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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
j NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

.

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY A;40 LICEHSING BOARD

.

-In the Matter of

METROPOLITA!1 EDISON COMPAfiY ET AL. Docket tio. 50-289- - - - - -

(Restart)
(Three Mile Island Nuclear Station )

Unit 1) )

i

NRC STAFF PROPOSED FII4 DINGS OF FACT
AND C0fiCLUSI0fiS OF LAW

'

REGARDING EMERGENCY PLANNING

,

I. Introduction

A. Witness Testimony and Exhibits

1. The evidentiary hearing on emergency planning issues began on March 3,

1981. The Licensee presented . direct testimony on all admitted emergency

planning contentions related to ensite preparedness, on some admitted

contentions related to offsite preparedness, and on the Commission's

short-term Orcer Item 3 and long-term Order Item 4. The Staff presented.

direct testimony on all admitted emergency planning contentions as well
'

as on tne Commission's snort and long term Order Items on emergency

preparedness and on compliance with NRC's emergency planning regulations.

Certain intervenors also presented direct testimony on various contentions.

2. The following written testimony submitted by the Licensee was received

into evidence: '

__ . _ ._ -_ __ _ _ _ . _ . ,_ __
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1. " Licensee's Testimony of Robert E.- Rogan, George J. Giangi, and
Alexis Tsaggaris on the Adequacy of Onsite Emergency
Preparedness at Three Mile Island Unit 1" (Rogan et al., ff.
Tr. 13756);

2. "Liccnsca's Tcsti=:ny of William E.~ Riethle in Response to -

Contention fios. EP-3(c)(1) and EP-18 and Board Question 4
(Offsite Radiological Monitoring)" (Riethle, ff. Tr. 14842);

.

3.. " Licensee's Testimony of Russell R. Dynes on the Principles of
Planning for Emergencies" (Dynes, ff. Tr.17120);

4. " Licensee's Testimony of Bruce E. Podwal, Albert E. Schaufler,
and Robert E. Rogan on Evacuation Time Estimates for the Plume
Exposure Pathway Emergency Planning Zone at Three Mile Island"
(Podwal et al . , ff. Tr.17410);

5. " Licensee's Testimony of Milton Levenson on Realistic Estimates
of the Consequences of fiuclear_ Accidents for Use in Emergency
Planning" (Levenson, ff. Tr.19525); and

6. " Licensee's Testimony of Eugene F. Knopf, William Gallagher and
Oran Henderson Relating to Emergency Planning" (Knopf et al.,
ff. Tr. 21816).

3. Tne direct testimony offered by the intervenors and _ received in

evicence is as folicws:

1. "Aamodt Testimony to Support Aamodt Contention 4" (Aamodt, ff.
Tr. 14517);

2. " Direct Testimony of Dr. Jan Beyea on behalf of the Anti-
Nuclear Group Representing York Regarding A.N.G.R.Y. Contention
fio. III (B)(0)" (Beyea, ff. Tr. 18350);

3. " Testimony of Paul M. Lytle, Jr., Jeremian K. Fisher and Vance
Fisner in Support of Aamodt Contention EP-2" (Lytle et al.,
ff. Tr. 18749); -

4. " Testimony of Dr. Robert Weber in Support of Aamodt Contention
EP-2" (Weber, ff. Tr.18799); -

5. " Testimony of Bruce Molholt, Ph.D, in Support of Off-site
Contentions of the Environmental Coalition on Nuclear Power
(EP-7 (ECNP 2-8), EP-10 (ECNP 2-23), EP-11 (ECNP 2-33))"
(Molholt, ff. Tr.19690);

6. "Intervenor Aamodt's Testimony of County Agricultural Agents
Harold E. Stewart of Dauphin County and Jonn T. Smith of York

.__



'

|.= .

|*

,

|..

-3- '

County Regarding Contention EP-1" (Stewart and Smith, ff. Tr.
20243);

,

7. " Testimony on Behalf of the Anti-Nuclear Group Representing
York on Municipal and School Emergency Planning in York, and
York County Emergency Response to Three Mile Island". .

(Ryrcavage et al., ff. Tr. 21508);

8. " Testimony of Kai T. Erikson on Emergency Planning for the
,

Three Mile Island Area Communities in Rebuttal to the Testimony
of Dr. Dynes" (on behalf of ANGRY) (Erikson, ff. Tr. 21686);
and

9. " Testimony of Donald Zeigler on Emergency Planning ~ for the
Three Mile Island Area Communities on Behalf of the
Anti-Nuclear Group Representing York" (Zeigler, ff. Tr. 21818).

In addition, Mrs. Aamodt called Dr. Lawrence Samples who testified

on her behalf beginning at Tr.18775. He did not submit pre-filed

direct testimony.

4. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, which is participating as an

:nterested state under 10 CFR 5 2.715(c), called numerous witnesses to

testify on its benalf. The direct testimony filed by the Com.onwealth is

as follows:

1. "Comonwealth of Pennsylvania's Testimony of General DeWitt C.
Smith and James N. Lothrop Outlining the Commonwealth's
Approach to Testimony" (Smith and Lothrop, ff. Tr.17698);

2. " Commonwealth of Pennsylvania's Testimony of Kenneth R. Lamison
Pertaining to Warning (Contentions EP-5(d) and EP-15(f))"
(Lamison (Warning), ff. Tr.17818);

.

3. "Com.onwealth of Pennsylvania's Testimony of Kenneth R. Lamison
Pertaining to Exercises and Drills (Contentions EP-4(f),
EP-5(d))" (Lamison (Exercises and Drills), ff. Tr. 17818);-

4. "Coamonwealth of Pennsylvania's Testimony of Kenneth R. Lamison;

Pertaining to Training (Contention EP-5(f))" (Lamison
(Training), ff. Tr. 17818);

5. "Comonwealth of Pennsylvania's Testimony of Kenneth R. Lamison
Pertaining to Command and Control (Contentions EP-5(c),
EP-6(b), EP-14(c), EP-14(h), EP-14(j), EP-14(r), and EP-14(x))"
(Lamison (Cc,a..'nd ana Control), ff. Tr.17818);

_ _ _ _ _
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6. "Comonwealth of Pennsylvania's Testimony of James N. Lothrop
Pertaining to Evacuation (Contentions EP-13. EP-14(kk).
EP-14(nn), EP-16(a), EP-16(n) EP-16(p))" (Lothrop, ff. Tr.
17996);

7. " Commonwealth of Pennsylvania's Testimony of John J. Comey -

Pertaining to Public Information (Contention EP-XII)" (Comey,
ff. Tr. 18038);

.

8. "Comonwealth of Pennsylvania Staff Testimony of Margaret A.
Reilly in Response to Contentions EP-58, EP-11 EP-18C, EP-18E
(Emergency Planning-Bureau of Radiation Protection)" (Reilly,
ff. Tr. 18125);

9. "Comonwealth of Pennsylvania Testimony of Dr. Max A. Van
Suskirk, Jr. and Dr. John W. Cable Regarding Contentions EP-2,
EP-4(a) and EP-5(g) (Livestock Evacuation)" (Van Suskirk and
Cable, ff. Tr. 18296);

10. "Comonwealth of Dennsylvania's Testimony of Julia Cox
Pertaining to Thyroid Blocking Agent Distribution (Contentions
EP-5(a), EP-6(e), EP-10)" (Cox, f f. Tr.18497);

11. " Testimony on ECNP Contention 2-33 (EP-11) by George K.
Tokuhata, Dr.P.H. , Ph.D." (on behalf of Commonwealth)
(Tokuhata, ff. Tr. 20097) and Additional Tokuhata Data in Form
of Table and Map (Tokuhata Data, ff. Tr. 20106);

12. "Commanwealth of Pennsylvania's Testimony of Leroy C. Corbin,
Jr. Regarding Contention EP-18(E) (Contaminated Foodstuffs)"
(Corbin, ff. Tr. 20286); and

13. " Joint Testimony of Adolpn L. Belser (PEMA), Randy L. Curry
(York County) and Michael E. Wertz (Daupnin County) Pertaining
to York and Daupnia County Emergency Planning (Contentions
EP-6, EP-14 and EP-16)" (Curry et al . , ff. Tr. 20787).

In addition, Robert C. Furrer (Tr.18832), George Fouse (Tr. 20396) Ralph
,

J. Hippert (Tr. 22873), and William P. Dornsife (Tr. 23011) testified on

bendif of the Comonwealth. They did not submit pre-filed direct -

tes timony.

5. The Staff's testimony on emergency planning is as follows:

1. "HRC Staff Testimony of Stephen H. Chesnut on Contentions
Related to Onsite Emergency Planning and the Licensee's
Emergency Plan" (Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007);

t
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2. "NRC Staff Testimony of Joseph R. Levine on Contentions Related
to Onsite Emergency Planning" (Levine, ff. Tr.17298);

3. "NRC Staff Testimony of Dale E. Donaldson on Emergency Planning
Contentions" (Donaldson, ff. Tr. 17354);

.

4. " Testimony of Frederick J. Batn and Vernon E. Adler of the
Federal Emergency Management Agency on Certain Offsite
Emergency Planning Contentions" (Adler and Bath (2/23.

Testimony), ff. Tr.18975);

5. " Testimony of FEMA's Vernon E. Adler ana Frederick J. Bath on
Contentions Related to Offsite Emergency Preparedness" (Adler
and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975);

6. " Testimony of Thomas Urbanik on Evacuation Time Estimate Study
for Three Mile Island" (Urbanik, ff. Tr.19137);

7. " Joint Testimony of URC Staff's Stephen Chesnut and FEMA's
Frederick J. Bath on Contentions Related to Onsite/Offsite
Emergency Preparedness" (Chesnut and Batn, ff. Tr.19626);

8. "NRC Staff Testimony of Harold T. Peterson, Jr. on ECNP
Contention 2-33 (EP-11)" (Peterson, ff. Tr. 20500);

9. "NRC Staff Testimony of Stepnen H. Chesnut on Unresolved Onsite
Emergency Response Matters from the February 9,1981 NRC Staff
Testimony of Dale E. Donaldson on Contentions EP-40 and EP-18"
(Chesnut (Unresolved Matters), ff. Tr. 22235); and

10. "NRC Staff Testimony of Dale Donaldson and Stephen Chesnut on
Licensee's Response in June 2, 1981 Exercise and NRC Staff's
Exercise Report" (Donaldson and Chesnut, ff. Tr. 22236).

6. In addition to the direct testimony filed, the parties submitted

various exhibits in the emergency planning phase of this proceeding.

The following Board exhibits related to emergency preparedness were*

introduced and received in evidence:
.

Board Ex. 3 " Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of
Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of
Nuclear Power Plants," NUREG-0654, Appendix 5 (Tr. 4463);

,

Board Ex. 5 - Draft, " York County Radiological Emergency Response !
'Plan for incidents at tne Three Mile Island Nuclear Power Station,"

April 14,1981 (Tr. 20790); )

Board Ex. 6 - Draft, " Dauphin County Radiological Emergency Response
Plan for Incidents at the Three Mile Island Nuclear Power Station,"
April 17,1981 (Tr. 20791);

.

n en- - y , n
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,

Board Ex. 7 "Cumberland County Radiological Emergency Response
Plan," April 28, 1981 (Tr. 21813);

Board Ex. 8 "Lancaster County Radiological Emerg,ncy Response
Plan," March 20,' 1981_(Tr. 21813);

. .

Board Ex. 9 " Lebanon County Radiological Emergency Response Plan,"
April 21,1981 (Tr. 21813);

~

Board Ex. 11 - FEMA Proposed Rule, 44 CFR 350, 45 Fed. Reg. 42341,
June 24, 1960 (Tr. 22639);

Board Ex.12 - FEMA /NRC Memorandum of Understanding (Tr. 22643); and

Board Ex.13 - Municipal Emergency Plans (Tr. 22996).

The Board also had five maps prepared which visually describe the

area around the Three Mile Island site. These maps were icc itified as:

Board Physical Ex. A - Three Mile Island Nuclear Power Station, .

Middletown, PA; 50-Mile Radius Area Population Density Map; 1977-
Estimate, by Census County Subdivision. July 1980, U.S. Geological
Survey (Tr. 19373);

,

Board Physical Ex. B - Land Use and Land Cover Map, Harrisburg, PA.
1972, U.S. Geological Survey (Tr. 19373);

Board Physical Ex. C - Computer Plotted Map of Land Use and Land
Cover, Three Mile Island and Vicinity, with Census Tracts. U.S.
Geological Survey (Tr. 19373);

Board Physical Ex. D - Three Mile Island Nuclear Power Station,
Middletown, PA; 20-Mile Radius Population Density Map; 1977 Estimate
by Census County Subdivision. July 1980, U.S. Geological Survey
(Tr. 19373); and

Board Physical Ex. E - Three Mile Island Nuclear Tower Station,
Middletown, PA; 10-Mile Radius Area. July 1980. U.S. Geological *

Survey (Tr. 19313). -

7. Tne following Licensee exhibits relating to emergency planning were -

introduced anc received in evidence:

Licensee Ex. 30 "GPU Nuclear Emergency Plan for TMI-1," Revision
3, January 1981 (Tr.13759);

Licensee Ex. 31 "Three Mile Island Nuclear Station Unit No. 1,
Administrative Procedure 1053. Emergency Equipment- Readiness,
Revision 0," January 7,1981 (Tr.14839);

,

;

, n , ,-- , , - ,s~ --- - - . -,
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Licensee Ex. 52 " Evacuation Time Estimates for the Plurre Exposure

Pathway (EPZ of Three Mile Island Huclear Generating Facility,"3/3/81 Tr. 17408);

Licensee Ex. 58 - Letter dated July 8,1981 to J. Gray, NRC, from R.
E. Zahler, re Licensee's cocaitment on staffing of EOF (Tr. 22934); and*

Licensee Ex. 59 - Letter dated July 7,1981 to R. Adler,
Commonwealth, from E. L. Blake, re Licensee commitments on.

management (operational staffing) (Tr. 23003).

8. The intervenors also introduced certain documents for identification.

Only one of the documents pertaining to emergency planning was admitted

into evidence: ANGRY Ex. 3 - Map of school districts in EPZ (Tr. 21669).

9. The Couaonwealth of Pennsylvania introduced several emergency

planning docunents which were later receis d into evidence. These are:

Cocnonwealth Ex.1 - Pages 59 through 67, "Tnree Mile Island, A
Report to tne Commissioners and to the Public", NRC Special Wry
Group, Mitchell Rogovin, Director (Tr.16200);

Commonwealth Ex. 2.A - Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Disaster
Operations Plan, Annex E, Fixed Nuclear Facility Incidents, dated
February 23, 1981 tTr. 17815);

Revised Appendix 7 to the Connonwealth of Pennsylvania Disaster
Operation Plan, Annex E, Fixed Nuclear Facility Incidents, dated
February 23,1981 (Tr. 20400);

Cocronweal th E: . 2,B - Map, excerpt of the Cornonwealth of
Pennsylvania Disaster Operations Plan, Annex E, Fixed Nuclear
Facility Incidents, dated February 23,1981 (Tr.17815);

Commonwealth Ex. 3 - Commonwealth of Pennsylvania brochure entitled
" Emergency Information: What You Should Know About Nuclear-

i Raaiation Incidents", issued 11/79 (Tr.18208);

Cocnonwealth Ex. 4 - Lancaste' County brochure entitled " Emergency1 .

Information for Lancaster County" (Tr.18208);

Connonwealth Ex. 5 - York County brochure entitled " Emergency
Information for York County" (Tr.18208);

Connonwealth Ex. 6 - Cotnonwealth's TMI Fault Tree Procedures (Tr.
18912); and

. -- ._. - _
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Comanwealth Ex. 7 - Dauphin County brochure entitled " Emergency
Information for Dauphin County" (Tr.19683).

10. The Staff's exhibits on emergency planning which were received in

evidence sra a: follois: -

Staff Ex.1 - NUREG-0680, "TMI-1 Restart Evaluation of Licensee's
Compliance with the Short and Long Term Items of Section II of NRC .

Order Dated August 9,1979, Metropolitan Edison Company, et al.,
Three Mile Island Nuclear Station Unit 1, Docket No. 50-289" (Tr.
20122);

Staff Ex. 4 - NUREG-0680 Supplement No.1 (Tr.11941);

Staff Ex. 6 - iluREG-0746, " Emergency Preparedness Evaluation for
THi-1" (ir. 15009);

Staff Ex. 7 - NUREG-0554, " Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation
of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support ,

of Nucleae Power Plants", Revision 1 (Tr.15010);

Staff Ex. 3 - NUREG-0696, " Functional Criteria for Emergency
Response Facilities" witn attached letter dated March 5,1981 from
Darrell G. Eisenhut to all licensees of operating plants and holders
of construction permits (Generic Letter No.17) (Tr.15a33);

Starf Ex. 10 - auREG-u?26, " Report to Congress: NRC Incicent
rtesponse vian," Septemoer 1980 (Tr.16110);

Sta f Ex.14 - NUREG-0680, Supplement 3 (Tr. 20122);

Staff Ex. 17 - Affidavit of Stephen Chesnut on Closecut Inspection
on 30 Healtn Physics-Emergency Pianning Significant Findings from
inspectiun 50-289/80-22, on Licensee's Shift Manning Using One
Licensed Senior Reactor Operator Rather Than Two and on Containment
High Range Monitors for Emergency Response (Tr. 22234);

Staff Ex. 18 - Memorandum dated June 16, 1981 to C. K. Grimes, NRC, *

from H. I. Jaske, FEMA, containing "[ FEMA] Interim Findings and,

Determinations Relating to the Status of State and Local Emergency'

Preparedness around Three Mile Island (TMI) Fixed Nuclear Facility" -

(Tr. 22512);

Staff Ex.19 " FEMA Responses to Licensing Board Questien on
Extent to Wnich Panic and Psychological Stress Were Factored into
i4UREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1, on Data on Persons Who Panic in Disaster
Situations, and on Documentation Available to FEMA on Extent to
Which Evacuees Respond to Instructions Perceived to be Contrary to
Their Best Interests" (Tr. 22513);

- .
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Staff Ex. 20 - Attachment 1 to FEMA's Interim Findings and
Determinations of June 16, 1981: Pennsylvania REP Exercise Site -
Specific to TMI - Observations and Recommendations (Tr. 22514);

Staff Ex. 21 - Attacnment 2 to FEMA's Interim Findings and
Determinations of June 15, 1981: Update of May 14, 1981 " Review of-

Pennsylvania Planning Site - Specific to TMI" (Tr. 22515);

Staf f Ex. 22 - Brief Summary of the [ FEMA] Guidance Memorandum.

Series for Use as an Index, dated December 15,1980 (Tr. 22593); and

Staff Ex. 23 - NUREG-0746, Supplement No.1 (Tr. 22879).

11. Other documentary evidence pertaining to emergency planning which

sas incorporated into the record is as follows:

1. Professional Qualifications, Brian X. Grimes (ff. Tr.15007,
15d55);

2. Resolution No. OR-9-171, dated July 15,1979, " Organization
Chart for PEMA" (PEMA Organization Chart, ff. Tr.18286);

3. Department of Health, Eduation and Welfare, Food and Drug
Administration, " Notice Requesting Submissions of New Drug
Applications for Potassium Ioaide as a Thyroid-Blocking Agent
for 'Jse in a Radiation Emergency," 43 FED. REG. 58798 (1978)
(Tr. 18b77);

4. Department of Healtn, Education and Welfare, Food and Drug
Administration, " Notice Approving Two New Drug Applications for
Potassium Iodide as a Thyroid-Blo: king Agent for Use in a
Radiation Emergency," 45 FED. REG. 11912 (1980) (Tr. 18577);

5. Professional Qualifications, Robert C. Furrer (ff. Tr. 18836);

6. Organization Chart of the Pennsylvania Department of
Agriculture (ff. Tr. 18836);

.

7. Professionsi Qualifications, Michael S. Pawlowski (ff. Tr.
18928);

.

8. Memorandum dated March 26, 1981 from Samuel J. Chilk, U.S. ,

Nuc1'.a- Regulatory Commission to William J. Dircks, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Cornission, regarding SECY-80-257/257A -
Radiation Protection - Thyroid Blocking (Tr. 20394);

9. Letter dated March 25, 1981 from Joseph M. Hendrie, Chairman,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, to Louis Guiffrida,
Director, Federal Emergency Management Agency (Tr. 20394);
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10. Letter dated March 25, 1981 from Joseph M. Hendrie, Chairman,
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, to Dr. Mark Novich, Acting
Commissioner of Food and Drugs, Food and Drug Administration
(Tr. 20394);

11. - Professional Qualifications, George W. Fouse (ff. Tr. 20397); -

12. Official Notice of Calculations Performed by Dr. Walter H.
Jordan on Dose to Thyroid (5/15 ASLB Memo. and Order, ff. Tr. .

21304);

13. Attachment 3 to FEMA's Interim Findings and Determinations of
June 16, 1981: Changes in Freparedness on Issues before the
Board - Unresolved Matter Based on Filed Testimony of FEMA's
Bath /Adler anc FEMA's Bath /NRC Chesnut (Bath (Attachment 3),
ff. Tr. 22350);

14. Stipulation of a chronology of events regarding advisories to
the public during the TMI-2 accident (Tr. 22501);'

15. Professional Qualifications, Robert T. Jaske (ff. Tr. 22508);

16. Professional Qualifications, John E. Dickey (ff. Tr. 22508);
.

17. Professional Qualifications, Thomas E. Hardy (ff. Tr. 22508);

18. Professional Qualifications, Bruce J. Swiren (ff. Tr. 22508);

19. fiRC Staff Position on Emergency Preparedness for THI-1 (ff. Tr.
22881);

lvania Statute, Title 635, Part 5,
Official Notice of Pennsy(Tr. 22958); ano

20.
Chapters 71, 73, 75, 77

21. Professional Qualifications, William P. Dornsife (ff. Tr.
23011).

B. Organization of Findings
,

1.- Rulings On and Organization Of Intervenor Contentions

12. The Licensing Board in this proceeding admitted numerous intervenor -

contentions on the emergency planning issue. The intervenors who sub-

mitted such contentions were: Mrs. Aamodt, Anti-Nuclear Group Repre-

senting York (Ai4GRY), Environmental Coalition on Nuclear Power (ECNP),
i
' Newberry Tcwnship TMI Steering Committee, and Mr. Sholly.

__ -,_ _ - . _- . ._- . _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ . .
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13. Although the Board admitted certain emergency planning contentions

in its December 18,1979 "First Special Prehearing Conference Order",

various Intervenors repnrased and expanded their contentions on this
,

issue throughout the pre-hearing phase. Other intervenors withdrew their

contentions entirely. In an attempt to clarify the issues to the-

satisfaction of all the parties, several meetings were held between the

Staff, the Licensee, the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and the

Intervenors concerned with emergency planning. See cenerally,

" Memorandum and Order Sc%sduling Emergency Planning Session," dated

October 17,1980; " Memorandum and Order on Emergency Planning Meeting,"

dated November 14, 1980; and " Memorandum and Order," dated November 25,

1980. Subsequently, on Decembe" 23, 1980, Mr. Sholly asked to withdraw

nis two contentions on emergency planning (Sholly Contentions 8 and 9).

ANGRY moved to adopt them. Tr. 9995-97. The Board granted ANGRY's motion

witn respect to Contention 9 on radiation monitoring and Contention 81(3)

and 81(I); ANGRY was not permitted to adopt the other portions of Sholly
,

Contention 8. Tr. 11023-24 ANGRY requested reconsideration of the

Board's denial on February 6,1981. Alttough it again refused ANGRY

permission to adopt portions of Sholly Contention 8 the Board ruled that
'

"we will not sustain an objection to testimony. . . on the grounds of

being beyond the scope of existing contentions, if it can be justified as
,

being within the scope of the withdrawn Sholly contentions." " Memorandum

and Order on ANGRY's Request for Reconsideration of its Motion to Adopt

Several of Mr. Sholly's Emergency Planning Contentions," dated February

25,1981, at 2.
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14 The admitted contentions overall are directed to nearly all aspects

of radiological emergency planning and response. Specific contentions

are directed to the Licensee's planning and response capabilities while
.

most of the contentions are directed to specific details of State

planning and response and the planning and emergency response ,

capabilities of certain counties and municipalities within those

counties. Issues raised in a number of major areas of radiological

caergency planning and ' response overlap with other areas making

organization of findings difficult at best. Moreover, a number of

contentions raised multiple issues in disparate areas of emergency

planning and-response, requiring that such contentions be divided into ,

parts to be addressed in different portions of .hese findings.

15. In addition, the Boar , on its own motion, posed two questions

related to emergency planning which dealt with offsite radiation

.r.oni tori ng. Findings on these Board Questions, as well as on the more

tnan 100 emergency planning contentions admitted in this proceeding, are

set forth in Section II, infra. Findings on the contentions and Board

Questions are organized in the major emergency planning and response

categories of: Organization and Staffing of Emergency Response

Organizations; Accident Assessment and Dose Projection; Initial Notification
-

of Governmental Units; Public Education, Warning and Emergency Instructions;
.

Definition of EPZs; Protective Action Decisionmaking; Implementation of

i

l

|
|

|

|

|
f

. - . - , , - - - ---
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. Protective Actions; Maintaining Emergency Preparedness; and Funding

forEmergencyResponse.Il

2. Commission Short and Long Term Order Items and Staff SER
' .

16. In its August 9,1979 Order, the Commission set forth two items

dealing with emergency planning. Short-term Order Item 3 states:,

The licensee shall improve his emergency preparedness in
accordance with the following:

(a) Upgrade emergency plans to satisfy Regulatory Guide 1.101
with special attention to action level criteria based on plant
parameters.

(b) Establish an Emergency Operations Center for Federal, State,
and Local Officials and designate a location and an alternate
location and provide communications to the plant.

(c) Upgrade offsite monitoring capability, including additional ,

tnermo-luminescent dosimeters or equivalent.

(d) Assess the relationship of State / Local plans to the licensee
plans so as to assure the capability to take emergency actions.

(e) Conduct a test exercise of its emergency plan.

If At the request of the Board (Tr. 5113-14), the Licensee renumbered
all of the emergency planning contentions which were admitted as of
November 18, 1980 and moved that the Bord adopt the 'ir. bering
system proposed. (Licensee's Motion to Renumber Emergency Planning
Contentions," dated January 30,1981.) The Licensee's Motion was
never officially granted but all the parties to the proceeding used
the numbering scheme set forth in that Motion and the Licensee's

.

numbering system will be used in these findings.
.

.

!

i 1

!

- . . .-- -- _ _
.

i
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CLI-79-8,10 NRC 141,144 (1979). Long-term Order Item 4 requires-

the Licensee to improve emergency preparedness in accordance with the

following:
,~ 1

(a) modify emergency plans ta address changing capabilities of
plant instrumentation,

-

(b) extend the capability to take appropriate emergency actions
for the population around the site to a distance of ten miles.

Id. at 145. Under the Commission's Order, Licensee is not required

to resolve these long-term concerns prior to restart, although they /

"must be satisfactorily addressed in a timely manner." I d..

17. The Staff addressed the short and long tern Order items and the

Licensee's compliance with those items in its " Evaluation of Licensee's .

Compliance with the Short- and Long-Term Items of Section II of the NRC

Order Dated August 9,1979" (NUREG-0580). That document, and its

supplecents, were introouced as exhibits in this proceeding. Our

findings witn regard to compliance with the short and long-term Order

items related to emergency preparedness are set forth in Section III,

infra.
.

3. f4RC's New Emergency Planning Rules

18. Approximately one year after the issuance of the Commission's
-

Order and Notice of Hearing in this proceeding, the Commisssion
.

published a new final rule on emergency planning (45 FED. REG. 55402,

August 19, 1980), which became effective on November 3, 1980. The new

rule substantially modified, expanded and upgraded the NRC's emergency
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planning regulations, requiring the submission of revised emergency

plans complying with upgraded requirements and standards and extending

emergcacy plar.ning considerations to " Emergency Planning Zones." 45
_,

FED. REG. 55402. Under. the new emergency planning rules, licensees

authorized to possess and/or operate a nuclear power reactor are to-

follow and maintain in effect emergency plans which meet the 15 planning

standards set forth in 10 CFR 150.47(b) and the requirements of 10 CFR

Part 50, Appendix E. 10 CFR 550.54(q).

19. Also under the new rules the revised licensee, State and local

emergency plans were to be implemented by April 1,1981, after which the

NRC will determine whetner the state of emergency preparedness provides

reasonaole assurance that appropriate protective measures can and will

be taken in the event of a radiological emergency. 10 CFR

550.54(s)(2). The NRC will base its findings in this regar:: on a review

of tne Federal Emergency Management Agency's (FEMA) " findings and

determinations" as to whether State and local emergency plans are

adequate and capable of being implemented and on the NRC's assesset. as

to whether the licensee's emergency plans are adequate and capable of

being implemented. 10 CFR 550.54(s)(3).
~

(a.) Evaluation of Licensee's Revised Emergency Plan - NUREG-0746

20. The NRC Staff's assessment of the Licensee's compliance with the
.

planning standards of 10 CFR 950.47(b) and with the requirements of

Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 is set f eth in tne Staff's " Emergency

Preparedness Evaluation for THI-1," NUREG-0746, issued on December 10,

1980 (Staff Ex. 6) and in Supplement 1 to NUREG-0746, issued on May

|

._ .
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29, 1981 (Staff Ex. 23). Both of these documents were admitted into

evidence in the proceeding. The Staff's assessment of the Licensee's

emergency preparedness is discussed in Section III, infra.
.

(b.) FEMA's Findings and Determinations

21. Pursuant to a presidential decision of December 7,1979, FEMA is to .

assume lead responsibility for all offsite nuclear emergency planning

and response. Consistent with this, the NRC's new emergency planning

rules provide tnat the NRC's determination as to whether there is

reasonable assurance that appropriate protective measures can and will

be taken in the event of a radiological emergency is to be based, in

part, on FEMA's " findings and determinations" as to waether State and

local emergency plans are adequate and capable of being implemented.

22. On June 24, 1980, FEttA publisned proposed rules (44 CFR Part 350)

establishing the formal FEMA process ror evaluation and approval of

State and local emergency ple..s. 45 FED. REG. 42341 (1980). The process

established under the proposed rules requires a number of steps initiattJ

by a State which submits tne final State-approved State and local

emergency plans for FEMA review. From this review, FEMA issues final

findings and determinations culminating in formal approval or

disapproval of State and local plans. See 10 CFR 55350.7-350.12 at 45
-

FED. REG. 42345-46 (1980).
.

23. Apart from FEMA's review process uncer its proposed rules, formal

interim FEMA findings and det .uinations on the adequacy of State

and local emergency plans may be obtained for use in the NRC's licensing

proce:: under a " Memorandum of Understanding Between NRC and FEMA

Relating to Radiological Emergency Planning and Preparednets" (MOU)

_
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.

entered on flovember 4,1980. 45. FED. REG. 82713.2_f Board Ex. 12.

Pursuant to this MOU, FEMA has provideo interim findings and :
.

determinations to fiRC for at least nine facilities, three of wnich

were granted tiRC operating licenses. Tr. 22528 (Dickey). Also*

pursuant to this M00, the tiRC Staff requested that FDM provide its

findings and determinations on the adequacy of State and local

emergency preparedness for TMI.

24. Based on its review and evaluation of the latest revised versions of
the Comonwealth's Emergency Plan and the Emergency Plans of Cumberland.

Dauphin, Lancaster, Lebanon and York counties which surround TMI, and on

observations and evaluations of the performance of the State and four of

the five counties in a radiological emergency response exercise held on

June 2,1981, FEMA produced its findings and determinations for TM1 on

June 16, 1981. Those findings and determinations, which were entered-

into evidence and supported by the Acting Director of FDM's Office of

Population Preparedness- and a panel of FEMA witne'sses, are discussed in

lection III, infra.

.

.

2] The MOU provides that:-

[n]otwithstanding the procedures which may be set forth in 44
CFR 350 for requesting and reaching a FEMA administrative
approval of State and local plans, findings and determinations
on the current status of emargency preparedness around
particular sites may be requested by the tiRC through the
f4RC/ FEMA Steering Committee and provided by FEMA for use as
needed in the f4RC licensing process. These findings and
determinations may be based upon plans currently available to
FEMA or furnished to FEMA by the tiRC. 45 FED. REG. 82714,

.911.4.
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C. Standards for Emergency Plannning

1. New Emergency Planning Rules

25.. The NRC's new emergency _ rules engendered discussions in this
i . .

1

! proceeding about the effect of the rules on the litigation of emergency
|

'

planning issues as contemplated by the Comission's Notice of ,

Hearing.M On February 9,1981, the Board requested all parties and

Commonwealth agencies with an interest in emergency planning to submit ;

briefs stating their respective views on the short-term and long-term

' requirements for offsite emergency planning and the applicability ofi

the new emergency planning rules. Some of the parties briefed the
,

,

The briefs were supplemented by a Joint Statement,questions posed.

dated March 6,1981, noting areas of agreement by the Licensee, the
r

Staff and the Comm6iwealth; by a March 11, 1981 comoined statement of

I Intervenors ECNP, Newberry, TMIA and tne Aamodt Family; by a Maren 12,

1981 reply brief by the Ccamonwealth; and finally by extensive oral

discussion on March 17, 1981 (Tr. 15334-72).

I 26. The passage of time and the interaction of the parties in

discussions and filings have served to minimize any remaining

disagreements on tne effect of the new rule. After reviewing the

filings of the parties and considering the extensive oral argument, we
-

determined that it is necessary that emergency plans and preparedness
.

for TMI comply with the substantive standards and requirements of the

3/ We held a prehearing conference to elicit the parties' views on this
and related matters on October 30 and November 1,1980. Additional
discussion took place during various hearing sessions on emergency
planning,

t

:
- - . -. .- . - - _ - . -
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.

new emergency planning regulations prior to restart.5/ A requirement .

to comply with the new rules would include the weighing and balancing -

_

.

!. provisions of the rules (10 CFR ll50.54(s)(2), 50.47(c)(1)) applicable
1

'

;-
to determining whether any deficitscies are of such a nature as to not.

precluderestartpendingtheircure.5/
.

27. Thus, we will look to the new emergency planning rules for the

substantive standards and requirements for emergency preparedness
,

that must be met prior to restart.5/ Consistent with the new -rules,
,

L
~ we will also look to NUREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1 " Criteria for

Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and?

f. Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power Flants" (hereafter NUREG-0654)..
.

i for the criteria and guidelines on how the standards and requirements

of the new rules may be met.7/

1

;

4/ Qur determinations in this regard were memorialized in a
" Memorandum and Order on Effect of New Emergency Planning
Regulations" issued on March 23, 1981 (Standards Memorandum and
Order).

^

-;

5/ Standards Memorandum and Order, at 4. Of course, the weighing and4

: balancing provisions of the new rules may only be relied upon to
allow operation in the face of deficiencies if the record 'provides'

,

i a basis for such action.

; j/ This does not mean that all procedural mechanisms of the new rule, ;

designed for general use, are properly applicable to this case. InJ
*

,

a particular factual situation, it may be that the general
j provision of the regulation is in fatal conflict with the specific
,

controlling law of the case derived from the Commission's August 9, ,

1979 Order and Hotice of Hearing. Standards Memorandum and Order,
at 4.

. 7/ NUREG-0654, while setting forth criteria and guidelines as to the
manner in which the new emergency planning rules may be met, does'

not have the force and effect of a regulation. Thus the parties
were not precluded fran attempting to show that compliance with

7- NUREG-0654 is not necessary or sufficient. Standards Memorandum and
Order, at 5-6..

,

i

- . - . . - . - - - . . , , , - - , - - . - - - . . - . - - - . . . - --
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28. Finally, we have examined the role of FEMA findings and

deterbinations in this proceeding. The language of the new emergency

planning rules directs that the "...HRC... base its findings on a review
..

of the FEMA findings and detenainations as to whether State and local

emergency plans are adequate and capable of being implemented ...." 10
,

CFR9550.54(3)(3),50.47(a)(2). This makes such FEMA findings and
'

determinations a mandatory prerequisite to determining compliance with

the nes rules.8/

2. Intervenor Contentions on Standards

29. Two contentions raised by Intervenor ANGRY (Contentions EP-3(A) and

EP-3(B)) challenge the conditions for restart set forth in the .

Commission's August 9,1979 Order on the grounds that there are no

standards for judging the adequacy of emergency plans. Specifically, it

is asserted that:

The concitions set forth in NRC's August 9 Order (44 F.R.
47821-25) for TMI-l's resumption of operation are insufficient
to provide reasonable assurance that such resumption can occur
without endangering the public health and safety for the
reason that they fail to require the development and
effectuation of adequate and effective Radiological Energency
Response Plar.s to protect the population surrounding TMI-1
from the consequences of any future nuclear accident. Such
insufficiency is in particular demonstrated by the following
flaws:

.

EP-3( A) There is no requirement that restart be
conditioned on the Radiological Emergency
Response Plan of the Commonwealth of -

Pennsylvania being brought into compliance with
reasonable standards of adequacy and
effectiveness for such plans which include but
are not limited to standards prenulgated by the
NRC itself (e.g., NUREGS 75/111 and 0396; GA0
EMD-78-110; H.R. Rept. 96-413);

8/ Standards itecorandum and Order, at 8.

%
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EP-3(B) There is no requirement that restart be conditioned
on the Radiological Emergency Response Plans of local
governmental units (counties) surrounding the reactor
site being brought into compliance with reasonable
standards of adequacy and effectiveness for such pians
which include but are not limited to standards promulgated*

by the HRC itself. (See Paragraph (A)).

.

30. As we have just discussed, we have determined that the emergency

preparedness and plans for Tl11-1 must comply with the substantive

standards and requirements of the new emergency planning regulations

prior to restart. As set forth in the new rules themselves, criteria

and guidelines as to how the new rules may be met are set forth in

rather explicit detail in NUREG-0654, which specifically designates

tnose criteria applicable to the plans and preparedness of the State and,

the counties. Accordingly, we find that there are specific applicable

standards and criteria, promulgated by the NRC itself, for determining
,

the adequacy of State and county emergency plans and preparedness and w('

<

reject the assertions to the contrary in Contentions EP-3(A) and EP-3(B).

<

r

'

j .

i

i

I

. _ _
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II. FIf40!NGS OF FACT ON ADMITTED CONTENTIONS

A. Organization and Staffing of Emergency Response Organizations

1. Licensee's Emergency Response Organization
.

31. The Licensee's overall emergency response organization

consists of both an ensite organization and an offsite .

emergency support organization. Rogan et al . , ff. Tr.13756,

Figures 1 and 2. With regard to the onsite organization, the

shift supervisor is responsible for assessing an incident,

determining necessary immediate actions and classifying r%e

eme rgency. Upon decl?. ration of an emergency, the shift

supervisor becomes the Emergency Director who has the

authority to immediately and unilaterally initiate emergency

actions and make protective action recorcendations. If the

snift supervisor is unavailable or incapacitated, the

snif t foreman serves as emergency Director. Rogan et al., ff.

Tr. 13756, at 17, 26-27. The Licensee's onsnift complement

consists of 20 personnel (Rogan et al., ff. Tr.13756, Table 2;

Tr.14591 (Giangi); Tr. 14433-34 (Chesnut)) with major func-

tional responsibilities vested in the Emergency Director,
*

the Operations Coordinator, the Operations Support Center

Coordinator, the Radiological Assessment Coordinator, the
.

Tecnnical Support Center Coordinator and the Security

Coordinator. Rogan et al., ff. Tr. 13756, at 26. The onshift

staffing exceeds the staffing standards set forth in

fiUREG-0654 (Staff Ex. 7), Table B-1 (Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007,

at 19-20) and assures that adequate s affing in the key areas



_

l

|

- 23 -
.

for initial onsite response will be maintained at all times.

Staff Ex. 6, at 5; Tr. 22258 (Chesnut); Tr. 22291-92 (Chesnut);

Tr.15518 (Grimes); Tr.16058 (Chesnut).
,

32. Within one hour of declaration cf an emergency, the shift

supervisor or shift foreman is relieved as Emergency Director--

by the Vice President TMI-1, the Licensee's Director of

Operations and Maintenance or the Radiological Controls-

Manager. Tr. 13882-(Giangi). The Licensee has also developed

a three section Duty Roster, with one section always on call
,

to assure that all positions in the emergency organization are

fully staffed with personnel assigned based on the selection

criteria set fortn in the Licensee's Emergency Plan, training,

-and driving distance from TMI. Rogan et al . , f f. Tr.13755,

at 30-31, 37; Tr. 15438 (Chesnut). The duty roster personnel

are on call anc, in en emergency, would be called up to report to
,

the site within one hour in order to relieve and augment

Licensee's onshift complement. Tr.14270-72 (Giangi); Tr.14323

(Rogan)

33. The offsite emergency support organization includes the
'

Emergency Support ?irector, Emergency Support Staff, Public

Affairs Representative, Emergency Planning Representative,
,

Group Leader Administrative Support, Environmental Assessment'

Coordinator, Group Leader Radiological Controls Support, Group

Leader Chemistry Support, Group Leader Technical Support,

Maintenance and Construction Manager, and Emergency Support

. - _ _ -- . .
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Communicator. This offsite emergency support organization

provides technical and logistics support in the event of a

serious or potentially serious emergency. Rogan et al . , ff.
.

Tr.13756, at 33. This organization, when called up, can be

fully manned and functional within s,x hours of declaration of an .

emergency (Tr.14348 (Giangi)), althougn Licensee has committed
,

to nave certain conponents of the organization arrive earlier and

to activate certain offsite emergency response facilities within four

nours. Licensee Ex. 58.E/

34 Tne :4RC Staff has evaluated the Licensee's Emergency Response

Organization as provided for in the Licensee's Emergency Plan

and nas determined tnat primary responsibilities for emergency

response by the Licensee have been assigned and that the

Licensee's principal response organization nas one staff to

respond and augment response on a continuous basis, as

specifi.?d in the planning standard for " Assignment of

Responsibility," 10 CFR i 50.47(b)(1). Staff Ex. 6, at 2.

There is no evidence to the contrary in this regard and we

find that the Licensee's emerge- cy organization does, in fact,
'

comply with this planning standard.

.

9/ As discussed in Paragraphs 40 and 41, infra, thc Staff and the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania believe the EOF should be fully
operational witnin one hour. Although we adopt that position, this
does not detract from our finding that the Licensee's emergency
organization does comply with 10 CFR @ 50.4?(b)(1).

_ _ _ _ _ _ .
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35. Two contentions were admitted which directly challenge the-

adequacy of the Licensee's emergency organization and

staffing. One of those contentions, EP-4(J), states:
.,

The licensee's Onsite Emergency Organization staffing
provisions as set forth in Table 8 of its EP fail to cu. form
to the standards of N. 0654 Sec. 35 in the followir.] respects:-

1. Under said. standards two control room operators are
assigned the function of " plant operations and assessment
of operational aspects." Another shift employse is given

,

the' exclusive task of providing communications liaison<

with offsite officials. Under the licensee's staffing
! provisions, by contrast, the two ' control room operators

are assigned to " operate equipment in control room and
- act as cocraunicator" (emphasis added). This divided
responsibility compromises the 11censee's ability to
provide prompt offsite notification of emergency,

. concitions. The inadequacy o 'taese staffing provisionsc
i is aggrivated by tne absence of any provision for the

additior of three more persons with communications
. respons1bilities within 30 minutes, as required by the
l aforementioned acceptability standard.

2. A similar confusion of assignments exists with regard to
tne snif t supervisor ano snift foreman, wno are expected
to fill three roles between them.

3. Although N. 0654 requires the emergency operations
facility director to assume his assignment within 30
ninutes, under the licensee's pian this will not occur
for as long as four hours.

4. Two radiological analysis support engineers, who are the!

only employees identified as having the training and
primary responsibility for performing " dose projection

,

calculations and source term calculations" (EP, p. 5-10)
will not be available for as long as 60 minutes.

36. As to the first part of this contention, the assignment of two' ' -

i

reactor operators to operate equipment and act as communicators

does not compromise the ability to provide prompt offsite

notification because the Licenser's onshift complement far

exceeds the provisions of Table B-1 of NUREG-0654 which

.i ~

,

+.n- n e- - -
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stipulates an onshift staffing of 10 personnel. Thus, the

Licensee has extra personnel beyond the needed minimum

staffing who may be assigned communications duties as needed. t

Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 19-20. Two reactor operators may ,

be assigned to operational duties and a third operator ray be .

' assigned to notification duties. Rogan et al . , ff. Tr.13756,

at 31 and Table 2. Under the Licensee's Emergency Plan

! provisions, the onshift staff will be augmented within one

hour by a communicator and two communications assistants.

Rogan et al . , ft. Tr.13756, at 94. Through this provision,
;

Licensee's augmentation of staffing exceeds the guidance' set

forth in NUREG-0654. Table B-1 specifying the addition of two

communications personnel within one hour. Chesnut, ff. Tr.

)
1500/, at 21. The Licensee's onshift manning assures that the

aVREG-0554 guidance to have one additional communicator within'

30 minutas can be met immediately from the Licensee's onshift
,

staffing. Jd.

37. Part 'c of contention EP-4(J) asserts thar., in an energency, the

shift supervisor and shift foreman are to assume three

,

emergency response roles. While it was true under previous
'

versions of the Licensee's Emergency Plan that these two
.

[ -

personnel were to function as Emergency Director, Radiological
,

{ Assessment Coordinato and Operations Coordinator until the

onsite emergency organization was augmented within one huur by

the duty section (Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 22-23), this is

I - not the case under the Licensee's revised Emergency Plan (Licensee
:

!

!
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Ex. 30). Tr. 22336 (Donaldson). Rather, under current provisions

' of the Licensee's Emergency Plan, the onshift Health Physics

Supervisor. assumes the role of the Radiological Assessment
.

Coordinator. Tr. 22334-35 (Chesnut). Thus, the ' radiological

assessment function is performed by the onshift Health Physics-

Supervisor who has four health physics technicians to assist him

until tne duty section personnel arrive within one hour. Tr.

22338-39 (Donaldson). In view of this, three functions are not,

in fact, assigned to only two personnel and Contention EP-4(J)(2)

is without merit.

38. Contention EP-4(J)(3) asserts that the Licensee's Emergency Plan

is deficient because it does not provide for the manning of

the Emergency Operations Facility (EOF) within tne time period

specified in NUREG-0654. This is a matter of some dispute

among the parties.

39. The Licensee has committed to modify its Emergency Plan to

provide for tne activation of the EOF within one hour of

declaration of a site area emergency with a senior corporate

nanager arriving at the EOF and assuming responsibilities as
' the Emergency Support Director within four hours of declaration

of a site area emergency. Licensee Ex. 58, at 2. According to
,

tne Staff, under NUREG-0654 (Staff Ex. 7) radiological
<

assessment is to be performed and protective action
|

recommendations are to be made by a senior manager acting as

the EOF Director (Emergency Support Director under Licensee's

nomenclature) who should be available within one hour rather
;

I
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than four. Chesnut, ' ff. Tr. 15007, at 23-24.' Thus, the

Licensee's EOF manning is, in the Staff's view, contrary to

criteria in both fiUREG-0654 and fiUREG-0696,'" Functional
.

'

'

Criteria for Emergency Response Facilities." Staff Ex. 23,

at p. II-14; Tr. 23070-71 (Chesnut). .

40. Licensee argues that, in fact, the radiological assessment and

protective action recommendation functions that the Staff

wants transferred to an Emergency Support Director at the EOF

within one hour are fully and adequately performed by the

Emergency Director in the Control Room until the Emergency

Support Director assumes those functions some four hours 'after

ceclaration of a--site area emergency. Tr.13763-65 (Giangi).

The Staff acknowledges tnat the Licensee does indeed provide
,

for tne radiological assessment function under its Emergency

Plan (Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 24) but argues that it is i

important to transfer the radiological assessment and

protective action recommendation function to a senior Licensee
-

manager in the E0F early in the course of an incident so as to

f relieve the inplant Emergency Director of that responsibility

and allow him to concentrate on plant operational matters and
~

I mitigation of the accident. Tr.15026,15521 (Grimes); Tr.
.

22945-46,22971(Chesnut). In the Staff's view, it is necessary

( to avoid performing too many functions in the control room (Tr.

15035-36 (Grimes)) which can tend to complicate the response
1

in tne control room (Tr. 22934 (Chesnut)).

:
|

. . - - . - , . . . - . . . .
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41. Although the Comonwealth initially perceived ~no problems with

the Licensee's provisions for activating and canning the EOF

(Tr.18239 (Reilly)), it' now believes that the EOF should be
-.

. functional with ti.a Energency Support Director assuming

I responsibility for providing protective action recomendations.

within one hour. Tr. 23013-15, 23053-55 (Dornsife). The basis for

the Comonwealth's change of position is that .it now intends to send

its nuclear engineer to the EOF as early as possible for face to face

contact with the Emergency Support Director. Tr. 23016 (Dornsife).

Based on drills and exercises, it is the Commonwealth's view that such

' face to face contact is very important to the State's understanding of

the protective action recommendations being made by the Licensee. M. ;

Tr. 23053-55 (Dornsife). Licensee acknowledges that such face to face

contact would minimize problems involving the communication of protective

action recommendat ;ns to the State but believes there are other solutions.

j to such communications problems (Tr. 23089 (Rogan)) althougn Licensee

has not defined those solutions or sought to undertake them.
!

42. Licensee desires to have only what it considers to be the

O most qualified person available make the protective action
- recommendations. Tr. 23096-97 (Rogan). Consequently, in the

Licensee's view, to provide an Emergency Support Director with
.

protective action recommendation authority in the EOF'within

one hour, Licensee will be forced to either transfer the Emergency

Director, the most qualified individual available, from the

| control room to the E0F or provide an Emergency Support Director

.

---yw , y , , - , - . - - -
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who is 'not the most qualified person available. . Tr. 23091-92,

23096-97 (Rogan). At the same time,- Licensee represents that

there. is no manpower resource limitation and that it does have the-
, .

local' co'rporate management who could serve as the Emergency Support

Director in ~ the time period espoused by. the Staff and the Commonwealth. .

Tr. 22986 (Zahler).

43. While we are loathe to' overrule the personnel management

judgment of the Licensee, it is clear that the Licensee has

available to it qualified individuals wr.o could act as

Emergency Support Director in the EOF in the interim three

hour period prior to the arrival of the Offsite Emergency

Support Organization _witnout the need to transfer the

Emergency Director 7am the control room to tne E0F. In view

of this, we see ; bar in. this regard to staffing the EDF with

a qualified Emergency Support Director witnin one hour. On

the other hand, we believe the proper and accurate

communication of protective action recommendations to the

Commonwealth in the early stages of an emergency to be

extremely important. From the testimony of the Commonwealth's

own nuclear engineer who would be intimately involved in '

receiving, and ascertaining the bases for, those protective
.

action reccomendations, we find that early communication of

tne protective action recommendations would be significantly

enhanced by the early EOF manning sought by the Staff and the

Commonwealth. Beyond this, transfer of the radiological assessment

and protective action recommendation functions to the E0F in
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the very early stages of an emergency would tend to lessen the

responsibilities of the Dnergency Director and his staff in

the control room, allowing them to concentrate on the inplant
,

operational and accident mitigation aspects of the emergency.

- On balance, the Board concludes that within one hour of

declaraticn of a site area or general emergency, the EOF

should be manned and functional with an Emergency Support

Director as the sole spokesman for the Licensee for protective

action recommendations.

44. In Contention EP-4(J)(4), it is asserted that the only personnel

identified in the Licensee's Emergency Plan as having primary

responsibility for performing dose projection and source term

calculations will not be available for as long as 60 minutes.

Contrary to tnis assertion, the Licensee's Emergency Plan

provides that offsite dose assessment is to be performed initially

by the onshif t Healtn Physics Supervisor issisted by

onshift health physics technicians. Tr 22334-35 (Chesnut);

Tr. 22338 (Donaldson); Rogan et al . , ff. fr.13756, at 32. These

personnel are immediately available on shift and are qualified

to do dose projection and source term calculations. Chesnut,

ff. 1r. 15007, at 24-25. This staffing exceeds the guidance
.

of NUREG-0654. Table 3-1 which specifies that one senior

health physics person should be available within 30 ai ates to

perform offsite dose assessment. Jd. Licensee's provisions

for augmenting its offsite dose assessment staffing by

providing an additional Radiological Assessment Coordinator
:
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and radiological analysis support engineers within one hour

meet the criteria of NUREG-0654. H.'Accordingly,wefind

Contention C.L 4(J)(4) to be without merit.
.

45. The other contention directly related to Licensee's Emergency

Organization, Contention EP-4(D), states: .

The licensee's "Onsite Emergency Organization"
(Sec. 4.5.1.3) contains insufficient personnel and
expertise in the area of Health Physics.to discharge
adequately the responsibilities of dose assessment and
projection in the evert of a rapidly developing accident
sequence. Tne time re. quired for the mobilization of
offsite health pnysics support (2-4 hours - see Table 8),

'..

which is given responsibility 'for "overall assessment of
the impact of liquid and gaseous effluents with respect
to... protective action guides" (p. 5-12), is
inconsistent with adequate radiological assessrent
capability.

Under the Licensee's onsite emergency organization, tne

persons responsible for dose assessment and projection are the

Snitt Supervisor, tne rtaciological Controls Foreman and tnree

Radiological Controls Technicians, all of whom are onshif t.

; Chesnut (Unresolved Matters), ff. Tr. 22235, at 3. The Shift

Supervisor will not perfor:n dose assessment or projection

calculations himself but will have overall responsibility for
<

this function (Chesnut (Unresolved Matters), ff, fr. 22235,

at 3) and will be provided specialized training in dose

assessment and projection. M. a t 5. Upon declaration of ,

an emergency, the Radiological Controls Foreman will assume

f the role of the Radiological Assessment Coordinator who has

primary responsibility for doing the dose assessment and

projection calculations. M.at3-4. For this purpose,

,

I
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ne will be given specialized training in radiological and

environmental assessment and dose projection techniques and

procedures, id,at5. The Radiological Controls
.

Technicians, who will assist the Radiological Controls Foreman

- on dose assessment and projection calculations (H. at 3-4),

also are given speciali:ed training in tnis area. M._at

L6.

46. Within 30 to 60 minutes of an emergency declaration, the

onshift personnel described above will be relieved by a

replacement Radiological Assessment Coordinator who will do

cose assessment and projection and by two Raotclogical

Analysis Support Engineers who will assist in the calculations.

Chesnut (Unresolved Matters), ff. Tr. 22235, at 4-5. Each of
f

tnese personnel will receive specialized training in radio-

logical and environmental assessment and dose projection

techniques and procedures. Id_. at 5.

47. The evidence shows that the Licensee's Emergency Plan and

Emergency Plan Implementing Procedures describe an adequate

assignment of personnel trained in dose assessment and health
.

physics to perform the dose assessment and projection required

in an emergency and that this capability will be maintained by
j

the ongoing training program of the Licensee. Chesnut

(Unresolved Matters), ff. Tr. 22235, at 6-7. The Licensee's
.

capability in this regard was confirmed in the June 2,1981

exercise wherein the Licensee demonstrated an adequate
(

capability to a:sess and project doses onsite and offsite
1

!

L u
- - - . .



.

:. 34

based on 'inplant parameters- and meteorology. . Jd. at 7.
'

Thus, we find that the Licensee's Onsite Emergency

Organization contains sufficient numbers.of personnel with

adequate expertise in the area of health physics to adequately

perform dose assessment and projection functions in an .

accident, including, in view of the Licensee's onshift

staffing, a rapidly developing accident.

48. The time required to mobilize offsite health physics support

should not have an adverse impact on the Licensee's

radioligical assessment capability because the initial

assessment is performed by onshift personnel based on

installed. effluent monitors and meteorological data. With the

Licensee's technique, dose projection can be performed in-

ainutes.- Monitoring teams provide confirmatory readings.

Both the initial dose projections and the confirmatory

monitoring can be performed by the onshift organization with

the offsite health physics personnel simply providing backup

support. The uncontroverted evidence shows that the onshift

organization is fully capable of performing the radiological

assessment function for periods in excess of the time it will

take to augment the anshift staffing. Donaldson, ff. Tr. 17354,
e

f

4
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at 6-8. Accordingly. we find Contention EP-4(D) to be with]ut

merit. E

2. Local Emergency Response Organizations
.

'

49. A number of issues-have been raised with regard to local

- -(other than Licensee) emergency response organizations.

Specifically, these issues deal with the staffing of local

_.

10f In this same area of health physics, the Licensing Board inquired
as to the status of 30 significant findings on health physics
emergency planning matters from a health physics appraisal
conducted by the fiRC's Office of Inspection .and Enforcement on
July 28 through August 8,1981. The significant findings dealt
with inadequacies in such matters as the assignment of individuals
to functional areas of emergency activities and the emergency duty .

roster, emergency activity training, communications for
environmental monitoring teams, audibility of the reactor building
alarm, procedures for in-plant radiological surveys, procedures and
equipment for monitoring and sampling radioactive effluents during
emergencies and for environmental monitoring and contamination
surveys and the like. S_e_e_ Staff Ex. 4, App. B, at 25-28. Based

on responses and commitments by the Licensee and a special
inspection conducted on May 4-7, 1981, the Staff presented evidence
demonstrating that 26 of 30 significant findings have been
satisfactorily resolved. Staff Ex.17, at 6 and Attachment. The
four items that are unresolved involve completion of one training
cycle, completion of proposed modifications that, once implemented,
will satisfactorily upgrade the reactor builcing alarm, installation
of monitoring equipment for high range noble cas and radiciodine
analyses, and the completion of procedures for collecting and
analyzing absorbent media for radiciodine in gaseous effluents
under accident conditions. Staff Ex. 17, at 6-7. The Office of
Inspection and Enforcement will verify that one training cycle has

.

been completed prior to restart. Tr. 22319 (Donaldson). Upgrading

,

of the reactor building alarm is scheduled for completion in
July 1981. Staff Ex. 17, at 6. The Licensee has committed to
install the hign range monitoring equipmant prior to restart
(Staff Ex.17, Attachment, at 27; Tr. 22270-71 (Donaldson, Chesnut))
and resolution of this matter, as well as the development of the
required procedures, is progressing in accordance with the
commitment of the Licensee. Tr. 22321 (Donaldson). We find that
these 30 significant findings on health physics emergency planning
matters have been or will, prior to restart, be satisfactorily
resolved.

- .
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emergency coordinators and with the functions and qualifications

of local emergency personnel.
~

(a) Staf'fing of Local Emergency Coorcinators

50. Contention EP-16(B), directed to Dauphin County, one of the -

five counties within the plume exposure pathway emergency

planning zone (EPZ) for TMI, asserts, in part, .that:

Appendix 2 of Annex E of the Dauphin County Plan lists
Dauphin County Local Emergency Preparedness Directors a id
Coordinators; however, those coordinators do not list any
substitutes in-the event of an emergency. If these
individuals cannot be reached at the telephone numbers
listed, it would lead to confusion within their particular

'

areas of responsibility. Tnerefore, until and unless
substitutes are listed as local emergency coordinators,
it is Intervenor's position that the Plan is deficient.

.

Similarly, Contention EP-14(LL), directed to York County, another

county within the plume EPZ, states:

The York County Plan contains a thin staffing of all
emergency coordinators and does not list any substitutes
in the event that an emergency coordinator is'ill, on
vacation or otherwise indisposed. Without substitutes or
standby emergency coordinators, the Plan is defective.

,

Initially, it is noted that both the Dauphin County Emergency Plan

(Board Ex. 6 at Appendix 1, Annex A, at A-2) and the York County -

Emergency Plan (Board Ex. 5 at 14) do, in fact, list substitute or
'

deputy county emergency management coordinators. Tr.19445 (Bath).'

Addresses and hom- -hene numbers for the substitute county coordinators
.

are maintained and kept current at the county emergency operations''

i

centers (E0Cs). Board Ex. 6, at A-2; Board Ex. 5, at 24. Thus,
i

f

i

4
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.

substitute county emergency management coordinators are not ct 1ssue

here.

51. Prior to the latest revision of the county plans, the Federal
4

Emergency 11anagement Agency (FEMA) had expressed a concern >

about the need for backup emergency management coordinators..

Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 49. That

FEMA concern was directed to coordinators at municipal levels

or levels below the county level (Tr. 19444-45 (Adler);

Tr. 22408 (Bath)) and was a concern that the notification list

in the county plans specified only one. point of contact for

municipalities. Tr. 19445 (Bath). County plans, since .

revised, now provide sufficient alternate methods and contacts

that municipal contact and coordination is not dependent

solely on the municipal emergency management coordinators.

Bath (Attachment 3), ff. Tr. 22350, at 7. Thus, for York

County, many municipalities have backup coordinators. For

those that do not, phone numb 3rs for elected officials, who may

adequately serve as backup coordinators (Tr. 22408 (Bath)) and

for the municipal emergency service organizations which could

locate the elected officials, are maintained in the York County E0C.'

Tr. 20818-19 (Curry). By this means, contact can be made through
,

the municipal emergency service organization as well as to the

municipal emergency management coordinator. Bath (Attachment 3),

ff. Tr. 22350, at 7. Similarly, while the Dauphin County Emergency

Plan does not list substitute emergency management coordinators,

elected municipal officials, who are qualified as substitute

. . . _ _
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municipal coordinators (Tr. 20945 (Wertz)), will be

contacted through contact phone numbers maintained at the

- Dauphin County EOC. Curry et al., ff. Tr. 20787, Wertz Testimony
; ..

a t 1.

52. Based on the evidence reviewed above, we find that viable .

recnanisms for municipal contact in the event of an emergency

exist and can be utilized to reach substitute emergency

. management coordinators or their functional equivalent
,

at the municipal level, despite the fact that the

Dauphin and York County Emergency Plans do not explicitly list

substitute municipal coordinators. Beyond this, local fire

and police organizations have representation at the county;

EOCs and municipal resources and emergency resportse can be'

coordinated tnrough such representatives even in the abserce

of tne local coordinator. Tr. 19446 48 (Batn). Far these

reasons, we find Contentions EP-16(B)(in part) and EP-14(LL)
:-

to be without merit.

f (b) Functions and Oualifications of Local Emergency Personnel

53. Contentions EP-14(F) and EP-14(G), directed to the York County
.

-

Emergency Plan, assert:

14(F). Appendix 2, Section I, Subsection B of the
York County Plan provides that the Erargency Management -

Coordinator will insure that-briefings are presented to
tne Commissioner and he will interpret displays and
technical reports for the Commissioners. There.is no
statement in the Plan that the person occupying the
position of Emergency Management Coordinator will nave

| educational reouirements sufficient to insure that he
|

will be aole to interpret any displays of technical
|

reports for the Commissioners. It is Intervenor's
|

contention that unless the Emergency Management
| Ccordinato- is required to have an expertise in the area
! of nuclear sc ence, he will be unable to sufficiently and

!

_ __ _ -_ _ ._ _
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accurately interpret the displays and t,,chnical reports
for the Commissioners and thus my leave the Commissioners
who ultimately are responsible for the safety and welfare
of the people of York County uninformed or misinformed
of actual events taking place at TMI.

.

14(G). Appendix 2, Section II, of tha York County
Plan provides that the Situation Analysis Group will
receive reports of plant safety degradation, potential /*

actual radioactive release and radiation intensity.
Again, there are no job requirements for persons who sit
on a Situation Analysis Group to qualify them to make
such reviews and, therefore, again, without qualified
people to sit on such a group, their advice to the
county's commissioners may be misinformed and unenlightened
which could again then lead to chaos and confusion,

i4UREG-0654 stipulates that an adequate radiological assessment

capability is to exist offsite. Staff Ex. 7, at 58, Criterion I.8.

That guidance also provides that the offsite radiological

assessment function may be fulfilled either by state g local

emergency response organizations, as appropriate. Staff Ex. 7,

at 58, Criterion I.8.; Adler and Bath (?'73 Testimony), ff.18975,

at 14. For Pennsylvania, technical support and radiological

assessment is provided by the Bureau of Radiation Protection (BRP)

and BRP, in coordination with the Pennsylvania Emergency Management

Agency (PEMA), provides technical guidance and assistance to counties

and municipalities on radiation detection, hazards of radiation
,

exposure, decontamination and protective actions. Commonwealth Ex.

2A, at 15; Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 14-15.-

Consequently, technical radiological assessment capability is not

needed at the county level and York County need not have that |

capability. Adler and Batn (2/23 Testimany), ff. Tr.18975, at 14-15.
.

. l
r

{

|

|
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-54. Moreover, PEMA is ~ preparing a training program for c mty ,

emergency management-coordinators to assure that acc' A

assessment infomation and protactive action recommendations
, -

L
may be communicated to the counties without the need for

.

technical oackground at the county level. Since BRP will .

perfom the technical radiological assessment function, highly

specialized training is not needed for York County's emergency
;

management coordinator or staff and training as nuclear

scientists and nuclear science capability is not required at

! the county level. Adler and Bath (2,22 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975,

| at 15-16. In turn, we find Contentions EP-14(F) and EP-14(G)

to be without merit.

3. Availability of Emergency Workers

| 55. A consistent assertion of 'those Intervenors involved in the

emergency planning portion of the pmceeding has been that

volunteer emergency workers may not perfom their assigned

functions in an emergency due to concern about the safety of

tneir own families. This assertion is embodied i" Nntention

EP-5(C) which states:
*In order to assure proper execution by emergency

response personnel of duties assigned to them the
Commonwealth should adopt and apply to all levels of the
emergency response network the principle that such -

_

personnel should "not have more important conrr.itaients to
families within the immediate area of TMI" (Dept. of'

Health Plan, App. I, p. 5).

56. Intervenors presented a sociologist, Dr. Kai Erikson, who
,

testified as to his opinion that large numoers of emergency'

workers would be initially unavailable in a serious emergency,

,

.. . - .-_. --
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regardless of their. prior comitments, because of a concern

for the well-being of their families. Erikson, ff. Tr. 21686,

at 6-7. Dr. Erikson further expressed his view that it is
,

unwise to base emergency plans on the assumption that ,

1- ' emergency workers, particularly women who have children and

who would be bus drivers in an emergency, will stay at their

posts and do an effective job when they are uninformed about
-

the safety of their cwn children. Dr. Erikson did

admit that emergency workers who are police and military

personnel will likely remain on duty no matter what the

circumstance because that is how they are trained to deal with

emergencies. Erikson, ff. Tr. 21686, at 7-8. He further -

acknowledged that energency workers need not physically meet

3 witn tneir families to assure family safety but could check on

: tne status of their families by telepnone or radio contact or

through colleagues. Tr. 21770-71 (Erikson).E

3 57. Dr. Erikson also indicated that his view as to an emergency

worker's initial response in looking after the safety of his

own family first would apply to any emergency, not just a
'

nuclear emergency and that he had no reason to believe that
|

the initial response in this regard to a nuclear emergency
.

1_1f In this regard, emergency service workers in general may have
contingency arrangements for their families formulated in advance,

L of an emergency. Tr. 20876 (Curry). The need for such preplanning
has been identified to emergency service workers in York County, fori

; _ exampl e. Tr. 20876-77 (Curry).

I
~

.
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would be any diffsrent than initial emergency worker response

in other. emergencies. Tr. 21783-84-(Erikson). With regard to -

other. disasters or emergencies, there were no instences'or-
.

studies of disasters-of which Dr. Erikson was aware ir, which
-,

there was a shortage of persons responding to tne disaster. .,

,

Tr. 21764-66 (Erikson).

58. Witnesses for FEMA. testified that, based on previous disaster
i

experience, FEMA is of the view that emergency workers will

j perform their emergency functions in situations where their
'

families may be at risk. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony),

ff. Tr. 18975, at 52. FEMA studies show that energency'

workers respond to their assignments regardless of personal

demands (Adler and latn (3/16 Testimony), .ff. Tr.18975,

at 52) and its experience is that persons assigned emergency

missions carry out their missions. Tr. 19213 (Pawlowski).

The Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency's (PEMA) experience

from previous energencies is that volunteer and professional
1

emergency workers have been available to work and that persons,

down to the county and municipal levels are very dedicated in

this regard. Tr. 17828 (Lamison). PEMA has not experienced, in *

previous emergencies in the State (including hazardous spill
-

emergencies), a problem with emergency workers not performing
i

their functions. Tr. 17867-68 (Lamison). Specifically for
|

the THI-2 accident, volunteer workers at the State level were

available for emergency work and the PEMA witness was not

I

<
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aware of any large numbers of volunteer workers not being

available at the local level. Tr.17829 (Lamison).E

59. There is, then, a large body of applicable experience which
.

demonstrates that lack of availability of emergency workers

because of workers' concern for the safety of their families.

should not be a significant problem. Dr. Erikson himself was

unable to identify any experience to the contrarj. From the

evicence of record, there is no basis to warrant the

Commonwealtn's adopting and applying "to all levels of the

emergency response network the principle that sucn [ecergency

responsej personnel should not have more important commitments

to families within the immediate area of TMI" as advocated in

Contention EP-5(C). Accordingly we reject this contention.

4 NRC's Emercency Resconse Orcanization

60. During tne course of the proceeding, tne Connonwealth raised a

concern about the adequacy of the fiRC's response in a

radiological emergency. To address this ma '?r, the Staff

presented witnesses and documentarj evidence to describe the

i4RC's Incident Response Plan (Staff Ex. 10: tiUREG-0728,

.

12f The experience of FEMA and PEMA with regard to emergency worker2

response is wholly consistent with the testimony of Dr. Dynes, a-

sociologist who testified on behalf of the Licensee. Dr. Dynes
indicated that from extensive experience from a number of disasters
throughout the country, emergency workers with families in the risk
area have carried out their emergency responsibilities and that
there were no instances of emergency operation failures due to
emergency workers not carrying out their responsibilities. Tr.
17196-98 (Dynes).
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" Report to Congress: NRC Incident Response Plan," September

1980), and to describe the NRC's. planning for an incident. at

TMI. From the record thus made, the Commonwealth determined
.

that .its primary concern was with the communications between

the NRC and various Commonwealth agencies and the correct -

identification of which Commonwealth agency is to be contacted

under certain circumstances. Tr. 21825 (R. Adler). Meetings

were held between the NRC Staff and Commonwealth officials to

discuss the Commonwealth's concerns and arrive at a resolution

of them. Tr.17103-04 (Straube, Gray). -

61. Subsequent to tnose meetings, the Commonwealth's

representative indicated that an agreement had been reached

witn tne Staff whereby specific instructions on communications

and contacts with Commonwealth agencies would be inserted in the

NRC's energency procedures, that the Commonwealtn would

consider the issue resolved when those procedures were

completed, and that the Commonwealth considered the issue

closed as far as this Licensing Board and the restart hearing

are concer..ed. Tr. 21825 (R. Adler). That being the case, we

find the matter of the Commonwealth's concerns regarding the '

NRC's incident response to be closed.
.

B. Accident Assessment and Dose Projection

62. One of the basic elements of an emergency response is the

assessment of plant conditions and classifying the emergency.

This element of emergency response has been factored into the

development of the Licensee's emergency response capabilities.

-
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Rogan et al . , ff. Tr. 13756, at 16-17. The control room

operators'would initially be made aware of an accident by

alarms and instrument readings. Based.on plant process
,

monitors and radiation monitors, readings and/or calculated

dose projections would be compared to emergency action levels-

(EAL's) and an emergency classified according to EAL's which

have been exceeded. Rogan et al., ff. Tr. 13756, at 17-18,

67-69. The accident classification scheme utilized by the

Licensee is that required by 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E wherein

an accident is categorized in any one of the four classes of-

Unusual Event, Alert, Site Area Emergency or General

Emergency. Chesnut, ff. Tr. 15007, at 4-5; Staff Ex. 6, at 9.

This same accident classification scheme is followed by the ;

Commonwealui and the five risk counties for Eil. Rogan et al.,

ff. Tr. 13756, at 71-72.

63. In tnis area of accident assessment and dose projection,

specific contentions have been raised on the matters of

accident classification and radiation monitoring. These

contentions are addressed below.

1. Accident Classification*

64. In the area of accident classification, three contentions have

been raised challenging the use of fractions of EPA Protective'

Action Guides (PAG's) for classifying an emergency (Contention .>

EP-7), questioning certain triggering events or conditions

used in accident classification (Contention EP-8) And

challenging the use of adverse meteorology-assumptions in

|
i

_ , _ .._ _ , . .
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: accident classification (Contention EP-9). In a related area,

the Staff raised concerns-about the containment leak rate

assumptions used by the Licensee' in . projecting doses
.

under certain conditions. With regard to Contention EP-7,

that contention states: . ,

The fractions of EPA PAGs -listed on_ p. 4-1 of the
Plan, with their associated action levels, do not take
intre account the total accumulated dose and dose-commitment.
As a result, the total exposures may exceed by large margins
tne listed PAG fractions prior to the advancement to a
higher emergency category.J_3/

65. In supporting this contention' through the direct testimony of

Intervenor's witness Dr. Bruce Molholt, it became apparent

that the thrust of the Intervenor's assertion is that the

. Licensee's use of EPA PAGs for accident classification purposes

ignores exposures from the ingestion pathway. Molnolt, ff. Tr.

19690, at 1-2. Such actual exposures, it is claimed, could be

higher than projected exposures because the NRC's earth-to-plant and

plant-to-human transfer factors utilized in dose projection

are allegedly low by orders of magnitude. Molholt, ff. Tr. ,

19690, at 3. Thus, according to Dr. Molholt, actual dose

received by certain segments of the population will sub-
.

stantially exceed PAG's under conditions where the Licensee,

.

13/ Under the provisions of the Licensee's Emergency Plan, projected
doses from an accident exceedir g certain fractions of EPA PAG
doses will result in the accifent being classified in the Alert,
Site Emergency or General Emergency categories depending on the
level of the projected dose. Licensee Ex. 30, at-4-1.

__ _ _
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acting under provisions of its Emergency Plan, would project

doses that are only fractions of PAG's. fiolholt, ff. Tr.19690,

at 3.
.

66. First, it is notable that the fact that total hypothetical

exposure to an individual may exceed a PAG fraction before.

Licensee advances its accident classification to a higher

class is of no significance because the PAG fractions are used

in this regard only for accident classification, not for

recommending or taking protective actions. The PAG fractions
,

could be exceeded substantially and yet projected doses would

still be far belcw levels requiring protective actions.

Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 13-14. Moreover, the data and

studies on wnich Dr. Molholt bases his claim that transfer.

factors are uncerpredicted utilized maximal values intended to

result in a maximal calculated dose. Tr. 19762-63 (Molholt).

Measured concentrations of radionuclides in the environment

near 17 operating nuclear power plants in the United States were

one to two orders of magnitude lower than the concentrations predicted

using the data relied upon by Dr. Molholt. Tr.19774 (Molholt). In

view of this, we find no basis to fault the Licensee for the*

manner in which it utilizes fractions of PAG's for accident
.

classification or for requiring a change in Licensee's

approach.

67. As to the assertion in the contention concerning accuculated

dose, it is true, consistent with EPA guidance, that the PAGs*

do not account for doses unavoidably received prior to the**

-_ - .
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time the dose assessment began. Rogan et al., ff. Tr. 13756,

at 74. However, to the extent that prior accumulated doses

from the accident in question are kncun to the Licensee, they
.

will'be accounted for'and included in' projected doses and in

determining protective actions. Tr.14335 (Rogan); Tr.14531 .

(Tsaggaris);Tr. 15202-204 (Chesnut). The evidence shows that the

Licensee's use of fractions of lower EPA PAG's for accident

classification purposes is conservative and will not prevent

escalation to a more severe accident class based on plant

| conditions or emergency action levels. Chesnut, ff. Tr. 15007,

i at 8-9. The Licensee's use of the lower limit PAG's in this

canner for emergency classification is consistent with the

guidance of NUREG-0534 Chesnut, ff. Tr. 15007, at 8-9; Staff

Ex. 23, at II-11. Accordingly, we find Contention EP-7 to be

i witnout merit and we reject it.

68. Contention EP-8 states:

The various emergency categories (p. 4-2 to 4-8)
eacn list a number of triggering events or conditions.
Many of these are questionable indicators. For instance,
on p. 4-3, " Valid" alarms are referred to. But there is
no mention of the definition of a " valid" alarm, or what

would be an invalid alarm. A number of reactor coolant
activities (50,130, and 300 micro-Ci/al) are referred to, '

| but no mention is made of how much #uel image it takes to
produce these readings. In additioq, there is no
indication of how or how rapidly these coolant activities -

will be determined.

This contention questions certain indicators used as

indications of the existence of an emergency and of particular

accident classifications. Using EAL's based on specific

instrument readings, plant parameters and equiptrent status,
,

. . - - , ._. ...
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. operators are to classify accidents and formulate protective

action recommendations. Chesnut . ff. Tr.15007, at 27. In

tnis regard, Intervenors' concern _is that Licensee relies on
.

" valid alarms" without defining what valid alar:s are.

69. Licensee has indicated that, by use of this term, it intended.

to refer to confirmed alems or alarms which are verified by

observations of other supporting indicators or alarms. Rogan

et al., ff. Tr. 13756, at 75. While there is alway; the

possibility that operaters may ignore alarms, there are at

TMI-1 reduncant indicators and meters for EAL parameters. Tr.

14564 (Giangi). Operators will normally monitor related

instrumentation to determine if an alarm is valid or

erroneous. Chesnut, ff. Tr. 15007, at 27. Licensee maintains

specific alarm procecures for determining whether an

instrument or alarm is malfunctioning or not operating ana

whether there is an erroneous indication. Tr.15239 (Chernut).

We find that these procedures, together with the multiple

indicators of abnornal conditions that should be available

will tend to minimize the liklihood that valid alarms will be

ignored.*

70. Intervenor further complains in this contention that
-

Licensee's reliance on reactor coolant activity levels for

accident classification is misplaced because there is no

indication of tne amount of fuel damage corresponding to the

reactor coolant activity EALs and because it is not clear how

or how rapidly reactor coolant activity can be measured. In
.,

!

|
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response, the Licensee has indicated thut the 50 micro-Ci/mi

reactor coolan* activity level is a level greater than

normally expectec, is greater than any previously experienced
.

spike in coolant activity, and is roughly equivalent to 0.1%

fuel failure. Rogan et al. ff. Tr.13756, at 75-76; Chesnut, .

ff. Tr. 15007, at 28. 130 micro-Ci/ml is. approximately one-half

tne operational limit for failed fuel in the technical specifica-

tions (Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 28), is a positive indication of

clad failure (Rogan et al. ff. Tr.13756, at 75-76), and represents

about 1/3% failed fuel. Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 28. NUREG-0654,

Appendix 1 suggests that the 300 micro-Ci/ml reactor cosiant activity

is indicative of clad damage approaching about 1%. Id.13/ Thus,

the degree of fuel demage corresponding to these reactor coolant

activity levels are indeed defined. As to procuring reactor

coolant for determining activity levels, the Licensee has

n3dified its reactor coolant sampling procedures to provide

additional snielding, protective equipment and dosimetry to

allow high activity samples to be taken. Under these revised

procedures, a reactor coolant sample can be obtained and

analyzed in less than three hours, the time specified in *

.

13/ The Staff had raised a concern that the use of the 300 micro-Ci/mlEAL as proposed by the Licensee was inconsistent with the criteria
of NUREr-0654. Chesnut, f#. Tr.15007, at 28; Staff Ex. 23, at 11-11.

i The Licensee has since committed to modify its EAL in this regard to|

precisely comply with NUREG-0654 guidance. Tr. 22880 (Chesnut).

,

|

I
l
,
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NUREG-0737, "vaarification of TMI Action Plan Requirements "

for such an operation. Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 29. In

|
oddition to this, there are other methods for classifying

.

an accident based on fuel damage which do not require the

sampling and analysis of a coolant sample. Letdown monitor.

RML-1 indicates coolant activity and ray be used for this

purpose and the Licensee's Emergency Plan specifically
.,

defines accident classes based on readings from that

monitor. The monitor can be read in the control room, thus

allowing rapid eccident classification based on coolant

activity levels without the need to take reactor coolant

samples. Tr.15156-59 (Chesnut).

71. Based on the evidence as outlined above, we find the

assertions in Contention EP-8 to be unsubstantiated and we
i~

reject that contention.

72. Contention EP-9 states:

Reliance on " adverse meteorology" (p. 4-5, 4-6), can
,

prove to provide little or no " built-in conservatism"
(p. 4-7, 4-8) since, for instance, such co :ditions were
not at all uncommon during the nighttice in the nights
following the TMI-2 accident (for instance, the night of
March 29, from 10 p.m. to 8 a.m., March 30; night of
March 31 about 8 p.m. to 8 a.m., April 1).*

Under the Licensee's Emergency Plan, " adverse meteorolgy"
.

assumptions will be used to project doses for use in

classifying an emergency. NUREG-0654, Appendix 1 contains<

,

guidance to the effect that adverse metercrolgy should be used

in developing EAL's for a Site Area Emergency but Licensee usas
' it for both the ,,iert and Site Area Emergency categories.

|

f
!
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Rogan et al . , ff. Tr.13756, at 76-77. The adve:'se

meteorology assumptions for TMI are a wind spe. of 1.5 MPH

and a Pasquill F stability resulting in poor dispersion. For
.

TMI, more adverse, weather conditions would occur less than 5%

of 'the time. Levine, ff. Tr. 17298, at 7. .

73. Use of the adverse meteorology assumptions allows declaration
(

of an emergency based en data readily available in the control

room without the need to calculate actual site meteorology.
!

Rogan et al . , ff. Tr.13756, at 76-77. Tne use of the adverse
;

meteorology assumptions results in poor dispersion of a

release of radioactive material. The evidence shows that,

since adverse meteorology should exist less than 5% of the

time, the adverse meteorglogy assumptions 3hould re; ult in

underpredicting dilution and overpredicting radioactive

concentration of releases most of the time and in accurately

predicting dilution and radioactive concentrations in the

small percentage of the time that poor dispersion conditions
,

actually exist. Levine, ff. Tr. 17298, at 9. Based on this,

we find the Licensee's adverse meteorology assumptions to be
'

appropriate and conservative and Contention EP-9 to be withcut

meri t.
.

74. In tne Staff's Safety Evaluation Report on emergency

preparedness for TMI-1, the Staff raised a concern about the

Licensee's assumptions about containment leak rate used in

dose projections. Staff Ex. 6 at 18, 30. The specific

I concern was tnat the Licensee's intended use of a containment

. . - -_ _. _ . _ _ _
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leak rate based on the containment maximum design pressure

might result in cverly conservative leak rates for dose

projection and in subsequent inaccurate or erroneous
.

protective action recommendations. Tr. 13771, 14605 (Giangi).

In response to this Staff concern, the Licensee generated a.

curve of estimated containment leak rate as a function of

containment design pressure and actual measured pressure

which will be factored into Licensee's Emergency Plan

Implementing Procedures for offs te dose projection. This

procedure will provide an approximate uoper bound containment
I

leak rate at a particular containment pressure and yet a lower

and more realistic leak rate than that obtained using maximum

design pressure. Staff Ex. 23, at II-6,11-7. We find this

to be a satisfactory resol ition of the problem identified by

the Staff.

2. Radiation Monitoring

75. In the area of radiaiton monitoring, specific contentions or

Licensing Board Questions were raised concerning the use of

mobile moritoring teams, the desirability of installing

offsite remote readout monitors, the adequacy of the*

Licensee's offsite radiological dose analysis capability and
.

the adequacy of the Licensee's Radiological Environmental

Monitoring _ Program (REMP).

(a) Mobile Monitoring Teams

76. In Contention EP-4(I), it is asserted that:

[
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h

The time provided in the EP fcr accident assessment,
1/2 hour (EP, p. 6-7), is in excess of the maximum
permissible tnerefor specified in the Standard Review
Plan, NUREG-75/087, Sec. 13.3(11)(3). (EP fig. 21 shows
the thyroid PAG of 5 rems being reached in 12 minutes at
600 meters.) !!oreover, the estimate given is *

unsupportable for monitoring of offsite locations on*

nearby islands or on the west shore of the Susquehanna
River. Such factors may become critical in the event of .

a general emergency, which produces a " shift" in emphasis
to greater offsite monitoring efforts" (EP, p. 6-6).
(SeeEP-3(C)(1)).

J At tne outset, we note that tnere is no NRC requirement

setting forth a specific time within which accidents are to be

assessed. Rather, the Licensee is to have the capability to

make a rapid initial assessment and accident classification.

; Chesnut, f f. Tr.15007, at 15-16. At the onset of an

emergency, reactor , operators would initially be made aware of

tne accident by alarms and control room instrumentation.

Rogan et al . , ff. Tr.13756, at 17. Based-on control room |

f
instrumentation, process monitors and radiation munitors, a

comparison of parameters to EAL's would be made and the
f

emergency classified. jd,. at 67. A system of

radiacion monitors measures and records radiation leveli

throughout the facility and monitors all gaseous release paths
,

; - with displays of the readings in the control room. Readings

from this system as wc!1 as meteorological infonnation will be -

used in accordance with Emergency Flan Implementing Procedures
_

'

to project offsite doses. Jd.at68-69,.77-78. This system will

aid in rapid accident cidssification and threat assessment (Staff
,

Ex. 6 at 18) and enable the Licensee to project otesite radiological

.

e - - , -w , -r -, - --m
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consequences within minutes of emergency declaration. Donaldson, ff.

Tr. 17354, at 6.

77. Under the Licensee's system, initial accident assessment and
.

dose projection are accomplished through the use of in-plant

parameters and information available in the control room..

Riethle, ff. Tr.14842, at 9-10. Offsite monitoring teams are

not needed and not relied upon for that purpose. In fact, it

would be undesirable and inappropricte to rely on offsite

monitoring teams for initial accident assessment and dose

projection since the accident should be classified and offsite

agencies notified prior to plume arrival offsite. Chesnut, ff.

Tr. 15007, at 15-16. Rather, the purpose of the offsite

monitoring teams is to provide information to confirm or

refine the initial offsite dose projections. Donaldson, ff.;

j Tr.17354, at 7. As such, the time that it may take to

dispatch monitoring teams and receive offsite readings has no
..

bearing on tne time required for initial accident assessment!
i

and dose projection and Contention EP-4(I) is without merit in

that regard.

78. The Licensee has indicated that for a General Emergency,*

there will be a greater emphasis on offsite monitoring. Rogan
.

et al., ff. Tr. 13756, at 26. In addition, the evidence
|indicates that for certain places on the west shore of the

Susquehanna River in the vicinity of TMI, such as Goldsboro,

it would be 40 to 45 minutes before a monitoring team could

I

|

, 4
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obtain readings. Tr. 14672-73 (Giangi). Thus, more immediate

means for offsite monitoring on the river island and the

west shore of the river would be useful. Chesnut, ff. Tr. 15007,
.

at 17. tievertheless, because of the Licensee's use of

in-plant instrumentation and site meteorology for accident -

classification and dose projection, immediate offsite
'

monitoring is not necessary and tne Licensee's planning is not

deficient in this regard. Jd. There is no evidence of

inadequacies in the Licensee's accident assessment and dose

projection provisions as asserted in Contention EP-4(I) and we

Tind that the contention is without merit.

79. Contention EP-18 states, in part:

It is also contended that the Licensee does not
possess adequate portable radiation monitors to provide
adcitional information in tne event of an offsite
radiatien release, and that the Licensee does not
exercise adequate acministrative control over the
maintenance of these units, nor the training of personnel
in their use. It is contended that the radiation
monitoring program of the Licensee must be greatly
upgraded prior to restart to ensure adequate protection
of the public health and safety.

The evidence indicates that the Licensee has specifically

designated 75 portable radiation monitorin7 instruments for ,

emerger.cy use: 25 air samplers, 25 dose rate meters, 20

beta / gamma survey meters, and 5 dual channel analyzers. Of -

these 75 instruments, 5 air samplers, 5 dose rate meters and 5

dual channel analyzers are designated for use by 5

environmental monitoring teams in an emergency. The evidence

indicates that this is an adequate number of portable

radiation monitoring instruments for emergency monitoring team

.

. . . w - - , , , , ,
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use. Donaldson, ff. Tr.17354, at 12-13. In addition, the

evidence indicates that the Licensee's emergency organization

.
staffing provides sufficient numbers of personnel to operate

,

this equipment. id..at14. The Staff confirmed that the Licensee's

portable radiation monitoring kits set aside for use in emergencies-

were indeed in place in an inspection conducted on May 4-7, 1981.

|
Chesnut (Unresolved Matters), ff. Tr. 22235, at 8.

! c0. In addition, the Licensee has a final, approved procedure for
i

inventory, operational checks, and calibration of this portable

monitoring equipment on a quarterly basis. After the

quarterly checks and calibration, the monitoring kits are

sealed and monthly checks made to assure that the seals are

intact. In its May 4-7 inspection, the Staff verified on a
(
l spot check basis and through review of inventory records that

tne portable radiation monitoring equipment had been inventoried

and calibrated in accordance with the procedure. Chesnut

(Unresolved Matters), ff. Tr. 22235, at 8-9. Thus, we find that

the Licensee is exercising adequate administrative control

over the maintenance of this equipment.

81. Those personnel assigned to form monitoring teams and to use*

tnis portable monitoring equipment are radiological control

technicians and auxiliary operators. Under the Licensae's

Emergency Plan, these personnel are given specialized training

in use of the equipment and in onsite/offsite monitoring

techniques and procedures. Although not all such training is

complete at this time, Licensea has committed to complete one

:

. --- - , , .
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full training cycle for its personnel prior to restart. The

Staff observed the use of such equipment by the Licensee's

monitoring team personnel in the joint exercise held on June
.

2.1981 and reported that the monitoring teams demonstrated an

adequate working knowledge of tne equipment and survey -

tecnniques. Chesnut (Unresolved Matters), ff. Tr. 22235, at

9-10. Accordingly, the evidence shows that adequate training

in the use of the portable radiation monitoring equipment has

been, and will continue to be, provided to personnel assigned

to use such equipment.

82. We have found that the Licensee possesses and has designated

! for emergency use adequate quantities of portable radiation

monitoring equipment and has assigned adequate numbers of

personnel to monitoring teams in an emergency. We have

further found that Licensee exercises adequate administrative

control over the maintenance of such equipment and the

training of personnel in its use. Accordingly, the portir of

Contention EP-18 alleging inadequacies in these regards is

without merit.

(b) Offsite Remote Readout Monitors -

83. Contention EP-3(C)(1) asserts that:
.

The NRC's vague instruction to the licensee to
" upgrade" in generally unidentified respects its "offsite
monitoring capability" is insufficient to assure that
such upgrading will result in the ability to obtain and
analyze the type and volume of information essential for
protection of the public health and safety. ANGRY
contends that such capability must at minimum encompass
the following elements or their equivalent:
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(1) Permanent of fsite monitoring devices which
register all forms of ionizing radiation and which
can be remotely read onsite.

Without passing judgment on the merits of this contention or on _

*- the need for permanent offsite monitoring devices that can be

remotely read onsite, the Licensing Board inquired, in what has
..

been designated as Board Question 4(a):

Has the Licensee considered stationing a limited
number of dose rate meters near the site, with the data
telemetered to the control room or the response center?
Tr. 2393.

84. In response to both the Licensing Board's question and

Contention EP-3(C)(1), the Licensee indicated that it is
.

installing real time offsite dose rate meters that can be read

remotely. The instruments have a sensitivity down to 1

micro-rea/hr. Rogan ,et al . , ff. Tr.13756, at 84-86; Tr.

14821-22 (Rogan). The system is a 16 station array of stationary

aonitors that essentially circle the site. Tr. 14821-22 (Rogan).,

The system itself consists of high and low level direct

radiation sensors, transmitters, a receiver and a central
'

~

processing computer. It will provide the instantaneous dose

rate for each station location with a range of 0 to 10 R/hr.
.

Riethle, ff. Tr.14842, at 9. Data from each station is

transmitted to the cent al processing computer in the,

Environmental Assessment Command Center every four seconds and

pritited out by the computer every five minutes. Tr. 14844,

14964-65 (Riethle). Locations of the 16 sensor stations were

.,_,,_ , . - . . . . . _ . . . _ . . _ _ ._
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| used on populaticn density, site meteorology and local
|
' topography. Riethle, ff. Tr.14842, at 9.

| 85. At the present time, this real time monitoring system,
.

installation of which was to be completed by the end of April

j 1981 (Tr. 14850 (Riethle)), is not a part of tne Licansee's .

Emergency Plan and is not relied upon oy the Licensee for

emergency response purposes. Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 75;

Tr. 13999 (Giangi). E The liRC Staff indicated that current-.

* |iRC requirements and guidance do not call for use of such a

system (Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 73) and that a real time
!
i remote reading monitoring system would c3t significantly

improve or accelerate accident classification and assessment.

Indeed, under the L*censee's accident assessment and dose

orojection scheme, operators can initially assess and classify
:

an accident, notify offsite agencies, and make protective

action recommendations in many cases before a radioactive

|
pluae could travel to the offsite monitors. criesnut, ff. Tr.

| 15007, at 75-76. Since such actions are based on plant

status and inplant effluent monitors, an offsite monitor..ig

system is not needed for such purpose. Rietnle, ff. Tr.14842, -

.

! _1_5/ However, when the system is fully installed and operational and5

after it has been functionally tested, Licensee will modify its
Emergracy Plan and EPIPs to reflect reliance on the system for use
in verifying source term and dose projection calculations. T r.
14613-14 (Rogan, Giangi).

|

u
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at 9-10; Tr.14002-03 (Tsaggaris); Rogan et al., ff. Tr.13756,

at 84-86.

86. While a remote reading real time monitoring system is not
'

necessary for accident assessment and dose projection, it

could be useful for detecting releases that escaped detection
,

by inplant monitors (Tr.15232 (Chesnut)).E However, even

for that purpose, plant operators have at their disposal many

plant parameters which would indicate an abnormal situation,

particularly an abnormal situation which would result in a '

significant unmonitored release. Tr.14102-03 (Tsaggaris). ;

In addition, a remote reading offsite monitoring system would

be of some use in verifying or confirming offsite dose

projections without the potential time delay in obtaining

offsite dose readings fro:. monitoring teams. Its usefulness

in this regard is limited, however, by the number and location

of the offsite monitors. Chesnut, ff. Tr. 15007, at 73-74, 76. E

16] The record is devoid of any evidence indicating whether, or by what
mechanism, an unmonitored radioactive release could occur.

1_7] Witn regard to concerns raised during the course of the proceeding.

abcut the length of time it would take to dispatch a monitoring
team to, and receive readings from, Goldsboro which is in the
vicinity of the plant site but on the opposite side of the river,,

we note that the Licensee's remote reading monitoring system has
one monitor location in the vicinity of Goldsboro. Riethle, ff.
Tr.14842, at Table 2. This will allow the Licensee to receive
instantaneous dose readings from the Goldsboro area without the
time delay inherent in sending a acbile monitoring team to that
area.
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87. From the evidence presented, we find that a remote re/ ding offsite
!

monitoring system, while useful, is not needed for ace'.Wnt

assessment and classification or for making dose projections'

*

| and protective action recommendations. Accordingly, we find

Contention EP-3(C)(1) to be without merit. Nevertheless, the ,

Licensee has provided a remote reading offsite monitoring

| system which will compliment its confirmatory offsite

monitoring teams.

88. In a related matter, the Licensing Board inquired, in what has

been designated Board Question 4(b):

Has the licensee considered placing meters which
publicly measure background radiation levels at a number
of public places, thereby enauling the populace.to know
what the level is? Tr. 2393.

In response, the Licensee indicated that each offsite station
:

of its remote reaainq monitoring system has both an

instantaneous readout and a stripchart readout display which
.

merrbers cf the public can view. Riethle ff. Tr. 14832, at 9;

Tr. 14848 (Riethle). Thus, the Licensee has, in fact,
,

provided monitors that can be read by members of the public,

enabling the populace to know what background radiction levels
.

| in t;te vicinity of the plant may be. We find this to be a

satisfactory .esponse to our inquiry.

(c) Analysis Capability

89. Contention EP-3(C)(2) cnallenges the Licensee's dose

projection analysis capability. This a ntention asserts:

The NRC's vague instruction to the licensee to
" upgrade" in generally unidentified respects its "offsite

!

- ~_
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monitoring capability" is insufficient to assure that
such upgrading will result in the ability to obtain and
anulyze the type and volume of information essential for
protection of the public health and safety. ANGRY
contends that such capability must at minimum encompass
the following elements or their equivalent:.

(2) Information analysis capability equal to or
greater than that provided by the Atmospheric Release.

Advisory Capability System (i.W). This contention now
challenges the adequacy of the licensee's MIDAS
radiological assessment system (EP, p. -6-9) tc the extent
that. the information analysis capability it provides does
not equal or exceed that provided by the ARAC system.

90. Initial dose projections in an emergency are made by the

Licensee using the inplant radiation monitoring system and

meteorological data available in the control room. Tr. 13893

(Tsaggaris). Once the Licensee's Environmental Assessment

Command Center (EACC) becomes operational, dose projections

for use in formulating protective action recommendations are

made from that location using the Licensee's MIDAS

radiological assessment system, which utilizes real-time

meteorolog'ical data and radiation monitor data input to the

MIDAS computer. Tr.13895-96 (Giangi); Tr. 14909-910

(Riethle). The real time meteorological data for MIDAS comes from

the onsite meteorological tower. The MIDAS program itself
.

incorporates parameters of the " Class A" meteorological model
,

of NUREG-0654 and includes topographical characteristics of.

the site, input effluent releases, 15-minute average

meteorological data, site specific climatological effects such

as seasonal , diurnal , and terrain-induced flows, and

historical dispersion factors. Tr. 14843-44, 14866 (Riethle).

. - .
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|
With this data, MIDAS produces dose isopleths (Tr.14866

(Riethie)) and predictions of plume path and plume touchdown

points. Tr. 14882 Miethle). Output of the MIDAS program
,

I includes distance 6nd direction from the site where maximum

doses will occur with whole body, skin and thyroid dose -

projections for the maximally exposed individual. Tr. 14882,

;. 14884 (Riethle). Tne evidence demonstrates that the MIDAS

system satifies the Llass A mocel criteria of NUREG-0654,
,

Appendix 2. Rogan et al . , ff. Tr.13756, et, 82; Tr.17299-300

! (Levine). *

91. Tne MIDAS program provides accurate dose projections out to a

cistance of about 10 miles from the site (Tr. 17300-301,

17325,17327 {Levine)), and, with the MIDA5 output modified by

the Licensee's local meteorologistb for prajections beyond 10
' miles, may be used for dose projection out to about SC miles

from the site. Tr.14970-71 (Riethle); Tr. 17325, 17331-32

| (Levine).

92. ARAC, a program similar to MIDAS run by the Environmental

protection Agency, is not used by Licensee. ARAC requires

| support from the Lawrence Livermore Laboratories in California ~

and, for long distance dose projections, requires activation
.

of computers in California which could result in delays in
,

!

!
|

| 18f The Licensee employs a meterologist who normally is stationed at
'

the EACC at the Harrisburg *nternational Airport. Tr. 14223 -
(Giangi).

|
|

I

>
.. - . - - - .
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getting projections from the ARAC program. Tr. 17341-42

(Levine). During the venting of krypton from the THI-2

containment, the Licensee us,d MIDAS and EPA used ARAC to
'.

project offsite doses. The plume and offsite dose projections

were verified with offsite monitoring teams. That experience,

showed that MIDAS was more reliable more often than ARAC. |

Tr.14877 (Riethle); Rogan et al., ff. Tr.13756, at 82-83.

From the krypton venting experience, MIDAS was shown to be

somewhat conservative, to predict doses within a factor of

two, and to be most accurate when dispersion characteristics.

vere stable - the time when it is most necessary to have

accurate dose projections. Tr. 14894-97 (Riethle). The

krjpton venting experience also showed that ARAC was not as

sensitive or as accurate in predicting plume location as MIDAS

within 10 miles of the site. Tr. 14964 (Riethle).

93. The evidence shows that, within 10 miles of the site, MIDAS
|provides a rapid information analysis capability which is

comparable to ARAC. Beyond 10 miles, MIDAS together with the

Licensee's meteorologist provides an assessment capability

comparaole to ARAC. Levine, ff. Tr.17298, at 10-11. Based-

on tne krypton venting experience, MIDAS would appear to <

.

provide better and more timely dose projections than A;1AC.

Accordingly, we find that the Licensee's MIDAS radiological

assessment capability is at least comparable to the capability

of ARAC and that Contention EP-3(C)(2) is without merit.
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(d) Licensee's Radiologi 31 Environmental Monitoring Program

94 In Contention EP-18, Intervenors raise concerns about the

adequacy of the Licensee's Radiological Environmental
,

Monitoring Program (REMP). That contention states, in part,

that: -

It is contended that the Licensee's environmental
i radiation monitoring program contains an insufficient

number of monitoring sites and an inadequate distribution
of monitoring sites within twenty miles of the Unit 1
site to provide safety. It is further contended that
there is in the Licensee's environmental radiation
monitoring program an unw > ~s .'r d reliance on the use of.

thermoluminescent dosimeters (.'.2) fr providing
information used to calculate radiation exposure data and

! that this unwarranted reliance on TLDs seriously
| underestimates radiation doses to the public.

The Licensee's REMP was also the subject of the Commission's

August 9,1979 Order and Notice of Hearing in tnis proceeding

wnerein the Commission directed, as short term action 3(c),

tnat tne Licensee is to "[0]pgrade offsite monitoring

capability, including additional tnermo-luminescent dosimeters -

or equivalent." CLI-79-8,10 NC 141,144 (1979).
1

| 95. The REMP is a systematic sampling and monitoring program for
i

air, water and terrestial media to provide information to'

'

determine whether radiological exposures are within regulatory

limits and to monitor for the long-term buildup of
,

radionuclides in the environment. Riethle, ff. Tr.14842, at,

i

1-2. REMP monitoring locations are chosen based on site r

| meteorology, river hydrology, local demography and
I
| differential land use. Riethle, ff. Tr.14842, at 6. For

monitoring purposes, the REMP utilizes, i.cong other devices,

! -

|

- - - - --. . - , - - - _
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tnermo-luminescent dosimeters (TLD) placed in accordance with

the f4RC Staff's Branch Technical Position set fortn in

Regulatory Guide 4.8 which recommends at least 40 monitoring
.

positions with an inner ring at~ approximately the site

boundary, an outer ring at four to five miles from the site,

and a monitor in each of 16 radial sectors in each ring.

Riethle, ff. Tr.14842, at 5-6. The TMI REMP has TLD's at 73

locations with 30 TLD's located in areas of special interest

within 5 to 20 miles of the site. Jd. There are also eight

offsite fixed air sampling locations. Donaldson, ff. Tr.17354,

at 9. The TLDs used in the REMP have a dual capability,

measuring gamma and combined beta / gamma. Riethie, ff. Tr.

' 14342, at 6.

96. The purpose of the REMP is to provide an after-the-fact or

nistc " cal assessment of radiological impact. Rietnle, ff. Tr.

14842, at 4. The offsite TLD monitors are not used or relied

upon for initial accident assessment or for d;se projection and

protective action recommendations and they are of little value

in a short duration emergency where there are high level

releases over short periods cf time. Donaldson, ff. Tr. 17354,-

at 13-11; Rogan et al . , ff. Tr.13756, at 83. Consequently we
.

find that the TLD monitoring under the REMP is not critical to

an effective initial emergency response by the Licensee.

97. For the intended purpose for which the REMP with TLD !

monitoring was established - to provide an after-the-fact

measure of radiological impact - the evidence shows that

I

. . . -.. _



-. _- _ _ _ . .
,

-

i

|

|
i

- 68 -
.

Licensee does not place an unwarranted reliance on TLDs. The

- TLDs used by the Licensee comply with the standarcs of4

Revision 1 of Regulatory Guide 4.13, (Riethle. .ff. Tr.14842,
,

at 7) and have been demonstrated to be effective devices for 4

quantifying exposures offsite. Donaldson, ff. Tr. 17354, at 11. -

!

The TLDs .are processed by REMP laboratories which are required
.

to participate in EPA's interlaboratory comparison program and,

:
~

the laboratories are subject to quality control programs.

I Rietnle, ff. Tr. 14842, at 8. The evidence shows that the Licensee's

RENP complies with Regulatory Guide 4.8 as amended in November'

1979 to increase the number of monitoring stations and that

the Licensee's TLD stations are sufficient in number and

; location to adequately quantify exposure in the environment.

P,iethle, ff. Tr.14842, at 4; Donaldson, ff. Tr.17354, at 11.

Tne evidence further demonstrates tnat the Licensee has

significantly upgraded its offsite monitoring capability in

accordance with short term action 3(c) of the Commission's

j August 9,1979 Order and Notice of Hearing. Donaldson, ff.

Tr. 17354, at 12. Thus, we find that Licensee has complied

with short term action 3(c) of the Commission's Order. We4 *

further find that the portion of Contention EP-18 directed to
.

the Licensee's REMP and Licensee's reliance on TL0s is without'

me ri t.

|

,

|

i
i
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C. Initial flotificat'on of Governmental 's is

98. Several of the contentions which were raised and admitted as

issues in the proceeding deal with the initial notification of
'

.

governmental units in an emergency. Specifically, these

contentions are directed to the sequence of notification of,

government authorities and with the information transmitted to

offsite authorities.

1. Seouence of Calls

99. Contention EP-4(G), alleging inadequacies in the procedures '

for notifying counties in the plume EPZ of an energency, states:

The licensee's emergency notification procedures
(pp. 6-2, 6-3, 6-4; Figure 15) (see also Pa. 00P Appendix
3) are inadequate with respect to certain areas directly
at risk in the event of a nuclear accident, namely, York
and Lancaster Counties. Although the 9?upnin County
Energency Operations Celter receives immediate
notification of an emergency declaration, notification of4

York and Lancaster Counties must follow an excessively
circuitous oath:

1. Licensee to Dauphin

2. Licensee to PEMA

3. PEMA to BORP

4. 80RP to Licensee

j 5. Licensee to BORP-

|
6. BORP to PEMA

'

7. PEMA to Dauphin
|

| 8. PEMA to York, Lancaster, and Cumberland Counties
!
! Such a notification sequence is in direct conflict with

requirements that " delegations of authority that will
permit emergency actions (such as evacuaticr) to ce taken
wi 1 a minimum of delay should be carefuliy contidered"

.. REG-75/111, j A3) and that "Upon decir ration of a'

. - . --- . . - . - . . -. ..
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' general emergency' immediate notification shall be made
directly to Jffsite authorities responsible for
implementing protective reasures . . ." (EPRG I.'(A)(5))
(emphasis in original). Also,11. 0654 J7.

Contrary to the allegations of this contention, the Licensee *

will directly notify the State and all five counties in the
. ,

plume EPZ imediately upon declaration of a General Emergency.

Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 37; Rogan et al., ff. Tr.13756, at 62.

Thus, the Licensee's notification provisions are wholly

adequate in that regard.

100. For emergencies in the Unusual Event, Alert and Site Emergency ,

categories, provision is ride for the Licensee to directly and

imediately notify Daupnin County and PEMA and for PEMA to

then notify BRP and the five counties in the plure EPZ.t

Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 38; Rogan et al. , ff. Tr.13756, at

d6-87. Thus, the sequence of notifications alleged in the

contention, whicn implies that counties other than Daupnin

County would not be notified until after seven other calls had

been made, is misleacing and incorrect.

ICL For the emergency classifications in which the Licensee does

not notify York, Lancaster, Lebanon and Cumberland Counties
,

directly, the Licensee and Dauphin County have established

contingency procedures whereby Dauphin County will notify the- *

other counties in the event that PEMA has failed to do so.E,

19/ t4UREG-0654 criteria do not call fcr notification of the state and risk9

counties in any particular sequence for the Unusual Event, Alert and
Site Emergency categories and tne Licensee's provision for notifica-
tion of the state and counties in these emergency categories are not
inconsistent with t1UREG-0654 guidance. Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 38-39.
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The evidence indicates that, with these contingency procedures,

these four counties should be notified within 15 minutes of

declaration of an emergency. Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 38.
.

Where the contingenqy procedures are not invoked and PEMA

notifies the four counties, such notification is likely to be.-

as rapid as if the Licensee had notified those counties

directly. Rogan et al . , ff. Tr.13756, at 89.

102. As to the assertion in the contention that Licensee's

delegation of notification responsibility in the Unusual

Event, Alert and Site Area Emergency categories is
j

inconsistent witn federal guidance, we ff nd, to the contrary,

that such delegation in other than the General Emergency

category is wholly consistent with the guidance that

"celegations of authority tnat will permit emergency actions

. . . to oe taken with a minimum of delay should be carefully

considered." Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 39-40. Notification
'

of York, Lancaster, Lebanon and Cumberland Counties by parties
,

other than the Licensee would relieve the Licensee's onshift

personnel of some notification burdens, allowing them to

concentrate on other emergency response actions.-

103. In summary, we find that the established notification
.

provisfons asserted to be inadequate in Contention EP-4(G)

are, iri act, adequate and that tne contention is without

meri t.
,

!

. _ _ _ _ _ ~ _ , . __ _ . _ . _ . , - .
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| 2. Infomation Transmitted
i

| 104. Contention EP-1 states, in part, that:
|

| All data and plant operating personnel observations
' relative to all radioactive reler.ses must be transmitted *

immediately and simultaneously to the 14RC, Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Resources, the commissioners

,

of Dauphin York and Lancaster Counties and the -

licensee's management. It is further contended that
licensee must provide tnis capability before restart of
TMI-1.

| Upon declaration of any of the four classes of emergency, the

Licensee will immediately notify both the NRC and PEMA and

provide infomation on the accident class, the potentially

affected populace and geographical areas, and the type and

magnitude of potential er actual releases. Subsequent followup

messages to the !4RC and BRP transmitting a broad range of

infomation on radioactive releases, prevailing weather

conditions, projectea doses and dose rates, and radioactive

contamination are pr1vided for in the Licensee's Emergency Plan.

This infomation will be provided to the NRC over a direct

" Emergency Notification System" line and to BRP over a direct

" Radiological Line which can be kept open throughout the coursed

of the accident. Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 29-31.
,

105. For i General Emergency, the Licensee will directly and
i

! imediately notify all five countias in the plume EPZ and -

provide infomation on the emergency class, the populace and

| 1eographical areas potentially affected and the type and

| magnitude of potential or actual releases. The same

infomation will be provided to the counties under the other

i

!
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three emereency classes but only Dauphin County will be~

.

notified directly by the Licensee with the other counties

notifiad by PEMA. Nevertheless, for all emergency categories,
' "

the capability exists for providing information to the

counties on radioactive releases directly from the TMI-1'

,

control room. Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 31-32. Provision

has not been made fot' initial notification or for the
,

; transmission of information on radioactive releases directly

! to county commissioners as it is not required and it is simply

not possible for the commissioners to be directly reachable

from tne TMI site or from PEMA on a 24 hour-per-day, .

7 day-per-week basis. Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 33.

106. The Licensae's Emergency Plan provides for notification of
i

; appropriate Licensee management through emergency call-out
,

procedures. Chesnut, f f. Tr.15007, at 33-34 These

provisions for notification and information transmission to

Licensee's management as well as to Commonwealth agencies and

-risk counties apply in circumstances where one of the four

classes of emergencies has been declared. There are no

emergency plan provisions for notification and information-

transmission in non-emergency situations in which no emergency
I has been declared. Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 34-35.

107. Insofar as EP-1 asserts that notification shoulo be
I

,

made and information should be transmitted relative to all )
1

.

e

D
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I

radioactive releases, we note that there is no regulatory

requirement for such imraediate reporting when the releases

involved are ' planned, routine releases within the limits of
.

f4RC regulations and ine TMI-1 license. Chesnut, ff. Tr. 15007,

at 35-36. There is no evidence of record which indicates -
,

that the notification and information reporting sought by

EP-1 for radioactive releases in non-emergency

situations can or thould be required as a condition of

restart. Consequently, we must reject this contention insofar

as it applies to radioactive releases in non-emergency

situations.

108. Even in an emergency where one of the four classes of

eraergency has been declared, there is no evidentiary basis

for requiring the reporting of "all date" and all " plant

operating personnel observations" relative to radioactive ,

releases. It is far from clear tnat all such information

would even be pertinent or useful. In short, we find no basis

in the record for requiring notification and information >

reporting provisions beytrd those already called- for in

Licensee's Emergency Plan. For this reason, Contention EP-1 '

must be rejected.
.

109. Contention EP-4(E) as.ierts that:

The licensee's EP fails to provide for furnishing to the.
Pennsylvania Bureau of Radiation Protection (BORP) infor-
mation called for in the latter's plan such as "neture of
the failure, the status of safeguards, the condition of
conse. bence mitigating features" (p. VI-1).

.

., , ,, ~ . . . . - ._
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Contrary to the assertions in this contention, the Licensee's

Emer,ency Plan provides for the transmission of information to

BRP on the nature of the failure, the status of safeguards and the
,

conditions of consequence mitigating features. It also provides for

* the transmission of followup information to BRP and complies with the

criteria of NUREG-0654 in this regard. Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007,

at 43-45; Staff Ex. 6, at 11. Beyond this, the Licensee has

| established an open, direct line (the " Radiological Line")
:

| between TMI and BRP. When this line is activated in an emergency,

BRP can request any information it believes to be necessary on

plant conditions and the status of the emergency and TMI personnel

will provide any such information that is available. Chesnut, ff.

Tr.15007, at 41-45; Tr.14215 (Tsaggaris). Based on these
,

i
provisions of the Licensee's Emergency Plan, we find Contention.

,

EP-4(E) to be without merit and we reject it.
4

!

D. Public Education. Warning, And Emergency Instructions

:
I

'

110. A large number of contentions have been raised and admitted
;

concerning public education, warning ar.d emergency
.

instructions. These c ^tentions are addressed in the

following sections.

i

,

'

'

I

1

, -
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1. Public Education

111. The Licensee has had an active, angoing public education and

information program involving press releases, media briefings,
,

the TMI-observation center, and public speakers. With the

revised Licensee Emergency Plan, however, a new public -

education and information program is being developed in

coordination with the Commonwealth and the five counties in

the plum EPZ for TMI. Tr. 14014-15 (Rogar.j. The NRC Staff

has evaluated the Licensee's public educat4 n and information

program which includes meetings to 4: quaint and inform

government Officials ano the public of the new siren alerting

system being installed by the Licensee, general radiation

seminars, briefings en emergency responsibilities, tours of

facilities for mecia personnel, and the distribution of public

education and information pamphlets. Based on that,

evaluation, the Staff has determined that the Licensee's

! public education and information program will satisfy, and, f a

fact, go beyond, the criteria of Section II.G of NUREG-0654.

,' Staff Ex. 23, at 11-5,11-6. FEMA has evaluated the
~

| proposed public education and ir. formation programs in the
I

emergency plans of the State and the five counties within the
.

plume EPZ for TMI and has determined that those programs, if

implemented, will exceed the requirements of 1:ae NRC's

planning standard on public educatica and information (10 CFR

550.47(b)(7)). Staff Ex. 23, at III-io.

1

_ _ ._. . _ _ __ _ __ _ . _
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112. As to the public education and information programs,

Contention EP-4(C) asserts:

The adoption of the Cormonwealth of Pennsylvania
Disaster Operations Plan Annex E (DOP) designation of .-

"the ' risk county' as responsible for the preparation
and dissemination of information material on protective
actions to the general public" (p. 6-8) conflicts with--

the requirements in EPRG II(A)(7) and RG 1.1019 6.4(2)
'

to make available on request to occupants in the LPZ
information concerning how the emergency plans provide
for notification to them and how they can expect to

be advised what do do.

At the outset it should be noted that NUREG-0654 criteria

stipulate that information should be provided to members of

the public within the plume EPZ at least annually on
.

radiation, on how they will be notified in an emergency, on

what their actions should be, on protective mea.iures, and on

contact points for additional :nformation. These criteria

supercede those in EPRG II(A)(7) and Regulatory Guide 1.101

referenced in Contention EP-4(C). Chesnut, ff. Tr. 15007, at 60. -

113. The Licensee has a general public information program for the

, plume EPZ designed to give the public an overview of emergency

planning around TMI and to provide specific information on

where and how they will be notified of an emergency and what.

protective actions may be taken. This program is being
-

~ coordinated with PEMA which, together with the counties and

local emergency response organizations, has a program-for publishing ,

pertinent emergency planning information in newspapers and distributing

_ _ _ .-. __- _ -_ _ __
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brochures and fact sheets containing emergency

preparedness infomation. Rogan, et al . , ff. Tr.

13756, at 99-101.
,

114. One netnod of providing infomation to the public in the plume

EPZ is through the distribution of public infomation -

pampniets. Examples of such pamphlets were entered into the

record in this proceeding in the form of a pamphlet entitled

"Wnat You Should Know About Nuclear Radiation Incidents"

(Commonwealth Ex. 3), produced by PEMA, and three pamphlets,

produced by the Emergency Management Agencies of Lancaster

(Commonwealth Ex. 4), York (Commonwealth Ex. 5), and Dauphin ,

(Conmonwealth Ex. 7) Counties. Tne PEMA pampniet provides

genera infomatioi. briefly definf rg a nuclear power plant

incident anc cescrioing in non-tecnnical tems the nazards of

such an inciaent, the effects of radiation, means for

detecting radiation, protective actions that may be taken, ard

the manner in whicn additional infomation may be obtained in

a radiological emergency. Commonwealtn Ex. 3.E The county pamphlets.

.

__

2jy There was substantial controversy in the proceeding over the
adequcy of the PEMA pamphlet, particularly with regard to the '

manner in which the nature and effect:; of radiation is explained.
A physician testifying on behalf of Intervenor ANGRY c-iticized the
pamphlet for its failure to identify cancer and genetic defects as
potential ham that can be caust ' by radiation and for the
pamphlet's analogi:ing nuclear radiation to solar radiation (Tr.
21639 (Ryscavage)). That same witness nevertheless acknowledged
that there is additional infomation in the pamphlet that certainly
suggests that radiation presents dangers different from those
presented by the sun. Tr. 21653-54 (Ryscavage). A FPtA witness,

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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which are all similar in format, provide information on how the .

public will oe'notif'ed of an emergency, how to obtain emergency
.

instructions, what to do if sheltering or evacuation is
'

'- ordered, and how to prepare for an evacuation. These

pamphlett also contain specific evacuation route instructions
.

and evacuation maps. Commonwealth Ex. 4, 5, 7.

115. The PEMA pamphlet and pamphlets for ll five counties in the

plume EPZ for TMI were evaluated by FEMA for completeness

of emergency information that is to be provided under the

criteria of NUREG-0654. FEMA determined that neither the PEMA

pamphlet alone nor the individual county pamphlets alone .

provices the necessary information but tdat together they

provide the information called for by NUREG-0654 criteria.

Tr. 18981-82 (Bath); Tr. 18983-84 (Adler). Since it'is clear

fror., a reading of the pamphlets that the PEMA document, together>

~

with any individual county pamphlet, provide the information

on radiation, m.suner of notification in an emergency,

protective actions, and the manner in which additional

.

(foc '. note 20 continued)
4

on the other hand, expressed the view that the radiation-sun analogy
was not mi: leading or untruthful but served a useful purpose in
putting radiation into a frame of reference understandable to a

1 layman. Tr.19415-17 (Pawlowski).

We have, ourselves, examined the PEMA pamphlet and find that
it is not biased or misl:3dir.) and that it provides 'iseful
int armation expressed in terms that should be understanable to
the general public. l

I

.. -- ,
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information may be obtaine ,' we find that distribution of the

PEMA pamphlet and the appropriate county pamphlets $/ will

essentially satisfy the criteria of NUREG-0654, QG.I.
,

116. The PEMA pamphlet was distributed in September 1979 to
.

households within approximately 10 miles of TMI (Tr. 18064-65
.

(Comey); Tr. 14014,14016,14023 (Giangi); Tr. 14138-39

(Giangi)) and the York County pamphlet was distributed to

households _in the plume EPZ portion of York County. T r.

20799, 20927 (Curry). However, the Licensee has committed to

print the State and County pamphlets and distribute them to

the public witnin the TML plume EPZ with a target date for .

completion of distribution of September 1,1981. Tr. 22878-79

(Chesnut) and Staff ' x. 23, at II-4, II-5. We find thatJ
,

the Licensee's ccmaitment in this regard will assure that the
,

necessary emergency preparedness information is disseminated

to the public in accordance with the criteria of NUREG-0654.

Accordir. gly we reject Contention EP-4(C). -

117. Contention EP-14(Q) states:

Annex E of the York County Plan, Subsection III,
provides that the local Emergency Management Directors
are responsible for the distribution of printed haadout "

material to the populace within their respective
municipalities. The Plan is defective in this area in

t* at there is no set timetable for the distribution of -

_ said materials to the local Emergency Management
Directors, and, likewise, there are ne provisions within
the Plan as to how local Emergency Management Directors

!
,

21/ The Dauphin County pamphlet (Commonwealth Ex. 7) is not in
. consonance with the revised Dauphin County Emergency Plan and
| will be modified to reflect current planning. 20961-62 (Wertz).
.

|

!
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are going to distribute the information to the local
populace. Again, it is submitted that, in the event of
an incident at the TMI nuclear facility, local volunteers
will not be able to be counted upon to effect such
distributiya and that without some other means of

distributing the materials, local Emergency Management-

Directors will be impotent to effect such a Plan. The
same problea arises in Section K of this area in that the
Public ;aformation Officer is responsible for the. posting-

in all public areas, parks, etc., of public information
and evacuation instructions for transient populations.'

At the outset, requirements and criteria for public education

relate to programs to be carried out prior to an accident, not

after one occurs. To the extent that this contention implies

that distribution of educational materials is to be

accomplished during the course of an euergency, it

misconstrues tne public education needs. Chesnut and Bath ff. Tr.a

19626, at 9.

11d. As to the dissemination, prior to an emergency, of emergency

preparedness information, we earlier found that the York

County Pamphlet (Commonwealth Ex. 5) was distributed to

housenolds in the plume EP: portion of York Ccunty. Such

distribution was made by the municipalities in tax notices.

Tr. 20799 (Curry). In addition, as previously indicated, the
.

Licensee will shortly undertake to distribute both the PEMA

and appropriate county pamphlets throughout the TMI plume EPZ,-

including that portion of the EPZ in York County. Thus,

emergency preparedness information has been and will continue
l

to be properly distributed in York County despite the lack of-

|
._ .
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provisions in the York County Emergency Plan explicitly

setting forth a timetable 22/ for distribution of the nateriars

or specific methods by which they are to be distributed.
-

There is no evidence indicating that such specific details

need be explicitly addressed in an emergency plan. Rather, -

the evidence indicates that emergency preparedness information

materials have been and will be successfaily distributed
,

without such 1etail set cut in the York County Emergency Plan.

119. As to posting of emergency information in transient areas,
'

York County no longer plans on using this method for providing

information to transients. Instead, emergency preparedness

information b,'ochures will be predistributed to motels,

hotels, area ecployers and park managers. In the event of an

eme ;ency, the managers of such hotels, motels, parks and tne

like are to aistribute the emergency information

naterials to transients within their charge. Batn (Attachment

3), tf. Tr. 22350, at 2; Tr. 22374-75 (Bath). Wnile the

evidence indicates that specific planning by the managers of

transient areas such as hotels and motels is not yat in place

(Tr. 22374-75 (Bath)), the York County energency management
"

coordinator is taking action to inform transient area managers >

.

1
--

22/ The York County Emergency Plan does, in fact, provide for the
annual updating of pre-emergency public information. Board Ex. 5,

; p. F-2, i IV.A.

!

~.
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of their responsibilities for distributing emergency.

information materials to transients. Bath (Attachment 3), ff.

Tr. 22350, at 2. We find that this method of distribution of
.

information to transients planned by York County is adequate

, (Tr. 22375 (Bath)) and that . Contention EP-14(Q) is without merit

in this regard.

120. Again with regard to fork County, Contention EP-14(C), in

part, states:

The York County Plan in Section VI, Subsection (c)
provides that posting of evacuation maps and semi-annual
distribution of evacuation routes in local newspapers will be
accomplished. It is submitted that there is no set
designation nf the responsibility for the effectir.g of this
part of the Plan and it is Intervenor's contention that unless
the Plan directs and places responsibility upon someone to
effect this part of the Plan, the Plan is defective.

Contrary to t.he assertior; in this contention, the York County4

Emergency Management Coordinator is, in fact, responsible for

the coorcination of distribution and dissemination of

pre-emergency inforation in York County. Curry et al . , ff.

Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony at 3. York County will not post such

information for transients but will provide the information in

the form of brochures and information sheets to hotels,

motels, parks and other transient areas. Bath (Attachment 3),

. ft. Tr. 22350, at 2. The responsibility for distributing such

information to transients has been explicitly assigned to the
i

risk municipality emergency management coordinators. Board

Ex. 5, at F2, sIV.B; Curry et al. ff. Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony at 3.

.

. - . . - -. - ..
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121. While it is, indeed, true that the York County Emergency Plan

does not specifically assign responsibility for the semi-annual

publishing of evacuation routes ir. local newspapers, we find
,

that this is not a defect or inadequacy in the plan.

The evidence shows that tne York County Emergency -

Manageme7t Coordinator caused copies of the York County
I evacuation route maps and basic stergency instructions to be

publisned in the York Dispatch, the largest circulation

newspaper in York County. In addition, notice of tne

distribution of the county emergency information pamphlets was
i

published in the York Daily Record. Curry et al . , ff. Tr.

20787, Curry Testimony at 3; Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony),

ff. Tr. 13975, at 1.. Tnus, the distribution of evacuation maps

in local newspapers has been acccmplished despite the fact that

the responsi'aility far sucn action is not explicitly and -

specifically assigned in the York County Emergency Plan.

122. Based on the foregoing, we find that there is an adequate

assignment of responsibility for the dissemination of

pre-emergency information in the York County Daergency Plan

and that the portion of Contention EP-14(C) asserting to the
'

; centrary is without merit.
.

2. Warning

| 123. Section 50.47(b)(5) o.' 10 CFR requires, in part, that meanc ta provide
l

| early notification to the populace within the plume EPZ be
|

| establisned. Part 50, Appendix -E,10.3 of 10 CFR requires that
|

. .- -- - _ . . -- .
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licensees demonstrate that the physical and administrative

means are established for promptly alerting the public within

the plume EPZ, with a design objective to have the capability
,

for essentially completing _ initial alerting within 15 minutes

of the decision to alert. To comply with these requirements,-

the Licensee proposes to install a network of sirens

throughout the plume EPZ for TMI. The siren system design is

based on site specific sound studies and engineering studies

accounting for local topography and population density,

logan et al. , ff. Tr.13756, at 101-102; Tr.13761 (Giangi). .

The system is designed to provide a minimum of 10 dB over

ambient sound levels, providing a 60 dB signal for areas where

the population density is less than 2000 persons per square

mile and a 70 d3 signal for areas where the population density

is greater than 2000 persons per square mile. Tr. 13909-910

(Rogan). Through the placement and sound levels of the

sirens, the system is designed to provide full coverage of the

plume EPZ. Tr. 13761 (Giangi).

124. Th siren system itself consists of 83 sirens distributed
* throughout the plume EPZ. The sirens will be radio-activated

from the risk county EOCs. Licensee will supply to the
.

counties the radio transmission equipment needed for

activation of_ the sirens and that centrol equipment will be
,

compatible with the existing siren systems in the counties.

Staff Ex. 23, at II-1, II-2.
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125. The Staff has reviewed a theoretical sound coverage analysis

of the siren system provided by the Licensee. Based on that

review, the Staff has determined that the assumptions- used in
,

the' design of the system for ambient noise levels and siren

range are consistent with the criteria in NUREG-0654, Appendix 3 -

(on whic the adequacy of the siren system is to.be judged.

Tr.15455 -(Grimes)) and that the design of the siren system is

adequ'te and meets the criteria for coverage of the plume

EPZ. Tr. 22889, 22S '4-95 (Chesnut).2]/ There is no evidence of

record to tne contrary.
.

126. The Licensee has been working to install the new siren system

and the completion date for installation is estimated to be in

late July or early August 1981. Tr. 22887 (Chesnut). For eau.i

siren, once installed, the Licensee will conduct a separate

startup and test program to confirm the operability of both

the radio-control equipment that activates the siren and the

siren itself. In addition, an accoustical expert will sample

selected siren sites for sound level to confinn the Licensee's,

original sound study and full sound coverage of the plume

EPZ. Tr. 22904-05, 2290/ (Rogan). On turning over the siren *

' system to the counties, the Licensee will perform a silent
.

<

(
--23/ FEMA is also of the view that the siren system design is adequate.

Tr. 22686 (Dickey).

!

|

|

L-
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test of the sirens from each county EOC to identify any sirens

which are not functioning properly. Tr. 22908-09 (Rogan).;ES[

We find that the testing to be performed by the Licrosee will
.

assure that the siren system has been properly installed and

will operate as intended.,

127. From the evidence of s ecord we find that there is reasonable

assurance that the Licensee's siren system, once installed,

will provide the means for promptly alerting essentially 100%

of the populace within the plume EPZ for TMI. Without that

siren system, the means for prompt alerting for the populace
4

throughout the TMI plume EPZ would not be adequate. Adler and

Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 19; Staff Ex. 6, at 12.

Since adequate prompt alerting of the public within the plume EPZ

is critically dependent upon completion of the Licensee's siren system,

the Staff has recaamended the imposition of a condition on any

authorization of restart that the Licensee's prompt alerting system

be completed. Staff Position ff. Tr. 22881. We agree that such a

condition should be imposed.

128. A number.of contentions have challenged the means for providing prompt

alerting to the public within the TMI plume EPZ. Among those is-

Contention EP-5(0) which states:
.

1. The physical means to provida warning to all persons within
the plume EPZ in a mannar conforming to the standards set
forth in N. 0654 Sec. E6 (and App. 3 referenced therein) and
in the Pa. 00P App.13, Sec. IIIA(6) should exist before TMI-1
is allowed to restart.

2. The Commonwealth's DOP fails to identify the time required ;

to alert the public within the plume EPZ ;
|

24,/ ine stren system will be maintained by the Licensee after it is
turned over to the counties. Tr. 22909-910 (Rogan).

, __
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under present circumstances as reauired by the
afforementioned provision of H. 0654. Such
estimates as the Commonwealth has provided elsewhere
are founded upon a totally inadequate data base and
are thus rot credible. Although the Pa. 00P App. .

13, Sec. IID states that'"the primary means of
emergency warning is outdoor siren systems", the
York County plan reveals that less than is of the
population in York County within 10 miles of TMI are

,

capable of being warned by sirens (Annex C).
Information as to the time required for
implementation of "back-up" notification measures of
nobile "public address systems" and " knocking on
doors" (Annex G, App. 1) is to be provided in local
emergency plans which do not as yet exist.

As to part (1) of this contention, we have found that the

siren system being installed by the Licensee will provide the

physical means for alerting the populace within the plume EPZ,

and have determined that a condition to restart should be the

completun of the siren system. Thus, Contention EP-5(D)(1) is

satisfied.

129. As to part (2) of tnis contention, ne evidence indicates that

the Licensee's siren alert system is designed to exceed the

criteria of Appendix 3 to NUREG-0654 and should not require

substantial reliance on emergency workers to provide

supplementary alerting within the plume EPZ. Adler and Bath (3/16
.

Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 14, at 15-16. Activation of the

sirens should provide an alert for essentially all of the ,

populace within the plume EPZ. PEMA will advise the cou'ities

as to when to activate the sirens (Tr.17874 (Lamison)) and

. vill coordinate siren activation within the five risk counties.

,
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(Tr. 20899-900'(Belser)). In view of this coordination and of

the fact that the sirens are activated by radio remote control

from each county E0C (Tr.13915 (Rogan)), there is no reason
.

to believe that the sirens cannot be activated within 15

minutes of the decision to alert in accordance with the design.

objectives for prompt alerting systems. We find that once the

Licensee's siren system is installed, the capability for
i prompt alerting within 15 minutes of a decision to alert will

exist and that the lack of an explicit identification in the

Commonwealth's Emergency Plan of the time required to alert

the public is not a defect. Thus we conclude that Contention

EP-5(D)(2) is without merit and we reject it.

130. Inree admitted contentions challenge the adequacy of the

population warning system for York County. These contentions,

EP-14(U), EP-14(T) and EP-14(A) state:

14(0). Annex C of the York County Plan is deficient
in that its total concept of operations is based upon
tone-coded siren control and that nowhere in the Plan is
it stated that all individuals are within hearing
distance of the sirens located within a 20-mile radius of
the TMI nuclear plant. Moreover, the plan provides as a
backup or supplementary system to the siren system that
police and fire vehicles would travel throughout the
communities and again it is raised that the townships,-

boroughs and municipalities located within the 20-mile
r'.uius of the TMI nuclear facility do not have the necessary
.ommitments of manpower to effect such a plan. Therefore,.

it is Intervenor's position that the York County Plan
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remains deficient. E

14(T). Appendix I of the York County Plan regarding warning is
deficient in that ft assumes that local fire companies will be able to
alert all members of a rural community by direct notification such as
knocking on doors. There is absolutely no conceivable-way in which *

indivioual direct notification can be made in Newberry Township
because of the number of residents versus the number of volunteer firemen
and it is submitted that the same conditions exist in all local -

municipalities located within the 20-mile radius of the TMI nuclear
facility. Therefore, until and unless a system is designed that can
adequately ensure that a :ubstantial majority of the population can be
notified of an incident at THI, the Plan is deficient.

14(A). Section VI, Concept of Operations, Subsection 7(a) is
deficient in that there is an assumption that notification by siren
can be heard throughout Newberry Township and surrounding communities.
It is questionable at best whether this is, in fact, true in that at
least in the York County Plan there is an assumption of one Civil
Defense siren being in place in Newberry Township which does not
exist. Oversights ~ such as this may still exist within the Emergency
Plan drafted by York County and verification of all sirens must be
required in order to ensure at least minimum siren coverage of the
county. Therefore, it is Intervenor's position tnat tnere are not
sufficient numuars of Civil Defense warning sirens in place in the
county in orcer to adequately ensure that all members of the community
are within hearing distance of a siren. It is Intervenor's contention
tnat until tne daergency Plan specifically states that a siren alert
system is in place and that the warning emitted by the system can be
heard at any point in tne county surrounding the plant site, that the
Emergency Plan as drafted is unacceptable.

25f The reference in this contention to alerting individuals within a
20 mile radius of TMI is inconsistent with emergency planning
requirements and with existing planning for York County. 10 CFR
s 50.47(b)(5) requires that means be provided for the early
notification of the public "within the plume exposure pathway

,

Emergency Planning Zone." 10 CFR ls 50.47(c)(2) and 50.54(s)(1)
generally define the pince EPZ for a nuclear plant as "an area of
about 10 miles . . . in radius." Insofar as Contention EP-14(0)
may be inferred to assert that means are required for promptly alerting -

the public within 20 miles of THI, we reject such assertion. The
York Councy Emergency Plan addresses the matter of prompt alerting
within the plume EPZ in York County (Board Ex. 5, p. B-2) and is
consistent with the cited regulations in this regard.
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Each of these contentions obviously was formulated prior to the time

that the Licensee proposed and began installing its siren system. We

have previously found that )nce installed, that siren system will
..

prov' :e essentially ibll coverage of the plume EPZ, and this finding

extends to the portion of the plume EPZ in York County. Although the,

York County Emergency Plan does provide for backup or supplementary

alerting by police and fire vehicles (Board Ex. 5, p. B-2, il IV D,

E), the evidence shows that, with the Licensee's siren system, the

need for such supplementary alerting will be reduced to a minimum.

Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 14. There is no evidence

indicating that substantial supplementary alerting by police or fire

personnel will be needed with the Licensee's siren system and, in

fact, the evidence is to the contrary. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony),

ff. Tr. 18975, at 15-16. Accordingly, with the installation of the

Licensee's siren system, we find Contentions EP-14(0), EP-14(T) and

EP-14( A) to be without merit.

131. We similarly reject Contention EP-16(E) which states:

Appendix 5 of the Dauphin County Plan provides that
alert warnings will be initiated throu"h siren
activation. Again, this part of the Plan makes a' broad
base assumption that the populace within the county can
hear the sirens at all locations and it is Intervenor's-

position that this is not true. Therefore, until and
unless a sufficient number of sirens are placed
throughout the county area at locations that will ensure.

that the total populace of the county is within hearing
distance of the sirens, the Plan will remain deficient.

As with the previous contentions directed to York County, we

have found that the Licensee's siren system will provide sound

coverage for essentially all of the plume EPZ for TMI,



- 52 -
,.

including that portion of the plume EPZ which is in Dauphin

County. Contention EP-16(E) is, thus, without mer it.

132. Contention EP-14(B) states: .

Section VI, Subsaction 7(b). The York County Plan
as drafted indicates that selective evacuation of

'pregnant women and pre-school children and their families
would be effected upon order of the Governor. Again, the
notification would be by a five (5) minute steady siren
which cannot be assured will- be heard in all points
within the affected areas. Moreover, the Plan assumes
that there will be appropriate EBS announcements followed
by door-to-door notification which would be conducted by
appropriate boroughs and townships. Again, the
Intervenor raises the contention that the time factor
required in order to recruit volunteers to man vehicles
and the many miles of road which are located in the
various rural communities which would have to be traveled
in order to ensure that notification of all members of
the population of the impending emergency conditions
would render the Plan as written inoperable. Moreover,
it is contended by the Intervenor that the selected
evacuation notification is initially effected by the same
type of notification that would be required in a general
evacuation. Both evacuations are initiated by a five (5)
ainute steady siren tone, then followed by appropriate
ESS announcements. It is Intervencr's contention that
similarity and aarning evacuation tones may lead to
confusion on behalf of the public and that orderly
evacuation of the affected areas could not be effected.

This contention alleges the same inadequcies in York County's

prompt alerting provision with regard to the ability of the

populace to hear sirens and the need for supplementary, ,

door-to-door alerting as were raised in Contentions EP-14(0),

E?-14(T) and EP-14(A). We have previously addressed such *

allegations and found them to be without merit.

133. Contention EP-14(B) also alleges that the siren signals to be

used for both a selective and a general evacuation in York

County are similar and will confuse the public. A similar

assertion is made in Contention EP-16(M) which states, in part:
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The Dauphin County Plan does not specifically state a
differentiated commonly recognized evacuation signal that
could be recognized by the citizenry throughout the
county.

Under both the York County and Dauphin County Emergency Plans,-'

the only siren signal to be used for a fixed nuclear facility
.

accident is the " attention-alert" signal which is a three to

five minute siren blast. Board Ex. 5, at B-1, SIV.C; Board

Ex. 6, at C-1, SIV.B; Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.

18975, . at 21. The nuclear emergency signal is differentiated

from other siren signals, such as fire signals, by the length

of the siren blast. Tr. 20820 (Curry). This signal has only

one meaning, regardless of how many times it is sounded, and

that is that members of the public, upon hearing the signal,

are to turn on their radios or televisions to receive a

message and information from government authorities.21/ There

will not be different siren signals for different protective

actions but a single signal -- the three-to-five minute siren

-
--26/ Both the Dauphin County energency information pamphlet

(Commonwealth Ex. 7) and the York County pamphlet (Commonwealth
Ex. 6) indicate that the public will be alerted to an emergency at
TiiI by a three-to-five minute siren blast and that persons should
turn on their radios and tune to the EBS station in their county..

Distribution of the county pamphlets to.be made by the Licensee
will assure that residents of Dauphin and York Counties will be made
aware of the meaning of the sirers and what their actions should be
when they hear them.

1
J
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blast. Specific.infomation on the emergency and specific

instructions on protktive actions will then be provided over

the EBS. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 21-22.
,

In view of this,'the nuclear emergency siren signal should r.ot be.
'

confusing and we find those porticcs of contentions EP-14(B) -

and EP-16(M) alleging inadequacies in the planned siren signal

for nuclear emergencies to be without merit.

134. Contention 16-(fi) also asserts, in part, that:
; .

The [ Dauphin Cconty] Plan does not indicate whether the
alam system that is to be used is to be driven by a
regular power system and if the source was teminated,
whether the systra would still work. The Plan dces not

4 indicate whether all areas within the county are within
hearing distance of the sirens. Such deficiencies render
the Emergency Plan inadaquate.

! We have previosuly addressed the allegations about the siren

coverage for 'ha Dauphin County portion of the plume EPZ and

have found them to be without merit. As to the pow ( = supply

{ for the Licensee's siren system, the system is operated from
"

normal commercias power sources. There are no regulatory'

requirements that prompt alerting systems have tnkup power

sources. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at '2.-

*

The bases for not requiring backup power are the low likelihood

of the occurrence of a nuclear facility incident coincident with
,

,

i loss of power to the sirens and the fact that the types of

nuclear facility accidents which are initiated by loss of

offsite power are generally slow in developing, thereby

providing time to procure other means of notification or to

I

-, -- - , _ , . - . - -. . . - - - - . - - _ - _
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restore power to the siren system. Tr. 15253-54 (Grimes).

The Licensea has studied the power grid in the TMI area and

has concluded that there. is no way that the loss of offsite
.

power to TMI would render the Licensee's siren alert system

inoperative. Tr. 14286-87 (Rogan). Commercial power for--

sirens is considered to be dependable ai evidenced by the fact

that fire sirens and nuclear attack outdoor warning systems

throughout the United States are not provided with backup

emergency power sources. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff.
.

Tr.18975, at 22-23. In general, then, the evidence tends to

indicate that canmarcial power for the prompt alerting system

will be dependable and that there is no need fer a aackup

power source for such system. Based on that evidence, we

reject that portion of Contention EP-16(M) related to the power

source for sirens.

3. Bnergency Instructions to the Public

(a) , Concept of Operacions
,

135. Contention EP-14(Y) states:

Annex N, Subsection VII, Subsection G provides
( r certain duties and responsibilities for a County
sirector and these duties and responsibilities conflict-

directly with those of the Emergency Management
Coordinator. Specifically, this section provides that
the County Director shall provide appropriate notice of.

information received and energency actions taken and
proposed to the York County Police and Fire Departments,
other echelons and energency operational chains, and
local news media for emergency public information and
news announcements, whereas, Appendix II provides that
the Public Information Officer is responsible for the |

issuance of official information, advice and instructions

o

I

i

.
- , , -
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from the county to the. public. This conflict renders the
Plan deficient.

At the outset, it should be noted that for York County, the
*

" County Director" and the County " Emergency Management

Coordinator" are one and the same person and the two titles
.

refer to the same position. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testinony),

ff. Tr.18975, at 16-17. Thus, responsibilities assigned to

the County Director and the County Emergency Management

Coordinator are not conflicting and toe York County Emergency

Plan is not deficient in this regard.

136. The revised York County Emergency Plan assigns specific duties

and responsibilities for disseminating emergency information

to both the County Emergency Management Coordinator (EMC) and

the County Public Information Officer (PIO) and those

assignnents of respo .sibilities do not appear to be in

conflict. The PIO, assisted by PEMA, is to prepare and update

" canned" messages for broadcast over the EBS. Board Ex. 5,

at F-2, i IV.D. When an emergency occurs, the EMC, at the4

: direction of the County Commissioners, is to release the

; pre-prepared or " canned" EBS messages fcr broadcast. Board .
;
'

Ex. 5, at F-2, 5 IV.E. For contact witn the news media, the

PIO is to serve as the County's spokesperson. Board Ex. 5, *

at 18, at F-3, s IV.G. The issuance of EBS emergency

information and protective action instructions by the County1

EMC does not conflict with the PIO's responsibility for-
,

,

providing general information on the emergency through non-EBSi

media sources. Aoier and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 17.

i

!

- _ _ . , ,
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1

From the clear provisions of the York County Energency Plan we

find that the conflicts of responsibilities alleged in

Contention EP-14(Y) do not exist.
.

137. Contentien EP-14(C) states, in part:

Section VI, Subsection 7(c). This section of the.

York County Plan is deficient in that it depends upon the
York County Chamber of Commerce to notif.v and pass on the-
general evacuation information to business and _f.1dustry.
There is no assurance that the Chamber of Commerce has
the necessary manpower, equipment, and training to pass
on such information to the general public. For example,,

does the York County Chamber of Commerce possess
necessary trunk lines to advise all indust.y within an4

affected area? What happens in the event that telephone
communications :re jammed or overloaded and that
notification of 11 Justries cannot be effected by the York
County Chamber of Commerce? Furthermore, does the York
County Chamber of Commerce and i.1 13oustry within the
possible affected area have radio communication
capabilities?

I Under earlier versions of the York County Energency Plan, the

York Area Chamber of Commerce was relied upon for supplementary,

notification of business and industry through a telephone

! " fan-out" service using commercial telephones. Such

supplementary notification support by the Chamber of Commerce

was necessary only until a siren system meeting the criteria

of NUREG-0654, Appendix 3 was in place. Adler and Bath (3/16
.

Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 11-12; Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony),

ff. Tr. 18975, at 20. The revised York County Energency Plan,.

while ,Sntaining a letter of agreement from the Chamber of

Commerce indicating the Chamber of Commerce's willingness to

provide assistanca in dissemination of emergency information

. . _ _
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(Board Ex. 5, at T-5), places no reliance or. the Chamber of
.

Commerce for-alerting or notification. (See, e.g. Board Ex. 5,

Annex B). E Consequently, the premise of this contention is
.,

incorrect, the contention is not reflective of current

planning, and we reject it. -

138. Contention EP-1 states, in part:

It is contended that licensee has not made provision
for timely dissemination of'information in the event of
acridental release of airborne radioactive gases or
particulates. It is contended that licensee must make
infomation available to the public which will allow
appropriate action to be taken to protect persons,
livestock, foodstuff and feed in the event of a discharge
of significant proportion.

We have previously found that the Licensee has made proper
;

provisions for initial notification of, and transmission of

information to, Commonwealth emergency response agencies and

the emergency response agencies of the five counties in the

plume EPZ for TMI in the event of an emergency. The Licensee

does have the capability to promptly notify, and transmit

infomation and protective action recommendations to,

government emergency response organizations in accordance with

the NRC's emergency p;anning rules. Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 57.
.

.

27/ To the extent that there may be factories with high noise -levels
-

and large populations that may have difficulty in hearing the
signal from Licensee's sirens, Licensee will make provisions to
assure alerting. Tr. 13928-29 (Rogan).
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139. We have also detennined that c.:1e Licensee is installing a

prompt alerting system which, when completed, will be capable

of alerting the .public within the plume EPZ for TMI within

about 15 minutes of the time at which the decision to alert

. . the public is made. State and county emergency response

organizations will be responsible for determining whether to

activate the pranpt alerting system and for actually

activating it. Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007, at 54. By means of

pre-distribution of the five county emergency information

pamphlets, which the Licensee has committed to accomplish

prior to restart (Tr. 22873-79 (Chesnut)), members of the

public within the plume EPZ will have been informed of the

attention alert signal for an energency at TMI and that,' upon

hearing that signal, they should turn to their county ESS

station for information and instructions.2p/ After sounding

of the sirens, conventional radio and television will be used

to transmit information and protect 1ve action recanmendations

to the public on ESS stations. Rogan et al . , ff. Tr.13756,

at 102-103. The Commonwealth has agreements with EBS stations
;

to disseminate energency and for the ESS stations to disseminate*

emergency information upon request. Tr. 17879-80 (Lamison).
.

2p/ See, for example, the energency information pamphlets for Lancaster
(Commonwealth Ex. 4), York (Canmonwealth Ex. 5) and Dauphin (Canmon-
wealth Ex. 7) Counties, each of which defines the siren alert signal
for a TMI accident and directs the reader to tune to the county EBS
station.

.

4

m e
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140. Though this extensive prearranged system of Licensee

notification to governmental organizations,' the ptcmpt

alerting systea and the EBS, there is a mechanism for the .

timely dissemination of-inf nnation and protective action
*instructions to the public in the event of an accide.st and

significant radioactive releases at TMI. Thus, the assertion

that provisions have not been made for the timely

! dissemination of information to the public is not correct and

the asserticn to that effect in Contention EP-1 is without

; merit.

(b) Emergency Broadcast System (EBS)

141. With regard to the EBS, over which information and protective

action instructions will be transmitted to the public in an

emergency, Contention 14-(FF) states:

The York County Plan contains only one EBS station,
that being WSBA in York, Pennsylvania, and lists no other

*

secondary station in the event that WSBA loses power or
in some other way is placed out of operation. It is
Intervenor's contention that the Plan is deficient in
that a secondary E3S station is not included in the Plan.

The evidence shows, contrary to the assertion in this
'

contention, that there are, in fact, three EBS stations for .

York rounty, one of which is within one city block of the York -

'
*

County E0C. Tr. 20933-34 (Curry). Apart from this, there is

no reason to believe that WS2A, which is the primary EBS

station for York County, would be unavailable for service in a

TMI emergecy. The station. itself is located out3ide the plume

:

- --- _
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EPZ and likely would not need to be evacuat'ed in the event of

an emergency. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimor.y), ff. Tr.18975,

at 23-24. In addition, the station has a bacy.up emergency power
.

source and can continue to operate if normal power is lost.

Id. In the event that the county cannot reach WSBA through,

ccmmercial telephone, the York E0C has, in place, a remote

programming radio through which the EBS station can be reached

and through which EBS messages can be remotely transmitted from

the county E0C for broadcast by WSBA.- Tr. 20817-18 (Curry). In

view of all of this an.' of the fact that there are alternate EBS

stations for York County, Contention EP-14(FF) is wholly without -

'

merit.
,

(c) 911 Telechone System

142. Contention EP-14(P) states, in part:

Furthermore, Subsection VI of this particular
section provides that the common carrier system within
the Emergency Operatiuns Center is the 911 system, of
which 49 out of 79 emergency telephone trunk, lines are
conmitted. Furthermore, 6 of the lines are standby rumor-
control lines, leaving 24 emergency telephoqe trunk lines

'

for those areas not contained within the 911 system. The
Newberry Township, Fairview Township, Goldsboro and

|
Lewisberry areas are without 911 service. It is
Intervenor's contention that, in the event of an incident

*

at the TMI nuclear facility, the telephone grid system
would beccme so overloaded during such an incident that

', the making of a phone call to the remaining 24 committed
lines at the Emergency Operations Center would be*

difficult if not impossible. Therefore, it is claimed
that this part of the Plan also is deficient in that
there are not enough emergency trunk lines available for
all residents within the 20-mile radius zone of TMI with

|
a special emphasis on those areas in York County which '

' e closest to the nuclear power facility.-
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While the thrust of this contention is unclear, it appears

that Intervenor's assertion is that there are insufficient

telephone lines in the York County Public Safety .

Communications Network (Board Ex. 5, at C-1, i III.A) to
"

handle calls from the public in the event of an emergency at

TMI and that the York County Emergency Plan is, therefore,

deficient. At the outset, we see no basis for any requirement

that sufficient telephone provisians be made to handle calls

from all residents within 20 miles of TMI. The primary means

for the public to receive information in an emergency is

through EBS broadcasts which should substantially reduce the

need for persons to call the York County Emergency Management

Agency merely to seek information. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony),

ff. Tr. 13975, at 23.SE/

143. In addition, incoming calls from the public should not

interfere with communications between and among emergency

response organizations since, during an emergency, there are

specific dedicated circuits between the York County EOC and
'

between the State and the EOCs in the five risk counties
.

( Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 23) and there are

radio networks for canmunications between the County and ,

municipalities in the York County portion of the plume EPZ (Board

Ex. 5, at C-1, 5 III.B) .

!

29/ The York County emergency information pamohlet specifically
instructs that emergency information will be provided through local
radio stations and that phone lines must be kept open for medical and
other emergencies and should not be used. Commonwealth Ex. 5.

. . _ _
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144. The evident:e indicates that York County ha; 49 truni lines and

2 operaters serving its 911 system. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony),

ff. Tr.18975, at 22, 26. These should be sufficient during
.

an emergency as calls exceeding the 91'i system capacity will

be transferred to six rumor control lines that the county has.

established. Adler and Bath ($6 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 26;

Tr.19376-77 (Bath); Tr. 20812 (Curry).

145. In sum, we find that addicional 911 telephone lines are not

needed in York County for providing infomation to the public,

for assuring adequate communications among emergency response

organizations, or for providing emergency services contact

points for the public during an emergency. There 's no

evidence of record indicating a need for additional telephone .

'

provisions for York County and, accordingly, we find the

assertions of Contention EP-14(P) to the contrary to be

without merit.

146. Similar to Contention EP-14(P), but directed to Dauphin County,

Contentien EP-16(Q) states:

The Dauphin County Plan lists only two (2) 911
operators in place in the event of an evacuation. It is
subinitted that two operators tre grossly insufficient*

when it is taken into consideration that the York County
Plan incorporates forty-nine (49) 911 operators in order
to deal with an evacuation. Until and unless there is a.

commitment for more 911 operators to be in place during
an emergency, tne Dauphin County Plan remains deficient.

Similar to the situation in York County, Dauphin County has 40

telephone trunk lines and two operators serving its 911 system.

.- .. -
- _.
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Curry 'et al . , ff. Tr. 20787, Wertz Testimony at 3. As with York County,

we find no basis for concluding that the Dauphin- County 911

system will be used by members of the public. simply as a +
,

source from which to obtain information.E Dauphin County

maintains an extensive radio communications network-with the - *

other four counties in the plume EPZ for TMI and with Dauphin

County municipalities (Board Ex. o, at B-2. 5 III.8) so that

it need not rely on telephone communications for contact with

other emergency response organizations during a TMI emergency.

Finally, the evidence indicates that the two 911 operators

provided by Dauphin County will be adequate in an emergency as

calls exceeding the 911 system capacity will be transferred to

county rumor control lines for disposition. . Adler and Bath (3/16

Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 26. In sum, e find that

additional 911 systea operators are not needed in Dauphin

County for providing information to the public, for assuring

adequate communications among emergency response organizations

or for providing emergency services contact points for the

public durino an emergency. There is no evidence of record
'indicating a need for additional 911 system provisions for

Dauphin County and, accordingly, we find the assertions of
.

Contention EP-16(Q) to the contrary to be without merit.

30/ The Dauphin County pamphlet contains instructions to the effect that,
in the event of an emergency at THI, information is to be obtained
from the local radio stations and telephones are not to be used.
Commonwealth Ex. 7.
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(d) News Releases

147. With regard to the matter of State news releases during an

emergency, Contention EP-12 states:
.

ECNP contends that the routing of all information
through the Governor's Press Secretary to the public adds.

unnecessary complexities to the entire plan. For
example, .since the Press Secretary of the Governor can
reasonably be expected to be a political appointee and

i not necessarily knowledgeable at all in the area of
nuclear accidents and their consequences, or the nature
of radiation injury, the designation of the Governor's
Press Secretary as the official and sole spokesperson
adds one more pathway for and perhaps impediment to
information in the cumbersome and circuitous route
between an event or accident at TMI and the public.
There is no need for this extra step. In addition, this
extra step offers one more opportunity for errors and
omissions to be introduced into the information and only
adds further delay. It is not expected that this extra
step will result in the removal of errors from the
messages. Furthermore, the possibility exists, with this
extra, unnecessary step, for political pressure to be
brought to bear to alter, delay, or even withhold crucial
infonnation from the public.

Under the Commonwealth's Emergency Plan, the Governor's Press Secretary
|

is assigned tha responsibility to establish policy and procedure for the

j state government public information program. The Governor's Press

Secretary has delegated the responsibility of coordinating public

infonnation in an emergency and the role of state spokesperson in an
.

emergency to PEMA. Comey, ff. Tr.18039; Commonwealth Ex. 2A, at 15-1,

5 II . B . 15-4, 9 C . The evidence shows that for purposes of alerting.

the public and providing emergency instructions on protective actions,

the Governor's Press Secretary (in actuality, his designee, the PEMA

spokesperson) will not play a critical role because those functions are

performed by other means. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), f f. Tr.18975,

at 25; Commonwealth Ex. 2A, at 15-3, SS V. A.I. 2.a.
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148. In any event, the PEMA spokesperson will be located at the

media center adjacent to the State EOC. This is the best

location for him to be briefed by knowledgable State
,

personnel, to be kept advised of all events, and to be

infomed of the status of State preparedness, of county -

preparedr of the policy and concerns of the Governor.

Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 25-26; Tr.18054

(Comey). The Commonwealth's Emergency Plan provides that the

PEMA spokesperson will exchange information on a regular basis

with the spokespersons of all principal emergency response

organizations (Commonwealth Ex. 2A, at 15-4, i V.C.4) and

provision has been made for coordination between the Licensee

and the State to minimize the potential for conflicts in

public information provided by the Licensee and the State.

Tr. 18057 (Comey).

149. From the provisions outlined, we see no basis for concluding

that designation of the PEMA spokesperson as the sole

spokesperson for the State would be an impediment to providing

information to the public. Such designation is in accordance

with the guidance of NUREG-0654, Criterion G.4.a.which '

stipulates that the state is to designate a spokesperson who
.

would have access to all necessary information. Staff Ex. 7,

at 50. That access is provided by the location of the PEMA

spokesperson adjacent to the State E0C and should assure that
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errors in information received and delay in the receipt of

information are minimized. Finally, we find no evidentiary

support for the assertion in Contention EP-12 that the
*

designated state spokesperson may be su'aject to political

pressure to alter, delay or withhold crucia' infomation from,

the aublic.

150. In sum, we find the Commonwealth's provisions for the State

spokesperson in an emergency to be adequate and to be

sufficient to allow the timely dissemination of accurate

information to the public. Consequently, we reject Contention

EP-12.

E. Definition of EPZs

'51. Section 50.47(b)(10) of 10 CFR requires that a range of actions be

developed to protect the public in an area surrounding nuclear

power plants designated as the plume exposure pathway EPZ.

This regulation also requires that protective actions

appropriate to tre locale be developed for an area surrounding

plants designated as the ingestion exposure pathway EPZ with

plans for the ingestior EPZ to focus on protecting tLa food

ingestion pathway (10 CFR f 50.54(s)(1)). The plume EPZ is to.

consist of an area about 10 miles in radius and the ingestion

i EPZ is to be about 50 miles in radius with the exact size and
~

;

configuration of each EPZ detemined based on local emergency.

response needs and capabilities as they are affected by

demography, topography, land characteristics, access routes

3

. . . - - _ . _ _ _ .- . _ . _
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and jurisdictional boundaries. 10 CFR i 50.54(s)(1). Plume

and ingestion EPZs have been developed and defined for TMI.

Commonwealth Ex. 2A, Appendix 1, at 1-1 to 1-3; Commonwealth
,

Ex. 28.

152. The adequacy of the plume EPZ for TMI is challenged in several -

respects in Contention EP-17(A). Part (1) of Contention EP-

17(A) states:,

Licensee's acceptance, without f:rmal analysis or
evaluation, of a circular 10-mile radius for the Plume
Exposure Emergency Planning Zone (as desi
Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency)gnated by thedoes not
discharge Licansee's responsibility to ensure that
adequate emergency response plans exist to protect the
public health and safety in the event of an emergency at

{ TMI-1. Further, acceptance of or designation of a
'

circular 10-mile radius Plume Exposure EPZ for D1I-1 is
unjustified because such an EPZ fails to adequately
consider local emergency response needs and capabilities
as they are affected by demography and jurisdictional
boundaries. These considerations, among others, are
3pecified in NUREG-0396, NUREG-0654, and the new emergency,

planning rule published in tne Federal Recister on
August 19, 1980. The following specific iocal conditions
should be reflected in the Plume Exposure EPZ for DI-1: -

1. The procosed 10-mile radius circular EPZ includes
within the EPZ portions of numerous jurisdictions
at the township, city, borough, and town levels of
government. Calling for an evacuation of only a
portion of any political jurisdiction due to a

'

hazard which affects a large geographic area and
'basing emergency plans and response capabilities on

such a limited evacustion will lead to problems due.

to soontaneous evacuation of a much larger area,
i wito a conccmmitant increase in traffic and supply *

requirements at shelters. Therefore, the Plume
Exposure EPZ for TMI-; should include the entire
geographic extent of all governmental jurisdictions
at the township, city, borough, and town level which
are bisected by the proposed circular 10-mile EPZ.

,

.n, - - , - .



. _ . _ _ . = - _ . . . .__ .

I
i

- 109 -
.

At the outset, we note that, contrary to the assertfor, in this

cantention that the plume EP7 designated by PEMA is an area

enclosed by a circle 10 miles in radius, the TMI plume EPZ is
.

sery rouchly 10 miles in radius but has boundariet that are

irregular in shape and, in most instances, extend beyord 10,

miles from TMI, in some locations by a :aile or more.
1

Commonweal th Ex. 28.4

'
153. An ecamination of the plume EPZ boundaries for TMI reveals

that those boundaries have been extended to include the whole of

Derry Township, South Hanover Township, Fairview Township and
,

Conewago Township, er.ch of which is intersected by a 10-mile
'

'

radius circle. Rogan et al . , ff, Tr.13756, at 108,
i

Commonwealth Ex. 2B. The same examination also reveals that

in every instance in wnich the EPZ boundary was not extended

to include entire municipalities, the boundarles were

established at readi or highways. Commonweal th Ex. 2B. In

this way, the plume EPZ boundary in any particular location is

a clearly defined marker known to area residents. Rogan et al.,
3

ff. Tr.13756, a t 108. The use of natural or jurisdicaitonal

boundaries fo- the plume EPE boundary is important for.

; planning purposes bec.use it will minimize confusion by
*

persons who are unsure as to whetner they are located in zones
,

where protective actions have been ordered. Chesnut, ff. Tr.

15007, a t 65-66. While the designated alume EPZ boundaries

do not include the whole of all municipalities intersected by a

.

. . - - - . - - , . , m - -.
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10-mile radius circle, the evidence shows that the boundaries

do coincide with jurisdictional boundaries, natural geoaraphic

features, rcads and other readily identifiable landmarks.
,

Rogan et al., ff. Tr.13756, at 93-99; Chesnut, ff. Tr.15007,

at 65-66. 4cordingly, we find that the plume EPZ boundaries -

for TMI were established based on considerations of topography,

access routes and jurisdictional boundaries. Beyond this, we

find no evidentiary casis for requiring that every
1

municipality bisected by a circle of 10 mile radius from TMI

be included within the plume EPZ for TMI. Thus, Contention EP

17(A)(1) is rejected,

154. Part (2) of Contention EP-17(,? states:,

There are heavily populeted areas in and near the cities
of Harrisburg and York represented by the city proper and,

idjacent continuation of the urban areas into the suburbs.

| In :ne event tnac the wind is blowing toward either of
- these areas when a large release of radioactivity occurs,

such areas would constitute a large percentage of the
total population dose (in the case of the TMI-2 accident,
for instance Harrisburg contributed 25% of the total
population dose despite the fact that most of the city is
more than 10 miles distant from the plant). The
urbanized areis in and around Harrisburg and York are
concentrations of population for which preplanning for an)

evacuation is a necessity for successful implementaticn
(fe instance, preplanning would have to include

,

evacuation rautes, transportation needs, host area
requirements, and problems posed by special populations
such as prisons). Therefore, the urbani:ed areas around
and including the cities of Harrisburg and York should be *

included within the Plume Exposure EPZ for TMI-1.

While the urbanized areas around York have not been included

in the plume EPZ for TMI, a significant portion of the heavily

urbanized area in and around Harrisburg has been included
i

i

|

|
1

!

. _ _ . -. . _ _ _ . -
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within the plume EPZ. Commonwealth Ex. 28 Inclusion of such

areas beyond 10 miles from TMI has resultad in a population

within the defined plume EPZ which is about 30% greater than
.

the population witnin a 10-mile circle around the _TMI site.

Rogan et al. , ff. Tr.13756, at 98-99. Emergency planaing and,

preparation for protective actions encompasses all areas

within tne defined plume EJZ.

155. The plume EPZ fct il1I was defined by PEMA. That agency,

responsible for assuring energency preparedness for the

Commonwealth, judged that not all urbanized arest around '

Harrisburg and York need be included in the plume EPZ to

assure an adequate emergency response capability. Rogan !

et al . , ff. Tr.13756, at 109. We find no evidentiary basis

for disagreeing with that judgment. The evidence indicates

that in the case of adverse meteorology, with stable

dispersion characteristics and low wind speeds- and, therefore,

the potential for higher offsite doses, the Harr1sburg and

York areas not included within the plume EPZ will have from

five to eight hours additional warning time relative to areas
,

E. close-in to TMI. Given the substantial preplanning within the

plume EPZ, this addit'onal warning time should be adequate to

[~ allow residents in those areas of Harrisburg and York not
,

j

,

s

!
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included in the EPZ to take necessary protective actions.

Rogan et al . , ff. Tr.13756, a t 109-10.E On the other hand,

if weai.ner conditions are unstable and plume travel time is
,

fast, the offsite dose is likely to be smaller and the need
!

for protective actions less (Rogan et al. ff. Tr.13756, p. '

| 10) particularly in view of the distance 'of Harrisburg and

York from TMI. There is no evidence that the urbanized areas

around York and Harrisburg not nou included in the TMI plume

should be included. Accordingly, we reject Contention EP

17(A)(2). '

156. Part (3) of Contention EP-17(A) states:
i
'

'lumerous T. embers of the Old Order Amish community reside
in relatively close proximity (within 10 miles) of the

. outer boundary of the Licensee's Plume Exposure EPZ in
,

Lancaster County. Because the Old Order Amish eschew thei

i use of electricity, telephones, and automobiles, they
present unique problems with respect to warning,
communication of protective action advisories, and
transportation. These unique problems warrant the,

special consideration the inclusion of Old Order Amish
within the Plume Exposure EPZ would orovide.

t

| The existance of Old Order Amish in the vicinity of TMI raises

special concerns with regard to emergency planning and response.
:

There are eight Old Order Amisn families, consisting of 56
,

persons, within the plume EPZ for TMI. Within 20 miles of TMI;

.

4

31/ Detailed plannlag within a plume EPZ will provide a substantial
-

base for expanding response efforts beyard the plume EPZ if that
' proves to be necessary. Staff Ex. 7, a t 12.

!

;

.
._. . _. - - .. -. .. . . .-
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there are a total of 32 Old Order Amish families. totalling 224

persons who . require special consideration. Tr.18288 (Lothrop).

157. Special emergency actions for these Old Order Amish will be
,

provided by tne Mennonite Disaster Services (MDS). The MOS

has its own system for providing emergency information to the..

Old Order Amish and a written outline, developed during the

TMI-2 accident, describing MDS evacuation capabilities. Tr.

18291 (Lothrop). PEMA has, in the PEMA duty officer manual,
i work and home telephone contact points for key personnel and

alternates in the MOS. Tr.18289-90 (Lothrop); Adler .and Bath (3/16

Testimony), ff. Tr. 18975, at 62. E During an actual

emergency, a representative of the MOS would be stationed in

the EOC. Bath (Attachment 3), ff. Tr. 22350, at 8.

|- 158. The record establishes that MDS is prepared to alert these Old

; Order Amish and to provide for their evacuation and emergency

care in the event of an accident at TMI. Bath (Attachment 3),

| ff. Tr. 22350, at 8. Thus we find that special provisions

have been made for the Old Order Amish who might be affected

by an emergency and that the relief sought in Contention EP-

17(A)(3) has been provided.-

i
.

J

3_2/ State notification of.the MDS representative was successfully
tested during the June 2,1981 exercise for THI. Bath (Attachment
3), ff. Tr. 22350, at 8.

.

-

,

2
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159. Finally witn regard to the plume EPZ for THI, Contention EP-

17(A)(4) asserts that:

To the extent tnat the Licensee relies upon the decision ,

of county officials in the Three Mile Island area to
develop and maintain a 20-mile emergency response
capability as a substitute for makir.g a determination

"

that the 10-mile circular EPZ is adequate, the adequacy
of such a F0-mile capability must gg established as a
condition to the restart to THI-1.d

We have previously noted that the flRC's emergency planning

rules require the development of a plume EPZ of about 10 miles

in radius. Apart from the planning necessary for the
A

ingestion EPZ, planning beyond the area of the plume EPZ

estaolished in accordance with the ilRC's regulations exceeds

^ that called for by tne regulatians and is not required.

Chesnut and Bath, ff. T . 19626, at 14. Testimony by both the

Licensee and the Staff indicates that neither the State nor

tne Licensee relied upon 20-mile evacuation plans or upon

county planning beyond the designated plume EPZ for making an

informed determination of the size, shape and extent of the

EPZ. Rogan et al., ff. Tr. 13756, at 111; Chesnut and Bath, ff.

Tr.19626, at 14. We nave found no evidence to the contrary in
1 .

either the State or the Licensee's planning. Accordingly, we

find Contention EP-17(A)(4) to be without merit. ,

i

33/ Contrary to the premise of this contention, the plume EPZ for THI,

is not a cirice with a 10-mile radius. Commonwealth Ex. 28.

i
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F. Protective Action Decisionmaking

160. In the event of a radiological emergency posing a threat to

members of the public, a number of protective actions may be
.

taken in an attempt to avoid, reduce or minimize the

consequences to the public. For persons onsite at TMI, the,

protective actions available and provided for are sheltering,

respiratory protection, thyroid blocking through the use of

radioprotective drugs, partial evacuation of the site, and -

control of access to the site. Tr. 15152-53 (Chesnut). For

persons offsite, protective actions available and provided for
#

are sheltering, evacuation and access countrol in conjunction

with evacuation, and thyroid blocking for emergency workers

i and instituti;nalized persons. Tr. 15153-54 (Chesnut). For

members of the public, the objective of protective actions is

to avoid exposing persons to doses in excess of the Protective>

Action Guide (PAG) values. Tr.13827-28 (Rogan).
I

161. A number of contentions have been raised which relate to

protective acticn decisionmaking and factors that bear on that
! decisionmaking. These contentions deal with various aspects

of the general criteria used in protective action.

decisionmaking, with evacuation time estimates to be used for
'

deteriming whether evacuation is a viable protective action,

with consideration of contingencies which affect protective
,

action decisions, and with specific ingestion PAGs. The I

'

contentions in each of these areas are addressed below.
4

i
I

_ - _ . _. , _ . _ . _ . _ _ __ -
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1. General Criteria

162. Contention EP-4(H) asserts:

RG 1.101 Sec. 6.4 requires the licensee to specify
'"crita,ia fcr implementing protective actions . . ." The

Licensee'c EP fails to set forth the following mandatory
items of information regarding the time required for
protective action implementation: *

1. Expected accident assessment time. RG 1.70, Sec.
13.3.1-2.

2. Time required to warn persons at risk. RG 1.101,
Sec. 6.4.1-2(b); RG 1.71, Sec.13.3.1-3,4.

3. Time required for a general evacuation. RG 1.70,
Sec. 13.3.1-5,6; November 29, 1979 letter to "All
Power Reactor Licensees" from Brian K. Grimes,
Director, WRC Euergency Preparedness Task Group.

4 Time required to evacuate special facilities (e.g.,
hospitals). 'lovember 29, 1979 letter, suora. Sae
i40 REG-0654 J8.

As to part (1) of tnis contention, tnere are no requirements in

the new energency planning regulations and no criteria in

NUREG-0654 stipulating that accident' assessment tire be set

fortn in emergency plans or emergency procedures.E The

Licensee's Emergency Plan utilizes the accident classification

seneme and accident assessment concept called for by NUREG-0654

and this provides for rapid accident assessment. The evidence
,

shows that it is neither practical nor useful to predict and

.

34/ The Staff has indicated that those portions of Regulatory Guide
1.70 wnich are referred to in Contention EP-4(H)(1) and which
called for statements of accident assessment time have been
superceded by the requirements of the new emergency planning rules
and ty the criteria of HUREG-06',4 Chesnut ff. Tr.15007, at 46.
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s rely upon accident assessement . times. Chesnut ff. Tr. 15007,

at 46-47. Accordingly, we find that absence in the

Licensee's Emergency Plan of time estimates for accident
,

; -

classification and assessment is not a deficiency.

; 163. As to part (2) of Contention EP-4(H), the evidence indicates,

that the Licensee's Emergency Plan provisions for onshift

staffing and notification assure prompt notifi .ation of

offsite state and county emergency response agencies Within

about 15 minutes of declaration of an emergency. Chesnut, ff.

Tr. 15007..at 47-48. In addition, we have previously found
'

that with completion of tne Licensee's siren alerting system,

the capability will exist to alert essentially all members of

tne public within the plume EPZ for TMI within about 15

minutes of a decision by governmental authorities to activate

the siren systen.- Thus, it will be theoretically possible to

alert the public within about 30 minutes of the declaration of,

an emergency by the Licensee. However, it is obvious that the

period of time from declaration of an emergency to alerting

the public is dependent upon the period of time it will take

for governmental authorities to reach a decision to activiate.

the prompt alerting system. Further, it is obvious that that

'

period of time will depend upon the severity of the accident

and the circunstances of tne emergency. For a very severe

accident, the decision to alert the public may be made by

emergency response organizations at the time they are

-
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initially notified of the accident by the Licensee. For THI

incidents that never progress beyond ~ the Unusual Event or

Alert category, the decision may be made to not activate the
,

prompt alerting system at all. Thus, it appears to be neither'

~

practical nor useful for ~ the Licensee's Emergency Plan to *

.contain an estimate of the time it will take from declaration3

of an emergency to alerting the public cnd the absence of such
'

an estimate.in the Licensee's plan would not be a deficiency.

164. As to parts (3) 'and (4) of Contention EP 4(H), in Marcn 1981,
,

the Licensee, through it; consultants Parsons. Brinckerhoff,
S

Quade and Douglas, Inc., completed an extensive and detailed

evacuation time estimate study for the TMI plume IPZ

(hereinafter referred to as the Licensee's evacuation time;

| estimates or the Parsons /3rinckernoff study). This study,
;

whicn is discussed in greater detail in Section II.F.2, infra,,

will be utilized by the Licensee as a basis for making

protective action recommendations to the State. Tr. 22920

(Chesnut). It will also be utilized by the State in making
<

protective action decisions. Tr. 22361-63 (Batn). This study
;

* '
! provides evacuation time estimates, by evacuation sectors for

each of three different scenarios, for a general evacuation
.

and for the evacuation of special facilities. Licensee Ex.

52, Tables 24A, 248, 24C. Consequently, the assertions in

Contention EP-4(H)(3) and (4) that Licensee has failed to

_ provide time estimates for a general evacuation and for the

evacuation of special facilities are erroneous.

;

t

__ ,_-. _ -_
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165. In sum, we find Contention EP-4(H) to be without merit and we

reject it.

166. Contention EP-5(E) asserts that:
.

There is no reasonable assurance that appropriate
protective measures will be taken in the event of a

.

nuclear accident with offsite radiological consequences '

,,

for the following reasons:
:

I 1. The Commonwealth's criteria for appropriate
'

protective action choice, as set forth in Sec. VIII
. of its 80RP plan, are inconsistent with those of tne
i Licensee (EP, p. 5-13). According to the Licensee

evacuation is the appropriate protective action if
dose orojections approach the lower limits of EPA
PAGs. According to BORP this would not be the case
unless the upper limits of the PAGs were
approached. Although the Licensee indicates that
sheltering is the appropriate choice for atmospheric
releases of short duration, the BORP plan proposes
avacuation for " sudden severe accidents." The

censee would not recommend evacuation in the event
f a continuous release if " evacuation cannot be

well underway prior to plume arrival," wnile 30RP
would order an evacuation in such a case regardless
of wina speed and warning time.

2. The 80RP plan fails to quantify protective action
selection criteria such as " time to onset of release
. . . time required to effect relocation," and the
definition of " puff release." Such quantification
of criteria is a necessary ingredient in effective
planning and is required by N. 0654 Sec, J10 (m).

3. The Commonwealth does not comprehend the distinction,

! totween " core-melt" and " melt-through" accidents as
sase terms are employed in NUREG CR-1131..

4. Tne Commonwealth declines to employ " state-of-the-art"
calculational methodology, as set forth in EPA,

520/1-78-001B, in turn referenced in N. 0654 at p.
'

55, n.1(3), in conjunction with hypothetical
accident release characteristics tc assist it in
making appropriate protective action selection.

,. . .. . ,, ._
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5. The Commenwealtn's discussion of the sheltering
option is inadequate in that it fails to ecphasize
the importance of the use of building basements (see
HUREG CR-1131) or of ventilating the shelter at the
appropriate time (see WASH 1400, App. VI, Sec.
11.1.2) as means to maxim ze the effectiveness ofi -

this measure. This inadequacy is carried through to e

instructions to be provided the public as set forth
in county plans. *

As to part (1) of this contention, a review of both the

Licensee's Emergency Plan and that of BRP reveals that both

plans use as a criterion for evacuation projected doses

approataing one Rea Whole Body or 5 Rem to the infant

thy roid. Commonwealtn Ex. 2A, Appendix 8, at VIII-1 and

Licensee Ex. 30, at 6-14 The criteria of the Licensee and

3RP are thus consistent in this regard. Reilly, ff. Tr.

18125, at 5; Adler' and Eath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at

d. Sneltering will be considered by BRF when, among other nings,

" ne combination of warning time, plume arrival time and

release time is not long enougn to effect evacuation."

Ccamonwealth Ex. 2A, Appendix 8, at VIII-2. In the Licensee's

Plan, sheltering is a consideration if, " evacuation could not

be well underway prior to expected plume arrival due to short

warning time, high wind speeds and/or foul weather," or the '

"[r]elease time is expected to be short." Licensee Ex. 30, at
i .

6-14. Although these criteria are phrased differently, they
i

| are wnolly consistent. Adler and Bath (2/23 Tes timony), ff. Tr.
!

| 18975, at 8-9. In short, the inconsistencies alleged in
| .

Contention EP-5(E)(1) do not exist.
.

.-_ - _
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167. Part (2) of Contention EP-5(E) alleges that the BRP Plan is

deficient because it fails to quantify parts of protective
;

i action selection Criteria such as the " time to cnset of

release" and the " time to effect relocation" and because it-

lacks a definition of " puff release." A' review of the,

protective action selection criteria set forth in the revised

BRP Plan reveals tnat, in fact BRP does not refer to " time to
.

onset of release" or " puff release" in its criteria.

Commonwealth Ex. 2A, Appendix 8, at VIII-1 to VIII-3.

Consequently, there is nothing in BRP's criteria to quantify

in tnis regard. Beyond this, BRP has defined its concept of

" time to onset of release" and " puff release" indicating tnat
,

for BRP's purposes, these terms are adequately quantified

(Reilly, ff. Tr. 18125, at 6-7) and lack of further

quantification in this regard should not affect BRP's

protective action decisions. Adler ara Bath (2/23 Testimony), f'. Tr.

18975, at 10. As to the alleged lack ef quantification of

" time to effect relocation," we have previously alluded to the

Licensee's evacuation time study whicn provides evacuation

time estimates for various evacuation scenarios. The-

Commonwealth has accepted these time estimates after
*

considerable evaluation of them and will utilize them in its

protective action decisionmaking. Tr. 22361-63 (Batn).

Consequently, each of the allegations in Contention EP-5(E)(2)

are without merit.

'
,
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168. Intervenors allege in Contention EP-5(E)(3) that the

Commonwealth does not comprehend the distinction between the

terms " core melt" and " melt through." These terms are used in
.

evacuation criterion A.1 of the GRP Ptan wherein it is stated

that "This option (evacuation] will be considered when: -

1. A tire melt accident is underway, wnich invcives or is

expected to involve a loss of containment integrity by melt

through or by direct release to the atmosphere . . . . "

Commonwealtn Ex. 2A, Appendix 8, at VIII-1. BRP has

specifically defined " core melt" as an accident leading to a

change of phase of core material from solid to liquid, and

" melt througn" as a core melt leading eventually to

containment failure by penetration of the molten core through

the reactor vessel and the floor of the containment.

Reillj, ff. Tr. 13125, at 7. Tnese definitions seem to be

reasonable and accurate and the evidence indicates tnat the

Common..ealth's usage of these terms in its emergency plan is

proper. Adler ana Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 10-11.

There is no reason to believe to the contrary and we find that

Contention EP-5(E)(3) is frivolous.
~

169. Contention EP-5(E)(4) faults the Commonwealth for its failure
.

to use EPA 520/1-78-0018, " Protective Action Evaluation Part

II, Evacuation and Sheltering as Protective Actions Against

Nuclear Accidents Involving Gaseous Releases," in its

protective action decisionmaking. This document is referenced

.
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in i4UREG-0654 as one that "may" be used to determine the

sheltering protection provided by residential units or other

shelters. Staff Ex. 7, at 64. The documerit provides guidance
'

but its use is not mandatory. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff.

Tr.18975, at 11-12. The Commonwealth does not use the
,

document directly because the techniques provided in it for

determining shelter effectiveness involve a complicated

process requiring the input of 13 parameters with a range of

: valuci for many of the parameters. This technique is simply
,

not practical for use in a crisis. Reilly, ff. Tr.18125,
!

at 7-8. In view of this and of tne fact that use of this EPA

guidance document is not mandatory, this Board cannot fault

the Commonwealtn for eschewing the use of the EPA document.

Thus, we reiect Contention E?-5(E)(4).

170. Finally, in Pcrt (5) of Contention EP-5(E), Intervenors allege

inacequacies in the Commonwealth's p*2nning with regard to
,

sheltering due to its failure to emphasize the importance of

basements or of ventilating shelters. The Commonwealth views

sheltering is a useful protective action option when dose

projections are in tne PAG range and the radioactive release.

occurs so quickly and is so brief that evacuation cannot be
*

accomplished. The State has not emphasized the use of

basements for sheltering because basements are not universally

available in the TMI area. Similarly, the State has aot

em'hasized ventilation of snelters because the proper time to
l

*

1

___
- . _ - .
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ventilate depends on the availability la each shelter of some <

, means of forced ventilation and on tne proper ambient wind

i speed. Reilly, ff. Tr.18125, at 3. In these
.

circumstances, it appears to be prudent to avoid emphasis on
'

.

: the use of basements for sheltering and on ventilation of. -

4

Ishelters. The fact that neitner tne State nor the county
.

emergency plans emphasize the use of basement sheltering and
,

ventilation of shelters is of no moment. If, during an
,

emergency at TMI, sheltering is in effect as a protective

action and the State detenaines that basement sheltering would4

enhance protection or that ventilation of shelters is needed,
! instructions on either matter may be given to the public by

means of E3S announcements. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff.
i Tr. 13975, at 41. Thus, we find Contention EP-5(E)(5) to be
:

witnout merit.

171. In sum, for the reasons stated, we find each part of<

Contention EP-5(E) to be witnout merit and we reject this

contention in its entirety. <

,

172. In Contention EP-5(B), it is asserted tnat:

Tne Emergency Planning Review Guidelir.es requires '

i state / local plans to designate " protective action guides
and/or other criteria for implementing soecific
prctective actions . . .d (Sec. IV(B)(1); empnasis added) -

and "informatd;n needs" for implementing such orotective,

actions (Sec. IV(B)(2)). The 30RP Plan both fails to' explicitly impose upon the Licensee clear responsibility
for fulfilling such 4 . formation needs or, where required,
to undertake to satisfy them at its own initiative.

I

i

_ _ _ , ,_ _. , _ . . , . . _. . .
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1. Section VIII(A) of the BORP Plan indicates " time to
onset of release" a: a significant factor in
detemining the appropriateness of recommending

; evacuation. However, nowhere is the Licensee given '
*-

' explicit responsibility for providing such ''

infomation, nor does the Flan contain an analysis' .

of how variation of this facter will affect the
choice of appropriate prutective action. See, e.g.,

.

NUREG 0610, p. 13, par. 4(c).,

2. A second factor listed is " time required to effect
ralocation." NUREG 75/111 Sec. J(6) requires an
adequate state plan to include development of " bases
and time frames for evacuation" resulting in
" estimates of the time required to carry out
esacuation procedures" that reflect consideration of
such factors as " impaired mobility of parts of the
population" (Sec. J(7)(c)) and " potential
impediments to use of egress ro'Jtes, such as rush
hour traffic and inclement weather" (Set J(7)(f)).
The availability of this and other infomation
specified by the President's Comission is aa
assential prerequisite co adequate emergency
planning and decisionmaking whether or not in the,

context of an actual emergency situation.
See a13 , H. C654, Section j(10) (k; note
requ vement for specification of " contingency :'

measures"), (1) 5 (m).

j As to part (1) of this contention, tne evidence shows that the

Licensee's Emergency Plan specifically lists followup

infomation which will be provided to BRP. In addition, a '

direct " radiological line" !.etween BRP and TMI will be opened

in the event of an emergency.E The detailed infomation on

plant cce,ditions and radioactive release characteristics to be

provided by the Licensee, along with the use of the,

" radiological line," are adequate for providing infomation

3_5/ The communientions links between BRP and the Licensee that are5

relied upon by BRP for obtaining infomation are currently in place
and operational and are tested frequently. Tr. 13243 (Reilly).

.
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needed by BRP. Chesnut and Bath ff. Tr.19626, at 4-5. BRP has

|' >

clearij indicated that it will ask for any infornation it,
'

; .s,

need (Reilly, ff. Tr.18125, at 4) and that it has ''

-
,

t

confidence that the Licensee will supply such inforaation (Tr. -

18238 (Reilly)). In the event that the Licensee is unable to .

i

provice the " time to anset of release," BRP has, in its
-

written procedures, accident assessment methods based on

WASH-1400 fault tree analysis which it will utilize to#

'

i estimate " tine to onset of release" for purposes of protective
7

_.

j action decisions. Reilly, ff. Tr.18125, at 4; Tr.

18141-43 (Reilly). Tnus, BRP has the- capability, independent
;

!

.
of Licensee, to predict the time to onset of release and the

release duration. Tr. 18144-45 (Reilly). Accordinnly, we find the

| assertions of Contention EP-5(3)(1) to be without merit.
-

| 173. In part (2) of Contention EP-5(3) Intervenors again raise the
!

} natter of the need fcr an evacuation time estimate assercing
;

! that such estimate must reflect such factors as improved
!

mosility of parts of the population and impediments to the use'

; of. egress routes such as inclement weather. As previously

! discussed, the Licensee has provided c detailed evacuation
'

time estimate for the TMI plume EPZ that will be used by the
.

; State in its protective action decisionmaking. The Licer.see's'

.

| evacuation time estimate study includes time estimates for an

evacuation on a typical weekday, reflecting normal traffic,
1

| and for an adverse weather (snow) condition with roads

!

!

.
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teaporarily impassible and road capacitier reduced. Licensee

Ex. 52, at 60. Thes, the Licensee's evacuation time estimates
-; -

account for conditions in whi;h impediments to the use of
~ -~

.

egress routes exist. Moreover, the Licensee's evacuation time
,

estimates for each evacuatior. condition include estimates for,

ithe time to evacuate special facilities such as schools,

colleges, long-term care facilities, hospitals and prisons,

all requiring special evacuation techniques and vehicle

transportation. Licensee Ex. 52, at 13, 29, Tables 24A, 248,
,

24C. The time estimates also account for evacuation of

persons withcut cars. J d,, , a t 5 2. In this way, the estimates
,

reflect consideration of impaired mobility of parts of the

population. Conse;uently, we find that the Licensee has

provided the evacuation time estimate information sougnt in'

j part (2) of Contention EP-5(B) and that this portion of the

contention has been satisfied.

2. Evacuation Time Estimates

174. HUREG-0654, Criterion J.10.1 provides that State and local

emergency response organizations are to implement protective
~

measures for the plume EPI wnich include time estir.ates for-

evacuation of various sectors of tne plume EPZ developed in
.

accordance with Appendix 4 to NUREG-0654. Staff Ex. 7, at

61, 63. The primary purpose of such time estimates is to

provide a basis on which to determine whether evacuation is a
.

viable protective action option in a particular situation.

Tr. 13820-21 (Rogan).
:
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175.16 response to this criterion, the Licensee developed and :
s

supplied for the Commonwealth's use a detailed efacuation time '!
,

est'imate for three different evacuation scenarios. Those
~'

,

scenarios'are: a best estimate con 2ition involving an-

evacuation at night when families are together at home ar.d -

t ,

' special facilities havc reduced staff; a normal condition

reflective of a typical weekday wnen schols are in session,

,

businesses are in operation, tourists and business travelers
!

are dispersed throughout the area ar.d special facilities are-

operating with normal staffs; and an adverse weather condition-

.

typical of a winter morning following an average snowfall with

snow emergency conditions in effect and roads rendered

I temporarily impastible. Licensee Ex. 52, at 60. Based on
!

detailet stuaies establishing permanent resident population,
,

transient pcoulation, special facility and schcol r;opulations

and venicle estimates (Licensee Ex. 52, at 4-44) and on

evacuation route capacity determinations established from a
' physical inventory of evacuation routes and standard road

i capacity calculations (Licensee Ex. 52, at 55), lower and
'

upper bound evacuation time estimates by sector for each of

the three scenarios were produced. (Licensee Ex. 52, Tables
.

24A,243,24C). For each scenario, the lower bound estimates

represent a situation in which there is a high level of
,

mobilization of emergency forces prior to evacuation such as

j might be the case for a slowly developing accident which '

,

!

.

t
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provides a long lead time for prior mobilization. The upper

bound estimates represent a situation in which there is a poor
;. .s .

state of readiness of emergency forces and resources due a ''

j. sudden accident at TMI leading to a spontaneous order for

evac ation. Licensee Ex. 52, at 55..,

176. The Licensee's evacuation time estimate study was reviewed for

tne Staff by Staff consultant Thomas Urbanik who was one of

the principal authors of I4UREG-0654, Appendix 4 which sets

,' fortn the criteria for evacuation time estimates. Based on

tnat review, Mr. UrbaniK determined that the calculational

metnod used was consistent witn t4UREG-0654, Appendix 4

criteria and that detailed population estimates for permanent

residents, transients and special facilities wnere produced in

j accordance with fiUREG-0654 guidance. Urbanik, ff. Tr.19137,

| at 4. Mr. Urbanik expressed his view that tne range of

; sotarios evaluated were generally reflective of ccocitions

that could exist in an actual evacuation, b that the upper
.!
' bound estimates provide reasonable estimates of increased

36/ Mr. Urbanik identified a single concern with regard to the-

Licensee's study, that being that there was no inoication that
an acverse weatner condition involving rain during normal daytime
conditions was considered. Urbanik, ff. Tr.19137, at 6. The.

evidence indicates, hcwever, that the condition of rain with a
normal daytime population would not produca longer evacuation times
than the snow scenario chosen as the adverse weather condition because>

rain, wnile it may reduce vehicle sis tds slightly, does not reduce
road capacity as is the case witn snow. Tr. 17934 (Schaufler).

'

The Commonwealth concurs in the choice of the snow condition as the
proper 4 averse weather condition to use. Tr. 18022-23 (Lothrop).

,

,_ - , - - - ,m , 7
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evacuation times due to a poor _ state of readiness and will provide

a usable mechanism for accounting for conditions existing at the

time of evacuation, and that the Licensee's estimates are in
,,

compliance with NUREG-0654 criteria and provide reasonable estimates

of the range of times required to evacuate the plume EPZ for TMI. *

Urbanik ff. Tr.19137, at 5-5. We concur in Mr. Urbanik's conclustions

in this regard.'

177. The Ccamonwealth has evaluated Licensee's evacuation time

estimate study and has determined that it contains basically

all of the assumptions that were present in PEMA's initial

evacuation planning. Tr. 17999-18000 (Lothrop). While the *

'

Commonwealth had identified limited conflicts between the

evacuation time estii. ate study and actual planning (Tr.18020

(Lothrop Straube)), PEM is working with the counties on

county pian development and in so doing will establish the

county capability to conform to the Licensee's study. Tr.

18023 (Lothrop). The Commonwealth has, in fact, riow accepted

the Licensee's evacuation time es'imates and will use them inc

its protective action decisionmaking. Tr. 22351-63 (Bath). b
.

33 In tne event of an emergency at TMI, the Commonwealth will have .

available to it-in the State E0C National W3ather Service reports,
response team; from the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
and the Pennsylvania State Police and contacts with the counties.
All of this will allow the State to quickly gathee information on
road conditions, road construction, weather conditf or.s and the state
of mobilization.. Tr. 18025 (Lamison); Chesnut and Bath, ff. Tr. 19626,
at 6. Thus, the Commonwealth will have the informatica that wC1
be necessary to fully utilize the evacuation time estimates and
select the estimate most appropriate for the conditions in
existence at the time of an emergency. Adler and Bath (2/23
Testimony), ff. Tr. 18975, at 13-14.

~
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178. From the record made, we find that there are, for the TMI ;

plume EPZ evecuation time estimates prepared in conformance
; - > -

' ' '

with NUREG-0654 criteria and that those time estimates can and
-.

will be used by the Commonwealth in determining whether

evacuation is a viable protective action option in an,

emergency at TMI.

179. A number of. contentions admitted in the proceeding fault the

York and Dauphin County Emergency Plans for allegt specific

failings witn regard to evacuation time estimates. At the i

outset, we must note that we do not deem the lack of

evacuation time estimates in individual county emergency plans

to be of any significance. Under Pennsylvania's emergency

planning, protective i; tion decisionmaking is a function of

the State. Tr. 22364 (Sath). The county emergency plans

clearly inoicate that the counties will rely on the State.for

protective action cecisions and there is, therefore, no need

to look to tne counties on how they are providing for that

function. Tr. 22365 (Bath). Thus, although NUREG-0654

indicates that counties ought to consider evacuation time

estimates, that is not necessary in this instance since the-

J

4 counties explicitly rely on tne Commonwealth for protective
'

action recommendations. Tr. 22369-70 (Bath); Adler and Bath (2/23

iTestimony), ff. Tr. 18975, at 12. In addressing each of tner

contentions directed to evacuation time estimates for York and

i Dauphin Counties, we will look to the Licensee's evacuation

,

s
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time estimate study as appropriate. Since those evacuation

time estimates will be used by the State, which is the primary
i .%

-

prot etive action decisionmaker relied upon by the counties,
.

we reject at the outset assertions in the following

contentions that county plans are inadequate because of a .

total absence of evacuation time estimates.

180. Contention EP-14(KK) asserts tnat:

Tne York County Plan contains no time sequence for
the removal of the exoosed at-risk population. There is,

| only assumption that there would be adequate time in
wnich to remove all individuals; however, there is no'

estimate as to tne number of hours that would be required
to effect a selective evacuation or a general
evacuation. Moreover, there is attached to the York

: County Plan an estimate of the number of vehicles per
nour that could be handled by various major arteries and!

access roacs; however, there appears to be a conflict in
' tne estimates |3 tnat urban roads with parking are

estimated to hana;e at least 1,700 cars per hour whereas
| major arteries coula only nandle 1,300 per hour and it is
.

submittad tnat sucn a gross distortion renders the Plan
I ceficient. Furthermore, there is absolutely no hard-core
' statistical data to back up the calculations relied upon

in the York County Plan.

cirst, we note that, in fact, the Licensee's evacuation time

i estimates contain estimates of the time required to evacuate"

. by sector as well as for a general radial evacuation. Licensee Ex.
|

f 52, Tables 24A, 248, and 24C. This is in accordance with Section *

IV of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 wnich requires an analysis of
-

i

| the time it will take to evacuate various sectors and distances-

within the plume EPZ. E timates of tne time required to effect a

selective evacuation (defined in the York County Plan as an

evacuation involving only a select category of persons such as

-. . - . . - . - _ - . ,-. - _ . - - -
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pregnant women and pre-school children. Board Ex. 5, at H-1) are

not provided. However, we have been unable to identify any
'

, .-

requirement in the emergency planning regulations or any criteria ''

in f40 REG-0654 calling for time estimates for selective evacuation
,

as that term is defined in the York County Plan. In addition,
,

there is no evidence indicating that tisce estimates for a " selective

evacuation" are needed. Consequently, we find no planning

deficiency from the lack of an evacuation time ostimate for a
'

selective evacuation as that term is used in the York County Plan.

181. As to the allegation that the York County Plan

contained a reference to urban roads with parking having a
'capacity of 1,700 cars per hour but major arteries having a

capacity of only 1,J00 cars per hour, tne allaged discrepency
,

is explainable by the fact that tne " major arteries were

listed under rural roads with a 12 foot wide lane while the

" Urban Roads" list a 30 foot wide, one way thoroughfare. It ;

is logical tnat the wider, one way road would carry more

cars. Lothrop, ff. Tr. 17996, at 5; Adler and Bath (3/16

Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 7. Beyond this, capacities for

evacuation routes used in the Licensee's evacuation time.

' escimates were based, not on mere assumptions, but on actual

I' physical inventories of the evacuation route netwurk and on

standard highway capacity calculations. Licensee Ex. 52,

a 55. Consequently, we find Contention EP-14(XX) to be

; without merit and we reject it.

- , .....__ ._ _ ,. _ _ . __ _,
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182. Contention EP-14(HH) asserts:

The York County Plan has no provision in its
population calculations for periods of time during the *

-
-

''

day when most people are working and outside of the area,
daring the day .een there may be an increase in -

population because of industries located within the
areas, or during succer periods when many individuals may
be on vacation or there would ca an influx of individuals .

coming into the area to vacation. Without that type of
population dirferential tables, it is Intervenor's
contention tnat the Plan is deficient.

In the same vein, Contention EP-14(MM) states:

The 70rk County Plan does not state how many
businesses are located in risk areas and wnat the
population of those businesses are during working hours.
Witnout this information, it would be impossible to
determine the number of hours that would be requirec to
effect a general evacuation in the event one was ,

ordered. Therefore, it is Intervenor's position tnat the

Plan remains defective.

Contrary to the assertions in tnese contentions, Licensee's

evac.ation time estimate study centains specific and detailed

calculations, by County and municipality, of permanent

resident population (Licensee Ex. 52, at 4 and Table 3), day

and nignt resident and non-resident employment population by

Counties and by " Emergency Response Planning Areas" (Licensee

Ex. 52, at 11 and Taole 6), and recreation / vacation / tourist
*and business traveler populations with seuonal variations by

Emergency Response Planning Areas (Licensee Ex. 52, at 4, 9,

11 and Taole 5).E The evacuation time estimates are based

3_8/ The recreation / vacation / tourist and business traveler element of
the population is the only one over which there is any uncertainty.
However, this component accounts for only a small part of the total
population of the TMI plume EPZ and, if tne estimate for this
segment of the population were icw by a factor of two, it would
have no significant effect on the evacuation time estimates.
Tr.17909 (Schaufler).
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upon these calculated populations. Coneequently, we find the

, . assertions of Contentions EP-14(HH) and EP-14(MM) to be

erroneous and these contentions to be without merit.

183. Contention EP-14(DD)Lasserts:

The Evacuation Plan contained in the York County
Plan does not contain any sensitivity analysis or
differentiation between the time of day, the seasons of
the year or weather conditions at the time of the
evacuation. In light of these deficiercies, it is
Intervenor's contention that the Plan is deficient.

E

Similar assertions are made in Contention EP-16(P) which

states:

The Dauphin County Plan as set forth does not
' provide for differentiation of time of day or seasons or

weather conditions at the time of the evacuation. There'

is no sensitivity analysis as to these factors, and the
,

Plan is based upon an assumption of best-case analysis.
Therefore, it is Intervenor's positien that without
taking these factors into consideration, the Plan remains
deficient as conceras the time needed to effect an
evacuation.

.

I

O
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As previously indicated, the Licensee's evacuation time

ettimate study contains separate evacuation time estimates '
; 3-

acc6unting for a range of conditions. These aret a best --

.

estimate with a night time population and population

distribution in the plume EPZ; a normal condition with a ,

typical weekcay population and population distribution; and an

adverse weather condition assuming an average snowfall, snow

emergency conditions and temporarily impassible roads and

reduced capacity evacuation routes. Licensee Ex. 52, at 60.

This range of conditions is representative of conditions that

may be encountered in an actucl evacuation (Urbanik, ff. Tr.
!

19137, at 5) and provides the type of sensitiv1ty analysis,
' accounting for time of day, seasons of the year and weather

conditions, wnicr is claimec in Contentions EP-14(DD) and

EP-16(P) to be missing. Consequently, we find these

contentions to be without merit and we reject them.

3. Consideration of Contingencies

184. Contention EP.-14(Nd) states:

: As a general oserall comaent, evacuation routes as -

set forth are not wind-dependent, and therefore, in the
event of an evacuation, wind direction is a factor that

r

|
-

:

I
!

*

1

|

|
|
I'
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would be reo.uired to be taken into consideration in order4

to formulate an effective evacuation plan. The Plan as
set forth does not provide for this factor and, as such,
persons evacuating the evacuation areas may be directed 3-

'into a potentially more hazardous situation in the manner ~'

in which they are routed..
| -

NUREG-0654 does not stipulate that wind directicn be
'

considered in determining evacuation routes, although it is to

be considered (ind will be considered by the State - Conmon-
;

wealth Ex. 2A, Appendix 8, at VI-4, VI-5, VII-2, VIII-1) in

choosing appropriate protectiva actions. Adler and Bath (3/16

Testimony), ff. Tr. 18975, at 8. In the Commonwealth's1

planning, evacuation routes are not wind dependent by design.
I UIf an evacuation is chosen, the State will call for a 360

0evacuation since the TMI-2 accident showed wind shifts of 180

in snort periods of time. Lothrop, ff. Tr. 17996,4

at 5. Witn significant shifts in wind direction always a

possibility curing the ccarse of any evacuation, it would

appear to be very impractical and possibly imprudent to pre-

select evacuation routes basea on potential wind direction.

The Commonwealth has indicated that it will concentrate its-

effort and resources during an emergency in the direction at
.

greatest risk. Lothrop, f f. Tr.17996, at 5. We

find that this is sufficient, that a pre-selection of4 .

evacuation routes based on some sort of estimate as to the
I

potential wind direction during an emergency is impractical,

and that Contention EP-14(HN) is without merit.
*

,

|
.

'

. -_
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i
155. In Contention EP-14(U) it is asserted that:

Annex H of the York County Plan provides in its
. general concept of operations that evacuation reutings >

-'would be inherently dependent upon climatic conditions,
tima factors involved, ~etc. The Plan also provides that *

residents would be evacuated on aajor interstates and
state highways. Tiere is no mention as to the condition
of the access roads to these major arteries and it is .

submitted tnat evacuation generally is cependent upon '

climatic conditions and the conditions of the access
roads witnin tne individual townships and 'ocal
communi ties. Access roads within Newberry Township vary

,

from a 20 to a 25-fcot width and it is Intervenor's
contention that in the event of an evacuation, traffic
flow on these access roads could quickly- become

i terminated as a result of the vehicles running out of gas
t or being involved in auto accidents for anicn tne: e would

be no way in which to recedy the sitaation. Moreover, in
ice and snow conditions, it is submitted tnat these

access roads which are located in generally hilly areas
,

would be _ generally imaassable and, tnerefore, there would
be no access to the evacuation routes. Until and unless'

the evacuation plan provides for a means to assure that
[ access roeds will be passable during a general

evacuation, it is submittec that the Plan is deficient.

The York County Emergency Plan coes implicitly assume that

access roans to major evacuation routes will be usable curing-

an evacuation. Adler and Batn (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975,
i

at 55.- However, tea revised York' County Plan also specifically

provides for the coordination of State and municipal police in
,

; routing evacuees. Board Ex. 5, at H-4. Local police forces
.

deal with trsffic control and traffic flow within their
'

jurisdictions on a daily basis (Tr. 20905 (Curry)) and should -

be aware of potential traffic flow problem areas where their

efforts may need to be concentrated. In the same vein,
'

. municipal resources normally applied for clearing access

|

.
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roJtes of car accidents and stall 2d or disabled vehicles will

be applied in an evacuation with tne State augmenting such
,

.

resources as needed. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony),- ff.
,

Tr. 18975, at 61.

' ~ 186. As to the impact of sncw or ice conditions on tne passability

of access roads, we fiad that such conditions will be

accounted for in tne Commonwealth's initial determination as

to y ether an evacuation should be ordered. One factor in

that determination will be the time required to effect

evacuation if that protective action is chosen and the basis

for determining evacuation times will be tne Licensee's

evacuation time estimate study. The evacuatior. times for snow

conditionsE n that study act.ounted for reduced capacity ofi

all evacuation routes, inclucing access reacs to mejor

evacuation routes, caused by snow.E censee Ex. 52, at 55Li

and Appendix 3. Thus if snow or ice conditions would be a

significant impediment to evacuation, that fact will be

accounted for in the Connonwealth's decision as to whether an

evacuation should be ordered.
.

'
s

3_9) For purposes of evacuation time estimates, an ice condition is
~ similar to the snow scenario explicitly considered in the

Licensee's evacuation time estimates. Tr.17915 (Schaufler).

40/ Road capacities Tv the snow condition were reduced by 20% for a
road " level of service"- D based on New York Departmen; of
Transpo-tation recommendations for a heavy snow region. Tr.
17617-18 (Podwal). This actually is a reduction in capacity for
all roads of between 40 ad 50% because level of service D itself
represenn a reduction in road capacity of between 20 and 30%. Tr.
17620 (Schaufl w).

|
l
1
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187. In sum, we find that while tne usability of access roads to

major evacuation routes in York County is a concern, proper
; s.

''

provision has been made for accounting for the conditions of
.

sucn access roads in determining whether to order an

evacuation and for assuring that such access roads remain open -

and passable in the event evacuation is ordered.

Consequently, we reject Contention EP-14(U). -

188. In Contention EP-16(N), it is asserted that:

The Dauphin County Plan dcas not specifically state
now tne following occurrences would be dealt with in the
event of en evacuation:

1. Accidents on the highways;

? Cars running out of gas;

3. Gonerally disabled vehicles, and

4 Individuals wno neec amoulance service for removal
frca accidents.

The Plan does not state whether gas stations will be
nanaatorily required to be open in order to meet the
cemanos of the evacuati.1g public.

Finally, the Plan seems to assume that the best of all
atmospheric and weather conditions woula exist at the
*ime of the evacuation. What would take place in the.

event of a snowstorm and how would tnat affect the
evacuation? What would be done in order to clear the

'roads? These are all quastions that have to be
considsred and are necessary to be considered in a total
evacuation-plan and the location and placement of staging
a.eas. -

The evidence shows that the local resources normilly applied

for accidents on highways, disabled vehicles and persons in

need of. ambulance service oecause of accidents will be applied

- ._. . _ . . . . - _ . _- --
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in an evacuation. Adler and Batn (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975,

at 61. If available local resources for these purposes are
k. :i -

ins'ufficient, provision has been made for the State to augment - ''

.

local resources and the State will provide such augmenting

resources as are needed. Id. ; Tr.18016 (Lothrop). The.

evidence indicates tnat such matters as accidents and cars

running out of gas or otherwise becoming disabied have not

caused particular problems in other emergencies in
,

Pennsylvania (Tr. 18015 (Lothrop)) or elsewhere (Tr. 19159

(Urba nk)) and there is no basis in the record for finaing

that the situation would differ in the event of an evacuation

because of an emergency at TMI.

189. We similarly find the assertion that the Dauphin County

Emergency Plan is ceficient because no provision has been made

requiring gasoline stations to remain open in an evacuation to

be without merit. The State can influence gasoline allecation

through the Governor's Energy Council (Tr.18024 (Lamison))

which will provide emergency fuel allocations to assure

adequate fuel supplies to support an evacuation, as was done

during tne TMI-2 accident. Adler and Batn (3/16 Testimony), ff..

Tr. 18975, at 61. In tnis manner, the Commonwealth can supply
.

,~
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gasoline tank trucks along evacuation routes for refueling as

needed.51/ Tr. 18024 (Lamison).
>-

,
~'

190. Fina!1y, we take issue with the assertion in Contention EP- ,

15(ii) tnat the Daupnin County Emergency Plan assumes that the

"best of all atmospheric and weather conditions would exist at *

,
.

the time of the evacuation." No such assumption appears or is

implied in the Cauphin County Ple . The Dauphin County Plann

"3piicitly provides that the " decision to recaire an'

evacuation will be based on the circumstances surrounding the

incident." Board Ex. 6, at E-2. The determination as to whether

evacuation is a viable option during inclement weather will be

made by PEMA based, in part, on evacuation time estimates

which account for, among other things, the effects of acverse

weatner cancitions en evacuation. Moreover, the

Commonwealtn's Ei.;ergency Plan specifically assigns

responsib;1ity for clearing impediments (sucn as snow or

wrecked or stalled vehicles) to evacuation traffic flow to the
,

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation. Comronwealth Ex. ZA,

t

*

31/ The actual neea for provisions for refueling evacuating vehicles'

within the plume EPZ has not been estabiished. It is not
unreasonable to expect tuat gasoline stations outside the evacuated -
area would remain open in the event of an evacuation of tre plume -

'

EPZ. It is furtner reasonable to expect that a significant
proportion of evacuating vehicles would have sufficient fuel to
allow evacuation of the plume EPZ, which is, at most,10 to 12
miles in racius, without the need to refuel before exiting the
plume EPZ. Such expectations are generally supported by FEMA's
experience that cars running out of fuel have not precluded4

successful evacuations. Tr. 19396 (Adler).

I

i
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at 25. Thus, planning-provisions have been made for clearing '
,

roadways, contrary to the assertions in Contention EP 16(N).
i s

In s'um, we find the assertions of planning inadequacies in ~~

.

Contention EP-16(N) to be without merit and we reject that
,

contention.-

4. Ingestion PAGs

191. The Com.monwealth's Emergency Plan contains extensive

provis! ens for the interdiction of the ingestion pathway to
'

prevent the consumption of foodstuffs and water contaminated
,

in a radiological emergency. Commonwealth Ex. 2A, Appendix 7,

at 20-30. Criteria for implementing specific protective

actions in this regard (Commonwealth Ex. 2A, Appendix 8, at

IX-1 to IX-11) are alleged to be inadequate in Contention EP- -

11 which states:

Tne BRP plan (Appendix 8) relies on the infant
thyroid dose (1.5 rem) as the dose from milk ingestion to

,be avoicea (p. IX-4). This does not take into account
the fetus, whose sensitivity may greatly exceed that of
the infant. In addition, the value of 1.5 rem to the

. thyroid from milk ingestion does not take into account
j the inhalation exposure.

Altnough the thrust of this contention is not clear from the

face of the contention, it was clarifi ed in testimony'
<

presented by the Intervenors. In that testimuny, Intervenors
.

assert that the projected thyroid dose used by the;

Commonwealth to trigger protective actions may be an order of

magnitude too high if the sensitivity of the fetus to

Icdine-131 is considered, that the sampling psdic (milk) used

-u
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by the Commonwealth to project doses 'for protective action

determinations is inadequate, and that the Commonwealth
;. 3-

~~

considers only the ingestion pathway and ignores the
,

inhalation pathway in making. protective action determinations.

Thus, according to Intervenors, the Commonwealtn's planning -

cust be modified prior to restart in order to properly protect

tne publi,c. Molholt ff. Tr. 19590, at 15-16.

192. At tne outset, we find that the Intervenor's assertion that

tne Commonwealth does r.ot consider or account for inhalation

exposure is patently erroneous. Although the PAGs that are

challenged in tnis contention account for only those exposures
i-

projected to result from the ingestion pathway, tne

! Commonwealtn's Emergency Plan utilizes separate and distinct

PAGs for projected thyroid doses from the inhalation pathway.

Reilly, ff. Tr.18125, at 10-11; Peterson, ff. Tr. 20500,

at 4; Commonwealth Ex. 2A, Appendix 8, at VIII-1, VIII-2.

Thus, the inhalation patnway is accounted for and e.e reject

Intervenor's assertions to the contrary.i

. 193. BRP upas a protsctive action guide of 1,5 rem to tf.e infant
:

*

|
from fresh fluid milk as the criterion on which protective

actions are based. Reilly, ff. Tr.18125, at 10; Peterson
.

ff. Tr. 20500, at 2; Commonwealth Ex. 2A, Appendix 3, at IX-4.
,

Ueterminations of whether to take protective actions based on

this criterion will be based, among other things, on milk

sampling at local farms. Tr. 109.26 (Reilly). Intervenors
.

. . . _ _ - _ _ _ - - - _ - _ _ _ . - - - - -
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assert that milk samples are not as sensitive an indicator of

radioiodine in the environment as the thyroids of small
;

- S-
mammals naturally present in tne TMI area. Specifically,

--

.

Intervenors claim tnct field voles provide a more sensitive

monitor for radiciodine and that the Commonwealth should be.

required to utilize field voles rather than milk sanipling for

this purpose. Molholt, ff. Tr.19690, at 15; Tr. 20033 (Molnolt)

194. The evidence indicates that wnile vole thyroids may be more

sensitive than milk for detecting the presence of radiciodine
P

in the environment, (Tr. 18193-94 (Reilly)), that sensitivity

is misleading due to the small size of a vole thyraid (about

O.003 grams). Due to that small size, vole thyroids give an'

appearance of large sensitivity on a per gram basis whereas

the sensitivity on a per sample basis is not as great.

Tr. 20501-502 (Peterson). Measurements of radioiodine in

milk are more reliable than measurements from the thyroids of

field animals. Tr. 18191-92 (Reilly). More importantly 3 the

evidence shows that milk sampling for radiciodine is more

meaningful and iore accurate for evaluating doses to man than

me suring animal thyroids. Tr.18191-92 (Reilly). In'

additton, the time required to extract ind analyze vole
.

; thyroids limits tile u of this sampling media in an emergency.

Tr.18241-42 (Reilly). In view of the fact that milk is an

acequate maritor of radioiodine in tha environment (Tr.18193-
,

94 (Reilly)), we find no basis upon which to require tho use

of the~different sampling media advocated by Intervenors.

-

_ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ - _ __ _ .-
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195. Intervenors basa their claim that the PAG for thyroid dose is

too high on an assertion that the sensitivity of the fetus to
,

'

i -

''

Iodine-131 induced hypothyroidism is 200 times tnat of an
,

'

adult because of the higher affinity of the fetal thyroid for

iodine and the greater sensitivity of rapidly dividing fetal -

tissues to radiation damage. Molholt, ff. Tr. 19690, at 12.

The claim of a 200-fold increase in sensitivity for tne fetal-

thyroid has not been supported quantitatively, however.

196. The Commonwealth's use of a PAG of 1.5 Rem to the infant

thyroid through the milk pathway is based on guidance set-

forth by the Food and Drug Administration in 43 FEDERAL REGISTER

No. 242 on December 15, 1978. Commonwealth Ex. 2A, Appendix 8,
;

at IX-4.S / The critical population for thyroid dose in tais

regard was determined by the FDA to be tne infant, rather than

the fetus, based on studies indicating that the infant

exniLits the highest uptake of Iodine-131 per gram of thyroid

tissue. Peterson, ff. Tr. 20500, at 2-3; Reilly, ff. Tr.

1 42/ Inese FDA PAGs for contaminatea foodstuffs do not constitute
! regulatory requirements. On the other hand, 10 CFR 9 30.47(b)(10)

*
: requires the use of guidelines for the choice of protective actions

in an emergency censistent with federal guidelines and Section
50.47(b) specifically references (at footnote 1) NUREG-06:1 as
setting forth criteria addressing each of tne planning standards in -

| 10 CFR 9 50.47(b). NUREG-0654, Criterion J.9 indicates tnat State
and local emergency response organizations should establish a
Cdpability for implementing protective actions based specifically
upon criteria that are cansistent with these FDA PAGs, among others.
Staff Ex. 7, at 61, Criterion J.9. Thus, these FDA PAGs, among
others, appear to have been given special significance by the
Commission and we deem them to be entitled to be given special weight.'

|
|

_ . _ -
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18125, at 10. Studies further indicate that the dose per unit

of radioiodine uptake ranges from 2 to 20 times higher for the
;. N-

infant than for the fetus. Peterson, ff. Tr. 20500, at 3-4.
''

-

.

197. Intervenors assert that evidence of the acute sensitivits.of

the fetus to radioiodine is provided by alleged substantial-

increases in the number of cases of neonatal hypothyroidism

and infant mortality downstream.and downwind of TMI following

tne TMI-2 accident. The allegation of increased instances of

neonatal hypothyroidism and infant mortality is based on a

comparison of the incidence of such cases prior to and

following the TMI-2 accident. Molholt, ff. Tr. 19690, at 13.

We find this evidence to be unconvincing. For one thing, the

alleged increased rates of neonatal hypothyroidism are_ not

spatially distributed in a manner which would be expected if

they resulted from radiciodine releases from the TMI-2 accident.

There were no cases of neonatal hypothyroidism in Dauphin

County in tne nine months following the TMI-2 accident yet that
i

is the county closest to !MI in the direction in which tne

-wind prevailed for two weeks following the accident. Tr. 19875

(Molholt). Increased incidents of neonatai hypothyroidism*

1

after the accident, for the most part, occurred in areas distant
,

from TMI (Molholt, ff. Tr. 19690, at Figure 4) yet sampling data

relied upon by Intervenor indicates that Iodine-131

; concentrations -in the environment dscreased with distance from

THI, inconsistent with the increased instances of neonatal

+

L: | _4 . , - . . - . . . , . _ - , . , , .
, . . - . . . - . ,
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hypotnyroidism. Tr. 20037-38 (Molholt). For the one month

period following the TMI-2 accident, the wind was

' multidirectional, on 'tne average, with the wind blowing in
~

. .

each quandrant about equally. Tr.19929 (Molholt). This
'

appears to be inconsistent with the clustering of cases of

neonatal hypotnyroidism in specific areas following t'he TMI-2

accident.
,

198. The alleged increases in neonatal hypothyroidism and infant
,

<-

f mortality following the TMI-2 accident are not consistent with

-the levels of radioiodine found in the environment after the
,

accicent. Despite substantial monitoring and milk and w'dr4

sampling using sensitive equipment, only low levels cf

radiciodine were found. Tr. 18154, 18189-90, 18194-95

(Reill ). While Irtervenor's witness asserted that as mtch asf

5100 to 54000 curies of lodine-131 were released in the TMI-2

accident (Molholt, ff. Tr.19690, at 13), he admitted that part'

of the data on which that estimate is based was high by a

factor of 1000 in radi6 iodine release. Tr.19926 (Molholt).

That estimate was ' based on an extrecolation from the ratio of
, .

noble gas to iodine released on April 20, 1979 (Molnolt, ff.

| Tr.19690, at Table 5), using the assumption tha* the ratio, ,

|

adjusted for half-life differences, rema:ned constant with
,

time. Intervenor's witness admitted that that was not a'

reasonat,le assumption. Tr. 19848-49 (Molholt). In actuality,

!

| the ratio of noble gas to iodine approaches one as the mix gets
!

'

L

\
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older witn more noble gas present in the mix ea'rly in time.

Tr. 18283 (Reilly). The erroneous assumption of a constant
; '

.

nob 11e gas to radiofodine ratio with time would thus result in ~^

,

-on overprediction of the radioiodine released. The Ad Hoc

Interagency Dose Assesscent Group, the Kemeny Commission, and-

a study performed for the Licensee _all indicated low levels of

Iodine-131 releases, ranging from 14 to 26 Curies, from the

TMI-2 accident. Tr. 19926 (Molholt). Intervenors have
.

presented no evidence that would bring those estimates into

doubt.
s

199. Finally, tne Conconwealth has presented evidence establishing

that the increased incidents of neonatal hypothyroidism cannot

be directly linked to the TMI-2 accident. The major portion

of the period prior to the accident used by the Intervenors to

establish a baseline for allegedly normai hypothyroid cases in

Pennsylvania exhibited an abnormally low number of incidents

of nypothyroidism (Tr. 20017 (Molholt), and the data for that

period cannot and should not be used for compariscn purposes

because the Commonwealth's screening program for thyroid
*

abnormalities had just started and screening procedures were

not yet fully developed. Tokuhata, ff. Tr. 20097, at 2. Apart
.

from this, a Hypothyroidism Epidemological Investigative

Committee, formed by the Commonwealth to investigate alleged

increases in hypothyroidism following the THI-2 accident,

concluded that there was no relationship between reported cases

J

J

e
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'

of hypothyroidism and the TMI-2 accident. Part of that

Comnittee'.s work demonstrated, for example, that all but two
; >-

''

cases of hypothyroidism in Lancaster County, the area with the
,

greatest 'n:reases in hypothyroidism following the TMI-2

accident, were caused by factors unrelated to tne accident -

;

(Tokuhata, ff. Tr. 20097, at 2-3) and that the remaining two

cases in Lancaster County were well witnin the range of

incidents of hypothyroidism that would normally os expected

(Tr. 20113-19 (Tonuhata)) S / Similarly, a Pennsylvania
.

Department of health study of infant tortality concluded that

there w6s no relationship between the TMI-2 accident and

changes in infant mortality in the TMI area. Tokuhata, ff.

Tr. 20097, at 6-7.

200. Based on :ne record mace in tnis proceeding, we find no cause

to conclude tnat alleged increases in neonat3' hypothyroidism

and infant mortality following the TMI-2 accident were caused
.

by tnat accident, show that the existing protective actions are

insufficient to protect the fetus or require the use of different

.

.

33/ The rate of neonatal hypothyroidism in Lancaster County remained
high in the first 9 months of 1980, long after radioiodine releases
frca tne TMI-2 accident should have ceased, further suggesting that
the increased rates in Lancaster County after the TMI-2 accident'

were not a result of that accident. Tr. 20018-19 (Molholt).

|

f
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and lower protective action criteria by the Commonwealth.S$/
"

Consequently, we find Contention EP-11 to be without merit.
s-,.

. ..

.

G. Imolementation of Protective Actions !

,

201. A large number of contentions directed to specific details*

on implementation of protective actions were raised and

admitted as issues in the proceeding. These contentions cover

the areas-of: unmet needs of loc 31 emergency response
,

organizations and letters of agreedent for energency response

s:?pport; communications; the chain of command for police and
,

military forces supporting protective action implementation;

police, fire personnel and hational Cuard support; wrecking and

fuel service suppor ; transportation, in general and for school
.

'children, for individuals without private transportation, andt

for invalids and persons who are homebound; post-evacuation

support; medical facilities and decontamination; use of potassium

44/ While the sensitivity of the fetal thyroid to radiation has not
been clearly established, the evidence indicates that, basde on the-

*

i Mar-hallese experience with accidental doses to children, a dose of
1000 to 1500 Rea to the thyroid will induce hypothyroidism. Tr.
20511, 20503 (Peterson). Assuming, arquendo, that that is a
hypothyroid inducing dose range for a?" adult, as argued by- -

Intervenors (Intervanors assert that a fetus is 200 times as
,

>

sensitive to thy oid doses as an adult) the hypothyroid inducing
dose for tne fetus would be in the range of 5 to 7.5 Rem to the thyroid.
Th.s is somewhat greater than the 1.5 Rem to the infant thyroid which
would trigger protective action under the Commonwealth's Emergency Plan. ,

;- Since the dose per unit of radiciodine uptake is substantially greater
for the infant than for the fetus (Peterson ff. Tr 20500, pp. 3-4), ;

protective actions, such as the' embargo of milk and foodstuffs, '

taken upon reaching a PAG of 1.5 rem to the infant thyroid, should
provide adequate protection for the fetus.

,

-w, _ -n
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iodide as a protective action; protection for farmers and '

|

livestock;'and coordination of protective actions. The
,::i .

contentions in each of these areas Pe addressed infra. ,

First, however, it is necessary to address the matter of
*the impacts of psychological stress which may exist in

the TH area on the implementation of protective actions. ,

,
202. There are no specific contentions rela"ing directly to the

t

impacts of psychological stress (which may exist in the TMI

area because of the TMI-2 accident or which ma, be brought

into existance by another accident at TMI) on the response of

the public to an emergency at TMI. Lvertheless, early on we

alerted the parties to our view that, although tne Commission

may detennine that psychological stress oer se should not be

considered in the restart proceeding, the psychological

aspects of emergency actions and of the public's willingr ess

to respond as requested in an emergency would be an

appropriate area for inquiry. De:pite the fact that no

contentions on the matter were filed, questions regarding

psychological stress effects on the public's response in an
. .

_

! emergency surfaced on a recurring basis and were the subject

of late-filed testimony, characterized as " rebuttal testimony"
.

by the sponsoring Intervenors, which we admitted as a matter

of discretion. The concerns raised by Intervenors basically

:
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involve questions as to whether experiences from non-nuclear

. accidents or disasters are useful in predicting the reaction
, ,

' of. the public in a radiological emergency and whether members,

of the public can be relied upon to follow the directions or

requests of governmental authorities in an energency, even*

though such governmental direction may be perceived to be

contrary to the public's best interest.<

203. Specifically, Dr. Kai Erikson, a sociologist testifying

on behalf of the Irtervenors, exprassed his view that an

emergency involving radiation or other contamination is

potentially very differeni from other energencies because

radiological emergencies and other contamination events

involve invisible threats as to which the public has no way of;

,

knowing how much damage is being done or when the event is

over. In Dr. Erikson's opinion, this may limit the usefulness

of experience from non-radiological and non-contaminating

emergencies in predicing reactions in, or planning for,

radiological emergencies. Erikson, ff. Tr. 21686, at 2-3.

On the other hand, Dr. Erikson tacitly acknowledges in his
*

written testimony that certain non-radiological emergencies

such as toxic chemical spills and other contaminating
.

eventsSb/ may provide information which is valuable in

,

45/ Radiological emergencies can be classed, for example, in the same~ - - '

category as epidemics from the standpoint of a hazard that
individuals cannot perceive with their serses. Tr. 17130 (Dynes).,

. , .. -
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attempting to ascertain the manner in which persons may react

in a radiological emergency. Erikson, ff. Tr. 21686, at 3.
;. > -

Thus', radiological emergencies are not unique in this regard ~ ~

,

and, even under Dr. Erikson's categorization, there are

non-radiological energencies which can provide information -

which is user'ul in predicting reactions in a radiological

emergency.S5/

204. Dr. irikson also testified as to his view that the public in

the TMI area will react differently in a radiological

emergen~y than other populations because of sensitivities in

the population existing from the TMI-: accident. According to

Dr. Erikson, these residual sensitivities will result in two

disparate reactions in substantial, although undefined,

proportici,3 cf the population. One segment of tne population

will, it is claimed, be imnobilized or " numbed" in a

radiological emergency whereas another segment of the

population will overreact or become hypervigilant. Erikson,

ff. Tr. 21686, at 4-5.

,

ap/ Dr. Russell Dynes, a sociologist testifying on behalf of the
Licensee, expressed his view that eve ; disaster or emergency, even -

those involving, for example, tornados, have, in varying degrees,
the attribute that the threat cannot be clearly perceived by the
public. Tr. 17:31 (Dynes). In Dr. Dynes' opinion, it is not useful
to designate radiological emergencies as a class apart from all
other emergencies. Tr. 17128 (Dynes).

|

i
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205. ur. Erikson bases his views as to the likelihood of " psychic

nurbing" on the work of Dr. Robert Lifton. Erikson, ff. Tr.
;. 4-

21686, at 5. However, basic to the occurrence of psychic -'

,

numbing, as that tenn is used by Lifton, is a relationship to

a death experience -- that is, deaths, in substantial numbers,-

are an important feature of the events in which the survivors

experienced psychic numbing. Tr. 21713-14, 21798-800

(Erikson). From this perspective, the Lifton work upon which

Dr. Erikson bases his assertion that a large proportion of the

population in the TMI area will experience psychic numbing

because of residual stress from the TMI-2 accident is not

applicable to the situation at hand. While common sense would

indicate that certain people will become " numbed" and

underreact in any seriaus emergency, the evidence does not

establish that a " substantial proportion" of the population in

the TMI area will react in this manner as claimed by Oc.

Erikson. Dr. Erikson himself acknowledged that he cannot

predict that psychic numbing is going to occur and does not

know for a fact that it will oce.ur in the TMI area bat is only
* indicating his view that there is a substantial likelihood of

its occurrence in any disaster. Tr. 21717-18, 21756
.

(Erikson). Fran the testiminy presented, we can find no basis

to conclude that a radiological emergency at TMI will result

in a greater degree of " psychic rumbing" in the population |

than any other serious energency. |!

,

l.
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206. There appears to be some evidence to support Dr. Erikson's

assertion.that a substantial proportion of the population
I-E n the event of an emergency at TMI. Duringcould overreact i

.

|
the TMI-2 accident, nearly 144,000 people within 15 miles of

the site evacuated when only about 2500 persons (pregnant -

women and pre-school age children) had been advised to

evacuate. Zeigler, ff. Tr. 21818, at 7. The fact that the

major part of the TMI-2 evacuation occurred on Friday night,

March 30, 1979, when serious consideration by government

authorities of a full evacuation became public and when the work

week 'nd school week constraints on relocating were removed -
.

(Zeigler, ff. Tr. 21818, at 12), suggests that the voluntary

evacuation was, to some extent, a matter of convenience to the

evacuees. Tievertheless, that voluntary or spontaneous evacuation

in th. absence of explicit governmental recommendations to evacuate

represents the type of overreaction which Dr. Erikson believes

could occur in any future TMI emergency. Several potential problems

'

t
|

'

! 47/ Overreaction is not synonomous with panic. Extensive research
! covering a wide variety of emergencies indicates that

uncontrollable behavior or panic is a very rare phenomenon and is,
*in essence, negligible for most types of emergencies. Dynes, ff. Tr.

17120, at 7; Tr.17140 (Dynes); Tr.17638 (Podwal); Staff Ex.18,
at 1-1. The evidenca indicates that panic generally occurs only
under special circumstances in which individuals are faced with a
highly visible and immediate threat to survival with escape ro_utes
cut off. Staff Ex.18, at 1-1. Such circumstances should not

L obtain in a radiological emergency at TMI, as evidenced by the
'

evacur. tion attendent to the TMI-2 accident. That evacuation was calm
,

and crderly and did not involve hysterical flight. Zeigler, ff. Tr.
j 21818, at 7; Staff Ex.18, at 1-1.

|
|

|

.
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with regard to implementing protective actions in an emergency could

result Traq such overreaction. Persons advised to

temporarily shelter could, instead, attempt to evacuate thereby
,

r.utting themselves at greater risk. In addition, persons

outside the plume EPZ could spontaneously evacuate in large.

numbers, thereby complicating a previously ordered evacuation

within the plume EPZ itself and affecting the time it would

take to evacuate the plume EPZ in the absence of traffic

control provisions beyond the EPZ. Tr. 19147-49 (Urbanik). E

207. Dr. Erikson expressed his view that the degree of overreaction

by the public in a TMI emergency could be reduced and the

likelihood that the public will appropriately respond could be

increased by improv.ag the credibility of government and

by providing accurate information to the public. Tr. 21753,

21773-74 (Erikson). This is consistent with the views of

other witnesses who have indicated that the most important

elements in predicting behavior and eliciting appropriate

public response in an emergency are public education and the

communication of accurate information to the public. Staff
*

Ex. 18, at 1-1. To be effective and credible in this regard,

.

:

4_8/ Voluntary evacuation by persons within the plume EPZ prior to the8

time that an evacuation is ordered would reduce the number of
vehicles on the road during a subsequent directed evacuation and
would thus reduce evacuation times. Tr. 17486-87-(Podwal?.

.

. .
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the information and instructions given to the public must be

complete and continuous (Tr. 22718 (Jaske); Tr.19290
,

(Padlowski)) and should come from a source that the public normally '

,

looks to for instructions rather than from multiple, unusual and

unexpected sources not normally relied upon (Tr. 22730-31(Jaske)).E *

208. We have previously discussed, to some extent, the public
]

education programs of the Commonwet ith and the Licensee.

Under the Commonwealth's Emergency Plan, the State will

dist L.inate pre-emergency educational materials designed to

provide to the public c basic understanding of the nature of

radiation, of the hazards from radiation, and of measures

which can provide some degree of protection fr0n the hazards.

Commonwealth Ex. 2A, at 15-1,15-2. Materials to be

disseminated will provide informe. tion on State, ce;.aty and

municipal planning, how the public alert / notification

procedures will be implemented procedures for implementation

of protective actions, including evacuation, and contacts for

additional infomation. H. a t 15-2. The Commonwealth's

emergency public information progr:m provides for
'

disseminating, at the time of an accident thraugh the E3S,

.

-49/ This is consistent with studies which showed that the reasons for
the-large scale spontaneous evacuation caring the TMI-2 accident,
apart from individuals' concerns for their own safety, were la:k of -
knowledge and confusing and conflicting information from
governmental sources and the Licensee. Tr. 21775-76 (Erikson);
Zeigler, #i. Tr. 21818, at 5-6.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _
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detailed instructions to the public in the plume EPZ on

protective actions and the response of governmental agencies
.i.

-'
'

and the Lics .see. Id. at 15-3. The Licensee's public,

information program entails meetings with government officials

and citizers to acquaint them with the Licensee's siren alert-

system, general radiation education seminars, and the

distribution of emergency information pampniits. Staff Ex.;

I

23, at II-5. By the Fall of 1981 Licensee will distribute

throughcut the plume EPZ the Commonwealth's emergency

information pamphlet (Commonwealth Ex. 3) describing the

nature and hazards of radiation, protective measures, and the

manner in which the public will be informed of an emergency,

| a'iong with the county emergency information pamphlets (e.g.

Commonwealth Ex, 5) wnich provide instructions on sheltering

and evacuation and specific evacuation routes and maps. Tr.

22878-79,22917(Chesnut). We find that these are

| comprehensive public education programs which, when implemented,
i

| will prcvide substantial information to the public on the

nature of radiation and its hazards, and on protective actions
'

and their importance. In additi .n, we find that provision has

been made for communication to the pubife, through the EBS at
.

che time of an emergency, continuous emergency information and
i .

| instructions from a sthoritative governmental sources. These

; provisions for pre-emergency public education and for

:
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emergency information and instructions will, we believe, tend

to reduce the tendency for everreaction and a refusal to

fol[ow instructions during an e~ergency.
~

,

209. Beyond this, we have no evidence from which we could conclude

that pMlic overreaction and refusal to follow protective -

action instructions will occur to any substantial degree where

clear instmction and directions on protective actions are

provided.b PEMA's experience with mergencies in the

Corcnwealth is that the public displays an outward discipline

iin emergencies, awaiting instructions and heeding instructions

when given. Tr. 17850 (Lamison). Similarly, FEMA's

experience and research indicates that most evacuees will

respond to instructions when the bases for tnose instr;ctions

base been established. Staff Ex.16, at 3-1; Tr.19276,

'

50/ T:.e point made by Dr. Erikson in his testimony was that neither he
nor Dr. Dynes (the witness whose testimony Dr. Erikson was to
rebut) have sufficient information on the population in the TMI
area to speak confiden ly on how that population will react in a -

radiological emergency. Tr. 21808 (Erikson).

.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ . _
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19462-63(Pawlowski);Tr. 19277-78 (Bath); Tr. 19278, 19285-86

.( Adler). We have no basis to find to the contrary for the TMI
. .

area.b '

.

- 1. Unmet Needs and Letters of Agreement

210. Contention EP-14(W) . states:

Annex L of the York County Plan provides for
resource requirements which, it is assumed, would set
forth what would be required to set the whole evacuation
plan of York County into operation with regard to
manpowei , equipment and other resources. The Plan as of
this date remains under development in this area and
until and unless the Plan is completely finalized, it is
Intervenor's contention that the Plan is deficient.

51/ As to the potential for the public's overreacting by spontaneously i
evacuating areas outside the plume EPZ, the Commonwealti, is of the
view that :: roper plani.ing for evacuation flow has now been
accomplished and that such planning will allow the spontaneous
evacuation of persons outside the EPZ to be properly managed such
that it will not impact evacuation of the EPZ itself. Tr. 17718-20
(D. Smith); Tr.17853 (Lothrop). In this regard, both York and
Dauphin Counties, the two counties most directly impacted by an
emergency at THI, have pre-arranged for traffic control for areas
outside the EPZ. Tr. 20904 (Curry, Wertz). PEMA and the
Pennsylvania State Police are in the process of upgrading the

;

Commonwealth's traffic control plan and developing an access
control plan for the pluine EPZ. Bath (Attachment 3) ff Tr. 22350, i
a t 7. With traffic control and access control at the plume EPZ j
periphery, spontaneous evacuation by persons beyond the plume EPZ

]will have little or no impact on the time it takes to evacuate the
{EPZ itself. Tr. 17544-46 (Podwal). j

' Ti:a impact of spontaneous evacuation beyond the EPL en the need for-

post-evacuation support should not be significant. Research shows
that spontaneous evacuees generally have planned their evacuation 1and have places to which they can relocate. Staff Ex.18, at '

3-1.

i

i

I
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Annex L to the revised York County Emergency Plan does not set
~

forth specific resource requirements for implementation of
,

protbetiveactions. Rather, it assigns retconsibilities for '

.

~

identifying unmet resource needs and establishes the concept

of operations through which unmet resource needs of -

; municipalities will be fulfilled, where possible, by the

county or reported to PEMA. Board Ex. 5, Annex L, if II,

III.

211. Specific unmet resource needs for each municipality are,

in fact, identified in those municipal plans which have been

completed for York County. Board Ex.13, York Haven Emergency

Plan, Neweerry Township Energency Operations Plan - Appendix
i

9, Manchester Township Energency Coerations Plan - Appendix 9,

Lewisberry Borough Emergency Operations Plan - Appendix 9,

toldsboro Boecugh Energency Operations Plan - Appendix 6. The

j unmet needs identified in these municipal plans include items

such as sets of raingear and traffic control cones as well as
,

; more significant items such as ambulances. Board Ex. 13,
'

Manchester Township Energency Operations Plan - Appendix 9.

Such resource needs will likely change frequently as '

particular items are supplied by the county and as municipal
,

equipment is retired. Detailed information on resources are

not nonnally listed in a County Emergency Plan because of the

amount of detail involved and the requirement for updating.

Instead, such information is contained in the resource file in

t ,

|

. _ _ _ _ _
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the York County E0C. Curry et al., ff. Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony

at 4. It simply does not appear to be reasonable or practical to
i

list each unmet need existing within the county in the county ''
,

emergency plan. Rather, what is important is that the county
-

establish a mechanism for identifying unmet needs and for

fulfil".ing such needs. That mechanism is provided in the

York County Emergency Plan. Board Ex. 5, Annex L. We find

no inadequacy in the fact that the York County Emergency Plan

does not contain a detailed listing of all available resources

for use in an emergency and, accordingly, we reject Contention

EP-14(W).

212. As to letters of agreement for support services for York

County, Contention .IP-60 asserts:

There are numerous assignments of responsibility to
persons and organizations that are not documented by-
written agreements demonstrtting knowledge of an ability
to perfom assigned roles as required by N. 0654 Sec.
A3. The most important of such delegations are:

1. American Red Cross (operation of relocation centers;
Annex I).

2. Maryland Dept. of Health (provision of ambulances
and helicopters for hospital evacuations; Annex J).

~

3. Amateur radio operators (communications with local
governmental units and school districts; Arnex 0 5
VE).

.

4 " State C.D." (50-2 passenger ambulances for
evacuation of nursing homes; Annex J App. 2).

5. School Districts (transportation of school children
to relocation centers and provision of facilities
for such centers; Annex 0).

6. York Area Transit Authority (evacuation of nursing
home patients; Annex K).

. . _ _ . _ . . . . . . -

-
-

-
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7. State of Maryland (overflow mass care capacity;
Annex I Sec. IVD).

i 8. Adams County (relocation center; Anne.t I).
_.

~

9. York Chambai of Commerce (notification of business-

and industry; Sec. VIA(7)(a)).

10. York County USDA Disaster /Energency Board -

(monitoring. crop and animal surveillance; Annex R).

The revised York County Emergency Plan does contain letters of

agreement documenting the agreemcnt of a number of entities listed

in this contention to supply support services to York County. The .

)
Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, although not referenced

in the revised county plan as supplying support services, has provided

a letter of agreement that is included in the revised plan. Curry et al . ,

ff. Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony at 1; Board Ex. 5, at T-4 Two school

districts witn mass car: responsibilities, the Spring Grove Area School

District and tne South Eastern . hool District, also provided letters

of agreement that are included in the revised plan. Bath (Attachment 3),

ff. Tr. 22350, at 2; Board Ex. 5, pp. T-2, T-3. A letter of agreement

by the York Area Chamber of Commerce documenting that organization's

agreement to assist in disseminating emergency information to York

County industrial and commercial entities is included in the revised
,

York Plan as is a statement of understanding from the York Area

Transportation Authority. Board Ex. 5, at T-5, T-6. -

213. Although not included in Annex T to the revised York County

Emergency Plan, a Red Cross Standard Agreement has been

| ratified by the York Chapter of the American Red Cross and by
:

I
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|
the York County Commis sners. Similarly, a letter of

agreement has been provided by the York County agricultural

agebt but it is not included in the revised encrgency plan. '

,

Tr. 20786-87 (Curry). While there are no letters of agreement
- from the " State C.D." or the York County USDA

Disaster / Emergency Board, both of these entities are

governmental organizations with specific emergency
!

responsibilities assigned under the State Emergency Plan.

Because of this, letters of agreement frca these organizations

are not necessary. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr. 18975,

at 29-30. The State of Maryland is not relf . ' upon for

emergency support in the revised York County plan and a letter

of agreement from Maryland is also unnecessary. Curry

et al . , ff. Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony at 2.

214. Letters of agreement have been obtained from three of the four

int, rcounty amateur radio clubs in York County. Tr. 20922-23

(Cu rry) . However, while all letters of agreement from the

amateur radio operators have not been completed, York County

has on file an operational amateur radio plan signed by all
^

four of the amateur racio clubs relied upon. Bath (Attachment

3), ff. Tr. 22350, at 2; Curry et al . , ff. Tr. 20787, Curry
.

Testimony at 1. Accordingly, additional letters of agreement are

unnecessary,

l 215. Adams County is specifically relied upon in the revised York

County Emergency Plan for mass care support. Board Ex. 5,

!

,

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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at I-5. Although a letter of agreement apparently does not yet

exist, Adams County has informally agreed to provide a
'

i -

relocation center and will execute a ietter of agreement in -'

,

that regard. Curry et al., ff. Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony at 2.

FEMA has queried Adams County and has ascertained that it is aware -

of its host responsibilities as specified in the York County

Plan and is willing to provide the specified support. Bath

( Attachment 3), ff. Tr. 22350, at 3. The lack of a letter of

agreement at this time does not cean that Adams County will

not respond in an emergency (Tr. 19434-35 (Adler, Bath)) and

we do not view it as a deficiency in planning.

216. Although FEMA has expressed its view that letters of agreement

should be p ovided by the Southern, Southwestern, Hanover, Red

Lion and Dallastown School Districts, each of which has mass

care responsibilities, FEMA has indicated that it is satisfied

that each of these school districts has full knowledge of its

emergency responsibilities under the York County Plan and will

provido the designated support services if needed, even in the

absence of letters of agreement. Bath ( Attachment 3), ff. Tr.

22350, at 3. The lack of letters of agreement fr.. these -

school districts does not render the York Plan inadequate.
.

Tr. 22467 (Bath).

217. In sum, we find that the letters of agreement asserted to be

necessary in Contention EP-6(D) have either been provided or

will be obtained or are unnecessary and that the lack of

letters of agreement from certain of the listed organizations



. . _ _ _ _

- 167 -

does not constitute an inadequacy in planning or otherwise
;

indicate that support services relied upon will not be

, provided. Accordingly, we reject Contention EP6-(0). '

218. As to the letters of agreement obtained by the Licensee.

Contention EP-4(B) asserts:
-

The perfunctory form letters found in Appendix C to
Licensee's EP provide no indication, let alone assurance,
of the existence of " mutually acceptable criteria" for
implementation of emergency measures as required by
Emergency Planning Review Guideline No. One, Revision One
(EPRG)IV(A)(1). Also N. 0654 A3.

Appendix C to Licensee's Emergency Plan contains a number of

letters of agreement that appear to be form etters. These

can be categorized into three groups: agree'.ents with fire and

rescue servicec- agreements with county emergency management

agencies (Chesnut. f# Tr.15007, at 70); and agreements with

local physicians. In the first category, each fire company or

rescue service indicates that upon notification it will

respnnd with emergency workers and equipment and specialized

services specified in the letter of agreement. These letters

of agreement, provided by organizations which respond to
~

emergencies on a daily basis, state the nature of the

services, equipment and personnel they agree to provide and
.

the basis upon which support will be previded (i.e., "upon

notification" by the Licensee). The letters clearly document

the agreement of the organizations to provide identified

services to the Licensee based on mutually acces;able

criteria. Chesnut, f f. Tr.15007, a t 70. Thus, we find no

fault with this category of " form" letters of agreement.

. . . .. . ..
__

. - - - - - - - - I_
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219. The second category of " form" letters of agreement are from

the emergency management agencies for Lebanon, Dauphin, York
'

and I.ancaster Counties. Since each of these counties has --

.

developed its own em*ency plan for radiological emergencies

at IMI detailing the counties' responses, detailed letters .

of agreement are not required. In fact, the county emergency

management agencies are legally recogni:ed agencies

responsible for directing and providing emergency services and

letters of agreement are not even required under the NRC's

emergency planning rules or NUREG-0654 guidance. Chesnut, ff.
,

Tr.15007, at 71. In these circumstances, we find this second

J category of " form" letters of agreement to be wholly adequate.

220. The third ca tegory of " form" letters contains letters of

agreement from two physicians, Miles Newman and William Albright.

An examination of these letters in 4pendix C to the

Licensee's Emergency Plan reveals that, although they are,

indeed, form letters, they explicitly set forth the criteria

under which the physicians' services will be provided ("in the

event of an accident at Three 'iile Island ... involving

radiation exposure of personnel ...") and the type of services -

(" medical assistance") to be supplied. While they are " form"
~

letters of agreement, we find that they appropriately document

the physicians' understanding of what services they are to

! provide and when they will provide them and the physicians'

agreement to provide such services. Thus, we find these and

the other " form" letters of agreement in Licensee's Emergency

Plan to be adequate and we reject Contention EP-4(B).

.- ---
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2. Communications

221.. ... of contentions adve been raised regarding emergency
..

cona0nications capabilities. York County conmunications '
'

-

.

capabilities are challenged in Contention EP6-(C) which a.serts

. that:

There is no assurance of the operability of
county-local government communications links on a 24-hour;

basis as required by N. 0654 Sec. F1(a) and Pa. 00P Sec.
,

IXB(1)(f).

The evidence indicates that each county EOC in the plume EPZ

for TMI, including the York County E0C, has communication links

which are manned 24 hours a day. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony),

ff. Tr.18975, a t 18-19. Each municipality in York County has

a fire, police or ambulance service with the capability to

communicate by radio with the York County EOC. Tr. 20921-22

(Curry).52I The County EOC itself has 10 dispatchers on duty

at all times, 24 hours a day to handle such emergency

communications within the Cuunty. Tr. 20871 (Curry). In

addition, York County has an amateur radio plan and a

permanently installed amateur radio capability in the York

County E0C that can be used at all times. Tr. 20811 (Curry).
.

The amateur radio plan ass"gns radio operators for each
.

municipality. In t..e event of need during an emergency, these.

operators will be dispateF.a. along with mobile radio

52/ The County has four separate police radio networks, each of which
---

has two frequencies. Tr. 20824 (Curry).

|

!

-

!

-- , - - . - - ,, . . - , ,
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equipment, to assigned municipal EOCs, thereby providing

additional' capabilities for county-municipal communications.
,

Tr. h0922 (Curry). These fire / police / amateur radio services '

,

provide additional and redundant county-municipal communications

capabilities beyond.those provided by existing '

telephone services. Curry et al,. , ff. Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony at

1. Fron the evidence presented on these county-municipal

communications capabilities, we find that there is reasonable

assurance of the operability of county-municipal

communications . inks and that Contention EP6-(C) is without

merit.

222. Contention EP-14(N) states

Annex B of the York County Plan indicates that the
order of notification from York County is to executive
grouc members and then to local coordinators within the
risk area with priority to those nearest the facility,
then to school superintendents and then to Emergency
Operations Center staff. Nowhere in the Plan is it
indicated how these people would be notified of the
impending emergency. Intervenors again raise the issue
that in the event of an incident at TMI, members of these
organizations should be able to be reached without
dependence upon telephone communications. Until and
unless it is indicated that these individuals can be
contacted without dependence upon telephone
communications, the plan is daficient.

,

Similarly, EP 14(D) asserts:

Section VI, Subsection (d)(1)- provides that, upon '

notification from PEMA, the County Director will assemble
and consult with appropriate members of the county staff
and elected officials. There does not seem to be
included in the Plan any means in which to contact the
local elected officials unless it is the assumption that
these officials would be contacted by telephone. It is
Intervenor's contention that, in the event of an

emergency situation at Three Mile Island, once the public
has any notice or indication that something has occurred
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at 1NI, that the telephone lines will become overloaded
and that incoming calls to local officials will not be
able to be effected. Moreover, the Plan does not
indicate where local officials will assemble, how they -

t
~

will know where to assemble and when to assemble and thus
''

the F7ES is still deemed to be deficient.

The York County Emergency Plan identifies, and provices for
-

notification of, all key county e,ne gency personnel.

Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 5. The York

County Commissioners, emergency staff and elected officials

will be notified by phone. Because of the timing of the calls

- as part of the initial notification of governmental

organizations prior to notification of the public - use of

phones to notify elected officials and county emergency

organization staff should be adequate. Adler and Bath (3/15

Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 19-20; Curry et al . , ff. Tr.

2078/, Curry restimony at 3. In the event that phone lines are

saturated, the county can request the emergency staff to

report to the E0C by means of EBS announcements. Curry

et al . , ff. Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony at 3.EI The revised York

County Emergency Plan specifically provides that municipal

emergency organizations will be notified from the County E0C
,

.

-53/ Although it is true, as asserted in Coatention EP-14(D), that the
York County Emergency Plan does not specifically indicate where
emergency staff and local officials are to assemble, tSese
personnel are designated members of county and local cmergency
response organizations with prearranged assignmen$ as to where to
assemble in the event of an emergency. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony),
ff. Tr. 18975, at 20. There is simply no need to designate
emergency staff assembly points in the county emergency plan and
failure of the plan to do se is of no moment.
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using the fire encoder (Plectron) radio. Board Ex. 5, at

B-4.b Thus, commercial telephone service is not relied upon for

notihication'of municipal organizations. '

,

223. Under NUREG-0654 guidelines, notification of key emergency

response organization personnel can be by telephone and/or -

radio as a minimum. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff.18975, at

6.- The provisions of the York County Plan for notification of

key personnel and staff are consistent with these guidelines.

We find those plan notification provisions to be adequate and,

thus, we reject Contentions EP-14(N) and EP-14(0).

224. As to initial notification of Dauphin County emergency

response personnel, Contention EP-16(C) states:

Appendix 3, Annex E of the Dauphin County Plan,

t indicates that approximately 65 people will be notified
' in the event of an emergency. It indicates that

notification of these people will be by radio whenever
possible and then by telephone. Nowhere in the Plan is
it indicated that the individuals listed have radios which
are compatible with that of the County E.0.C. Moreover,
there's no indication that the frecuencies to be used for
communicating with these individuals would be free of any
outside disturbance. Therefore, until and unless it is
indicated in the County Plan that these individuals have
compatible radio equipmen*; and that frequencies are being
used that are relatively free from any other type of
traffic, it is Intervenor s position that the Plan
remains defective.

~

.

54/ As previously discussed, each municipality in York County has a
fire, police or ambulance service with the capability to
communicate with the County ECC by radio. Tr. 20921-22 (Curr;' .4

.

|

l

-- _

- . .
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The Dauphin County Energency Management Coordinator

testified that initial notification of key county emergency
i s

respo'nse personnel will be by radio, when possible,- using the '

,

radio networks listed in Annex B of the revised Dauphin County

Emergency Plan. Curry et al . , ff. Tr. 20787, Wertz Testimony at 1.-

Included in the Dauphin County radio notwork is a specific

radio network / frequency for county energency management

communications. Board Ex. 6, at B-5. This separate

administrative frequency is for the sole purpose of direction

and control of county emergency management pr sonnel with

distribution of a portable radio to each of the three county

commissioners; portable, mobile and remote radios to the

county Civil Defense Director, Assistant Civil Defense !

Director, Ccamunications Officer and Deputy County Director;

portable and mobile radios to tne amateur radio officer, the

situation analysis officer, tne medical officer and all local

emergency management agency directors; a mobile radio to the

transportation officer, the police representative, and the

fire representative; and t. |3ortable and a renote radio to the
*

county engineer. Adler a.d Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr. 18975, at

25. This radio equipment was procured by the county
.

specifically for use with tha county emergency management
'

conmunications network and there is frequency canpatibility for

all such equipment. The county emergency management

communications network uses an assigned, dedicated local

.. .
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|
government radio frequency not available under Federal

.

Communications Commission regulations for other use and,|
!

''

the/efoi , outside disturbance on the frequency is precluded.-a
.

I Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 23-24.
~~

225. It _has thus been established that key energency response
,

officials and personnel in Dauphin -County have been provided

with the appropriate radio communications equipment which will

allow for their notification in accordance with Dauphin County,

f

planning. Consequently, we find Contention EP-16(C) to be

without merit.

226. Also with regard to Dauphin County, Contention EP-16(F) states:

Appendix 6 of Annex E of the Dauphin County Plan
provides that the American Red Cross, military unit
assignmeats, fire and ambulance units, and police units
will be assigned various frequencies for radio operations
and will have various radio equipment at their disposal.
:towhere ir te Plan is it indicated that there is in
existene, presently of the equipment necessary to operate
on the indicated frequencies or that if the equipment is
presently available, that it is being maintained.
Moreover, the Plan as written indi:sted that the police
only have two frecuencies on which to operate in the
event of an emergency. Furthermore, fire, ambulance, Red
Cross and military units will all share the same
frequency and i' is submitted that in the event of an
emergency, the traffic on those frequencies will cancel
effective communication snong all of the g oups. .

Therefore, until and unless it is stated that each of
these units has its own frequency for operation and that
there are sufficient numbers of frequencies in order to
ensure effective operations, the Plan is deficient. '

Moreover, until ard unless the Plan indicates that there,

| is an :xistence of canpatible equipment in order to
effect this part of the Plan and that there is a
responsibility for maintenance of the equipment, it is
Intervenor's position that the Plan remains inadequate.

,

!

_ . _ _ _ ._. _ _ , - _ __
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In addressing Contention EP-16(C), we have discussed Dauphin

County's dedicated emergency management communications system
;

'

-

and 'the radio equipment distribution for that system. The ''

,

emergency management communications system is a radio network

separate and apart from other emergency radio netwcrks in the-

county and it provides emergency communications capability for

approximately 56 emergency response personnel. Adler andBath

(3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 25. In addition to the

emergency nanagement communications system, Dauphin County

maintains and utilizes a police communications network with

five frequencies and direct communications with all municipal
4

police departments, a fire communications network with four

frequencies and dire:t communications with all municipal fire

departments, and an emergency medical communications network

with five frequencies and direct canr..unications with all

municipal ambulance services. Board Ex. 6, at B-5;

Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 25. Thus, there

are 15 separate frequencies available in the county for police,

fire, ambulance and other energency conmunications use. The
'

radio communications equipment for each of the county

communications networks is in routine use by the county
.

emergency service organizations and is maintained as part of

the regularly utilized emergency services. Assurance of the

availability and operability of this equipment is provided by

its routine use and by communications drills called for in the

.. - - .
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State Emergency Plan. Adler and Ba:h (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.

18975, at 26.
i -

227. Although the evidence indicates that additional frequencies ~'

,

would enhance concunications capabilities for Dauphin County

(and, indeed. the county is currently upgrading its existing '

comunications system to add more frequencies (Curry et al.,

ff.-Tr. 20787, Wertz Testimony at 1)), the evidence also indicates that

multiple use of particular frequencies by different emergency

response groups will not cancel -the effectiveness of the

existing radio communications and that additional frequencies

are not required. The county dispatchers in the E0C (five of

whom are on duty at all times (Tr. 20872 (Wertz)) maintain net

control on all frequen ' .ssigned in the Dauphin County

Plan, thus providing for the proper use of communications

frequencies. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at

24-25; Tr. 19123-24 (Bath). Consequently, we find Contention

EP-16(F) to be without merit and we reject it.

228. As to York County planning with regard to augmentation of

communications resources, Contention EP-14 (P) states, in

part, that:
"

Annex D, Section V, provides that the concept of
operation will be effected by the regular communications -

staff augmented by " qualified volunteers" as required.
The Plan also indicated that amateur radio sill be relied
upon in the event of an incident at TMI nuclear
facility. There is no assurance that any amateur radio
operators have agreed to participate in such an operation
or that each school district has had an operator assigned
to it to coordinate the utilization of school buses.
Moreover, there is no definition of who is a qualified
volunteer in the event that volunteers are required to be
used by the communications staff.

I
I

_ ._ .- . -
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Under the York County Emergency Plan, the Radio Amateur Civil

Emergency Service (RACES) is a part of the county's 24 hour

per !!ay Public Safety Communications Newtwork with a RACES '

,

officer appointed to support and coordinate communciations

operations. Board Ex. 5, at C-1. The revised York County
-

Emergency Plan specifically provides that, during an

emergency, the amateur radio network will operate from the

County Communications Center and will be activated to serve as

a secondary system for intercounty communications. If an

evacuation is ordered, assigned amateur radio operators will

establish radio communications at reception centers and mass

carecenters.E Board Ex. 5, at C-2.

229. To back up these emergency plan provisions, York County has an

all purpose amateur radio ocerations plan on file (Bath (Attachment

3), ff. Tr. 22350, at 2) which is supported by the signatures of

the four amateur radio clubs in York County. Records maintained

by the county identify the amateur radio volunteers who will

be notified and assigned communications responsibilities

during an emergency. Curry et al., ff. Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony
~

at 1. Qualified volunteer operators will provide their own

communications equipment for use during an emergency.,

,

Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 21. We find that

the York County Plan's specific assignment of an amateur radio

,

-55/ The revised York County Emergency Plan does not assign amateur
radio operators to schools to coordinate the utilization of school
buses.
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officer as a member of the county energency management

organization and the amateur radio operations plan, signed by
';. -

the York County amateur radie organizations, provide assurance ''

,

that qualified volunteer amateur operators will be available

to fulfill those conmunications functions relied upon in the -

revised York County Plan. Accordingly, we find that portion

of Contention EP-14(P) directed to York County's reliance on

amateur radio operators to be without merit.

230. A number of contentions have been raised which assert

inadequacies in provisions for communications in the alternate

or backup EOCs for York and Dauphin Counties. In this regard,

Contention EP-14(E) states:

Annex A of the York County Plan provides that the
alternate E0C site will be the new Hanover Borough
Building in Hanover, Pennsylvania. Intervenors again
raise the contention that there still is no indication at
this time that trunk lines have been laid for the
transfer of the Emergency Operations Center to the
Hanover location, and, as such, it renders the Plan
inadequate.

Similarly, Contention EP-14(C) states, in part:

Finally, the concept of operations in this section
provides that RACES would provide interim canmunications
at the Hanover site until full communications capability

~

could be restor ad. It is Intervenor's position that the
Hanove; site muot be placed in an immediate ready
condition in order to effectively serve as an alternate
site for emergency operations control. It is -

Intervenor's position that until and unless the Hanover
site is placed in a ready condition, that the Plan
remains deficient.

In the same vein, Contention EP-16(D) states:

t
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Appendix 4 of Ar.nex E of the Dauphin County Plan
provides that the alternate E.0.C. office will be located
in the Millersburg Borough Building. Nowhere in the Plan

,is it indicated that the Millersburg Borough Building is s

' presently in an emergency readiness condition. In short,
~~

*

'the Plan does not indicate whether, as a matter of fact,
the Millersburg Borough Building can accommodate the
requirements of the E.0.C. with regard to telephone trunk
lines, radio communications, and other E.0.C.-

requirements. Until and unless this information can be
verified, it is Intervenor's position that the Plan
remains deficient.

Both York and Dauphin Counties do, in fact, provide for an

alternate E0C and Dauphin County provides for an alternate

Communications Center. Board Ex. 5, at A-1; Board Ex. 6,

at A-1, B-1. However, while NUREG-0654 stipulates that each

county should establish an EOC for use in directing and

controlling emergency response functions (Staff Ex. 7, at 52,

Criterion H.3), under the planning guidance and criteria an

alternate ECC is neither required nor necessary. In these

circumstances, the fact that communications for the alternate

EOC may not have been installed and that the alternate E0Cs

may not currently be in an "immediate'' ready ccndition cannot

be viewed as a planning deficiency. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony),

ff. Tr.18975, at 27-28; Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.,

18975, at 22.

231. We also note that the primary EOC for York County is in the-

City of York, outside the plume EPZ for TMI (Adler and Bath (2/23

Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 27) and that Dauphin County's

primary EOC is more than 10 miles from the TMI site (Tr. 20946
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(Wertz)). Although they have designated alternate E0Cs,

neither the York County Emergency Management Agency nor the

Dauphiin County Emergency Management Agency anticipates .

evacuating the primary EOC and relocating to the alternate E0C
'

in an emergency. Board Ex. 5, at A-1, Curry et al . ff. Tr.

20787, Wert: Testimony at 1. Thus, there is no particu''ar need to

fully mobilize the alternate E0Cs prior to an emergency. Curry

et al . , ff. Tr. 20787, Wert: Testimony at 1.

232. From the evidence of record, we find that there is neitner a

requirement nor a need to install communication equipment in the

alternate EOCs for York and Dauphin Counties or to place those

alternate E00s in an "immediate ready condition" prior to an emergency.

Consequently, we find the assertions to the contrary in

Contentions EP-la(E) and EP-15(D) and in parts of Contention

EP-14(C) to be without merit and we reject those contentions.

3. Chain of Command

233. Contention EP-14(H) asserts that:

Apoendix 2 Section III, of the York County Plan
provides that the Assistant Director of Police Operatons .

is responsible f r the overall management of law and
order, traffic control and security. In the event the
National Guard is ordered to assist local communities, it

*

is questionable whether the Assistant Director of Police
*perations would be in a position to direct orders to a
military organi:ation as is assumed he would be in the
York County Plan. There seems to be no coordination
between the National Guard chain of command and the chain
of command in the operations group in Annex 2, Section
III, and therefore, it is Intervenor's position that the
Plan is deficient in that there is no stated area of
responsibility concerning police operations, vis-a-vis
the National Guard.



-1

- 181 -

In a similar- vein, Contention EP-14(R) states:

Annex F, Section II of the Plan is inconsistent with
, Appendix 2, Subsection III, Subsection A in that the -

Assistant .,. rector of Police Operations is stated to be -

'

responsible for all management of law and order, traffic
control and security, whereas Annex F provides that the
Pennsylvania State Police are responsible for
coordinating law enforcement and traffic control and the-

Pennsylvania National Guard is responsible for providing
security for the evacuated areas. Intervenor is of the
position that until and unless the order of commar.d is
sufficiently, adequately and clearly stated, there lies
the possibility in the Plan for mass chaos and confusion
with regard to who is responsible for police services.
The Plan is deficient until it states in a succinct and
clear manner who will be responsible for giving direct
orders to the Pennsylvania State Police, the sheriff in
local police departments, and the Pennsylvania National
Guard in the event there is an incident at the Three Mile
Island nuclear facility.

At the outset we note that both of these contentions are

incorrect in their u3sertions as to the authority and

responsibility of the " Assistant Director of Police

Operations" under the York County Emergency Plan. In the

revised York County Plan, there is no such position in the

county emergency response organization. Rather, provision

is made for a " Police Services Officer," a position filled by

the County Sheriff, who is responsible for assisting in
*

coordinating police services for traffic control and security

in an emergency. Board Ex. 5, at 18, D-1. Neither the
*

.

Police Services Officer nor another individual in the York

County emergency response organization has overall command of

law enforcement services in the county durng an emergency.

Curry et al., ff. Tr. 20787, Curry Testiinony at 3; Tr. 20929-30

(Cu rry) .
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234. Both the Pennsylvania ~ State Police and the National Guard will

provide support to risk counties during an emergency.
; N,

Lamison (Command and Control), ff. Tr.17818, at 1. Under
''

.

. Pennsylvania law, such support forces provided by the State

remain'under the operational control of the State department, '

agency or organization which -furnishes the support force.

Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 47;

Lamison (Command and Control),.ff. Tr. 17818, at 1. On the

arrival of the State Police and National Guard forces, the

county emergency management coordinator will inform the force <

commander as to what assistance is needed from the support

forces and. the force commander, in turn, will direct his forces to

perform the assigned tasks. Tr. 17823-24, 17882 (Lamison).

Use of the support forces is at the discretion of the county

emergency management coordinator, in coordination with the

force commander under whose direct control the support forces

remain. Lamison (Command and Control) ff. Tr.17818 at 1. In

the event of problems with the support force in the assignment

or the performance of tasks, the county emergency coordinator
.

deals first with the force commander and, if the problems

persist, with PEMA. Tr. 17882 (Lamison). In past
,

emergencies, the Commonwealth has not experienced difficulties

with this chain of conmand (Tr.17869 (Lamison)) and there is

no evidence of conflict in the chains of command among State

Police, National Guard and local police forces. Adler and Beth

(3/16 -Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 48.

._ _
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235. We find that the chain of command for emergency support forces

has been clearly stated. Moreover, areas of responsibility
} ;

-

for p'olice operations regarding the State Police, the National ''

,

Guard, and county and municipal police organizations are

specifically delineated in the revised York County Plan as are-

provisions for cocrdination of police services. Board Ex. 5,

at 0-1 to D-3. In short, the conflicts in chain of command

and lack of force coordination alleged in Contentions EP-14(H)

and EP-14(R) do not exist. We, therefore, find these

contentions to be without merit and we reject them.

236. Contention EP 16(I) sta+es:

Appendix 9 of the Dauphin County Plan regarding
police policy and procedures during relocation indicates
that when evacuation is ordered, units will proceed to
predesignated stations. The Plan does not indicate where
the predesignated stations are located and how the chain
or commana will operate in the event of relocation of
local police departments and their interaction with
National Guard units arriving to provide additional
manpower to local departments. Until and unless a
definite chain of command is stated and the relationship
between civil police departments and the National Guard
regarding chain of command is documented, it is
Intervenor's position that the Plan is deficieni.,

Contrary to the assertion in this contention, relocation
'

points for Dauphin County police units have, in fact, been

predetermined and are specifically listed in the revised
,

Dauphin County Emergency Plan. Board Ex. 6, at J-6; Curry et al.,

ff. Tr. 20787, Wert: Testimony 7' 2; Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony),

ff. Tr. - 18975, at 46. The er :.ee shows that relocated police units

f

i

t. .. .. .. . ..
. ..

..
.. _______________-_ ____
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will remain under the command of the police chief or ranking officer of

the respective police units. Curry et al., ff. Tr. 20787, Wertz Testimony

at I; Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 46. '

.

237. 7he various emergency responsibilities and functions of

Dauphin County municipal police forces, the County Sheriff's -

Office, and augmenting State Police and National Guard forces

are delineated in the revised Dauphin County Energency Plan,

(Board Ex. 6, at 6, J-1 to J-3) and the county emergency

management agency staff includes a Police Services Coordinator

and provides for a National Guard Liaison Officer for

coordination of police and National Guard energency services.

Board Ex. 6, at 6,12. We have previously addressed the

enain of command structure for support forces, sLJ as the

State Police and the National Guard, supplied by the State to

the counties. Such support forces will remain under the

operational control of tne organization supplying the support

force with energency duties and tasks assigned to the support

force directly by the force canmander at the request of the

county energency management coordinator. Again, we find that

the chain of command for emergency support forces has been '

clearly stated, and that the conflicts in chain of command and
.

lack of force coordination alleged in Contention EP-16(I) do

not exist. Thus, we find this contention to be without merit.

.
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4. Police, Fire and Na-:fonal Guard Support *

238. A number of contentions have been raised with regard to
,

specific emergency services to be provided by police and fire
,

organizations and the National Guard in the event of an

emergency at TMI. In this vein, Contention EP-14(X) states:-

Annex M of the York County Plan providing for
military support states that the Pennsylvania National
Guard will enter into active duty upon an order of the
Governor. Moreover, they will respond to any individual
local political subdivision's needs upon request of the
local political subdivision for aid. The Plan does not
state with any specificity whether the Guardsmen will be
protected by radiation-proof equipment, under whose
orders and directions they will remain during their
encampment in a local political subdivision, and when
they will arrive in the local political subdivision after
requested to do so. Until and unless these deficiencies
are rectified, it is Intervenor's contention that the
Emergency Plan is deficient.

Contrary to assertions in this contention, the York County

Emergency Plan explicitly lists the average time after

activiation that will be required for National Guard personnel

to arrive in local jurisdictions.E Board Ex. 5, at N-2.

The revised Plan also explicitly states that operational

control of the committed National Guard forces will remain in

the Adjutant General or the National Guard force commander
,

s

.

-~56/ The York County Plan specifies six hours as the average time
required for the National Guard to mobilize and deploy to the area
of operations. However, PEMA estimates that it will take closer to
seven to eight hours for National Guard personnel to arrive at the local
jurisdictions in the TMI area because the National Guard personnel that
will be called upon will not be from the immediate TMI area but
will come from peripheral areas. Tr. 20828 (Belser). !

|
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designated by the Adjutant General. H. Thus, Intervenor's

assertions in these regards are erroneous.

239. The hork County Plan does not specifically state that National '

,

Guard personnel deployed for support services during an
~emergency will be protected by " radiation-proof equipment"

and, in fact, such personnel will not be provided with

" radiation-proof" clothing cee se. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony),

ff. Tr.18975, at 37 However, the evidence shows that the

military clothing provided to National Guard personnel will

prevent radioactive particles from contacting the skin and

that such personnel will havr. masks for respiratory

protection. The equipment designated for use by- these

National Guard personnel should provide a higher degree of

protection than is required in the circumstances.

Lamison (Command and Control), ff. Tr.17818, at 2. We find no

basis for concluding that the York County Plan is deficient in

its failure to state that National Guardsman will be provided

" radiation-proof equipment." For this reason, and because the

other assertions in Contention EP-14(X) are .roneous, we find
~

! this contention to be without merit and we reject it.

240. With regard to York County planning, Contention EP-14(00)
.

asserts that:

Because of the experiences of the past, even the
limited evacuation of pregnant women and children under;

' five years of age left many of the areas surrounding the
Three I;ile Island Nuclear Power Station deserted and open

i. to looting without proper security. The assumption that
| the National Guard would, in the event of an evacuation,
| be called up by the Governor, is one that is a void in

t
..- .
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the evacuation plan and the National Guard is not called
.up or does not respond to the Governor's request because
its members are busily evacuating their own families.

5FEMA has indicated that, in its experience with mass
,

evacuations, looting in the evacuated areas has not been a

problem. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony)', ff. Tr.18975, at 41.*

Looting is limited in this regard by a highly visible law

enforcement presence during the evacuation and in the

evacuated area. T . 19254 (Adler). The York County Emergency

Plan makes provisions for just -such a presence. Pursuant to

the York County Plan, Pennsylvania State Police Troop H in

York will coordinate police activities in the county and

provide security for risk * areas. Board Ex. 5, at D-1. The

State Police will pOvide law enforcement along major

evacuation routes and the County Sheriff's Office and

municipal police departments in the plume EPZ will continue to
4

carry out their normal law enforcement responsibilities during

ld,.; Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr. 18975,dan emergency.

a t 41.

241. To insure police protection for municipalities throughout the
*

York County plume EPZ, police departments in that area have

agreed to remain in their respective municipalities as long as
.

radiation levels permit. Board cx. 5, at D-1. If radiation

levels require pc. .ce departments to move outside the plume

EPZ, police protection will be provided by task forces going

back into the evacuated area. H. at D-3. Provision has been

.
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made to augment security in the risk area, as needed and

required. through call up of the National Guard. . Board Ex.

5, at D-1, M-1 M-2; Commonwealth Ex. 2A, at 20. Although it '

,

is true that the National Guard may be activated for emergency

support services only by order of the Governor (Board Ex. 5, *

at M-1, i II.A), we have been given no reason to believe that

the Governor would refuse to issue such an order in the face

of bona fide requests from the risk counties for National

Guard support in a serious emergency. If called up, those

Guard forces used would not be fram the immediate TMI area but

would be forces brought in from peripheral areas. Tr. 20823

(Belser). That being the case, there should not be problems

with National Guardsmen having to evacuate their own families

fran the risk area. In short, the evidence establishes that

provision has been cade for sufficient law enforcement

personnel, including National Guard forces, in the plume EPZ

for fork County to insure the maintenance of law and order in

evacuated areas. Accordingly, we find Contention EP-14(00) to

be without merit.
'

242. Also with regard to York County planning, Contention EP 14(J)

states:
.

Appendix 2, Secti,n III, Suosection (1) provides
that it will be anticipated that the Pennsylvania State
Police would be prepared to support York County disaster
operations in the event of an incident at the TMI nuclear
facility. Moreover, it indicates that the Pennsylvania
State Police would coordinate with the Pennsylvania
Department of Transportation for the placement of
temporary signs in support o# evacuation area security.

. . . .
. .

.. _ _ _ _ .
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It is important to note that there is no formulated and
stated plan for the involvement of the Pennsylvania State
Police in the event of an incident at TMI. It is also

, anticipated in the Plan that there would be the placement .
!

}of some sort of temporary signs to support the evacuation ''
,

of the crcc; h0wcyor, there is no statement that such
temporary signs presently exist or that they would be
existing at a time of need. It is therefore contended* that the York County Plan is deficient because it does )not state the exact assignment of the Pennsylvania State ;
Police in connection with all other support groups in
York County.

The Commonwealth's Emergency Plan specifically provides that !

the Pennsylvania State Police, in coordination with PEMA, the

Department of Transportation, and the Na- 'nal Guard, will

assist and support risk counties in traffic control in the

plume EPZ. For purposes of coordination in this regard, the

State Police will have a response team representative in the

PEMA E0C during an emergency. Commonwealth Ex. 2A, at 23-24;

Lamison (Command & Controi), ff. Tr.17818, at 1. The revised

York County Emergency Plan also provides for State Police

assistance in traffic control during an emergency and provides

for a State Police representative on the county emergency

management staff for coordination of traffic control. That

Plan specifically identifies major evacuation route and access,

route control points in York County to be manned by

f- Pennsylvania State Police and designates the number of State

Police personnel to be provided for each control point. The

State Police has confirmed that it will provide the designated

number of personnel at the identified control points. Board

I
1

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Ex. 5, a t 14, E-1, E-2, E-3. Thus, State Police

responsibilities for traffic control are well defined and we
;

.

~'

-

find no deficiencies in the York County Plan in- this regard.
,

243._ The revised York County Plan does not identify any requirement

for the use of temporary signs in support of an evacuation. *

Curry et al., ff. Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony at 3. The intent in the

previous versions of the Plan was for the use of normal

traffic control markers (such as barriers, "one-way" markers,

caution signs) and not special radiological energency or TMI

evacuation signs. Tr. 20930 (Curry); Tr. 18979-980 (Bath);

Tr.17885 (Lothrop). The Pennsylvania Departruent of

Transportation (PENNDOT) has a supply of such signs in each

county maintenance shed (Tr. 17885 (Lothrop)) and provision of

such signs for York County during an emergency is now

coordinated with the State and PENNDOT. Tr. 20930 (curry);

Tr. 18980 (Bath). Thus, the evidence shows that the use of

special radiological emergency signs is not relied upon or

required and that provision has been made for procurement and

use of standard traffic control signs during an avacuation in
'

York County. We find Contention EP-14(J) to be without merit '

and we reject it.
.

244. Contention EP-14(L), directed to York County planning, states:

Appendix 3, Annex A, providing for police operations
in a selective erscuation and a general evacuation
provides that the police would support and assist in
notification and, on request, that police operations
provide fire and police support for traffic control and

*

4

1
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;

securi ty. It is submitted that support and assist in
notification and support for traffic control and security
ar:e nutually exclusive operations. It is Intervenor's

; contention that police fa local communities car.not be
'

-

t asked to both support traffic control and security and,
" at the sama time, support and assist in the notification

of area residents of the impending dangers and evacuation
notift:ation in the event of an incident at TMI.

.

In a similar vein, Contention EP-14(S) asserts, in part, that:

Annex G of the York County Plan is deficient in that
it assumes that local fire companies will have sufficient
manpower to effect 2mergency operations procedures as
outlined in the Plan. As is previously been pointed cut
by the Intervenor, there is usually insufficient staffing
of the individual fire companies to assure that all
residents in rural areas would be notified of an incident
at the TMI nuclear facility because of the number of
miles of road located in each township.

,

These contentions claim, in essence, that there will be

insufficient police and fire support personnel to carry out

the emergency duties assigned to police and fire support units

in the fork County Energency Plan. At the outset we note

that, contrary to the assertion in Contentf on EP 14(L),

municipal police forces in the York County plume EPZ are not

assigned the dual responsibility of providing both traffic

control / security and assisting in notification of area

residents of an emergency. Rather, the revised York County
,

Emergency Plan imposes upon municipal polica only the duties

of providing local traffic control and security (law-

enforcement). Board Ex. 5, at 0-1 to D-3. The

responsibility for supplemental notification of residents has,

been assigned to, and accepted by, municipal fire and rescue

._ . _ -- --



._ _ __ - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ ___ _ __

192 .-
,

4

Iorganizations in York County. Board Ex. 5, at G-1 to G-3.

Consequently, we find the assertion in Contention EP-14(L)

that local police have been assigned responsibility for '

.

mutually exclusive operations in an emergency to be
~

erroneous.

245. The actual need for larga numbers of persons, whether they be
,

fire and rescue. personnel or even police personnel, to provide

supplemental alerting to residents in an emergency has not

been established. we have previously found that the t

Licensee's siren alert system, once completed, should provide

essentially full alerting coverage for all areas within the
;

plume EPZ for TMI. That system will reduce to a minimum the
!

| need for supplemental alerting of residents by fire and rescue
I
J personnel or other persens conducting door-to-door or sound
J

j truck notification in the municipalities. Adler and Bath (3/16

Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 32, 33. The fire companies

within the plume EPZ have agreed to provide supplemental

alerting to persons not covered by the siren warning system
'

and each municipality has been divided into sectors for fire
.

'

| company alert team assignments. Board Ex. 5, at G-2. Thus,

| planning ha, been effected in this regard. We find that the
,

asserted manpower shortfall for supplemental alerting of
.

residents in York County is not substantiated in the record.

Consequently, we find Contention EP-14(L) and that po, tion of

Contention EP-14(S) alleging such a shortfall to be without

merit.

: *

f
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5. Wrecking and Fuel Service Supoort

246. In several contentions, York County planning for providing -

.,

wrecker and towing services and fuel services in support of an '

,, ,

evacuation is alleged to be inadequate. In this regard, f
Contention EP-6(B) asserts that:-

Although the Pa. DOP, Sec. IXB(1)(p) delegates the
responsibility for arranging for emergency wrecker and
fuel services to risk counties, the York County plan *

assigns this responsibility to the Pa. National Guard'

(Sec. VIA(7)(c)).

In a related vein, Contention EP-14(C), in part, asserts that:
9

The Plan is also defective in that it is anticipated
that the Pennsylvania National Guard will provide tow

4

i trucks and gasoline along evacuation routes; however,
nowhere in the Plan does it indicate that the
Pennsylvania National Guard has the necessary tow trucks
and fuel trucks to effect such a plan. Finally, it's
noted that ther. is no reaction time indicated in the
Plan in order to assure that such tow trucks and fuel
trucks could even arrive within the evacuation area due
to traffic flow on the interstates and access highways.

247. We have reviewed the pertinent emergency plans in evidence to

ascertain the precise reliance on wrecker and towing services
!

; and fuel services set out in those plans. Under the revised

York County Emergency Plan, the County will rely upon the'

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation for clearance of '

3
,

obstacles, such as snow and wrecked or stalled vehicles, along [,

major evacuation routes. Board Ex. 5, at E-1. Consistent.

with this reliance, the Commonwealth's Frergency Plan

specifically provides for clearance of such obstacles on main

evacuation routes by the Department of Transportation, augmented

:
!

_
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by the National Guard, when ,available. Commonwealth Ex. 2A,
;

; i VII.A.21.c at 25, SVII. A.16.h. at 20. In addition, the state
; -

Plan' provides that the Department of Transportation, in ''

,

i coordination with the National. Guard, will establish emergency

fuel distribution points along major evacuation routes. Id. -
4

j SVII. A.21.d at 25, 9VII.A.16.h. at 20. Under revised York

County planning, the National Guard is not tasked to provide

tow trucks or fuel trucks along major evacuation routes. .

Curry et al., ff. ,Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony at 3. Rather, the
, __

York County Emergency Plan delegates responsibility for wrecker

and fuel services to nunicipalities to be included in their

j operational plans. Curry et al., ff. Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony

a t 1. Certain municipalities have specifically designated wrecker

{ services and fuel supply services for use in an emergency in

i the municipal emergency plans themselves. Board Ex. 13,

Dover Township Emergency Operations Plan, at 5; Lewisberry
i

Borough Emergency Cperations Plan, at 5; Manchester Township '

:

Emergency Operations Plan, at 5; Newberry Township Emergency

Operations Plan, at 5. '

'248. Thus, the evidence shows that, apart from reliance on the?

Department of Transportation for clearing major evacuation

routes, York County relies initially and primarily on County

; and municipal resources for towing services and fuel services

in an emergency and that provision for supply of those

[
'

:

d
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services is being maae. The ?t;ta and '.he National Guard are

relied upon only for augmenting fuel distribution and wrecker
;. *

.

reso'urces. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 28. ''

.

This planning approach is consistent with accepted emergency

management practice. Ijf. There is no requirenent that such-

augmenting resources be listed in a county plan and the

failure of the York County Plan to explicitly list the number

of gasoline and tow trucks available to the National Guard is

not a deficiency in the Plan. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony),

ff. Tr.18975, at 32-33.

249. In sum, we find that York County planning on the provisions of

wrecker and fuel services in an emergency does not conflict with the

planning of the Commcnwealth, that provision is being made by the

county for the supply of wrecker and fuel services, and that

the failure of the York County Plan to list the number of tow

trucks and fuel trucks available from the National Geard is

not a planning deficiency. Consequently, we find the quoted

portions of Contention EP-14(C) and the whole of Contention EP-

6(B) to be without merit.
-

250. Contention EP-14(CC) states:

Nowhere in the York County Plan does there exist a.

catalog of the tow trucks available for use in York
County. Until and unless a catalog of the tow trucks
available for use is attached to the Plan, the Plan
remains deficient.

|
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We have previously alluded to the fact that State and county

emergency plans cannot be expected, as a practical matter, to
, ,.

.
,

''set 'out in explicit detail all of the resources available and
,

relied upon for emergency response. Curry et al. , ff. Tr.

20787, Curry Testimony at 4. We believe that a catalog or listing '

of all " tow trucks available for use in York County" is in the

category of items that simply need not be explicitly included

in an emergency plan. Local law enforcement agencies use tow

truck services for accidents in their jurisdictions on a daily

basis and such contact points for towing services will also be

known and used in an energency. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony),

ff. Tr.18975, at 38. ;toreover, the County Communications Center

maintains a composite listing of all wrecker / towing services

available in the county. Curry et al., ff. Tr. 20787, Curry

Testimony at 1. This should be sufficient for use in an emergency.

Thus, we find that the York County Emergency Plan is no.

deficient in its failure to contain a list of tow trucks

available in York County and we reje:t Contention EP-14(CC).

6. Transporation - General
'

251. Several contentions have been raised which are directed
,

to general planning for transportation during an evacuation.

Among these is Contention EP-14(V) which states:



|

- 197 -
.

Annex K of the York County Plan provides for the
transportation of various individuals out of the
evacuation area. Intervenor's contention in this area is
,that there is no direct stated coordination of plans
between YATA, local school districts, the Baltimore ''

Transit System, and the Pennsylvania and Maryland-

Railroad Company. The Plan as set forth in the concept
of operation indicates that total coordination of the
system will be left to the county Transportation-

Coordinator who will establish a system, but it doesn't
identify when he will establish a system to identify
priority use of transportation resources. Moreover, it
states that any buses without missions would report to
the Vo-Tech school located in York and be dispatched from
that point. There is no provision for the refueling for
any of the buses in any particular area and there is no
guarantee that school buses driven by volunteer drivers
would be willing to return to a risk area. Furthermore,
the transportation area of the York County Plan has
totally disregarded the initial five-hour plan which had
been included in the initial evacuation plan. Nowhere in
this Plan does it appear that transportation could be
effected in any set time period and, therefore, this
section again, by implication, contains the realistic
admission that, regardless of whether school was in
session, the evacuation plan would be inoperable and
unrealistic. Until and unless the Plan shows exact
designation of buses, commitment by bus companies to
react within set stated times and letters of agreement
between the surrounding school districts and tne York
County Commissioners with regard to assurancas of
delivery of local school buses, the Plan will remain
deficient.

Under York County planning, evacuation transportation needs

have been identified for three groups of persons: homebounds
- and invalids in private residences requiring medical-type

transportation; school children when school is in session; and
.

persons without autombiles. A Transportation Coordinator and

staff have been appointed to develop a transportation plan and

coordinate its implementation for transporting these three

groups during an emergency. Board Ex. 5, at K-1.

, .__
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252. Although the actual transportation plan for York County

apparently has not yet been completed, the only transportation

category not fully coverid by the revised York County ''

,

Emergency Plan is that involving transportation for that part

of the general population without cars. Bath (Attachment 3), -

ff. Tr. 22350, at 4; Tr. 22429-30 (Bath). Thus, provision is

made for evacuation of homebounds and invalids by ambulance
,

services and fire companies with an explicit listing of

available ambulances in the revised plan itself. Board Ex.

5, a t J-1, J-2, J-5 to J-8, G-1, G-3. Similarly, provision

is made for the evacuation of approximately 6500 school

children from the plume EPZ (Board Ex. 5, at 0-4) through

school districe evacuation plans which are under development.

Board Ex. 5, a: X-2, 0-1 to 0-3 E I

253 As to the provision of transportation for persons without

cars, the County has at its disposal the resources of the York

Area Transit Authority which, during an emergency, will come

under the direction and control of the York Countyi

; Commissioners through the designated Emergency Staff

Transportation Coordinator. Board Ex. 5, at T-6; Bath ~

,

E/ Although school plans are not completed, the schools have the
capacity to evacuate their populations. Tr. 22430 (Bath); Tr.
20908-09 (Curry). In this regard, provisions have been made to
meet any shortfalls in school buses through county resources or, if
necessary, through the State Department of Education. Tr. 22430,
22431 (Bath); Tr. 20862 (Belser). In view of the development of,

the school district plans, letters of agreement from the school,

| districts are not necessary. Tr. 22430 (Bath).
!

4
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(Attachment 3), ff. Tr. 22350, at 4 The County also maintains a

resource manual listing many other available transportation

resources for use in an en.5,ancy. Id. at 4-5; Curry et al . , ff.
'

,

Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony at 4; Tr. 20857 (Curry). Although
- FEMA has expressed its view that York County transportation planning

should be enhancid by completion of the transportation plan matching

these transportation resources to needs (Tr. 22392 (Bath); Bath

( Attachment 3) ff. Tr. 22350, at 5),E FEMA has also indicated

that these transportation resources appear to be adequate. Tr.

22392 (Batn). Utlizing these transportation resources, supporting

municipal planning, and information from the Parsons /Brinckerhoff

evacuation time estimate study on the number of perst ithout cars,

the County can effeutively evacuate such persons w' > present

state of planning. Both Attachment 3 ff. Tr. S 50, a, 5.

254. From the evidence presented, we find that the state of evacuation

transportation planning for York County is sufficiently developed

to provide assurance that evacuation of those persons without their

own means of transportation, be they invalids, school children, or

persons without cars, can be effected. Accordingly, we reject
'

Contention EP-14(V).

255. Contention EP-14(AA) asserts:
.

Annex 0 of the Emergency Plan is deficient in that
the concept of operations division does not require
mandatory preparation of local plans for emergency
notification of bus drivers and the organization of
mobilization of transportation necessary to meet the
needs of evacuating their student populations.

58/ FEMA will continue to monitor the development of York County's
transportation. plan and will provide assistance where possible.
Bath (Attachment 3), ff Tr. 22350, at 5.

.- --
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ftraover, the Plan does not include any direction or plan
to the local school superintendents as to rerouting their
buses for general, evacuation of local. residents. For

. example, in an emergency, is a principal of Fishing Creek
Elementary School to send a bus to the Vo-Tech School for ''

.

rarcuting whilc Orca residents wait for transportation?,

Until and unless there is some type of generalized plan:

for each school district as to the rerouting of school
vehicles not in use for removal of school population, the ,

Plan will remain deficient.

An examination of the revised York County Emergency Plan

reveals that the Plan does, in fact, impose upon school
f

districts the responsibility to develop protective action
i plans for their students, to coordinate plans with their

transportation resources, and to provide bus transportation

for evacuating students. Board Ex. 5, at 0-1. Also included

; in the York County Plai' are provisions to notify school

district superintendents upon declaration of a Site Area

Emergency or a General Emergency to have them pre-position

buses for use if evacuation is o-dered and provisions in a

General Emergency to directly notify bus companies. Board
'

E.. 5, at H-3, 0-2. The school districts themselves have
'

existing procedures for busing students during winter storms

and other emergencies (Tr. 20908 (Curry)) and, therefore, have
.

'

existing mechanisms for notifying and mobilizing bus

transportation resources. Thus, provision has been made '

through the revised York County Plan in conjunction with

; existing school district procedures to notify and mobilize

school transportation resources, even in the absence of

completed written school emergency plans.

I
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256. It is true that the York County Plan does not sat forth

directions to school superintendents on rerouting school

buses for use in evacuating those members of the general
''

,

population who do not have their own means of transportation.

The basic reason for this is that the responsibility for-

evacuating persons w',thout transportation other than school

students has not '.seen imposed upon the school districts. (See

Board Ex. 5, Annex 0 for responsibilities of school

districts). Rather, provision of such transportation is

addressed in Annex K of the revised 7ork County Plan (Board

Ex. 5, at K-1, lIII) wherein the County Transportation

Coordinator and his staff are to develop the necessary

transportation planning. We have previously addressed the

status of planning and the capabilities of existing planning

in this regard in relation to Contention EP-14(V). In any

event, based on the responsibilities assigned to the school

districts, the lack of direction to school districts to

provide for rerouting of school buses to pick up persons

without transportat", is not a plan deficiency. Rerouting of
'~

buses and the reallocation of transportation resources after

they have performed their initial mission appears to be better
.

left to the County Transportation Coordinator who will have a

better knowledge of the overall transportation needs during

the emergency.

257. For the reasons indicated, we find Contention EP-14(AA) to be

without merit and we reject it.

.
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258. As to the Dauphin County Emergency Plan, Contention EP 16(T)

states:
;- .

' ''Moreover, the plan does not envision the method of
.

notifying school and CAT bus drivers and assumes that all
drivers will respond in an emergency situation.
Moreover, it doesn't indicate anywhere that the CAT bus
drivers will know what is expected of them in an '

emergency situation and know where they are going and how
to get to the appointed emergency staging areas. This is
a contingency that can be planned for in advance, should
be specifically set out in a plan, and thus, the absence
of such sp?cificity in the plan renders the plan
inadequate.

Contrary to the assertions in this contention, the revised Dauphin

County Emergency Plan specifically provides for early notifcation of

school and commercial bus resources. The Plan designates the County

Transportation Officer as one of the key persons to be notified in the

event of an emergency and provides a commercial bus company / transient

authority listing of bus resources and phone numbers for notifications.

Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 60; Board Ex. 6, Annex

G. The revised plan specifically assigns to the Transportation Officer

the responsibility for notification and activation of these transportation

resources. Bath ( Attachment 3), ff. Tr. 22350, at 6; Tr. 22407 (Bath). It

further stipulates that bus compan as are to be notified when an emergency
"

reaches the Alert classification (Board Ex. 6, at G-1) and, in addition,

provides for notification of the bus companies and activation of the trans-
.

portation staging areas upcn declaration of either a Site Area Emergency or i

a General Emergency. Board Ex. 6, at G-2. The locaticas of the transportation

staging areas for Dauphin County are set forth in the Dauphin County Plan and

| provision is made for directing buses to the appropriate staging area at the
|

time that the bus companies are notified to mobilize. Board Ex. 6, at G-8.

Each transportation staging area will have an Overall Coordinator, an Incoming

|
'

. , _
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.

Resource Coordinator and an Outgoing Traffic Dispatcher (Board

Ex. 6, at G-8) who should be in a position to provide appropriate
i

inst' ructions to bus drivers as to what is expected of them. ~~

,

Although planning on the notification and availability of commercial

bus drivers is continuing (Curry et al., ff. Tr. 20787, Wertz-

Testimony at 3), we find that ample provision has been made in the

revised Dauphin County Plan for notifying commercial bus drivers and

for giving them direction on their emergency functions.

259. School bus drivers will be notified throuoh the school

district superintendents. Curry et al., ff. Tr. 20787, Wertz

Testimony at 3. The revised Dauphin County Plan explicitly provides

for notifying school district superintendents upon declaration of

an emergency in the Alert category. Board Ex. 6, at E-3,

L-2. Also during an Alert, school district superintendents

and individual school principals will detennine the status of

their transportation resources. M. at L-2. Upon declaration

of a Site Area Emergency or a General Emergency, school bus

resources will be notified and mobilized. ld.,atL-2,L-3.d

Thus, methods and provisions for anticipatory notification and

mobilization of school bus drivers are in effect.E Accordingly,-

we find Contention EP-16(T) to be without merit.
*

|

59/ Notification of bus drivers in Dauphin County was adequately-

demonstrated in the joint exercise held on June 2,1981. Bath
(Attachment 3), ff. Tr. 22350, at 6.

9+
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7. School Children Transportation

260. Two contentions have been raised dealing witn specific details
''

of the evacuation of school children in York and Dauphin .

Coun ties. These contentions are addressed infra. First,

however, we find it necessary to address the matter of
-

testimony presented by the League of Women Voters of York

County on York County school evacuation in particular and on

York County and municipal planning in general.

(a). League of Wcmen Voters Testimony

261. During the course of the proceeding, testimony was presented

by a panel of witnesses from the York County League of Women

voters (the League) sponsored by Intervenor MGRY. This testimony,

apparently not directed to any contention in particular, was

based on, and consisted of, a report and report update

prepared by the League on York County emergency planning. The

report, which deals with school evacuation planning and also

with municipal clanning in York County, was based on a series

of phone or in-person interviews, initiated formally in

September 1980, with, among others, school superintendents
.

within 20 miles of TMI and the emergency management

coordinators or officials from each of the 14 municipalities
,

within the York County plume EPZ. Ryscavage, et al. , ff. Tr.

21508, at 3. The report is a compendium of statements

made by these officials to the League's interviewers as well as

extensive commentarr and conclusions prepared by the League on

its views of the sta tus of school and municipal planning in
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' York County as a result of the . interviews. Because of the

; blatant hearsay nature of the' report, the manner.in which it

was! prepared and tne nature of the interviews on which it and ''

.

'the conclusions in it are based, the probative value of the

report or testimony is questionable and we have some.

difficulty in giving it weight as evidence. I

j 262. The League witnesses indicated that the League might have a
1

] format for conducting interviews but none of the witnesses,

| each of whom had conducted interviews for the League's report,

had any training in interviewing methods. Tr. 21517-18

| (Hilliard,Ryscavage,iiiller). As a consequence, some

questions propounded to interviewees appear to have a built-

| in bias 5S/ or to b6 misleading so as to be misinterpreted 53/

by the interviewee.

253. The League had no formal or set criteria- on what to extract;
.

from interview notes for inclusion in the League's report. Tr.
,

21529-31 (Ryscavage, Hilliard). This resulted in much

. j0/ For example, interviewees were asked "what communication problem
*

or other connunication problems do you see?" Tr. 21555 (Hilliard).
The question itself suggests that communication problems exist.

.

61/ For example, school district superintendents were asked whether
they had the capability to shelter school children. This was

i interpreted by at least one superintendent as a question as to
whether he could shelter students on a long term basis as might be
dona at mass care centers rather than a question as to whether he

! could provide temporary shelter as a protective action. Tr.
21572-74 (Wentzel).

|

4

i

t
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potentially pertinent infomation garnered from interviews not

being reported or in interview responses being reported in a
'

mis 1eading manner. Thus, although the League's report states '

.

!

that, according to school district superintendents, many school

teachers are not aware of their responsibilities to accompany '

students on evacuation buses, the superintendents of the West

| Shore (Tr. 21544-45 (Hilliard)), Central York and Northern

| School Districts had told interviewers that their teachers

L were, indeed, aware of this responsibility (Tr. 21545-46

(Miller)) and the Northeastern School District Superintendent

will infom his teachers of that responsibility (Tr. 21549

(Hilliard)). None of this was reflected in the League's

| report. Similarly, while the Red Lion Sus Company

representative informed the League interviewer that 108 of the

| Company's 110 bus drivers reported for duty during the TMI-2

accident and that he was sure the drivers could be relied upon,

!

in a future emergency (Tr. 21540 (ntiler)), this was not

reported in the League's report or written testimony (Tr. 21540

(Miller); Tr. 21541 (Ryscavage)), which instead reports on the
'

concerns of some municipal coordinators over the availability

of buses in an energency (Ryscavage, et al., ff. Tr. 21508, Study
.

I

__ . ..,, _ , . _ _ . ,__ _ - _- _ _ _ _ . ,
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Updateat7).E In addition, those League members who prepared the

League's report / testimony were sometimes unsure of the meaning

or interpretation of responses recorded in interview notes yet ''

,

they proceeded to report those responses according to their

own, possibly uninformed, interpretation. Tr. 21649-51-

(Hilliard, Miller): Tr. 21575-76 (Hilliard).

264. Some of the infonnation in the League's report is simply

outdated or misleading. For example, the League's statement

in its November study that some school districts were planning

to relocate students to places other than those designated in

the York County Emergency Plan is no longer true (Tr. 21550

(Miller)) yet this is not reflected in the League's report.

The statement in the League's report to the effect that no

provision is made to inform parents as to where school

students have been relocated (Ryscavage et al., ff. Tr. 21508,

at 13) was written without the awareness on the part of the witnesses

that the revised York County Plan explicitly provides for the

dissemination of such information through pre-prepared EBS

.

62/ Other examples of incomplete reporting of interviewer responses not
reflected in the League's report involve resources in tow trucks-

and radiological monitoring equipment available to municipalities
(Tr. 21563-65, 21576-77 (Ryscavage); Tr. 21566 (Hilliard)) and
substantial emergency preparedness and radiological monitoring
training that was provided to municipal emergency personnel (Tr.
21565-66, 21577, 21585-86 (Ryscavage); Tr. 21584-85 (Hilliard)).
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- announcements. Tr. 21630-33 (Miller). E The League's report

. indicates that there are major problems with the evacuation of
'

private shcools (Ryscavage, et al., ff. Tr. 21508, School Followup !.

at 14), yet there is only one private school within the York County ;

portion of' the plume EPZ (Tr. 21558 (Miller); Licensee Ex. 52, I
'

Table 8, at 23) and the public school district within which

that private school lies recognizes its resconsibility to
,

evacuate that private school. Tr. 21558-59 (Miller).

Confirmation that the League's report is outdated was provided

by the York County Emergency Management Coordinator who i

testified that the report does not accurately portray the

level of preparedness in tne county and that the general

conclusions in the summary of the report are based on earlier

versions of the county plan. Tr. 20959-60 (Curry).

265. Finally, much of the League's report is based on confused and

sometimes third-hand information.b From cross-examination

it is clear that sometimes the witnesses had no knowledge of

the basis for statements made to them in interviews yet they

.

63/ Similarly, the statement in the report to the effect that " Thyroid-

prophylaxis agents may not be distributed on a timely basis"

(Ry:;cavage, et al., ff. Tr. 21508, Study (Update at 12) was addressed
'

to the distributi i of potassium iodide KI) to the general public *

'

and does not refLct the more recent planning to distribute KI to1

emergency workers and institutionalized persons only. Tr. 21644-45
(Ryscavage).

,

-64/ For example, League witness Miller used an interviewer's comments !
'to Miller on what a school superintentent had told the interviewer '

i to write up interview notes.which formed a part of the basis for
the League's report. Tr. 21555-57 (Miller).

|
t

_ ___ _ _ _ . - . .. -- - -- -
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reported such statements in testimony as statements of

fact.55/
h *

256. In sbm, we find the League's testimony to be sorely lacking in
~

.

probative value. Its reliability is, at best, questionable and we

cannot ascribe evidentiary weight to it.-

(b.) Contentions

267. Contention EP-14(B) states, in part, that

Furthermore, this section of the York County Plan
anticipates parents and/or families evacuating the area
will be able to pick up children at schools. This again
would lead to confusion within the Plan in that if a
selected evacuation was ordered and pre-school children
were to be removed from the area, the Plan anticipates

*

that action would be taken by school superintendents in
the evacuation of the children from schools and that
there may be interference or lack of effective execution
of the Emergency Plan set forth for the school systems.

Under the revised York County Emergency Plan, no provision is

made for parents to pick up school children at the schools.

Rather, in the event of an evacuation, school children will be

bussed, as a group, to designated host schools or relocation-

centers outside the plume EPZ. Board Ex. 5, at 0-2, LIV.D.3,
I a t 0-4 Parents will be informed of the fact that school

children have been evacuated to specific relocation centers-

and that parents are to meet their children at designated
.

centers by means of prepared ESS announcements. Board Ex. 5,

,

p5/ An example is the statement in the League's report that "Some bus
drivers evacuated early during the last crisis." Ryscavage et al.,
ff. Tr. 21508, Study Update at 16. Cross-examination revealeo tnat
this was a comment made by one school superintendent. The " comment"
was ilot probed by the interviewer who had no concept of the basis or'

scope of the statement. Tr. 21647-49 (Miller).

;

- - - -.
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at F-13, F-14. Consequently, the problems asserted in

Contention EP-14(B) with regard to earlier school evacuation

planning should not arise with the revised planning and we
-

-
,

find this contention to be without merit.

258. In Contention EP-16(J) it is asserted that: -

Appendix 12 of Annex E of the Dauphin County Plan
provides that during school hours, upon receipt of a
.,ndition yellow alert, school districts shall begin

returning school students to their homes. Moreover, the
Plan continues, that in the event parents are not home,
children shall be returned to one pickup point as listed
in the Appendix. There is an exception to this rule
indicated in the Plan. It is Intervenor's contention
that the Plan is deficient because it first of all allows
the busing of the children during a condition yellow
si tua tion. It is Intervenor's contention that a much
more sensible approach to this problem would be to bus
all the children to a predesignated area outside of the
20-mile EPZ and allow parents in an orderly fashion to
pick their enildren up if a condition yellow alert does
not change. There is a potential, as the Plar is now
written, that in the micdle of busing childre.1 home
during a condition yellow situation that the situation
could degrade to a condition red situation and there would
be no reans of notifying the bus drivers of the change in
a situation and the change in the school policy plan
under a condition red emergency situation. Finally,
Section J of this part of the Plan indicates that
evacuation plans of the various school districts will be

on file with the County Emergency Preparedness Agency.
It is Intervenor's contention that the plans of the
school districts should mandatorily be on file and
reviewed periodically by the County Emergency

,

Preparedness Agency. Until or unless this deficiency is
corrected, it is Intervenor's position that the Plan is
defective.

.

Under the revised Dauphin County Emergency Plan, evacuation of

school children will be on a group basis with students bused

to specified relocation centers unless, under the

circumstances, an evacuation has been ordered with time

pemitting the schools to be closed and students released to
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parents under normal transportation procedures. Board Ex. 6,

at L-3. With the revised planning, school students will not

be bbssed home during the early stages of an accident. Rather, ''

,

students will be relocated to predesignated host areas outside

the plume EPZ on routes consistent with the predesignated-

major evacuation routes to facilitate the pickup of students

by their parents. Bath ( Attachment 3), ff. Tr. 22350, p. 6; Tr.

20916-17, 20919 (Wertz). Thus, the concerns raised in the

contention with regard to rerouting school evacuation buses

during the course of transporting students to their homes are
'

unfounded with the revised school evacuation planning. In

fact, current planning for Dauphin County is consistent with

that advocated by the Intervenor in this contention.

269. As to the assertion that school evacuation plans should be on

file with the Dauphin County Emergency Management Agency, the

evidence indicates that f adividual school plans are not

required for compliance with emergency planning criteria. Tr.

22401(Bath). The evidence further indicates that Dauphin

County will, nevertheless, require that school plans be on
* file. Thus, what is sought by the Intervenor in Contention EP-

16(J) will be provided. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.
.

18975, at 55-56.

8. Iridividuals Without Private Transoortation

270. With regard to the Dauphin County Emergency Plan, Contention |

EP-16(G) states:
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Appendix 8. Attachment 8-1, indicates that there are
local pickup points for individuals who are without
transportation. There is no indication within the
Emergency Plan as now drafted that there will be police
protection for pe6ple waiting at the pickup points '

.

in ordar to ansJea security.- Moreover, the pickup
,

1 points as listed do not ensure that individuals who
] assemble at these points will be sheltered for their

,

protection under some type of cover. Until or unless it 1

; is assured that there will be police protection provided
and that sheltering will be provided, the plan is deemed

j inadequate.

! NUREG-0654, Planning Standard J, Criterion 10.G calls for

provisions for evacuating persons without their own means of
,

transportation. The criteria do not stipulate, however, that
' security protection be provided for such indviduals.

1

!

; Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony) . '?. Tr.18975, at 39. FEMA has

| testified that, in its experience 'with mass evacuations,

security ha: not been a problem. H. That experience

; includes toxic enemical spills requiring the evacuation of

persons by buses from local pickup points. Tr. 19247-48

(Pawlowski). There is no evidentiary basis for believing that

security or crowd control will be a problem at pickup points

and we find no planning deficiencies in the lack of explicit

j provisions for security in this regard. .

271. Similarly, there are so requirements or criteria calling for1

the provision of short-term shelter or cover for persons at *

pickuo points, and lack of provision for such shelter is not a

planning deficiency. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975,,

at 39. We have been given no basis for finding to the contrary.
!

4

. . _ . _ _ _ - . _ _ . . _
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272. In sum, we find no planning deficiencies in the Dauphin County

Plan's failure to provide police protection or short-term

shelter for pickup points for persons without their own means -~

.

of transportation. Accordingly, we reject Contention EP-16(G).

273. Contention EP-16(R) states that:-

The Dauphin County Plan as presently written
envisions mass transportation vehicles to assemble at two
staging areas. Upon arriving at the staging areas, the
vehicles would then be dispatched to various areas to be
led by community leaders. It is submitted that such a
plan without the provision. of security being placed on
the buses and mass transportation vehicles does not ensure
that said vehicles will be able to carry out their
intended functions. It is submitted that nore staging
areas would be required in arder to effectively deal with
mass transportation and until and unless those local
regionalized areas are stated in an emergency plan, all
plans will remain deficient.

Under the Dauphin County Emergency Plan, emergency

transportation staging areas will be staffed with an overall

coordinator, communications personnel, an incoming resource

coordinatce, an outgoing traf fic dispatcher, a fuel

coordinator and three traffic control assistants, giving

substantial government presence at each staging area.

Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 59; Board Ex. 6,

at G-8. In addition, security for all Dauphin County-

,

emergency operations will be provided by State police and
- ,

municipal police forces coordinated by the county emergency

management coc-dinator. Curry et al., ff. Tr. 20787, Wertz

Testimony at 2. Thus, there will be a highly visible governmental

and law enforcement p esence at the transportation staging areas and

_ _.
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throughout the evacuation area, particularly along major

evacuation routes. In these circumstances, we see no need for

add?tional special security measures at staging areas or on '

,

emergency vehicles.S/

274. FEMA has evaluated the need for emergency vehicle staging -

areas in Dauphin County. From that evaluation, it concluded

that tne two staging areas selected by the County should be

adequate. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr. 18975, at 59.

We have been given no evidentiary basis on which to disagree

with FEMA's conclusion in this regard.

275. In sum, we find no need for additional security measures for

staging areas and mass transportation vehicles in Dauphin

County and we find no need for the designation of additional

staging areas. Consequently, we find Con:ention EP 15(R) to

be without merit.

276. Contention EP-16(H) asserts that:

Appendix 8, Attachment 3-2 of the Dauphin County
Plan provides that local municipalities shall provide one
personal lead vehicle to the E.0.C. Reception Area from
the Staging Area. The problem with this particular part
of the Plan is that ;here is no designation of who will
be the person to la vehicles to the E.0.C. Reception
Area. Moreover, there is a candid admission that there ,

is the chance that municipalities will hijack vehicles
intentJ for other communities. Until and unless there
is some type of security provided for incoming and '

outgoing units, the Plan shall remain deficiert.
Moreover, there is no provision in this Plan to provide
for refueling of the incoming buses and ambulances and

-66/ FEMA has testified that it knows of no mass evacuations in which
emergency vehicle security has been a serious problem. Adler and Bath
(3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 58-59.

|

!-
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until and unless there is some indication of how
refueling is going to take place, there is the risk that
incoming buses and ambulances would run out of fuel and

.be rendered useless.

As to the lack of specific designations for lead vehicle*

operators, the evidence shows that specific personnel may be
.

selected to lead emergency vehicles to reception centers f"om

among the municipal personnel available at the time o' tne

evacuation, and that there is simply no need to pred$signate

such personnel in an emergency plan. The lack of such

predesignation is, therefore, not a planning deficiency.

Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 40.

277. We have previously addressed the matter of the need for

additional emergency vehicle security. The source of the

" candid admission that there is some chance that

municipalities will hijsck vehicles" is unknown but FEMA, for

its part, has indicated that the hijacking of emergency

I vehicles should not be a serious problem. From FEMA's

experience, it is unaware of any disaster, except in wartime,

i 1., which one government hijacked the vehicles of other

governments to provide for evacuation or emergency services.
.

Adler and Bath (3/;3 Testimony), ff. Tr. 18975, at 40. We can1

i ascertain no basis for concluding that emergency vehicle.

hijacking would be a problem in the event of an emergency at
,

;

TMI. The record does not establish a need for additional
l

security, above and beyond that already provided, in order to

prevent the hijacking of emergency vehicles.

l

.
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278. Finally, as to the assertion that there is a need for an

explicit indication in the Plan of now refueling for emergency
''vehicles will be provided, the evidence indicates thst, in

,

fact, buses and ambulances will be refueled at county pumps

and private gasoline stations, supplemented by the State and -

National Guard resources as necessary. Adler and Bath (3/16

Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 41. The lack of an explicit
,

provision for this in the Dauphin County Plan is not a

planningdeficiency.b _I_d . We reject the assertion to thed

contrary in the contention.

279. On the whole, and for the reasons stated, we find Contention EP-

16(H) to be without merit.

9. Transcortation and Care cr Invalids and Homebounds

230. With regard to York County planning, Contention EP-6(F)

asserts:

The preparation of a " list of homebounds and
invalids" and plan for their evacuation ( Annex J) and
satisfaction of unmet " resource requirements" /innex L)
should be accomplished prior to TMI-1 restart.

Similarly, Contention EP-14(I) asserts:
,

Appendix 2, Section III, Subsection (g) of the York
County Plan indicates that the Area Agency on Aging
should develop a system to identify the homebound and *

invalid personnel that require special transportation
needs and coordinate a consolidated listing with the

67/ The revised Dauphin County Emergency Plan specifically assigns a
fuel coordinator to each emergency vehicle staging area (Board Ex. 6,
at G-8), thus providing a mechanism for coordinating the procurement
and distribution of county, commercial, State and National Guard

| fuel resources.
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transportation group. Until and unless the Area Agency
on Aging is directed to effect such a system, it is
Intervenor's posijion that the York County Plan is
deficient because,~ without such listing, there would be
no way in which local communities could be assured that ~

all invalids and homebound persons would be removed from-

an evacuation area.

For York County, the responsibility to prepare and maintain.

lists of homebounds and invalids is placed on the

municipalities (Board Ex. 5, at 8) and specifically on

ambulance services and fire companies. (Board Ex. 5, at J-1).E
! The municipalities and fire and rescue units are to provide

for the evacuation of homebounds and invalids with the county

Health and Pedical E0C section coordinating and providing for

unmet transportation needs for this segment of the population.

Board Ex. 5, a t J-F. G-1. '

281. Six of the 14 municipalities in the plume EPZ for York County

have completed municipal emergency plans listing homebounds

and invalids in their jurisdictions. Although municipal plans
,

for the other 8 municipaiities are under development and not

yet completed, those municipalities are aware of their

responsibilities for homebounds and invalids and are planning

to discharge those responsibilities. Bath (Attachment 3) ff. Tr.
-

22350, at 4. Lists of homebounds and invalids are currently
*

in existence and maintained by ambulance services and fire

68/ Contrary to the assertion in Contention EP-14(I), the " Area Agency
on Aging" is not assigned a responsibility to develop a system to
identify homebounds and invalids.

_ _ __ .
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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companies. for all municipalities in the York County plume EPZ

anu could be obtained quickly by the . County if the need arose.
3;.
~'

Tr. '20806, 20937 (Curry) .
,

282. The evidence thus shows that lists of homebounds and invalids

requiring special transportation are maintained in each *

municipality by the ambulance services and fire companies

responsible for evacuating such persons, that the

municipalities have planned to evacuate those persons, and

that provision has been made in the York County Plan for

identifying unmet transportation needs for evacuating such

individuals. We thus find that the mechanisms have been

established for evacuating homebounds and invalids and we

reject Contentions EP-6(F) and EP-14(I).

283. As to the York County Emergency Plan, Contention 14 (C)

states, in part:

The Plan in Subsection (c) also assumes that
homebounds and invalids will be able to be transmitted by
means of ambulance and bus and that individuals with no
transportation could request the same through local fire
companies for bus pickup. The capabilities to effect
such a plan within Newberry Township are nonexistent.
for example, Newberry Township has two ambulances that

,

could be placed into service, assuming that a volunteer
'

woula operate the same. Local communities surreunding
the Newberry Township area include Goldsboro Borough and
Lewisberry Borough, each borough having an ambulance to
effect evacuation of their homebounds and invalids. It -

is submitted that within the 34-mile square area that
encompasses Newberry Township and the boroughs of
Lewisberry, Goldsboro and York Haven that four (4)
ambulances would not be sufficient to evacuate homebounds
and invalids. Moreover, transportation through local
fire companies will be impossible, as local fire chiefs
have indicated that they could not guarantee that any

i

E

<



- 219 -
.

personnel could or would effect such an evacuation
service. Finally, it is suomitted that if local
volunteer fire companies cannot assure manpower staffing

i during a general emergency situation, that they cannot be 3-
-'

'again counted upon to provide transportation to
designated areas for bus pickup for those individuals who,

are without transportation.

The evacuation of homebounds and invalids in York County is to*

be accomplished, to the extent necessary, by municipal

ambulance services and fire companies using available

ambulances. Board Ex. 5, at J-1, J-2. The York County. Plan

lists ambulance resources available in the County and

explicitly provides that ambulances from outside the risk area

will assist in the evacuation of non-ambulatory persons within

the risk areas as assigned and coordinated by the County

Emergency Management Agency. Board Ex. 5, at Annex J, Appendix 2

and at J-1,1 II.D.

284. In those instances in which there is a shortfall ir. municipal'

ambulance resources in the risk area, municipal emergency management

coordinators will identify and report such shortfalls to the county

emergency management coordinator. Board Ex. 5, at Annex l.. The

County Emergency Management Agency Health and MMical Officer will

then coordinate the procurement of transportation to fulfill the~

unmet municipal transportation needs for evacuation of homebounds
.

and invalids using available ambulances from those parts of the
.

county outside the risk area supplemented by additional resources

provided through PEMA for needs that cannot be met with county

i
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resources. Board Ex. 5,' at J-1, 55 II. A, II.F.1, at J-2, 9 IV.

The Commonwealth itself has indicated that it can provide transporta-
3

. , . ''

tion' assistance to York County for the evacuation of homebounds ,

and invalids. Tr. 18546 (Cox). Thus, while it is possible that

some municipalities in the plume EPZ for York County will have a
-

shortage of locally available ambulances for the evacuation of

homebounds and invalids, additional ambulances are available

fran beyond the risk area and a mechanism has been established

in York County planning for the procurement and dispatch of

additional ambulance resources to supplement those in risk

municipalities.

285. The fire companies in the plume EPZ, assigned the

responsibility for providing evacuation transportation to

those persons in need of it, have agreed to remain in their

respective municipalities during an evacuation. Board Ex. 5,

at G-1, G-2. Although the evidence does not indicate that

there is a substantial shortage in the number of municipal

fire and ambulance service personnel within the York County

plume EPZ for the evacuation of homebounds and invalids, the
~

same mechanism for drawing on county resources from outside

the risk area to supplement transportation resurces can also
*

.

be called upon to provide additional personnel resources.

Board Ex. 5, at L-1, 9 III.

286. In short, we find that the York County Emergency Plan provides

an appropriate mechanism for augmenting any municipal

_
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transportation and persnnnel shortfalls for evacuating

homebounds and invalids from the York County portion of the
t

.

.

,

plum'e EPZ. Although shortfalls could exist in this regard,
'

,

this mechanism provides assurance that such shortfalls can be

met and that homebounds and invalids can be safely evacuated.*

Accordingly, we find the portion of Contention EP-14(C)

alleging inadequacies in the planning for the evacuation of

homebounds and invalids to be without merit.

287. Contention EP-16(0) asserts that:

The Dauphin County Plan indicates that it has a
total need of approximately 600 ambulances for the
evacuation of all members of the exposed populace and
indicates only 45 are available. The Plan also indicates
that it could obtain an additional 226 ambulances from
outside the county, still leaving a shortfall of
approximately 300 ambulances. There is no solution to
the problem indicated in the Plan.

The alleged need for SCO ambulances for Dauphin County was for

an evacuation out to a distane of 20 miles from the Ti'I site,

not for an evacuation of the plume EPZ portion of Dauphin

County. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 42.

The evidence shows that under the revised planning for the

.
evacuation of the plume EPZ portion of Dauphin County, only 98

ambulances are needed and 48 ambulances are currently

available. Planning is currently underway and provision is*

being made to bring in ambulances from support counties which

can supply as many as 225 additional ambulances on request,

although a formal commitment to supply that number of ambulances

has not yet been obtained. Curry et al., ff. Tr.20787,

i
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'Wertz Testimony at 3; Tr. 20950-51 (Wertz). We find that the

ambulance shortfall for Dauphin County is not 300 ambulances, as
~ N.

asserted in the contention, but only on the order of about 50
'

--

.

ambulances and that the ongoing planning for procuring

supplemental resources for this limited shortfall should ,

assure that the required resources will be available if needed.5E/

Accordingly, we reject Contention EP-16(0).

238. As to the availability of facilities for relocating long-term

medical care patients in Dauphin County, Contention EP-16(X)

| asserts that:

Appendix 13 of Annex E of the Dauphin County Plan
irdicates that there are approximately 4,000 long-term
patients that would require relocation in the event of a
general evacuation. The Appendix also includes a listing
of hospi' tis that would be amenable to accepting
long-term patients in the event of an emergency. While

i the Plan indicates the total number of beds available at
hospitals, there is no statement as to the number of beds
which would be available on an average at any set time.
Until and unless the Plan indicates the number of
possible available beds that could be afforded to Dauphin
County in the event of an emergency, it it submitted that
the Plan is deficient,

a

Although it is true that the revised Dauphin County Energency

Plan does not provide an estimate of the average number of
1

| hospital beds available at any time at each relocation -

hospital, we do not find this to be a planning deficiency.
.

69/ FEMA has indicated- that in the event that adequate numbers of
ambulances cannot be procured in a timely manner, shortfalls can be
accommodated by the conversion of standard vehicles to make-shift
ambulances sufficient for thc evacuation of severely incapacitated
individuals. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 42.

<

..y. -- . . - , , . , , _. _ , . . . . _ .
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239. The Dauphin County Emergency Plan lists all hospitals and

long-tenn care facilities within the Dauphin County portion of
;. >

the ' plume EPZ and their distances from TMI. Board Ex. 6, at
'

,

Appendices 1, 6. The Plan also provides standby and alert

actions for these facilities and for the designated relocation*

facilities. At the time of an emergency, the Dauphin County

Medical Officer, in the E0C, will obtain an up-to-date census

by patient group at each- facility so as to match evacuating

patients to the available resources at the relocation

facilties. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr. 18975, pp.

28-29.E

290. Pre-establishment of a fixed number of beds for evacuating

patients simply is not feasible since, as a practical matter,

daily hospital bed occupancy varies from day-to-day as does

the seriousness of the illnesses being treated. Rather,

Dauphin County has an established information system which

allows the County to determine bed availability, patient

allocation, and the need for additional hospital bedsb in a

timely manner at the time of an evacuation, the point when such

information is needed. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff.-

Tr.18975.
.

70/ A number of the designated relocation hospitals are members of a0
health care consortium which can provide a patient census update
for these facilities immediately upon request. Board Ex. 6, at
Annex K, Appendices 4, 5.

71/ The Commonwealth maintains numerous package disaster hospitals with
provisions for erecting them if, during an evacuation, available I

-

relocation hospitals do not fully meet the hospital bed needs. 1

Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 30.

4

!
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at 29. Consequently, we find no need for a predesignation of the

number of available hospital beds for relocating evacuated patients
>,.

and'we reject Contention EP-16(X). ''

.

*

10. Post-Evacuation Suecort
,

291. With regard to support for evacuees after ac evacuation,

Contention EP-13 asserts:

The evacuation plans for Cumberland, York, and
Lebanon Counties are based, at least in part on the
assumption that many if not most, evacuees will stay with
friends or relatives outside the evacuation zone. This
assumption is highly questionable, since during the early
days of the still-ongoing TMI-2 accident, siter women and
children were ordered out of the area within five miles
of TMI, many tens of thousands of people ot.tside this
area themselves evacuated voluntarily. In the event of
another accident at TMI which causes a twenty-mile
evacuation, for which each of the five counties expresses
preparedness, the resultant vointary evacuations of
persons beyond the 20-mile radius might well mean that
there will remain no friends and/or relatives for the
20-mile evacaees to reside with temporarily.

.

Similar concerns are raised in Contention EP-16(L) which

states, with regard to the Dauphin County Emergency Plan:

Appendix la of Annex E indicates that within a
5-mile radius there are 24,426 individuals who would
require evacuation from the area and there is an
assumption made that 50 percent of the individuals would

,

require snettering. The total number of positions
availabe for sheltering in the Plan equals 6,800. There
is an obvious deficiency in the number of sheltering site
positions available within the Ccunty olan and until and -

unless there can be some type of acceptable levels of
sheltering, the Plan will remain deficient. Moreover, it
is Intervenor's position that thare is an error in the
addition that appears within this Appendix concerning the

| total capacity of the shelters and that the figure of
7,625 is in error. Furthermore, i t' is Intervenor's
position that until and unless the Plan of Dauphin Count r
indicates that there are auxiliary emergency power
systems located in each one of the sheltering systems and

!

. - .
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er.ergency auxiliary heating systems at such sheltering
locations, the Plan will remain deficient.

Finglly,ContentionEP-14(EE) asserts: :;
The mass evacuation centers contained in the York-

County Plan do not state that the centers have auxiliary
backup electrical power and heating plants in the event
that they are placed into use. It is Intervenor's,

. contention tnat, without .och auxiliary power and heating
systems, that the Fian is deficient in that evacuees

would arrive either at a darkened er cold evacuation
center.

3

These contentions, together, raise concerns about the number

of mass care spaces being provided for evacuees and about the

planning to provide electricity and heat at the mass care

centers.

292. Disaster experience shows that mass care shelters are

minimally used by evacuees who, almost universally, do not

depend on such shelters. Tr. 17136, 17143 (Dynes).

Specifically, surveys of over 100 disasters have shown that

fewer than 20% of evacuees have utilized such shelters.

Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 49. The TMI-2

accident itself demonstrated that, although there were

substantial numbers of evacuees, few public shelters were used.

Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 49.22/ The-

J

l

.

72/ 74 to 81% of persons who evacuated during the TMI-2 accident stayed
with relatives and friends and the maximum number of persons at any
mass care center on any day was 180, confirming that mass care

jcenters are minimally used. Zeigler, ff. Tr. 21818, at 9.
;
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I

b o provideevidence establishes that the present. planning t

mass care centers for 50". of. the evacuating population of the
;. >

''

TMIi lume EPZ is conservative and should be more than'p ,

adequate. I_d. a t 49-50; Lothrop, ff. Tr.17996,
~

*

a t 3. Accordingly, we find no' basis for. the assertions that

planning for the number of mass care positions is inadequate

and we find such assertions in Contentions EP-13 and EP-16(L)
,

to be without merit.

293. As to the assertions in Contentions EP-16(L) and EP-14(EE)

that mass care centers should be provided with auxiliary

[ emergency power and heating systems, we note at the outset

that NUREG-0654 does not even call for the establishment of

mass care centers in an emergency, let alone stipulate that

centers which are established must have emergency electric

! power and heating provisions. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony),

ff. Tr.189'5, at 64; Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff,
i
'

Tr.18975, at 51. In any event, there appears to be no need

| for emergency electric and heating systems at mass care

centers. We have previously alluded to evidence indicating that t

.

an emergency at TMI will not necessarily result in the loss of

power to areas surrounding TMI. In the event that there were
,

I a loss'of power or heating in certain mass care centers,

-"-73/ The figure in the Dauphin County Emergency Plan of 6800 shelter
-positions, referenced in Contention EP-16(L), is for only one of
eight reception centers planned for by Dauphin County. Adler and Bath
(2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 50. The Dauphin County Emergency
Plan identifies 64000 shelter positions which should be far above
what will actually be needed. Curry et al . , ff. Tr. 20787, Wertz

j Testimony at 2.

e
i

.-. _ - . . _ _ , ___ . . . _ _
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sufficient numbers of centers have been provided that

relocation of evacuees fran mass care centers that have lost
,s .,

power or heat to ur3ffected mass care centers could be ''

,

accomplished. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr. 18975,

a t 51. Beyond that, if power were lost to certain mass care,

centers, it would also be lost to residents and commercial and

industrial entities in the same area. In such circumstances,

efforts to promptly restore power can be expected. Icl. On

balance, we simply find no basis in the record for requiring

emergency power and heating provisions for mass care centers.

Thus, we reject those assertions in Contentions EP-16(L) and

EP-14(EE) that such auxiliary electric and heating services

should be provided.

294. Contention EP-15( A) states:

The Cauphin County Plan, in Section V, makes the
assumption that persons evacuated from a risk area will
only have to remain outside of the risk area for a period
of three (3) days and that adequate lead time will be
available to implement the provisions of the Plan. It is
Intervenor's contention that a plan based upon these
assumptions is inadequate based upon past experience. In
the past it has been recognized that a five (5) day
selective evacuation was ordered by the Governor of
Pennsylvania and that basing an assumption upon a three
(3) day sneltering is a defect within the Plan itself.-

Moreover, there is no definition as to adequate " lead
time" and whether or not a definition of that term would
mean a short period of time or a relatively long period,

..

I
1
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of time, and _until or unless the term is specifically.

defined, the Plan is deemed to be inadequate.2S/

5 5.' .~
.

In a similar vein, Contention EP-16(S) asserts that:

.

The Dauphin County Plan is deficient in that there
is no long-term management provision in the event of an
evacuation which would last greater than three days.
Witnout such long-term planning, there is a possibility
and probability that confusion would reign after an
evacuation of three days and it_is submitted that in the
Maren 1979 incident, the evacuation lasted for five
days. Therefore, until and unless there is greater
long-term management planning provided for in the
emergency plan, the Plan remains deficient.

.

Neither the NRC's emergency planning regul ations nor NUREG-0654 stipulate

any minimum time that must be planned for the exclustion of evacuees

from the evacuated area. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr. 13975,

at 46. The basis for the three day evacuation under current planning for

the TMI area is that evacuees can carry with them minimum life support

elements (such as clothing and special medicines) sufficient

74/ Ne view the reference to need for " lead time" in the Daupnin County
Plan as simply a reflection of the practical realities of emergency
planning and response. Lead time prior to effecting a protective
action is useful for mobilizing emergency forces and facilities -

'

for example. getting traffic control personnel in place. The

absence of tra 'c control will not prevent an evacuation and the
absence of "lec time" will not prevent the taking of protective
actions. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 45-46. .

In fact, the " lead time" available and the status of mobilization of
emergency forces will be considered in protective action
decisionmaking through the use of _ the Licensee's evacuation time
estimates which account for the status of mobilization in
projecting tne time it will take to evacuate. Thus, we find no
deficiency in Dauphin County planning in the acknowledgment in that
County's Emergency Plan that lead time is necessary to fully
effectuate the plan.
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to sustain them for such a period without being overburdened by

having to .arry along the life support commodities needed for
i 5
' a much longer period of evacuation. Tr. 17997-98 (Lothrop). ''

.-

If an evacuation lasts longer than three days, the three days

currently planned for allows a sufficient and reasonable, -

period of time to resupply essential needs to sustain evacuees

beyond tne three day period. Lothrop, ff. Tr.17996, at 3-4.

FEMA's experience inaicates that an evacuation of the scale

envisioned for the TMI area does not necessitate special planning

for, or the identification of, resources to sustain evacuees and

that the three days planned for will provide ample time to procure

acditional -resources for an evacuation lasting beyond three days.

Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 46

295. In short, the evidence indicates that the current planning for

excluding evacuees from tne evacuated area for a period of

three days is adequate. There is no evidence indicating a

need for pre-planning beyond that period. Consequently, we

find Contentions EP-16(A) and EP-16(S) to be without merit.

296. Contention EP-14(II) asserts that:
~

The York County Plan provides that the American Red-

' Cross would provide for distribution of certain
foodstuffs, clothing, and other personal articles. There
is no mention in the Plan whether the Red Cross would.

have at its disposal the estimated foodstuffs required to
feed the evacuated population, the cats needed for the
sheltered area and the evacuation centers. Until cad
unless the Plan contains the statement that these items
are in storage and available for distribution, it is 1

Intervenor's position that the Plan remains deficient.
;

_ _
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-The Commonwealth's Emergency Plan sets forth criteria for the

establishment of masc care centers and assigns responsibility
;. N--

' for mass care support to the Red Cross in conjuction with host ~'

,

counties. Experience demonstrates that the Red Cross and

county emergency managenent agencies together have - *

cons).'ently provided adequately for mass care facilities in

actual disasters through resources that were on hand or

borrowed. Adler and Batn (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at

38-39. Where mass care centers are located in schools, I food

supplies on nand are usually sufficient for immediate needs.
,

Under York County planning, agreement has been reached for. the

procurement of additional food supplies through the

Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture and the General

Services Bureau of Government Donated Foods with the Red Cross

!. authorizec to take the necessary requests for foodstuffs.

Board Ex. 5, at I-15.

1
.

297. From ne foregoing, we find no deficiencies in the York County

Plan fron its failure to contain a statement that the Red

Cross has in storage and available for distribution the
'

necessary foodstuffs and cots to support York County mass care
~i

centers. There is no evidence of record indicating that such a
.

statement is needed in the York County Plan and we, therefor ,.

75/ All primary mass care centers identified in the York County Plan
'

are schools. Board Ex.- 5, at I-5.

!

|

|

i
.
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find Contention EP 14(II) to be without merit.

. j. 11. Medical Facilities and Decontamination };

298. As to planning for medical services for victims of a-

radiological emergency, Contention EP 6(A) asserts that:

There is inadequate provision in the York County
Plan for providing medical services for contaminated
individuals, for training persons providing these4

services, and for transporting radiological victims to
medical facilities, all as required by N. 0654 Sec. L.

Medical services for radiation victims in York County will be

provided by the 18 primary support hospitals identified in the

Commonwealth's Department of Health Plan as capable of

providing medical care to contaminated persons. The revised

York County Emergency Plan includes two hospitals from the

State Plan which are proximate to TMI. Curry et al . , f f.

Tr. 20767, Curry Testimony at 1; Tr.19429-31 (Bath). The primary

support hospitals for York County have hospital disaste, plans

with specific portions of the plans and procedures directed to

the trectment of radiological accident victims. Curry et al . ,

ff. Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony at 1; Tr. 20919-920 (Curry).<

Proper training for those persons providing medical services to
.

contaminated, injured individuals is provided through the

Cornonwealth's Department of Health Plan. Adler and Bath (3/16,,

I Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 27. In addition, the York County

Plan adequately provides for the transport of persons needing
i

medical services, including the victims of radiological

accidents, to the medical support facilities. Id_., at 28.

._ ,_
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299. In sum, the evidence shows that the revised York County Plan

(supported by the _ Commonwealth's planning through _ the State
t-

.
~

,

Department of Health) adequately provides for local hospitals
'

,

and medical services for persons exposed to radiation. Bath

(Attachment 3), ff. Tr. 22350, at 3. Thus, we find Contention EP- -

6(A) to be without merit.

300. As to the Commonwealth's Emergency Plan, Contention EP-10 states:

Appendix D of the Plan contains reference to the need for
the decontamination of radiologically contaminated individuals
(p.16) but does not provide any information as to how many
people may be contaminated, the kina and degree of
contamination expected or to be planned for, or the number of
facilities and medical personnel appropriately trained in
decontauination and radiation injury treatment tecnniques
which may be necessary.

While it is true that the Ccamonwealth has not provided a

prediction of the number of individuals who might be contaminated

in a raciological emergency at TMI, it is not clear that sucn a

number could be meaningfully estimated and such an estimate, as

well as projections of the kind and degree of contamination

expected, 5/ are not called for in the regulatory guidance set

forth in NUREG-0654. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at

-45. At the same time, the Commonwealtn's Emergency Plan does ,

identify 228 facilities that can provide decontamination and
t

; radiation treatment. In addition, the Commonwealth's Plan sets -

forth the number of medical personnel trained in decontamination

76/ The evidence does indicate tnat the type of contamination to be-
expected would involve contamination from beta and gamma emitters.
Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 45.

|

i
;
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and radiation treatment.22/ Cox, ff. Tr.18497, at 2; Adler and Bath

supra. In the event that the number of persons requiring radiation
i. >

trea'tment exceeds the capacity of the Commonwealth's resources to ''

.

provide such treau;ent, the U.S. Departcent of Energy can be called

upon for assistance. Adler and Bath supra. Through the Interagency-

Radiological Assistance Plan administered by DOE, physicians who

practice radiatior medicine are available to the Commonwealth. Tr.

18174-/5 (Reilly). Thus, we find that the Commonwealth has

appropriately identified facilities and trained personnel for the

treatment of radiologically contaminated and injured individuals

and that federal assistance can be provided to the Commonwealtn in caring

for and treating radiological emergency victics if State resources

prove to be inadeqi' ate. In these circumstances, we find Contention

EP-10 to be without merit and we reject it.

301. Also with regard to the resources available for the care and

treatment of radiological accident victims, Contention EP-14(JJ)

asserts that:

Tne York County Plan provides that there would be care
provided for victims of radiation exposure; however, there is'

no statement that there are supplies on hand for radiation

i ~
care or that there are sufficient numbers of supplies on hand!
to take care of a large mass evacuation in the event that

* there was a radiation leak. It is Intervenor's contention
tnat, in order to provide sufficient medical care for the
populace at risk, it is necessary that the Plan contain !.

'statements that inventories are available and are presently in
place. Without sucn statement, the Plan remains defective.

12/ Additional training in this regard has been developed by the
Commonwealth (Cox, ff. Tr.18497, at 2) and is now being given.
Tr. 18554 (Cox).

.
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The evidence shows that there is no need for explicit statements in
'

an emergency plan on medical supplies and inventories. The York
s. .

3
''

County Emergency Plan lists those hospitals in the TMI area s
.

identified by the Commonwealth as " capable of providing medical
'

support to contaminated / irradiated individuals." Board Ex. 5, at

J-3. Care for victims of large doses of radiation will be provided

at tnese facilities identified as having the capability to treat:

radiation victims and those facilities have the necessary equipment

and supplies. For sictims receiving significant but not large

doses of radiation, initial care and treatment is normally limited

to ciagnostic treatment involving blood samples and other testing

procedures. The medical supplies required for such procedures are

routinely available at any nospital. Adler and Bath (2/23

Testimony),ff. Tr.18975, at 30-31. Beyond this, State inventories

of aceded medical supplies may be relied upon in a radiological

emergency as the Commonwealth's Department of Health's Emergency Plan

specifically provides for the distribution of critical medical supplies

by the Department of Health. Commonwealth Ex. 2A, Appendix 9,

%IX.C.4 at 12; sIX.C.7 at 13. In these circumstances, we find no
.

deficiencies in the failure of the York County Emergency Plan to

contain statements on the availability of emergency medical
,

supplies. Thus, we reject Contention EP-14(JJ).

:

. - , _ _ , ,
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302. In Contention EP-14(K) it is asserted that:

LAppendix 3.' Annex A, Situation Analysis Group, of the''

York County Plan provides that it will support the State Bureau >-.

of Rad. Health with available personnel and equipment and that ~''

in the event of a general evacuation on request it will,

support fire and mass care operations with monitors for
decontaminations. Nowhere in the Plan does it state that the
Situation Analysis Group will have the necessary equipment*

required in order to support the various bureaus and fire and
mass care operations with the necessary equipment monitors for
decontamintation operations.

In a similar vein, Contention EP-14(S) states, in part:

Tne Plan also contains a concept that tne cot <.ty would
distribute radiological monitoring equipment to individual
fire companies to be monitored by the fire company personnel.
There is no indication in the Plan that volunteer firemen have
been trained to operate sucn equipment and tnere is no
assurance that such equipment is presently located within the,

county for distribution. Until these deficiencies are
resolved, it is Intervenor's position that the Plan is
deficient.

At tne outset, we note that the revised York County Plan coes not

define a " Situation Analysis Group" or assign responsibilities to

it. In addition, under the revised planning, the County will not

I supply personnel or equipment for use by State bureaus or agencies

for field monitoring in relation to accident assessment and dose

projection 25/ ut will rely upon BRP for that function. Board Ex.b

5, at R-1, ill.A. The revised County Plan does specify, however,
,

Ithat the County will provide for radiological monitoring and
e

decontamination of members of tha public at mass care centers if-

such services prove to be necessary. Board Ex. 5, at I-3, R-1.

!
,

la/ Under the Commonwealth's planning, the counties are not expected to
provide field monitoring teams for accident assessment and dose
projection functions. Commonwealth Ex. 2A, EVII.B.1.hh at 28.

4

I

i-

>
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303. The revised York County Plan provides that, upon the arrival of

evacuees at mass care centers, trained radiological monitoring -

.

.% -
,

personnel will monitor and decontaminate evacuees and their
"'

,

possessions -(including vehicles) if advised to do so by BRP. Board

Ex. 5, at R-3. The Plan itself sets forth the procedures to be -

used for personnel monitoring, including specific procedures for

use of the monitoring equionent and criteria for determining

whetner contamination exists (Board Ex. 5, Annex R, Appendix 1),

and procedures for decantaminating contaminated individuals (Board

Ex.' 5, Annex R, Appendix 5). The Plan also contains a specific

listing of all radiation monitoring survey equipment on hand in tne ,

County. Board Ex. 5, Annex R, Appendix 6. Radiation monitoring .

survey equipment has been distributed to five fire companies within

tne Tiil plume EPZ in York County and to 27 additional fire companies

witnin 5 to 10 ailes of tne plume EPZ boundary in York County. -Board

Ex. 5, at R-17. Provisions also have been made for the distribution

| of 50 additional radiological survey meters from PEMA stockpiles if

there is a need for additional equipment for monitoring at mass care

i centers. Board Ex. 5, at R-18. Thus, previously existing
|

*

shortfalls in raciological monitoring survey equipment for the
|

County have been eliminated. Bath (Attachment 3), ff. Tr. 22350, at
.

4. We find that tha York County Emergency Plan does, in fact,

! provide assurance tnat the necessary monitoring equipment for

decontamination operations at mass care centers will be available

when needed.j

|

|

|

_ .. _ _ _ _ _ .
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304. As.to training for personnel who will perform monitoring and

decontamination functions at mass care centers, we note the York
; ,% -

County Plan itself 'contains rather extensive and self-explanatory ~'

,

instructions on how to monitor individuals and the methods of

- decontamination. Board Ex. 5, Annex R, Appendices 1, 5. The

Commonwealth's training program provides for the training of fire
'

cocpany personnel in the use of radiological monitoring equipment

and extensive training has been provided to such personnel in the

past in this regard by the U.S. Department of Transportation and by

the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony)

ff. Tr. 18975, at 33. In addition, York County provides a home

study training program for the use of radiological monitoring
,

equipment. Curry, et al . , ff. Tr. 20787, Curry Testimony at 4.

Extensive '. raining has been conducted through this program and over

100 trained radiological monitoring personnel are now available for

York County. Tr. 20931 (Curry). From this we find that there is,

indeed, assurance that personnel trained in the use of radiological

monitoring survey equipment will be available for monitoring and

decontamination functions at mass care centers.
~

305. In sum, we find that York County planning has provided adequate

quantities of radiological monitoring equipment and adequate
_

numbers of personnel trained in its use to support the monitoring

and decontamination of evacuees at mass care centers as called for<

by the York County Emergency Plan. Accordingly, we find assertions

to the contrary in Contentions EP-14(K) and EP-14(S) to be without

me ri t.

-- - _,
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306. As to York County's planning for the monitoring and decontamination

of vehicles during an evacuation, Contention EP-14(Z) asserts that:
.s -

;.
ihe York County Plan provides for the decontamination of

''

-

personnel and vehicles and Subsection C of that Plan provides
that all vehicles passing through a designated reception
center will be decontaminated and also that all vehicles that
will be on major routes leaving tne county will be

-

decontaminated. The inclusion of this in the Energency Plan
of York County renders the Plan deficient and inoperable. It

is Intervenor's position that, by decontaminating vehicles and
personnel at the designated locations as set forth in the Plan
will only cause the projected traffic flows to be severely
diminished as a result of the d .antamination. The Plan is
deficient also because there is no projection as to the number
of cars that would be able to travel on the evacuation routes
after the initial jam-up occurs at the decontamination
routes. In other words, the decontamination areas will
provide a bottleneck for the evacuation of ares residents out
of risk areas that will effectively render the evacuation plan
inoperable. Unless the decontamination points are removed to
some other point besides the major evacuation arteries, it is
submitted that tne Plan is deficient.

Contrary to the assertions in this contention, tne revised York County

Plan does not provice that all vehicles on major routes leaving the

County will be decontaminated. Rather, it provides that, on the advice

of BRP, monitorirg and decontamination will be performed at mass care

centers witn initial monitoring and decontamination of evacuees

themselves, followed by monitoring and decontamination of vehicles where

they are parked when time permits. Board Ex. 5, ilV.C.2 at R-3,
,

sIV.B at R-14.

307. All mass care centers for York County will be located at distances -

greater than 10 miles from the outer edge of the plure EPZ.

Because of this distance and the parking space provided at the mass

79/ Provisions for the decontamination of evacuation vehicles are notcalled for by the criteria of NUREG-0654. Adler and Bath (2/23
Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 43.

.

--
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care centers, monitoring and decontamination at the centers

should not cause traffic backups affecting egress from the -

s
plum;e EPZ in any way. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. J- -

.

.

' Tr.18975, at 44. Consequently, we find Contention EP-14(Z)

to be wholly without merit and we reje:t it.-

12. Distribution and Administration of Potassium Icdide (KI)

308. A number of contentions have been raised concerning the

distribution and use of radioprotective drugs, specifically

potassium iodide (KI), during a radiological emergency.80/ gg, $f
,

taken before radiciodines are ingested, can serve to substantially
1

.

reduce the radiation dose to the thyroid by saturating the thyroid

and blocking ite uptake of radiuiodine. Beyea, ff. Tr.18350, at 6;

Commonwealth Ex. 2A, Appendix 9, at I-1. Recognizing the
4

effectiver.ess and usefulness of KI for thyroid blocking in a
,

I radiation emergency, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA)

invited submissions cf "New Drug Applications" for KI in oral

-

80/ The Staff had raised a concern about the Licensee's provisions for
the use of radioprotective drugs for emergency workers onsite and
had recommended that the Licensee be required to establish .

,

provisions for stockpiling thyroid blocking drugs. Staff Ex. 6,
t

at 30. The Licensee has, however, stockpiled sufficient thyroid*

blocking drugs onsite to sustain onsite emergency workers for
several weeks and has developed guidelines for the use of the

- drugs. Tr. 14626-27, 13771-72 (Giangi). The Staff has confirmed
the existence of a stockpile of KI for emergency workers onsite and
of Licensee-approved procedures for use of the drug. Staff Ex.
23, at 11-3. This matter has, thus, been resolved.

- - .
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|

dosage forms for use in a radiation emergencyb and approved two

' new drug applications" for the production of KI in telet and in"
-

'g .

liquid.fona for use in a radiological emergency only.E
' "

-'

,

309. Intervenors have argued, through testimony, that prior to restart of

TMI-1, KI should be predistributed to all residents of the plume EPZ '

for use in a radiological emergency. Beyea ff. Tr. 18350, at 6,

8-9. The Pennsylvania Department of Health, however, has

established a policy that will limit distribution and use of KI to

persons who _cannot be evacuated quickly -(Cox, ff. Tr.18497, at .1),

specifically: offsite emergency response organizati3ns operating

witnin the plume EPZ (including policemen, firemen, ambulance

personnel and emergency management personnel) and tne Staff ana

patients or residen;3 of selected institutions within the plume EPZ

(including tnose in nospitals, nursing homes and prisons). Comonweal tn

Ex. 2A, Appendix 9, at I-3. The Commonwealth's policy on KI use

was developed frca considerations of tne toxicity level of KI and

the incidence of allergic and adverse reactions to it, concerns

over the unauthorized use of KI by children if it were distributed-

to the general public, the shelf life of the drug, and its cost.
.

8_1/ Potassium Iodide as a Thyroid - Blocking Agent in a Radiation
Emergency - Request for Submission of New Drug Applications and -

,

Hotice of Availability of Labeling Guidelines, December 15, 1978, it

; 43 FED. REG. 58798 (ff. Tr.18577).

8_2/ Potassium Iodice for _ Thyroid Blocking in a Radiation Emergency2
Only; Approval and Availability, February 22, 1980, 45 FED. REG.
11912 (ff. Tr.'18577). The approval was for KI "as a tnyroid'

blocking agent for use as directed by State or local public health
authorities in the event of a radiation emergency only."

,

e

l

- . .. . . . . -. -
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Tr.18507,18516-17 (Cox); Cox, ff. Tr.18437 at 1. Counties within

the plume EPZ for TMI have modified their emergency plans to
i. . . >

reflect the Commonwealth's policy on KI use. Tr. 18552 (Cox). ''

,

Thus, we are faced with.a State XI distribution policy and plan *

which conflicts with a policy of distribution to the general public*

,

advocated by the Intervenors.

310. While the NRC's emergency planning regulations require that a range

of protective actions be dei aloped for the puolic in the plume EPZ

(10 CFR 950.47(b)(10)), tney do not specifically require that

protective actions for the public include the use of radioprotective

drugs. Guidance in NUREG-0654 indicates that planning for

protective actions should include provisions for the use of

radioprotective drugs, particularly for emergency workers and

institutionalized persons witnin the plume EPZ, and th6t State and

local emergency plans snoula include a method by wnich the State

health department may decide wnether to administer radioprotective

drugs to tne general public during an emergency. Staff Ex. 7, at

61, 63, Criteria J.10.e, J.10.f; Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff.

Tr.18975, at 33. This guidance does not impose mandatory requirements
'

wnicn must necessarily be followed in any particular emergency

plan. We deem to be controlling in this regard the Commission's
.

| diractions to the NRC Staff contained in a memorandua on thyroid

blocking, dated March 26, 1981, from Samuel J. Chilk, Secretary of

the Commission, to William J. Dircks, Executive Director for

__
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Operations.E In that memorandum, the Convaission requested that

the Staff continue to work with FEMA, NA and the Environmental
5 ?-

Protection Agency to address uncertainties in the use of KI by the
~'

,

general puolic. The Commission further indicated that the Staff

was to continue to work on source term methodology studies
-

then underway, that until the results of those studies were

presented, the Comission will make no further decisions regarding

the advisability of recommencing the stockpiling of KI for the

general public, and that, in the interim, the Staff should assure

witn FEMA that there is appropriate guidance for administration of -

KI before requiring implementation for certain ir.stitutionalized

members of the public. Chilk Memorandum, ff. Tr. 20394. This

Memorancum estaclisnes, ne believe, that use of KI by the general

puolic is not a regulatory requirement anc that tne Commission has

not yet determined wnetner such use is even ad'isable.

311. In these circumstances, we cannot find fault with the

Comonwealtn's determination that radioprotective drugs will not

be distributed or administered to the general public. The

Commonwealth's policy was developed by the Department of Health,
'

the State agency most directly responsible for providing for the

health of citizens witnin the State, based on a detailed
.

consideration of a number of factors including the potential for

adverse and possibly serious reactions to KI by limited numbers of

g Pursuant to an agreement of the parties, we have taken official
notice of that memorandum as well as of then - Chairman Hendrie's
March 25, 1981 letters to the Director of FEMA and the Acting
Commissioner of Food 'and Drugs at the FDA requesting studies and
guidance fram those agencies on the use of KI by the general public.
Tr. 20394.
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persons. Since the Comonwealth has made a predetermination that it

will not distribute KI to the general public and has made detailed
;. .s.

pla'ns for the predistribution of XI to emergency workers and ''

,.

institutionalized persons, State planning is consistent with the

guidance and criteria of NUREG-0654. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff.-

Tr. 18975, at 34-35. Accordingly, va reject the Intervenors'

assertions that provision ... A be made, prior to restart, for

administration of KI to the general public within the plume EPZ.

312. The Cor.nonwealtn's Emergency Plan contains detailed provisions for

the distribution of KI to State emergency response agencies and

organizations (Comonwealtn Ex. 2A, App. 9, at I-5, I-6) and for

predistribution to risk counties in the TitI plume EPZ. Id_., App. 9

i at I-6 to I-9. Specific numbers of XI units to be cistrubuted

to Lancaster and Lebanon Counties are listed for each emergency

I organization and institution in those counties that are to receive

KI. Although the current version of the State Department of

Health's Emergency Plan does not contain similar explicit listings

of KI cases for emergency response organizations and institutions

in Cumberland, York and Dauphin Counties, such lists have been
' completed and are set forth in the respective county plans. Tr.

22420-21 (Bath); Board Ex. 5, at R-23 to R-28; Board Ex. 6, at
e

N-22 to N-29; Board Ex. 8, at N-22, N-23. The Stcte Plan also

sets forth criteria for ordering the administration of KI to

emergency workers and institutionalized persons and provisions for

notifying all emergency response organizations ar.d institutions as

to when KI should be administered. Commonwealth Ex. 2A, App. 9,

at I-4, I-5.

r 1==
' t -'-
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313. Specific contentions on the use of thyroid blocking drugs are

directed primarily to the planning for distribution of KI. In this
; .s -

reg'ard, Contention EP-5(A) asserts:
''

,

Tne Commonwealtn's plan for distribution of a thyroid
blocking agent to persons at risk in the event cf a nuclear '

accident with offsite radiological consequences (Pa. Dept. of
Health RERP, App. I) is deficient for ths following reasons:

1. The plan assumes an advance warning time (1 hour; p. 2)
that is in excess of that which NUREG-0654 concludes maye
be available before an initial release of radioactive
materials to the environment.

2. The postulated warning time is that whicn is deemed the
minimum necessary to enable Dept. of Health officials "to
move anead of evacuees in their districtuion efforts."
However the plan is silent with respect to the much more
critical time period that would actually elapse between
the initial notification of the Ccmmonwealth of an
emergency situation and the availability to the public of
the medication. ANGRY submits that given the logistics
of tne distribution process as set forth in tne plan such
a time period would be well in excess of one hour. The
" assumption" stated in Sec. IVA(1), p.13, of the
distrioution plan is unsupportable as a planning basis.

3. In the case of York County, the mo'.ement of large numbers
of people to the single designated distribution point for
the medication, the County Courthouse, would require
complete departure from predetermined evacuation routes,
particularly for residents of Fairview and northern
Newberry Townships. It would also cause massive traffic
congestion in the center of York City.

4. The plan would be useless in the event of a nuclear .

emergency for which sheltering was the chosen protective
action. It is also useless to those farmers who
" consider evacuation unfeasible and elect to seek or use

'sheltering for themselves ..." (Pa. Dept. of Agriculture
Plan, p. 17). The stated condition to the advice to
"take prescribed dosage of SSKI" (Ex. 9 to App.1, Sec.
3(c)), namely, its availability, would of course not be
met under the plan as presently outlined.

For all the foregoing reasons ANGRY submits that the only
metnod of distribution capable of insuring the availability of
a thyroid blocking agent is its predistribution to all

-- _
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. potentially affected housd1ulas and businesses, and that such
predistribution should be accomplished priv? to the restart of
THI-1. (Emphasis in original).

;. >-
In 'a sicilar vein, with regard to the York County Plan provisions for the-

.

distribution of thyroid blocking agents, Contention EP-14(C) states, in

part:-

Subsection (c) of this Plan also provides that a County
Medical 0fficer will coordinate with the Pennsylvania
Department of Health the distribution of thy!Jid blocking
agents and other radiological health materials. The

' assumption is tnat these materials would be stored in an area
in close proximity to the affected area without any assurance'

that such thyroid blocking agents and other radiological
health materials are even available and could be delivered to
the Exit 6 area of I-83 within a timeframe that would be
sufficient to effect the Plan.

Both of these contentions assert inadequacies in tne planning for

distribution of thyroid blocking drugs to the general public and

were formulated and admitted as issues at a time when plans were

; inceed directed to such distribution. As previsouly discussed, the
|

Commonwealth has determined that it will not provide for the

administration of thyroid blocking drugs to the general public. We

hav9 found the Commonwealth's policy in this regard to be

consistent with NRC guidance and to be acceptable.

314. Since thyroid blocking drugs will not be distributed to the public,
,

the problems with regard to public distribtuion identified in these'

contentions will not exist. Thus, there is no need for lead timee

to effect distribution of KI to the public, evacuees will not be
i

held up in their evacuation or directed to specific locations to i

!
.

i

,

i

!

- . , . -, , . . , _. . , _ .. ,



- . -. - -_ __ . _

_ _

,

*

- 246 -
.

ot tain KI, and members of the pubiic who have been advised to

shelter will not be asked to leave shelters to obtain KI.
i. >

Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 37. In the same , ein.--
.,

there is no need for provisions in the York County Emergency Plan

for the delivery of KI to public distribution points. Adler and Bath *

-(2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 38-39. Accordingly, we find

Contention EP-5(A) and that portion of Contention EP-14(C) directed. e

to the distribution of KI to be without merit.
.

315. Contention EP-6(E) asserts that :

The provisions in the York County plan for thyroid ,

blocking agent distribution (Annex A, App. 3, Health-Medical
Operations) are not ccardinated with the state plan.

With the revision of State policy on the distribution and use of

KI, a revised KI dis;ribution plan was developed by the

Commonwealth and coordinated with the risk counties. Cox, ff. Tr.

18497, at 1. In turn, KI distribution plans for the risk counties,

including York County, were revised and are now wholly consistent

with tne Otate Emergency Plan provisions for KI distribution. Tr.

20797 (Curry); Bath (Attachment 3), ff. Tr. 22350, at 1. We,

therefore, find Contention EP-6(E) to be wi' - Jut merit and we
'

reject it.

316. As to the York County Plan, Contention EP-14(M) asserts that:
.

Appendix 3, Annex A, Health Medical Operations, provides
that that group would be prepared to assist the State
Department of Health in tae distribution of thyroid blocking
and other radiological health materials.. Nowhere in the Plan
is it stt ed that these materials are readily available and
until and unless the Plan specifically designates that these '

materials are located within the York County area, it is
Intervenor's content on that t1e Plan is deficient.i

-, . . - . - - - _ - - - _ - . - _ . - _ .
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Under the revised State and York County Emergcncy Plans, KI will be

predistributed in predetermined amounts to the York County
L |r

Embrgency Management Agency, to the emergency management agencies -'

,

of each of the 14 municipalities within the York County portion of

the TMI plume EPZ, and to 16 fire companies,12 ambulance services,-

and 11 police departments in the plume EPZ for York County.

Commonwealth Ex. 24, Appendix 9, at I-9; Board Ex. 5, at R-23 to

R-28. With such predistribution, State assistance in the actual

physical distribution of KI in York County during an emergency is

not necessary.

317. Altnougn tne Department of Health's Emergency Plan states that KI

was to be predistributed to the counties by June 1981 (Commonwealtn

Ex. 2A, App. 9, at I-6), the Commonwealth has experienced

cifficulties in procuring KI in suitable form and we have no

evidence indicating :nat precistribution to the counties has yet

been accomplished. As reflected in the Commonwealtn's Plan, the

State had originally planned to procure KI in tablet form.

Subsequent planning to obtain the drug in liquid form was abandoned

and the Commonwealth is now seeking to procure KI in tablet form
~ for distribution in accordance with the State's Emergency Plan

provisions. Tr. 22767 (Adler). The KI currently available in
.

tablet form has a shelf life which expires on December 31, 1981

although that shelf life m3y be extended. Tr. 2276d (Adler). The
|

Commonwealth has every intention of securing KI in tablet form and I

is continuing its efforts to do so. Sath (Attachment 3), ff. Tr.

22350, at 1. We are confident that the Commonwealth will continue
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in its efforts to crocure KI until suitable KI is obtained at which

tire it will predistribute the drug in accordance with the
; >'

pr:ovisions of the Commonwealtn's Emergency Plan. At this time,
''

,

however, we find no deficiencies in the York County Plan for its

fdilure to state that thyroid blocking drugs are located within the *

York County area. Thus, we reject Contention EP-14(M).

13. Farmers and Livestock

318. A number of contentions have been raised concerning measures to

protect farmers and livestock during a radiological er.:ergency. In

tnis regard, Contention EP-2 states:

It is contended that present evacuation plans do not
provide for care and/or relocation of livestock. It is

further contended tnat such provision should be made before
restart of THI-1.

Similarly, witn regara to tne Licensee's Emergency Plan, Contention
i

EP-4(A) asserts that:

; There is no provision in tne EP for the prevention of
! damage to property (e.g., livestock) in the area surrounding

the plant site as required by Appendix E to 10 CFR 50, sh
II(C). III, and IV(C).

At the outset, we are constrained to note that the NRC's new
.

~

emergency planning rules and guidance are directed to measures to
:

protect public health and safety and do not require explicit

planning for the protection of property. b As shown in the
.

84/ The reference in Contention EP-4(A) to parts of Appendix E to 10
CFR Part 50 is misplaced. None of the referenced sections in the
new Appendix E, which became effective on November 3, 1980, relate
in any way to requirements for the protection of property. Chesnut,
ff. Tr. 15007, at 67.

|

L
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Statements of Consideration accompanying the new emergency planning

rules, the Commission had considered imposing regulations requiring
i. .s -

an' outline of " corrective measures to prevent damage to onsite and ^-

,

offsite property."85/ Tne Commission determined nut to impose such

requirements "because public health and safety should take clear*

precedence over actions to protect property. Measures to protect

property can be taken on an ad hoc basis as resources become

available after an accident." 45 FED. REG. 55402, 55407. Consistent

with this, Licensee, State and county emergency plans are directed

t: ard protecting persons rather than property (Rogan, e_t al., ff.

Tr.13756, at 113) and the absence from any of these plans of

specific provisions which will assure the protection of property,

including livestock, is not a planning deficiency. Chesnut, ff.

Tr.15007, at 67-60; Adler and Batn (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.13975, at 50.

319. Nevertneless, extensive information on measures that may be taken

to protect animals and livestock is presented in the Pennsylvania ,

Department of Agriculture's Plan. Rogan et al. , ff. Tr.13756, at

113; Commonwealth Ex. ZA, Appendix 7. The Department of

Agriculture's Plan allows farmers to remain on their farms to care
~

for their livestock during a general evacuation, to evacuate

themselves and their families, leaving their livestock behind and
,

notifying the county agricultural agent of the situation, or to !

evacuate livestock if the livestock is not diseased. Tr. 18845-46

(Furrer).
,

85/ Emergency Planning - Final Rule," 45 FED. REG. 55402, 55407 (August
19,1980).

:

.-. . .-. -_
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320. Substantial guidance to the farmer for the protection of his

livestock and poultry is set fortn in Annex B to the Department of
; s-

Agriculture's Plan. This information, designed in the form of
,

''

reproducable fact sheets, as well as information on the protection

of food in the main bocy of the Department of Agriculture's Plan, '

was to be distributed by the State Department of Agriculture to all

farmers within the TMI plume EPZ by about mid-July of 1981. Tr.

20421-22 (Furrer). The guidance on the protection of livestock

emphasizes sneltering of livestock and the use of stored feed and

water in the event of a radiological emergency (Van Buskirk and

Cable, ff. Tr.18296, at 1-2), providing information on suitable

snelters, raciation attenuation factors from various types of

snelters, measures to augment sheltering capabilities, priorities

for sheltering certain types of livestock, required space and

ventilation for sheltered livestock, measures to provide protected

feed and water to sneltered livestock, and specific measures for

tne protection of dairy cows, beef cattle, sheep, swine and

poultry. Commonwealth Ex. 2A, Appendix 7 Annex B, at 4-21.

Testimony from several farmers and local veternarians who reviewed
~

the guidance provided in the Department of Agriculture's Plan

indicates that various recommendations related to sheltering may
.

not be practical for all farms in tne TMI area. Tr.18738 (Lytle);

Tr.18766-67 (Samples). The Department of Agriculture itself

candidly admits that it may be impractical, if not impossible, to

provide shelter and care for all livestock. Commonwealth Ex. 2A,

, -- _ .
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Appendix 7 Annex B, at 6. flevertheless, we find that extessive

and detailed guidance has oeen provided which should allow farmers
; >-

to' provide scce form of sheltering protection for their livestock in -'

,

the event of a radiological emergency.E

221. Further guidance advises farmers to report their status to the-

county agricultural agents or county emergency management agencies

in tne event that an evacuation is ordered. Van Buskirk and Cable,

ff. Tr.18296, at 2. Although the Commonwealth's planning does not

provide a means for the evacuation of livestock (Van Buskirk and

Cable ff. Tr.18296, at 3; Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975,

at50),E it does provide a means whereby evacuating farmers may

arrarge for assistance in caring for livestock left behind. Van

Suskirk and Cable, ff. Tr. h296, at 2; Tr.18883-84 (Furrer). Such

assistance would be arranged through the county agricultural

emergency boards, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the State

86) Provision has been made for notifying farmers of the need to
shelter livestock through pre-prepared EBS messages to be broadcast
during an emergency. Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975,
at 50.

87/ Farmers may evacuate their herds without prior authorization from
the Commonwealth provided that the herd has not been~

quarantined. Tr. 18314 (Van Buskirk). Although the evidence
indicates that it probably will not be possible to evacuate all
herds in the TMI plume EPZ on short notice, such an evacuation-

could be accomplished over a period of several days. Tr. 18822-23
(Weber). In this regard, there are a number of commercial
livestock haulers in the TMI area and many local farmers have their
own livestock trucks that can be used to relocate a limited number
of livestock. Tr. 20234 (Stewart). Thus, the means for a limited
evacuation of livestock (possibly of the most valuable livestock on
specific farms) exist, even on short notice.

. . . _ _ _ _



- 252 - -

Department of Agriculture whicn itself has 57 officers throughout

the State, most of whom are fare;ers, who could be diverted to
i >-

provide assistance in an emergency. Tr. 18853, 18850-51 (Furrer}; --

,

Tr. 18302-303 (Cable). In addition, famers who evacuate may be

pemitted to return periodically to care for their livestock. Tr. *

18333 (Van Buskirk). Inus, while evacuation of livestock has not been

provided for, provision has been made for arranging for emergency
-

care for livestock left benind by evacuating famers. We find no

planning deficiencies in the failure to provide a means for

i evacuating all livestock in the plume EPZ.

322. In sum, we find that present planning does provide for care for

' livestock in a radiological emergency and that substantial guidance

and infomation is' provided to tne farmer that will alicw him to
,

minimize damage to his property in this regard. Ccnsequently, we
i

j fina Contentions EP-2 and EP-4(A) to be without merit and we reject

! tnem.
i

323. Contention EP-5(G) asserts tnat:'

t

The Commonwealtn's Dept. of Agriculture Plan is
inadequate for the reason that it provides no information on
measures for the self-protection of farm personnel who
"cc M Jer an evacuation unfeasible and elect to seek or use ^

shel;ering for themselves . . ." (p. 17). The plan offers the
faratr no choice between the two extremes of exposing himself
to potentially dangerous levels of radiation or mplete
abandonment of his investment in nis livestock. *

e

8_8/ Contrary to the assertions in this contention, infomation on
self-protection of fam personnel is contained in Section V of the
Departner ' f Agriculture's Plan which specificially discusses
evacuati, sheltering and protective action selection for farm
operators. Comonwealtn Ex. 2A, Appendix 7, Section V, at 15-17.
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The same'infomation on self-protective measures that is available

to the general public is also available and applicable to farmers.
i. 3

-'Va'n Buskirk and Cable, ff. Tr.18296, at 4. In this regard, we
,

have previously addressed in some detail tne emergency infomation

pamphlets prepared by the Commonwealtn and the five counties within*

the THI plume EPZ as well as the Licensee's commitment to

distribute those pamphlets to all residents of the plume EPZ.

Through this means, farmers in the area should have access to

necessary infomation on protecting themselves and their families,

in a radiological ec::rgency. In addition, the county agricultural

agent, an emergency worker, will work closely witn famers v ari ,g

an emergency, providing advice on self-protection as well as advice

on measures to protect livestock. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff.

Tr. 18975, at 47-48. As previously mentioned, infomation on the<

!protection of foodstuffs and use of contaminated food, as set fortn
,

,

in the Department of Agriculture's plan, is also to be distributed

to famers in tne TMI plume EPZ. In tnis regard, State milk i

sanitarians will contact dairy farmers in an emergency to provide

information on tne possible' contamination of milk (Tr. 20407

(Fouse)) and famers who get their milk from their own cows will be*

similarly advised (Tr. 20417-18 (Fouse)). In sumary, we find no
-

merit in Intervenors' assertions in this contention that measures

have not been taken to provide farmers with information and advice

on self-protection in a radiological emergency.

I
-_ _ , _ _ . . _ ._
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324. Beyond this, we do not agree with the assertion that famers are

| left with the choice of two extremes - exposing themselves to
| i :~

|
radiation or abandoning their investments in their livestock.

~~

,

Protective measures in the fom of sheltering are available to the

| f a mer. Commonwealth Ex. 2A, Appendix 7, at 15-17. In addition, -

|
we have previously discussed the arrangements that can be made to

provide care for livestock in tne event tnat the farmer decides to|

evacuate. Such arrangements for care can help to preserve

livestock left benind by evacuating farmers and thus reduce the

possibility that evacuation by the farmer will result in a total

loss of his investment in his livestock. b

325. In sum, we find the planning inadequacies alleged in contention EP-

5(G) to be nonexistent. We, therefore, reject that contention.

| 326. Contention EP-14(BB) states

nnnex R of tae York County Plan does not provide for any
evacuation of domesic fam animals and until and unless the;

| Plan does provide for a plan of evacuation, the Plan remains
deficient. Domestic fam animals cannot be left for any'

period of time witnout human care and attention and,
therefore, it is assumed that farmers who have such large
investnents in livestock will not leave their investment

i unattended and, thus, they are left at risk. Moreover, the
j agricultural part of the York County Plan provides that the

County Evergency Management Agency Director will cnarge and'

*

cistribute cos1 meters for agricultural personnel who are
required to enter tne designated risk area but does not state
who will provide tne dosimeters and wno will inte pret the
dosimeter readings. Until and unless these two facets of the "

York County Plan are remedied, it is Intevenor's contention
that the Plan remains deficient.

!

! 8_9/ Farmers from the TMI area testified that the State Department of
Agriculture's plan to arrange for care of livestock would be a
factor in the farmers' determination as to whether they themselves
would evacuate in an emergency. Tr.18728 (Lytle); Tr.18730 (V.
Fisher).

|

l
|
'

l
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We have previously addressed the fact that existing emergency plans

do not provide for the evacuation of livestock. We have also
1. .

:< -
discussed the information provided to the farmer on how he can ~*

,

.,

Iprotect himself and his farm animals in the event of a radiolgoical

emergency. Protective measures for farm animals are available,*

and, together with arrangements for continuing care for fam

animals, can serve to reduce losses of animals left behind when it

( is necessary for farmers to evacuate. Thus, we have found that the

failure of emergency plans to provide for the evacuation of

domestic farm animals does not constitute a planning deficiency

under the emergency planning regulations.

327. As to the assertions in Contention EP-5(G) with regard to dosimetry
1

for agricultural personnel, the revised York County Emergency Plan

specifically provides that each emercency workeM in the Councy

will be supplied with two self-reading dosimeters and one TLD.

Board Ex. 5, at R-2, R-3, R-4. Explicit instructions on use of
;

the Jerscnal dosimetry are set forth in the plan. Jd_., Annex R,

Appendix 3. The self-reading dosimeters will be interpreted by the

emergency workers themselves whereas the TLDs will be read by BRP.

*
J_d_. at R-10.

N.
9,0/ Farmers are not considered to be emergency workers and will not0!

necessarily be given dosimetry. Tr.16089 (Chesnut); Adler and Bath
(3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 50. However, since farmers who
evacuate may be permitted to return to the evacuated area, under
the control of local officials, for livestock maintenance purposes
(Adler and Bath (3/16 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 51), it is possible4

that dosimetry will be issued to them in certain circumstan;es.

|
4

, -_ . - - - - - .-- .- ., _
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- 328. Under the York County Emergency Plan, the self-reading dosimeters

will be provided to emergency workers by the York County Emergency
i >

Man'agement Agency through radiological equipment kits which have been
--

,

precestributed to fire companies throughout York County or from a
, .

st Jckpile maintained in the County Emergency Management Agency storeroom
-

at the E0C. Iji. at R-15, R-17, R-18. One-thousand additional self-

reading dosimeters have been reserved by PEMA for York County's use

and PEMA is currently attempting to procure 1000 TLDs which will be

; reserved for York County. Id. at R-16, R-18. Thus, the York County
.

Euergency Plan does indicate the source of the dosimetry to be provided

to York County emergency workers, including those agricultural personnel

who are considered to be emergency workers. The evidence also

indicates that a sufficient quantity of self-reading dosimeters is

in stock (Tr. 22427-28 (Batn)) and that efforts are being made to procure

ILO dosimetry which tne Comraonwealtn has committed to supply.
4

Commonwealth Ex. 2A, App. 8, at XIV-3. Thus we find no merit in

the assertions made in this regard in Contention EP-14(BB) and we

reject tnat contention.

329. With regard to York County planning Contention EP-6(G) asserts that:
*

The York County Fairg ounds is an inappropriate location
for the agricultural "Infornation Center" (Annex R, Sec. IVF)
since it is within the 20-mile distance from the plant to 'p
which under the plan's assumpt:ons a total evacuation may be -

required. The provision establishing this center fails to,

'

provide also for the necessary pr0 determination by farmers
wishing to avail themselves of its services of the nature and
timing of the " essential functions" for their farms, the
number of persons needed to perform such functions, and the
identity of such persons. Dissemination of information
concerning this program and the compiling of information
provided in response thereto should be accomplished prior to:

| TMI-1 restart.
|

|

t

!

. __
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This contention was directed to an early version of the York County.

emergency Plan which provided for the establishment of an
;. .s--

ag@iculturalinformationcenter. The revised York County Plan does ~ ~

,

~

not provide for the establishment of such a center. Curry et al . ,

ff. Tr. 20767, Curry Testimony at 2. Moreover, such a center and the*

public information functions and services it might provide are not called

for in emergency planning guidance and criteria. Adler and Bath (3/16

Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 63. Such services would simply

supplement assets already in place for York County - assets which

currently ueet NUREG-0654 criteria for public information dissemination.

In these circumstances, no further provision for an agricultural

information center is necessary. ld_. Since planning for such ad

p
center is no longer being undertaken and is unnecessary in any>

event, we find Contention EP-6(G) to be inapposite and we reject it.

14. Coordination
i
' 330. Intervenors claim that there is a lack of _ ordination between the.

Licensee's planning and the planning of offsite emergency response

organizations. Specificaly, as to Licensee's Emergency Plan,

Contention EP-15(E) asserts that:*

Section 4.6.5.1(2) of the Emergency Plan provides that
the responsibility for actions to protect persons in the-

offsite areas rests with the Commonwealtn of Pennsylvania and
that the Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency shall be the
agency with whicn the responsibility rests for the placing, in
effect, of protective options such as evacuation, sheltering
and thyroid prophylax1s. The same section indicates that in
the event of a general emergency, precautionary measures may be
taken such as sheltering, evacuation and evacuation of certain
sectors based upon wind speed and direction. It is again

,

1

- - - -- , . - _ - _ _ _ , - _ - - _ , , m. ,
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Intervenor's contention that this particular section of the
Emergency Plan providing for the precautionary measures cited
have not been coordinated with local county plans to any

j measurable extent. For example, in the county plans, there is N

no indication of how the counties would instruct its local
-'

,

Civil Defense Directors to evacuate only certain sectors
within a community instead of within radial distances of the
Three Mile Island nuclear facility. This is again only but

*

one example of a lack of coordination between the Emergency
Plan and the various county plans and it is Intervenor's
position that this lack of coordination is symptomatic of the
entire Emergency Plan as it is now written. The Emergency
Plan submitted by the Licensee should encompass a total coordination
of all Emergency Plans formulated by federal, state and county
agencies. This lack of coordination creates a deficiency which
has to be remedied.

Despite the claims of a general lack of coordination in planning

between the Licensee and offsite organizations, only a single

instance of alleged conflict in planning has been cited. That

instance involves a reference in the Licensee's Emergency Plan to

" evacuation of certain areas based on wind speed and direction"

whicn Licensee cites 5s an " example" of precautionary measures

which the Commonwealtn could take. Licensee Ex. 30, at 6-14. It

is indeed true that the county emergency plans do not contain

explicit provisions for sector evacuations. IP addition, the

e,idence indicates that, in general, the Commonwealth will not

order a sector cvamaHr. oe ause of the potential for substantial ,

wind shifts in short periods of time, although efforts and resources

for evacuation will be concentrated in the direction at greatest -

risk. Lothrop, ff. Tr. 17996, at 5. However, we do not deem

the Licensee's mere reference to a sector evacuation as an

example of a possible protective action to be taken by the State as

i indicative of a general lack of coordination between the Licensee's

! planning and offsite planning. The fact that the Commonwealtn
|
,

--,.,-o
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has indicated a general disinclination for ordering a sector

evacuation does not mean that it would never direct such an
;. >

evac'uation, even in specific instances where it determined that a -'

,

sector evacuation would be appropriate and could be accomplished.S$/

331. Contrary to the assertions in Contention EP-15(E), the evidence*

indicates that there has been substantial coordination of planning

among the Licensee, tne Commonwealth, PEMA and 3RP through

meetings, agreements on organization and communications concepts

(Rogan et al., ff. Tr.13756, at 9-10), provisions for Licensee

training for offsite emergency response organizations and
:

provisions for testing communications (Rogan et al., ff. Tr.

13756, at 13-14). Coordination efforts were also concentrated in

the areas of emergency classification, notification of the

counties, protective action recommendations, and the prompt

notification system. Tr. 13d66-63 (Rogan, Giangi).

91/ The Commonwealth's Emergency Plan does contain a discussion of the
identification of protective action areas in which it indicates
that, in general, a protective action area will include a
wedge-shaped sector of about 90* centered in the down wind
direction. Commonwealtn Ex. ZA, App. 8, at VII-1. As to the
capability to effect a sector evacuation, we note that PEMA has

, directed the five counties in the plume EPZ for TMI to include in
their emergency plans maps which show sectors utilized by the
Licensee so that sectors at greatest risk could be clearly
identified to local emergency response personnel. Incorporation of*

tnese sector maps into State and county emergency plans will serve
to identify the various sectors on clear and common terms. This,
in combination with the direction of coordinated protective actions
by PEMA, should provide county and local emergency response
organizations witn a clear understanding of tne areas to be
evacuated in the event that a sector evacuation were ordered.
Chesnut and Batn ff. Tr.19626, at 12-13.

4

__ _
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Licensee coordination with the five risk counties on communications

systems, notification procedures, the prompt alerting system and
; y.<

emer'gency. response resources was accomplished through meetings with
-

,
,

the county emergency management coordinators. Rogan et al., ff.

I Tr.13756, at 10.
*

332. From our review of the record, we have not found evidence of

significant inconsistencies or conflicts between the Licensee's

planning and that of the State ano the counties.22/ Consequently,

we find Contention EP-15(E) to be without merit.

H. Maintaining Emergency Preparedness

333. Several contentions have been raised regarding plans and provisions -

far maintaining emergency preparedness. These contentions are

directed to the major areas of training, provisions for exercises# '

l and crliis, anc provisions for tne audit and review of emergency

plans.

1. Training i

334. As to training for State emergency response personnel, Centention

EP-5(F) asserts tnat:

.

92/ Several inconsistencies, identified by Intervenors in Contention *

,

EP-5(E), between the Licensee's Plan and the BRP Plan involving 7

protective action criteria have been resolved through modifications
'

3

to the BRP and Licensee Plans. Reilly ff. Tr.18125, at 6; Tr.
18248 (Reilly).

.

:

__ _ . . - - _ _. -_ ._ , __ __ _ . . _ . _ ,
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TMI-1 should not be permitted to restart until persons
responsible for. implementing emergency response plans at all
levels of the response network within the plume EPZ have

i successfully completed the training mandated by H. 0654 Sec. 3-
* 04 and provided for in Pa. 00P App. 10

''

,

NUREG-0654 calls for periodic training for various categories of

State and local emergency response personnel who are responsible for*

implementing radiological emergency response plans. Criterion

I 0.4(a) calls for training of State and county emergency management

coordinators. Staff Ex. 7, at 76. In this regaro, specialized

training as set forth in the Commonwealtn's Emergency Plan, has

been provided by PEMA, with the initial round of training completed

about mid-April of 1981. Tr. 17939-41 (Lamison). Training for tne3

appropriate county and municipal officials in each of the five
4

counties in tne TMI plume EPZ has been completed. Tr. 17972 (Lamison)'

335. Provision has been made in the Commonwealth's Emergency Plan for the

training stipulated by NUREG-0654, Criterion 0.4(b) for State

personnel responsible for accident assessment, and by NUREG-0654

Criterion 0.4(c) for State radiation monitoring teams and

radiological analysis personnel. Tr.17941-43 (Lamison). The
,

State's accident assessment personnel have received training in
* this regard withip 'he last year and the BRP staff, responsible for

radiological monitoring and analysis, was given training in
.

monitoring in the fall of 1980. Tr.18127 (Reilly). Five separate,

reactor accident training drills were conducted for BRP accident3

assessnent personnel during April and May of 1981. Bath (Attachment
i

3), ff. Tr. 22350, Pre-Exercise Training, at 1, 2.

l

.

f
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j 335. NUREG-0654, Criteria 0.4(d), (f) and (g) specify that training is to

be provided to local police, security and fire fighting personnel,
,

local first aid and rescue personnel and local support services
''

.

personnel. Staff Ex. 7 at 76. In this regard, the Licensee's
~

Emergency Plan has been modified to include commitments for

training for emergency personnel and the Licensee has committed to

complete, prior to restart, one full iteration of emergency organization

training including training for offsite support organizations.

Chesnut and Bath, f f. Tr.19626, at 16. Specific training will be

provided by the Licensee to local fire companies, ambulance

services and police departments to familiarize them with the TMI

site and the Licensee's Emergency Plan. Tr.13842 (Tsaggaris);

Staff Ex. 6, at 27; tne Licen'_ee's Plan also providcs for training

for the State Police and the Middletown Police Department on

emergency classifications and communicationa and training for fire

and rescue services on security force interfaces, basic radiological

controls, onsite firefighting equipment and communications. These

training programs satisfy the NUREG-0654 criteria. Chesnut ff. Tr.

15007, at 72-73. Finally, Radiation Management Corporation (RMC), acting
4

.

for the Licensee, provides annual training for ambulance and

hospital personnel. RMC provided training for local emergency
,

medical personnel from offsite organizations in September of 1980.

L

!~

.. - -_ ,
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|

Rogan. et al . , f f. Tr.13756, at 45, 48. Further training for
i. .% -

State and local medical support personnel as specified in NUREG-0654, ''

.

Criterion 0.4.h is provided by the Pennsylvania Department of

Health in accordance with specific medical support training-

programs set forth in the State Emergency Plan. Tr. 17944
'

(Lamison).

337. Finally, HUREG-0654 Criterion 0.4(j) stipulates that training is

to be provided. to State and local personnel responsible for

transmission of emergency information and instructions. Staff Ex.

7, at 75. The evidence indicates that such training has already
|

been provided and that plans are to provide retraining in this

regard at least quarterly. Tr. 17945-46 (Lamison).

338. In summary, the evidence indicates tnat for each of the applicable

training criterion in NUREG-0654, Section 0.4, appropriate training

for State and local emergency response personnel has already been

provided, is ongoing, or is planned for the rear future. Thus, we

find that Contention EP-5(F) has essentially been satisfied.

339. Contention EP-5H states that:
'

.

The Commonwealth plan for hiring and training a nuclear i

engineer to be dispatched to the TMI-1 control room upon the.

occurrence of any future nuclear accident should be completed
before restarting is authorized.

-D T w
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The evidence indicates that the Commonwealth has in its employ

a nuclear engineer who will be dispatched to the Licensee's EOF
,

s,.

~'

in the early stages of a radiological emergency at TMI. Chesnut .

and Bath, ff. Tr.19626, at 18. Thus, we find that Contention

EP-5(H) has been satisfied.E
*

2. Exercises and Drills

340. Contention EP-4(F) asserts that:

The provisions for the conducting of a " Radiation
Emergency Exercise" of the Licensee JEP, at 8-8) and of
the Commonwealth (Pa. 00P, App.14) are inadequate in
that they do not clearly provide for the participation
therein of federal agencies. The necessity for such
participation is clearly established by the extensive
involvement of federal agencies in the TMI accident.
Second, the aforementioned appendix to the Commonwealth's
emergency plan .ndicates that "all major elements of the
plans and preparedness organizations" may be tested only
over a period of five years. All such elements should be
tested in an exercise prior to the restart of TMI-1.

Contrary to the assertions in this contention, both the

Commonwealth's Emergency Plan and the Licensee's Plan

anticipate federal participation in the full-scale radiation

emergency exercises. Thus, the Commonwealth's Plan specifies

that "[p]rovisions will be made to include Federal emergency ,

response in this annual exercise." Commonwealth Ex. 2A,
.

9 There is no requirement or guidance stipulating that a State and/or
local emergency response organization is to station a nuclear
engineer or other technical analyst in the control room during an
emergency. State technical analysis representatives at the
Licensee's EOF are preferred under the regulatory guidance. Staff
Ex. 7, at 41, Criterion C.2(a); Chesnut and Bath, ff. Tr.19626, at
17-18. Thus, we find no inadequacies in the Commonwealth's plan to
station its technical analysis representative in the Licensee's EOF
rather than in the control room as referenced in Contention EP-5(H).

__ _
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Appendix 14. at 14-1. Similarly, the Licensee's Emergency *

Plan provides that "[d] rill scenarios will be prepared that
,

,. -

involve participation of several emergency teams and all or ''

,

specific parts of the onsite and offsite emergency organizations

,

including varying degrees of participation of State, county and*

federal agencies and organizations and local services support

personnel and organizations." Licensee Ex. 30, at 8-7.

341.10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix E, 5 IV.F.2 requires that plans be

made for federal emergency response agency participation in a

full scale emergency response exercise at least once every

five years for each site at which there is one or more licensed

power reactors. Federal agency participation in exercises for

a particular site once every five years is adequate in view of

the fact that federal agency participation in exercises in

general is much more frequent because of the number of

licensed plants conducting exercises. Tr. 14275-76 (Giangi).

In accordance with the provisions of 10 C.F.R. Part 50,

Appendix E, it is expected that federal agencies will.

participate in the full scale exercise for TMI at least once

every five years.E Rogan et al. ff. Tr.13756, at 117. We*

.

94/ In this vein, the NRC's regional response team was activated and
participated in the June 2,1981 full scale exercise for TMI.
Donaldson and Chesnut, ff. Tr. 22236, at 5. The NRC response
functions exercised at the time were radiological assessment,
operational assessment and communications functions and the
functions of the NRC's Director of Site Operations. Tr. 22321
(Donaldson).

- ___ . -
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find this to be acceptable and in consonance with the

provisions of 10 C.F.R. Part 50, Appendix E.
; :< -

342. On June 2,1981, a full scale emergency response exercise was ~'

.

conducted for TMI. This exercise, undertaken in response to
~

the Commission's order in CLI-79-8 that the Licensee conduct a

test exercise of its emergency plan (CLI-79-8,10 NRC 141,

144, short term Order item 3(e)), involved direct

participation by the Licensee's onsite and offsite emergency

response organizations, fire companies supporting the

Licensee's onsite emergency response (Donaldson and Chesnut,
4

ff. Tr. 22236, at 3-5), various State agencies with emergency

responsibilities, Dauphin, Cumberland, Lancaster and Lebanon

Counties, and one municipality in each of Dauphin, Lancaster

and Cumberland Counties. Staff Ex. 20, at 3-6,13; Staff Ex.18,

a t 1. The exercise involved a ccmprehensive and detailed
,

emergency scenario with the simulated accident escalating from

the Unusual Event to the General Emergency classification. .

Donaldson and Chesnut, ff. Tr. 22236, at 4 The functional areas

of the Licensee's Plan and emergency response organization tested
'

in tne exercise were: (1) operations staff actions in detection,,

classification and operational assessment of the accident; (2),

,

notification of offsite agencies, notification and call-up of

Licensee personnel and canmunications; (3) radiological

dose assessment and projection and protective action decision-

f

. - - --- -- - _ _-. . - , - _ - _ _ -
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making; (4) Licensee personnel assembly and accountability;

(5) security; (6) in-plant, onsite and offsite radiological
;. >-

surveys; (7) first aid and rescue; (8) interface with the NRC ''

,

response organization; (9) in-plant radiation protection; (10)

technical support; (11) public information; (12) repair /-

corrective actions; and (13) direction and coordination of the

response. M.at4-5.

343. The functional areas of the State, county and m'Jnicipal

planning and emergency response organizations tested were:

(1) notification, alerting and emerner.cy response organization
!

mobilization for the State, counties ar. municipalities (Staff

Ex. 20, at 3-6); (2) direction and control for the State,

counties and municipalities (M. at 8-13); (3) accident

assessment, radiological monitoring, and protective action

decisionmaking for the State (M. at 16,17,18);(4) radiological

exposure control for the State, counties and municipalities

(M. at 21-24); (5) protective actions, mass care provisions,

evacuation support and medical and public health support for

the State, counties and municipalities (Jd,. at 26-30); (6)
*

.

communications for the State, counties and municipalities (M.

at 32-33); and (7) public information for the State and
.

counties (M. at 35). None of these functions (except for the

Licensee's initial notification of the declaration of a

General Emergency (Tr. 22801-802 (Hardy)) were tested for York

County, which did not participate in the exercise. Staff Ex.

20, at 1.
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344. From the standpoint of Licensee's response in the exercise,

the evidence indicates that the Licensee demonstrated its
; '

.

ability to carry out its own approved energency procedures, to
''

.

coordinate its response with that of offsite agencies, and to

respond to the energency simulated by the exercise scenario. ~

No shortcomings or deficiencies which degraded the sufficiency

or effectiveness of the Licensee's energency response in any

of the functional areas were observed. Donaldson and Chesnut,

ff. Tr. 22236, at 5. Ceficiencies that were observed were minor

and insignificant and did not degrade the Licensee's response.

These deficiencies have, hcwever, been noted by the Licensee for

correction and t orrection or resolution of the deficiencies will

be scrutinized and verified by the NRC's Office of Inspection

and Enforcenent. Jd. at 6.

345. From the standpoint of State, county and municipal responses

in the exercise, a team of 38 federal observers from FEMA,

EPA, the Department of Energy, NRC, FDA, the Public Health

Service, the U.S. Department of Agriculture and the U.S.

Department of Transportation noted a number of response
.

deficiencies resulting in 72 recommendations for planning

improvements. Some of those recommendations were consolidated
.

into 7 planning areas which should be given priority for

improvement. However, the federal observer team found that

the overall response capability for Pennsylvania (with the
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4

exception, of course, of York County) was shown to meet

minimum emergency response standards notwithstanding the
;. .A -

improvements that were recommended. Staff Ex. 20, at 1-2; Tr.
''

.

22747(Adler). The Commonwealth has made a commitment to

address each of the 72 recommendations which pertain to*

State emergency planning and response and to provide

assistance to the ccanties in addressing those recommendations

pertaining to the counties and municipalities. Tr. 22834-35

(Straube).

346. From the evidence outlined, we find that the June 2,1981

exercise constituted a full scale emergency exercise which

adequately tested the major elements of plans and preparedness

| for the Licensee, the State, four of the five counties within

the plume EPZ for TMI and representative municipalities in the

plume EPZ. In addition, we find that, with the exception of

the lack of participation of York County, the June 2,1981

exercise satisfied the Commission's short ter- Order item 3(e)

directing the conduct of a test exercise prior to restart.

Because of the importance of York County in emergency

preparedness for the TMI area and of the fact that FEMA is-

unable to provide findings and determinations on the overall
.

adequacy of York County's emergency response capability without a

demonstration of that capability in an exercise (Staff Ex. 18,

at 2), we find that York County should denonstrate the

capability to implement its emergency plan ^,hrough

.- - .--
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participation in at least a limited exercise as a condition

for restart of TMI-1.E With that condition, we find that

the Commission's short term Order item 3(e) will be satisfied -

,

as will the assertion in Contention EP-4(F) that major

elements of the plans and preparedness organizations should be -

exercised before restart of TMI-1.

347. With regard to the York County Emergency Plan, Contention EP-

14(C) asserts, in part, that:

Moreover, Section VI Subsection (c)(4) provides
that there will be an exercise and training of emergency
service forces to include at least one annual exercise
conducted in connection with PEMA. It is submitced that
this part of the Plan is deficient because it does not
require mandatory participation of all of the local
emergency service forces. A most recent test conducted
by PEMA in July of 1980 did not include the participation
of a majority c' the local townships and boroughs because.

the persons who would have been involved in that training
evarcise are volunteers and would not or could not obtain
leave fron their employers to participate in such a
training exercise. It is contended that the Plan is
still deficient in this area unless and until the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania through its police powers
provides that those who are considered to be emergency
service forces within the local boroughs and townships
are given nonprejudicial paid leave time by their
employers in order to participate in such an exercise.

At the outset, we note that the revised York County Emergency

Plan does, in fact, provide for the participation of *

.

95/ York County has proposed to participate in a radiological emergency5

exercise which would be conducted on August 29, 1981, a date which
is acceptable to FEMA, PEMA and the Licensee. The exercise would
not be on the scale of the June 2, 1981 exercise but will be
sufficient in scope to fully exercise York County emergency
response functions and will involve some municipalities within York
County. Tr. 22874-76 (Hibbert). ,
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municipalities and local emergency service forces in planned

exercises and drills. Under the York County Plan, the County
i. >

will ' ensure that those municipalities within the TMI plume EPZ ''

,

participate in the State sponsored full scale exercises.
* Board Ex. 5, at P-1. In addition, the County will ensure the

participation of risk municipalities within its jurisdiction

in required smaller scale drills for TMI and in the testing of

communications links through monthly communications drills.

M. at P-2. The County will also coordinate the participation

of local support service organizations, such as ambulance

services, in scheduled drills. M. a t P-3. Thus, the York

County Plan sets forth commitments by the County to procure

the participation of municipalities and local emergency

support forces in emergency response exercises and drills.

348. This is not to say that participation of all York County

municipalities and support organizations in all radiological

eme gency exercises and drills is, or should be made,

mandatory. The NRC's emergency planning rules require annual

participation in exercises of local emergency response
" organizations in the plume EPZ sufficient to demonstrate that

necessary resources and procedures are adequate but this does
.

not mean that each element of each emergency response

organization must participate. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony),

ff. Tr.18975, at 52. What is called for is a testing of

representative elements of emergency response, not an exercise

|

|
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of every element for every emergency response organization.

Tr. 19084-85 (Adler).
; >-

349. The evidence indicates that the Commonwealth has, on occasion, ''

,

experienced difficulties in getting municipal participation in

exercises because of difficeities in volunteer emergency *

workers' taking leave from their full-time einployment. Tr.

17957 (Lamison). This problem might be overcome, for example,

by scheduling exercises on weekends when most volunteer

emergency workers would not be working at their regular '

employment. FEMA's experience with emergency response

exercises at other nuclear facilities is that sufficient

emergency response personnel participate in such exercises to

provide an adequate test of emergency capabilities despite the

fact that sc; tie personnel have to take leave from their normal

employment. Adler and Bath (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975,

at 53-54

350. Moreover, there is no federal regulatory requirement that

non-prejudicial leave or pay be orovided to emergency workers

so that they may participate in radiological emergency

exercises. Adler and Batn (2/23 Testimony), ff. Tr.18975,
~

at 53. We question our authority to require, as a condition of
,

restart, that the Commonwealth mandate non-prejudicial paid

leave time from employers of volunteer emergency workers as

advocated in Contention EP-14(C). In any event, we believe

that, on balance, York County's commitment in its revised

Emergency Plan to ensure the participation of municipalities

.. . . . ..
.

_-_ __
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in emergency exercises provides assurance that adequate

representative municipal participation will obtain for York
' >-,.

County. Accordingly, we reject that portion of Contention EP- ''

,

14(C) dealing with York County's planning for exercises and
'*

drills.

3. Audit and Review of Plans

351. As for provisions for the audit and review of the Licensee's

Emergency Plan, Contention EP-17(B) asserts that:

Licensee's Emergency Plan fails to adequately
provide a mechanism which will assure the effectiveness
of ~ 5e Emergency Plan throughout the operational lifetime
of tne TMI-1 facility.

Under the Licensee's Emerr,ency Plan, the Licensee's Supervisor

of Emergency Preparedness is assigned the responsibility for

maintaining the effectiveness of the Emergency Plan throughout

the operational life of the facility. In this regard, he is

assigned the responsibility for ensuring the coordination of

the Licensee's Plan with State and county plans, for

coordinating the review and updating of the Plan and

implementing procedures and for keeping the plan current with

respect to changes in federal regulations and guidance. Chesnut,;
,

ff. Tr.15007, at 81.
,

352. The Licensee's Quality Assurance Department is responsible for-

the annual audit of the Emergency Plan and implementing

procedures to ve-ify compliance with federal regulations and

operating license provisions. Chesnut, ff. Tr. -15007, at 81. Ic

addition, provision is made for the critique of exercises and
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driils and for identifying, tracking and resolving planning

deficiencies identified as a result of exercises and drills.
;. },-

Id.; Donaldson and Chesnut, ff. Tr. 22236, at 6. .

353. Provisions have been made for reviewing and updating the
'

Licensee's r.nergency Plan at laast annually. Staff Ex. 6, at

28.- The Plan pruvides that the Licensee, the Commonwealth,

the counties and federal agencies, all of which maintain

controlled copies of the Plan, will receive revisions to the

Plan as they are issued. Che: nut, ff. Tr.15007, at 82. In

addition, provision is made to assure that all members of

Licensee, State, county and federal emergency response

organizat~ons are informed of the Licensee's Emergency Plan,

implementing procedures, and revisions to each. In short, the

Licensee has established responsibilities for plan development

and revir:w and for distribution of the emergency Plan and

procedures, and has mechanisms in place for maintaining plan

effectiveness in accordance with the NRC's planning standard

on the development, pe.-iodic review and distribution ^#

emergency plans. Staff Ex. 6, at 28-29. Con ~ ^ , we
.

find that, contrary to the assertions in Contention EP-17(B),

Licensee's Emergency Plan adequately provides mechanisms which
,

will assure the effectiveness of the Plan throughout the

operational life of the TMI-1 facility. Thus, we find

Contention EP-17(B) to be without merit.

_ _ -.
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I. Funding for Emergency Response

354. Contention EP-14(GG) asserts that:
s...

'

The York County Plan does not contain any treasury ~^

,

or scurce of financing in the event that an emergency is
declared and payment to be made. It is a general
assumption, apparently on behalf of the Plan, that the

~ * county treasury can be invaded by the Commissioners for
use during an emergency; however, it is Intervenor's
position that a set emergency fund should be in place and
stated within the Plan so that there would have to be no
indecision as to the legality of withdrawing funds in the
event of an emergency situation for ad hoc expenses.

We would initially note our concern that the matter of funding

for emergency response, whether it be funding for the State,

the counties or municipalities, appears to be a matter beyond

the scope and the reach of the NRC's emergency planning

regulations.EI Those regulations are directed toward

assuring that adequate emergency preparedness provisions are

in place and maintained, regardless of the source of funds

required to provide adequate emergency preparedness.E We

question our authority to require the Commonwealth or the4

counties or even the Licensee to provide "a set emergency fund"

as a source of financing in the event an emergency is declared.

m

9f/
The source of funding for emergency response is ...arly(3/16

beyond the~

scope of considerations in NUREG-0654 Adler and Bath
Testimony), ff. Tr.18975, at 65.-

;

9_7/ In its Statements of Consideration accompanying the new emergency7

planning rules, the Commission expressed its view that the question
as to whether the NRC should or could require a utility to
contribute to the expenses incurred by State and local governments
in upgrading and maintaining their emergency planning and
preparedness is beyond the scope of the new emergency planning
rules. 45 FED. REG. 55402, 55408 (August 19,1980).

|
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355. Nevertheless, if the question of funding for emergency

response were such as to bring about indecision on whether to
; >-

implement protective actions by energency management personnel
-'

,

at the time of an emergency, the matter of funding could have
'an impact on energency response warranting a consideration of

means to avoid that impact. There is no evidence of record'

that this is the case, however. Rather, =the evidence shows

that each municipality and political subdivision in the

Commonwealth may, by law, defray its expenses for emergency

management activities. When the Governor declares an

energency, ,olitical subdivisions may reallocate funds to

emergency response activities and dispense with competitive

bidding. Tr. 1783: 37(Lamison). Apart from this, there is a

large reservoir of material resources in the Commonwealth

which may be tapped to provide assistance to the counties at

risk in meeting unmet resource needs. Tr. 17868 (Lamison).

Thus, there are means through which political subdivisions may

obtain funds and material resources necessary for emergency

response. Because of this, we perceive no need to establish
'

" set emergency funds" as a source of financing in the event of

| an emergency, even if we had the authority to require the

establishment of such funds. We, therefore, find Contention1

EP-14(GG) to be without merit.
|

-

|

|

|
|

I

i

i

, , . - ---
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III. FINDINGS OF FACT ON COMPLIANCE WITH THE COMMISSION'S
SHORT AND LONG TERM ORDER ITEMS AND ON THE OVERALL
ADE0UACY OF EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS FOR TMI-1

;. :+ -
. ..

*

356. An examination of the emergency preparedness short and long term

Order items of the Commission's August 9,1979 Order and Notice of

Hearing reveals that, apart from short tem items 3(c) (upgrade

offsite monitoring capability prior to restart) and 3(e) (conduct a

test exercise prior to restart) and long tem item 4(a) (modify

emergency plans to address changing capabilities of plant;

instr ;: $ tion), the emergency preparedness short and long term

Order items are encompassed within, or are less rigorous than, the

requirements of the new emergency planning rules. Because of'this,

compliance with the new emergency planning rules will, of

necessity, result in compliance with these emergency planning Order

items.

357. As to the short term Order items not encompassed within the new

emergency planning rules, we have previously found (in Section

II.B.2(d) suora) that the Licensee has sufficiently upgraded its

offsite monitoring capabilities, including its TLD capabilities, to

meet the requirements of short term Order item 3(c). In addition,

we have found (in Section II.H.2 suora) that a full scale test

exercise involving the Licensee, the Commonwealth, four of the five-

counties in the plume EPZ and several municioalities has, in fact,

been conducted. Thus, the requirement that the Licensee |

participate in an emergency exercise as directed by short term

order item 3(e) has been met. Donaldson and Chesnut, ff.

Tr. 22236, at 7. However, because York County did not
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.

y participate _ in that exercise and its participation is essential to

L a finding'on'the adequacy of York County's emerge %y preparedness,
! - ;. >
' as- will be discussed below, .we have found that restart of TMI-1 ~'

.

should be conditioned on York County's demonstrating its3

| 'capabilities through an exercise.

358. As to long tenn item 4(a), the-evidence indicates that work has

been underway for some time on the design and installation analyses

f . for. instrumentation for the detection of inadequate core cooling,

high range effluent monitors, in-plant iodine instrumentation and

| post-accident sampling capability. The equipment and systems being

considered will, once installed, provide additional instrumentation

for assessing and monitoring actual or potential offsite

consequences during an emergency. Staff Ex. 6, at 18. Licensee's

| Emergency Plan and procedures will be modified to reflect the use

of this new instrumentation when such instrumentation is available

and-as plant instrumentation capability changes. The evidence

indicates that the Licensee has demonstrated reasonable progress

toward completion of long term Order item 4(a). Staff Ei 1, at

. D4-1.
l

359. The Licensee'.s Emergency P6 has been reviewed and evaluated in

considerable detail by the NRC Staff to determine the Licensee's
,

compliance with the planning standards of 10 CFR $50.47(b). The

results of the Staff's evaluation are set forth in its Emergency,

Preparedness Evaluation .for TMI-1, NUREG-0746 (Staff Ex. 6) and the,

!

t

. . - , . . .- -. -- - - , .- - - - . - . . , - .
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May 29,1981 suppicent to NUREG-0746 (Staff Ex. 23). The-evidence

presented ty the Staff in this regard establishes that the
;. >-

Licen'see's energency planning meets the planning standards of ''

,

Section 50.47(b)(1) with regard to the assignment of responsibility
* for energency response functions (Staff Ex. 6, at 3), Section

50.47(b)(3) with regard to emergency response support and resources

(Staff Ex. 6, at 8), Section 50.47(b)(11) with regard to

radiological exposure control (Staff Ex. 6, at 22), Section

50.47(b)(12) with regard to medical and public health support

(Staff Ex. 6, at 23), Section 50.47(b)(13) with regard to recovery

and reentry planning and post-accident support (Staff Ex. 6, at

24), and Section 50.47(b)(16) with regard to provisions for the

development, periodic review and distribution of emergency plans

(Staff Ex. 6, at 28-29).

360. The Staff's evaluation demonstrates that the Licensee's planning

conforms to the planning standard of Section 50.47(b)(2) with regard

to the onsite emergency organization and the standard of Section

50.47(b)(8) with regard to emergency facilities ind equipment in

all respects except for the staffing of the EOF.ES/ Staff Ex. 6,
v

.

93/ As previously discussed, Licensee has, in fact, established an EOF
for federal, state and local officials and key technical groups
from the Licensee's offsite emergency organization. Staff Ex. 6,

; a t 15. Licensee has also established an alternate EOF at the
Crawford Station which is about three miles north of the TMI site.
Id. Thus, Licensee satisfies short term Orcer item 3(b) requiring
teat an EOF and an alternate EOF be established.

I

__



:
.

- 280 -
.

at 7,17; Staff Ex. 23, at 11-13 to II-15, II-16. The planning

inadequacies in this regard involve the Licnesee's failure to
; :-

~'

provide for a functioning EOF with the Emergency Support Director .

present before about four hours after the declaration of a Site Area
'

or General emergency. We have previously discussed this matter at

-length and have detemined that the Licensee should be required to

have its EOF manned by the Emergency Support Director and

functioning within about one hour. Requiring this as a condition

of restart brings the Licensee into confomance with the referenced

planning standards.

361. As to the planning standard of Section 50.47(b)(4) with regard to

the emergency classification system, the Staff had initially

determined that all aspects of the standard were met in the

Licensee's planning except for the need for modifications to

certain emergency action levels used by the Licensee to declare an

emergency. Staff Ex. 6, at 9-10. The Licensee subsequently

revised its F.mergency Plan, modifying its EALs to be consistent

with NUREG-0654 criteria, thereby achieving full compliance with

this planning standard. Staff Ex. 23, at II-11 :t-12; Tr. 228803

| (Chesnut).

362. The Licensee's full compliance with the planning standard on
,

notification methods and procedures set forth in 10 CFR

550.47(b)(5) was shown to be dependent 'only upon the fomalization

| of contingency- procedures for notification of the counties of the

|
|

|

|

. - . . - ,
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declaration of an Unusual Event, an Alert or a Site Area Emergency and

upon the completion of the Licensee's siren alerting system. Staff'
;.. :~ -

Ex. 6, at 12, 31. The contingency procedures for alerting the - ~'

,

counties have now been incorporated into the Licensee's Emergency
* Plan so that that matter is resolved. Staff Ex. 23, at II-3. The

- matter of the Licensee's siren alerting system was previously

addressed at length. We have determined that canpletion of that

system should be a condition of restart. Completion of the siren

system will bring the Licensee into full compliance with the

referenced planning standard. It will also result in the

Licensee's full compliance with the planni J standar.d on emergency
,

communications (Section 50.47(b)(6)) for which the only deficiency

preventing full compliance is the lack of a completed and operable

prompt alerting system. Staff Ex. 6, at 12.

363. With the development by the Licensee of its detailed public

information program, the only matter preventing the Licensee's

compliance with the planning standard on public education and

information (10 CFR 550.47(b)(7)) is the lack of full distribution

of the Commonwealth's and the counties' emergency information
'

pamphlets to residents within the plume EPZ for TMI.- Staff Ex. 6,

at 30; Staff Ex. 23, at II-5. This noncompliance will be remedied
. .

by the Licensee's commitment to print and distribute the State and

county pamphlets by September 1981. Tr. 22878-79 (Chesnut).

_ _ ._. . _ _
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364. The Staff had initially determined that the Licensee's planning met

the planning standard of 10 CFR s50.47(b)(9) with regard to
;. :'

accidsnt assessment except for the need to provide expanded
-'

.

emergency action levels consistent with the criteria of NUREG-0654
'

and the need for more accurate assumptions on containment leak rate

for use in dose projections. Staff Ex. 6, at 19, 30, 31. Modified

emergency action levels consistent with NUREG-0654 criteria have, in

fact, been incorporated into the Licensee's revised Emergency

Plan. Staff Ex. 23, at II-11, II-12; Tr. 22880 (Chesnut). In

addition, we have previously discussed the Licensee's modified

containment leak rate assumptions and found that they will provide

a reasonable estimate of actual containment leak rate for use in

dose projection. Accordingly, we find that the only deficiencies

preventing full compliance with the planning standard on accident

assessment have now been corrected.

365. Licensee's full compliance with the planning standard on protective

response (Section 50.47(b)(10)), was prevented only by the absence

of an evacuation time estimate for use in protective action

decionmaking and by the need for a stockpile of radioprotective
s

drugs for use by onsite personnel in the event of an emergency.

Staff Ex. 6, at 21, 30. As previously indicated, the Licensee has
,

provided acceptable evacuation time estimates developed in

accordance with the criteria of NUREG-0654. Staff Ex. 23, at I-8.

It has also been established that the Licensee maintains a supply

of potassium f adide onsite and has an approved procedure for its
i
|

I

;
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distribution and use by onsite emergency personnel in the event of

radiological emergency at TMI. Staff Ex. 23, at II-9.
,.. .-

''

_ Accordingly, we find that the only deficiencies preventing full,
,

compliance with the planning standard on protective response have
' been corrected and that compliance in this regard has been achieved.

366. The evidence establishes that the Licensee's provisions for

exercises and drills meet the planning standard for exercises set

forth in 10 CFR 950.47(b)(14). A previously identified deficiency

with regard to the planned frequency of certain communications

tests has been corrected by the Licensee's revised emergency plan

provisions for quarterly conmunications drills with State and

federal emergency response organizations. Staff Ex. 5, at 26, 30;

S ta f f Ex. 23, a t II-10.,

367. It has also been established that the Licensee's provisions for

radiological emergency response training comply with the planning

standard on training (Section 50.47(b)(15)). Staff concerns over

the apparent lack of provision for periodic training for chemistry

personnel have been resolved by the Licensee's revised energency

plan provisions for training such personnel. Staff Ex. 6, at 28,
'

31; Staff Ex. 23, at II-13,

368. In summary, the evidence demonstrates that with the imposition of
,

requirements on manning of the EOF and the completion of the siren

alerting system as conditions of restart, the Licensee's emergency

planning meets all of the planning standards of 10 CFR 950.47(b).

Staff. Ex. 23, at II-16, IV-1; Tr. 22380 (Chesnut). We conclude

|

--
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that the Licensee has upgraded its emergency planning to meet the

requirements of the new emergency planning rules and that the
; >-

Licensee's Plan, together with the conditions we would impose, .

provide an adequate planning basis for an acceptable state of

Licensee's emergency preparedness. E '

369. The State and county emerger.cy plans and offsite preparedness

capabilities were reviewed and evaluated by FEMA. The initial

review of the re<ised State and local plans was conducted by FEMA's
'

Regional Assistance Committee (RAC). From that review, the RAC

detemined that State and local plans had been upgraded and

significantly improved but that there remained certain

deficiencies, the impact of which on preparedness would have to be

detemined from the joint exercise. Staff P,.18, at 1.

Subsequent to the joint exercise, ? rae;aluation of the offsite

f emergency preparedness was performed. From the initial plan review

and the exercise evaluation, FEMA made an overall determination as

ta the adequacy of offsite emergency preparedness. Tr. 22536

(Dickey). FEMA's overall determination of capability was presented

in the fom of interim findings and determinations issued pursuant
.,

to tne NRC's request under the FEMA /NRC Memorandum of Understanding

(MOU - Board Ex. 11). Tr. 22549 (Dickey).
,

;

99/ Accordingly, we find that Licensee's planning exceeds the
requirements of short tem order item 3(a).

;

- --
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370. From the overall evaluation and the findings and determinations

presented by FEMA, the evidence shows that the capability of those
'

>,.

goverhment organizations which participated in the June 2,1981 ''

,

exercise exceeded minimum standards. Staff Ex.18, at 1. While

C certain deficiencies in planning, which were the subject of a number

of FEI1A recommendations to the Commonwalth and the counties, remain

and should be corrected, the overall effect of the exercise was to

demonstrate the capability to carry out the functions which
;

were the subject of the deficiencies. Staff Ex.18, at 2.

371. The evidence shows that the emergency plans of the Commonwealth and

the five counties (incl. ding York County, which did not participate

in the June 2,1931 exercise) are adequate and capable of being

impl emented. Tr. 22544-45 (Dickey). While not all af those plans

fully comply with each of the applicable planning standards of 10

CFR 550.47(b),100/ the identified deficiencies are adminsitrative and

I

100/ FEMA's evaluatinn of the State and five county plans shows that
those plans essentially meet the requirements of Section
50.47(b)(3) on emergency response support and resources (Staff Ex.,

23, at III-4); Section 50.47(b)(4) on the emergency classification*
system (Staff Ex. 23, at III-4); Section 50.47(b)(9) on accident
assessment (Staff Ex. 23, at III-4, III-19); Section 50.47(b)(12) on
medical and public health support (Staff Ex. 23, at III-5); and
Section 50.47(b)(13) on reentry and recovery and post-accident*

1

operations (Staff Ex. 23, at III-5).

State planning essentially meets the requirements of Section
50.47(b)(1) on the assignment of responsibility (Staff Ex. 23, at
III-4). While there are procedures and details that must be
incorporated into county plans in this regard, the June 2,1981
exercise demonstrated that the participating counties were
cognizant of their responsibilities (Staff Ex. 23, at III-4; Staff
Ex. 21, at 1). FOOTNOTE CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE

I
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relatively minor in nature, are c:rrectable, and are in the process of
,

being corrected by the Commonwealth and the counties. Tr. 22537,

2266b-64,22666,22691-92(Dickey) In this regard, the Commonwealth .

|
!

. >

100/ (continued)

Offsite planning does not comply with the requirements of Section
50.47(b)(5) on notification methods and procedures in the absence
of the Licensee's siren alerting system (Staff Ex. 23, at III-4).
This should be rectified and compliance with this planning standard
achieved through the completion of the Licensee's siren system, an
action which we would require as a condition of restart.

As to compliance with the requirements of Section 50.47(b)(6) on
emergency communications, the June 2,1981 exercise demonstrated that
communications systems and emergency worker alerting procedures are
adequate for the State and the participating counties. Staff Ex.
21, a t 1. However, procedures for Dauphin County's backup
communiations role for the State remain to be developed and direct
communication links between the State's offsite monitoring teams
and the Licensee's EOF should be established. Staff Ex. 23, at
III-4; Staff Ex. 21, at 1-2.

The State anc County emergency plan provisions for public education
and information, once implemented, will exceed the requirements of
Section 50.47(b)(7). Staff Ex. 23, at III-16. However provision
remains to be made for the distribution of emergency information to
transients and the State and county emergency information pamphlets
must be distributed. Id. As we have previosuly noted, the
Licensee has assumed rEponsibility for printing and distributing|

those pamphlets to residents in the plume EPZ by about September of
1981.

As to compliance with the requirements of Section 50.47(b)(8) on
emergency facilities and equipment, the evidence shows that State
and county emergency facilities are adequate. Staff Ex. 23, at
III-4. A planning deficiency remains, however, in the need to ,

predistribute thyroid blocking drugs and personnel dosimetry to the
lowest emergency organization level. Staff Ex. 21, at 2.

For full compliance with the planning standard on protective
response (Section 50.47(b)(10)), more detailed State planning on
access control, which is currently underway (Bath (Attachment 3), ff.
Tr. 22350, at 7) should be completed. For the counties, unfinished
municipal plans should be completed. Staf f Ex. 23, a t " .-5,
III-21, III-22; Staff Ex. 21, at 2.

FOOTNOTE CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE

_
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'has committed to address each of the identified deficiencies in State

planning and to assist the counties in addressing each of the

deficiencies pertaining to county and municipal planning. Tr. 22834-35 ~~

,

(Straube). In the same vein, FEMA will continue to provide assistance

( to the State and the counties in resolving the identified deficiencies

(Tr. 22438 (Dickey)) and will assure that they are corrected or at least

addressed. Tr. 22692 (Dickey).

100/ (Continued)

As to the requirements of Section 50.47(b)(11) on radiological
exposure control, the deficiency previously identified regarding
State distribution of personnel dosimetry should be resolved. On
the county level, plans should be modified to provide for emergency
worker decontamination at locations closer to their work stations.
Staff Ex. 23, at III-5; Staff Ex. 21, at 2.

The requirements of Section 50.47(b)(14) with regard to exercises
and drills are met by State planning. Staff Exh. 23, at III-2'.
County plans comply with the requirements also except for the need
for development'of radiological monitoring drills and improvement
in communications drills. Staff Ex. 23, at III-27, III-5.

To fully comply with the requirements of Section 50.47(b)(15) on
radiological emergency response training, the Commonwealth should
provide for annual retraining as well as radiation monitoring
training and improved dosimetry training. Staff Ex. 23, at III-5,,

III-28.
,

The requirements of Section 50.47(b)(16) on the development,
periodic review and distribution of emergency plans are met by the

o State except for a need to update duty officer and EOC procedures.
County plans should identify and list supporting procedures in
greater detail than that which is currently provided. Staff Ex.
23, at III-5, III-29.

_ __ _ ._.
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372. From its plan review and observations of the June 2,1981 exercise,

FEMA has found and determined that the radiological emergency
,

,. .-

resporise plans and the emergency preparedness capabilities of the'
'

.

Commonwealth and Cumberland, Dauphin, Lancaster and Lebanon
>

| Counties are adequate. Staff Ex.18, at 2. In the event of a

radiological emergency at TMI, the pisninj and demonstrated

emergency preparedness capabilities of the State and these four

counties would be adequate to protect the health and safety of

the public. Tr. 22538-39, 22546, 22663 (Dickey).

373. Althougn FEMA's conclusion that offsite emergency plans are adequate

and capable of being implemented apply to the York County Emergency

| plan as well as to the plans of the Commonwealth and the other four

counties in the D1I p.ume EPZ (Tr. 22541, 22653, 22676 (Dickey)),

FEMA's findings and determination that there is demonstrated

adequate State and local emergency preparedness capability do not

apply to York County. Staff Ex.18, at 2. The reason for this is

that, by its failure to participate in the June 2,1981 exercise.

York County failed to demonstrate its capabiliteis. Staff Ex. 18,

at 2; Tr. 22539, 22541, 22654 (Dickey). A demonstration of
v

capability is necessary before FEMA can make findings and

deteminations on the overall adequacy of York County's emergency ,

preparedness. Tr. 22676 (Dickey). In view of the importance of

York County to an adequate level of emergency preparedness in the

TMI area, we find that it is necessary that Ycrk County deF,onstrate

its emergency preparedness capability prior to restart. Accordingly
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such a demonstration by York County should be a condition of

restart.101/ ,
-

t ::
374. Base'd on the FEMA findings and determinations and the entire record*

on emergency preparedness, we find that, with the exception of York
-(

County's planning, as to which a demonstration of adequacy through
.

participation in an exercise will be required, offsite emergency

preparedness for TMI provides reasonable assurance that adequate

protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a

radiological emergency at TMI-1. We find that the State and local <

emergency response plans, while exhibiting some limited

deficiencies, are adequate and capable of being implemented.

375. We find that the evidence (Chesnut ff. Tr. 22881) further

establishes that Licensee's emergency planning, in combination with

the planning of the Commonwealth and the counties in the TMI plume

EPZ and subject to compliance with the emergency preparedness

conditions we would impose for restart, is adequate and provides

reasonable assurance that appropriate protective measures can and

will be taken in the event of a radiological emergency at TMI-1.102/ ,

v
101/ A mechanism for such a demonstration is an emergency exercise

involving the Licensee, the State and York County. Such an
exercise is currently scheduled for August 29, 1981. FEMA is.-

prepared to provide its findings and determinations on York
County's emergency preparedness capabilities within two weeks of
that exercise. Tr. 22542 (Dickey).

102/' With this finding, we also find 9.ac the Licnesee, State and local
planning provide the capability to take appropirate protective
actions for the population within the plume EPZ and that short tenn
Order item 3(d) and long term Order item 4(b) are, therefore, met.

!

-
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IV. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

We have thoroughly reviewed all of the admitted evidence submitted by
;

_

s
all of the parties relating to the issue of emergency preparedness -'

,

for TMI-1. We have also considered all of the proposed findings of
)' fact and conclusions of law submitted by the parties. Those

proposed findings on emergency preparedness not adopted in this

recommended decision are hereby rejected.

Based on our evaluation of the entire record and on the findings of

fact set forth above, we conclude that:

1. Certain of the contentions raised by the Intervenors in

! this proceeding have been satisfied or will be satisfied

( by the impcsition of those requirements set forth in

| paragraph 6 below as conditions of restart of TMI-1. We
!
! also conclude that none of the remaining contentions have

beer, shown to be meritorious. Because those contentions

! have been found to be without basis in the record, we

reject them in their entirety.

2. Our concerns enunciated in Board Question 4 have been
#

resolved.
| .

.

| 3. The Licensee has or, with the implementation of the ;

conditions set forth in paragraph 6 below, will have

|

|
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improved its emergency preparedness in accordance with

the Canaission's short-term Order item 3. Specifically,
*;

.

,

'

the Licensee has or will have: ''

,

0 (a) Upgraded its emergency plan to satisfy current>

emergency planning criteria with special attention

to action level criteria based on plant parameters;
.

(b) established an emergency operations center for

federal, State and local officials, designated an

alternate location and provided communications to

the plant;

(c) upgraded offsite monitoring capability, including

thermo-luminescent dosimeters or equivalent;

(d) assessed the relationship of State and local plans

to the Licensee plans so as to assure the capability

to take energency actions; and

L

(e) conducted a test exercise of its energency plan.
.

4. The Licensee has or, with the implementatin of the

conditions set forth in paragraph S below, will have:
..

4

. .. . ..
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.(a) shown reasonable progress toward completion of long

,

term order item 4(a) requiring modification of
,

.-
,

~''

emergency plans to address changing capabilities s

of plant instrumentation; and
)

(b) extended the capability to take appropriate

emergency actions _ for the population around the site

to a distance of ten miles in accordance with long

term order item 4(b).

5. With the implementation of the conditions set forth in

paragraph 6 below, Licensee, State and local emergency

plans are adequate and capable of being implemented and

the state of onsite and offsite emergency preparedness

provides reasonable assurance that appropirate protective

measures can and will be taken in the event of a

radiological emergency at TMI-1 in accordance with 10 CFR

550.54(s),

a'
6. Certain of the conclusions of paragraphs 1, 3, 4 and 5

above are dependert in part upon the implementation of ,

the following conditions of TMI-1 restart which will be

imposed: Prior to restart of TMI-1:

I

-- - .- -- .-
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(a) The Licensee shall modify.the TMI-1 Emergency Plan

so as to provide that the Licensee's Emergency
;. :+ -

''' Operations Facility will be staffed and functional
,

with its Emergency Support Director within about one

C hour of the declaration of an emergency of a

classification of Site Area Emergency or higher.

(b) The Licensee shall complete installation of, and

re.nder operable, its prompt alerting siren systerr

for the TMI plume exposure pathway Emergency

Planning Zone.

(c) The ability of York County to implement its

Emergency Plan must be demonstrated by participation

of the County in a radiolgoical emergency exercise

sufficient to show adequate county emergency

preparedness capability.

Respectfully submitted,

O
/
/

.' p
' sep R. Gray

Coun el for NRC Staff

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland
this 12th day of August,1981
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