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UCS/NYPIRG SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO
LICENSEES' INTERROGATORIES DATED 3 MAY 1982

At the evidentiary session on June 22, 1982, the Board
ruled that the interrogatories from the Licensees to UCS/NYPIRG,
PARENTS, and FOE/Audubon which had not yet been responded to
must be aaswered. With a few exceptions , UCS/NYPIKG has no
interrogatory responses which fall into this category. In
these limited cases a response is provided below.

Eowever, over and above the requirements of the Board's

ruling, UCS/NYPIRG hereby supplements a aber of its previous
roSponses. In addition, certaii errors wiiich have been
iscovered in the original responses are corrected below.

srv matter that since the prefiled
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is totally irrelevant to this case.

It is apparent that the Licensees will attempt to make a
case that response to non-radiological emergencies is relevant
to the issues in this proceeding. Until and unless such a showing
1 is made and accepted by the Board, parties are under no obligation
to respond to broadly worded, hypothetical gquestions dealing with
watters which are plainly irrelevant to the issues at hand. Nothing
prevents the Licensees from attempting to make a showing that these
matters are relevant to radiological emergency response planning,
but it is equally clear that there is no burd:n placed on the
T intervenors to assist in this attempt by responding to interrogatories
f which are on their face utterly and plainly irrelevant to the
‘matters at issue in this proceeding.

Similar comments can also be made with respect to emergency
planning practices at other nuclear plant sites and environs. Such L
matters are irrelevant to what is necessary and sufficient at the ‘
Indian Point site and environs. Intervenors are under no obligation
nnder the NPC's requlations or applicable precedent to undertake an
exhaustive review of emergency planning practices at other nuclear
piant sites in order to respond to interrogatories. Of course, if
the Licensees wish to attempt to make a case based .n what has been
done or not done elsewhere, that is thei- srerogative, but the
other parties to the proceeding are not vibilged to assist. Thus,

no rosponse will be made to such interrogatories.
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Supplemental Response to Interrogatory #24

Licensees are refe-red to the FEMA "Post Exercise Assessment”
of the Indian Point tnit 3 exercise (report dated 27 May 1982, and

attached to FEMA's testimony in this proceeding as Attachment C).

peficiencies in the siren alerting system are noted in
report at pages 11, 13, 15, 16, 18, 30-31, 42, 51, and
deficiencies include siren failures, inability to hear
did function properly, and deficiencies in the ability
notify transients.
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censees are also referred to three reports on

the FEMA
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sirens that

to adequately

siren alertin

systems recently released under the Freedom of Information Act

a request by UCS. These documents, described below, are available

at the NRC's Public Document Rcom in Washington, D.C.:

a, D.A. Towers, G.S. Anderson, & D.N. Keast, "Evaluatio
of the Prompt Alﬁrtznq uy stem for the Indian Point

Nuclear Power Station," a memorandum report
by Bolt, hLAV.:k, & Newman, Inc., for Pacifi
Northwest Laboratory under Subcontract No.

b, D.N. Keast, D.A. Towers, G.S. Anderscn, J.L.
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EBES messages at pages 30-31, 42, 51, and 60.

Supplemental Response to Interrogatory #26

It should also be noted that the public education brochures
("Indian Point, emergency planning, and you") which were distributed
by the "Four County Nuclear Safety Committee" are printed only in
English. These brochures are, in part, aimed at identifying to
the residents of the plume exposure pathway EPZ what their actions
should be upon hearing tle siren alerting system. In addition,
i1t is clear from the FEMA "Post Exercise Assessment" (dated 27 May
1982) of the Indian Point Unit 3 3/3/82 emergency plan exercise
that even English-speaking residents of the plume exposure pathway
EPZ had difficulty understanding the brochures, did not receive

“them, did not know what to do upon hearing the sirens, did ﬂot
understand the EPZ or ERPA concepts, or were generally unaware
of the instructions in the brochures (see FEMA report at pages
4, 8, 15, 31, 32, 42-43, 59, and 60).

Supplemental Response to Interrogatory #28

In addition, the discussion in the brochure of "Radiation
from nature and man® by Dr. Roger Linnemann utterly fails to address
radiation exposure due to accidents in a way that will be meaningful
to the public. The Environmental Protection Agency's "Protective
Action Cuides" for whole-body and thyroid exposure are not even
mentioned in the report, much less discussed to make them comprehen-
sible to the public. In addition, there is no discussion of the
doses which may result from exposures due to serious accidents (i.e.,

PWR~2 release category or $S8T-1, "Siting Source Term", as used by
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be included in the public education materials distributed to the
residents of the plume exposure pathway EP2Z. In addition, this
information should be appropriately provided to transients so
that they may improve on the protection afforded them in their :
hotel rooms and other locations where they may seek shelter.
Such information should also be made prominently available in
all public shelter locations.

In addition, the pamphlet is misleading in that it builds
an expectation that large releases are not likely. Such releaces |
are precisely those releases for which public protective actions
will be most urgently required. It iz gyrossly misleading to state '
that a releasc would "most likely be a relatively small amount”
‘without also placing this into context by describing the A :
characteristics of a large release (see page 5 of the brochure). E

Purther, the pamphlet is misleading in that it suggests, = - ;

~  without foundation, that in "most cases malfunctions would allow |
hours or even days before they resulted in a significant release
of radiation® (see brochure at page 4). There are many accidents
in which this advice would be ultrug, and it is in precisely these
accidents where prompt notice to the public and prompt compliance
of the public with protective action recommendations will be most
urgently required to ave’d unacceptable consequences. It is to |
invite a slow response to instill in the ,ublic an expectation that
they will “"in most cases®™ have a significant advance waraning

of a radiation hazard occasioned by an accident at Indian Point.
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Supplemental Respc-se to Interrogatory #31

Licensees are directed tu the FEMA "Post Exercise Assessment"
report dated 27 May 1982 at pages 30 and 59. in addition, general
siren alerting capability was evaluated in that report as "weak"
for all four counties; moreover, the three NRC-sponsored reports
described in Supplemental Response to Interrogatory #24 above
indicate that the siren alerting system as installed is incapable
of proveding adeguate notice to transients and residents alike.

Further, for transients located in large state park arecas
guch as are present in Rockland County, notification significantly
in advance of plume arrival would be necessary for either sheltering

or evacuating scenarios. Even for sheltering, due to the general

"lack of suitable shelter structures for the thousands of persons

who are in the parks at any given time, such persons would have to

reach their vehicles and drive toc a suitable shelter location. There

has baen no dcsonstration of which UCS/NYPIRG is aware that adequate
shelter is available sufficiently close to these state park arcas

to permit timely sheltering by all transients who may be in those
facilities at the time of an accident at Indian Point.

Supplemental Response to Interrogatory #32

It is UCS/NYPIRG's understanding that such information is
available in the County Radiological Emergency Response Plans for
Rockland (which has been withdrawn), westchester, Orange, and Pulnamn,
UCS/NYPIRG has not had an opportunity to verify the accuracy of
o information contained therein. See also Supplemental Response
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view both in public and in their dealings with local and state
emergency response personnel, there cannot be adequate assurance
that an adeguate and appropriate level of preparedness will be
maintained for as long as the Indian Point units operate. The
present and continuing attitude will lead to a relaxation of effort
as soon as the "heat" engendered by this proceeding and the
consequent NRC focus on Indian Point Units 2 and 3 have abated.

Supplemental Response to Interrogatory #77

The correct assumptions are as follows:

a. Parents will be reluctant to evacuate without their
children, and cannot be counted upon to do so.

b. Emergency response personnel will be reluctant to
re-enter a contaminated area after having left
such an area, and cannot be counted upon to do so.

¢. Panic may occur if large numbers of persons are
stalled in traffic during an evacuation (voluntary
or otherwise) and susceptible to radiation exposure,

d. EBmergency response personnel cannot be counted upon
to perform their functions unless (at the very least)
they have specifically asgented to doing so underx
conditions involving a potential or actual radiolegical
hazard o. have a fixed legal obligation to so respond.

Radiological threats resemble certain other forms of
highly toxic contaminants but differ from threats to publiec
health and safety which are typically present in mass disasters

such as earthquakes, hurricanes, flooding, etc.

Supnlemental Response to Interrogatory #

Licensees are referred in addition to C.B. Flynn & J.A.

Chalm:rs, "The Social and Economic Effects of the Accident at
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Three Mile Island: Findings to Date," NUREG/CR-1215, January
1980, prepared for the Division of Safeguards, Fuel Cycle and
Environmental Research, Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research,
USNRC, by Mountain West Research, Inc., and Social Impact
posearch, Inc. See in particular, page 28 (referencing trips
made to banks just prior to and during the evacuation phase
of the TMI-2 accident).

Supplemental Response to Interrogatory #95

UCS,/NYPIRG, upon failure to obtain relevant information
from the NRC from a FOIA reguest, is attempting to locate National
Weather Service data from pertinent stations near Indian Point.

It is obvious that the probability of rainfall is from from

negligible, and UCS/NYPIRG assunes that the Licensees do not

dispute the fact that rainfall has occurred and will continue
to do so at various times in the future at locations near
Indian Point.

Supplemental Response to Interrogatory #128

UCS/NYPIRG refers the Licensees to NUREG-0396 and NURZG/CR-
1131, both of which are available firom the NRC at the NRC Public
pocument Room in Washington, D.C. The consequences will include
prompt and early fatalities, early radiation injuries, latent
fatalities, non-faktal cancers, non-fatal thyroid nodules, and
potenti -1 genetic effects occurring ir succeeding generations.
UCS/NYPIRG does not have respunsibility per se for calculating

what the reguisite area should encompass; however, it is clear
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for example from Figure I-1C (page I-46 of NUREG-0396) that

a 10-mile radius EPZ is largely meaningless given the occurrence
of an "atmospheric® type of accident (i.e., PWR~-1 through PWR-5
release categories from WASH-1400). For example, the 5-=Rem
whole-body PAG dose is exceeded at a 5C% probability at

roughly 50 miles for PWR atmospheric accidents, and is exceeded
at about a 13-15% probability at 100 miles for such accidents.

Supplemental Response to Interrogatory 129

Licensees are referred to Supplemental Response to
Interrogatory #41 regarding the use of Potassium Iodide as
a rrotective measure. The following are the references upon

which UCS/NYPIRG relies for data and information on sheltering

‘as a protective action:

a. BEPA 520/1-78-001A and 1-78-001B, previously
referenced.

b. SAND77-1725, David C. Aldrich, David M. Ericson,
Jr., and Jay D. Johnson, "Public Protection
Strategies for Potential Nuclear Reactor Accidents:
sheltering Concepts with Existing Public and
Private Structures," February 1378, Sandia
Laboratories, preparcd for USHEC.

c. SAND77-1555, David €. Aldrich and David M.
Ericson, Jr., "Public Protection Strategies
in the Event of a Nuclear Reactor Accident:
Multicompartment Ventilation Model for
Shelters," January 1978, Sandia Laboratories,
preparced for USNRC.

d. P.B. McGrath, D.N. Ericson, J & I.B. Wall,
*1he Reactor Safety Study (Was..-1400) and its
Implications for Radiclogical Emergency Response
Planning," International Symposium on the
Handling of Radiation Accidents, Vienna, Austria,
28 February 1577, IAEA-SM-215/23, pp. 165-179.
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Supplemental kesponse to Interrogatory #1140

UCS/NYPIRG maintains its prior response; however, we note
that the provision of additional east-west run.ing roadways would
facilitate evacuation from Rockland County. At present, such
evacuation is iargely limited to a southerly direction, which
direction will be in the plume path about one-third of the
time based on the wind rose for the Indian Point site. Snbstantial
dose savings could be obtained by radial evacuation away from the
plume in Rockland County, but such radial evacuation is limited
to the east by the Hudson River. See, PNL-SA-9383, R.I. Scherpelz
and A.E. Desrosiers, "Doses Received While Crossing a Plume of
Radiocactive Material Released During an Accident at a Nuclear
Power Plant," October 1981, Pacific Northwest Laboratory sponsored
by USNRC; available from the NRC's Public Document Room in
Washington, D.C.

Supplemental Response to Interrogatory #i48

The following steps, at a minimum, should be undertaken:

a. The public education brochure should be revised as
indicated above to include substantive discussion
of the consequences of sévere accidents (such as
an accident resulting in a relecase comparable to
the PWR-2 release category from WASH-1400).

b. Local emergency response and planning personnel should
receive substantive instruction in the details of
failure modes at the Indian Point plants which could
roesult in substancial releases of radiocactivity, and
should ba provided with sufficient information and
training to permit them to adequately assess plant
conditions and properly weigh protective action
altaernativés during the stress occasioned by an
actual response to an emergency at Indian Point.

D e e e e e L IR0 =
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¢. The introduction of the County Radiclogical Emergency
Response Plans and the Licensees' emergency plans shouléd
be revised to reflect the fact that nuclear power plant
accidents with substantial offsite consequences are
possible at Indian Point; it is an inadequate response
to focus principally on any alleged "extremely low
probability" of such accidents.

These steps should be taken by the NRC, the Licensees, and
state and local emergency planning officials. The accidents
referred Lo are best identified by the NRC since they are the
source of the recommendation; nonetheless, it is clear that the
accidents referred to involve core melt with breach of containment.

It is UCS/NYPIRG's position that probabilities of such accidents

S

cannot be reliably computed due to inadeguate methodology, inadequate

data base, a lack of understanding of the physical phenomenology of
‘core melt accidents, inadegquate understanding of the role of.human
error in causing or exacerbating such accidents, and an inadequate
undorstanding of the interaction of components and hu.an operators-
under severe core damage conditions. A copy of the draft addition
to ‘he TMI Action Plan (Draft NUREG-0660, which was attached to

a version of the TMI Action Plan submitted to the Commissioners

at a 21 December 1979 Public Meeting is attached hereto.

Supplemental Response to Interroghtory #151

(¢) The maximum levels should be the same for all
nuclear power facilities.

(2¢) These levels are established plicitly with
the understanding that the PA.s dc not establish
acceptable dose levels. Both the original EPA
PAG manual and NUREG~-0396 (which was co-written
and co-published by EPA) are explicit on this
point.

Lo P — L RN i
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Supplemental Response to Interrogatory $#180

Inasmuch as Licensees are in receipt of the prefiled written
testimony of UCS/NYPIRG's witnesses, no further responss to

this interrogatory should be necessary.

Affirmed this lst day of July, 1982:

7\ _ ]

G Plise
Ellyn K. Weiss, Esq.

Harmon and Weiss

1725 I Street, N.W., Suite 506
Washington, D.C. 20006

DATED: 1 July 1982
Counsel for uUCS
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Erratum for Supplemental Responses

28. The following document also contains a brief but
substantive discussion of expsdient respiratory
protection:

a. EPA 520/1-78-001B, "Protective Action Evaluation,
pPart II, Evacuation and Sheltering As Protective
Actions Against Nuclear Acciderts Involving
Gaseous Releases," prepared for the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency by George H. Anno and Michael
A. Dore, Revised August 1978, page 55.

Errata for Original Interrogatory Responses

2.(c) The reference on page 2 to the December 1982
BAC Review should read "December 1981".

43. and 44. The reference in line two of this response
on page 17 should read "EPZ" rather than "EPA".

82, The response should refer to bzsis (2) rather than
basis (3).

e e i -~ ' R B






\? ﬂnst\w"‘e 2

wil

“changé, 0°
o SR LAy




y P i1 y
Vi ;-dqmﬁcb-hbg

oFe'utth GAO

(Z)“ th es*.b!tsh contract wifﬁ ou g{de'r vicwers ’perhaps '

rs of the Ke“kny Lo.wiss

C' uggbst that uﬂE or rore of ft"COﬂ"rﬁsstHQT oversiﬂht

.
es under rinﬂs for

e

i f::s try, and

Sncr c,nrn,s f

c1C“"‘d fOF val-.a fng fr:d

;] r& llq“' -‘\7{1

i

Prergese frivaray ibany suin

."-,u.-“|.“-.u.’.,~¢-m1.n"n

1

.

At 2
mhtey™ie

s -

‘0‘.:“

ATV ke e W Ny

N )
Cesav ey

L

PEVCSIPRE PR PPN




-l

Wl

et

e .

ol ]
Pt

lusfca

4 Con

ng an

———
3
yn

.

fun

oriiss

fdent's €

He- s

Pres

ont

.

R P LA T
ﬁ-h‘(wm .\p_—momnwch.oﬂw—v L.@mabwf,,.
RO e e A g
gt ey .‘i&- o X

RO
R e

&
N AR g o
S ANCN

ot dd LA
o G
F

: ..nm.n%mﬁ
b 2
= Lt

el

7RI

il
A

R

.l. h.l. -

s
o
- W

el A

e




P e e e s i e - - 9.0 N

R N

LT
A

oy . :

N

et

——
-
L
.

- f: ot \ il
: .f » ’ A T
14 ;'.‘~_.‘.4".- 1% i ;,-“
by on s Qf
-y TG h S
Yaxs 2 % ’ v

- . y - LS .0 ~

e v "

Ao o)

Zrgstyve Uk nbu M cf gener{c

> .’q “,.' iy ---’(

3 1 : |
L, Fallure to) foilow ; on 'ALRS ma ';.I‘; g #

£

53, A "fng lieish? wa? fé?é é%;urh : {5"5 .
- _;h. Failura :ﬁé:Bg;gfit é?QJ;hikhfrgf 'vf{i ¥, e
et 5. Pl urf- o s roa 1{){1(: 3 ‘ i Xag
B, Fallure ‘to b°1iéve seriaus ac" dnnu, an Ha,p»n fi':';?h;f i   “,if{¢€..f Feten. 3
o {5 7. 142 éc:uitﬁ | e LR 3 {h_J :;f-' ,.il.f.':~
' 33‘_‘ nu’léliIQQ{éi}rij;f T

Pl g

.. ?rsjn{nq ..;,',‘ f'i;:v_.'-:-' .'-:_._"‘.'-'v_; .' , '

0 escbr&e 1‘11,a'1cns .o thuart safnt/ 1ﬂaravc:£nt5 e

'f15:. Prot Ct‘ﬂl 1f°UStFJ f'Oﬂ tosaly rnanggst'-_

=.5'57 '5. Cﬂ]*v 1n 1*91» n*inj backflt ftGT':QU;

r‘_a E o ATES

b

7. .\llw..-i.:g"fht?rcffi;: rh'a!r{e' 1 procxude fanl ud'

-

Failure 0 3¢ ::u!cl'e. ar 'c: u::w,_:h

lcinea of duninant ri;c c‘a‘rigu.or.

. v by . ol g V-F &

1 vy Eisuing the 'Cn.cr;us nAC r“‘u?&t:rj ,rag-d,r&

. apsizn improvenants s By indu::ry W f Dy d et o Vo

L
)
v
i v
v
e




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAPR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEIORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

Administrative Judges:
Louis J. Carter, Chairman
Frederick J. Shon
Dr. Oscar H. Paris

In the Matter of
CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK Docket Wos. 50-247SP
(Indian Point Unit 2) 50-2868P

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

(Indian Point Unit 3) 1 July 1982

N N S St S St St St St
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