June 27, 1977

L. %. Hoeller, Chairman
S3itine Evaluation Subcomnittee

APPEAL BOARD VIEW OF PART 100 GUIDELINE DOSES

On May 11, 1977 Rags buller sent the Committee & copy of a joint Ceabrook=
New Lngland Power Project Appeal Board decision concluding that there

is no need to formulate a plan for the possible evacuation or p.otection
of the general putlic outside tne estaolisned LPZ in the event of an

' accicental release of radicactivity at a& large nuclear power plant.

This conclusion was based on a Foaré finding that, under the Commission's
resulations in their current form "consideration is rot to be given in
licensing proceedings to tne feasipility of discussing an enwrgency
plan for tne urotection (in the event of an acciaent) of persons located
: outsice of the Low Population Zore.® The Boara also said that if the
| Staft or any other partics to the case feel that there is a raliological
health and safety consideration favoring a different result (which,
: tne Board was at same pains to point out, was not a matter brought before
, then and about which they espressed no opinion) the proper remedy is
‘ to petition the Camrission for a rulemaking proceeding.

Two concurring minority ecpinions were also attached, both of which favored
certifying tnis guestion to the Cormission on the basis that the Staff's
cupport for consideration of evascuation of pecple beyond the LPZ must
have ceen based on a conclusion that the Part 100 dose quidelines may no
loncer be considered to represent "acceptable®™ coses to renbers of the
gencral public in an emcrgency althougn they must have txen at one tire.
The Camittee's letter on Seabrook is alco guoted in this regara:

*The ACKS believes . . . that further attention
needs to be given to evacuation of residents
and transients in the vicinity even though they
ray be outeide the LPZ.*

hoth the decision concerning the need for evacuation of peogle beyond the
LPe and the guestion of the interpretation of the Part 100 refercnce dose
lirits have now become the subjects of an inquiry to the Commission from
the nouse Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs reguesting separate
opinions from the WRC and frow the NiC's regulatory staff as to tne
need for attention to people ocutside the LPZ and as to the nature of
the bart 10U juideline doses. This imjuiry and a furtner exchanxe,
; which in effect delays @ renly until the Camission has cithier itself
| T T T A esea the 1eape or allowed [the appoal nopra's gecision to econe
' erndprdl, are attachpd. ACRS
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Thus, while no action is anticipated immediately in response to the
"Udall Courittee's” request, the Comuission will probably have to nake
sore reply eventually. In view of the connection between these con-
ciderations and reactor siting and emergency planning, you may wish
to consider discussing this during a future Subcomittee meoting., If
you would like to discuss this with the full Comnittee, time will

be set aside during the 207th Mecting.

By way of additional background, the Appeal poard noted four separate
decizions on this same matter botween 1971 and this hearing (Point
Beacn, !lidland, San Onofre 2 and 3, St. Lucie 2). In each of these
cases, the Board involved conclulded that, by the temns of part 100,
only the LPZ could be required to be "evacuable.,” It is also noted
that in the earliest of these cases (Point Beach) the Staff's opinion
was that nothing in Part 100 required that populations outside tne LPZ
be considered; in the current cases, the Staff takes the opposite view
of the save regulztions.

It is not clear what the basis was for the Staff opinion cited by the
Board in the earlier cases tut a reading of TID-14véd (intended “to
orovide reference information and guidance on procedures and . . .
asswptions whereby certain factors, pertinent to reactor siting as
set forth in . . « (10 CFR 160) . . . may br used to calenlate distance
requiresents for reactor sites . . + ") suggests that the reference
values set forth in Part 100 were never intended to be construed as
acce;table doses for the general public. It states:

"Ihe whole Lody dose of 25 rem referred to in the above
excerpts from 10 CFR 100 corresponds numerically to the
once in a lifetime accidental or emergency dose for
radiation workers, which, according to NCRP recomnenda-
tions, may be disregarded in the determination of

their ratiation exposure stotus, lowoever, neither its
use in the context of this regulation nor that of a
correspondingly low internal organ dose (such as, for
exasple, the 300 rem to the thyroid might be considered

in this application) is intended to imply that these
aurbors constitute acceptable arergency doses to the
public under accident conditions. Rather, this 25 rem
value and the 300 rea thyroid value have becn set forth

in these guides as reference values which can be used in
the evaluation of reactor sites for reactors that reflect
through tneir aesign, construction anc operation an
exceadinly low prohability for a mejor accident, and
through location ard other safeguards against the hazardous
conseuences of on accigent, should one occur, a low prob-
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values cannot be considered as being independent from the
1ikelihood of serious ac:-idents not from considerations of
the total nusber of persons that might be exposed.®

In adiition, the AEC kegulatory Staff did not initially interpret these
deser as "acceptable® since there was a period when the Staff would

not have considered a plant design acceptable if the Design Basis Ac-
cident Caleulations actually approached the reference dose values of

Part 10u. In fust, a letter dated April 3, 1969 frou Bdwin A, Wiggin,
Secretary to the keactor Safety Steering Camittee of the Atamic
lidustrial Forum to Dr. Peter Morris, then-Director of the ABC's Division
of Keactor Licensing gives the following as exarples of "inconsistencies®
in AEC Construction Permit Application reviews:

"slthouah Part 100 was designed to apply to accident
~onditions, epplicents are not expected to use its
limits as a tasis for vesign even under assuned
accident conditions,®

and

", . . the AEC inzists on 10 CFR 100 directed
T1D-14844 calculations while at the same

time incisting tnat 10 CFR 100 does not set
limits on which the applicant can base his
gesign. Tne applicant must design for

puch lower values against unspecified limits,®

Please infor s me if you would like any additjonal information or if you
feel this netter should be scheduled for discussion at a Subcomittee

or full Conmittee meeting,
/s/

M. W, Libarkin, Assistant
Fxeutive Director for
rroject keview

Attachionts:

1) ", K, Udall ltr to M, A, rowlon dtd 5/29/77
2) P. L, Strauss ltr to M. K, Udall atd ¢/1/77
3) M. K. Udall ltr to P. '.. Strauss dtd o/1/77

cecr  ACPS Mesbers
I'. F. Fraley
T, G. ficCreless
Ko Huller
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