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Dear Dr. Ahearne: \\\‘\\~___

The Division of Disaster Emergency Services, Texas Department of Public
Safety, is the State agency charzed by Texas law with plaaning for and

coordination of all pnases of orenaredness, response and recovery from
diaasc:r occurrencas wicaxd th.s f:;.z. This respomsibility ilacludas

As a concerncd agency, we “a-~»:: sumerous occasions submit:ed our comments
on proposed NRC regulations in accordance with published guidance. Because
our views have not been addressed at zny level within the NRC, and because
those views apparently are not reachirg the Commission, The Division of
Disaster Emergency Services now feels constrained to address our couments
directly to the Commission.

Contrary to the impression which seems to erist at some levels within the
NRC, considerable experience in disaster operations and plamning does exist
at both the State and local levels. Technology may change, but the philos-
ophy and concepts of disaster prepareduess 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 preseut staff
exceeds 150 years and embraces planning and response to threats which range
from natural disasters with the destructive force of Hurricane Carla (wvhich
caused the evacuation o 1/2 million persons from tae Texas coast) to the
logistic complexities of crisis relocation planning (whichcianvolwes-the,,
relocation of approximately 8.5 million persons out of- thirty-five risk- . ..
areas in this State and the reception and care of those persons im 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 pnilosopny and concepts of disaster
preparedness should warrant more than the casual regard they have to-date
received from the NRC staff,

Secause of a shortage of travel funds available to this staff, wve will not
be able to appear in person before the Commission when it considers the 17 ¢
Froposed Rule on Emergency Pganning (10 CFR Part 50) and related planning 4 | !
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guidance proposals. We therefora respectfully requez. that this letter and
its attachments be read ‘=%s <=2 vasord 23 testimen~ addressiag those
proposals.

We would first wish to polac cut tnat all comments included in this lecter
and its attachments :ava Seen previously directed either to the Commission
in writing, or to Y2U updé/'or FIMA staff members as verbal comments during
proceedings which w--e stated by those staff members to be a part of the
public comment process. Please note that neither NUREG/CP-0011, P:roceedings
of Workshops on Proposed Rulemaking on Emergency Plamning for Nuclear Power
Plants nor attachzment f1 to this letter (FEMA VI State Reactions and
Questions on FNF/REP Criteria) even indicate that we have expressed concern
over certain provisions; much less give our reasons for concern or our

8. 'stions for solutiom.

Items which we have addressed ‘n writiug are included in attachments number
2 and 3 to this letter. Items which we addressed verbally to the NRC staff
or to Ff4A staff members asre basically as follow:

1. The Stace 0 T:xf3 dces object very esmphaticzally to the imposition
of a raquize=:ca: Ior a 15 minute warning capability within the EPZ,

We oblactad luring the workshop in San Francisco and again during
an 3-hour workshop with FEMA Regional Advisory Committee members
wvhich was conducted om March 27, 1930 here in Austiu. The damage
done by a premature warning could very conceivably be far wvorse
than the damage resulting from the power plant incideat 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 rat be of sufficient magnicude to warrant the
dissemination of warning, and the duration of the release would
most probably be so short that protective actions zould not be im-
plemented before the danger had passed. 3By attempting to ensure
that warning will be disseminated prior to every possible release,
the NRC staff i{s instead practically ensuring that sufficient false
wvarnings will be disseminated to bring about a negative response
from the public whenever a true emergency arises.

2. Detailed evacuaticn planning; particularly the enumeration of every
traffic comtrol location, the identification of every reception
center, and the pre-selection of every lodgiag facility to be used
for hcusing evacuees is both unnecessary and unwise. Texas plaants
were Iintentionally sited in areas with very low populations. There
are less than 4,000 persoas living within five (5) miles of t-e
Comanche Peak facility. Given the low p::bability of any need for
ever evacuating these perscns, 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 tham an N.7
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aonitorad activiiy and has nut been adequately justified for
those activities either.

3. The Prelimizary Safety Analysis Reports (PSAR's) for all facilities
in Texas shov that the 8-hour terminus (the maximm distance where
tae ‘rotective Action Guide levels woild be exceeded in 8 hours 1if
50 3cticn were taken) never exceeds 4.5 miles. These PSAR's were
praparec using NRC criteria. Why does other NBC criceria now re-
quire that ve develop the capability to warn persons out to 10 miles

- = withia 15 minutes? The NRC should accept its own findings (or

S findings resulting from applicatiom of NRC guidance) and acknowledge
that proposed warning and evacuation planuing requirements are
unjustified outside the 8-hour terminus; and that the 15 minute
warnliag requirement is questionable in all cases.

4. Ia a related matter, the State objects to the requirement for 24~
hour per day manning of communications links by local government.
In communiiles of the size of those ia the 10 mile EPZ's o>f Texas
olaats, there is absolutely no reasca for 24~hour manning aside
from tha NRC requi ement; and if the 15 minute warning requirement
=3 % *“liad not eve: the NRC reason for 24~hour manning w?!ll remain.

43 a concluding statement, and as an indication of the planning and prepared-
fess goals waich this State endeavors to attain, ve urge tuat regulations for
auclear power plaat emergency respons‘ planning addrias only those capabilities
which are essentiil for zeeting the needs posed by events which are likely to
occur, We cannot devote the degree of attention demanded by ths NRC to eveuts
which have practically zero probability of ever occurring. 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 Rulemaking
vhich was filed with the NRC on March 12, 1980 by Counsel for Duke Power Com=-
pany, Texas Utilities & Geaerating Company, and Washington Public Power Supply
System raises some valid questions about the proposed Rule sn Emergeacy
Planning (10 CFR Part 50) and about the provisions of NUREG-0654 as it preseatly
exists. These questions are recognized by this staff and the position of the
Petitioners is ome in which this State and at least Alabama, Colorado and
Virginia comecur. We urge that that petition and the objections raised in this
letter and its attached documents be given very careful comsideration by the
Commission before any rules or regulations are imposed.

Sincerely,

Frank T. Cox
State Coordinator

FIC:Bg
Attachments (3)
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Pa‘e 43. 7.1.5 “E-arsency Cemmrunications®

W 2. type of corrmunicetions are needed with contiguous state/local
e=-=ants gutsida the )10-mile zone but within the 53-mile 2one
otncr than State contact with d;iry farms and other fafu producers?

15 it necessary to plan to contact every local government within

tne 33-mile zone? -If so, what is .he time frame within which this
contact should be mada?

Page 40, F.1.c “Emergency Cocrunications®

Should .not the word ‘Fedefal‘ be deleted? 1f not, what Federal
acency should local government be contacting?

Page 42, G.1.c "Public Information”.

Respiratory protection appears to have different meanings to health
officials- Does. this not actuzlly mean alternate protective actions?

B information to the pUb1i¢ such as shut off ventilation systems,
zlose windows, ete,

Page 48, H.11 “Emercency Facilities and Equipment®

Can this inventory be a part of the plan rather than a s:>arate
tppendix as stated?

. .

Pace 48, 1.7 "Accident Assessment®

State health has raised the question wrether the concentration as
indicated can be measured in the field through use of any portable

. {astrunentation presently.available. .Cap samples be taken in the

field and returned to the :ite laboratory for analysis?
page7szl J.10.b "Drptédtive Response”

?opufatﬁo&ié{siribbtibﬁ 1§'b}.;ectors. but not iﬁ the format of
Tabie J-1. due-to naturi) geosgraphical. boundaries- of streams and-—..
cva'uatlon routes. This deviation appears in the bes: interest of

the planning=as it is already accona\wshed-and should not be- chznged
a' this time.

Pase €5 0,11 “Protettive Response”

Must the plan zctuslly include maps or 1ist where they are readily
available for use?

Page 64.5.3 "Cxercises and Drillis”

The staites do not feel that scenzrio develcpment including objectives,

E ot s ol e e e L o g e o R L



. -ion tould be covered by strengths $n another.

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY .
: REGION V! : :
FEDERAL CENTER .
DENTON, TEXAS 76201

March 20, 1820

MEMIRAND.M FO2:  Associate Assistant Dirsctor
Pepulaticn Preparednes: Office

el P
¢ vwdlie

wiliiam Tidball, irector
Plans and Prenarecdness Division

SU2JECT: FEMA VI State Reactions and Questions on FNF/REP (riteria
(dUREG-OSS&/FEﬁA-REP-])

. - — ———
- - — - — .

FEMA Region VI has held State Planrers/Operators meetings in Louisianz and
nrransas 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 criteris is needed.
Overalﬁ. State Planners have noted several items in which 1ocal government

has been designated-as having 2 respoasibility. for which they have neither
the desire nor capability to fulfill.- In planning to date the State has
azcepted these responcibilities and they are so indicated in the State P'an.
AL this pofnt we stressed that the intent of the planning wis to provide for
acequate preparsdness around the facility and that weskresses in cne orcanize-

Examples are H.7, 10, 11; 1.8: and K.3, 4, 5, 8, whers the State will be
responsibie for instrumentatior 20d information to the Jocal governments.

In these areas the State Plans will reflect that the State is responsible for
1ssuring that this criteria is met for the local government. C{onseguently,
the State will not require that Yocal plans contain statements that "“we do not
have this casabTlity; it is being provided for by the State.®

Following are questions and comments on specific items: .

1. Page 34, C.2 “Emeégency Response Susport and Resources®

States have voiced strong oppasition to. the necessity for having an
cperator representative at the local EOC and a Jocal representative
at the operator's EOF, The State will have representatives as-
esch of the facilities. With the communications provided for in

the plan there appears to be no reason for the exchange of other
representatives,

2. Pece 36, D.1 “Emergency Classification System”

"""'*Tne‘s:ecific-ﬁns:rument57-paraﬁeters-or-oquipment stat

-
- \-.us . . .

" Does this require 1isting-the type of instruments and-nesdle
rezdings within the operator's pian? Further explanation is nesdad,
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10. (continued)

with the criteria. However, they do not wint 0 inciuce
samples-in-the plans—-— .. ¢

11. Pace 68, P.1, ‘Responsibi\ify for'the Pl1anning ¢ffort"

Ynat specific-training-is requiresd?

12 Fage 63, P.7. Responsibility for the Planning Effort®
" Better interpretation is needed of ‘this jtem. What does

Your commerts ¢ the above would be helpful and appreciated.

-

the
it m=an?
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GILLIAM P CLEMENTS. UR, STATE CAVITL
LATYE I ON AUSTIN TEXAS
November 29, 1979

e .

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

Attention: Docketing and Service
Dear Mr. Secretary: .

The f{ollowing comments are submitted in reference to dr- t guidelines
published as NURECG-C610, DRAFT EMERCENCY ACTION LIVEL JUIDELINES FOR
YUCLEAR POWER PLANTS. The comments consist of rencr:’ observations
concerning Federal, State and local responsihility fir warning and
response to disaster Ji:uat'cns. both natural and nan-~caused; followed
by comments addressing specific initiating conditions and/or suggesced
rasponse as proposed in NUREG-0610. The concluding comnents in this
submission are an assessment of the apparent thrust of NRC regularions
as they apply to [ixed nuclear lacility operations and more specifically
to nuclear power plants.

SECTICON I

Both constitutionally and by statute, responsibilitv for disaster pre-
paredness, response and recovery lies with guvernment rather than with
private or corporate enterprise. Prediction and warning of natural
disaster, 2specially 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 cccurrences are statutory responsibillties of Federal, Stace
and local government. Responsibility for law enforcement, including
security of private and public property and protection of such nroperty
from hostile or illicit agt.on. are also well defined by constitution
and statute. _The pro : : ~ it mcny given
politicsl sugemie responsibility
at any levelZs y by the

Nuclear Regu ) DUPLICATE DOCUMENT nd ill-adviscd.
The authorit authority to
alter existi Entire document previously 13?”" agency]
and eriorts entered into system under: 2 licensee
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May 1., 1980

Secretary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washiogton, D. C. 20555

Atteantion: Docketing and Service
Dear Mr. Secretary:

The following comments concerniny NUIEG-0ts4, FEMA-REP-1, Criteria for
¢reoparation and Evaluation of “sdiological Emergency Respomse Plans and
“reparedness ia Zu-norf of Huclear Power Plants are submitted by the
Divisica of Disasco: “zergancy Sevrices, Texas Department of Public
Safecry, (DES). As the State ageacy chavged by State law with planning
for and coordinating all phases of emergency prepzricness, response and
recovery, this Division would be adverselr affected both operatiomally
and financially by certain provisions of NUREG-0654 as it is proposed.
while DES agrees that appropriate, preplanmec res;.mse at the State and
local levels would be essential to the conduct of ofi-site SUpPpPOTt opera-
ticns ia life-threatening situations, this Division objects to those
provisions of NUREG-0634 which would specify operating concepts -ad
procedures comtrary to those endorsed by the State of Texas for all
other types of esergency operaticns. DES furthe: objccts to zrovisions
of NUREG-0654 which seemingly are included for the bemefit of Federal
personnel reviewing State and local plans, but which do not conc-ibute
to the value of those plans to State and local respcnse perscanel.
Thirdly, DES objects t) requirements for instrumentation which does nct
exist and whose speci’ications are dased cn protective action guides
which are ia process of being changed.

The Divi Risaster Eperzency Services 1s chaczed by State law
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