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S CFFICE OF EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS (315) 598-0371
200 NCRTH 2ND STREIT FULTON, NEW YORK 13069. ,

3EORGE W. BROWER
Director

30 October 1979

Mr. Brian K. Grimes
Acting Assistant Director for
Systems Enginee:ing

Of fice of Nuclent Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Subject: Rev.ew of " Basis for Emergency Action Levels for
Nuclear Power Facilities" (Draft NUREG 0610).

Dear Mr. Grimes:

In response to the Office of State Programs r e q u e,p t for members
of the ICAC to review and comment on Draft NUREG 0610, the
following comments are offered:

3eneral Comments: The previously established Emergency Action
eve.s :n deguia::r. Su.de 1.101 appear q.uite inadequa,e in.

light of recent events. The new Emergency Action Levels
established and their associated examples of initiating con-
ditions are a vast improvement. I feel that much of the
ambiguity associated with notification has been removed; the
decision " window" has been narrowed. The examples sited
(initiating condition time) as well as the new sense of pur-
pose (i.e., the rationale given) add in this case. The list-
ings of actions to be taken by the licensee, the state and local
o fficials are very help ful.

Soecific Comments: The release potentials given for each
classificatton snould be expanded for off-site agency guidance.
List worst case exposure rates for unfavorable meteorological
dispersion conditions at the exclusion radius and e=ergency
planning cone for the maximum release limit of each emergency
action level. This would allow a means of quick reference On
the counds of potential danger.

8004020
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Mr. 3rian K. Grimes 30 October 1979

Under " Licensee Actions" column for all the Emergency Action
Level classes the word promptly is used in reference to
notify state and local authorities. Prompt is defined as
meaning " performed readily or immediately". Our experisnee
with notification locally of unusual events has been anything
but prompt. Possibly the word "immediately" could replace
"promptly" to " fine-tune" the interpretation of the clause.

I also feel notification should be to both state AND local
authorities for all classes. If this magnt tie-up an addi-
tional person in the control room then maybe an improved
notification system, such as a quick call automatic call
system, is in order or a tie-in to the NRC red phone could
be adapted. This might also si=plify notification, especially
on the 2nd and 3rd shift.

Also under the " Licensee Actions" column the verbal summary
closecut followed by a written summary within a specified
time is a strong attribute to this document. I do feel, how-
ever, that BOTH state and local authorities should be specified
as receiving this. I feel this will exercise communications,
strengthen rapport and in doing so acknowledge the important
role that local off-site authorities play.

For Site and General Emergency Classes under " State and Local
Off-Site Authority Actions" column the distances mentioned to
recommend protective actions doesn't seem to coincide with the
implications of tre planning basis set forth in NUREG-0396. I
would be interes*,ed in knowing what parameters were used in
arriving at thece initial distances.

(( M
D e o r g e , 'J Brower, NY.

ICAC Mehber -

GW3:mw

00: J. Montgomery, CO
IOAC Chairman

.
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Washington DC 20555 - hA -

_

Secretary of the Commission -

US Nuclear Regulatory Comission
||

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch g -

-

.
5

.. .
,

-
"' ' ~ ~

Dear Sir:

The folicwing are CSE's coments on the Septerter,1979, draft of NUREG '
0610, Draft Emergency Action Level Guidelines for Nuclear Power Plants:

*

1. Sheltering appears to be growing in acceptance as a 4

response to fast develocing types of accidents, e.g.
page 1 notes that the imediate action for a general

93. ) i ~ emergency is sheltering, and page 13 only advises
4 'considering' a precautionary evacuation. It is un-

// likely that this option will work unless the publicY 3 are told a lot more about radiation protection priorj fij to an accident, and unless a much better system exists

-

g@$g g- to keep the public informed as to what they should do;
Ve next. Other. vise sheltering is a do-nothing wnich will1, -k only encourage cnaotic voluntary evacuation.'

% 2. In any accident, knowledge of exactly what is going
N on in the depths of the reactor will be sketchy at

best. Thus a criterion such as'' rapid gross failure
of one steam generator tube with loss of offsite power'' ~ -

as on page 7, is inappropriate since it is immeasurable
at-the best of times. The recent incident at the
Prarie Island reactor is a good example of this diffic-
ulty.

.

3. The 'Excected Freauency' item is useful but totally
dis couraging. If a general emergency will occur only

. once in 5000 years , why bother about it? -

Thi5 complet'es CBE's' comments"on this topic.
- -

.

lU~ Yours sincerely, p-
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, UNIVERSITY OF' VIRGINIA. g
SCHOOL OF ENGINEERING AND APPLIED SCIENCE I*

/,

- - CN ARLOTTESVf LLL 22901 y

V
DEP ARTM ENT CF NUCLEAR ENGIN EERINS AND ENGIN E ERIN G PHYSICS T ELEPHON E: 904 034 7138
""^*' " ' ' ' ' ' ' " Cetober 15, 1979

Secretary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclea7 Regulatory Commission
Washington, J. C. 20555

At em Decketing and Service Branch

Re: 'UREG-0610.

Imergency Acti)n Level Guidelines

Dear Sir:

We are concemed t! at licensee action to "promptly inform State
and/or local offsite aut horities of nature of riusual conditions as
soon as is discovered" will have an adverse etfect on the safety and
welfare of the public. Specifically such notification at frequent
intervals will lead to unreasoned fear by the public, and possible
panic, in cases in which such notification may not be called for.
Further, frequent notification of local authorities ic,r non *erious
events can lead to a state in which the authorities will not respond
in the event of a serious incident. The expected frequency is once or
twice per year per unit, but we believe the frequency may be much
greater than this. For instance, the example initiating conditions are
poorly worded and could lead to numerous repartable events which have
no consequence to the public:

Item 4 - The word abnormal is not defined and can be defined
very loosely.

.

Item 6 - Does this include valve failure during testing? Why
should a valve failure cause alarm if there is a
backup valve which operates?

Item 7 - I suspect that offsite power ma, be lost frequently
in adverse weather conditions.

Item 10 - Does this maan a fire anywhere onsite? Even trash
basket fire?

Item 12 - A security threat can be initiated by anyone who
wishes to call in a bomb threat. Would this require
immediate notification? Ip

u () Jff
Item 14-a - Unusual aircraft activity not defined,

p,
Item 14-e - Turbine failure - Does this include every turbine 3g/htrip?

Item 17 " Rapid" is not defined.



Letter to Secretary of the Commission
October 15, 1979
Page 2

In summary, we believe that the items listed as example
initiating events for an unusual event are not serious enough to re-
quire notification of local authorities and, in fact, will have adverst
effects on the health and safety of the public. We recommcnd the following
actions:

j 1. Delete notification of Local / State officials for " unusual events".
If this is not done at least revise the example list to be more
realistic, e.g. a radiological release in excess of Technical
Specifications limits.

2. Eliminate the requirpent for " Alert" to update plant status at
"least every 15 minutes". Note that even the worse classes don't
specify a time interval between reports.

Yours truly,

3 0s.lh % -
T. G. Williamson, Chairman
Dept. of Nuclear Engineering

and Engineering Physics

- - - - .

!* 1m h Y%
B. I_t\ Shriver, director
ReactYr Facility
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FROM: wit.uAM v. B.IORENSON. DIRECTOR
LINN COUNTY /' MUNICIPAL CIVIL DEFENSE PHONE

CITY HALL CIVIL DEFENSE CENTER 363-2671 Day or Night

CEDAR RAPIDS. IOWA 52401
d

DATE October 11. 1979
.

Brian K. Grimes
, Acting Assistant Director for Systems Engineering

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
*4ashington, 3. C. 20555

COMMENTS on NRC - NRR INTERIM DOCL* MENT 9-17-79
.

Brian, I'll try to combine my own comments on the " Basis for Emergency
Action Levels for Nuclear Power Facilities" along with those of several
of my associates with various relationships to :echnologies of the subject.

You are off to a good start but a final version must include a meaning
guide f or acrcny .s used. I know what they stand for but most others in
the response teams would be puzzled.

'Je have learned from our own nuclear plant drills that stagementssuch
as " releases up to 1000 ci of I-131 equivalent or up to 10 ci of Xe 133
equivalent" should be interpreted by the in-plant contact before being

,

I transmitted to the response agencies, especially if the message is to
: be relayed. Since a drill earlier :his year we have agreed to a changed

staf fing pattern which will always include utili:ing a science language'

interpreter in our Civil Defense / Sherif f Department connected f acility.
The solution I'd favor is that previously agreed upon jargon would convey
the information from the plant to outside.

Unusual Event item # 14 (a) referring to a crashed aircraf t or a suspicious
one above the f acility probably should include information on observing
for aircraft numbers and description plus how to report it for identifi-
ca t io n.

Actions to place animals on stored feed should also include consideration
for confining them and evacitasing later if needed. Does Site Emergency
item d 13 " Imminent loss of physical control of the Plant" mean actions
of disidents have created overwhelming situations which are out of con-
trol of the utility? I' it does, I regard the threat from covert acts
of long planned sabotage from within, to be a serious possibility.

Nuclear plants often become aware of malfunctioning safety equipment as
a resul: of surveillance :esting of functions to reveal abnormalities.

|
'Je suggest there be more study of the criteria for whether or not a

|
situation justifies reporting to outside agencies. During nor=al
operation of the plant there might be various equipment malfunc:icns'

,b b,
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; which could be corrected while redundant syste=s provide adequate level
of safety. When any established safety parameters are approaching
unsafe levels, that's different situation. Rational guidelines on
what needs to be reported and what does not, needs more discussion from !

the several viewpoints. Offsite agencies should be notified promptly
when safety levels are threatened or exceeded but with pre-agreed

' evaluations used in the decision.

This is similar to the judgement during threatening storm conditions
as to whether or not to use television, radio and sirens to declare a
signal for all people to seek shelter. If the threat is windstorm,
hail, squall, roll clouds or bliz:ard, we do not. However, for confirmed
funnel cloud or tornado, yes, we do.

.

We doubt if therr. needs to be four classes of conditions. For our
purposes Site Emergency can be eliminated so that General Emergency
with descriptive narration from the plant helping us to determine the
degree of action needed.

/),

William M. Sjorenson

[ cc: Jim Montgomery
. .
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$7aff Of CaliFC8Nia QOMUND G. SACWN ;R , Governor

OFFICE OF EMERGENCY SERVICES
PCSI CF81CE BOX 9377 '

SACIAm!NTO CAttPC ANea 95823
(916; 821-4990

t

.

Oct.obe r 10, 1979

<

Brian K. Grimes
Acting Assistant Director

for Systems Engineering
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Fegulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Grimes:

Enclosed are our comments on the NRC-NRR interim document " Basis
for Emergency Action Levels for Nuclear Power Fac:.lities."

|

| Although tne cover letter for this document was dated September 17,
it was not received at our office until September 27. Due to travel
I was unable to review it and have my comments to you by October 5.
Nevertheless, I trust my comments will be of assistance.

,

If you hate any cuestions, please contact me.,

i'
,

Sincerely,
,

.

.k(. k - k . -L, s .,.

John J. Kearns
Assistant Director

|
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STATE CF CALIFORNIA
'

OFFICE OF EMERGENCY SERVICES

1 Comments on NRC-NRR Interim Document
" Basis for Emergency Action Level' for Nuclear Power Facilities"

A. CLASS

The need for a nationwide standard accident classification system'

has existed for some time and we are pleased action is finally
being taken in this regard. However, in addition to the use of

" Notification of Unusual Event", " Alert", etc, we recommend a
letter or number designation for each class. That is, the " Noti- I

'

fication of Unusual Event" could be a Class A or Class 1 accident; . I'

" Alert" could be a Class B or Class 2 accident; etc. A system
nusing reverse numbering or lettering could also be considered.

To ensure this system is employed nationwide, it should be incor-

porated as an essential element of the NRC Guide and Checklist,
NUREG 75/111. In addition, we recommend a standard reporting form
for use by the li;ensee and off-site authorities.

B. CLASS DESCRIPTICN
w

7 No comment - these are definitive. '

C. PURPOSE

We fe not fac1 the purpose of the emergency action levels for nuclear,

j/ power facilities changes from class to class. The purpose of all
these levels is simply to:

'
l. ensure pre-determined protective actions are initiated by the

| licensee and off-site authorities,

2. ensure additional measures are initiated as indicated by event
| releases or potential releases,

3. provide continuous assessment of information between the licensee
and off-site authorities, and,

4. provide current-status information to the licensee, off-site;

i authorities and the public.

As presently written, the purpose of each class is more or less a.

restatement of actions taken by the licensee and of f-site authorities.
.

I
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or should notAlso, the purpcse of emergency acticn levels is not
be related to unscheduled tests of response center activation.

this classification system and
These tests have occurred without

i system is eventually adopted bywill continue whether or not th
the NRC.

D. RELEASE POTENTIAL'

This could be a little more meaningful if in addition to the pre-
could be stated in terms of dose or dose ratessent description, it

(PAG's).
and related to the established Protective Action Guides
For example:

1. Class A - Notification of Unusual Event
descriptionRelease Pctential - no change from present

2. Class B - Alert
,

Release Potential - in addition to present description, "off-
site doses not expected to exceed 1 Rem wholebody or 5 Rem'

Thyroid."
,

3. Class'C - Site Emergency
|

Release Potential _- in addition to present description, "off-v

site doses may exceed 1 Rem wholebody or 5 Rem thyroid'. "
i

g

f 4. Class D - General Emercency
"off-Release Potential - in addition to present description.

,

site doses will exceed lower limit PAG of 1 Rem wholebody or
of PAG, 5 Rem whole-5 Rem thyroid and may oxceed upper limit

'

body or 25 Rem thyroid."
,

' It would be more definitive to off-site authorities if a potentiall

fence-line dose rate could also be established for each of the
above classes.

E. EXPECTED FREQUENCY
f In view of the criticism of the probabilities expressed in the,

events at Three Mile;

Rasmussen Reactor Safety Study; the recent
Island, Praire Island, and North Anna nuclear facilities; and the
total lack of credibility associated with any expression of expected
frequency, we question why this is even a part of the emergency

It doesn't
action levels for the licensee and off-site authorities.)

1
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or should notthe purpose of emergency action levels is notAlso,

be related to unscheduled tests of response center activation.
this classification system and

These tests have occurred without4

system is eventually adopted byth 3will continue whether or not
the NRC.

O. RELEASE POTENTIAL'

This could be a little more meaningful if in addition to the pre-
could be stated in terms of dose or dose r,atessent description, it (PAG's).

and related to the established Protective Action Guides
For example:

Class A - Notification of Unusual Event1.

Release Potential - no change from present description

2. Class B - Alert
i

description, "off-
Release _ggtential - in addition to present

expected to exceed 1 Rem wholebody or 5 Remsite doses not

Thyroid."

3. Class C - Site Emergency
;

! "off-

fi Release Potential - in addition to present description,*
site doses may exceed 1 Rem wholebody or 5 Rem thyroid."

,

|r

| [ 4. Class D - General Emergency
'off-Release Potential - in addition to present description.

site doses will exceed lower limit PAG of 1 Rem wholebody or
5 Rem whole-5 Rem thyroid and may exceed upper limit of PAG,

'

body or 25 Rem thyroid."
It would be more definitive to off-site authorities if a potential

,

i I
'

fence-line dose rate could also be established for each of the
above classes.

E. EXPECTED FREQUENCY
.

In view of the criticism of the probabilities expressed in the
events at Three MileRasmussen Reactor Safety Study; the recent

Island, Praire Island, and North Anna nuclear facilities; and the
total lack of credibility associated with any expression of expected
frequency, we questien why this is even a part of the emergency

It doesn't
action levels for the licensee and off-site authorities.)
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add anything to the system, nor does it influence or change outlined

actions by either the licensee or off-site authorities.

' We recommend the expected frequency classification be deleted.
'

F. LICENSEE ACTICNS

1. For all classes of emergencies and not just the " Site Emergency"

and " General Emergency" the licensee should -i

" Provide a dedicated individual for plant status updates to

off-site authorities and periodic press briefings."

NOTE: Under the Alert class, periodic plant status updates are to

be provided at least every 15 minutes which would almost re-

quire a dedicated individual. Also, no frequency of updates :

-listed for the Site Emergency or General Emergency classes.
'

v Are these to be at least every 15 minutes or what?

2. There is some confusion regarding the "near-site emergency opera-

tions center (EOC). Both the licensee and off-site authorities

are directed to " activate the near-site EOC". Are these separate

EOC's, a joint ECC or what?
-

3. It is assumed the written summary following the close of an inci-

dent will be provided to the NRC. Will a copy be provided to off-,

'

I v' site authorities and if so, shouldn't it be so stated under "licens

f actions?" Also, we question the need or practicality for providing

! the written summary within the indicated time frame. It would seem

ample if a written summary were provided for (1) Notification of

X Unusual Event within 72 hours, (2) Alert within 24 hours, and (3)

Site Emergency and 2mergency within 8 hours.

G. STATE AND/OR LOCAL OFF-SITE AUTHORITY ACTIONS

} 1. We question why ecacuation has been eliminated as a countermeasure
I in the General Emergency class. As I read the description of this

class, a major accident is in process or is imminent. It seems

v/ to us evacuation is an option that must be considered and to imply
we shouldn't use it leaves a void in protecting the public health

and safety. In view of the information contained in the appendices

to NUREG 0396, one might consider evacuation out to 5 miles and

sheltering between 5 and 10 miles. Furthermore, evacuation is

recommended under Initiating Conditions - General Emergency.

This appears contradictory to earlier statements.
|

|

,
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2. Again, referencing NUREG 0396, why aren't we considering placing,

milk animals within 50 miles on stored feed?
i 3. The use of potassium iodide has been ignored as an action that

could .e taken by off-site authorities. Distribution of this
blocking agent to emergency workers should be considered as well
as to segments of the general population.,

4. Under the Notification of Unusual Event and the Alert classes,
off-site authorities " Provide fire or security assistance if
requested." This shculd be changed to " Provide any assistance
requested" as is indicated under the Site Emergency and General
Emergency classes.

5. Under the Site Emergency and General Emergency classes press
briefings are provided. The Alert class will also require

y briefings to the press by off-site authorities and even perhaps
under the Notification of Unusual Event classification.

H. EXA'4P LE INITIATING CONDITICNS

We don't feel we have the expertise to evaluate these conditions and
we would rely on the licensee for their evaluation and comments.
However, several things did come to our attention:

.

1. Again, the statements regarding evacuation in the General Emer-
gency class contradict earlier statements that "the immediate
action for this class is sheltering (staying inside) rather than,

'
evacuation. "

. . .

2. The use of the term "large amounts of fission products" should
be defined in terms of curies, curies per cubic meter, or dose

, rate.

| 3. The effluent monitors detecting levels corresponding to 1 Rem /hr
| wholebody or 5 Rem /hr thyroid at the site boundary appear too

high if effective action is going to be taken.
4. We doubt anyone on-site could determine the magnitude of an

earthquake, yet any earthquake is cause for Notification of
Unusual Event, an earthquake greater than OBE levels is an Alert
class, and an earthquake greater than SSE levels is a Site Emer-
gency.

d

_w .-
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r STATE OF DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY SERVICES..
- WASHINGTON am E wain w.., cwo w.gween usas m m s:ss,

- Diny Lee Ras Bett, J. McCWand. Drector
Ga -,

y October 4, 1979

.

|

Brian K. Grirres
Acting Assistant Director for

Systems Engineering
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulations
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555

Cear Mr. Grimes:

I have reviewed your interim document, " Bas!s for Emergency Action Levels
for Nuclear Power Facilities." I feel that this is an improvement over
the multiple of existing action level procedures that have existed in
the past.

I like tne way these are put together,with the class of incident, the
action for the licensee and the off-site authority actions. I feel
that these instructions are clear and leave little to chance.,

.
'

I would accreciate knowing when this document is implemented, so that we
may contact our facilities and discuss these instructions with our respec-
tive duty officers and otner agencies that we advise off-site.. -

Thank you for sending this document to this agency for comment.

Sincerely,

fpvh {& ~~.. .y v
Betty J. McClelland
Director

[ BJM:sc

cc: James L. Montgomery
i Interorganizationi;

Advisory Committee

|
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Kitsap County
Department of Emergency Services ou omsma sr
KITSAP coONTY courthouse * PORT omCHAAo. WASHINGTON SE364 e TELEPMcNE (204) 876 8071

.

2 October 1979
;
- <

: Mr. Brian Grimes
Office of State Programs
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Grimes:

Befevence: " Basis for Emergency Action Levels
- For Nuclear Power Facilities."

I received a copy of the above document on Monday October lat.
A quick reading indicates that it will be a useful tool in set-;

ting up a pre-arranged notification and information exchange
system between my office and Code 105 of the Puget Sound Naval
Shipyard at Bremerton. At present we are using a coded message
to test our inter-communications on a scheduled basis. This

i document may well serve as an extension of our existing system.

l I hope te have more studied com=ents by our meeting in Denver,

'ater chia month. .

I

i

; Sincerely

/ . ||
. - /k< i,/WA f

'
'

Leland J. Daly i

Direc3or
JLD:=pd

i ,

| f cc: Jim Montgomery

i

'

\ 'v V,
A [kJ*

J P"' W
f I p o0,ci

,

Suseerted Dv the Kitsoo county Erneegency Services couned
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STATE OF NEW ,JRX -

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTHS OFFICE OF PUBLIC HEALTH-,

TowtR SulbotNc e THE GovC ANCR N ELSON A. RoCKElrgtLgm gustat $7 ATE p(AZ A e ALs AN Y, N.Y.1:237

d sa vio a nsL aoo. is.3. GL E N N C. M AU GH i t. W. D.
c a ... - ,, asune on,,aen,

October 1, 1979

i

Mr. Brian K. Grimes
Acting Assistant Director
for Systems Engineering
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Brian:

Doc Collins asked me to consnent on the draft NR'C Interim Document
" Basis for Emenency Action Levels for Nuclear Power Facilities".

1. A document of this type is needed. This represents a good
approach in providing accident classifications which should

'

be adopted by all emergency planning agencies. If we call
an accidant a " site" or a " general emergency", planners
should understand the potential consequences.

"

I 2. You should finalize this as quickly as possible. Utilities,
*

State and local agencies should be given uniform guidance. .

'

Plans are presently being drafted based upon the classes in
Reg. Guide 1.101. Let's standardize the classification.,

3. The document appears to indicate that only the licensee and
; S*ste and/or local authorities will have responsibilities in
l the event of an accident. The specific role of the NRC and

other Federal authorities should be identified.

4. In lieu of referring to the State and local agencies in a

j generic manner, I suggest that reference be made to the notifi-
cation, etc., of the State and local agencies identified in the

g
- radiation emergency response plan. For example, multiple State

and local agencies could be impacted.

5. Based upon the expected frequency of accidents as indicated in
the document, the emergency planning agencies should consider

j detailed planning for the " notification of Unusual Event" and
" Alert". The " Site" Emergency " occurring once in a hundred to

I once in 5,000 years and the " General Emergency" once in 5,000
i to once in 100,000 years are highly unlikely. Therefore,

substantive planning efforts in terts of manpower and equipment
would be difficult to justify. For example, is there justifica-i

tion in developing a comprehensive siren network to notify the
population within 10 miles of the site? y3

h M-Continued-

ry)//0le0030
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Mr. Brian K. Grimes Page 2 October 1, 1979,

4

6. The class description for " General Emergency" is predicated
upon physical conditions in the plant and not releases. The
examples for a " General Emergency" indicate that effluent
monitors detected levels of activity off site in the rem range.
The class description should cover the examples.i

7. The release potential under " General Emergency" states releasesi

of more than 1,000 curies of I-131 equivalent. What is the
equivalent of 1,000 curies of I-1317 I suggest reference to

releases of more than 1,000 c' pies of halogens more than 10
c'iries of noble gases and (10 7) curies of other fission
products.

8. The reccmmended actions under the column entitled " State and/or
~

Local Offsite Authority Actions" are too specific and might be
adopted as a rigid guide. Suggest that the heading be as follows,
" Actions to be Considered by State and/or Local Offsite Authorities".

I appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sine y,

i

k She'rwood Davies, M.P.H., P.E.
; Director
i Bureau of Radiological Health

d=
cc: J. Montgomery

| H. Collins

t
't

i
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MEMORANDUM W AR N F HEAMH, EEAM ANmMARE
y PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

FOOD AND DRUC ADMINISTRATION
,

Brian K. Grimes DATs. September 27, 1979To ,

Acting Assistant Director for Systems Engineering
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, NRC'

Assistant Director for Scientific Affairs
FROM Bureau of Radiological Health, FDA

suaJEcT: Comments on " Basis for Emergency Action Levels for Nuclear Power
Facil ities"

For clarity, and in order to relate the Emergency Action Levels to other
Federal Guidance, I strongly recommend that a description be used in the
definition of each Emergency Action Level that states anticipated future
doses to the whole body and thyroid gland. The definition of Protective
Action Guides refers directly to future radiation doses and limits for
PAG's are usually stated in terms of dose equivalent or dose equivalent
commitment. This is not done in the subject document. I note that
dosimetric information is mentione in the descriptive scenario's, but
I believe that its inclusion under a separate category, perhaps entitled

i " Anticipated Radiation Doses," is necessary.

I In the scenario for a General Emergency the anticipated doses are at the
lower limit of EPA's draft PAG guidance (EPA-520/1-75-001) if persons

,

are exposed to the anticipated radiation levels for one hour. However,-

protection (i.e. , evacuation) is not recommended unless the anticipated
[ doses are ten times these levels (twice EPA's upper PAG guidance).

Furthermore, evacuation is recommended out to distances of 2 to 5 miles.>

The NRC/ EPA task force on the Planning Basis for The Development of
State and Local Government Radiological Emergency Response Plans (NUREG-0396)

! recommends planning for evacuation out to 10 miles. These are incon-
sistencies between the subject document and presently available PAG's and
p1anning documents. 7,

I %' Qjh"'

,

Bernard Shieien, Pharm.D.

!
: cc:

Harold Collins, NRC
! Floyd Gal pin, EPA

I i

fb'L,

hf /f

r/9/o 3 /o2 30.
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'"O ' a December 5,1979
.etternic ruoi~cani~a

osPantutNT
ULL 1/,6

Secretary of the Oc= mission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Co:=issied

' L l
l*l"I"''''Wl4 g dOb 8VWashington, D. C. 20555 T

Attention: Docketing and Service 3 ranch
-

Gentlemen:

In reference to NUREG-0610. " Draft E=ergency Action level
Guidelines for Nuclear Power Plants", 3alti=e e Gas an:1 Electric Cc=cany
has attenuted to provide meanineful comments which could help to =oid the
draft guidelines into a verkable for=, but we must recort that our efforts

have ended in frustration. *he reason for this, si= ply stated, is that
the draft guidelines are a gross exa=cle of total overkill and total
overreaction.

*o be more suecific, ve are concerned about the proposed sehe=e
for requiring extensive ce=cn:nication between the nuclear plant and state /
local arencies for essentially every so-es11ed unusual event. "'he potential

here for a " cry volf" situation is very real. We appreciate the need to
maintain vell-oiled =achinerv for effective co==unications in bona fide .
emergency situations. However, to burden various agencies with notifications
of a hurricane when everybody already knows one's coming or to report
every off-nor=al coolant te=cerature or =inor effluent technical specifica-
tion infraction is not in the best interest of public safety.

Another ir:portant coint is that similar events are listed as
initiating events for notification on different action levels. For instance,
again, a hurricane recuires an alert but also requires only notification.
Sinilarly, the draft guidelines for a particular class include, in some
cases, ex*re .ely i=certant events such as a severe cladding loss and c::=-

i

( paratively unimportant events such as security breaches. We need to be
sure that only important events result in promet effective action on the'

public level.

Other examples (and there are too many to list) which vill give
you an idea of the problems with NURID-0610 as written:I

1. Netif.'. cation of security threat or atte=cted entry. Ce==ent:
What if an NRC inspector is merely testing our procedures? Do
ve notify state / local agencies?

2. Notification of fire longer than 10 minutes. Comment: Where is f
the fire? When is it officially "out"? 2//

Q'W'

qpnO419
5 Jf.1./.
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3 Notification of loss of contai::sent interrit/ vhich results in
a sh 2tdown by technical specifications. Ce==ent: Why noti ^r ,

the public when the *'echnical Specifications have already caused
the proper, prudent action to be taken?

,

e h7pe you understand our concern over the enforcement ofv
guidelines such as those presently in NURID-0610. We are all in favor
of taking the =axi=u action possible to protect the public health and I
safety in the case of a bona fide emergency such as the melting of some

But let's not over-eact just because ve have discoveredpart of the fuel.
inefficiencies in emergency preparedness plans or because ve have discovered
that h"-= :s can't alvs7T be counted on to make the proper decision when
forced to take action without adequate guidance.

We all need to slow down and take a probing, thought *ul look at
emergency clanning. Tnis is not the place for helter skelter ar: vaving
or shallow, thoughtless guidelines. Ve should all use the NI-2 incident
as a learning device , as a coint of reference from which to make i=creve-

Not all changes are i=orovements , and not all steps taken arements.
steps taken in the right direction.

Ve apologize for the tardiness of these co==ents but urge that
they be factored into whatever revisions you make to the " guidelines" of I

NUREG-0610. |
t

|Very truly y ,

|

R. C. L. Olson j
Senior Engineer j

RCLO/s=n

ec: J. A. Biddison, Esquire
G. F. Trowbridge, Esquire
Messrs. E. L. Conner , Jr. , NRC

J. M. Hendrie, NRC
M. W. Carbon, ACRS -
D. G. Eisenhut, NRC

[
- _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ ____



Fr0m: 3ECY ~0-216A (April 2, 1979), ;, 3, gg ,

FUTURE RESEARCH NEEDS OF THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY CCMMISSIONIV. .

A. Introduction '

The uncertainty regarding the magnitude of the health risk from low-level
res. I

raciation requires a conservative approach for controlling radiation exposu

Current radiation standards are based upon an assumed linear, dose-rata-independent,
This assumption presumes that there

non-threshold dose-effect relationship.

is no level, except :ero dose, below which there is no risk (non-threshoid
ltd

' theory), that enronic health risks resulting from high doses can be extrapo a e

' in direct proportion to the magnitude of the dose to estimate the effects

~ of low doses (linearity), and that the dose response is not affected by
Although

the rate at wnich the dose is delivei'ed (dose-rate independence).
alyses

these assumptions are generally regarded as conservative, a few recent an
have

of data obtained from studies of human populations exposed to low doses
t ap-

produced controversial results which dispute the validity of the linear ex r
olation and suggest that the risk per unit dose at low levels may be even

On the other hand, animal
higner than that obtained using the linear model.

studies suggest exactly the opposite; that for low-LET* radiation (e.g. , beta
d

particles, gamma radiation, and X-rays), the risk from low doses delivere
l i

at low dose rates is considerably less than predicted by linear extrapo at ons
4

from high dose and hign dose rates.

radiation is radiation which has a low linear inergy ~ransfer ancHigh-LET raciation
Low- LT '

deposi s small amounts of energy per unit pathlength.ceposi ,s considerable energy per unit distance of material traversed.
,

|
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3. General Needs
. .

1. Epidemiological Studies to Confirm Heal *.h Risks f-om Low-level

Radiation Excesure

I

.

Because of the uncertainty of the validity of extrapolated values, there

is a need for further epidemiological studies of human populations which have

been exposed to low-level radiation. The joint EPA /NRC study to be performed

to comply with the Congressional mandate in Puolic Law 95-501 is designed to

evaluate the feasibility of conducting and designing future studies to meet

this need. It is expected that the planning and feasibility study will

icentify wnich populations of exposed individuals, if any, are suitable for

further investigation of the effect of low-level ionizing radiation. This

joint EPA /NRC effort, together,with on going efforts by the Departments of
,

Defense, Energy, and Health, Education, and Welfare, may provide a better

basis for providing upper-bound estimates for the health risks of low-level

radiation. If these studies confirm that the risks of somatic injury from

low-level radiation are higher than currently believed, additional long-term

epicemiological studies may be required to evaluate both the somatic injury

to individuals exposed to radiation and the magnitude of genetic damage to
,

their offspring. With respect to genetic effects, accitional information is
'

|

| required on the occurrenca of radiation-induced recessive mutations and how
l
! these mutations are expressed in terms of ill health or an increased

susceptibility to disease.

44
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Continued Animal Studies of Meenanisms of Radiation Infury2.

Animal studies" provide evidence of a quadratic dose-effect relationship

which indicates , for low-LET** radiation, that linear2

of the form: R = 00 + s0

extrapolations of the effects observed at hign doses and high dose rates would

overestimate the effects for low doses and low dose rates by factors between

Recent experimental evidence for high-LET"" radiation (e.g., neutrons,2 and 10.

protons, and alpha particles) indicates that this quadratic response is not
Continued animal studies are required to assist

coserved for these radiations.

in confirming the conservatism believed to be inherent in assuming a linear
. extrapolation model, and to better define the mechanisms of radiation injury

and repair processes.

Studies to Determine Factors which mav Modifv Radiation Infury3.

Information is needed on the effect upon the dose-effect relationships of

such f actors as exposure pathway, sex, age, and health condition and genetic

factors such a; possible inherited susceptability to disease or hypersensi-

Such information could help identify groups within the populationtivity.

that require special consideration for radiation protection purposes. .

These studies are described in Annex G, Section ID; Annex H, Section IIF; andA

Annex I, Section VD of the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects
of Atomic Radiation 1977 Report, Sources and Eff ects of Ionizino Radiation and
in a forthcoming report of Scientific Committee 40 of ne National Council on
Radiation Protection and Measurements.

""These terms are defined in the footnote on paga 44

45
,

1



.

.

*
.

Improved information on the levels of individual and population exposure

to all toxic materials is required to assess the magnitude of the total health _,

risk to exposed populations. Expanded animal researen efforts are also needed

to examine possible interactions between exposure to other toxic agents and |

radiation exposure to define how dose-response relationships may be affected B

Similar studies on the effect on radiation sensi-by these other exposures.

tivity of humans and animals of conditions caused by pathogens and pathogenic

organisms should also be expanded.

4 Studies of Biolocical Indicators of Radiation Damace

Continued investigations are needed of possible biological indicators of

radiation damage such as identification of chromosome aberrations in peripheral

lymphocytes (blood cells). Additional work is needed, particularly in the low-

dose area, to determine whether these changes could provide biological indica-

tions of future health consequences.

C. Scecific Needs of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

In addition to health research studies needed to confirm the adequacy of .

existing radiation protection standards and radiation health effects estimates,

the Commission will require additional research and technical assistance studies

to improve its evaluations of the health impacts of ifcensed operations. Although

future needs are dependent to some extent uoon the results obtained from on going

a6



_

.

.-
.

-
.

.

studies, the Commission staff has identified the following areas where additional 1

information is required:

1. Uranium Millinc Ocerations

Preparation of a Generic Environmental Impact Statement on Uranium Milling
has resulted in the identification of additional information needs required
to update and sucpiement existing studies to better define the impacts of
this class of operations:

|

Improved information will be needed on the metabolism and reten-
tion of the various chemical compounds of uranium which are
generated in the milling, conversion, and fuel fabrication stages
of the fuel cycle.

Further analysis of the data obtained from field measurements of
emissions of radon and particulates from uranium mill tailings
piles will be required in order to develop general models for
predicting these emission rates.

Extensive information on the costs and effectiveness of variousmethods to stabili:e and reclaim tailings piles and to limit
releases of radon and particulates will be required to support
NRC's expanded responsibilities under tne Uranium Mill Tailings
Radiation Control Act of 1978, Public Law 95-504.

A review of bioassay data from operating uranium mills, conver-
sion and, fuel fabrication facilities should be performed to
determine the need for additional requirements for worker
protection. .

2. Radioactive Waste Management

Extensive on goi~ng NRC efforts to develop licensing criteria and to review
! procedures for high-level waste disposal facilities and for upgrading sita

selection requirements for low-level waste burial sites have identified
needs for additional research in the following areas:

f
There is a need for development of improved models for predicting

*

1

ground-water transport of radioactive materials.

Additional studies are needed of the mechanisms and parameters for
estimating the retention characteristics of various soil types.

Additional studies are required of the interactions between hign-
level waste solidification matrices and the minerals that may
exist in uncerground repositories.

.
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Long-Term Imoacts of Releases of Radioactive Materials into the3.
Environment

Further studies are needed to improve environmental transport
models for predicting the fate of long-lived radionuclides released
into the environment. In particular, expanded research on the
geochemical cycling of stacle elements would be useful for estimating
the global movement of long-lived radionuclides.

4 Occucational Excesure to Neutrons

Improved information on the neutron exposure received in nuclear
power reactors is needed to assess the health implications of
neutron exposure.

Experimental animal studies are required to confirm the biological
' effectiveness of neutron' exposure.

Radiation Ooses from Medical Devices and Radioisotooe Aeolications5.

- Further studies are needed to better document doses received by
medical personnel (technicians, nurses, and physicians), patients,
and patient families resulting from medical radiation applications
of NRC-licensed materials and on techniques for reducing these
exposures.

These needs will be addressed in future NRC research plans beyond
FY 1981.

.
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NRC Translation 520

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
of the University of Heidelberg, Germany
6900 Heidelberg

'

Im Neuenheimer Feld 360

RADIOECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT
OFTHE
WYHL NUCLEAR POWER PLANT

*

This translation was sponsored by the Nuclest Regulstory Commission (NRC) to permit review and evaluation of
the material contained herein. NRC did not participate in the preparation of the report in any manner. 1,

I The authors of the report from which this trans!ction is derived claim that the report is protected by copyright.
The following is a translation of the German copyright notice:

"This assessment was prepared within the scientific framework by the advisors of the Environmental
Protection (Section) at the University of Heidelberg. The scientific responsibility and the originators' rights
(cooyrights) are reserved by tne authors (1978). This assessment in whole or in part may be reproduced only
with (by) written permission of the authors." |

NRC has obtained such wntten permission and this English translation is being reproduced under that authonty.
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The USNRC Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation has developed draft Emergency
Action Level Guidelines to improve the emergency preparedness capabilities
around operating nuclear power plants. The enclosed draft guidelines for
interim use, published as NUREG-0610, establishes four classes of Emergency
Action Levels replacing the classes in Regulatory Guide 1.101. The new
classes are Notificatio~ n of Unusal Event, Alert, Site Emergency, and
General Emergency.

Public comments on these draft guidelines are solicited. All comments sent
to:

Secretary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555
Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

and received by December 1,1979, will be considered by the Commission.

Sincerely,

,k.p, Yf
Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
As Stated
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION |
|

DRAFT EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL GUIDELINES
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NUC11AR REGUI.ATORY C049tISSION

[10 CFR Part 50 and
10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E]

I EMERGENCY Pt.ANNING
'

4:

AGENCY: U.S uclear Lgulatory Commission

ACTION: Proposed Rule Changes

SU>tiARY: The Neclear Regulatory Commission is proposing to amend its

regulations in arcer to provide an interim upgrade of NRC emergency plan-
,

:

ning regulations as well as to specifically: '

.

a. Require, that an applicant's emergency plans, including State and

local governmental emergency response plans, be submitted to and
i

concurred in by the NRC as a condition of' operating license issu-

ance. Additionally:
.

1. An operating plant may be required to cease operation or

reduce power levels if a State or local amergency response

plan has not received NRC concurrence within 180 days of the
!

effective date of the final amendments.
l2. An operating plant my be required to cease operation or reduce

power levels if a Staut or local emergency response plan does not

warrant continued NRC concurrence and the State or locality does
i

not correct the deficiencies within 4 months of notification of
! NRC concurrence withdrawal.

}
b.

- extended to Emer- 3
DUPLICATE DOCUMENT '

t ,
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Require, t applicants' and licensees' detailed emergency planning ,c.

impi ing procedures be submitted for NRC review.
>

DATES: Comments should be submitted on or before (45 days after publi-

cation).

ADDRESSES: Interested persons are invited to submit written comments and

suggestions on the proposed rule changes and/or the supporting value/ impact

analysis to the Secretary of the Commission, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555, Attention: Docketing and Service

Branch. Single copies of the value/ impact analysis may be obtained on

request from Mr. I. C. Roberts, 301-443-5985. Copies of the value/ impact

analysis and of comments received by the Commission may be examined in

the Comission's Public Document Room at 1717 H Street, NW. , Washington,

3. C.

FOR FURTHER INF0 uATION CONTACT: Mr. I. C. Roberts, Assistant Director

for Siting Standards, Office of Standards Development, U.S. Nuclear Regu-

latory Consission, Washington, D.C. 20555 (phone: 301-443-5981)

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: By memorandue dated July 31, 1979, the Commis-

sion requested that the NRC staff undertake expedited rulemaking on the

subject of State and local energency response plans and those of licensees.

The rulemaking described in this notice responds to that request. Time
1 constraints have precluded the careful review and consideration normally

given to proposed rulemaking actions of comparable significance. Conse-
;

quently, considerations related to the workability of the proposed rule

changes may have been overlooked and significant impacts to NRC, appli-

cants, licensees, and State and local gr,vernments may not have been

2
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