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Exercises” by Science Applications,
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ewing the above material one can only be convinced of the
nflicts in guidance and its interpretation for nuciear plant

offsite emergency plans. For exampie:

[ 18

NUREG 0396 clearly states that the emergency pianning
zone for inhalation is ten miles, while the worst acci-
dent example given in the NRR document would indicate
that five miles is as far as one should go.

In assessing the off site consequences of any release, we
make our first, but conservative, estimate based on the
35% worst meterological conditions applicable for the given
distance and wind speed. This was on the advice of the
AEC staff and [ believe still continues to be the staff
recommendation. [f one uses the example releases given

in NUREG 0610 for a site emergency, then an evacuation
would be required; yet this is not even a suggested
state/local action for consideration. The only suggested
action is for milk control for up to two miles. [ suggest
that in view of NUREG 0396 even this is inadeguate.

Using the same dose estimation technigue described in

2, the General Emergency given in the same document would
require evacuation in excess of 10 miles or well in excess
of that given in the exampies in the document.
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4, NUREG 0396 gives scoping guidance for emergency pianning for
those states desiring concurrence. As a part of this con-
currence, states have suggested that an exercise should be
held to show that the necessary resources are available ang
can be deployed. The 0SP document is a draft of a testing

g

scenario. [f we use this scenario, a3 few problems arise.

(a) Using our methods of calculating doses for determining
protective action particulates are not considered. I[n fact,
no federal agencty nas adopted a generally accepted method of
gestimating deposition of such particulates. Since no one has
an agreed method for such problem, why was it included in the
scenario?

(b) The source of these particulates is not clearly expressed
in the OSP document and may be an artifact of a computer code
used for larger or different accident scenarios. This is key
to determining whate isotopes may be present in any contamina-
tion.

(c) We know of no federal gquicance to take protective actions
for human and land contamination from these particulates.

(d) NUREG 0396 states that special planning or resources
should not be provided. As [ read the OSP document [ would
be guilty of malfeasance if these particulates are expected
but [ haa not advised the nfficials and assured adequate de-
contamination facilities 'ere available along with temporary
clothing for those decontaminated. I[f it is not reasonable
to expect and plan for such particulates, why is it in

the testing scenario? To embarrass the state/local officials!

[t seems ridiculous to have the plan written to one criteria and the test
of the plan to another criteria. Further, various groups within the NRC
staff are telling the facility licensee that state/local plans must meet
different criteria. This is very confusing to everyone because as soon as
we think we know what to do, someone else says something different. Please
use whatever influence you have to stop this and have one set of criteria
used by all staffs. Further, this criteria should have been published for
comments prior to its use and as far as [ know the only such guidance is
75/111 and 0396.

Thank you,

A AR

Aubrey V. Godwin, Director
Oivision of Radiological Health

AVG: aa 205-832-5990
cc: [0AC
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Iz. REACTCR SITING
The reac+tor siting stace of the NRC licensing preocess
plays a critical role 1n emergency zlanning and preparscness.

Reactor siting is the process of determining feasible loca-
sions for power reactors, and is lmportanc both to safe
reactor cperation and emergency planning. Whether a reactor
is built in an earsaguaka cor flood-prone area, for example,
directly affects its prospects for continued safe operation.
whether it is built near populaticn centers directly afiects
the feasibility of off-site protective action in the event
of an emergency, as well as the extent of the treat to
public health an accicent might create.

me NRC controls siting decisicns for nuclear reactors
by criteria set forth ia the Code of Federal Regulatiocns,
Volume 10, "Part 100."1/ With respect to locating reactors
near pcpulated areas, Part 100 establishes a two=-step decision=-
making procecure. The Zfirst step involves mathematical
cemputations of potential fission product releases frcm
proposed reactors. The possible impact of those fissicn
sroduct releases on densely sopulated areas determines
whether the reactar weuld be too clese to those areas. The
second step, if necessary, is the review of specilic site
characteristics.2/

In the first step of the procedure, the NRC assesses
the maximum fis~ion product release that would be caused by
a major accident. This information, in turn, directly
determines the size of the LPZ, which is defined as an area
containing "residents, the total aumber and density of which
are such that there is a reasonable probability that appro-
priate protective measures could be taken in their behalf the
event of a serious accident."3/ The proximity of the P2 o
*sopulation centers” finally dictates site suitability =-=- no
reactor may te constructed in a location closer to the
~earest boundary of any "populaticn center” than a distance
equaling 1 and 1/3 times the L2Z radius., For purpcses of
the NRC provision, a "pepulatiocn center” is an area with
25,000 or more inhabitants.

™he foundaticn on which this decision-making process is
built is =he evaluatiocn of the postulated major accident
from which a fission product release would result. The NRC
has established nine classes of postulated accidents, th
review of which is instrumental in establishing performance
standards for engineered safety fesatures.i/ The classes cf
the accidents are ranked in ascending order aceording to the
seriousness of their potential environmental consequences
and probable cccurrence rates.3/ Class 1 accidents are
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based on small system perturbaticns that result in insig-
nificant health and safety consequences. Class 9 accidents,
the mCst serious group, are characterized by successive
system failures more severe than thcse considered by pro-
tective systems designers or safety engineers. The most
serious radiation release and adverse health consegquences
would be expected to result from the occurrence of a class 9
accident.6/

Class 8 accidents include a spectrum of postulated
"loss-of-cocolant accidents® (LOCAs), those in which various
pipe breaks would, without replenishment of coolant, result
in total or partial interruption of reactor ccolant flow to
the core.7/ The NRC analyzes this postulated range of LOCAs
as part of its standard review of facility design.8/ 1If the
analysis of these LOCAs, based on conservative assumptions,3/
indicates that they would not produce radiological conse-
quences at the proposed LPZ boundary in excess of the
substantial Part 100 exposure limits, the propesed LPZ will
Se accepted.l0/

In a class 9 accident, the designed safety systems are
sresumed to fail. However, the NRC does not use class 9
accicdents which would result in more substantial radiation

releases into the environment than class 8 LCCAs, as the

tasis for siting determinations. Nor does it use them for
establishing perfcrmance standards for reactors, having
taken the view that, due o the NRC's "defense in depth”
regulatory approach, the likelihood cof the occurrence of a
class 3 accident is extremely remote.ll/ The TMI accident,
however, has now been classified by the NRC as a class 9
accident.l2/

Because the calculation of the LPZ is based in large
part on the designed reactor safeguards, it is possible for
an applicant to recduce the size of the zone if its border is
too close to a populaticn center. The applicant can do so
by supplementing the plant design by adding mcre reactor
safeguards, thereby reducing the design basis accident's
(DBA) postulated fission product release and, in turn, the
L?Z itself.1l3/ This situation arose concerning the Seabrock,
N.H., nuclear plant. The reactor was alreadv under construc-
ticon when it was objected to as being tco near to the
recreational shoreline, a "densely populated area” under NEC
requlations. Reactor safeguards, however, permitted a
reduction of the L27 sufficient to exclude the shoreline.li/

A fundamental problem in the NRC regulatory agproach
that affects emergency preparedness is that the LPZ Soundary
is determined under postulated accident conditions with
reference to a standard that permits a substantial dcse of

radiation to an individual. An agplicant is required to
deternmine:
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sene (€ such size that an
individual lccated at anvy point on its cuter
soundary who is expcsed =0 the radicactive
cloud resulting from tae postulated £ission
product release (during the entire period of

its passage) would not receive a tozal rad-
iation dose to the whole body in excess of

25 rem or a total radiation dose in excess of
300 rem to the thyroid from iodine exposure.lda/

A low pepulaticn

1¢ the postulated €¢igsion product release were actually to
ident that perscns cutsicde

cccur at these levels, it is ev
«he LPZ would receive sericus doses of radiztion. The
£€acts of a release pevyond the LPI and the preparecness
with those effects should

of off-site organizations to cope
be a central concern nf the regulator, but pricr to the

™I accident, they clearly were not.

prior to the accident at three Mile Island, the NRC
staff had adopted the pesition that »a distance of 2
miles to the outer moundary of the low populaticn zcne

is usually adequate."15/

Even with the substantial dos
for determining the LPZ soundary, the

es of radiation postulated
NRC regulatory approach
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£o si:é&ag Teactors nas resulsed in scme LP7s of less than a
aile il Tadius.l6/ In the ecase cf T™MI-2, the L2?2 was
established at 2 miles.l?/ Since a reactor with an L2Z of 2
miles cin be constructed 2-2/3 miles from the "censely
sepulated boundary*l18/ of a majer populaticn area, TMI-2 is
2.2 miles from Middlstcown, which is not a major pepulation
area, and 10 miles frem Harzisburg, which had at the time of
Siting a population of 63,000.13/ The estimated population
©f the 50-mile area zzmcdia:oli_kurroundiaq TMI is nearly 2
millicn. The TMI-2 applicaticn predicted that that figure
w¥culd increase tu over 3 aillion during the 30-year life of
the facility., The Proxinity of reactors to large population
centers is nct unusual -- 10 millicn people live withia 20
miles of a nuclear Teactor.20/ This regulatory approach has
crawn criticisa from both within and outside the NRC.21/

The NRC approach so Teactor siting has complicated the
preblems of planning for and responding to radiclegical
incidents at nuclear Power plants. Under this approach, the
NRC and the AEC hefore it have Placed reactors in locatiens
where emergency response nmight be extremely difficuls.
Cormenting on this problem, Rcbert Ryan, director of the
NRC's Cffice of State Prograns, which has respensibilities
for eénergency planning, described his rfeacticn to the siting
of New Yerk's Iadian Point nuclear power complex, which has
three reactors:

I think it is insane to have a three-unit reactor on
the Hudson River in Westchester County, 40 miles {rom
Times Square, 20 miles from the Bronx. And if you
describe that S0-mile circle, as I said before, you've
got 21 =million pecple. And that's crazy. I'm sorry. I
just don't think that that's the right place to put a
auclear facility.

And it was kad encugh to put one in, but subsequently
they put another in and then yet another.... [I]t's a

nightmare from the point of view of emergency p:cpa:cdnoss.ggf

It should be noted .at the siting regulations dis-
regard Post-licensing cha.ges in land use. Even if an area
qualifies at the time of licensing as a sparsely populated
fegion in which an evacuatien Or other protective action
could be carried ocut successiully, there is no Guarantee
that the area will maintain that character over tizne. 1In
Tany cases, pcpulation concentrations can increase in areas
fear reactors to the point that original siting assumptions
beccme invalid. Althocugh the NRC has been aware of this
problem, its regqulations do not address it.23/

The NRC has Tecently becun to review its approach
through task forces. The NRC Siting Policy Task Force, the



fizst NRC group siace 1362 formally %o evaluate siting
Folicy,24/ reccmmended in August 1379, that the LPZ be
abandcned in favor of a "fixed emergency planning distance
©f 10 ailes.” The emergency glanning zone would be one in
which "evacuation of perscns, including transients, would be
feasible if neecded to mitigate the consegquences of an acci-
cent."25/ This propcsal is consistent with that of a jeint
NRC/Eavironmental Prctecticn Agency (E2A) Task Force Regort
issued in 13978.26/ The NRC has now endcrsed the reccommenda-
tions of the NRC/IPA Task Force.27/

As a result of the present regulatory approach of =h
NRC, however, the location of the T™MI plant, with its L2Z
of 2 miles, was approved without considering the effects of
an accident causing a consicderable release of radiation
beyond the LPZ. That policy has made the possibility of
off-site consequences of reactor operaticn less prominent
and has contributed to the development of an attitude
visible at all levels of govermment that radiological
emergency planning for off-site consegquences was nct at all
a matter of urgent concern and was act even necessary for
areas more than a few ailes from the site.28/
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III. NRC REQUIRIM=NTS FOR ZMERGENCY PLANNING

2cth the azc and the NRC accorded emerzency Planning a
0w PTiority. One feascn for shis attitude was their
ccnfidence in designred feacor safeguards, reflected in
their apprecach so Teactor Si%ing. Ancther feascn, as NRC
Commiss:cner Petar 3Bradfore admitted, was “reluctance o
confront she Public with high Visibilisy emergency Planning
in the contexs of nuclear PCwer. I+ was uncomfortable." 29/
That this was a4 concern was also ackncwledged By the NRCTs
assistans director for emersency preparecness in its Cffice
of State Pregrams:

There were Fecple in she agency [(AEC) who were afraid
that if emergency prep redness and Planning became too
2ig an issye that iz may Stymie the develcprment of
Auclear power. I think that is a fair Statement.30/

lpp:cximataly 20 twenty nuclear Power plants were already in
Cperation,3l/ only seven Azc employees out of 300 €3 600 nad
any :espon??bili:y for emergency Planning,32/ and even those
seven did not work exclusively on cmcrgenc?‘blanninq matters,
Setween 1349 and 1872, they collectively werked "about cne

t0 two man 7ears per year" on the subject.gg/

Even after the Premulcation of 19 CFR Appendix E, the
fegulation on emergency Planning, 'cm.rqcncy Planning was
Ot a big piece of business in the AEC."34/ The commitment
increased Somewhat after 1972,3s/ although is remained
‘weak. 36/ Izmcdiately Prior to the T™MI accident, only three
full-Time Professionals a.4 ope secretary out of 2,500 yme
Mployees worked on emergernc, Preparedness matters.37/ "The
emergency preparedness function in the NRe was a backwater
and .., was not receiving the time, attention, and fescurces
which were fecessary to make it a Successful PIogram, "33/
The problem is N0t only one of Fesources, however. It s
also cne of attitude. ror éxanple, in Tespense +o a May
1978, repors by the Citizens for a Better Environment,
entitled "Nuclear Power Plans EZvacuation Plans,"” which
alleged that Tadiological emergency response Planning was
inadeguate, Recbers Ryan, Direc+sr Cf the Office of State
Programs for the NRC, while disputinq the "swooping denuncia-
tion of our Program Ly C3g," » ised a series ef emergency
Preparedness issuves for internal Tesoclution By the commis~
sion. The Temorandum was never answered. Accordinq to
Ryan, "is disappeared into the sand like a glass of water in
the Sahara. It just Created nct a ripplo.'gg/ Only since
the T™MI accident has the NRC PTfopcosed a comprehensive Teview
of its fequlatory approach to and Tescurce allocations for
emergency planninq.ig/
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The lack ¢f commitment evident in NRC's historical

apprcach to emergency zlanning is manifested in its current
regulaticns. Under Aprencdix £,41/ construction permit
arrlicants need submit for NRC review only general informa-
ticn regarding eme-gency planning.42/ Operating license
applicants must su.mit more extensive information, 43/ and
it is at the coperating license review stage that a more
detailed examination of emergency planning takes place.
Under the regulaticn, licensee emergency plans must address
several matters, 44/ but the appendix states only that "plans
shculd contain" Those elements and does rnot specify the ways
in which those matters should be treated. 45/ Regulatory
Guide 1.101 (1.101) , 16/ which was written to provide more
detailed guidance on"NRC's view of the extent of planning
required by Appendix E, has no legal force. Acceréing to a
recent congressional report, of the 48 sites with cperating
commercial power reactors, conly four have plans that the NRC
censiders to be in compliance with 1.101.47 TMI is not one
cf the four.48/ Prior to the accident, e NRC had nc plans
to require licCensees not in compliance to revise their
exergency plans to meet 1.101 standards. One reascn given
for this decisicn was the NRC manpower commitment. 49/
Since the accident, however, the NRC's Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation has determined to briny non-complying
plants into compliance with 1.101 on a "fairly shert tinme
fuse."50/

1.101 covers a range of planning by advising licensees
to classify potential accidents,S51l/ "describe” emergency
response organizations,S2/ "identify" emergency plans and
equipment, 53/ a:d provide scme "means to insure” maintenance
of emergency Preparedness.S4/ 1.101 categorizes “emergency
measures” by whether the intended effect of the measures is
to mitigate on-site or off-site consequences of accidents.
For on-site consequences, plans cover several different
respc  ive acticns, 55/ but for off-site consequences, only
thre« ‘e menticned: -

a. "[Alcticns planned to protect persons in the low
populaticn zone and criteria for their implementa-
tion";356/

b. “the means and the time required to warn or advise
the perscons involved,. including (1) businesses,
property owners, and tenants; (2) schools or

recreational facilities; and (3) general public";57/

and

Se regarding control of contaminated foodstuffs,
provisions "for preventing or minimizing direct or
subsequent ingestion exposure to radicactive
materials deposited on the ground or other
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surfaces ...."58/ °r cii-site areas, these Provi-
sions should taXe the form of "[Plrotective acticns
Planned for the low Fopulation zone with provi-
sions for extending such actions to areas further
from the site Boundary, if necessary ...."59/,60/

Although the extent of the off-site Planning required
of the licensee to satisfy these elements is unspecified, it
nas been held that the licensee's Planning cbligaticn is
limited to the LPZ.61/ Liniting the cbligaticn to a zone of
only a few miles is an aperoach consistent with both the
NRC's approach o siting and its stated Pcsition that the
Tespcnse to the off-site consecuences of radiological
incidents is Primarily the responsibility cf state and lecal
severnments.52/ It is an approach, however, that has drawn
extensive criticism.53/ .

The NRC has instituted a pProgram, discussed in detail
later in this repert, Sy which it reviews state plans and
issues a letter of "concurrence" if the Plans contain certain
elcmnnts.gi/ The program was intended to encourage states to
upgrade their emergency plans in accordance with 154
cri:crza.ii/

From 1974 to 1977, no state plans qualified.66/ 1In
1377, the NRC reduced the number of planning elements
necessary for concurrence =o 70.67/ Since =ha+ reducticn,
-3 states have received NRC ccocncurrences, including two
since the accident at ™I.638/ 1In the judecment of NRC's
director of the Office of State Programs, 24 additicnal

tates need concurred-in Plans.69/

Despite its view that cff-site emergency response is
the obligation of state and local governments, the NRC does
ot require as a condition of licensing that state emergency
Plans receive NRC concurrence or have specific elements. It
fas been stated that one Teascn for this policy has been the
NRC's concern that, if the policy were adopted, state
governcrs would have a veto, in effect, over nuclear power
Plant siting by Purpcsely not cbtaining NRC concurrence for

tate plans.70/ The official reascn for this policy ==
reflecting the NRC Tegulatory approach -- was stated by Lee
Gossick, the NRC's executive director for cperaticns, in
response to criticism from the General Accounting Office
(GAOQ) :

NRC protects public health and safety by giving Primary
consideration to site characteristics and desicn
features of auclear facilities. Once we are satisfied
that thess meet an adequate measure of safety, we

p evalusie the energency plans for the facility. From

/ this point of view, State and lccal emergency plans
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reovide an added margin of grotecticn for the public in
the vicinity of a nuclear facility in which we telieve
that an adeguate measure of safety alreadv* exist

The Commissicon's licensing decisicn preocess is struc-
tured to take into acccunt a wide variety of standards
and criteria in the evaluaticn of proposed or existing
nuclear power plants tc the end that substantial
conservatisms exist in design and operating safety
margins. To the extent that propcecsed cor existing plants
fail to meet these standards, NRC would not license
thenm or permit them to continue to operate. In this
context, State and lccal plans, while related to the
facilit.es uncerco.nc tne l.censin rocess, and -0
acclicant's emercenc” DLlans, are not essential in
etermining wvnether the slant can ce operated without

Ww.due Tisk to EESI;c Rea.tn and sarecv. lEEpnasxs

supplied.) /1, *Empnasis in original.)

Since the accident, Chairman Hendrie has retreated from
this statement, saying in hearings before a subcommittee of
the i.use cf Representatives that the "assortment of gues-
tic: s" raised by the accident "absolutely” revised that
staff position.72/ Hendrie would not, however, go so far as
to recommend that licenses shculd not be issued in the
absence of effective state and local plans, preferring to
resolve that issue within the commission at a later time.73/
Commissioner Richard Kennedy, however, still adheres to the
view that state and local plans are not necassary .or sa‘fe
reactor cperation.74/ Nonetheless, in states which do not
"rove toward" having effective plans, he would consider
sh. tting down plants in the future.’75/ Two other commis-
sioners, Peter Bradford and Victor Gilinsky, feel that
licensing should be contingent upon states and localities
having "satisfactory emergency plans."76/ The author of the
statement quoted above, Lee Gossick, has testified that his
views remain unchanged. Although Gossick acknowledges that
off-site communications are necessary, he believes that "a
plan for evacuation is perhaps of marginal value."77/
Regardless of NRC's resoluticn of this issue, its Iong-
standing approach to emergency planning unmistakably influ-
enced the emergency planning in olace during the TVI accident,

a planning process that was shaced at the licensing stage.
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The radiclogical enercency planning performed Sy Met E4
and state and local governments for TV was specifically
nallenged during the NIC's Srerating l:zense review Srccess.,
Met Iid's applicaticn Proposed an exclusicn zone of 2,000
feet,73/ a zone which would reach neither bank of the
Susquenanna River, The prcpcsed LPZ was 2 miles.79/
Acceptance of that LPZ By the NRC would resuls in"TMI-2
Seing located wishin 10 miles of Harrisburg, 2A (1370 2cpula-
tion 68,000),80/ within 1.5 miles of Goldsboro (1370 scpula-
ticn 600), within 2 miles of York Haven (1370 pepulaticn 700),
within 2.5 miles of ARcyalten (1970 populaticn 1,100 and
within 2.2 miles of Middletown=-Steelton (1970 pcpulation
22,450).81/ The total Populaticon wi.thin the L22 was estizated
at 4,0007!3/

In accordance with @stablished procedure, the NRC stafs
initially reviewed the ™I-2 emergency plan and, in its
safety evaluation repert (SER), concluded that the plan
satisfied all of the legal requirements of Appendix £.83/ Tu
suppcrt that conclusion, the stafs cited the plan's cempati-
bility wish 1.101, ncted that necessary agreements between
the utility and off-site organizations had been reached, ane
further concluded, based on its calculations, that "the time
to evacuate any 22 1,2 degree sector out to five miles weould
vary from three to six hours, with resulting radiation dcses
which are a small fracticn of the siting doses of 10 CFR

bl

Par< 100."84/ su lements to +» SER did not dis
emer Dlan ingIcatEn that the ﬁﬁC’?‘IE?I%:ﬁsné:;:zztec

afequards, whi.c reviewed the SER, had no
cbjections.35/

At the public hearing stage of the licensing Procedure,
however, when the NRC staff position cn the emergency plan
was already taken, assertions of plan inadequacy arose.
Citizens for a Better Environment (CBE), an environmental
group which was nct represented by counsel and which did not
Present direct testimeny, raised numerous objections to the
Proposed license, including Contenticon 8 en emergency
planning:

The warning and evacuation plans of the Applicants and
the Ccmmonwealth of Pennsylvania are inadeguate and
unworkable. The plans assume that all local and state
officials involved are on 24~-hour notice and can be
contacted immediately, They further assume tha+ all
Pecple notified vill promptly react and know how to
respond and are trained in what to do. They alsc assume
that the public, which has been assured that accidents
are “"highly unlikely” or "highly improbable,” will
Tespond and allew themselves to be evacuated. No
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cperating license shculd be granted for Unit 2 until
emergency and evacuation plans are shown to be workable
thro.gh live tests.36/

At the hearing before the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Bcard (ASLB), the state and county civil defense agencies and
the NRC staff suprorted the ™I-2 plan. Craig Williamson,
deputy director of what is ncw the Pennsylvania Zmergency
Management Agency, testified for Met Ed. Williamscon out-
lined Pennsylvania's emergency response structure, the
state's Disaster Operations and Assistance Plan, and the
state's expected response in an emergency.87/ The NRC
staff also suppcrted the licensee by reiterating its earlier
SER approval of the plan.88/ Xevin Molloy, the director of
civil defense for Dauphin County, who was aided in the
preparation of his testimcny by Met E& lawvers,89/ testified
that his emergency corganization could successfully contact
all necessary persons "within minutes" of the onset of an
accident.30/He testified further that his organizaticn could
evacuate The most populated areas arcund the plant cut to §
miles in a pericd of less than 7 hours.391/

During the proceedings, state and Met E=d lawyers had
not cbjected to gquestions about planning beyecnd the Z so
long as the area discussed was within the S-mile emergency
planning zone the state required of civil defense crganiza-
ticns.32/ When Molloy was pressed by intervenors about
whether he could promise effective evacuaticon in areas
Seyond 5 miles from the site, however, the lawyers for both
Pennsylvania and Met Zd objected to the line of questiocnin~<
on the basis that nowhere was it acparent that an evacuation
beyond 5 miles might ever be necessary. Citing a decision
of the Atomic Licensing and Appeal Board (ALAB) in a
Previous case, Met Ed lawvers further maintained that any
such discussion went beyond the "confines” of the hearing.
The board sustained the objections, thus precluding any
inquiry into the state of emergency preparedness beycond the
S-mile radius.33/

At the conclusion of the proceedings, the ASLE dismissad
the intervenor's objections:

[Wle find that the record supports the conclusicn that
Contention 8, in its entirety, is without merit, and
that the Staff has properly assessed the adeguacy and
workability of the emergency response. wWe also find
the emercency and evacuation plans to be both ulegquate
and workable. 34/

Six months later, the ALAB affirmed.35/ Relying heavily on
the opinion evidence entered in the lower proceedings, the
ALAB rejected all of the intervenors' arguments. It dismissed
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intervenors' ccnsenticn that "live tests and drills” should
te held fegularly (to ensure centinued plan workability) on
the basis of Molloy's testimony that such tests could be
“ccunter-productive.”?S/ Again relying eon Molley, it
dismissed the notion =hat local officials might bDe unable to
respond adequately to a nuclear emergency because of their
lack of specialized kncwledge atcut radiation, holding that
the lack of detailed knewledge of why evacuation might be
nNecessary presents ne bar o executing an evacuation
successfully. It dismissed as unfounded the intervenors'
argument that sufficient numbers cof emergency respeonse
personnel might be unavailable On cccasion to assist the
public.gl/

Cn the guestion of considering feasibility of evacua-

tion beycnd the S-mile emergency planning zone required by
the state, the board said:

It is true that, for reascns which need not be dis-
cussed here, the applicants and the stafs nevertheless
locked into the pessible need for Protective measures
within a five mile radius of the reactor =-- and the
intervencrs were permitted to cross-examine on the
evidence presented in this regard. It scarcely follows
from this fact, however, that the question of emergency
planning at still greater distances from the LPZ
boundary had to be explored at the intervenors'
instance. 98/
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REMOTE SITIN

BACXGROUND

From the perspective of protecting the public against
the effects of a major radiolcgical release caused by a
nuclear accident, the existing regulatery framework places
major emphasis on safe plant design and operation. =5 a
result, siting is downplayed as a factor that coculd make a
significant contribution to the protection of public health
and safety. Today's regulatory philcsophy is illustrated
py the fact that sites with unfavorable characteristics
mavy be "found to be acceptable if the facility includes
appropriate and adequate compensating enginzering safeguards
to accommocdate the unfaverable characteristics"” (10 CFR
Part 100.10).

At present the NRC, in making siting decisions, is not
required to take explicit account of the possibility of a
major nuclear accic nt. Current siting regulations consider
a "maximum credible accident” which is defined not to include
a major off-site release of radicactivity -- the so-called
Class 9 accident. Implicit account is taxen of such accidents
since the NRC as a practical matter will not issue a
construction permit for reactors in densely populated
areas and the Commission is moving toward more specific

and more stringent siting criteria.



As a resul: of the current site selecticn process 10
million Americans now live within 20 miles of a reactor and
10 million live within 130 miles. An example of a plant in an

» - . ¥ » “ - » . *
area of high population density is the Indian Point station

which 1s located 40 miles from New York City. Based cn 1970
census data, 53,000 pecple live within 5 miles of Indian Point,
220,000 live within 10 miles, 890,000 live within 20 miles,
and 4 million within 30 miles.

During the accident at Three Mile Island the NRC considered

an evacuation of citizens out to a radius of 20 miles from the glant
an area which enclosed £00,000 Pecple. The practical problems
associated with evacuating large numbers of pecple in the

event of a seriocus nuclear accident have long been obvious;

these problems have assumed new significance in the aftermath

of TiI.

The Senate version of the FY1980 NRC authorization bill
woul;-fequirc the Commi.‘ .cn to promulgate new demographic
requirements for the siting of nuclear plants. These new
siting requirements would apply to new coenstruction permit
applications, and would specify:

= the extent and maximum population density of the

low ropulation zone immediately surrounding the site, including



consideration of permissible radiation exposure;
- acceptable means of assuring such maximum population
density is not exceeded during the useful life of the plant; and,
- the maximum distance from the site to the nearest
poundary of any densely populated area.

PROPOSAL A (regarding new sites)

Cepending upon the cutcome of Congressicnal acticn on the
FY80 NRC authorization, the Atomic Energy Act could be amended
to reguire NRC to adopt more s.ringent siting eriteria which
take into account the peossibility 0f major ofi-site radiological
releases resulting frem a nuclear plant accident.

PROPCSAL B (regarding existing sites)

Using the new siting criteria (developed in accordance
with Proposal A), NRC must re-evaluate the suitability of existing
ites where reactors are either licensed for operation OF
construction, as follows:

(1) NRC must review the siting conditions at all locations
where commercial reactors are licensed to operate CI be
constructed;

(2) NRC must assesS the extent to which +hese existing
sites are in compliance with the new siting criteria;

(3) NRC must identify thecse existing sites which are
not in compliance with the new criteria;

(4) NRC must recommend sSteps that could be raken so that
a non-conforming existing site could be brought inte compliance

with the new criteria; and,



(S) NRC must report to Congress on the results of
this reevaluation of the suitability of existing sites.

Advantages

Remcte siting could help mitigate the consequences of
serious nuclear accidents by facilitating emergency preparedness
ard the carrying out of emergency evacuaticns. Evidence
suggests that siting reactors 50 to 100 miles from city centers
would reduce the consequences of major accidents and would not
damage the competitive position of nuclear vis-a-vis alternative
energy scurces.

The population exposure resulting from small radiclogical
releases may be less for a remotely sited plant than for a
reactor nearer to a large population center.

Disacdvantages

As a practical matter, NRC and industry seem to be
moving in the direction of selecting and approving sites
located away from population centers, and legislation requiring
remote siting, therefore, may be unnecessary. It also has
been argued that as nuclear plant sites become more remote from
load centers and populaticn centers, longer transmission lines
will be needed and system reliability could decrease.

It alsc may be the case that remote siting puts plants
in areas where people who receive s small portion of the plant's

benefits have imposed on them a disproportionately large share

of its risks.
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Options
The Subcommittee could:

A) Approve legislation which requires NRC to develop
remote siting criteria, which would be applicable to both
new and existing sites;

b) Approve legislation required NRC to develcp remote
siting criteria which would be applicable to new sites, but not
to existing sites where plants are in oper-*~ion or under

construction;

c) Not address the remote siting issue.
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Background

Reactor owners are now required by N2C regulation to

rovide limited

‘0

lans for coping with radisl

O

O

Gical emergencies.
Within the boundaries of the reactor site and with regard to
licensee perscnnel the reactor owner is required to demonstrate
a capability for emergency respense including notification,
protecticn and evacuation and to provide emergency radioclegical
health services. With regard to areas or persons outside the
boundaries of the reactor site, these reculations require
only that the licensee cbtain written agreements from local
and state authorities that such officials can and will provide
emergency assistance for the public in case of uin accident
at the reactor. Such assistance is required by NRC regulations
and guidelines to include public notificaticn, evacuation
capability and appropriate emergency response organizations and
personnel. In addition, licensees are reguired to obtain
agreements from hospitals assuring availability for the
Public of adeguate emergency radioclogical medical services.
The licensee i responsible only for the existence of the
written agreements, hcwever, and nct fcor the integrity

£ those agreements. The actual capabilities represented

by the agreements are rot tested by the Commission. Serious

questions have been raised by the General Accounting Office

Ve



and by numercus citizens' grouprs and state and
regarding the actual preparadness of state and local governments
and the pukblic to respond to radiclcgical smergencies.

The NRC has attempted to improve state and local emergency

Ty

respconse capabilities threou

O

u1

technical assistance programs.
In addition, the agency has a Program for evaluating emergency

capabilities around reactor sites. Hcwever, NRC approval

s
=

-

such emergency cspabilities is not required for approva
of reactor licenses.

In June of 1979 the Commission created a Task Force on
Emergency Planning to review current emergency planning
policies and requirements and +s make recommendations
concerning pcssible improvements. The task force was requested
to consider "recent lessons learred" from the accident at
the Three Mile Island power plant in Pennsylvania.

The Task Force and the Commission initiated in July, 1979
a rulemaking on the "Adegquacy and Acceptance of Emergency
Planning Around Nuclear Facilities." The Commission undertcok
to expedite the rulemaking ané to complete the process within
six months. The rulemaking ccnsiders whether licenses for
new reactcrs or for opeiating reactors should be conditiocned
en NRC aprroval of associated state and local emergency
response plans. Cther issues addressed include the appropriate
extent to which plans should be tested, the criteria for
doécrmining the adequacy of capabilities, Fedcral/state/lccal‘



interaction, possible Federal financial assistance to State
and local geverntents, and the Proper extent of licensees'
financial and other responsibilities for off-site emergency
Frotection.

The Interior Committee reccmmendaticn for the NRC
Authorizaticn for FY 1980 includes a provision prchibiting
use cf FY '80 funds for issuing a nuclear pPower plant operating
license unless the Commission has approved an emergency
evacuation plan submitted Dy the State in which the plant
is located. Where applicable the plan must enccmpass
a multi-state recion. The Senate versicn of the ry 1930 NRC
Authorization (S. 3562) arends the Atocmic Emercy Act with a
much more elaborats eémergency plan reguirement. I+ amends
the Atemic Energy Act similarly to the above 1 year reguirement
and calls for OPeérating reacters to be shut down if no plan
is approved.

Proposal '

If the issue is not adequately addressed in the NRC
Authorization bill, the Atcmic Energy Act might be amended to
add as a condition of cbtaining an operating license that there
be an NRC approved state emergency plan for respcnding to
nuclear accidents. Such Plans would be reguired to meet
objective criteria shewing that they would be effective.

The NRC would review emergency plans for existing plants on a
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case-by-case basis. Wnere adequate State plans could not be
cbtained for existing plants, the NRC would have authority
£o take such actions as it deemed necessary, including
revecation of operating licenses.

Advantages

Congressional action would assure that emergency
Protection for the public was taken sericusly and given top
priority by both Federal officials and those state and local
officials whose cocoperation is crucial. Emergency planning
is essential as the last line of defense against accidents
at nuclear reactors. Although some improvisation will always be
necessary to deal with specific emergency situations, adecuate planning
can save time, avoid confusion or Panic and particularly
assure that necessary medical and other special radioclogical
equipment and facilities are available.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is now licensing reacter
operation in an admitted absence of assurance that the public
would be as well protected as possible from the :ffects of a nuclear accident.
Past Commission decisions on this issue have disregarded advice
from public interest groups, the General Accounting Office
and its own Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards. Legislative
action would provide a positive directive to the Commissicon
and assure that the emergency planning problem is addressed.
Disadvantagcs .

Emergency planning is the responsibility of state and

local governments. Those officials and organizations are the



only parties in a position +o effectively assist the public
in case of a local emergency. The emergency planning agreements
between reactor Cperators and these officials constitute adeguate
assurance that emergency protection will be provided. Detailed
emergency plans cannot anticipate actual emergency situations
and may turn out to be of little help ir case of an accident.
Since neither the reactor cperator ner the Commission is in
any position to control the governments or the adeguacy of
their emergency Plans, it would ke inappropriate to condition
reactor licensing on such a reguirenent.

The Commission is acddressing tnese sensitive issues in
a rulemaking, the results of which will be available early
next year. At the least, any Congressicnal acticn should await

the outcome of that study.

Subcommittee Options

1) Reguire that adeguate eémergency plans be provided for all
nuclear reactor facilities, leaving the determinaticn of
adegquacy to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

2) Condition reactor licenses on acdeguate emergency plans,
incorporating existing NRC criteria for adeguacy.

3) Condition issuance of all new reacter operating licenses

on adeguate emergency plans. With regard to existing reactors:

a) Authorize the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to decide

On a case-by-case basis to take such action as it may

deem necessary, including license revocation, or




b) Reguire that facilities which cannot provide for
adequate emergency Plans due tec demcgraphic, cecgraghic
Or other considerations to
1) be shut down if a determination is made that
adequate power exists in an area from other
generating sources, or
2) 1if adeguate power is not available, curtail power
production at the nuclear facility to the extent
pPossible in order to reduce the accident hazard.
4) Leave the emergency planning issue to the fluclear Regulatory
Commission rulemaking.
5) Postpone Subcommittee action until after the NRC
authorization has been ccmpleted in the Congress and/or

after the completion of the NRC rulemaking.
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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk

Secretary of the Commission

U.3. Nuclear Regulatory Conmission
Washington, D.C. 20455

Attencion: Docketing and Services Branch

Subject: NUREG 0810 "Uraft Emergency Action Level Guidelines
For Nuclasar Power Plants” - General £lectric Comments

References: 1) NHREG 0610, "Oraft Emerycncy Action Level Guidelines
for Nuclear Power Plants”, Oftfice of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, September 19/9,

2) AIT Letter J.t. Ward to Senuel J. Chilk, dated
Novenber 23, 1979, .

3) S.H, Bush, "A Reassessment of Turbine-Generator
Fatlure Probability”, Nuclear Safety Volume 19,
No. 6, November-ficcember 1973,

The U.S. NRC Offfce of Nuclear Reactor Regulation developed draft
emergency action level quidelines tu Improve the emergency prepared-
ness capabillties of operating nuclear power plants. The draft
guidelines were published as RUREG MH10 (Reference 1) and publie
comnents were soliciled. This letter is written to provide General
Electric comments,

Genera] Zlectric endorses the Atomic Industrial Forum's Committee on
Reactor Licensing and Safety commenls (Refwrence 2). [n particular,
we wish to support the ALP recommendation to include "ineplant
oucurrence” 4s an emervgency action class rather than “notification
of unusual eyent”,
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