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Jusing the YRR ZIzergezcy ?lamning Task Force sizs visits to Thzee Mile

2slacd and 2ilgzis Stacion on ;cp:uc- 24#27, 1979, a doci=ent titled,
"3asis Ior Izergenc” Acciss Lavels for Nuclear Power Tacilitiss'' was
prascated 33 cthe lizezsees. (A sopy of the documen=t is attached.) The
dccument was cveacted by an individual iz NRR and esctablishes az exerzsacy
tlass .:'.:a"*t: s7staz that is substantially diffactexz: IZom the syscam
comtaized iz Regulacory Quide 1.101. During c=h “-—u Mile Island
sresest --~:, tSe Jocuext was presented as :the acceptadble classifizactic
systsm €2 Se used, whils at Pilgriam i1t wvas p'lu ad 4s an cptice T2

be ccusidezed. Trom the tons Of the discussions with Three Mile Islazd
perscnnel, iZ appears that they will utilize the classiliczaczion systez
iZ accordance with the guidance received by the Site Raview Teaaz leader
(Jack Roe).

There are several problems associacted with the presexncaticm of the
document =c licexzsees as well as scme basic problems with the docuzmeat
icsell, The revised classilficaticn scheme presezced iz the document

establishes the ‘ollowizg Zfour classes of ''smergezcies:"
1. Notificaticm of an unmusual evezt

2. AlerT

&, Gezeral

Also iacluded are exacples of emergeancy ac: levels applizable to eack

class. A review of this documant & "a:cs that the revised scheme does

not establish a "grsded" system of classificaction. The gotificacion of

dn unusual event class "-s together several twvpes of events under thi

class, rasging frcm exceeding LCO's, LER's, Techmical Specificatics

violaticns and ictems of "‘-‘ar:n" a", up %o actual evezts Sefore classified

as Jevscmnel, lLocal, Plasnt ’"n;.) can-zcnc ies, The ne: effect has Heez

to lump three distiact graded classes cf exergencies iazo cue category along

with events of & aom-ezergency nature. @k\\
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Zach of she Sour -ev:sc¢ classes i3clude security aspects., This sesas
iS2pPTSDTiate considesing the facs that 73.55 acd Appendix 8 35 73.53

a -=a~"~c:;: wish Securicy and comtizgency plans amd procsdures alssady
dcoress =ese .Lssues.

= s TJC uzper :.asses of azergenciss, 5its azd Zaseral, tlere (s a2
overlap, sick t2at the Seazeral csprasencs evez:s t2at z2ay de cof 3 Sic
eoATzescT zatuse,

Alse of signilizazcs i3 that :: gotifis :;:ns for cthe fouzr classes
will Se =z:ade via licazsee-HRC "hotelize.” This will creacts scme

vesy practical problems for us. Presentcly, 20tifization of an
uSusual ccsuzTencs s =ade via "zormal' talephoms. Sussecueztly,

the Region rrepares a PN, Uczder the csevised systeam, the Zeadguarcarss
Watsh QS2icar would Tecaive the zcotilicaticm which, i= turs, would
2ave to be tTazsmicted ¢o cthe Ragiom fcr p::;a:::i: of cthe . It
i3 Tsascnadle 20 extecs that t5e '"otelize" will scon become zcre
"routize" 3 sigmilicance uzndar the Tevised classilizatict systam,
and could caka awvay fzom the '"urgent’ cature of ezsrgency socilicatis
zade thoough the same lizs.,

Tizally, cne of the cbiectives of the Task Torse is to cbtaiz comsistant
exesgency classilication s7ste=s bc 7ee Tespomsidle stacts age=ciss axnd
the varie Teac .ot lissnsee’'s withia the stats. Siscs the zevised
classification schems is being preseaced dilfferently by each Teanm Lasadar
and 3 dilfezexz: Team Leacder visits different sitss within the saoce s:a:n,
i2 {3 possidle cthat one utilisy will have the Reg. Guids 1.101 classi
fication schems while another utilisy Sas the "revised! scheme.

Aprarencly the vevised classilication schems is also 30t 2laaT to licazsess.
Suring the sicts visics 2oy gquesticns were raised about the sensitivicy of
the varicus lavels. Many of cthese questicns were 20C answered, leavizg

the licezsee's planmzers apprecezsive,

JVALY (Y /5

. Dale Z. Dcmaldscn
Radiacion Specialisc
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Mr. Brian Grimes
Acting Assistant Director

for Systems and Energy
Jivision of Operating Reactors
Nuclear Regulateory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Jear Brian:

I received a ccpy of proposed NURES-CE10, "Basis for Zamergency
iocn Levels for Nuclear Power Facilities," from Harold Collins with
a request to forward our comments %o vou. I am very pleasec o see
the NRC pursuing this type of approach which was suggested in ay
iettar to Bob Ryan of June 21, 1979 {(copy enclosed). The concept of
emerzency action levels supports our guidance to the States whic
recommend that they use informaticn from licensees for early response
decisicns. I encourage this effort; however, we do have some
questicns and reservations on the present proposal.

The supportive information to justify the relationship detween
the in plant status factors and the potential offsite scenarios is
not presented in the material we reviewed. I am sure that such a
support document will be developed in the process of promulgating
this guidance. We would like to review this material bdefore giving
a'y final concurrence to a specific set of guidance.

We have twe specific criticisms of the present document. The
first is that, while we think it is appropriate to link onsite
conditions to potential or projectcd offsite dose, we do not think it
is appropriate to link onsite conditions with specific offsite
protective acticns. A good deal of judgment must be associated with
protective actions at a particular site and a particular time. It
would De oetter to acknowlege that these judgments are the
prercgative of the States involved and %o provide guidance for these
Jjudgments in documents that are directed to the States as oppesed to
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iocuments that are directed %o licensees. On this basis we recommend
deletion of the last sentence of the third paragraph on page . We
also recommend that the right-nand column of the action charts be
relabeled as "State and/or local offsite authority actions which may
Se appropriate."” This change will provide the licensee with some
information regarding appropriate offsite actions but will not imply
that he i3 responsible for taking these actions or that this document
is directing the States to take these actions.

Qur second criticism is that the "Site Emerzency" {3 too severe
Lo sult the title. The releases relate to potential doses in the
range of 45 rem to the thyroid and 0.75 rem to “he whole body at
! kilometer downwind. These levels could Justify offsite actions
and, therefore, would represent more than a site emergency. wWhat we
are really suggesting is that the accidents which could Justifly
offsite actions e divided into more classifications. For example,
the "general emergency” should be fursther divided %o indicate the
release potential associated with each of the four conditions
identified.

The changes that we are recommending would drastically change
the document, and, therefore, it is not appropriate at this time to
make detaillec or editorial commenss. wWe would be very pleased %o
Work with you in developinz a revised <Zraft that would be more
acceptadle to EPA.

Thank you for the cpporiunity to comment.

Sincerely yours,

F%oyd L. Calpin

Director
Environmental Analysis Division
Office of Radiation Programs (ANR-4€1)

Enclosure
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Hr. Robert G. Ryan

Chairman, Federal Intaracency Central
Coordinating Corrittee (RERF)

Office of Stata Prosrars

U.S. Muclzar 2esulatory Cormmission

washingten, D.C. 20553

Oear iir. Ryan:

In our preliminary review of the Three Hile Island Reactor
Accident we notad nuiserous iteis that wa Leliave recuire some follow-
up action. Many of thesa deal with the Environmental Protaction
Agency's (EPA) own resnonse capapility and we are procedding directly
to carry tiiese out. There are others, howcver, that are sither
dirsctly within the surview of your 7ngcencCy or which may reguire
cooparative efforts amonc agenciss. [ am listing these recommendations

here for your initial considaration. We would be pleased to partici-

pate in a meeting with “RC staff rejrasantatives for more incepth
discussions,

Several ocotions were considerdd s to the appropriate way of
bringing tnese concarns to tne .AC's avtention. It was deciued that
tiie most reasonaole cours- to follow wa. within the context of the
Federal Interagency Central Coordinating Cormittee (Radiological
Emergency Prezarednass), whien yor chair, As the EPA representative
to thaet Cormittee, I will also oriefly present these concerns to the
membership of the Cormittee at the June 22 meeting.

Post Three !1ila Island Recommendations for Nuclear Regulato:!
Commission Cunsiceration ’

1. More extensive TLD distribution around reactors should be
considered as a part of anoroved offsite monitoring proorams. This
would give a better basis for retrospective determination of impacts
in tne case of accidental airborne raleases. Altnough the TLD distri-
bution at Tiil was able to give an estimate of offsite exposures, it
would have been helpful to ilave a more comnliete Z7ra_. TVA has been
exploring this matter for some tine at their 3rowns ferry facility.

2. Effluent monitors in stacks, vents and other release points
should be considereq for dual rances so that they are capapble of quanti-
tating accident level releases as well as routine releases.
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3. Tha hard-wiring cof some neasurcments of reactor parametars
&nd release monttors 0 HARC should be considered. This mignt be
either to the Regional Office or hRC Headauarters. Such considera-
tion should fnclude evaluation of benefits, costs, potential for
added confusfon and reliadbility.

4. There aopears to have been an inadequacy in instrumentation
in containment that was haraened to withstand an accident envircament.
An evaluation of this shoyld te perforied. As all of our guicance
to States has implied a first order dependence on the facility
operator for infurmaticn on releases, we must be assurad that
fnstrunentation is acaquate for this purpose.

5. Increased conside ation should be given to exploring the
possibility of dovising appropriate control room scenarios, as
datermined from {nstrunent readinas, that could be the inftiators to
&ergency actions and offsite notifications. This matter has
Previously been discussaa with Dr. Ian kall and #r, Rager 3lond of
the HRC luclear Requlatary Research Program, who indfcated that they
had been examining this possibilfty.

6. An 1ssus that s sure to be rafsed 1s whether NRC concurrence
fn a State eaercency response plan should have any influence on the
Ticensing of facilities 1in that State. We realize that tais would be
& major denarture from past practica and may not have an adaquate
legislative basis at prasent. Our concern with this matt r is
primarily asscciated with the relatdd fssue of finaing for State emercency
planning, and the specifiec relatfonship of plan testing to LRC concurrence.
This general subjact area is also rafsed 1n tha recont report, “seyond
Defense~1in-Depth, * by Stephen N. Salomon of the HRC's Office of State
Progrars.

7. A plan for fomroving the coordination of Federal agency
response 1s needed 1f we assume that in the case of a significant
nuclear facility accident, sueh as Three M{la Island, the various
Federal agencies with responsidbilities in the area of radiaticn
protection will feal ooligated to fnftiate thefr own response. It
does not appear that the pressni IkAP toimat fulfills tha total need.
Also, such Federal response shouid be conducied and coordinated in such
& manndr as to not place any further administrative burden on the State,
while at tha same tine providing those responsitle for decisfon-making
and pudlic assuranca with the maxinum of useful {nformation. Therefore,
such a plan for coordination of Federal response should not only cover
technical response, f.e., radfation measurements, but logistical and
comaunications support. The TMI fndident pointad out that the
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Kitsap County

Department of Emergency Services 814 DIVISION ST
KITSAP COUNTY COURTHOUSE @ PORT CRCHARD WASHINGTON 38368« TELEP“ONE 208) 378-8077

31 Octobexr 197°

Mr. Brian X. Grimes

ACting Assistant Director of Systems Engineering
Cffice cf Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn

Washingten D. C, 20555

Fecllowing are my comments on your Memc datsed September 17, 1979
"Basis for Emergency Acticn Levels for Nuclear Power Facilities”.

Notification of Unusual Fvent

—— -

In our case we are dealing not with a power reactor operated
a private utility but with a Department of Defenge Installation
. S. Navy). FPirst of all there is the matter oZ Military 3Security.
S mecessary or even wise to require or request a Military In-
ation to report to outside Agzencies any and all small irregul-
ies or malfunctions which may be immediately correctable while
P systems are functioning properly and there is no indication
a present cor imminent danger arising? Fire, or Security is im-
tely available on the Installationm,. pire o
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If such a requirement is mandated I belisve it should c¢cnly be
in the form of a communications check with the Local Response Lead
Agency and require only a verbal closeout,

Alert

As with the previous class the Military Installaticn has its
own Fire Fighting and Security capabilities which wculd be augmented
2y off-gite agencies only during extreme emergency conditions.

Secause we are dealing w.th a Military Inst: .llation I believe

t appropriate that the summary ba oral only and limited to the
ad Jif-gite Agency.

e e
@¥

Site Zmergency

This class and the General Emergency Class plainly cover a
ituation which calls for an cff-gite response. However, because
both classes cover such a gituation why not have just one class
called Zmergency, making a total cf 3 rather than 4 classes?

O‘If e 4$/°:\\0

Sussartes by the Kitses County Emergoney Serviess Counsily 811060 V??



preplanning for coordinating a multiple Federal agency response has
not been qiven adecuate consideration. Fortunately, dug to the
efforts of the Uepartrant of Eaercy (COE) end the Jeneral coopera-
tiveness of all of tne avency ronitoring teams, the response
coorcination was quickly pulled tagether. Such an ad hoc approach
should not be aepended upcn, however.

3. Relative %2 {RC concurrence with State emergency radicloqgical
response pians, we need to evaluat2 how we can assure that the various
Stat- anencies and tneir decision-making Administrators are adaouately
infomed of the plan so that they will act in concert with 1t rather
than on the vasis of their perception of their responsibility at the
movient. This snould facluda an examination as to the adequacy of the
detati in doscribing tho cnannels of communication and advice that the
responsible decisfon-makers will depend on for initiating actions.

9. It 1s unclear as to the internal procadures and criteria
that NOC follows In formulating 1ts advice for States on the advisa-
bility of protective actions to La taken. Quring the course of an
incident, such advice will be called for, and 1% should be prenared
fn scme pre-orjanized manner with precetermined rasponsibilitics rather
than evoive on an ad hec Lasis. There may be otier Faderal asencies
that nUL saould involve in tafs process and EPA would certainiy be
willing to assist. On the otner nand, the advice giving nrocass must
be sinple, unencumoered, and nopefullv, witnh a single point of contacs
with responsible State decisicn-makurs.

10. We understand that the Livermore ARAC system was extensively
used during the Tl incident. ke wouid 11ke to have NRC evaluata its
effectiveness and the possibility of a tie-in with ARAC. for eacn
nuclear power facility. If jts use 1s desirable, considuration should
also be given to fnvolving ARAC 1n facility amargency plan tests so
that the operators can gain experience as to how this resource can be
best utilized.

Sincerely yours,
Sgd. Ployd L. Gelzis

Floyd L. Calpin
Director
Environmental Analysis Ofvision
Office of Radiation Programs (ANR-461)

cc: Qavid G. Hawkins, AA-AKR (ANR-443)
Stephen J. Gage, AA-RAD (RU-672)
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