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Dear Dr..Ahearne: ..

The Division of Disaster Emergency Services, Texas Department of Public
Safety, is the State agency charged by Texas lav vith planning for and
coordination of all pnases of preparedness, response and recovery from
disaster occurrences with:A :hi.; 3:n a. This responsibility faciudes
radiolo;ical emergencias sa:cci::2d *.r'.th nuclear power plant operations.

- As a concerned- agenen whave- cenumerous occasions sub=itted our comments
on proposed NRC regulations in accordance with published guidance. Because
our views have not been addressed at any level:within the NRC, and because
those views apparently are not reaching the Commission, The Division of
Disaster Emergency Services now feels constrained to address our cannments
directly to the Commission.

Contrary to the impression which seems to erist at some levels within the
NRC, considerable experience in disaster operations and planning does exist
at both the State and local levels. Technology may change, but the philos-
ophy and concepts of disaster preparedness remain constant and this Division
has been dealing with those concepts for the past thirty (30) years. The
total man-years of experience in this field embodied in our present staff
e'xceeds 150 years and embraces planning and response to threats which range
from natural disasters with the destructive force of Hurricane Carla (which
caused the evacuation of 1/2 million persons from taa Texas coast) to the
logistic complexities of crisis relocation planning- (whichrinvolves-tha.,,,,. . ,

relocation of approximately 8.5 million persons out of; thirty-five risk.- w..

'

areas in this State and the reception and care of those persohs in 238
counties in Texas, nine counties in Oklahoma, and four counties in New
Mexico; with all plans being prepared by. this staff) . We may not have all
the answers, but our experience with the philosophy and concepts of disaster
preparedness should warrant more than the casual regard they have to-date
received from the NRC staff.

Because of a shortage of travel funds available to this staff, we will not
be able to appear in person before the Commission when it considers the 8[
rroposed Rule 'on Emergency Planning (10 CFR Part 50)- and related planning ,j)
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Pags Two

!. guidance proposals. We therefora respectfully requt:L that this letter and
its attachments be read in': th reeerd as testimon; addressing those
proposals.

We would first wish to poin: out that all comments included in this letter
and its attachments have been previously directed either to the conmission
in writing, or to NRC :.nd/or FE".A staff members as verbal ce=nents during i
proceedings which vere stated by those staff members to be a part of the '

public comment process. Please-note that neither NUREG/CP-0011, 7:oceedings
~

|

of Workshops on Proposed Rulemaking on Emergency Planning for Nuclear Power
Plants nor attachment il to this letter (FEMA VI State Reactions and
Questions on FNF/ REP Criteria) even indicate that we have expressed concern
over certain provisions; nuch less give our reasons for eencern or our
s w ationa for solution..

t

Items which we have addressed in writing are included in attachments number
2 and 3 to this letter. Items which we addressed verbally to the NRC staff,

or to Pf"dA staff nesbers are basically as follow:>

1. The Sta:a ai : ants does object very emphatically to the imposition
of a rsquiree:.: for a 15 minute warning capability within the EPI.

. - - ~ - - -Wa objectad-during the workshop in San Francisco and again during
an 8-hour workshop with FEMA Regional Advisory Committee members
which was conducted on warch 27, 1980 here in Austin. The damage
done by a premature warning could very conceivably be far worse
than the damage resulting from the power plant incident generating
said warning. Not only is a release with such short warning highly
unlikely (taking it outside the realm of probable events which plans

; should be required to address); the typical exposure resulting from
such a release would tot be of sufficient magnitude to warrant the
dissemination of warning, and the duration of the release would
most probably be so short that protective actions could not be in- |
plemented before the danger had passed. By attempting to ensure
that warning will be disseminated prior to every possible release,
the NRC staff is instead practically ensuring that sufficient false-

warnings will be disseminated to bring about a negative response |from the public whenever a true emergency arises. '

2. Detailed evacuatien planning; particularly the enumeration of every
traffic control location, the identification of every reception
center, and the pre-selection of every lodging facility to be used
for housing evacuees is both unnecessary and unwise. Texas plants
were intentionally sited in areas with very low populacions. There
are less than 4,000 persons living within five (5) miles of t eh

Comanche Peak facility. Given the low prcbability of any need for
ever evacuating these persens, and the probability that such need
would arise only after hours (not minutes) had passed, this type of
extensive planning could not be justified for any other than an M

i -
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Page Three

monitored activity and has not been adequately justified for
those activities either.

3. The Preli=inary Safety Analysis Reports (PSAR's) for all facilities
in Texas shev that the 8-hour terminus (the maximum distance where
che Protective Action Guide levels wo'21d be exceeded in 8 hours if
no actica were taken) never exceeds 4.5 miles. These PSAR's were
prepared using NRC criteria. Why does other NP,C criteria now re-
quire that we develop the capability to warn persons out to 10 miles
within 15 minutes?- The NRC should accept its own findings (or, <---

d"
" findings ~resulting'from application of NRC guidance) and acknowledge ,

that proposed warning and evacuation planning requirements are j

unjustified outside the 8-hour terminus; and that the 13 minute
warning requirement is questionable in all cases.

. - - - - - .

4. In a related matter, the State objects to the requirement for 24-
hour per day manning of communications links by local government. ,

In communities of the size of those in the 10 mile EPZ's of Texas
t

plants, there is absolutely no reasca for 24-hour ==nning aside
f cm the NRC requipement; and if the 15 minute warning requirement

'j
;
i

u .. Wlad not evh the NRC reason for 24-hour manning will remain.
----As

a concluding statement, and' as an indication of the planning and prepared- I

ness goals which this State endeavors to attain, we urge that regulations for
nuclear power plant emergency respons< planning address only those capabilities
which are essenti.nl for meeting the needs posed by events which are likely to

We cannot devote the degree of attention demanded by ?.hs NRC to events |occur.
which have practically zero probability of ever occurring. i

To do so would be
to jeopardize the safety of the population in the face of other threats which
can and do arise almost daily within the State. The Petition for Rul = 41ag }which was filed with the NRC on March 12, 1980 by Counsel for Duke Power Com-

!
pany, Tczas Utilities & Generating Company, and Washington Public Power Supply
System raises some valid questions about the proposed Rule on Emergency
Planning (10 CTR Part 50) and about the provisions of NUREG-0654 as it presentlyexists. These questions are recognized by this staff and the position of the
Pet'itioners is one in which this State and at least Alabama, Colorado and
Virginia concur. We urge that that petition and the objections raised in this
letter and its attached documents be given very careful consideration by the
Commission before any rules or regulations are imposed.

Sincerely,

'

-

[Frank T. Cox,

State Coordinator

FTC:Bg
-

Attachments (3)
.
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3. T e 40. F.1.5 "Eter:ency Cc= unications" .

..

- W..te type of com:unications are needed with con'iguous state / local
pverrents outside the 10-mile zone but within the 50. mile zone .

-other than Stata contact with dairy fams and other fana producers'?-

- Is it necessary to plan & contact every' local government within *

tne 50-mile zone? -If so, what is the titr.e frame within which this
.

contact should be made? . -

4. Pace 40, F.1.c " Emergency Cecnunications*
'' ' ~ ' '

-

~.-.. ;.. ;;: .- - ~; .. w a.n- - u
.

+ Should.not the word " Federal" be deleted? If not, what Federal
agency should local government be contacting?- -

- .. .: .

'5. Pace 42, G.1.c. "Public. Infomation*. . . . . _ . _.
_

,

Respiratory. protection appears to h&ve different meanings to health- .

officials _ Does.this not actually mean. alternate protective actions?'

I..

i.e.., information to the public su'ch as shut off ventilation systems,
:Tose windows, etc. g

. Face 46, H.11 "E.mergency Facilities and Ecuipment'
.

'

! Can this inventory be a part of the plan rather than a separate-

appendix a.s stated?
. ....

-
'

- - - - -

'7. Pace 48, 1.7 " Accident .Asse'ssment**
.

<
-

.

State health has raised the . question whether the concentration as
indicated can be measured in the field through use of ony portable

. ~. instrumentation present.ly,avisi.lable. .Cao. samples be taken in the
' field and returned to the site laboratory for analysis? -

44

. . ..

8. Page 52, 0.10.b' "M.ote6tive . Response"
-

. . . . . . . ... .... . .

Population distribution is by sectors,'but not in the format of-
| .

i Tabie J-T.due to .naturcl geographical. bo'uhdar.ies-of streams and :.
evacuation routes. This deviation appears in the best interest of l

the planning as'it is already accomp1ished and should not be changed |

at this time. .

.
'

9. Pace 55. J.11 "Protectiv_e Resoonse" .

Must the plan actually include maps or list where they are readily -

,

| available for use?
-

.

10. pa;e 64.N.3 "Zxercises and.Dri.11s"
.

The states do not feel that scenario development including objectives,
.

-

~ _ -
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MEM0?A.C.S FCP.: Associate Assistant Director
Population Preparedness Office -

.

FRCh Miliara Tidball, Director
Plans and Preparedness Division.- -

SUMECT: FEFA VI State Reactions and Questions on FNF/ REP Critaria
(HUREG-0554/FEPA-REP-1)

. 4x . . . . . .--~- w -- - .._-?-- u

FEt% Region VI'hiis held State Plant:ars/ Operators meetings in Louisiana and
-

-
. - . .

-

Ar'r.ansas for the specific purpose of reviewing and discussing subject plan-
ning criteria. These meetings developed several areas where further infor-
mation guidance and interpretation of the meaning of the criteria is needed. :

Overali, State Planners have noted several items in which'iocal governrent
,

~ has been designated as having a responsibility.for'which they have neither
-

:

the desire nor capability to fulfill. In planning to date the State has
accepted these res;cnsibilities and they are so indicated in the State Plan.

~

At this point we stressed thatAhe intent of the planning was to provide for .

adequate preparedness around the facility and that weakr. esses in one organiza .
|
.

. tion could be covered by strengths- in 3r.other. ~

-

*

Exa:nples are 14.7,10,11; ,1.8; and X.3, 4, 5, 8, where the ' State will be
, responsible for instrumentation and information to the local governments. .

. In these areas the State Plans will reflect that the State is responsible for
*

assuring that this criteria is met for the local government..

Consequently,
the State will not require that local plans contain- statements that "we do noti

have this capabTTTty; it is being.provided for by the state."

Followind are questions and cocrnents on specific iteins:
,

.

.
. .

-.

1. Pace 34, C.2 " Emergency Response Support and 'Resourtes*
.

States have voiced strong opposition to the necessity" for having an
operator representative at the local E00 and a local representative
at the operator's EOF.' The State will have representat-ives at-
each of the facilities. . With the comunications provided for in i

the plan there appears to be no reasor. for the exchange of otherrepresentatives.

2. Page 36, D.1 "Er.1er[ency Classification System"
. -

----"The specific-instrument $rparameters-or-equioment states . . .'
- Does this require -listing the-type of instruments and-needle
readings within the operator's piar.? Further explanation is needed.

. .
,

e

N
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10. (continued) - .-.

. -. .

with the criteria. .However, they do not want to include the'-

samples-irr the- plan-- -
- -

.
,

. .
. . . . .

11. ' Pace 63, P.1. " Responsibility for the Planning Effort"
.

.

Vnat specific training is required?*

11 Pace 69, P.7. Responsibility for the Planning Effort!
.

'
.,

_

. - "-- . - . . . - - . . .. . . . . . . . _ . . . . . . _

F Better interpretation is needed of this item. What~does it .mean?' -
'

i Your coments on the above would be helpful and appreciated.
~
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November 29, l4 M

.. .

Secretary of the Commission !
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis,sion
Washington, D. C. 20555

Attention: Docketing and Service

Dear .'tr. Secretary: * - -

The following comments are submitted in reference to dr.. t guidelines
published as NUREC-0610, DEAFT EMERGENCY ACTION LF. VEL .;UIDELINES FOR
NUCIEAR POWER PLANTS. The comments cons i st o f r.cncri, observations
cencerning Federal. Stjte and local respons thility fi r warnin>; and )
response to disaster dituatierrs, both natural and man-caused; followed '

by com=ents addressing specific initiating conditions and/or suggested
response as proposed in NUREG-0610. The concluding comments in this
submission are an assessment of the apparent thrust of NRC regulations
as they apply to fixed nuclear facility operations and more specLfically
to nuclear power plants.

SECTION I

Both constitutionally and by statute, responsibiltty for disaster pre-
paredness, response and recovery lies with government rather than with
private or corporate enterprise. Prediction'and warning of natural
disaster, especially weather-related disaster, is a mission of the
National Weather Service. Dissemination of such warning, monitoring
and reporting of disaster occurrences, and response to needs generated
by such occurrences are statutory responsibillties of Federal, State
and local government. Responsibility for law enforcement, including
security of private and public property and protection of such property
from hostile or illicit action, are also well defined by constitution
and statute.g g.ppy g g D,fgg g ggg gg g ( g g y ny given4
political ~su " -

..yy % ,g'sgra responsibility Iat any level %n ~ '

^

y by the
'
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Secretary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Con:=ission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Attention: Ddekating.and. Service.
,

- . . . -

Dear Mr. Secretary: |

The following com=ents concerning NUT.EG-0634, FEMA-REP-1, Criteria for
Precaracion and Evaluation of '.adiological Emergency Resoonse Plans and,
Precaredness in Su- norf of Nuclear Power Plants are submitted by the
Divisien of Disas-- ~-arpncy Se-~1ces, Texas Departnent of Public
S.tfety, (DES). As the State agency charged by State lav vith planning
for and coordinating all phases of e=ergency prepare 62ess, response and
recovery, this Division would be adversely affected both operationally
and financially by certain provisions of NCREG-0654 as it is proposed.
While DES agrees that appropriate, preplanned response at the State and
local levels would be essential to the conduct of off-site support opera-
tions in life-threatening situations, this Division objects to those !
provisions of NUREG-0654 which would specify operating cencepts :nd !

procedures contrary to those endorsed by the State of Tczas for all
)other types of ecergency operations. DES further objects to provisions
Iof NUREG-0654 which seeningly are included for the benefit of Federal !

personnel reviewing State and local p1.ans, but which do not contribute |
co the value of those plans to State and local respense persennel. !
Thirdly, DES objects ta require =ents for instru=entation which does not

|

*

exist and whose speci'.ications are based en protectiva action guides I

which are in process of being changed.

t el '
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