences offsite will
i possibly by offsite smergency support organizations, generally fall into this class, although they may also
l the possible cessation of certain routine functions or be treated as separate and distinct emergency clas- ,

! activities within the plant t.iat are not immediately es. sification categories.
sential. and possible frecautionary actions that 3
specific situation may require. Examples of situations D''is I measures to core with security incidents should be

| that should he placed m. this class are threats to or described in the facility physical *ccurity plan required pursuant to
r

breaches of plant security measures such as bomb in CFR 50 34c) and should be withheld from pubhc disclosure
rursuant to 10 CFR U90tdl
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quire ccrroborating evidence from two independentsources that provide input to the control room. Thei

|Activation levels for declaring Plant Emergencies-bases and criteria used to specify these emergency ac-should be based on (1) the recognition of an im- hip |

tion levels should be described and their relationsin-plant emergency }

to protective action guides explained.1icenseesshould use, and should recommend to local and State .
mediate need to implement

measures to protect or provide aid to affected personsin the plant or to mitigate the consequences of!

authorities for use, protective action guides incor- |damages to plant equipment; (2) a positive observa-porated in Federal agency guidance?i

tion that effluent and other radiological mon torsshow no indication of a possible Site Emergency; and4.1.5 General Emergency
(3) a positive observation that there is no apparent

Hypothetical accidents have been postulated that fbreach of any fuel cladding. primary system boun.
have the potential for serious radiological conse-dary, or containment. This section should describe
quences to public health and safety. Although the

d

the alarm conditions or combinations of alarm con i~tions and the emergency action levels for mitiating alikelihood of occurrence of such an event is extremely
,

low, emergency plans should include a GeneralEmergency class which provides for early warning ofPlant Emergency.
i s

the public and prompt initiation of protective act on4.1.4 Site (Station) Emergency' h ld
within the low population zone. Provision s oualso be made for modification or expansion ofEmergency situations more severe than plant

emergencies are not expected to occur during the lifeprotective actions, based on conditions prevailing atof a plant because of design features and other ih
the time of an accident, to include areas in wh c pro-measures taken ,to guard against their occurrence.jected doses to individuals would be likely to exceedNevertheless, it is considered necessary and prudentthe upper limits of protective action guides.to make provisions for a class that involves an un-

controlled release of radioactive materials into theEmergency action levels and other criteria fori i i l as-

, air water, or ground to an extent that the n t asessment indicates the advisability of consideringdeclaring a General Emergency should be specined inol
terms of information readily available in the contrprotectise action offsite. Mobilization and readiness f|
room. Such information should include the status oof principal offsite emergency organizations is arecommended measure. Protective actions are likelyengineered safeguards. The selection of the levels i
should be guided solely by postulated conditionsto include evacuation of plant areas other than con- l d to
within the plant * that would be likely to ea

trol rooms and emergency stations: they should in-clude, for example, the evacuation of constructionserious releases of radioactive products into the at-
mosphere. An acceptable planning basis is the most

personnel when additional units are under construc-tion on the same site. Associated assessment act onsserious design basis accident analyzed for siting pur-i

include provisions for monitoring the environment.poses.

Coordination with local authorities is an essentialSituations falling into this class include those acci- h

element of the planning for this class to ensure t eavailability of mechanisms foi early warning of thedents analyzed in the FSAR that could result in
releases of radioactive materials to the environment.
The releases would be of sufficient magnitude to war-ff it to public.
tant consideration of protective measures o s e 4.2 Spectrum of Postulated Accidents
minimize potential health hazards due to resultingabnormal levels of airborne or deposited radioactiveAccident analysis ections of Safety Analysis

Reports are primarily concerned with the designmaterials.* '

responses of a plant to postulated malfunctions orfailure and include estimates of theaction levels for declaring a Site
Emergency should be defined (1) in terms of instru-

Emergency

radiological consequences of discrete accidents. Bycontrast, emergency planning is concerned with in-
equipment

ment readings or alarms that annunciate in the con-f
trol room. including indications of the functioning odividual and organizational responses to the con-from effluent
safety systems and the readoutmonitors and (2) alternatively in terms of specific

ding
tinuum of potential accident situations, inclui d
those discrete accidents that have been hypothes ze .contamination levels in ervironmental media, e.g..
This section of the emergency plan should dewnbehow the postulated accidents are encompassed within

ry
water, soil, vegetation, milk. To avoid unnecessa
response to false alarms, the activation criteria for h ld

the emergency characterization classes and s oucontrol room monitors shoWd be defined so as to re-Erovide a summary analysis of their implications ford

emergency planning, implications to be considereshould include (1) instrumentation capability for
for the De.eloprnent of Radianen P>otec.

uon Standards..!'F.ert iederd Radianon Councd. Report No. 5. July
' '' * ' " "

IM. and Report No. 7, Ntay 1%5 prompt detection and continued assessment and C)
f

~\tanud of Protectne Acuon Gmdes and Protectne scuons orincidents" (Chapter 21. U.S Ernironmental ProtectionSee 10 CFR Part 100 footnote i to
4100.11

|
,
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5.3 Augmeltation cf Onsite Em:rgency Orginintion
manpower needs in relation to the anticipated se-'

, quence and timing of events. This section should describe two categories of off-
site support assistance to the plant staff emergency

5. ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROL OF
EMERGENCIES organization.

5.3.1 Licensee Headquarters Support
StaYting with the normal operating organization as

a base, this section of the plan should describe the Headquarters management, administrative, and
emergency organization that would be activated on technical personnel should be prepared to augment
the site and its augmentation and extension offsite. the plant staffin the performance of certain functions
Authorities and responsibilities of key individuals required to cope with an emergeacy. The following
and groups should be delineated. The communica. special functions are considered appropriate fortion links established for notifying, alerting, and headquarters support and should be incorporated in
mobilizing emergency personnel should be identified, the overall plan, although company policy and

organizational features may dictate variations in
5.1 Normal Plant Organization modes of assigning responsibilities for these functions

Both day and night shift staffs (crews) should be among headquarters personnel, plant staff personnel,

described, indicating clearly who is in the immediate and outside support organizations:

onsite position of responsibility for the plant or sta-
tion and his authority and responsibili.ty for declaring 1. Enviro,ns monitoring,

2. Logistics support for emergency personnel, e.g., 'an emergency.
transportation, temporary quarters, food and water,

5.2 Onsite Emergency Organization sanitary facilities in the field, and special equipment
and supplies procurement,

This section should describe the onsite emergency 3. Technical support for planning and
organization of plant staff personnel for both day reentry / recovery operations,
and night shift situations. 4. Notification of governmental authorities, and

5. Release ofinformation to news media during an
5.2.1 Direction and Coordination emergency coordinated with governmental

,~ .

The position title of that person onsite who is authorities. ;
designated to take charge of emergency control -

measures should be cleart, identified. A specific line The emergency organization status of supporting
of succession for this authority shou!d also be given. headquarters personnel should be specified, relative
A policy statement describing the scope of authority particularly to the person directing the plant
and responsibility vested in that role by the company emergency organization.
(applicant) should be included. Functional respon-
sibilities assigned to this individual should be

In some .mstances, companies may provide for cer-described.
tain emergency supporting services to their plants by

5.2.2 Plant Staff Emergency Assignments contracts with private organizations. Where this is
the case, the nature and scope of the support services

The plan should specify the organizational groups should be characterized here. (When such contractorsto which the following additional functional areas of are used, evidence of their qualifications may be re-
emergency activity are assigned, including an indica- quested.) Specific services by contractors should be
tion of how the assignments are made for both day identified at the appropriate places in the emergency
and night shifts and for plant staff members both on-
site and away from the site. Functional areas should plan.

include:
5.3.2 Local Services Support

! 1. Plant systems operations,

!
2. Radiological survey and monitoring, This section should identify the extension of the
3. Firefighting. organizational capability for handling emergencies to
4. Rescue operations. be provided by ambulance, medical, hospital, and
5. First aid, firefighting organizations. Evidence of the arrange-
6. Decontamination, ments and agreements reached with such organiza-[

|
7. Security of plant and access control, tions should be included in an appendix. This section
8. Repair and damage contro!.4 should contain references to that appendix and to the
9. Personnel accountability, parts of the plan in which the functions of these

10. Recordkeeping. and organizations are described.
-

|

11. Communications.
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5.4 Coordination with Participating Gmernment class and its associated emergency orgamzation. t he
additional measures may be organized into assew

Agencies ment actions, corrective actions, protective actions.
This section should idei.tify the principal State and aid to affected persons, where applicable to each

agency (designated State authority) and other class.

- geernmental agencies (local, county. State, and
Federal) having action responsibilities for 6.1 Activation of Emergency Organizativa

radiological emergencies in the area in which the
The emergency conditions classi6ed in Section 4.1plant is located. If the boundary line between two involve the alerting or activation of progressisely

political entities, e.g. counties or States, passes
larger segments of the total emergency organization.within the low-population zone or within approx- This section should describe the communication steps

imately four miles of the site, agencies from both taken to alert or activate emergency personnel under
governmental entities should be included. Subsec- each class of emergency, in particular. action levelstions for each such agency should include:' (based on readings from a number of sensors in-'

cluding the pressure in containment. the response of1. The identity of the agency.
2. A description of the authority and responsibility the ECCS. etc.) for notification of offsite agencies

of the agency for emergency preparedness planning should be described. The existence, but not the

and for emergency response, particularly in relation details, of a message authentication scheme should be

to those of the licensee and to those of other agencies. noted for such agencies.

3. A description for each agency of specific'

response capabilities in terms of the expertise of per- 6.2 Assessment Actions
sonnel and other organizational resources available.
Copies of written agreements with such agencies Effective coordination and direction of all elements

,

should be included in an appendix. The information of the emergency organization require continuing as-

should provide, clear concept of radiological sessment throughout an emergency situation. Thea
details of assessment functions should be incor-response operations.

4. Activation of the agency function, including ti- porated in explicit implementing procedures for each
ties and alternates for both ends of the communica- emergency classincation. This section should include,
tion links, and primary and alternative means of however, a description of the methodologies and
communication. Administrative control methods techniques to be used by the licensee. That descrip-
that will ensure the eflective coordination and control tion should give reasonable assurance that the
of the emergency activities of support organizations magnitude of releases of radioactive materials can he

should be established. determined, that the magnitude of any resulting
5. The designation and location of the Emergency radioactive contamination can be determined, that

Operations Center of each State / local government projected exposure to persons onsite or offsite can he
estimated, and that emergency action levels specifiedagency.
can be determined, all in a timely manner.

Typical agencies to be included here are law en-
6.3 Corrective Actionsforcement agencies, departments of health or en-

vironmental protection. civil defense or emergency / In some emergencv situations. actions can be taken
disaster control agencies, and the regional co- to correct or mitigate the situation at or near the
ordinating offices of USERDA,s Radiological As- source of the problem (for example, to prevent an un-
sistance Program. controlled release of radioactive materials or to

reduce the magnitude of a release). Such actions
6. EMERGENCY MEASURES should be considered as a supplement to design

features and as both a backup and an extension of
Specifie emergency measures should be identified dut matically imtiated actions. Proficiency in corree-

.,

in this section for each emergencr class and related to tive actions should constitute a major objectise of the.

action levels or criteria that' specify when the training eff rt and onsite drill program. This section

-

should identify those actions, e.g., fire control.measures are to be implemented.

The planning represented by this section should yepair, and damage control, that can and would be
implemented when necessary.

lead to more detailed emergency procedures and as-
signments for executing tasks by appropriate 6.4 Protective Actions-

members of the emergency organization. Emergency,

measures begin with the activation of an emergency This section should describe the nature of protec ,
tive actions for which the plan provides, the criteria 1

% an alternatne method of proudma the mformation requested
in these ubwstiont the appheant may choose to submit copies of *1f apphcable, reference should be made to the desripnon c.ined

sush nenuci ridiological emergency response plans as eudence
for m Regulatory Guide !?o. Section 9 51. " Fire Protestmn
Sy stem!of Aceptable coordmation
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foi implementing these protective actions, the area special equipment or scpplies. Measures that should
involved, and the means of notifying or warning the be consiriered for persons within the c?.clusion area

persons or population at risk. Describe also steps include:
taken (1) to provide to visitors to the plant or site and
(2) ta make available on request to occupints in the 1. Individual respiratory protection,

low population zone information concerning how the 2. Use of protective clothing, and

Emergency plans provide for notification to them and
3. Use of radioprotective drugs, e.g., individual

how they can expect to be advised what to do. thyroid protection.''

~ 6.4.1 Protective Cover, Evacuation, Personnel Ac. For each measure that might be used, a description
should be given of:countability

I. Criteria for issuance,The emergency plan should provide for timely
relocation of persons in order to prevent or minimize 2. Locations of items. and

3. Means of distribution.exposure to radiation and radioactive materials. The
following items should be included:

6.4.3 Contamination Control Measures

1. Plant Site Provisions should be made for preventing or
'

minimizing direct or subsequent ingestion exposure
a. Action criteria. to radioactive materials deposited on the ground or
b. The means and the time required to warn or other surfaces. Control of in-plant contamination

advise persons involved, i.e., should be described in specific radiological protec-
. tion procedures and need not be repcated here.

(1) Employees not hav.ing emergency assign-
ments. 6.4.3.1 Plant Site

(2) Workir.g and nonworking visitors,
(3) Contractcr and construction personnel, Protective actions within the ex:lusion area but

utside of fenced recurity areas should be described
I (4) Other persons who may be in the public and should melude, where applicable:

access areas on or passing through the site or within
the exclusion area * a. Isolation or quarantine and area r.ccess control,'

b. Control of the distribution of affected
c. Evacuation routes, transportation of person- agricultural products, including milk,

nel, and reassembly areas, including alternatives for c. Control of water supplies, and
inclement weather and high traffic density. d. Criteria for permitting return to normal use.

d. Missing persons check.
e. Radiological monitoring of evacuees.

Action criteria (Protective Action Guides) and-
responsibility for implementation of the measures

2. Offsite Areas. planned should be described.

a. Actions planned to protect persons in the low 6.4.3..' Offsite Areas"population zone and criteria for their implementa-

"' . The means and the time required to warn or Protective actions planned for the low population
b zone with provisions for extending such actions to

advise the persons mvolved, including: areas farther from the site boundary, if necessary.

(1) Businesses, property owners, and tenants should be, described and should include the same ele-
ments as in 6.4.3.1 above.

(2) Schools or recreational facilities: and
(3) General public.

6.5 Aid to Affected Perso<mel
6.4.2 Use of Onsite Protective Equipment and

Sup$es This section of the emergency plan should describe
measures that will be used by the licensee to provide

Additional protectise actions that should be con. necessary assistance to persons injured or exposed to

sidered in emergency planning include measures for radiation and radioactive material. The following
minimizing the effects of radiological exposures or matters should be included: ,

contammation problems bs the onsite distribution of
" 'The U.S Food and Drug Adminntration n present!) descioping

g

I *If the information requested here is included in corws of guidance for the use of radioprotectne drugs.
radioloeiul emergeno respor.se plans of appbcable gasernment
agencies bee inun ite to Section 14), a need not be repeated Reier to footnote to Section a 4 !.:.

!
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h uld be

should also be described. Their locations s orelated to the reactors. prevailing wind direct on. ai nd

6.5.1 Emergency Personnel Exposure
evacuation routes.

This should specify exposure guidelines for entry
I

or reentry to areas in order to (!) remove injured7.2 Communications Sptems

This should give brief descriptions of both onsite
Ex-

persons and (2) undertake corrective actions. guidelines should also be specified forincluding
and offsite communications systems,id i d to

j emergency personnel who will be providing first a , decontamination, ambulance, or medical treatmentredundant power sources that would be requ reperform vital functions in transmitting and rece s
posure i ing

fhow gency.

services to injured persons and a description oMethods forinformation throughout the course of an emer
these guidelines will be implemented.

permitting volunteers to receive radiation exposuresin the course of carrying out lifesaving activities7.3 Assessment Facilities
should ensure expeditious decisionmaking anMany of the emergency measures described in Sec-

da
li f monitoring

tion 6 will depend on the availabi ty oinstruments and laboratory facilities. This sect onreasonable balance of relative risks." i

b ed to
should list monitoring systems that are to e us6.5.2 Decontamination and First Aid be

init5te emergency measures, as well as those to
Capabilities for decontaminating personnel should

h ld be
used for continuing assessment. The listing s ou

be included, along with a brief description of first aidbers of
training and capabilities of appropriate mem

organized as follows:

the emergency organization. 7.3.1 Onsite Systems and Equipment

6.5.3 Medical Transportation l Geophysical phenomena nonitors,
e.g..

meteorological, hydrologic, seismic,Arrangements for transporting injured personnel,2. Radiological monitors, e.g., process, area,and portable monitors andt minated, to

who may also be radiologically con amedical treatment facilities should be specified.emergency efnuent.

sampling equipment.3. Process monitors, e.g., reactor coolant systemd

6.5.4 Medical Treatment pressure and temperature. containment pressure anor lineup

Arrangements made for local and backup hospitaltemperature, liquid levels, now rates, statush

and medical services and the capability for t eof equipment components.h ld 4. Fire detection devices.evaluation of radiation exposure and uptake s ou
7.3.2 Facilities and Equipment for Offsitei

be described.

For both hospital and medical service, the planMonitoringh
should incorporate assurance not only that t e re-1. Geophysical phenomena monitors.

quired services are available, but also that personsproviding them are prepared and qualified to han edl 2. Radiological monitors.
3. Laboratory facilities, fixed or mobile.ith

radiological emergencies. Written agreements wto arrangements made by the app can7.4 Protective Facilities and Equipment
li t

respect
should be included in the appendix. ties and equipment that are intended

.

described.Specific facih. .

7. EMERGENCY FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENTto serve a protective function should beThe description of shelter or assembly areas should
This section of the emergency plan should identify,emphasize those features that ensure their adequacyd ti g theb

with respect to their capacity for accommo a nj describe briefly, and give the locations of items to enumber of persons expected and with respect to
I used or maintained by the licensee. Where ap.propriate, references may be made to applicable sec-

i i
shielding, ventilation, and inventory of suppl es, n-|for ad-

cluding. for example respiratory protection. protec-tive clothing, portable lighting, and communicat ons 'tions of the Final Safety Analysis Report i
d j

equipment. If design and other details are provideelsewhere in the Final Safety Analysis Report,on y a
ditional detail. , l

7.1 Emergency Control Centers

This should include the principal and, if providedbrief summary need be given.
I

for, alternatise onsite locations from which effective
emergency control direction is given.One alternat ve7.5 First Aid and Medical Facilitin

i
li t

offsite location under the jurisdiction of the app can
ld

A summar) description of onsite facilities shou
be provided. (Offsite medical facilities should he- Nanonal Council on Radution Protecuon and Measurementsu n Cntena." is-

NCRD Report No 39. " Basic Radiauon Protec o[
99 tot

i sued January is.197t. pages
|
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This plan should also provide for quarterly drills
identified in the appendix (Section 10 of Annes A to . for fire team (fire brigade) members, annual fire

,

'

emergency drills containing provisions for a par-this regulatory guide) along with the agreements
ticipation by an offsite fire department. and annual

,'

prosiding for their use.)
drills of repair and da nage control teams. These
should be conducted as realistically as is reasonably7.t> I,Jamage Control Equipment and Supplies
possible. Provisions should be made for critiques of
all drills and exercises. Training should includeA summary description of onsite damage control

equipment and supplies should be provided. delineation of methods to evaluate its effectiveness
,

and to correct weak areas through feedback with
8. MAINTAINING EMERGENCY emphasis on schedules, lesson plans, practical train-

PREPAREDNESS ing, and periodic examinations.

This section of the plan should dscrioe the means 8.13 Emergency Planning Coordinator
to be employed to ensure that the plan will continue
to be effective throughout the lifetime of the facility. It is suggested that licensees establish and maintain

,

'

on the normal plant operat g staff an Emergencyi
8.1 Organizat.ional Preparedness Planning Coordinator whose responsibility should

include the coordination of offsite emergency plann-
ing efforts. Principal duties of this position may be

o8.1.1 Training

This should include a description of specialized in- described in this section.itial training and periodic retraining programs to be
provided to each of the following categories of 8.2 Review and Updating of the Plan and Procedures'

emergency personnel:
Provision should be made for an annual review ofI. Directors or coordinators of the plant the emergency plan and for updating and improving

emergency organizationble for accident assessment.procedures to incorporate results of training and
,

drills and to account for changes onsite or in the en-.. Personnel responsi
meluding control room shift personnel. virons. Means for maintaining all coordinate ele-

3. Radiological monitoring teams. ments of the total emergency organization informed
4. Fire control teams (fire brigades). of the plan and revisions to the plan or relevantfor5. Repair and damage control teams. procedures should be described. Provisionsi

6. First aid and rescue teams. reviewing and updating all written agreements at
7. Local services personnel. least every two years should be included.
8. Medical support personnel.
9. Licensee's headquarters support personnel. 83 Maintenance and Inventory of Emergency Equip-

8.1.2 Drills and Exercises .
ment and Supplies

This section should describe provisions for the con- The operationai readiness of allitems of emergency
duct of periodic drills and exercises to test the ade-equipment and supplies should be ensured. The,

provisions for performing maintenance, surveillanceand content of implementing
'

quacy of timing testing, and inventory on emergency equipment andprocedures and methods to test emergency equip-
ment, and to ensure that emergency organization per-supplies should be described.
sonnel are familiar with their duties. Preplanned
descriptions or simulations of accidents or similar 9. RECOVERY
events should be used to prepare scenarios ap. This section should describe general plans, in-propriate to'the objectises of each drill or exercise.ciuding applicable criteria, for restoring the plant as

The plan should provide for an initial exercise nearly as may be possible to a safe status.
prior to loading of the Hrst unit at any site and for an-
nual exercises thereafter using scenarios appropriate 10. APPENDlXto the Site Emergency or General Emergency clas-
sincations of Section 4.1. Each of these exercises
should contain provisions for coordination with and

The appendix should include the following items:

participation of olfsite emergency personnel, m-1. Copies of agreement letters with offsite
ciuding those of State and local government agencies.emergency response supporting organizations and
Each exercise should test, as a minimum, the com-
munications links and notification procedures with

copies or summaries of referenced interfacing

those offsite agencies to demonstrate that capabih ,1emergency plans.

for early warnmg of the pubhc is mamtained. 2. Plots of calculated time-distance-dose for the
,

see ako Rentaton omae i i:n." Fire Protecoon Gmdehnes formost serious design basis accident as called for in the
~ i;

,

Nuclear Po*er Pbnt- |
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5. Listings by general category of emergene) kits.
latest revision of Regulatory Guide 1.70, " Standard protective equipment, and supplies that are stored
Format and Content of Safety Analysis Reports for and maintained for emergency purposes. A detailed
Nuclear Power Plants," Section 13.31.a. -1.b, and catalog of individual items should not be included in
- 1.c.

3. A map or maps, drawn to suitable scale and
clearly legible, that reDect the information called for

The written procedures themselves and a detailedin Regulatory Guide 1.70, Section 13.3-6.a. and -6.b.,
and display the exclusion area and low population catalog of protective equipment and supplies should

zone boundaries. be available at the plant site for mspection at any
time by a representative of the Commission's Office

4. Listings, by title, of written procedures that of Inspection and Enforcement.
implement the plan.

s

O

i

1

s
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ANNEXB.

IMPLEMENTING PROCEDURES FOR EMERGENCY PLANS
,.

This annes provides guidance regarding the order and logical sequence. The instructions should
, preparation and content of procedures that imple. be sufficiently detailed for a qualified indi.idual to )

ment the emergency plan. perform the required actions without supervision but
need not provide a completely detailed description of

1. CONTENT AND FORMAT OF PROCEDURES the actions, methods, or processes.

This section describes desirable features that if the user is given the latitude to exercisejudgment
should be incorporated. where appropriate, into in- in implementing specific actions or parts of the
dividual implementing procedures. procedure, guidelines should be provided in the

I.I Organization and Responsibilities
1.4.3 Cautions and Precautions .

Each procedure should specify the individual or !

organizational element having the authority and important steps or precautions should be noted or i

responsibility for performing specific critical tasks highlighted withh the procedure.
covered by the procedure.

1.4.4 References
'

1.2 Action Leiels
When procedural steps require other functions or,

Emergency action levels and protective action jobs to be performed. the controlling procedure
guides should be specified in procedures along with should contain the reference to other applicable
the emergency actions or protective actions required procedures.
and the individuals or organizational units responsi-
ble for their implementation. l.4.5 Signoff Sheets and Checklists

I.3 Actions b,s Support Agencies Complex or lengthy controlling procedures should
have provisions for signoff sheets or checklists to

The specific actions to be performed by support document the fact that required actions have been
groups should be identified in the procedures deahng taken or have been completed. Examples include
with their activities. If the emergency actions per- notification call lists and personnel accountability !

formed by these groups require coordination with checks.
other elements of the emergency organization, the ,

particulars and requirements of this coordination 2. SCOPE AND IMPLEttENTING
should be specified in the controlling procedure. PROCEDURES

1.4 Procedure l'ormat 2.1 Immediate Action Procedures

A rigid format for implementing procedures is not
. There should be a separate procedure for eachsuegested in this guide. An acceptable format should

diEplay the action steps so the user of the procedure identified class of emergency to specify and imple-
can clearls understand his duties. The format of ment the preplanned response actions required for

rocedures that specify immediate actions to be taken that emergency condition. Each procedure should (1)
'has special significance because the user needs brief clearly identify the action level, the protective action
and explicit instructions that can be followed easil. guide. or the conditions for declaring the emergency
and quickts.

~ c ndition:(2) list by priority the individuals and eie-
'

ments of the emergency ceganization that are to be
1.4.1 Conditions and Prerequisites notified and mobilized; an J 13) specify the emergency

actions that are to be taken by designated individuals
Each procedure should explain the prerequisites and elements of the emergency organization. Com-

and conditions tb 2t should exist before the specified munications procedures should require formality,
actions or operations are performed. These should be acknowledgements of orders and reports, designation
in the form of action levels or protectise action of relative priority of communications with the scene
guides. of the emergency, site emergency control center, con-

trol room. outside activities. etc. Effective methods
1.4.2 Actions and Limitations for rapid internal and external transmission ofinfor- !

mation mar include prepositioned messages (fill in
Procedures should present the required actions in a the blanks in specified sequence); instructions for use

; succinct and concise manner and in step-by-step of soice (telephone and radio transmission) and

1.101-12
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The procedures should designate individuals hav. -

,

telewire facsimile ITWXh use of manual statusing the responsibility of accounting for personswithin the site. The
boards for details of the emergency; and use of maps.

I

within areas and buildmgs
procedures should contain appropriate checksheets

'

;

charts. and plant con 6guration drawings for site and
and signoffs and should provide for repating of in-local areas required by Annet A.10.3.
formation to the central authority in charge of the

|

1
,

-

2.2 Emergency Action Procedures emergency response actions.

The following sections list subjects that should be 2.2.6 Assessment Actions
covered by written procedures. The titles of specific

Procedures should describe the system for gather-

,

|
as well as their contents, may vary

procedures,among licensees, but the actions or subjects describeding information and data on which to base decisions
should be covered within the group of to escalate or deescalate emergency response actions.

They should identify the types and sources of infor-mation available such as control room radiological
below
procedures that implement the emergency plan.

2.2.1 Notifications and meteorological instruments and radiation and
contamination level as defined by in-plant, site boun-

Call lists to alert and mobilize the emergency dary, and onsi:e and offsite surveys. The procedures'

organization and supporting agencies should beshould specify action levels (based on readings from a
specified for each identified class of emergency. If callnumber of sensors, including the pressure in contain.
lists are not too lengthy or complex, they should bement, the response of the ECCS, etc.), protective ac-
incorporated into the immediate action procedure. tion guides, and other guidelines as a basis for deci-

sions to initiate emergency measures and actions or
2.2.2 Radiological Surveys to terminate or otherwise modify emergency actions

in progress. The procedures should assign respon-
;

Procedures should specify the methods, and sibilities for gathering and using assessment data andif feas,ible, for emergency
preplanned locations
radiological surveys in the plant and in the environs information.,

of the plant. The procedures should include or refer 2.2.7 First Aid and Niedical Careto requirements for providing collected data and in-
formatian to the individual or orgamzational element The procedures that specify the methods and in-
responsible for emergency assessment functions. structions for receiving, transporting, and handling

njured persons and providing for their medical treat-
2.2.3 Personnel Ntonitoring and Decontamination ment should specifically include the precautions and)

spec al handling requir'ed for contaminated patients.
The procedures should require monitoring of .

m-
The procedures should cover separately the provi-

dividuals leaving restricted areas or other areas
known or suspected to be.. contaminated. The sions for and use of medical treatment facilities in
procedures should specify contamination levels thatboth onsite and offsite areas.

,

require decontamination actions. They should also2.2.8 Firefighting
include or refer to decontamination procedures for

'

I

various types and levels of radioactive contamina- In addition to the normal hazards of firefighting
such as name, heat smoke, toxic gas, structuraltion.
failure electric shock, etc., the procedures should [

!

2.2.4 Evacuation of Onsite Areas also coser precautions for fighting fires involving |

Procedures for evacuation should . include the ac-radioactive materials and for situations where
tion levels that require evacuation of specified areas,

f relighters may otherwise be exposed to radiation.
They should cover the responsibilities and

buildings, and the site. Primary and secondary capabilities of both in-house and offsite firefightingevacuation routes and assembly areas should be teams and equipment. They should include specific
designated. These procedures should refer to or beinstructions for monitoring the exposure to radiation
related to those procedures for personnei account- of offsite personnel involved in firefighting.
ability and personnel monitoring.

2.2.9 Reentry
2.2.5 Personnel Accountability

Procedures and guidelines should be developeJ for
A method of personnel accountability should be reentry to previously evacuated areas for the pur-

specified in procedurcs to ensure that, at all times, allposes of saving fises, search and rescue of missmg
within the site conGnes and areas and and injured persons. or manipu ation. rmair, orindividuals

within the site are warned of imminent recovery of critical equipment or systems. apecificbuildings
threats or hazardous conditions and evacuated fromguidelines should be included in these procedures for
affected areas if required.

'~~
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maximum emergency rediation exposures for teentry'
strumentation should be prepared and stored with

..

the equipment. Procedures should include inventoryand rescue personnel. Procedures should be lists of kits, equipment, and instruments and provi- ;

developed for permitting voluntary acceptance of sions for periodic inventory, inspection, calibration.
!

emergency exposure for lifesaving actions.
and maintenance.

|

21.10 Plant Security
'

The normal plant security procedures should
provide for security and access control during The training program for the emergency organiza-

emergency conditions and should include provisions tion should be documented in the form of schedules
for unencumbered access by emergency vehicles and and lesson plans or lesson outlines. The program

should include training for licensee employees and
personnel. for offsite organizations and personnel who are to

provide support in the emergency response. The2.2.11 Recovery
training for offsite personnel who may be required to I

I

Action levels and guidelines should be developed enter the site should typically include familiarization
for restormg operations and property as nearly as with the site and instructions on site procedures
possible to a safe status. The less complex operations necessary for their safety and for their effective inter-
such as personnel emergencies and emergency alerts face witti onsite persomiel. Offsite personnel training
should require only brief recovery action procedures. may include emergency dosimeter issue procedures,
The more complex emergency operations, however. fire' main connection locations. vehicle access routes, '

(site and general emergencies, for example) will and plant alarms.
generally require correspondingly complex recovery
actions. It is not practicable to plan detailed recovery Training should include delineation of methods to
actions for all conceivable situations, but procedures evaluate its effectiveness and to correct weak areas

,

that melude at least the imtial plannmg considera- through feedback with emphasis on schedules, lesson
,

tions for recosering, repairing. decontaminating, etc., plans, practical training. and periodic examinations.
potentially affected portions of the facility should be

# 'I P'
~

2.3.5 Tests and Drills

During onsite recovery operations, personnel ex- Procedures should provide for practice drills that ,

'

posures to radiation should be maintained within 10 use detailed scenarios to test both specific procedures
CFR Part 20 limits. and implementation of the major aspects of the

emergency plan. The scenarios should be planned
2.3 Supplemental Procedures simulations of emergency situations, and they should

be approved by plant management after they have
This section lists subjects for procedures that sup- been reviewed for scope and adequacy. $

plement those covering emergency response actions,
The specific titles and contents may vary, but the The procedures should consider the utility of
described subjects should be covered in the licensee's testing on both an announced and unannounced
procedural system. basis.They should require the use of an observer staff

during the conduct of test drills and should contain
2.3.1 Communications provisions for appropriate checklists or critique
Procedures should be available for activating. sheets to be used by the obserser staff.

Ioperating testing. and maintaining the emergency
communications systems.

3. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PROCEDURES
2.3.2 Documentation and Records

The procedural system used by licensees should
Procedures should include requirements for contain written rules and instructions governing the

recording the implementation and completion or ter- writing, revising. and updating of implementing
mination of emergency response actions. logging as. procedures. The instructions should specify the
sessment data, reports of personnel accountability, methods to be used to ensure that procedures, revi-
and maintenance of required records and logs. sions. and changes are reviewed for adequacy ap-

proved for use, and distr:buted to user organizations
2.3.3 Equipment and Instrumentation and individuals having the responsibilits for~

Operating instructions for equipment ar.d m-
implementing the procedures.

1.101-14
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