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Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
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Washington, D.C. 20555 Washington, D.C., 20555_.
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Mr. Frederick J. Shan
Administrative Judge
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

In the Matter of
LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY

(Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1) ,

Docket No. 50-322-0L-3 (Emergency Planning)

Dear Administrative Judges:

Enclosed for the information of the Board and parties is a copy of a

memorandum dated April 3, 1985, for Edward L. Jordan (NRC) from Richard W.

Krimm (FEMA) regarding LILC0's response to FEMA's findings on Revision 4 of

the Shoreham Transition Plan.

Sincerely,

.
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Bernard M. 80 denick
Counsel for NRC Staff

Enclosure: As stated
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-

Washington, D.C. 20472"
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APR 3 1985
MEMORANDUM FOR: Edward L. Jordan

-

Director, Division of Emergency Preparedness
and Engineering Response

*Of fice of Inspection and Enforcement.,

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
,

FROM: a r1.

Assistant Associate Director,

Office of Natural and Technological
Hazards Programs.

SUBJECT: Long Island Lighting Company (LILC0) Response to Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Findings on Revision ~
4 of the Shoreham Transition Plan

This is in response to your memorandum of February 8,1985, requesting FEMA's
view on LILCO's proposed resolution to each of the eight remaining
inadequacies identified in FEMA's November 15, 1984, finding on Revision
4 of the LILC0 Transition Plan for Shoreham. According to LILCO, these
resolutions would be contained in the next revision of the Shoreham
Transition Plan. We understand that no date has yet been set for the
issuance of that revision. Also attached in the materials which you sent,

were letters pertaining to LILC0's use of the Nassau Veterans Memorial
Coliseum. The use of the Coliseum is referenced by LILCO as a proposed
resolution of one of the plan inadequacies stated in FEMA's November 15,
1984, finding.

The Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) of FEMA Region 11 conducted a
review of LILCO's proposed resolutions. The results of that review are
attached. The RAC review was limited to a technical evaluation of LILC0's-

proposed resolution of eight inadequacies from revision 4, and did not
constitute a full plan review. The final detemination of the adequacy
of each element must await the RAC review of a plan submission by LILCO.

Please note that certain elements previously rated adequate, but with
recommendations for improvement shown in bold type (See the consolidated
RAC review - revision 4, attached to FEMA's November 15, 1984 finding)
were not addressed in LILC0's response. Any future revision submitted

*

for review should address these concerns a,s well.

Finally, any reference to testing plan elements in an exercise should not
be taken to mean that FEMA plans to observe or otherwise participate in
an exercise. It is simply a generic reference to a normal procedure -

that FEMA uses to verify that a particular plan element has been/can be
accomplished.

I hope this analysis has been useful. If you have any questions, please feel
free to call me at 646-2871.

.-

Attachment
As Stated

.



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _

-

_.

r

. ..

UIm 1RANSITIN PfAN REVISIM 4 DATED 10/12/84
Page 1 of 9'

RAC Plan Review*

" a RAC Evaluation of LItiD
RAC (bmaantsM -Jation LIliD 18a9nme

(Action) Responseg
(Cesuments in Sold W for Each Element Proposed Resolution of Eight Inadequacies

- . y0654
tras consolidated BAC Review - dated Janaury 16,1985 (SMIC 1133)Elemere w.g,Js to Liloo's 4-ary of %=ses)

LIIiD has stated in its letter of transmittal In light of the recent court decisions
LII4D has indicated in their m-ary of . (letter to NRC from LIllD dated January 16, ICuano v. LIIiD,* 84/4615, Slip op. (N.Y. ,

A.2cb
responses to the consolidated RAC review for 1985 - SNRC - 1133) with the proposed Sup. Ct., Feb. 20, 1985) and citizens for an
Revision 3 of the plan (see page 2 of 13), that resolution to outstanding planning inadequacies Ordecly Energy Policy v County of Suffolx, i

this is a legal authority issue to be addressed that further resolution of " legal authority CV 83-4966, Slip-op. (E.D.N.Y., March 18, 1985))
elsewrsere ard there is 3.o modification to issues" aust await the results of litigation relating to the legal authority relied upon oy
Revision 4 of the plan. Therefore, the legal before One Atouaic Safety and Licensing Board, LIIiD in the LIllD Transition Plan for Shoreham,
authrxities/ bases of the [EHO plan are not yet
defined and for this reason, the element has lawsuits perdirvj before the U.S. District Court Element A.2(b) remains insJequate.

for the Eastern District of New York, and the ,

been rated inadequate. New York Supreme Court, Suffolk Q)unty. Ibr The legal cGocern still rcunnins.
*

complete LII4D response, see their letter to *

NBC.
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- LIIED TRANSITICN PIAN REVISICN 4 DATED 10/12/84
Page 2 of 9

RAC Plan aaview
.

RAC Evaluation of LII4D
ea3RtG RAC Wes/Hectmunendation LIIID Reynise

0654 (Connents in Bold Type for Each Element (Action) Response

Elanent from Omsolidated RAC Review - Proposed Resolution of Eight Inadequacies
Obwn.is to Lilco's Stannary of Responses) dated Janaury 16, 1985 (SNRC 1133)

A.3 (1) A determination of the overall adequacy of (1) A copy of the confidential computerized (1) S e proposed resolution appears to be appro-

these ambulance and ==hdette resources must Hcanebound Evacuation Listing will be available priate. A copy of,the computerized Wm*wd
await tabulation of the transportation needs of for ED4A's review ducirg the npnnaire FDWWGC Evacuation Listing will be sufficient to deter-
non-ir.stitutionalized mobility inpaired (see observed exercise. mine if the ambulance and ambulette resources
smple Invalid / Disabled Evacuation Listirg, are adequate. It would be appropriate to review

the listirg prior to any exercise. However, a2cre Q, Procedure CPIP 3.6.5, Atta& ment 1), final determination of the overall adequacy of
abulance and anbulette resources must await
etmparison of the ninnber of vehicles with the
needs of persons listed in the camputerized
Hcnebound Evacuation Listirg. A saple of re-
sources would be evaluated during an exercise.

A.3 (2) Se letter of understandirg with FAA should (2) A letter of agreement with the FAA is being (2) %e proposed resolution aEpears to be appro-
be a letter of agreement fran the agency to requested and will be included with the letters priate. A letter of agreenent with the FAA is
LII4D (see Aspendix B, B-54). of Agreement, Arpendix B. If the letter cannot being requested by LIICO. If the subject letter

be obtained, FAA suptort will be requested could not be obtained directly by LIIAD, FAA
through EDiA under the auspices of the FRERP. support could also be requested throtqh FEMA

under the auspices of the Federal Radiolcgical
Emergency Response Plan (FRERP), of thich the
Department of Transportation (i.e.: FAA) is a
part.'

A.3. (3) % ere are no letters of agreement included (3) LIIAD has arrarged for the use of Nassau (3)kheproposedresolutiongpearstobeawro-
in the LIIID Transition Plan with the County Veteran's Memorial Coliseum as a priate. LIIID has obtained letters of agreement

,

facilities designated to serve as relocation reception center. LItin has obtained a letter (from the lessee and the Nassau (bunty
.

centers. h is element has been rated of agreement from flyatt Management to allow Executive) for the use of the Nassau Cblisetas as.

inadequate because the plan must mntain LERO to monitor and decontaminate evacuees at a reception Center, and for sonitoring and de-
.

letters of agreement with the, facilities to be the facility. In addition, Nassau County has contamination of evacuees. As stated in FD4A's'

used for the monitorirg and decontamination of written a letter to Hyatt Management affidavit to the ASIB dated Feb. 15, 1985, final
evacuees. Corporation approvirn the use of the facility approval of the p- coliseum as a reception

in case of a Shorehan emergency. n ese letters center would be contingent upon two considera-
are enclosed in Attachment 2. tions:

- details of the separation of the reception
and congregate care functions must be in-
mrporated within the LII4D Transition
Plan, and be reviewed and approved by the
Regional Assistance Qzunittee,*

'
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. LillD TRANSITIN PLAN REVISIO4 4 DMED 10/12/84 Page 3 of 9

RAC Plan Deview*

RAc evalaaticn of Llten
NUNfG BAC O[sunentS/aeoaninendation z.iten u#a
0654 (Ctsunents in Bold Type for Ead Element (Action) Des [onse

-

Element from Omsolidated RAC noview - PrrTrad Resolution of Eight Inadequacies
*

0)rrewds to Lilm's Suenary of new 5.-s) dated Janaury 16, 1985 (SNHC 1133)

- an exercise juust be held in Widi a WA*3* stration of the reception center function
ICU"D*I can be evaluated.

In addition, the plan should address the axess
control and traffic flow (of both the vehicles
and evacuees) around the Nassau Q311seum.

The issue of having to~ evacuate the Cbliseun |
durirg periods of contracted use (i.e.: hockey,
circus, etc.) Wile there is an emergency at.

Shorehan should also be addressed by LIIID in
the plan.

With regard to congregate care centers, the
Intter of Agreement with the Nassau County Red
Cross identifies the facilities listed in the
Intter of Agreement between LIIID and ARC dated
July 25,1984, as cargregate care centers.
Ilowever, a map indicatirq the location of these
shelter facilities should be included in the
plan. Bed Cross staff agreed to prm ide infcc-
mation and assistance to evacuees as required,
and to direct evacuees to congregate care

centers operated by the Red Cross. .No
sonitoring or demntamination will 1 performed
at these facilities, so Intters of 3reement

with each facility are not necessary.
.

LIIID has agreed to provide any trainir3 to the
Red Cross that they may require. Red Cross,

personnel will participate, as appropriate, in.

emergency planning drills and exercises.
. The legal concern still remains.

'
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- IJUD TRANSITION PIJW REVISIN 4 DMED 10/12/84
Page 5 _ of 9

RAC Plan Review.

RAC Evaluation of LIliD
141ROG RAC Oasunentsh.dation LIliD Response

0654 (Ocaments in Bold Type for Each Element (Action) Response

Element from Consolidated RAC Review - Proposed Resolution of Eight Inadequacies
-

Cbrr-~.-Js to Liloo's *= mary of Responses) dated Janaury 16, 1985 (SNRC 1133)

I.7 (1) It should be noted that the 150 radio- (1) OPIP 3.5.1, Downwind Surveyirvj, will be re- (1) S e proposed solution appears to be
logical procedures are still included in the moved from the procedures. SLpport organiza- a@ropriate. However, a final determination
plan. Yt)ese procedures apparently remain from tions providing this service will use their own must await the plan review by the RAC of
Revision'3 werein 1m0 was to provide field procedures.

~ Revision 5.
teams if needed. In Revision 4, there is no

plan to use IERO personnel since DOE-RAP will
perform field monitoring functions; therefore,
the IBO radiological procedures should be *

deleted from the plan.

I.7 (2) Page'7 in Procedure OPIP 3.5.1 has not been (2) OPIP 3.5.2 will be revised to state that (2) Se proposed solution agears to be
marged in Revision 4. S e plan at page the survey team will, if instructed by the RAP a@ropriate However, a final determination
3.5-2a, line 3-6, states that laboratory anal- Team Captain to expedite return of samples, sust await the plan review by the RAC of
ysis can be performed. We potential problem proceed directly to the DOE-RAP headquarters Revision 5.
alluded to in line 3 of page 3.5-2a (i.e., the prior to going to the Emergency Worker
calculation of thyroid dose from the iodine Demntamination Facility.
sanples taken in the field) has rot been
addressed by any changes in the operatirvj pro-
cedures set forth in Procedure OPIP 3.5.1,
sich should provide for expedite laboratory
analysis.

.

. +

i
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IJIID 'mANSITIO4 P[AN REVISIG4 4 DM1!D 10/12/84' *

SAC Plan Review.

RAC Evaluation of L114D
M.lMG RAC Ctsunents/CV.ation LIliD Rearmee Response
0654 (ccannents in Bold Type for Ea& Elseent (Action)
El-t fzten Cbnsolidated RAC Deview - Proposed Resolution of Eight Inadequacies

(beresponds to Lilco's Sisunary of %< es) dated Janaury 16, 1985 (SNRC 1133)

1.9 (1) Although LII & s sinunary of the con- (1) Section 3.3 of OPIP 3.5.2 will be sodified (1) h e proposed, solution a pears to be appro-

solidated RAC review comuments for Davision 3 to provide for expedited return of field Eriate. However, a final detensination must
stated that expedited laboratory analysis will samples to Brookhaven National Laboratory for awall the plan review.
te made, the Procedure (OPIP 3.5.2, Section analysis. See also itesa I.7(2).
3.3) does not include provisions for expediting
this analysis. Further, Procedure OPIP 3.5.1
does not call for an expedited return of these '

samples to the laboratory. In fact, the dis-
crepancies about w ere the location of the
Environmental Survey Punction, discussed in the
connent for element I.8, is also of coex:ern *

- *

here. % e instructions in PELeedure CPIP 3.5.1
are to be returned to the Emergency Worker
Decontamination Center at the local EOC sere
they will be transferred to the Environmental
Survey Function and taken into the EOC for
further analysis. S e plan should be revised
to clarify that sanple media will be taken to
Brookhaven National Laboratory for analysis.

I.9 (2) Attachments 5 and 6 of Pro dure OPIP 3.5.2 (2) %e RAC concerns identified in the Rev. 3 (2) Se proposed solution appears to be a@co-
have been removed and incorporated into a cxan- review about OPIP 3.5.2 Atta& ments 5 and 6 priate. If in addition to DOE-RAP, LD O wishes ,

paterized procedure. 'Ihe RAC consnents for were that the heading of the tables should be to perform independent cbee assessment, then
Revision 3 of the plan with regard to the namo- changed to read, nultiply results by 10E-6. provision to obtain input data should be
gran are still valid. %e asstamptions used in F%n these values were transferred to the incorporated into the plan. A final detensi-
the conputerized approach may not be realistic. conputer mencry they were inputted with the nation on the adequacy of this element must

correct units. We RAC concerns on the use of await the plan review.
the nonogran for calculation of thyroid dose
using the 'ICi air saipler were addressed in-

Rev. 4. .

1

.

4

.
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IIAC Plan Daview*

,

- RAC Evaluation of L114D
. NUREX3 RAC CtaneentA/14ecomumendation LIIAD Rew.se

0654 (%ts in Bold Type for Each Element (Action) Response

Element from Consolidated RAC Deview - Proposed Resolution of Eight Inadequacies
(bere%As to Liloo's Sizmaary of N--des) dated Janaury 16, 1985 (SNRC 1133)

1010. As noted above in the discussion for element Se DOE-RAP ham uses the IRDAM ese assessment he proposed solution appears to be appropriate.
I.9, inclusion of the required information in a model on a portable Osborne %ter. Se If in additon to. DOS-RAP, LIIID intends to have

<=[=terized procedure may not be %nte, development of this ese assessment model was an independent dose assessment capability, then i

since the previous revision of the plan did not su msored by the NRC and published in provision to obtain input data should be ,

cxmtain the required nomgrams, and in the NUREG-CR-3012. Is0 taes the At9mnR dose incorporated into the plan (see also I.9.2). I

current revision this information has been assessment model described in OPIP 3.5.2, on an i

incorporated into a computer program. LERO HP-85b portable computer. h is model is
anticipates that DOS-RAP will carry out ese mathematically the same that was previously

-

assessment computations and, therefore, the included in the manual calculation method of
IDO conputerized methodology may not be Rev. 3. Se information previously needed to.
necessary. FEMA will evaluate the r-apahility complete the missing ncmograms has been
to obtain accurato ese sca=== ant calculations developed and included in the computerized . .

during an exercise of off-site radiological mftware. Both of these systens may be used in
emergency preparedness. Se current version of the EOC which has a back-up power supply.
the plan cbes not mntain a method for manual LIIID feels that the availability of two

calculation of dose. A procedure for manual independent proven and reliable e se assessment
calculation was mntained in Revision 3 of the systens precludes the necessity of having a
plan in the event of conputer malfunction. It manual backup.
a@ ears that Revision 4 addresses a problea by
renoving the affected pages of the plan not
necessarily by correctirg the problem. If IIIO
decides to retain their procedure described in
the plan, ecumentation of the computer program
should be provided to ED E for review.

.

G

k
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1.IIID TRANSITION PEAN REVISIO4 4 DATfD 10/12/84 Page 8 of 9*

RAC Plan Review.

NURfX3 RAC Oonuments/bu- .Jation LItiD Hesponse RAC Evaluation of LILLO |.
0654 (Casanents in Bold Type for Each Elesment (Action) Response j
Elesment from Consolidated RAC Review - Proposed Resolution of Eight Inadequacies t

'Q>rresinnds to Lilco's Stuernary of naamnses) dated Janaury 16, 1985 (SNRC 1133) *

J.9 the FIA Dnergency PAGs for irgestion are for The Plan will be revised to reference the the proposed solution appears to be appropriate. ;

projected d>ses of 5 rem dx>le body and 15 rem correct FDA PM:s and Cs-134 has been added to However, a final cfetermination mast await the
to the thyroid, not 25 rem thyroid as stated in the list of nuclides luated. The discussion plan review.
the plan. Also the interpretation of how to use in the Plan will al ised to correctly
the response level tables (i.e., instructions quote the Federal Heg ster.
contained in the footnotes) has been incx>rrectly
transcribed from the Federal Eegister referenced
in the plan. In a&lition, page 3.6-2 lines 46
and 47, should state "5" nuclides, and include -

Cs-134.

*
.

.

|
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RAC Plan Deview
,

,

RAC Evaluation of LIIID
MJREG RAC Czements/Recomumendation LIliD Response

0654 (Qzements in sold Type for Eadt Element (Action) Response

Element frtza consolidated RAC Review - Proposed Resolution of Eight Inadequacies
Q)cresponds to Lilco's Simenary of Responeca) dated Janaury 16, 1985 (SNRC 1133)

t

l

| J.10.K 2 ese reasons do not alleviate the need to LIIID has identified the roads havirq the LIIID's proposed resolution is an improvement
coordinate pre-emergency plannity for snow highest levels of traffic flow and will add over Revision 4| but still (bes not meet the
removal on the evacuation routes. Indeed, them as an attacilment to the procedure. %e requirement of this element. LIItD intends to
since LIIAD relies on local snow removal Brookhaven and Riverhead 'Ibwnships, Suffolk identify the roads havirs the highest levels of
organizations sho may be acconpanied by 180 County and New W rk State Department of Public traffic flow during an evacuation and will add
personnel who will provide dosimetry to ensure Works will be notified of these road priorities these as an attadiment to Procedute OPIP 3.6.3.*

that untrained workers da not receive doses in in case of an evacuation durity or inunediately It is expected that the, plan will also be
excess of PMs for the general public (see following a snowfall. revised to specify that local snow removal
crzenent for element A.I.b), the need to organizations (i.e., Brookhaven and Riverhead

j mordinate pre-emergency planning for snow Townships, Suffolk County and New Ybrk State
' renoval along evacuation routes is greater in Departments of Public Wbeks) will be rotified of
; this particular case. h is is especially true these road clearits priori' ties by the Road

in view of the fact that since resources may be Ingistics coordinator (or designee) in the event |

limited, there is a need to ensure that these an evacuation recommendation is to be imple- :

resources would be used in an effective manner mented durire, or i=Paiiately followirq a
,

| there sheltering may not be recrzunended. Ebr snowfall.
exanple, it would be advisable to ensure that
efforts are mncentrated on keeping evacuation However, accordits to the plan '(see page 1,4-2b
arteries rather than side streets, driveways, and 2.2-4g), LIIID anticipates that snow removal
etc. clear. Se plan is not clear as to how agencies within 10-mile EPZ will continue to
150 mold coordinate snow renoval by norinal carry out their rnrmal response functions. y
response ftmettons in the event, however S erefore, there is no assurance that snow ;

unlikely, they would be needed during an removal agencies will consider and follow LIIID's '

emergency (see pges 2.2-4g and h of the plan). road clearing priorities. sere must be reliable
h erefore, pre-emergency planning for snow pre-emergency plannirs for snow removal on the
renoval on the evaucation routes should be evacuation routes includirg administrative
further developed to include a6ainistrative procedures, SDPs, etc. as noted in the RAC reviet
procedure, SOPS, etc. Rese procedures are for Revision 4.*
reconmended to ensure that the snow renoval
strategy would coincide with any evacuation he legal concerns still remain.
scheme that might be chosen.

.

*It should be noted that one (1) RAC member
felt that this element stould be rated
adequate. t

.
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