May 9, 1980

-

/>

\.
DR. DONALDF KNUTH
President

JUCRE] I e
Mr. Robert G. Ryan, Director PR NUREG-06 @
Radiological Emergéncy Preparedness PROVGSED RULE " __— R -0 5‘/

Division (45 FR q768)

Federal Emergency Management Agency
1725 I St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20472

Dear Mr. Ryan:

In our previous letter to you of March 14, 1980, we indi-
cated that additional comments on FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654, would
be sent in response to the Federal Register notice of February 13,
1980, 45 FR 9768. KMC, Inc., in cooperatlon with over 20 utilities
participating in its Coordinating Group on Emergency Preparedness
Implementation (see list in Enclosure 1), has maintained continued
involvement with the NRC reviewers' use of this document. We
are concerned with the inflexible attitude that reviewers adopt
based upon guidance contained in the document. Even though the
proposed rule itself is in draft form (for comment) and the guid-
ance of FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654, was published for interim use
and comment, both are accorded the status of inflexible rules.
We are convinced that effective emergency planning must be a
cooperative effort among the utility, State and local entities,
FEMA and the NRC, and needs to consider and adopt plans which
match the unique site conditions, rather than to be mandated
through a cookbook check list approach.

The Coordinating Group on Emergency Preparedness Implementa-

tion provided comments on the advance notice of rulemaking and

the proposed rule as well as comments on "guidance" documents.

On February 14, 1980, we also requested that the arbitrary fif-
teen minute warning requirement, footnoted in the proposed rule,
be set aside for special consideration. The basic thrust of our
comments is and has always been that we endorse the development
of additional emergency planning for operating nuclear reactors;
however, forcing compliance with hastily conceived and arbitrary
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requirements which do not permit the considaration of site or
facility characteristics, as well as the State/local authority
capability, is inappropriate. We would again reiterate our be-
lief that the NRC and FEMA should develop rules or regulations
containing broad requirements, and the guidance for reviewers
should be flexible and consider facility characteristics as well
as site features in suggested methods of meeting the regulations.

Our general arguments are that the utility industry as
a whole, as well as a large cross-section of State and local
officials responsible for emergency planning, are pleading for
a more rational approach in the proposed regulation and its im-
plementing documents, including FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654. We be-
lieve these groups are now joined by the Commission's Advisory
Committee on Reactor Safeguards, as evidenced by its May 6, 1980
report to the Commission on the rule and NUREG-0654. The ACRS
makes several critical points in its report that parallel those
contained in our enclosed comments. The Committee notes that
several requirements are without bases, that the criterial re-
quirements lack the flexibility necessary for criteria to be
effective, and strongly suggests that further review of the
"final" rule, particularly by the ACRS, would be appropriate.
Likewise, we strongly endorse this advice from the ACRS. We
believe such further review by the Committee is essential, and

urge FEMA and the NRC to avail themselves of this additional
advice.

We have included comments in the attached enclosure where
we believe specific requirements should be deleted and be replaced
with a functional statement of the objective of the feature.

By describing what needs to be accomplished, the experts in
emergency planning at the State and local level will have the
flexibility to meet the objectives in the most effective
manner.

For purposes of completeness, and to aid FEMA in evaluat-
ing these comments, we are enclosing copies of our previous
formal comments descriked above.

We would be pleased to meet with your representatives to
discuss any or all of our comments.

Sincerely,
Dot & it
Donald F. Knuth

encl.

cc: See Page 3
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cc: Mr. Samuel J. Chilk
Secretary, U.S. NRC

Mr. Harold R. Denton
Director, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation, U.S. NRC

Mr. George Jett
General Counsel, FEMA

Mr. John W. Mc 'annell
Assistant Associ.te Director for
Plans and Preparedness, FEMA

Mr. Brian K. Grimes
Director, Emergency Preparedness
Task Group, U.S. NRC
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American Electric Power Company
Arkansas Power & Light Company
Baltimore Gas & Electric Company
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company
Commonwealth Edison Company
Consumers Power Company

Detroit Edison Company

Dugquesne Light Company

Florida Power Corporation

Florida Power & Light Company

GPU Service Corporation

Jersey Central Power & Light Company
Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company
Mississippi Power & Light Company
Nebraska Public Power District
Northern States Power Company

Omaha Public Power District

Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Public Service Electric & Gas Company
Sacramento Municipal "+ility District
Southern California Edison Company

Toledo Edison Company

KMC, INC.



COMMENTS ON FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654 -- "CRITERIA FOR PREPARATION
AND EVALUATION OF RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS AND PRE-
PAREDNESS IN SUPPORT OF NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS" -- SUBMITTED BY
KMC, INC. AND 22 ELECTRIC UTILITIES OF THE COORDINATING GROUP

ON EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS IMPLEMENTATION

Principal Comment

The rigor with which the individual elements of the evalua-
tion criteria of FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654 are being applied to
licensee and State/local p-.anning in the field is destroying ef-
fective emergency planning by not permitting the knowledge, ex-
perience, and expertise of the participants to be brought to
bear and solve the problems of emergency preparedness. This pre-
scriptive approach does not permit the application of either judg-
ment or common sense in the development of workable plans. The
result is that the plans may not be as workable as they otherwise
could be.

The above comment, or its many variations, has been made
repeatedly by the utility industry and several of the State and"
local officials responsible for emergency preparedness; it has
been made since the beginning of the effort to upgrade emergency
planning in July, 1979. The more it is made, the more entrenched
and inflexible the many proliferating requirements have become.
The attitudes that foster this approach to regulation are pre-
cisely the attitudes that the Kemeny Report and the Rogovin Report
warn us of the need for correction in order to apply properly the

lessons to be learn.? from TMI.

KMC, I™C.



The utility industry and the State and local officials
responsible for emerdgency preparedness have demonstrated, and
continue to denonstrate that they have learned from TMI and want
to put in place effective emergency planning programs. it is
impossible for any basically human-oriented endeavor, such as
emergency planning, to have a unigue set of acceptable solutions.
Since the Planning Objectives of FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654 are rather
general in nature, it musi: follow that the conforming Evaluation
Criteria can be met in some variety of ways. Some variation of
the FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654 criteria can and should be permitted
within the bounds of a demonstrated safety envelope. Introducing
some flexibility into the implementation of FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654

may well bo .ue last opportunity to apply reason to this aspect of

nuclear reactor requlation. FEMA must do this for State and

local plans. The NRC must do this for licensee plans.

Additional Technical/Policy Comments

some elements of the overall program to upgrade emergency
response capability, it has been conceded, were developed in their
extreme manner primarily to be applicable (in the view of the NRC) :
as a function of population density surrounding some sites.
Examples of this appear to include the out-for-comment-only
meteorology and staffing requirements of FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654.
Other examples of interim use requirements £it this category.
Once into the criteria, however, these requirements are being
applied to all sites in the interests of standardized treatment

without regard to population density. Nothing should be more

aken in areas surrounding a site.



Planning for these actions should likewise be site-specific, or
more precisely situation-specific. It goes beyond the province
of reasonable regulation to apply these requirements in such a
uniform and unilateral fashion. Furthermore, the administrative
effort required to keep plans with such detailed criteria effec-
tive is unduly excessive. This burden adversely affects the
functionality of the plans themselves. ‘

A corollary criticism of FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654, which
needs to be corrected, is the obvious benefits only to the regu-
lators of such single-minded requirements. Clearly, for FEMA
and the NRC, these standardized, inflexible requirements simplify
licensing administration. They make regulation easier. One has
only to follow instructions and approval of an acceptable emer-
gency plan results. However, that should not be the purpose or
the modus operandi of regulatiocn. Taking all the judgment out
of a review, if it really were possible, dces nothing to enhance
either nuclear safety or nuclear licensing and regulation. What
it does do is drive the regulators and the regulated nuclear
industry back to the thinking alleged to be prevalent prior to
TMI. We believe the NRC should retreat from that present track,
and that FEMA should not allow itself to embark along it. Recon-
sideration of the implementation of the listed guidance and cri-
teria of FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654 to provide some reasonable flexi-

bility in meeting emergency planning safety goals is essential.



The evolution of the emergency preparedness upgrade, although
eometimes chaotic, has nonetheless progressed in deliberate stages.
To critically evaluate comments on FEMA-REP~1, NUREG-0654 one has
to consider them in light of previous comments relating to the up-

grade activity. Unfortunately, NRC to date has not really per-

mitted comment, by utility owners or State and local officials,

on its rulemaking and emergency plan upgrade program to have any
discernible affect on its activities. The nuclear industry has
commented in detail on this, as have State and local authorities.
We believe this thought underlies FEMA's comments on the NRC
proposed rule also. As we commented earlier, it is our view

that FEMA-REP-1l, NUREG-0654 may be the last opportunity to get
emergency planning on a workable track. To provide the background
incident to this comment, for the convenience of FEMA and NRC
evaluators, we are enclosing copies of the following documents

developed by the Coordinating Group on Emergency Preparedness

Implementation.

l. Enclosure 3 =-- August 29, 1979 letter to the Secretary
of the Commission providing comments on the July 17,
1979 Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

2. Enclosure 4 -- November 26, 1979 letter to the Secretary
of the Commission providing a critique of NUREG-0610,
"Draft Emergency Action Level Guidelines for Nuclear
Power Plants," and a proposed complete redraft of that
document.



3. Enclosure 5 =-- Petition to the Commission, dated Feb-

ruary 14, 1980, for a separate rulemaking proceeding
on the issue of notification of all individuals within
the plume exposure pathway EPZ within 15 minutes (a
footnote in the proposed rule), and a request for a
public hearing on the issue.

4. Enclosure 6 -- February 15, 1980 letter to the Secretary
of the Commission providing comments on the proposed
rulemaking on Emergency Planning.

5. Enclosure 7 -- March 14, 1980 letter to Robert G. Ryan,
FEMA, with copies to the NRC, providing comments coupling
tte proposed rule, FEMA's comments on the proposed
rule, and FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654.

Enclosure 4, comments on NUREG-0610, merits special addi-
tional comment since it has been incorporated into FEMA-REP-1,
NUREG-0654 as Appendix 1. The Action Level Criteria developed
by KMC and the Coordinating Group is not all that radically dif-
ferent from NUREG-0610. It takes the NUREG document and customizes
it to the practical considerations facing a utility in incorporat-
ing action level criteria into an emergency plan. Action level
criteria are an important and useful part of any emergency plan.
It does not follow that such criteria have to be precisely as
indicated in NUREG-0610. It is far more important for a utility's
action level criteria to mesh with what is accepted and expected

by the interfacing State and local authorities in their plans.



Prescriptive requirements that are not wholly satisfactory to the
:ilities and the State and local authorities will compromise
the effectiveness of their composite plan. The NRC should permit
variations such as those presented in the KMC draft. FEMA should
be satisfied that acceptable action level criteria f£it well into
the response actions outlined in the State and local plans. In
short, this is a plea that FEMA officials consult with the NRC,
through actions on the refinement of FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654 to
establish practical and workable action level criteria require-
ments that are acceptable to both the utility and the State and
local authorities.

Another major emergency planning issue, evolving from the
proposed rule through NUREG-0610 and FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654, is
the 15-minute warning requirement for essentially 100% of the
population within the 10 mile plume exposure EPZ. Enclosure 5
outlines some of the practical problems and the lack of necessity
of such a stringently-specified requirement. A representative
of FEMA, at the New York Workshop on January 15, 1980, indicated
FEMA's experience that a lesser design requirement for notifying
the populace in a given area will in fact result in all the people
being notified. Clearly, the present reguirement is far too
extreme and has no technical basis in theory or in experience.
State and local officials.likewise have : .rong feelings on the

necessity for such a requirement.



It seems that FEMA could introduce some reasoned judgment
into this requirement. A system of early warning, not as quickly
as 15 minutes however, should be established at reactor sites.

It should, as FEMA and NRC suggest, consist of a mix of warning
devices. In close, two to three miles, it may be appropriate

to have heavy coverage. OQut from there to the boundary of the
plume exposure EPZ there is much more time available for warning,
and with that additional time, no demonstrated need for hypotheti-
cal 100% coverage. The ACRS advice, in its May 6, 1980 letter,
agrees with this view. Further, the ACRS notes the "need to con-
sider the possible risks associated with notification of the public
prior to the police and other officials being ready and available
to direct and control the responses of people residing near a
power plant." Consideration of this point by the ACRS would
definitely extend the early warning time well beyond 15 minutes.

A State/local program's early warning system should be
judged according to the extent needed early warning capability
is in place. The standard for acceptability should vary with
distance from the site. Above all, the public should not be
warned about an impending radiological release, unless in fact
there is an impending radiological release. Following NUREG-0610
in all its specifics would guarantee the needless generation of
panic and would be far more harmful than even the lack of an
requirement to see if more practical requirements can not be

developed. It is a non-linear problem. Simplifying it with a



linear solution does not at all serve the public or the public's
needs. Additional comment on this issue is contained in Enclosure
Furthermore, before the final implementation of an early warning
requirement, FEMA should be satisfied with the technical basis

for the requirement. To date, the NRC has not been able to pro-
vide a meaningful basis. FEMA should consider work by the Nuclear
Safety Analysis Center on this subject. NSAC has attempted to
analyze the apparent NRC basis, and to provide a more technically-

substantiated basis.

Other Significant Issues

There are several other significant issues raised in FEM:i-
REP-1, NUREG-0654 that merit comment and serious reconsideration
for some flexibility of position. These issues relate to:

1. Minimum staffing requirements

2. Location of FOF within one mile of plant

3. Space for news media at near-site EOF

4. TSC in close proximity to control room

5. Shielding and ventilation in Operations Support Center
6. Meteorological monitoring and data link

These 1ssues embody the peril of the use of inflexible, highly
prescriptive criteria in establishing a workable emergency pre-
paredness regime that seek to standardize the material aspects
of response capability in otherwise non-standard real world

situations.



1. Minimum staffing requirements --

There are several problems with the staffing requirements
outlined in Planning Objective B and summarized in Table B-1
(page 31). The least of these problems is that the staffing
requirements are at variance with the staffing requirements
developed simultaneously by the NRC in accordance with its imple-
mentation of thoe "Action Plans Developed as a Result cf the TMI-2

Accident." This anomaly can be corrected easily, of course, in
any number of ways. Thé real problems are that the staffing re-
quirements of FEMA-REP-1l, 'NUREG-0654 are not minimum at all, but
were developed in a reaction to perceived problems relating to
the population density around sites. Even though the requirements
-are alleged to be for comment only, they are evolving into generic
requirements being applied across the board to all utilities.
No distinction is made for plant-specific ccnsideration;. In
addition to being arbitrary, these staffing requirements do not
have the benefit of any written justification in the criteria.
Hence, they could also be considered capricious.

The least thought-out aspect of the warning requirements
is that relating o additional responses required on-site follow-
ing the declaration of an emergency. First, there is no distinc-
tion made as to the class of emergency requiring these additional
resources, presumably on the basis that the classic emergency situa-
tion will start as an Unusual Event and orogress through the
Alert and Site Emergency levels to the General Emergency action

level. There is no reasonable basis for using this assumption
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when considering manning requirements. To the contrary, when
accidents progress in this fashion, sufficient time is available

to assemble staff. The guidance, therefore, should be amended

to make clear that no additional manning is'required for the two lowest
action levels. Secondly, requiring such assembly within 30 minutes
of the declaration of an emergency is not warranted, and poses
undue burden on the operating staff. Studies by the Nuclear Safety
Analysis Center have shown that from the standpoint of risk, sev-
eral hours are available before emergency response is required.
Initially, in the development of these criteria, the NRC staff
thought one hour would be sufficient. Requiring utility staff

to live within 30 minutes of a site is clearly an undue burden

when no useful purpose is served by that proximity. One hour

may be sufficient time to activate emergency personnel, but in

some instances it might take more time for them to report for

duty. At the very least, the need for such staff additions must

be reexamined to establish which particular personnel, if any,
might be needed early on to supplement the normal shift comple-
ment. Certainly it must be acknowledged that all supplementary
personnel are not needed within the minimum reporting time. 1In

any event, the minimum reporting time must be extended to a more

reasonable limit.
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2. Emergency Operations Facility located within one mile of the
site =--

This singular issue illustrates some of the basic problems
of the emergency planning upgrade program. Planning objective H
(page 44 of FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654), relating to "Emergency Facil-
ities and Equipment," is to assure that adequate emergency facil-
ities and equipment to support the emergency response are provided.
To that end, Evaluation Criteria 2 calls for the establishment
of a "nearsite" Emergency Operations Facility from which evalua-
tion and coordination of all licensee activitiesare to be carried
out and from which the licensee shall provide information to
State and local authorities. Nothing about this planning objec-
tive is distance-related, yet the criterion suggests that, in
most cases, the EOF should be within one mile of the reactor.

There is nothing critical about this distance, and no reason why

it could not be 10 times one mile. For that matter, it should

be equally acceptable for the EOF to be located on-site. However,
in implementing this requirement for an EOF, the one mile is
becoming a hard and fast rule. Several utilities have located,

or are developing, such facilities at farther locations because
superior facilities for the EOF exist at those distances. For
example, one is to be located four miles from the site at a NIKE
site, another ten miles at the local She-iff's office, still
another four miles away at a training facility, another ten miles

away at a Forest Fire academy. The issue in all cases should be



communications capability, not proximity to the site. The re-

quirements for communications capability, listed elsewhere in
the criteria, are so exhaustive that differences in distance do
not matter. Proximity to the site, on the other hand, causes
the requirement in the criteria for the establishing of an Al-
ternate EOF, even though the capability requirements for this
alternate EOF have not yet been specified. There is no judgment
undertaken to determine if these proposals can be acceptable.
The simplified NRC approach is that they don't meet the pre-
specified criteria, even thouch no basis for the criteria is
given. This "do it our way or else" approach is not sound regu-
latory practice, in this or any other regulatory arena. .Yet it
is precisely the foundation for FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654. For
this particular issue, the icceptance criteria should be: Pro-
vide an EOF with a certain minimum housing capability, a certain
communications capability among the other centers and the plant,
and arrange for backup accommodations in the event they should
be needed. 1In other words, we are pleading with the developers
of FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654 to examine the response characteristics
of a particular emergency preparedness program on its merits,
judge it on that basis, not on whether it meets an arbitrary set
of criteria that may not reflect as good a program as would other-

wise be possible.
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3. Space for news media at near site EQOF -~

Early in the emergency planning upgrade activity a require-
ment for providing or predesignating a location for news media
assemblage developed. Such things as setting aside a high school
gym were suggested by the NRC. Now, in FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654
this reasonable idea, preserved in criterion G.3.a., has evolved
to the point where, in criterion G.3.b, space must be provided
at the EOF. It is explained by the NRC that, expecting some 300
representatives of the news media in the event of a serious acci-
dent, most would go to the predesignated gym, and 10 to 20 persons
would be allowed to go to the EOF. This anomaly tends to crystalize
the major crij of FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654, namely that its
criteria are either incredibly vague or incredibly specific,
with nothing in between. In the ase of this requirement, it
may not be possible to provide sufficient space in the EOF for
representatives of the news media. It certainly will not be pos-
sible for the utility, or the NRC for that matter, to dictate to
the media the decision on which members can go to the EOF and which
can not. All, invariably, will want to be at the EOF. There is
no clear way to draw a line. On the other hand, it is extremely
important to the management of an emergency situation to minimize
distractions. Nothing in the criterion for press coverage should
be allowed to interfere with EOF management of the response. The
way to assure improvement of the gquality of public information,

and that is the real goal of the criterion, is to assure that



there is good communication between the EOF and the press briefing
center. The present requirement, however, leads one to the con-
clusion that no matter what is done to try to meet the criterion,

it will not be acceptable.

4. TSC in close proximity to control room =--

Criterion H.l requires the establishment of a Technical
Support Center in accordance with NUREG-0578. Essentially, this
means the TSC should be as close as possible to the control room.

We agree the 1SC should be on-site. Beyond that, the available

(and required) communications link between the TSC and control
room render proximity a non-consideration. This is a question of
how close is close enough. If a utility elects to construcu a
special TSC facility on site, properly equipping it to perform
its designated functions, it will be as good or better than one
established by converting existing space that happ«¢ns tc be near
the control room. Either option should be acceptal)le. Utilities
should not be penalized for trying to meet this rejuirement in
the best way possible for their site and their facility. 1In some
cazes, a utility may elect to erect a new buildinc¢ to house all
cf the diverse fac¢ilities required by the emergen 'y planning
upgrade. Arbitrary distance requirements that wo:ld preclude this

should not be permitted.
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5. Shielding and ventilation requirements in OSC =--

Criteria H.9 requires an onsite Operations Support Center,
properly characterized as an "assembly area" for backup technical
support persornel. Obviously, this cadre is extremely mobile,
yet the criterion calls for the OSC to have "adequate capacity,
shielding, ventilation, and inventory of supplies, including
for example, respiratory protection, protective clothing, portable
lighting and communications equipment.” One would deduce that
inhabitants of the 0SC would be expected to stay in that center
for the duration. The requirement for the OSC to have this capa-

bility is extreme, and should be deleted.

6. Meteorological monitoring and data link =--

Appendix 2 of FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654 outlines the meteor-
ological criteria to be used for emergency preparedness. The
NRC initially provided the understanding that these criteria are
offered for comment only, as opposed to "interim use and comment."”
Even so, Criteria H.8 and I.5 require that utility operators pro-
vide meteorclogical instrumentation and procedures which satisfy
the criteria in Appendix 2. Satisfying these incredibly detailed
criteria would provide far more than could possibly be used in
any realistic emergency response situation.

The criteria obviously were prepared by professional meteor-
ologists to satisfy what they would like to see in the way of data
acquisition and transmission. They were not prepared by profes-

\
sional emergency planners to satisfy their needs vis-a-vis data
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capability for making emergency response decisions. In fact,
it can be argued that such a wealth of meteorological data would
work at cross purposes to obfuscate the clear and rapid decisions
that would need to be made during an emergancy. It is also clear
that the drafters of these criteria had in mind applications of a
high population density nature. Applying such acceptance criteria
at all nuclear sites is neither necessary nor particularly helpful.
There is a fundamentally sound reason why these criteria
should not be applied, either to this extent or at this time. It
relates to the ongoing efforts of the NRC to set up a nuclear data
link. On February 6, 1980 the NRC staff briefed the Commission
on its program to set up a data link for all operating facilities.
It was envisioned that this system would provide data oﬁ up to 100
parameters, including perhaps 40 radiological and meteorological
variables. At some time in the near future the NRC will decide
precisely which meteorological variables will be required in the
data link. These requirements should not be at variance with the
requirements of Appendix 2. The NRC and FEMA should wait until
chis technical review is complete before establishing generic
requirements for such data. Requiring early implementaticn cf
Appendix 2 will result in the development of two redundant and
competing systems, each of which would adversely affect the other.
It is certainly proper to wait until the specific requirements
have been set before judging the adequacy of utility capability
in this area. In fact, it is possible that the NRC and FEMA have
this in mind in light of the special treatment of this issue indi-

cated on page 2 of FEMA-REP-1, NUREG-0654.



Other Detailed Comments on Evaluation Criteria

In reviewing FEMA-REP-1, NUP G-0654, several specific cri-
teria can be identified that deserve or require rewording or other
clarification to improve the usefulness and applicability of this
planning document. The specifics of a number of these situations,
covering subjects other than those discussed previously, are given
below.

1. Criterion C.2 (page 34) regquires the utility to dispatch
personnel to the principal offsite governmental emergency operations
centers. However, representatives of all these centers will have
gathered in, or will be in direct communications with, the utility's
EOF. Management of the response is to be conducted from the EOF.

It has the communications to accomplish this. Farming out utility
personnel to these other centers, aside from being redundant and
unnecessary, may well dilute or short circuit the effectiveness

of EOF activities. This requirement should be deleted.

2. Criterion D.l1 (page 36) requires word for word compliance
with NUREG-0610. As argued previously, some flexibility is essen-
tial for effective emergency response capability.

3. Criterion D.2 (page 36) is redundant with regard
to D.1 in whataver form D.l eventually takes, and zhould Lo Zclcied.
At the very least, D.2 should be clarified as being applicable to
radiological release incidents postulated in the FSAR.

4. Criterion E.3 and E.4 (page 38) relate to transmission
of emergency messages. First, it should be clear that the initial

contact, which may be police authourities, should not be cluttered
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with a pre-analysis of what might be taking place at the site as
implied in E.3. Secondly, follow-up messages Qhould not be pre-
scripted as in E.4 since the appropriate authority organizations
will already have been activated and will be working with the
specific information they need to make necessary emergency response
decisions.

5. Criterion E.6 (page 39), by its reference to Appendix 3,
overly formalizes the 15 minute warning requirement. It i< not
appropriate, with this specificity, for this checklist until such
time as the issue has been resolved by the NRC and FEMA. Therefore,
the parenthetical expression should be deleted. Secondly, the "It
should be the operator's responsibility ..." is not appropriate
for such criterial check lists, and should be deleted.

6. Criterion E.7 (page 39) is not applicable to the utility
operator. However, it should be applicable to local authorities,
but the comment on thyroid blocking should be deleted until that

issue has been clearly resolved. To date it has not.

7. Criterion H.S5 (page 44) is scmewhat overstated in requir-
ing the operator to identify and establish onsite monitoring systems
to initiate emergency measures. "Systems" is not quite the proper
concept. The requirement would be more accurately stated in terms
of the operator making provision to acgquire data for initiating

emergency response.
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8. Critericn H.7 (page 45) is misleading owing to its vague-
ness and can be deleted since the requirement is embodied in Cri-
terion H.6.

9. The NRC and FEMA should examine the radioiodine concen-

tration detection level of 5 X 10~ °

A Ci/cc given in Criterion I.7
(page 48). This capability goes at least two orders of magnitude
beyond useful emergency response measurements. Relating detection

of radioicdine to PAG levels should result in a more reasonable

value of 10~°

A Ci/cc.

10. Criterion J.4 (page 51) overstates basic requirements.
First of all, evacuation of non-essential personnel is not neces-
sary for a Site Emergency, and need be effected only for General
Eyergencies involving significant radiation releases. Secondly,
handling of personnel decontamination is already part of every
licensed plant operation, and should be used in emergency situa-
tions. The separate capability suggested in this criterion unneces-
sarily complicates emergency practices.

11l. The requirements of Criterion J.5 (page 51) relating
to accountability of onsite individuals during an emergency needs
considerable rethinking aud some restudy. It is in fact impos-
sible to maintain such accountability and at the same time main-
tain a reasonably functioning emergency organization. Since
there is no demonstrated need for such accountability, this re-
quirement should not be allowed to compromise emergency response

capability.
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12. The radiation protection requirements of Criterion J.6
(page 51 ) need to be made specific. They should be related only
to thosn persons essential to plant operation or for the manage-
ment of a Site or General Emergency.

13. Criterion J.8 (page 52) on evacuation times should be
directed toward State and local authorities as it is correctly
in Criterion J.10.2. Appendix 4, as well as Table J-1, however,
should be offered as general guidance, not as expressed require-
ments. Neither the NRC or FEMA is in a position to tell the State
and local authorities how to evacuate or how to plan their evacua-
tions. Such guidance should be characterized as examples.

1l4. Criterion J.10.c (page 52) is the responsibility and
within the authority of State and local officials. It should be
deleted as a utility operator requirement.

15. Criterion J.10.h (page 54) directs that relocation
centers be 15-20 miles from a site. There has been no basis for
this requirement given during the upgrade activities, and we think
it would be useful for FEMA to meet with State and local officials
to determine, on a case-by-case basis, what the requirements for
each site situation should be. We believe this is more site-specific

than is evident from the drafting of the criterion.
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16. Criterion N.2.e(2), page 63, calls for use of spiked
samples in Health Physics drills. This is a potentially dangerous
practice leading to unnecessary exposure of HP personnel. The
criterion should be deleted. In judging the qualificaticns of a
utility operator the NRC should be satisfied that HP perscnnel
have the qualifications and training necessary to do their job.
Criterion N.2.e(l) is sufficient for this responsibility from

an emergency preparedness point of view.



Enclosure 3

August 29, 1979

CR. OCNALD F. KNUTH
Prasicent

Mr. Samuel J. Chilk

Secretary of the Commission

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Chilk:

On July 17, 1579, the NRC published in the Federal Register
an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on "Adeguacy and Accept-
ance of Emergency Planning Around Nuclear Facilities." The Com-
mission seeks comments on a number of listed issues pr.paratcery
to further consideration of proposed rulemaking that would adopt
additional regulations relating to increased emergency readiness,
on the part of local and State authorities, anéd licensees, feor
public protection in the vicinity of nuclear power reactors.

KMC, Inc., in cooperation with the folleowing iv utilities,
has reviewed the elements of the Advancs Notice and the referencsas
thereto, and is pleased tc provide detailed comments in support
of the propcsed rulemaking:

Arizona Public Service Cempany
Arkansas Power & Light Company
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company
Consolidated Ediscon Ccmpany of New York, Inc.
Consumers Power Ccmpany

Detroit Edison Company

Duguesne Light Company

Florida Power Corporation

Florida Power & Light Company
Nebraska Public Power District
Northern States Power Company

Omaha Public Power District

Pacific Gas & Electric Cecmpany

Public Service Electric & Gas Company
Southern California Ediscn Company
Toledo :Zdison Company

These above mentioned utilities represent a broad spectrum having
22 nuclear facility sites in all parts of the country, with 29
individual units; 18 in operation, 17 under construction, and
four presently undergecing CP review by the NRC.

KMC. Inc. 1747 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUT NW WAUHINGTCN, D.C. 20008 202/223-3183



Mr. Samuel J. Chilk
August 29, 1979
Page 2

t t of the enclosed detailed comments is that
the utilities, St government, lccal government, and the Federal
gevernment, parti arly the NRC, are all involved collectively
in the necessary emergency planning effort for individual facility
sites. We believe participation in emergency planning activities
must involve all of the organizations working together. Two
particular points should be emphasized. First, to be effective,
emergency planning requirements must be simple and straightforward,
not complex or exotic. Secendly, the traditional concepts of
regulator and regulated do not serve the needs of emergency plan-
ning considering that Federal, State ané local organizations,
as well as licensees, are so intimately involved with the activity.
All of these groups need to establish a special working relation-
ship, with all organizaticns invelved particigating fully.

The main

The Federal Register notice indicates that, based con the
comments it recelves tfrom the public and the analyses of the
problems presented by the NRC staff, the Commission will deter-
mine whether to proceed with a proposed rule for notice and com-
ment and/or whether to make such rule immediately effective.

The need to have effective emergency response capability, based
upon acceptable emergency planning programs is clearly one of
the most far-reaching lessons learned from the Three Mile Island
experience. The scope and depth of an Appendix E rule change,
ané its implementation, deserve the most careful considerations.
The concept of an Advance Notice of Prcoposed Rulemaking to pro-
vide extensive discussion of the issues, prior to the drafting
of a specific proposed rule, is an excellent initial vehicle

for attacking this particular matter. We believe it essential
and strongly urge that the Commission adopt a program that would
permit further public comment on a specific prcoposed rule change
before making such revised rule effective.

In addition to develoring the enclosed detailed comments,
we have met with representatives of the Edison Electric Institute
to discuss our and their comments on the Advance Nctice. We
believe there are no inconsistencies between tha two sets of
comments.

We and representatives from any of the utilities sponsor-
ing the enclosed comments on the proposed rulemaking would be
pleased to meet with the Commission or the staff to discuss this
material or to answer any questicns you may have.

4 Sincerely,

E.\ sl [,
Donald F. Xauth

encl.



COMMENTS ON ADVANCE NOTICE OF PRQPOSED RULEMAXING

ADEQUACY AND ?CCZPTANCE QOF EMERGENCY
PLANNING ARCUND NUCLZAR FACILITIES

Introduction \

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission, in its Advance Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking, 44 FR 41483 (July 17, 1979), requested
comments on certain specified issues relating to emergency re-
sponse planning. The Advance Notice lists nine direct issues,
five indirect issues, and further requests comments on other
aspects of emergency planning, including the issues raised in
the Critical Mass/PIRG petition for rulemaking, 44 FR 32486
(June 6, 1979).

KMC, Inc., in cooperation with the following 16 utilities,
has developed detailed comments on each of the listed issues, two
supplemental considerations arising fromr our review of Report
No. 96-413 from the House Committee on Government Cperations,
and the Critical Mass/PIRG petition.

Arizona Public Service Company
Arkansas Power & Light Company
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company
Conscolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.
Consumers Power (ompany

Detroit Edison Company

Duguesne Light Company

Florida Power Corporation

Florida Power & Light Company
Nebraska Public Power District
Northern States Power Company

Omaha Public Power District

Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Public Service Electric & Gas Company
Southern California Edison Company
Toledo Edison Company



Tasue !

What should be the basdic objectives o4 emergency planning?

a. To reduce public radiation exposure?
b. To prevent public radiation exposure?
c. To be able 2o evacuate Lhe public?

To what extent should these objectives be quantified?

The basic objective of acceptable emergency planning is
to help provide reascnable assurance that, in the event of an
accident situaticn, there will be no undue risk to the health
and safety of the public. This, of course, is the overall objec-
tive of nuclear safety assessment of a facility to be licensed
by the NRC. Such a consideration can not be gquantified simply,
but is in fact quantified through the many elements of the facil-
ity design, construction, safety analysis and the NRC's licensing
review process.

Effective emergency vlanning will identify workable onsite
and offsite response measures Or protective actions that could
be taken in radioclogical rgencies should they be regquired.
Implementation of the planning would serve to linmit public radia-
tion exposure, and would include the possibility of evacuatinn
as well as other considerations. The purpose tc be served by
emergency response planning is to provide persons responsible
for taking necessary acticns in the event of a radiolégical amer-
gency with the framework fcor making reasoned decisions regarding
protection of the public. The above consideraticns are generally

reslected in Revision 1 of Regulatory Guide 1.10l.



Specific to emergency planning, there can be stated cer-
tain goal-oriented objectives that could be descrikbed as cpera-
tional, technical and policy. The operaticnal ocbjective is to
achieve integrated planning among all the participant organiza-
tions, namely the utility licensee, the State, the local govern-
ment, and the Federal government. All appropriate emergency
respense functions within these jurisdictions must be coordinated
effectively. Where more than one governing bedy at any level
is directly involved, they should alsc be participants in the
planning activities.

The technical objective is to develop an effective plan,
based on simple, straightforward principles, so that the partici-
pant organizations can respond to emergency situations in a timely
fashion through established and well-understoccd anéd tested pro-
cedures with a minimum of uncertainty.

The policy objective is to assure that all of the partici-
mant organizations' emergency planning and rasponse groups develop
close-knit working relationships ameng themselves. 1In the event
emergency response activicies are required, pecple who kncw each

other and have worked together should be involved.



It is recognized that each emercency pla.ning situation
will involve different licensee and govermment jurisdictions,
and that emergency planning activities shculd be imprcved. There-
fore, goals should be established for each facility/site to meet
the above objectives that could include the following:

1. BEach participant organization provides the others with
information relating to its role in emergency planning
vis-a-vis radiclcgical emergencies, and an indicaticn
of what it perceives the other participants' rcles to
be.

2. Meetings among all the participants are scheduled to
work on the interfaces of the ccmponent plans so a com-
pcsite plan can be develcped.

3. The essential elements of the compcnent plans are iden-
tified and analyzed for consistency.

4. The composite plan is evaluated by all groups and sim-
plified to the extent practical. Limitations in or-
ganizational capabilities are identified and the plan
iz Surther medified, as neceésary, to compensate for

any such limitations.



5. The composite plan is tested, especially with regard
to communications, but also with regard to activaztion
of response centers. Levels of readiness are tested
short of that required for an actual emergency. Mo-
bility requirements are checked.

6. Each test is critiqued by the participant organizations.
Changes are made based on the experience gained.

7. Periodic meetings (perhaps semi-annually) are scheduled
among the participant organizations to review and update
the composite planning and response capability.

Target dates should be established for completing the

abcve goals such that, if possible, an improved emergency response
capability I-<r any particular nuclear plant site can be function-
ing within a two year period. Setting of such target dates, with
implementation schedules, will transfcrm the goals to achievable

milestones.

Tasue 2

What constitutes an effective emergency response plan 4o
Siate and Zocal agencies? For 2icensees? What are the essential
elements that musl be included in an egfective plan? Do existiag
NRC requirements for Licensees (10 CFR Paxi 50, Appendix E) and
gudidance 4or States (NUREG-75/111) Lackh any 04 these essential
elements?

For any particular emergency response plan to ke effective
it must fit together properly with all other participant organiza-

tions' response plans, including that of the NRC. This thought,



and the consequent view that it is a composite plan, involving
the NRC, the State government, the local government, andé the
licensee that is needed, is generally discussed in Issue 1 above,
and emphasized throughout these comments.

The critical elements that must be included in an effective
plan presently are outlined in NUREG-75/11ll (as amended by Supple-
ment No. 1) for State and local governments, and in Appendix E
to 10 CFR Part 50 and Regulatory Guide 1.101 (Rev. 1) for util-
ities. In rereviewing these documents, we have identified no
missing critical elements.

It is proper that the level of detail beyond that given
in Appendix E be presented in guidance documents, rather than
in Commission regulations. Rulemaking should provide overview
requirements, with implementation left to Regulatory Guides or
NUREG reports. Then, when improvements are developed through
experience they easily can be incorporated into then-existing
emergency planning activities in the most efficient and expedi-
tious manner, without the need for rule change. No amount of

rulemaking will make either good or bad erm:rgency plans workable.

Tasue 3

Saould NRC concurrence 4imn Zthe associated State and Local
emargency response plans be a requirement {or continued operation
04 any nuclear power plant witn an existing operating License?

1§ 40, when should 2this general requirement become edfective?



NRC agreement with State and local emergency response
plans is an important aspect of effective emergency planning,
especially considering that the NRC necessarily should be in-
volved in individual emergency response planning activities.

It is also important that the other participant organizations
agree with, or at least overtly accept, each cther's emergency
response plans. In light of NRC's necessary direct involvement
in composite planning, it is not necessary to establish a formal
requirement, through rulemaking, for official concurrence on a
fixed time schedule as a condition for continued operation.

What is important is that all participant organizations are
working to develop a composite planning program that all can
accept, at the earliest possible time.

It is the determination of just when the earliest possible
time is that can not be standardized effectively by rulemaking.
For example, one should be satisfied with the situation wherein
the State and leccal plans were not yet sufficiently complete
for NRC concurrence, but all participant organizations were work-
ing diligently toward perfecting a workable, easily-testable
composite plan. Emergency planning response, to be and remain
effective, must be a dynamic thing, not just another regulatory

regquirement to be met.



Another important consideration that bears cn this issue
is the wide variation in present capability for developing State
and local plans that presently exists arcund nuclear plants in
this country. There are States and lccal governments with modest
planning programs that are complete or nearly complete. There
are also States and local governments with ambitious plans ard
recently-committed resources that are just getting started in
developing plans suitable for NRC concurrence. The timing for
completing this activity should not be a license conditicn, and
could not be applied uniformly to all licensees.

Finallv, a recognized lesson learned from the Three Mile
Island experience is the gerneral need for improved emergency
response capability. Such effort is now underway by utility licen-
sees, State governments, local governments, and the NRC. It would
be far more beneficial to factor the experience gained into all
levels of emergency planning in a deliberate manner, rather than
try to do it on a time base calibrated as a requirement for con-
tinued plant operation.

Notwithstanding the above arguments in favor of not re-
quiring concurrence prior to license issuvance, it is clear that
scme standard should be established. A reasonable positicn might
be that a fixed time, perhaps cn the order of two yeﬁrs, should

be established for ‘mprovement of plans and cbtaining NRC agreement.



If, at the end of that time, agreement is not possible the NRC
could take whatever action it deemed appreopriate for a particular
State/local/licensee situation. It is reasonable for the NRC

to provide itself this flexibility as there can be expected to

be quite different situations in every case. Thus, the case-by-
case approach would be appropriate.

The two year period suggested above appears to coincide
with the targeted implementaticn schedule for reccmmendations
develcped by the EDO Task Force on Emergency Planning, the activi-
ties presently underway by the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regula-
tion to review emergency planning implementation, and the time
period suggested by the House Committee on Government Operations
in House Report No. 96-413. 1In any event, the time period selected
should correlate with the final implementation schedule for such
emergency planning improvements.

There are several auxiliarv matters that bear on this
subject. One approach to the gquestion of the usefulness of
Federal coordination of emergency planning activities might be
to consider the establishment of regional councils involving NRC,
State governments, local governments, and licensees, and ccordi-
nated by regicnal FEMA groups. It might be advantageous for the
NRC and FEMA to explore this idea further with representatives

of the cther involved organizations.
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Noting that the NRC is already working very clcsely with
the States on each individual State program, it should ke pos-
sible to provide motivation to the States to develop acceptable
plans. Direct funding, as discussed under Issue No. 5, ané pro-
viding training cpportunities, discussed under Issue No. 12,
are examples of possible elements of such motivation.

Finally, it is reascnable in setting requirements relating
te "Late and leocal government emergency response programs to
specify that'utility applicants and licensees are reguired to
cocperate with the State and local governments. As indicated
in response to Issue No. 12, utilities should also offer to pro-

vide appropriate training opportunities to these organizations.

l[s4ue 4

Should prior NRC concuarence in the associated Sitate and
Local emergency response plans be a requirement 4or the issuance
0§ any naw operating Licanse gor a nuclear power planit? 14 so,
when snculd this general regucrement become effective?

The reasoning put forth under Issue 3 above applies also
to Issue 4. Prior NRC concurrence in State anéd local response
plans should not be a requirement for issuance of an operating
license. The goals for «ffective emergency planning are the

same for both situations, and the time reguired to develocpr satis-

factory plans are the same. Furthermore, testing of the plans



will be far more meaningful, and will provide a much better basis
for judging acceptability once the plants are completed and in
operation. On balance, the needs of emergency planning are better
served if concurrence in State and local plans is not a pre-

licensing conditien.

[ssue 5

Should {inancial assistance be provided to State and Local
govearnments for radiological emergency response planning and pre-
paredness? 14 40, 2o what extent and by what means? Whatl should
be the source 04 the gunda?

Consideration of the question of financial assistance
to State and local governments must be consistent with the ob-
jectives of developing acceptable, composite planning capability
among the participants =-- the utility 1’ -nsee, the State, the
lecal government, and the NRC. The sol. . .on to this complex
problem can not be and should not be attempted to be solved
through NRC rulemaking that relates to "Adeguacy and Accept-
ance 2f Emergency Planning Around Nuclear Facilities." Federal
financial assistance should be provided to State and local govern-
ments to help motivate and ensure effective planning.

The aporoach to the financial assistance question can be
different for State and local programs. For the State, it might

be sufficient for the Federal government to offer matching funds,

up to a specified dollar limit. Obviously States with mcre than



one reactor site involved will need more ccmplex planning, and
this should be taken into account in determining £fund limits.
Additionally, annual maintenance funding should be provided to
States with acceptable planning programs as an incentive for
maintaining good programs.

Local planning and response capability is extremely im-
pertant in composite planning. Capability, site-to-site, will
vary considerably. The local governments directly involved near-
est the sites, perhaps at the county level for standardized treat-

ment of this issue, may also need to be subsidized.

Tasue 6

Should radiological emergency response drills be a require-
ment? 14 40, under whode authority: Federal, State or Local
government? To what extent should Federal, State, and Local
goveanments, and Zicensees be required 2o participate?

Presently, licensees are required to conduct periodic
emergency response drills. The points of consideration in Issue 6
are whether they should be joint drills, and whether they should
be required.

A program for periodic joint drills, including participa-
tion by the NRC, particula.ly using the Office of Inspecticn

and Enforcement's Incident Response Center, should be developed,

and such drills and follow-up critiques should be conducted.



This is an important part of any compcesite emergency planning
and respconse activity. It does not follcw, however, that having
such a program in place needs to be a resgquirement, at least for
initial NRC concurrence in emergency response plans. Further,

a Federal requirement for joint drills may be subject to legal
challenge on behalf of the State and/or local governments. What
is important is that all of the participant organizations, in-
cluding the NRC, are working toward the establishment of an ef-
fective program for conducting drills or exercises. Merely es-
tablishing a requirement will not accomplish this, and could

be counterproductive to the working relaticnships needed for ef-
fective joint planning activities of the individual organizations
involved.

Effective joint drills can not be ccnducted unless they
are planned by a coordinating group that would involve repre-
sentatives of the licensee, the State government, the local
government, and the NRC. All of these persons should be encour-
aged to plan such drills and to provide useful critigues
subsequently.

Issues 8 and 14 also focus on the gquestion of conducting
¢rills. The ccmments provided on these issues ocutline additicnal

considerations that are consistent with the views statad akove.



Tssauzg 7

Aow and Lo what exteni snould Zhe public be Linformed,
2riar L0 any amergency, concrning amergency actions L& might
be called upon 2o tazhe?

Public information, concerning emergency actions it might
Se called upen to take, should be disseminated by local officials;
however, accidents relating to radiclogical emergencies should

not be emphasized over other emergencies having similar ccnse-

quences. The State or lccal government has a responsibility
to advise its citizens about emergency preparedness, be i=
radiclogical or other industrial cr transportaticn accidents,
fires, flceds, storms, earthguakes, etc. All ean be viewed in
the same contaxt, whether the action invelw is evacuation,
sheltering, or other protective measures.

As an adjunct to the é;;;osite planning activity of the
NRC, the State, the lccal government, and licensee, it dces seem
apprepriate for the NRC and the licensee to provide the State
and local government with informaticn cencerning radiological

erergency resgonse that would be useful in informing the public

regarding possible acticas that might be reguired in an emergency.

Tssue 8

What actions snhould be tahen 4n redponse 2o the rezaicmmend-
ations 04 Lthe joint NRC/EPA Tash Force Repoat (NUREG-0335/EPA
520/1-78-016)7



The summary conclusions and recommendaticns of the Jeint
Task Force report can be characterized as follows:

. A spectrum of radiological accidents (perhaps even in-
cluding Class 9 events) should be considered in emer-
gency planning.

. Emergency Planning Zones, ranging out to about ten miles
from the plant for the plume exposure pathway, and out
to about 50 miles for the ingestion pathway should be
established for which emergency response planning is
warranted.

. Time frames and radioclecgical characteristics of releases
should be established for the spectrum of accidents iden-
tified in item 1.

Consideration of what actions to take regarding the NRC/EPA
recommendations must strongly be influenced by the State role in
effective emergency planning, and the necessity of the four-group
team of NRC, State, local cfficial, and licensee to make th
necessary emergency planning decisions for the individual sites
and environs. Such consideracions, as suggested also by the
respense to Issue No. 6, may not and in some cases can not be
handled adecuately by imposition of requirements by rule. As
discussed below, the recommendations of NUREG-0396 ~an be accom-

modated in a far more effective manner.



In developing a composite emergency planning program involv-
ing the utility licensee, the State government, the lccal govern-
ment, and the NRC, some representative radiological emergencies
should be peostulated ‘or developing plans and for subsequent
testing exercises. A minimum of three levels should be consid-
ered: (l) a low level release with no offsite axposures which
would nonetheless test the communications network; (2) a moderate
level release with no significant exposures anticipated which
would test communications and ability to bring emergency response
groups to a standby state of readiness; and (3) a higher level
release that would also test the mobilization of the response
groups (short of any actual evacuation, but including offsite
monitoring). The low level test would be the most fregquent,
with the moderate and higher level tests scheduled at much longer
intervals.

The important consideration, during the next two years,
is to get a composite emergency response plan to an effective
state of readiness. In many cases, a two year schedule to accom-
plish this will be a very tight time frame. Such activities
should not be burdencd by additional considerations of whether
or not Class 9 accident situations can or should play a role in

emergency planning. It is much more important to base emergency
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planning activities on truly realistic accident situations, rather
than on hypothetical situacions that go far beyond present bases
for the safety assessment itself. Such studies could, however,

be ccnsidered by the composite group after a perfected plan is

in place and cperationally verified.

Consideration of Emergency Planning Zones, as defined in
NUREG-0396, will be a useful tool in polishing ond further per-
fecting existing composite response plans. The nost important
initial activity, however, is to perfect emergency response plan-
ning for the far more important Low Population Zone (the present
standard), before expanding such planning to greater distances.
Work on integrating EPZ's, including determining the extent to
which planning is required tfor such zones should be .ndertaken
by the varicus composite groups only after acceptable integrated
respense plans have been developed and tested. Each site situa-
tion will be quite different, and will involve highly specialized
implementation considerations. Further consideration of EPZ
planning, however, will serve to test the productivity and use-
fulness of the periodic meetings described in item 7 of the re-
sponse to Issue 1.

A very crucial question relating to the use ofIEPZ's is
the extent to which emergency planning activities are applied co

the EPZ. Recognizing that the extent of planning necessary and



possible diminishes with duistance from a plant site, it is reascn-
able to conclude that requirements beyond the Low Population
Zone, out to the boundary of the 10 mile EPZ, should be less than
those for the area of the LPZ. Maerely extending the reguirements
cut to a limit of 10 miles is an unreasonable simplification of
the problem. Recognizing, as the NRC/EPA Task Force doces, that
"judgment should be used in adopting this distance (the EPZ bound
ary] based upon considerations of local conditions such as»demo-
graphy, topography, land characteristics, access routes, and
local jurisdictional boundaries" it is logical to leave the size
of the boundary and the extent of emergency planning recuired
to the individual planning groups for each group to dete:mine.l/
Furthermore, the extent of engineered safety features provided
for each plant should be a factor in each individual determination.
Additional comments relating to the use of the presently
required LPZ as a basis for emergency planning, rather than amend-
ing the present Appendix £ to require the EPZ concept, were pro-
vided o the NRC's Office of Standards Develcopment in a May 15,
1979 letter from KMC, Inc. This letter was in respcnse to the
then-proposed amendment to Appendix E, 43 FR 37473 (August 23,
1978). 1In that letter, XKMC, and the Utility ~~-uz o Zmergency
Planning recommended an alternative to the prorosed amendment

as follows:

1/ Other local conditions such as meteorology anéd wind persis-
tence also should be considered in setting the EPZ boundary.
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"For nuclear power reactors the licensee is re-
sponsible for emergency planning provisians to
reduce exposures from an accidental release of
radicactivity up to and including those amouncs
postulated to occur in accordarce with the recom-
mendations of 10 CFR 100 €or design basis acci-
dents. This planning shall include areas encom-
passed by the low population zcne (LPZ) as speci-
fied by 10 CFR 100 of the NRC regulations. The
licensee shall be prepared to provide designated
governmental emergency planning authorities with
information regarding actual or potential radio-
logical releases from the plant as may effect
people or property in the event of an accident.
If the emergency planning of the designated gov-
ernmental authority considers emergency actions
at specified radiation levels or encompasses an
area larger than the LPZ the licensee's plan
should provide predictive values and provision
for notification of the designated governmental
authority consistent with those objectives."

This recommendation is consistent with the discussion of this
issue presented herein, anéd underscores the point that consid-
eration of the use of Emergency Planning Zones is meaningful
only on a case-by-case basis.

Time frames and radioclcgical characteristics of releases
are an integral part of the spectrum of accidents and should be
established. More than one set of times and characteristics
should be developed for each pustulated radiclogical emergency
situaticn.

The real usefulness of spectrum of accident, time frame,
and radiological characteristics variations is that it affords

a wide selection of postulated situations for response testing
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purpeses. This, in turn, will make the tests themselves more

useful, and will provide better information to use in improving

emergency response capability.

Tssue 9

Under what circumstances and uding what criterdiz should
a 2icensee notify State, Local, and Fedetral agencizs o4 4incidents,
including emergencies? When, how, 2o what extent, and by whom
snould the public be notified 04 these Lincidenis?

Licensee notification of incidents, to be reported tco
the NRC, is specified in 10 CFR 20.403. Apendix E to 10 CFR
Part 50 requires licensee emergency plans to contain arrangements
for notification of appropriate State and local agencies in case
of emergency. Regulatory Guide l1.16 cutlines the reporting of
operating information for the reporting reguirements section
of individual licensee Technical Specifications.

Consistent with Regulatory Guide 1.101, licensees shculd
notify State and local agencies of emergencies having radiologi-
cal consequences offsite and non-radiological situaticns such
as fires and explosions at the site. Beyond thszt, notificatiocn
ought to be limited to those things upen which the licensee,
the State, and the local government agree as a ccnseqQuence of
their composite development of their emergency plans.

There is not a single answer to determining when, how,

to what extent, and by whom the public should be noctified of
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such incidents. 1In general, notification relating to matters
that are confined to the site should be handled by the licensee,
perhaps with confirmation by the State and/or local government.
In the event of an cffsite emergency, public notification in
accordance with the requirements of the composite emergency
planning agreements should probably be handled by the State
and/or local government, with essentially simul:tanecus anncunce-
ments by the other groups. This implies that some amount of
evaluation and cocordination is necessary prior to notificaticn.
It is important for these situations that all croups are heard
rom, as well as for one group to ke officially responsible for

the public notification.

Auxiliarv Issues

The Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking indicates the
Commission is interested in receiving comments con five auxiliary

issues, the Critical Mass/PIRG petition, and other related issues.

Comments on these macters follow.

Tssue 106

How and Zo what extent should 2he ccnﬂetné 04 State and
ocal governments ba incorporated into Federal radiclo jieal em
gency response planning?

Consideration of State and lccal government concerans should
be a part of the development of Federal radiclogical emergency

response planning, especially in the future when more experience

has been gained through increased emphasis on the need for composize
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planning. Identification of such concerns can best be handled
by the NRC, as a participant in the develcpment of individua!l

composite plans. Following evaluation and analysis by the NRC,
those practical matters within the purview of the NRC could be

incorporated into its planning activities.

Tssue 11

How should Federal agencies 4interface with State and fecal
goveanments and Zthe Licensee durning emergencies?

These groups should interface with each other through the
mechanism of the composite plan. All of the component plans,
including the NRC's response capability have to blend together
into a logical, workable, testable composite pregram. If the
component plans meet these composite criteria, the interfaces
will connect properly, and the coordinaticn will be assured through
continued meetings and test exercises suggested in response to
Issue 1 and Issue 6. With these interfaces worked out in advance,
every group should know what to expect of the other groups.

Specifically, the role of Federal agencies should be ad-
visory in nature, with a back-up capability to provide addicicnal
assistance should it be regquested in specific situations. What
is further required, scmewhat beyond the scope of this issue,
is established coordination among the various Federal‘agencies.
The individual planning groups should have up-to-date infermaticn

on this coordination to assist them in their planning activities.
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Tssue 12

Should zhe Zicensees be required 2o provide radiological
emergency resdwvonse training gorn State and Local government ver-
donnel? 14 so0, Zo what extent? Should the Federal government
provide Such training? 14 so0, to what extent? .

Licensees should not be reguired to provide radiological
emergency respcnse training. However, they should offer to pro-
vide such training that would be related to the specific site or
sites in the particular State and local jurisdictiocns. This
training would be similar to that provided for general plant
personnel. Training needs will vary from case %c case, but
can be identified and reassessed as part of the critigues fol-
lowing response drills.

}he Federal government is in a position to provide some
level of academic training, particularly in areas of health
physics and other technical specialties. This type of training

could be cffered pernaps as a form of financial assistance dis-

cussed in Issue S.

Issue I3

To what extent should reliance be placed on Zicensees
for Zhe assessment of the actual or potential consequences 04
an aceident with regard 2o indtiation 04 protective action?
To what extent should Lhis responsibility be boane by Federal,
Sfate or Local governments?

Presently, licensee emergency plans are rsguired (Appgen-
dix E) to include means for determining the magnitude of any

release of radiocactivity from the facility, as well as criteria
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for determining the time when protective measures should be con-
sidered both onsite and offsite to protect public health and
safety. Recognizing that, in the event of an offsite emergency,
the timeliness of a response may be short, the initial reliance
for consequence assessment should be placed on the licensee.

The adequacy of the licensee's capability in this regard can

be verified through the NRC's inspection program.

In accident situations of more than a few hours duration,
the capability of the State and Federal Government can ané should
be brought into play. It is always useful to have independent
verification of an assessment of accident consequences, both
from measurements and by calculations to aid in making any neces-
sary emergency response decisions.

An impertant consideratic», within the bounds of this
issue, in improving emergency response capability is the guestion
of the extent and type of offsite measurements needed during an
emergency. Before specific requirements are set down, it should
De assured that the equipment necessary is readily available,
and can be used easily in an accident situation. The eventual
final report of the "Interagency Task Force on Offsite Instru-
mentation to Follcew the Course of an Accident" will be useful
in helping to make these determinations. Following the publica-

tion of the final report, it might be helpful for the NRC to
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concduct a Workshop, with participation by instrument manufacturers,

reactor venders, A/E firms, ané utility licensees tc discuss how

best to provide augmented monitoring capability.

Tssue 14

Would public participation in radiological emergency re-
dponse drills, including evacuaticn, serve a useful purpose?
I§ 40, what snould be the extent 04 Zthe public participatiaon?

In looking at pros and cons of evacuation drills it is
easy to identify the cons; i.e., physically dangerous, lack of
public acceptance, possibility of developing the "crvy wolf" syn-
drome, and excessive cost vs. uncertain benefit,

Beyond the imbalance of considerations listed above, is
a special problem particularly significant in considering many,
but not all, emergency respconse situations. In many cases, shel-
tering will be preferable to evacuaticn. Public participation
in evacuation drills might tend to develop a negative reaction

in that pecple micht be more prone to evacuate in situaticns

where sheltering is a better alternative.

-

The specific matter of evacuaticn exercises as part of

any emergency planning drills was extensively considered in the

responses to the previcus PIRG petiticn (Docket PRM 50-14). The
report by the Stanford Research Institute entitled "Importance

of Preparatory Measures in Disaster Evacuations" (docketed
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August 26, 1976) provides well-reasoned discussicn why "public
participation in practice drills would produce no tenefit, may
tend to degrade effectiveness, and should be deemphasized.”

On balance, public participation would nct be useful to
the public. The respcnse to Issue 7 speaks to the extent the

public should be involved through public information programs.
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Supplemental Considerations

The Commission has asked for comments on emergency plan-
ning issues other than those outlined in the Advance Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking. Of the several conclusions and recommend-
ations in the House Committee on Government Operations, Report
No. 96-413, most issues fall within the considerations of the
Advance Notice and have been addressed, as appropriate, in the
text of these Utility Group comments. There are two issues,
however, that deserve supplemental comment. These relate to
emergency planning.at the Construction Permit stage of review,
and NRC review cf emergency procedures as part of the Operating
License review. A statement of these issues and the responses

follow:

Committee Recommendation 3(d)

WiLh regard 2o state and Local planning 4or nuclear emenr-
gencies, the NRC should requine, by rule, as a condition {or the
L8duance o4 a construction permit for a nuclear powerplant, the
exLslence 0f both a state emergency plan {or the state im which
the plant {8 sited and, for that site and each additional nuclaaxr
plant site 4in that state, a Local plan that comply with the NRC
dtandarnds contained in the rule incorporating upgraded Commission
requinrements gforn State and Local plants, particularly with re-
gard Lo the adequacy of planning by Local goveanmenis and Zhe
demonsirated capability jor evacuation.

The requirement for completed and acceptable State and
local plans at the CP stage is unwarranted and impractical.

Some assurance level of review is reasonable at the CP stage,



-28-

but none of the four parties involved -- the NRC, the State, the
local government, or the applicant -- will be in a position to
provide the response planning capability envisioned that early
in the licensing process. It is during the period of construc-
tion, between the CP and the OL, that the State and lccal govern-
ments can work to develop acceptable plans with the licensee
and the NRC with a specific "as-built" plant to use as a frame
of reference for the necessary planning.

State and local planning, at best, is a difficult task.
To burden these jurisdictions with this activity before the plant
is completely designed, and at least partially built will do
nothing to encourage effective emergency planning. Further,
such a requirement must have a basis in law. It is not evident
that the Atomic Energy Act provides that basis, and it might
in fact prowide a basis to the contrary.

The concept of "demonstrated capability for evacuation"
is dangerously oversimplified. There is no such generic thing.
It is possible to demonstrate such capability in specialized
instances, but not in the context of written requirements by
rule, and certainly not in such early planning stage as would

exist necessarily prior to the granting of a construction permit.
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Committee Racommaondation 2(al) (IV)

With regard to the plans required of wlllity companies
operaling nucleaxn powerplants, the NRC should require the sub-
misdsion for approval during 2he Licensing process 04 emergency
procedunes,

Emergency procedures represent the implementation details
ef an already-approved utility eémergency plan. The judgment of
adegquacy of implemencation is made Presently by onsite review
conducted by the 0ffice of Inspection and Enforcement, as are
all other plant implementation Procedures. To bring this more
directly into the licensing process would limit the flexibility
to improve such Procedures as changing circumstances might dic-
tate. There is no correspeonding benefit to be gained te balance
the loss of this cavability.

A more appropriate alternative to this perceived problem
would be to increase the I&E inspection effort in this area.

To a further point, such review is not a design cr paper review,
it is at least to scme extent a hardware review. This also sug-
gests that onsite assessment Dy ISE inspectors is the proeper

vehicle for accomplishing this function.
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Critical Mass/PIRG Petition

The issues outlined in the Commission's Advance Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking, 44 FR 41483 (July 17, 1979), very effec-
tively cover the considerations that should be inveolved in any
future emergency planning rulemaking. It would seem to be gquite
appropriate for the Commission now to consider the CM/PIRG peti-
tion, 44 FR 32486 (June 6, 1979), as comments from the petition-
ing groups in response to the Advance Notice of Proposed Rule-
making. To that extent, there is no need for the Commission
to process further the CM/PIRG petition as a vehicle for separate
rulemaking.

The CM/PIRG petition lists six specific provisicns. 1In
response to the Commission's request, the following summary com-
ment+ are provided.

l. Cocrdinated Offsite Emergency Response Plan -- The
issue, focgsing only on evacuation ané a vague 50 mile
planning zone, is much too narrow for effective con-
sideration. 1Issues 1, 2, and 8, and the comments on

those issues come more clearly to the points at hand.

The matter of incurred costs and/or financial assis-
tance is treated in a shallow manner. The guestion,

more sharply focused in Issue 5 of the Advance Notice,
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can not be disposeé cf by simply stating that the
licensee will be respcnsible for all costs. As indi-

cated in the comments on Issue 5, resolution of this
issue is not appropriate for this rulemaking activity.
Tests of the Plan -- As noted in response to Issue 14,
evacuation drills shoulé not be a part, and dc not need
to be a part, of emergency plan testing. The testing
scheme outlined in response to Issue § provides a more

balanced censideration ¢of the problen.

The proposal for drills at the construction permit
stage is without merit. At that time, the licensee
facilities for such te:rting are not available, and
can not be until the facility has been constructed.

These facilities will be an integral part of the Fed-

eral/State/loca’/licensee network for emergency rasponse

-

capability. Meaningful testing at the CP stacge is
not pessible, and no requirement for such testing has

Specificaticn of the areas over which a respcnse plan

should ke tested will be different for each facility,
and shoulé be subject to consideration of the NRC/State/

local/licensee planning group on a case-by-case basis.
Useful guidance in that regard is provided in NUREG-0396.

(See response to Issues 8 of the Advance Notice.)
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Offsite Radiological Monitoring =-- As indicate
response to Issuve 13, a detailed consideration of any
upgraded requirements for cffsite monitoring should
take into account the findings and reccmmendations

of the Interagency Task Force on Offsite Instrumenta-
tion to Follow the Course of an Accident. Arbitrary
criteria, as set down in this provision cf the CM/PIRG
petition may not be meaningful.

Public Notice and Hearings -~ Information to the public
is covered in response to Issue 7 of the Advance Notice.
The responsibility for this activity is shared among
the State government, the local government, andéd the
licensee. It would not be appropriate for the licen-
sees to presume to do this unilaterally. Therefore,
the elaborate information program envisaged by the
CM/PIRG petition would be inappropriate, and as a prac-

tical matter, not too prcductive.

The matter of a separate public hearing on emergency
response planning is an unnecessary step. Emergency
planning can be and is an issue for consideraticn in

MRC public hearings at the CP and OL stages of review



of a license application, and can be considered, as
appropriate, at those times. If, con the other hand,
the CM/PIRG petition is suggesting periodic public
meetings, involving recrasentatives of the NRC, the
State, the local government, and the licensee to dis-
cuss emergency ~lanning at a particular site, that

would be appropriate.

Consideration of Emergency Protection in Licensing and
Siting -- Although emergency response planning capa-
bility is scmewhat site~related, it doces not follcw
that consideraticn of this matter should be a part of
the siting criteria. Site suitability, and for that
matter, site safety can be determined by the NRC with-
out the necessity to review and improve a completed
emergency plan. Further, as noted in the above com=-
ments to Provision 2 of the CM/PIRG petition, such
detailed cconsideration of emergency planning is neither
necessary nor appropriate at the construction permit
stage of review.

Emergency zesponse Plans for Existing Reactors and
Interim NRC Safety Action =~ All operating plants have
emeréency plans that have teen approved by thé NRC.
The issue, as noted in the Advance Notice, really re-

lates to composite planning invelving especially the
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State and local governments. Responses tc most of
the issues specified in the Advance Notice speak to
this point. The licensing question raised by the
CM/PIRG petition, if it has any merit at all, does
not appear to really focus on something that can be
remedied by enhanced emergency response capability.

In summary, the general matters raised by the CM/PIRG peti-
ticn are being considered effectively by the Commission's Advance
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. There is no need for additional
consideration of the CM/PIRG petition, except as comments in

response to the Advance Notice.



v Enclosure 4

T November 26, 1979
¢ DR DONALD F. KNUTH
President

Mr. Samuel J. Chilk

Secretary of the Commission )

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission *
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Chilk:

In response to Mr. Denton's September 19, 1979 letter re-
guesting comments on NUREG-0610, "Draft Emergency Action Level
Guidelines for Nuclear Power Plants," KMC, Inc., in conjunction
with 21 utilities participating in our Coordinating Group on
Emergency Preparedness Implementation, is pleased to offer the
enclosed comments. A list of the participating utilities is
also enclosed.

The comments we have developed are structured into 1) a
critigue of NUREG-0610, and 2) a revised draft of the ‘ction
Level Guidelines which we believe are suitable for incc:poration
into a utility's emergency plan or supporting procedures. Al-
though minor changes to this revised draft could be made to con-
form to some recent suggestions by the NRC staff, we believe
the enclosed version represents sufficiently reasoned considera-
tion to be useful to the Commission in its deliberations on this
subject.

There are considerations of the Action Level Guidelines
that go beyond detailed comments of the individual elements of
NUREG-0610. These considerations are reflected implicitly in
the enclosed comments, but deserve special emphasis. Although
NUREG-0610 is excellent initial guidance, it would not be appro-
priate to assume that it could or should be incorporated in any
individual emergency plan en toto. The actual Action Level Cri-
teria in a specific plan must be linked to the facility/site
situation associated with it, and must be compatible with the
State/local plans and acceptable to the State/local authorities.
Although general structuring of such guidelines is useful, one
should expect individual guidelines to be somewhat different in
each case. Emergency planning effectiveness is far too important
to be flawed by manditated requirements that don't fit the cir-
cumstances at issue.

KMC, Inc. 1747 PE NSYLVANIA AVE., N.W. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 202/223-3163



. Mr. Samuel J. Chilk
November 26, 1979
Page 2

One of the most significant problems with the effective-
ness Oof NUREG-0610 is that the programmed responses for the "Noti-
fication of Unusual Event" and "Alert" levels are too severe for
the initiating conditions expected for those classes. Nothing
useful is served in emergency response by overreacting to low
level emergencies. We believe the enclosed comments describe a
more practical and meaningful response for these two action levels.

The general question of immediate public notification is
perhaps more appropriate for discussions on the staff's Acceptance
Criteria for Emergency Planning. Our October 11, 1979 l®tter to
Mr. Denton requested that the Acceptance Criteria be published
for public comment, especially comment by affected State and local
authorities. However, there is one aspect of this guestion that
very directly relates to NUREG-0610. The Action Level Guidelines
suggest that immediate public notification be activated for site
emergencies. While this is appropriate for emergencies falling
into the general emergency class, it is not at all appropriate
for the lower level of significance of site emergency events.

The events of this lower level class are not worthy of alarming
all of the people within a 10 mile radius of the plant when, by
definition, there are no specifically predicted exposures as a
consequence of the site emergency. We request that the Commission
give special attention to this proposed staff requirement as we
believe it will undermine emergency planning effectiveness rather
than to potentially improve it.

In closing, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on
the guidelines of NUREG-0610, and hcpe to have the opportunity
to participate in any future Commission activities designed to
logicall* tie together all of the presently diverse activities
underway relating to the matter of emergency preparedness.

Sincerely,

Donald F. Knuth

encl.
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Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company

Nebraska Public Power District

Northern States Power Company

Omaha Public Power District

Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Public Service Electric & Gas Company
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
Southern California Edison Company

Toledo Edison Company



CRITIQUE OF PROPOSED INTERIM
EMERGENCY ACTION LEVEL CRITERIA
(NUREG-0610)

INTRODUCTION

As with most critiques, this discussion of the propcsed
action level -..icoria outlined in NUREG-0610 goes to some length
to point ou” the problems and impracticalities of implementation
of the subject document. It does not fairly discuss all of the
things that truly represent an improvement from the less-specific
elements of Reg. Guide 1.101 that speak to this topic. . However,
in the enclosure to this critique the action level criteria have
been redrafted in an attempt to overcome the perceived shortcomings
of the irterim draft. 1In this redraft, the positive aspects of
the interim criteria have been retained, emphasized, and incorporated.

In critically evaluating the interim criteria, it becomes
clear that it is not always possible to establish specific bound-
aries of emergency action levels, and at the same time incorporate
very diverse initiating events within those boundaries. A com-
promise has had to be drawn between keeping the response actions
simple, and also making them clearly appropriate to the various
initiating conditions. Considerable detailed clarification and
judgment has had tc be injected into the examples of potential
emergency situations perceived to make them fit the discrete action
levels established.

The significance of action level criteria guidance (i,e.,
NUREG-0610) lies in its intended use. Each facility emergency
plan must contain action level criteria to be used by the operat-
ing staff in initiating appropriate emergency response to inci-
dent/accident situations. The criteria should be as standard
and straightforward as pcossible, but each facility's critcria
must be tailored to the specific characteristics of that facility,
its utility organization, and the organization and capabilities
of the associated State and local authorities. General guidance
can be develcped, as is shown in the enclosure, but the actual
criteria to be used will need to be irdividual for each case.

NEED FOR GENERAL GUIDANCE

The purposes and bases for the individual action levels
need to be considerably expanded from that tersely provided in
NUREG-0610 to facilitate use of the criteria by operating staffs.



—

In addition, since the example initiating conditions that go with
each action level are so dissimilar in nature, some clarification
regarding the individual examples is also reguired. The problem
is that not all of the examples in a given class have anywhere
near the same degree of significance. 1In the enclosure to this
critique the revised action level criteria have incorporated the
above concerns.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The broadest criticism of the interim action level criteria
is that for the two lower levels of response, Notification of
Unusual Event and Alert, the responses sugge:‘'ed far outweigh
the significance of the events considered to rfall in those classes.
Many of the example initiating events themselves are sufficiently
trivial in terms of emergency response planning to not warrant
exercising the licensee/State/local preparedness capability. To
the contrary, a good case can be made that requiring preparedness
response for such events of little or no safety significance will
degrade the response capability by overexercis’ng it.

On the other hand, the response actions and the example
initiating conditions for the two higher levels of response, Site
Emergency and General Emergency, are pretty well correlated.

As a result, in the proposed revision to the action level criteria
in the enclosure, few changes other than clarifications have been
suggested.

CHARACTERISTICS OF INDIVIDUAL ACTION LEVELS

l. Notification of Unusual Event -- These conditions, as illustrated
by the examples for this class, will likely occur much more
frequently than once or twice per unit-year. Many are simply
not worthy of emergency response action, and the reguirements
for such action does not contribute to offsite emergency pre-
paredness. This level of action, however, is appropriate for
the overall criteria because it does put the operating staff
in an "emergency response" frame of mind in dealing with such
situations.




2. Alert -- This next higher level of action involves situations
that can be expected to be terminated quickly. They are sig-
nificant from the standpoint of emergency response that notifi-
cation of offsite authorities, as an advisory, would be appio-
oriate. There is lictle value in activating the Emergency
Operations Center, and only marginal value in activating the
other centers except perhaps for a few of the example initiat-
ing conditions. 1In general, full activation of the centers
should not be required unless there is a clear danger that
the initiating event may degrade into a Site Emergency.

3. Site Emergency -- For situations of this degree of significance
it is appropriate to take the next step in emergency response
and activate the centers. However, there are some examples
that deserve to be listed as site emergencies, but do not in
turn deserve to require center activatior. For this level
of response, it is appropriate that the public notification
system is on standby, and can be activated if the situation
further degrades. Even so, where public notification is appro-
priat2, it should be made clear that notification orf all members
of the public within the EPZ is not necessary. Just as the
emergency action levels (and examples) call, in some instances,
for consideration of a two mile precautionary evacuation (or
sheltering), so should the precautionary notification, if
required, be activated for that distance.

At the threshold of the site erergency, the importance of use
of plant instrumentatirn to guide emeryency response comes
into play in the acticna level criteria. However, there are
so many variables involved in going from plant instrument
readings of a non-yet accident to significant exposures to
the public that mandatory public notification or evacuation
based on instrument readings alone is inappropriate. Such
readings may usefully serve as conservative indicators for
determining when to mobilize various emergency organizations,
but decisions on when to alert the public should be left to
the judgment of emergency officials.

4. General Emergency -- In general, it is hard to gquarrel with
the required responses for the highest level of response.
As can be seen from examination of the detailed comments and
specific proposed changes for this class of emergency, little
change is suggested. ‘However, when viewed from the standpcint
of local authority response, there may be some potential prcblem



with the broad spectrum c¢f accident conditions in the general
emergency classification for any situation where a general
emergency is declared initially. The structure of the action
level criteri: generally postulates an inconsequential incident
progressing deliberately through several discrete stages to
an accident situation with measurable offsite conseguences.
If the scenario unfolds in that manner, the response can be
pre-programmed. If it does not, rapid action at the local
level will be required that does not follow the outlines of
the action level criteria. This problem is discussed in more
detail in the following section. a

LOCAL AUTHORITY CONSIDERATIONS

In order for a uniform classification system for emergency
response to be of benefit it must give the offsit2 group to which
the initial contact is made some idea of the potential severity
of the accident. It must be recognized that the first person con-
tacted is often times not a person with much technical background.
In many cases, this contact will be the local Sheriff's office,
the one County office that is manned 24 hours a day, seven days
a week. The initial transmittal of information must indicate the
potential severity of the accident, and more importantly, whether
or not there are any immediate actions to take prior to the time
the County emergency organization can be convened.

This suggests two extreme considerations :tFat should be
reflected in acceptable action level criteria. First, for minor
occurrences, no immediate notification should be regquired. It
is important that the Sheriff's office not be burdened witk non-
emergency notifications in the gquise of emergency response activity.
When they are needed for emergency response, they will need to
know the situation is important. Secondly, there may be situations
in a general emergency when immediate evacuation (out to two miles
as suggested in NUREG-0610) or sheltering is indicated. There
must be nothing in the emergency plan (specifically in the action
level crite 1) that would compromise this capability. For this
reason, the ,eneral emergency classification may need to be con-
sidered categories of response that more accurately reflect the
prcoable size of the affected area for near-term evacuation.

(It may be appropriate to handle this in the detailed implementing
procedures, rather than in the emergency plan itself.)



Action level criteria specific to individual plants may
also need to consider the notification of more than one lccal
authority. Notwithstandirg, the critical local organization,
responsible immediately offsite, needs to be the first notified.

STATE AUTHORITY CONSIDERATICNS

In an ideal situation, the State emergency response clas-
sifications would be identical in word and meaning with those
approved by the NRC for use in a utility's emergency plan. As
a practical matter, such a high degree of uniformity is more than
can be expected, especially in situations where more than one
State is involved. It should be sufficient to assume that the
classifications are sufficiently the same to permit the des.red
response to the initiating action.

Notification of the State would follow the local govern-
ment notification. It should be structured to advise the State
of the existing situation at the plant, as well as what recommenda-
tions have been given to the local authority, and what actions
are being undertaken by the local authority. Where more than
one State is involved, the emergency plan will need to be clear"
as to which State is the first to be notified.

SPECIFIC PROPOSED CHANGES TO ACTION LEVELS AND EXAMPLE INITIATING
CONDITIONS _ .

The following items describe specific changes suggested
to the individual action level responses and the example initiat-
ing ccnditions outlined in NUREG-0610. 1In addition, the bases
for these suggested changes is provided.

Notification of Unusual Event

Purpose -- Clarified to emphasize NUE as a state of readiness from
emergency planning standpoint and to establish systema-
tic handling of information for decision-making. Test
of offsite communication link deleted; this is a benefit
to be obtained, but is not a purpose for establishing
action level criteria. (This was deleted for all levels.)



Expected Frequency -- For the spectrum of example initiating con-
ditions, once or twice per year per unit
is too low for planning purposes. Fregquency
epecified as "several times per year per
unit."”

Licensee Actions ---- Major change relates to deleting prompt
State/local notification for these low level,
relatively insignificent events. In gen-
eral, it is important not to activate the
offsite response system for mattets that
are nct worthy of such action. Principally,
this is owing to the fact that the nature
of "Unusual Events" is such that they would
be expected to be closed out gquickly, rather
than to escalate to a more severe class.

If, on the other hand, such notification

is specifically desired by State or local
officials it can be incorporated into action
level criteria for specific plants. For
followup, a verbal notification to offsite
authorities, and a subsequent press release
is-sufficient because the infcrmation is
advisory in nature.

Example Initiating Conditions: Notification of Unusual Event

1. "ECCS initiated"” clarified to involve valid initiation signal.

2. Instantaneous effluent limits exceeded properly reflects emer-
gency action situation.

3. High coolant activity sample tied to Tech Specs; i.e., to the
level requiring plant shutdown.

4. Temperature/pressure values tied to Tech Spec limits.
S. Leak rate limits specified at level requiring plant shutdown.

6. Failure of safety or relief valves clarified to those in the
reactor cocolant system.

7. Loss of a)l offsite power is consistent with emergency action
level situation.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Fire -- 10 minutes measured after firefighting efforts have
begun. Offsite contact is reguired, but is limited to routine
call to local fire department.

Loss of alarm or monitoring capability is appropriate, but
examples given on assessment capability is not at all safety-
related, and is not appropriate. Plant computer and meteor-
ological instrumentation specifically excluded as examples.

Security threat has been deleted from all classes of the
action level criteria. Security matters are and should be
covered adequately by the Security Contingency Plans for
each facility. Putting security matters into the action
level criteria is harmful in that it may dilute the effec-
tiveness of security preparedness. It is also otherwise
unnecessary.

For natural phenomena, "beyond usual levels" must be strongly
emphasized to avoid relatively routine weather advisories
creeping into emergency planning.

a. An unusual earthquake detected on station seismic instru-
mentation is appropriate as an unusual event. (Emergency
planners should appreciate that in areas of common earth-
quake activity, for example California, the unusual event
threshold may be quite high.)

c. A tornado, to be significant, should be classed as crossing
the site boundary rather than just "near site."

c. Hurricanes, where appropriate, are significant only from
the standpoint of having probable impact on station operation.

Two changes have been made regarding "OCther Hazards." First,
train derailment onsite has been clarified to apply only to
those sites with active rail lines crossing the site. Secondly,
turbine failure has been deleted owing to its ambiguity and

lack of significance. However, "turbine failure causing

casing penetration” has been retained at the Alert level

class, which is really the threshold for significance of such
events.



15. "Other plant conditions exist that warrant increased aware-
ness..." has been retained, but directed to the plant operat-
ing staff, which is appropriate for this action level. Such
an instruction is appropriate to cover occurrences not pre-
viously outlined by example. However, the thought (in NUREG-
0610) that such things as cooldown rate exceeding Tech Specs,
or pipe cracking were deleted as being inappropriate examples
of other conditions worthy of emergency planning considerations.
Their threshold of signirficance is too low for them to be
an emergency preparedness consideration. . .

16. Transportation of contaminated injured individuals has been
clarified with "seriously injured," and with a notation that
only local authority notification is required. Further, an
instance of this sort would not be an appropriate matter for
a press release.

Alert

Licensee Actions -- Since the Alert class of incidents begin
to take on significance from an emergency preparedness standpoint,
it is appropriate to retain prompt notification of offsite author-
ities. However, most Alert situations can be expected to be
over quickly, and consistent with the definition of Alert events,
it is sufficient to bring the emergency centers and monitoring
teams to a state of readiness (standby status), preparatory to
actual activation should that later be required. The Licensee
Actions ' re been reworded to reflect this requirement. However,
a requirement is also added (see item 7) for those situations
involving significant offsite releases (as contemplated by some
Alert class examples) to activate the centers and monitoring teams
and to notify the offsite authorities to do the same. This ap-
proach has been selected to accommodate the wide range of pos-
sible incident situations that couid fall within the Alert class.

Other proposed changes are to provide hourly updates (rather
than the too-frequent 15 minutes) and for verbal summarv anéd press
release of close out within 24 hours. Shortening this requirement
to eight hours does not provide sufficient time for responsible
reporting, and does allow time for adequate management attention
for events of this level of significance. :

State/local Authority Actions -- Charges to the actions
made to coincide with the charges to Licensee Actions discussed
above.
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Example Initiating Conditions: Alert

1.

10.

13.

15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

Item "b" clarified to exclude iodine spike, which was covered
in Unusual Event class.

Generalized to multiple steam generator tube failure. The
gpm leak rate is significant, not a specific number of tubes.

Clarified to indicate two different events.

Primary coolant leak rate specified with reactor at Yperating
temperature and pressure making this event an operational
consideration.

Characterizes high radiation levels as "unexpected."

Power loss time limit specified; i.e., loss for more than 15
minutes.

Wording clarified to relate to ability to achieve ccld shutdown.

Time period added to make fire event more significant than
similar event at Unusual Event level.

Effluent limit changed from 10 times Tech Spec instantaneous

to 1000 times the limit. Ten times or 100 times the limit
would not get to the 1 mr at the site boundary PAG valve except
over a long time period. With the consideration of 1 mr in

two hours, a multiplier of 1000 would be more consistent.

Security example deleted (covered by Contingency Plan).

Natural phenomena events related to time when plant is in
operation.

Item "b": Missile impacts deleted on basis of sufficient vague-
ness to be unquantifiable. Significant effects from such an
occurrence would result in emergency response activity without
this specific example. Item "d" clarified that toxic or flam-
mable gases cause potential habitability problems.

General caveat deleted as not being applicable to Al2rt l.-—ral
examples in accordance with prescribed Licensee Actions for
the Alert Level class.
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Site Emergency

Licensee Actions -- Clarify dispatch of meonitoring teams
regquirement to be for instances where radiation releases appear
imminent. (Not all Site Emergency situations involve potential
releases directly.)

Although the 8 hour written summary after clcseout require-
ment was retained, as a practical matter, hoth State and local
authorities will have been sufficiently involved with Site Emer-
gencies that a mutual period for formal followup can eaBily be
agreed upon among the principals involved.

State/local Authority Actions -- At the inception of a
site emergency, the local authorities initially need to assure
that the system for public notification is on standby status and
ready for activation when the subsequent decision is made to
notify the public.

Offsite monitoring, consistent with the similar Licensee
Action, is related to those instances where radiation releases
appear imminent.

The system to place animals on stored feed is not activated
initially for site emergencies. It is placed on standby. There
is a time delay for such a requirement, and it can be initiated
when a specific decision for such action is made.

An additional, precautionary action for recommending shel-
tering or evacuation is added to the Site Emergency action level
for those situations where significant releases are predicted to
occur and poor dispersion conditions exist or are predicted.

Example Initiating Conditions: Site Emergency

3. Number of steam generator tube failures is left unspecified.
The significant parameter is amount of leakage on the order
of several hundred gpm.

8. Word clarification that the event is "loss of capability to
achieve plant hot shutdown." '
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. Clarification that the fire is "beyond the design level" to
reflect the amount of fire protection required in plants
through NRC's fire protection upgrading. Essentially, this
means that for a Site Emergency fire, there is an inability
to shut down the plant or extinguish the fire.

13. Security item deleted; covered in Contingency Plans.

14. Site emergency earthquake clarified to reflect that level
of safety concern; i.e., core or safety system damage prob-
able. For floods, etc., the "failure of protection” of
vital equipment at lower levels would have been covered at
Alert level and would not have been closed out until situa-
tion had stabilized or been escalated. Wind example clarified
to indicate "sustained" situation to avoid gusty conditions
as requirement for declaring a site emergency.

15. Item "c" focuses on those vital areas essential for safe shut-
down where evacuation of the crea constitutes a safety problem.

Other vital areas would be adequately covered by the Alert
class.

16. General caveat deleted as effectively being covered by the

radiation and exposure limits already in the Site Emergency
action level.

General Emergency

Purpuse -- Minor clarification in item 4: "Provide curren;'"
information for the public and consultation with offsite authorities."

ing sheltering, "or evacuation as appropriate."

Example Initiating Conditions: General Emergency

3. Delete security initiator; covered by Contingency Plan.

DEVELOPING OF REVISED CRITERIA

\
|
|
State/local Authority Actions -- Add to item 3 on recommend-
|
|
|
\
\
|
|
|
|
\

As a result of incorporating the above comments, the pro-
posed revised Action Level Criteria, for guidance in developing
Action Level Criteria for use in individual licensee emergency
plans, would be as indicated in the following "Enclosure." |
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