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Mr., 3rian K. Grimes 30 October 1379

Under "Licensse Acticns" column for all the Em«rgency Action
Level classes the word premptly is used in reference to
notifly state and local authorities. Prompt is defined as
meaning "performed readily or immediately". OQur experience
with notification locally of unusual events has been anything

dbut prompt. Possibly the word "immediately" could replace
"promptly"” to "fine-tune" the interpretation of the clause.
I also feel notification should de to both state AND local
authorities for all classes., If this might tieeup an addie
ticnal perscn in the control rcom then maybe an improved
notification system, such as a quick call automatic call

¢
system, 1s in order or a
be adapted. This aizht
on the 2nd and 23rd saift.

ie-in to the NRC red phone could
so simplify notification, especially

ons" coclumn the verbal summary
closeout followed by a wri n 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 ackncwledge the important
role that local off-site authorities play.

Alsc under the "Licensee Ac

-
-
-
-
-
-

For Site and General Emergency Classes under "State and Local
Off=31%e 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.
'\LW

George . Brower, NY

IOAC Mefaber
GWB:mw

r

J. Montgomery, CO
I0AC Chairman

O
O
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18 Qctober, 1979
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Secretary of the Commission
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington O0OC 20535

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch Wmm

Dear Sir: o

The ‘oﬂcwmg are C3E's comments on the September, 1279, draft of NUREG
7610, Draft Cmergency Action Level Guidelines for Nuc]aar Power Plants:

1. Sheltering apoears to be growing in acceptance as a
response to fast developing types of accicents, e.g.
page 1 notes that the immediate action for a general
emergency is sheltering, and page 13 only advises
'considering' a precautionary evacuation. It is un-
likely that this option will work unless the public
are t0ld a2 1ot more about radiation protection grior
to an accident, and unless a much better system e2xists
to keep the public informed as to what they should do
next. Othervise sheltering is a do-nothing wnich will
only encourage chaotic voluntary evacuation.

[n any accident, knowledye of exactly wnhat is going

on in the depths of the reactor will be sketchy at
best. Thus a criterion such as 'rapid gross failure
R 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.

ro

3. The 'Expected Frequency' item is useful but totally
discouraging. If a general emergency will cccur only
once in 5000 years, why bother about it?

This completes CBE's comments on this topic.

Yours sincerely, - " U
{7 ¢ .
- 0./ SO
Peter Cleary s (\ ) " | |0
Staff Physicist. ' \ 61 | 7
. .'1 :

Acknowiadzed by card (( /). ... :

’ g o : T3 o -
5.ate 26°0 'S0 East Var Buren Street Chveago. tenars 50808 | Acervstr ve 212309 1984 ' Researchr 312 3351530

-




SEPARTMENT COF NUCLEAR ENGINEERING AND ENGINEERING PHYSICS TELEPHONK:
REACTOR FACILITY

o .

. UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA /
SCHOOL OF ENGINEERING AND APPLIED SCIENCE ' Gl'

CHARLOTTESYILLL 22001 ﬂ
c

-

804-024-7138
October 15, 1979

Secretary of “he Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, ), C, 20555

AL tery Drcketing and Service Branch

Re: *UREG-0610
zmergency Actin Level Guidelines

Dear S5ir:

We are concerned t!at licensee action %o "promptly inform State
and/or local offsite authorities of nature of unusual conditions as
soon as 1s discovered" will have an adverse e‘fect on the safetv 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 ‘or.
Further, frequent notification of local authorities fii 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:

[tem 4 - The word abnormal is not defined and can be defined
very loosely,

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

[tem 7 - I suspect that offsite power ma  be lost freauently
in adverse weather conditions,

[tem 10 - Does this mean a fire anvwhere onsite? Even trash
basket fire?

[tem 12 - A security threat can be initiated by anvone who
wishes to call in a bomb threat. Would this require

tem l4-a - Unusual aircraft activity not defined. /

immediate notification? f ’,i,
rC/ ()

[tem 14-e - Turbine failure - Does this include every turbine N ¢

trip? 7?/2}3

[tem 17 - "Rapid" is not defined.



Letter to Secretary of the Commission
October 15, 1979

-

Page 2

In summarv, we believe that the items listed as example
initiating events for an unusual event are not serious enough to ree
quire notification of local authorities and, in fact, will have adverse
effects on the health and safety of the public, We recommend tne following
actions:

l. 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 nf Technical
Specifications limits,

2e Eliminate the requircaent 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,

"o | s o

) -

T. G. Williamson, Chairman

Dept. of Nuclear Engineering
and Engineering Physics

r7\Shriver, Jirector
Facility

£ et

TGW

TR
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FROM: WILLIAM M. BJORENSON, DIRECTOR
LINN COUNTY MUNICIPAL CIVIL DEFENSE
CITY HALL CIVIL DEFENSE CENTER
CEDAR RAPIDS, IOWA 52401

DATE- October 11, 1979

PHONE
3632671 Day or Night

Brian K. Grimes

Acting Assistant Director for Systems Engineering
NMfice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

-

washington, D. C. 208535
COMMENTS on NRC = NRR INTERIM DOCUMENT 9=17-7

3rian, 1'1l try to combine my own comments on the "Basis for Emergency
Action Levels for Nuclear Power Facilities' along with those of several
Jf mv associates with various relationships to technologies of the subject.

You are off to a good start but a final version must include a meaning
guide for acrcnvms used., [ know what they stand for but most others in
the response teams would be puzzled.

we have learned from our own nuclear plant drills that stagcmcnts such

as "releases up to 1000 ci of 1-131 equivalent or up to 10 ci of Xe 133
equivalent” should be interpreted by the in-plant contact before being
transmitted ro the response agencies, especially 4f the message is to

be relaves. Since a drill earlier this vear we have agreed to a changed
staffing pattern which will always include utilizing a science language
{nterpreter in cur Civil Defense/Sheriff Department connected facilicy.
The solution I'd faver is that previously agreed upon jargon would convey
the information from the plant to outside.

Unusual Fvent iter # 14, (a) referring to a crashed aircraft or a suspicious
one above the facility probably should include information on observing
for a‘recraft numbers and description plus how to report it for identifi-

cation.

+o place animals on stored feed should also include consideration
ining them and evarnasing later if needed. Does Site Emergency
1 "Imminent loss of physical control of the Plant” mean actions
{dents have created overwhelming situations which are out of con-

f the utility? 17 it does, I regard the threat from covert acts

g planned sabotage from within, to be a serivus possibilicty.

Actions to
for conf
ite ]
o

Nuclear plants often become aware of malfunctioning safety equipment as
a result of surveillance testing of functions to reveal abnormalities.
We suggest there be more study of the criteria for whether or not a
situation jlustifies reporting to outside agencies. During normal

cperation of the plant there might be various equipment malfunctions

{ /( { P‘f»/ a é L P
6 4 -
WG 1106 134

2
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which could be corrected while redundant systems provide adequate level
of safety. When any established safety parameters are approaching
unsafe levels, that'e different situation. Rational guidelines on
what needs to be rep.rted 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 %o 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 blizzard, 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.

S
135—4./\/‘

William M. 3joreneon

cc: Jim Montgomery

~
~




STATE OF CALIFORNIA ' COMUND 5 3ROWN JR  Gowernor
T R T T T T T T T e ey e e R
OFFICE OF EMERGENCY SERVICES «

POSI OFFICE BOX 7577
SACIAMENTD CALFORNMIA 75822

(916 221-499¢

ocivober 10, 1979

8rian K. Grimes

Acting Assistant Director

for 3ystems Encineering
Qffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. €., 20555

Enclosed are ocur comments on the NRC-NRR interim docsument "Basis

for Emergency Acticn Levels for Nuclear Power Facilities.”

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

If you have any guestions, please contact me.

John J. Ke
Assistant

ot
L

] &



STATE CF CALIFCRNIA
OFFICE OF EMERGENCY SERVICES
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Comments on NRC-NRR Interim Document
"Bas.is for Emergency Action Level' for Nuclear Power Facilit:ies"”

A. cLass
1 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 =o the use of
"Notification of Unusual Event", "Alert", etc, we recommend a

letter or number designation for each class. That is, the "Noti- !

fication of Unusual Event" could be a Class A or Class 1 accident: X
"Alert"” could be a Class B or Class 2 accident: etc. A system
using reverse numbering or lettering coculd 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 standari reporting form
for use by the li 'ensee and off-gite authorities.

B. CLASS DESCRIPTION

NO comment - these are definitive.
C. PURPOSE

We Io nct f2e¢l the purpose of the emergency action levels for nuclear
power facilities changes from class to class. The purpcse of all

=]

these levels is simply to:

1. 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, cff-site
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 off-gite autherities.

{
Bb i e e o i S




—

O

ta

m

Alsc, the purpcse of emergency acticn levels is not OF should not
be related =o unscheduled tests cf response center activation.
These tests have occurred without this classificaticn system and
will cuntinue whether or not «h 3 system 1is eventually adopted by
the NRC.

RELEASE POTENTIAL

T™his could be a little more meaningful 1f in addition to the pre-
sent description, it could be stated in terms of dose or dose rates
and related to the established Protective Action Guides (PAG's).
For example:

1. Class A - votification of Unusual Event

nelease Pcotential - no chance from present description

2. Class B - Alert

se Potential - in addition €O present description, “off-
site doses not expected toO exceed 1 Rem wholebody ©oF 5 Rem
Thyroid

3, Class C - Site Emergency

nelease Potential - in addition to present description, "off-
site doses may exceed 1 Rem wholebody or 5 Rem thyroidl"

4. Class D - General Emergency

Relesase Potential - in addition to present description. "off-

site doses will exceed lower limit PAG of 1 Rem wholebedy cor
5 Rem thvroid and may cxcead upper 1imit of PAG, 5 Rem whole-
body or 25 Rem thyroid.”

It would be more definitive tO off-gite authorities if a potential
fence~line dose rate could also be established fcr each of the
above classes.

EXPECTED FREQUENCY

In view of =he criticism of the probabilities expressed in the
Rasmussen Reactor Safety study: the recent avents at Three Mile
Island, Praire Island, and North Anna nuclear facilities; and the

eotal lack of credibility associated with any expressi>n of expected
freguency, vwe g.estion why +his is even a part of the emergency
action levels for the licensee and off-site authorities. It doesn'®
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Alsoc, the purpcse of emergency action levels 1is not Or should not
be related toO unscheduled tests of response center activation.
These tests have sccurred without this classi:fication system and
will countinue whether or not #h 3 system 15 eventually adcpted bV
the NRC.

RELEASE POTENTIAL

e
[ $9)
o

This co e a little more meaningful if in addition tc the pre~
=

d
sent description, it could be stated in terms ~f duse or dose rates
a

ted to the established Protective Action Guides (PAG'S) .

1. Class A - Notification of Unusual Event

Release Po%ential - no change from present description

2. Class B - Alert

Release ~otential - in addision to present description, "off-

si1te doses nct expected to exceed 1 Rem wholebody oOr S Rem
Thyroid."

3. Class C - Site Emergency

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

site doses may exceed 1 Rem wholebody or 5 Rem thyroidl"

4. Class D - General Emergency

Release Potential - in addition to present description. 'off-

site doses will exceed lower limit PAG of 1 Rem wholebedy or
$ Rem thvroid and may exceed upper limit of PAG, 5 Rem whole-
body or 25 Rem thyroid.” '

I+ would be more definitive to off-site authorities if a potential
fence~line dose rate could also be established for each of the
abcve classes.

EXPECTED FREQUENCY

In view of the criticism of she propabilities expressed in the
Rasmussen Reactor 3afety Study; the recent events at Three Mile
tsland, Praire Island, and North Anna nuclear facilities; and the
sotal lack of credibility associated with any expression of expected
fregquency, we guesticn why this is even a part of the emergency
action levels for the licensee ané off-site authorities. It doesn't
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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 fregquency classification be deleted.
. LICENSEE ACTIONS '

1. For all classes of emergencies and not just the "Site Emergency"”
) anéd "General Emergency" the licensee should -
"Provide a dedicated individual for plant status updates to

(]

off-site authorities and periodic press briefings.”
NOTE: Under the Alert class, periocdic plant status updates are to

be provided at least every 15 minutes which would almost re-
guire a dedicated individual. Also, n¢ frequency of updates :
/l;sted for the Site Emergency or General Emergency classes.
i/ Are these %o be at least every 15 minutes or what?

L)

There is scme 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 EOC or what?
3, It is assuned the written summary following the close of an inci-
dent will be provided to the NRC. Will a copy be provided to off-
hor.ties a

-y

d 1€ so, shouldn't it be so stated under "licens

Alsc, we Juestion the need or practicality for providing

[ the written summary within the indicated time frame. It would seem
ample 1f a written summary were provided for (1) Notification of

< Unusual Event within 72 hours, (2) Alert within 24 hours, and (3)
Site Emergency and Cmergency within 8 hours.

G. STATE AND/OR LOCAL OFF-SITE AUTHORITY ACTIONS
1. We guestion why & -racuation has been eliminated as a countermeasure
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

tc NUREG 0396, cne might consider evacuation out to S miles and
sheltering between 5 and 10 miles. Furthermore, evacuation is
recommended under Initiating Conditions - General Emergency.
This appears contradictory to earlier statements.




Again, referencing NUREG 0396, why aren't we considering placing
milk animals within 50 miles on stored feed?

The use of potassium iocdide has been igncred as an action that
could .e taken by cff-site authorities. Distribution of this
blocking agent to emergency workers should be considered as well
as tc segments of the general population.

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

Under the Site Emergency and General Emergency classes press
briefings are provided. The Alert class will also require
briefings to the press by cff-site authorities and even perhaps
under the Notification of Unusual Svent classification.

EXAMPLE INITIATING CONDITIONS

We don't feel we have the expertlilse to evaluate these conditions and

we would rely on the lic

nsee for their evaluation and comments.

S
However, several things did come to sur attention:

1
P

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. . . . "

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

The effluent monitors detecting levels corresponding to 1 Rem/hr
wholebody or 5 Rem/hr thyroid at the site boundary ampear too
high 1f effective action is going to be taken.

We doubt anyone on-site could determine the ma ni e of an
earthquake, yet any earthquake is cause for Notification of
Unusual tvent, an earthzuake greater than OBE levels is an Alert
class, and an earthguake greater =han SSE levels is a Site Emer-
gency.



STATE OF DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY SERVICES

WASHINGTON Q20E Marn Nay Owmpw Washingion M504 208 753 5285
Diny Lew Ray Bett, J McClelland. Director
Governor

ﬂ October 4, 1979

Brian €. Grimes
Acting Assistant Director for
Systems Ingineering
Of¢fice of Nuclear Reactor Regulations
Nuclear Requlatory Commission

~

Washington 0.(. 20585
Cear Mr, Grimes:

[ have reviewed your1ﬂter‘meCJmeﬂt. "Bas's for rmerqency Actieon Levels
for Nuclear Power Facilities.” | feel that this is an improvement over
the muitiple of existing action level procedures that have existed in
the pas:.

[ Tike tne way these are put together,with the class of incident, the
action for the licensee and the off-site authority actions. [ feel
that these 1nstructions are clear and leave little to chance.

1 would appreciate knowing when this document is implemented, so that we
may contact our facilities and discuss these instructions with our resnec-
tive duty officers and otner agencies that we advise off-site.
: Thank you for sending tnis document to this agency for comment.
, Sincerely,
‘,‘: 'A"/ /" "/
- / vy .
“O‘M’?‘ //b- Lw“:/-
Betty J. McClelland
Director

P

BJM:sc

cc: James L. Montgomery
Interorganizationl
Advisory Committee

/’1 7~

pap s 20
794/0 7O /G




—_— Kitsap County

H{S= }{ Department of Emergency Services e Owvision 57
A ma” KITSAP COUNTY COURTHMOUSE * PORT ORCHARD. WASHINGTON 38366 « TELEPWONE 206, 376 8077

e October 1979

Mr. Brian Grimes

Qffice of State Programs
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Grimes:

Reference: "Basis for Emergency Acticn Levelg

4 For Nuclear Power Facilities."
I received a copy of the abecve document on Monday October lst.

A quick reading indicates that it will be a useful tool in set-
ting up a pre-arracged nctification 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

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

I hope tc have more studied comments by ocur meeting in Denver
idater this month,

Sincerely

¥ g o
- 7 4

e MRS 7
Zeland J. Daly
Direcior

J1lD:mpd

cc: Jim Montgomery




>TATE OF NEW ,ORK o X.
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH Y%=+ OFFICE OF PUBLIC HEALTH

TOWER UILDING @ THE GOVERNCR NELSON A ROCKEFELLER EMPIRE STATE PLAZA L ] ALBANY N Y 1227

A 2AVIO ARELROD M. 2 GLENN € HAUGHIE, .0
Cammisaioner Acung Dimetn:

October 1, 1979

Mr. Brian K. Grimes

Acting Assistant Dirscto

for Systams Engineering

Dffice of Nuclear Reactcr Regulation
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20855

Dear Brian:

Doc Collins asked me to comment on the draft NRC Interim Document
"Basis for Emergency Action Levels for Nuclear Power Pacilities".

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 accident a "site" or a "general emergency", planners
should understand the potential consegquences.

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*ate and/or local authorities will have responsibilities in
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

generic manner, I suggest that reference be made to the notifi-
| cation, etc., of the State and local agencies identified in the
radiation emergency response plan. For example, multiple State
and local agencies could be impacted.

o

5. Based upon the expected frequency of accidents as indicated in
the document, the emergency planning agencies should consider
detailed planning for the "notification of Unusual Event"” and
"Alert". The "Site" Emergency "occurring once in a hundred to
once in 5,000 years and the "General Emergency"” once in 5,000
to once in 100,000 years are highly unlikely. Therefore,
substantive planning efforts in terms of manpower and equipment
would be difficult to justify. For example, is there justifica=-
tion in developing a comprehensive siren network to notify the
populaticn within 10 miles of the site? p

i
o A
=Continued- A 14 ]" ‘ / ) 261

“ 179 11000 3°




Mr. Brian XK. Grimes Page 2 October 1, 1979

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.

7. The release potential under "Ceneral Emergency" states releases
of more than 1,000 curies of I-131 ejuivalent. What is the
equivalent of 1,000 curies of I-131? I suggest reference tg
releases of more than 1,000 cg:ics of halogens more than 10
curies of noble gases and (107?) curies of other fission
products.

8, The reccmmended actions under the column entitled "State and/or
Local Offsite Authority Actions" are toc specific and might be
adopted as a rigid quide. 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.

herwood Davies, M.P.H., P.CE.
Director

Bureau cf Radiological Health

de
cc: J.Montgomery
H.Collins
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MEMORANDUM

FROM

SUBJECT.

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION

8rian X, Grimes DATE: Septemper 27, 1373
Acting Assistant Directur for Systems Engineering
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, NRC

Assistant Director for Scientific Affairs
8ureau of Radiological Health, FOA

Comments on "Basis for Emergency Action Levels for Nuclear Power
Facilities"

For clarity, and in order to relate the Emergency Action Levels to other
Federal Guidance, [ 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. [ note that
dosimetric information is mention~” in the descriptive scenario's, but

[ believe that its inclusion under a separate category, perhaps entitled
"Anticipated Radiation Doses," is necessary.

In the scenario for a General Emergencv the anticipated doses are at the
lower 1imit 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
planning documents. e
',- ~ ' n
I.\' J",M
Bernard Shleien, Pharm.D.

o
Harold Collins, NRC
Floyd Galpin, ZPA
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ELECTRIC ENGINEERING
DEPARTMENT

Secretary of the Commission
™ )

U. €. Nuclear Regulatorvy ’:omissio.x;u 1.8 -
Washinston, D. C. 20555 |8|9wwt~--‘--;'4t~4

Attention: Docketing and Service Eranch
—
Gentlemen:

In reference to NUREC-0€10, "Drafs Imermzency Acticn Level
Suidelines “or Nuclear Powver Plants’, 2altimc~e Cas and Tectiric Comvany
has attermoted %0 provide meaningful comments vhich could helr to =old the
draft zuilelines into a workable form, but ve must report that our efforts
have ended in frus<ration. The reason for this, simplv stated, is that
the draft muidelines are a zross example of total overkill and total

overreaction.

To be more svecific, we are concerned about the Treposed schenme
for requiring extensive communication between the nuclear plant and state/
local apencies for essentially every so-called unusual event. The dotential
here for a "crv wolf" situation is very real. We appreciate the need %o
maintain vell-oiled machinerv for effective comrmunications in bona fide
emergency situations. Hovever, to burden various agencies with notifications
of a hurricane vhen everybody already knovs one's coming or to reporst
every off-normal coolant temperature or minor effluent technical specifica-
tion infraction is not in the best interest of public safety.

Another impor+ant voint is that similar events are listed as
{nitiating events for notification on different action levels. For instance,
azain, a hurricane recuires an alert but also requires only notification.
Similarlv, the draft gzuidelines for a varticular class include, in scome
cases, exiremely immor+ant events such as a severe cladding loss and com-
paratively unimpor<ant events such as security breaches. We need tc be
sure that only imvortant events result in prompt effective action on the
public level,.

Other exarples (and there are too many %o list) wvhich vill give
you an {dea of the problems with NUREG-0610 as written:

1. Netif cation of security threat or attemvted entrvy. Comment:
What {¢ an VRC insvector is merely testing cur procedures?’ Do
we notify state/local agencies?

2. Notification eof fire longer than 10 minutes. Comment: Where is { ,
the fire? Vhen is it officially "out"? i " Z(\ 2 4
o 4
A /‘ /) 0




f lo ¢ contaimment int

by technical specifications. ?::he:t- Why -otifr

) ’ JoLe) ol AR

when the Technical Specifications have already caused
, prudent action %o de taken’?

We hHyoe you understand our concern Jver
guidelines such as those cresently in NURIG-0€10.
af taking the maximu= action possible %o protect the public
safetvy in the case of a btona fide emerzency Such as the zelting
part of the fuel. ) s not overreact Just because we have
i preparedness Dlans or hecause we have disco
on to make the vroper decision when
idance.

We all need %o slov down and take a orobing, thought®™il lock at
emergency vlanning. This is not the slace for helter skelter arm vaving
or shallow, thoughtless zuidelines. Ve should all use the ™I-2 incident
as & learning device, as a point of reference from which %o make {mprove-

ments. Not all changes are improvements, ancd not ai. steps taxen are
steps taken in the rizht direction.

We apologize ! \ iness of +these corments but urze that
they be ! sd into vh {ons make to the "zuidelines” of
RUREC-0610.

. e

Senior Engineer

8i{ddison, Esquire
™rowbridge, Esquire
E. L. :cnﬁer. Jr., IRC
. M, Hendrie, NRC
. W. Cardon, ACRS -
E{senhut, NRC
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Iv. FUTURE RESZARCH NEEDS OF THE NUCLEAR RESULATORY CCMMISSION

A. Introduction

The uncartainty regareing +ne magnitude of the health risk from low=level

ragiaticn requires a consarvative approach for controlling racdiation exposures.

current ragiation standards are pased upon an assumed |inear, dosa-ratn-indopcnccnt.

non'ynreshold dose-effect relationship. This assumption presumes that there

is no level, except Iero dose, celaow which there is no risk (ncn-thrcsho?d
thecry), that snrenic health risks resulting from high dosas can be extrapolated
in 4irect preportion to the nagnitude of the ¢ase to estimata the effects

of low doses (1inearity), anc that the dose resgonse is not affectecd By

the rate at wnich the cese is delivered (dose-rate incependence). Although
these assumptions are generally regarded as canservative, a few recent analyses
of data obtainec ¢ram stucias of human populaticns axposed o low doses have
precuced consraversial results which dispute she valigity of the 1inear extrap~
olatisn and suggest that the risk per unit dose at low ‘evels may be even
higher than that obtained using the 1inear model. On the cther hand, animal
stucies suggest exactly the opposite; that for low-LET® radiation (e.g., beta
particles, gamma radiation, and X-rays), the risk from low doses delivered

at low dcse rates is consicerably less than srecicted By linear extrapolations

#rsm nigh cose and high dose rates.

Low-L7  raciation is radiation which has a low Linear Znergy Transfer and
deposi s small amounts of energy per ¢nis pathlength. 4igh=-LET raciatien

ceposi .s considerable energy ser unit aistance of material traversed.
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3. General Needs

.

1. Epidemiological Studies o Confirm Yealsh Risks f-om Low-level

Radifation Exposure

S8ecause of the uncertainty of the validity of extrapolated values, there
is a need for further epicdemiological studies of human populations which have
been exposad to low-level radiation. The joint EPA/NRC study to be performed
to comply with the Congressicnal mandate 'n Public Law 95-5Q01 is designed %o
evaluate the feasidility of conducting and designing future studies to meet
this need. It is expected that the planning and feasibility study will
icentify wnich pepulaticns of exposed individuals, if any, are suitadble for
further investigation of the effect of low-level ionizing radiaticn. This
joint EPA/NRC effort, together with on-geing efforts by the Nepartments of
Defensa, Energy, and Health, Education, and Welfare, may provide a petler
basis for providing upper-dbound estimates for the health risks of low-level
radfation. If these studies confirm that the risks of scmatic injury from
low=-leve! radiation are higher than currently believed, adaitional long-term
epigdemiological 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, adcitional information is
required on the occurrenca 2f radiation-induced recessive mutations and how
these mutations are expressed in terms of i11 health or an increased

susceptibility to disease.



s Continued Animal Studies of Mechanisms of Radiaticn Iniury

Animal studies® provide evidenca of a guadratic dose-effect relationship
of the form: R =al + 50z which indicates, for low-LET*® radiation, that linear
extrapolations of the effects observed at nigh doses and high dose rates would
averestimata the effects for low doses and low dose ratas by factors between
2 and 10. Recent experimental evidence for high=LET** radiation (e.g., neutrens,
protaons, and algha particles) indicates that this quadratic response is not
opserved for these radiations. Continued animal studies are requ’ red to assist
in sanfirming the caonsearvatism believed t3 be inherent in assuming a linear
exsrapolaticn mocel, and %o metter dufine the mechanisms of radiation injury

and repair processaes.

sudies to Detarmine Factors which may Modify Radiation Injury

Information is needed 2n the effact upon the dose-effect relaticnships of
such factars as exposure pathway, sex, age, and health condition and genetic
factars such as possible inherited suscestability to disease or hypersensi=
tivity. Such information could help identify groups within the pepulation

shat reguire special consideration for radiation protecticon purposas.

These studies are described in Annex G, Section ID; Annex H, Seczion IIF; and
Annex I, Section VO of the United Nations Scientific Committee cn the Effects
of Atomic Radiation 1977 Report, Sources and g¢tecss of lonizin Radiation and
in a forthceming report of Scientific committee <0 of tne National Council on
Radiation Protection and Measyrements.

*=These terms are defined in the footncte an page 4.

as



Improved informaticn on the levels of individual and pepulaticn exposure
+5 all toxic materials is required to assess the magnituce of the tatal nealth
ritk %0 exposed peopulations. Expanded animal researchn efforss are also needed
+0 examine possible interactions Detween exposure to other toxic agents and

radiatisn exposure to define how dose-response relationsnips may be affected

by these other exposures. Similar studies on the effect on radiation sensi-
tivity of humans and animals of conditions caused Dy pathogens and pathogenic

organisms should also be expanded.

4 Studies of Biological Indicators of Radiation Damace

Continued investigations are needed of possible biolegical indicaters of
radiation damage such as jdentificaticn of chromosome aberrations in peripheral
lymphocytes (5!cod cells). Additional work is needed, particularly in the low
dose area, %o cetermine whether these changes could provice biological indica=

tions of future health consequences.

C.  Specific Needs of the Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn

In adgition to health research studies needed to confirm the acdequacy of
existing radiaticn srotection standards and radiation healsh effects estimates,
the Commissicn will require additional research and technical assistance studies
+o improve its esvaluations of the realth impacts of licensed operations. Altheugh

suture needs are fependent to some axtant upon the results obtained from on-going
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stugies,

sne Commission staff has identified the following areas where additional

informaticn is reguired:

=
.

Uranium Milling Qperations

Preparaticn of a Generic Environmental Impact Statement On Uranium Miliing
has resulted in the identification of additional information needs required
to update and suppiement existing studies to Detler define the impacts of
smis class of operations:

Improved infarmation will be needed on the metabolism and reten=
tien of the various chemical cempounds of uranium which are
generatad in the milling, conversion, and fuel faprication stages
of the fuel cycle.

Further analysis of the data obtained frem field neasurements of
emissions of radon and sarticulates from granium mill tailings
piles will de required in order 0 develop general mocels tor
predicting these emission rates.

Extansive information on the costs and effectiveness of various
methods to stabilize anc reclaim tailings piies and 2 limit
releases of radon and particulates will Se required to support
NRC's expanded respensibilitias uncer sne Uranium Mill Tailings
Radiation Contrel Act of 1578, Public Law 35-504.

A review of bioassay data from operating uranium mills, conver-
sion and, fuel fabrication facilities should be performed To
determine the need for additiona) regquirements for worker
protection.

Radioactive Waste Management

sensive on-going NRC effortis to develop licensing criteria and to review
procedures for high-level waste disposal facilities and for upgrading sita
selection requirements for low=leve! waste burial sites have identified
needs for additional researc! in the following areas:

There is a need for develcpment of improved models for predicting
ground-water transgart of radiocactive materials.

Acditional studies are needed of the mechanisms and parametars for
estimating the retention characseristics of various soil types.

Additional studies are required of the interactions Detween high=

leve! waste solidification matrices and the minerals that may
exist in uncergrsund repositaries.

a7



Long-Tarm Imoacts of Releases af 2adisactive Materials into the
Eavironment

Further studies are needed to improve envirenmental transport

models for predicting the fata of long=lived radionuclices released
into the environment. In particular, expanced resea~ch on the
geochemical cycling of staple elements would de useful for estimating
the glcbal movement of long=lived radionuclices.

Occupational Sxposure %o Neutrons

Impraved information on the neutron axposure rec2ived in nuclear
power reactors is needed to assess the healsnh implications of
neutron exposure.

Experimental animal studies are reguired 1o confirm the biological
effactiveness of neutron exposure.

Radiation Doses from Medical Devices and Radioisoctope Acolications

Further studies are needed to betier document doses received By
medical personnel (technicians, nurses, anc physicians), patients,
and patient families resuiting from medical ragiation applications

of NRC-licensed materials and on techniques for reducing these
exposures.

These needs will be addressed in future NRC research plans beyend
FY 12881
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NRC Transiation 220

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
of the University of Heidelberg, Germany

6900 Heidelberg
Im Neuenheimer Feld 360

RADIOECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

OF THE
WYHL NUCLEAR POWER PLANT

This transiation was sponsored by the Nuclear Regul/atory Commission (NRC) to permit review and avaluation of
the matenal contained herein. NRC did not participate in the preparation of the report in any manner.
The authors of the report from which this transigtion is derived claim that the report is protected by copyright.
The following is a transiation of the German copyright notice:
‘This assessment was prepared within the scientific framework by the advisors cf the Environmental
Protection (Section) at the Uiniversity of Heidelberg. The scientific responsibility and the originators’ rights
copynghts) 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 written permission and this English transiation s being reproduced under that authonty.

DUPLICATE DOCUMENT /
2 U )

Entire document previously entered
into system under: [

wo BOO3OCO5 Y
No. of pages: ,‘:\3




K A s, UNITED STATES
s Y e NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
K WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

SiP 13 1973

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 guideiines 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 Notification of Unusal Event, Alert, Site Emergency, and

General tmergency.

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

to:
Secretary of the Commission

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555
Atiention: Docketing and Service Branch

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

Sincerely,

/"/«}m 4///' ‘CQ/N

Harold R. Dentan, Director
Office of Nucleer Reactor Regulation

Enclosure:
As Stated

)f
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MUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

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

! EMERGENCY ~LANNING

AGENCY: U.SBNuclear “egulatory Commission
ACTION: Proposed Rule Changes

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is proposing to amend its
regulations in orger to provide an interim upgrade of NRC emergency plan-

ning reguiations 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
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 loca! emergency response
plan has not received NRC concurrence within 180 days of the
effective date of the final amendments.

- A An operating plant way be required to cease operation or reduce
power levels if a Stavre or local emergency response plan does not
warrant continued NRC concu-vence and the State or locality does
not correct the deficiencies within 4 months of notification of

NRC concurrence withd:-awal.
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t applicants' and licensees' detailed emergency planning

‘1ng 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/{mpact
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. 1. C. Roberts, 301-443-33985. Copies of the value/impac:
analysis and of comments received by the Commission may be examined in

the Commission's Public Document Room at 1717 H Street, Nw., Washington,

9. C.

FOR FURTHER INFOW4ATION CONTACT: Mr. I. C. Roberts, Assistant Director
for Siting Standards, Office of Standards Development, U.S. Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555 (phone: 301-443-35381)

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: By memorandum dated July 31, 1979, the Commis-
sion requestad that the NRC staff undertake expedited rulemaking on the
subject of State and local emergency response plans and those of licensees.
The rulemaking described in this notice responds to that request. Time
constraints have precluded the careful review and consideration normally
given to proposed rulemaking actions of comparable significance. Conse-
quently, considerations related %o the workapility of the proposed rule
changes may have been overlooked and significant fmpacts to NRC, appli-

cants, licansees, and State and local grvernments say not have been

?I‘n



