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BOSTON ED!EON COMPANY
BOO BorisToON STREET
BOSYON, MASSAZHUSEITTS C2199

M. J FELDMANN
AACT AL B L B B
OF Pt Gl anD N0 nEte )

June 13, 1974

Direzcor

Dira.%crate cf Liceusirg
Office of Regulation

U.S. Atcinie Energy Comc-ission
Washington, D.C. 20545

Docket No. 50-293
Licerse No. DPR-35
Arei drent No., 2

Dear Sir:

We aie herety advising you that we Rave sustended further work on the
Containment Atccsgheric Dilutiun (CAD) Systiem Aee~nited jn Arand~ers 28 so
e wlﬂwrn- Y .::‘. Meuin anasi aw 4‘.- !
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Guide 1.7, Contrel of Corbustible Cas Jorsurntratiorns in Cortainrent Follawe
ing @ Loss of Crolernt Accident, whis®h is now wrder corsideraticn by the ASC
-~ - 2 g $
staff, Af:ef issuance of the revised Regulatoery Guide, the prorposed CAD
systen will be reevelusted and modified as arpropriats,

Should you have further questlons regarding this ratter, please contaczt
us.

Very truly yours,

q‘«a"—f—'?“:u v

ec: E, ¥, Kearrey

G. D. Baston

D. G, Stocdley

QA _
Plyrouth Public Library 820
Boston Edison Reading Roon 1
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FROs PATRICK J KENKNY GENZRAL COUNSZL EXZCUTIVE OFFICE AF ZNEZRCY
RESOURCLS COMNMCNAZALTIH COF MASSACHUSZITIS 73 TREMONT STPZET 2CETCH
VASSACHUSETTS 02198
ReaSONg PRCOPUSZD CIVIL PeNEALIY COSTON EDISUN C”‘DANY, PaLC=1v 1
ILCL A ahNsnAll STATICNS A WUMZ2aR J1=83 LOCKLT NUYEiIF S5-e.521%
LICZNSS NUNaok StiRe33
THE NAoSACKUL.Tls wXiCLUilVa CFFICE OF ENERGY RESOURCES (CECZ7) A
PCTITION TC 1STERVEND IN THE ASCVE RIFZIRENCEL PROCZEDIveE, B
INTal ALie Tna PAY s OF THe 39%0,3090 PROPLSES CIVIL PoALTY Y
BOSTCN 22150 CO¥PANY &£& STAYZD UNTIL NRC DEPCSTION OF ZCIF ‘s
PeTITION FC~ ALTZAUATIVL V3L CF THEZ PROCEZDS OF PENALTY Pey 1
PAYMZATS MAvz 1IN LIEU OF THIS PaNALTY. ZO0ER ST(LL PRESSES TH:21
PTITION, ROwavah &CL” 15 AWARE THAT PAYMENT OF ThHe PFOPUSZL PLuALTY
VAY B2 o8 PROCRaSS, &Cih HMERCSY REQUESTS THAT FURTHIE PELC-Z2. F
PAYMaAT OF SAL0 PONALTY LY Z03TO0N EDISOY COMPANY AND THME N&RZ 22
DZPOSIT OF okl PAYNERTS 1IN THE UeS. TRZASURY E. STAYED ULNTIL
DEPUSITION COF E0LR'S PETITION, RECEIPT OF FUNDS IN THE U.S, TrZAZURY
MAY OPEZFATE TC ReSTRAIN NRC DISCREZTION AS TO U:L OF PENALTY PLYMYENT
OF PAY uedls Iv LioV CF THZ PINALTY AS REQUESTED IN EOER'S PZT1%1Ch.
CCs SZCECTA®Y Veve NUCLELAR RICULATCEY CCMMISSION

JCAN DZSMUNU £33 BEOSTCN EDISON COMPANY
¢ ' €
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FAT XoNNY GENZRAL COUNSelL LXECUTIVE OFFICZ OF EZNERCGY RESGURC:S
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BECo Letc. 979-207

Mr. Tho~z2s A. Ippolit ., Chief

Operating Reactocrs Br nch #3

Division of Operating Avactors

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission License No. DPR-35
Washington, D. C. 20355 Docket No. 50-293

Contafnmect Atmosphecic Control System

Ref: (a) NRC Letter T.A. Ippolito to G.C. Andognini
dated 3/14/79.

(b) BECo Letter G.C. Andognini to T.A. Ippolito
dated 6/6/79. '

Dear Sir:

In Reference (a) you Xeguested that we subnit a schedule :Wmuwn
and the testing of a CAD Systes at Pilgrim Station Unit 91, Your inquiry also
ejueste escription o €sign changes that we propuse to make

in our .ciginal syste= description (FSAR submittal, Amendment 35). In

Reference (b), we informed you that oyr current Elans do not call for the
installation of CA™ Systen and that we were evaluac ng a4 systen that {ncorporates
hydrog+n recochinitlon capability, herefore, we Feques: that you delete FSA®
‘AZenctant 3 [rOD OuUr docket. o

To deternine what ch-nges are Currently required for post LOCA contain-ent

cezbustible gas control, we have evaluated the present scation design with
respect to 10CFR50.4%, Bagad usen our anal FR50.44
with existing equiprent.” However, we recognize that additional systea moci-

catlons way De appropriate once the TMI-2 Lessons Learned Task Force has
cospleted {ts long teras recormendations.

As described in its s* rt tern recocmendations (NUREG-0578), the TMI-2 Lessons
Learned Task Force mijority view was that the existing design basis for coc-
bustible gas control systess needs re-evaluation. We are therefore, unable to
corit to any syste design changes for combustibls gas control at Pilgrim, unti!
8 fina) resolution is f{ssued by the Cozafssion on the systes design bases.

Bowever, we have revised our operating procedures, as necessary to mitigat: the
consequences of a ™I type incident in the unlikely event that it occurred and

as stated in Reference (b), we will conti: ue to operate with an {nerted contain-
Sent.,

a
If you have any questions on this subjezt, please feel free to contact us at ‘gf;‘V
Your convenience,

o ®
ﬂ b' e Very truly yours,

P ML . bt ’
’;:1; B o8 t‘“ °‘I ‘7

A e Y e e



ANALYS!S OF EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS [SSUES
AT PILGRIM NUCLEAR POWEK STATION RAISED
[N A PETITION TO THE NRC
DATED JULY 15, 1986

JULY 29, 1987

FEDERAI EMERGENCY M/ANAGEMENT AGENCY
JOHN W. McCORMACK POST OFFICE anp COURTHOUSE
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02108-4585

-{5:;(;u;-l2}4:“:>-L4:;- s;“f’“ .
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AT PILGRIM NUCLEAR POWER STATION KAISED 8Y THE
MASSACHUSETTS PuBLIC INTEREST GROUT (MASSPIKG)
FEMA, NOVEMBER 5, 1983

ANALYS!S REPORT ON |ssUES RELATED TO THE PILGRIM
LVACUATION TIME LSTIMATE FOR PILGRIM NUCLEAR POwER
STATION, PLYMOUTH, MASSACHUSETTS, FEMA, MAY 1, 1984.

MASSACHUSETTS LIVIL DEFENSE AGENCY (MLUA) ANALYSIS
R MASSACHUSETTS PUBLIC INTERCST RESiARCH GrOUP
&gggb |KG) KEPORT “BLUEPRINT OR Cnaos 119, Juey 40,

1986 Eme

RGENCY PUBLIC [NFORMATION (EP1) BROCHURE FOR
PiLerim EPI

BosToN Eorson’'s RESPONSE ON THE PETITION DATED
Octoser 23, 1986

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS PoLicy oN DISTRIBUTION
of PoTassium lODIDE (k1)

SepTemper 5, 1986 FEMA LETTER TO C0 ~ ONWEALTH OF
MASSACHUSETTS REQUESTING ITS VIEWS CONCERNING

THE ALLEGATIONS IN THE PETITION, AND INDICATING
THAT FEMA wAS UNDERTAKING A SELF-INITIATED REV'EW
OF THE ABILITY OF THE STATE TO PROTECT THE PUbLIC
IN THE EVENT OF AN ACCLDENT AT PILGRIM
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In ouby 15, 388 AA§SACHUSETTS 1taté SENATOR SOLDEN,
STATE «£P1ESE\TaT1vES HYNES AND HILOT, THE MASSACHUSETTS
gLl INTEREST <gsEARCH LROUP (MASSPIRG), THE PLYMOUTH
CouNTY NUCLEAR [ NFORMATION LoMmITTEE, INC: (PCNIC), THE
PLyMOUTH ALLIANCE AnD ATTORNEYS JO ANN SHOTWELL AND JAMES

SHANNON FILED A PETITION Wl TH THE NUCLEAR KEGULATORY oM

"~nr

wWlgsION HRL Tuis PETITION REQUESTED THAT rug NRC (SSUE
an ORDER TO THE s0sTON E21SON COMPANY,

.18 §MOW CAUSE 4S Ty amy THE IRLILIR

NUCL EAR POwER TTATION ("D L sRIM") SHOULD

HOT FEMALN ¢LOSED AnD/QR HMAVE 178 QPERATING
LICENSE SUSPENDED BY THE NRL UNLESS AND

UNTIL THAT tiME AT wnICH THE L[Cthtl DEMON®
gTRATES CONCLUSIVELY 15 THE NKL AND THE
puBLlicC! (1) THAT LTS WANAGEMENT IS NO LONGER
<AMPERED BY THE DEFICIENCIES NOTED BY THE
s£T1TIONERS, (2) THAT THE KAD1OLOGICAL EMER"
;ga:v_wasvo~s: PLAN FULLY € MPLIES WITH

‘Bi 330,47 AND 10 LFR 150.57, 18 GIVEN W1GH
QRGANIZATIONAL 2RIORITY AND gUFFICIENT FUNDING
gy THE Lxceuse§,_7ne FEpERAL EMERGENCY MANAGE"
wENT WGENCY | LMA), THE MASSACHUSETTS Civiu
JEFENSE AGENCY (MCUA) AND . OCA. GOVERNMENTS
AND (3) THAT *WE INWERENT SESIGN FLAWS

NOTED BY THE PETITIUNERS aWICH RENDER PILGRIM
1's CONTAINMENT gTRUCTURE EXTREMELY VULNERABLE
(N 08T ACCIDENT SCENARIOS MAVE BEEN OVERCOME
10 THE EXTENT THAT THE pPUBL I HEALTH AND
SAFETY ~lLL BE ASSURED:

on Aueust 1l 1986, NRC FORWARDED A COPY OF THE PETITION

ro FEMA FOR INFORMATION AND (NITIAL REVIEW: THEN, ON
Octoser 15, 1986, NRC FORMALLY REQUESTED THAT FEMA EVALUATE
THE OFF=SITE EMERGENCY PLANNING AND PREPAREDNESS 1SSUES
AAISED IN THE PETITION: WIS 1S A REPORT OF THAT EVALUAT
TION:

-
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TWE PETITION IDENTIFIED SEVEN ALLEGED DEFICIENC.ES [N EMER®
GENCY PLANNING (LISTED A% NUMBERS L4 THROUGH JU IN THE PETIL"
+10N) AS FOLLOWS:

14, UEFICIENCIES IN THE KADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY

KESPONSE FLAN (KEKP)

1S, DEFICIENCIES IN ADVANCE [NFORMATION

16« UEFICIENCIES IN NOTIFICATION UURING AN ACCIDENT

17. UEFICIENCIES [N EvACUATION PLANS

18. Derictencies 1N MEDICAL FACILITIES

19, Twg EMERGENCY PLANNING JONE 1S TOO SMALL

20. ¢k OF COORDINATION AND PRIORITIZATION OF THE
o4

P

LA
<£

Un Sgetemeer S, 1986, FEMA SENT A LETTER (SEE ASPENDIX 7)

to KOBERT HOULAY, UIRECTOR, MASSACHUSETTS CiviL UEFENSE

AGENCY WITW A COPY TO BOSTON ED1SON REQUESTING THEIR VIEWS
CONCERNING THE ALLEGATIONS IN THE PETITION AND FURTHER
SEVELOPMENT OF PROCEDURES FOR CORRECTING ANY PLAN DEFICIENCIES
WM1cH MAY Ex1$T. FEMA ALSO SENT A LETTER TO SENATOR GOLDEN
REGUESTING A TRANSCRIPT OR DETAILED NOTES OF A JUNE 18, 1986
MEETING AT THE JTATE HOUSE CONCERNING THE EMERGENCY RESPONSE
PLANS FOR THE PILGRIM PLUME ExPOSURE EMERGENCY PLANNING LONE,
WHICH WOULD HELP US [N OUR REVIEW OF THE PETITION.

Tue Boston EDIson COMPANY PROVIDED INFORMATION USED IN RE®

VIEWING THIS PETITION: BosTON EDISON'S WRITTEN RESPONSE 1S
ATTACHED AS APPENDIX §. TWE STATE INDICATED THAT |T HAD NO
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coMMENTS ON THE PETITION: ME UNDERSTAND THAT NO TRANSCRIPT
«a§ MADE OF TWE MEETING At THE STATE HOUSE, AND FEMA wAS,
T=EREFORE, RELIED ON ITS oWN NOTES AND RECOLLECTIONS 0F THE
MEETING:

TWE ANALYSIS OF THESE 1§SUES WAS PREPARED BY FEMA Rection |

w]TH THE ASS1GTANCE OF THE ARGONNE NAleNAL LABORATORY, BASED
JPON ORAL INPUT FROM NASSACKUSETTS CONCERNING THE CONTENTS OF
*WwE PETITION; pREVIOUS #RITTEN AND ARAL INPUT TROM MASSACHUSETTS
CONCERNING THE 1SSUES covERED BY THE PETITION; RLSPONSES PREPAR®
£0 8 FLMA TO A PREVIOUS MASSFIKG PETITION; FLMA REVIEwS OF

THE MASSACHUSETTS REKP; AND OF EXERCISE REPORTS FOR THE EXERCISE
0F THE RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY KesPONSE PLANS FOR THE PILGRIM
NUCLEAR PoweR STATION IN 1982, 1983, anD 1985. On DECEMBER 30,
1986, FEMA was pROVIDED A COPY OF A REPORT CONCERNING THE MASS "
CHUSETTS PLANS T0 ppOTECT THE PUBLIC IN THE Prigrim EPL. THE
REPORT WAS PREPARED BY THE SECRETARY OF PuBL1C SAFETY AND ENDORT
sgD BY MASSACHUSETTS GovERNOR DUKAKIS [HEREINAFTER CALLED THE
yaRRY REPORT!. TuE BARRY REPORT AND ALL OTHER RELEVANT FACTORS,
INCLUDING INPUT FROM pUBLIC MEETINGS IN KOSTON, UUXBURY, AND
PLYMOUTH, A MEETING WITH A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE PLYMOUTH LOUNTY
NUCLEAR INFORMATION COMMITTEE, [NC., AS WELL AS ADDITIONAL ANAL®
vs1s BY FEMA STAFF AND CONSULTANTS HAS BEEN SEPARATELY ANALYZED
AS PART OF THE ATTACHED REVIEW OF THE MASSACHUSETTS RADIOLCGICAL
PLANS FOR PILGRIM WHICH FEMA INITIATED PURSUANT TO 44 LFK 350.



1. SUMMARY

TWE DETAILED ANALYSIS OF (SSUES RAISED IN tHe JuLy 15, 1986
PETITION [§ PRESENTED 1IN tgcrion 111 10sT OF THE 1SSUES
RAISED IN THE 1386 PETITION ARE eSSENTIALLY IDENTICAL T3
1§SUES FAISED IN A PETITION suBM1TTED TO THE NKC 1IN 1383 By
MASSPIRG, AND TO ISSUES PREVIOUSLY exaMINED BY NRC anD FEMA.
JASED ON A PREVIOUS AWALYSIS BY FEMA, THE NKL DENIED THE

1983 MASSPIRG PETITION ON EesruARY 27, L384.

- ’

FEMA REVIEWED THIS NEw PETITION IN LIGHT OF THE STATE OF 1WE
AECORD AT THE TiME OF 173 SUBMITTAL AND INFORMATION AVAILABLE
s roiA 4§ OF 'QVEMBER, 1986, UJUR REVIEW WAS LARGELY COMPLETED
gy LEcEwsER .0, .286. FEMA DEALT WITW LATER INFORMATION INCLUD"
NG FEMA STAFF ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC AND INTERAGENCY MEETINGS, AND
TWE SARRY EPORT, IN ITS SELF-INITIATED REVIEw. [T SHOULD BE
NOTED, =OWEVER, THAT, WHWILE FEMA'S ANALYS!S OF THE SEVEN AL”
LESED DEFICIENCIES IN QFF-SITE EMERGENCY PLANNING INDICATES
THAT THE INFORMATION N THE PETITION D10 NOT SUSTAIN THE CON"
TENTIINS 3ASED ON THE STATE JF THE RECORD AT THE TIME THE
PETITION #AS REVIEWED, FEMA AGREES #ITH THE GENERAL THRUST

OF $OME OF THE CONCLUSIONS OF THE PETITION FUR THE REASONS

CLTED IN TS SELF-INITIATED KEvIEW AND INTERIM FINDING DATED
JuLy 29, 1987.

P

Tue FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY WILL CONTINUVE TO
REVIEW AND ANALYIE THE STATUS OF EMERGENCY PLANNING IN THE
VIEINITY OF ALL NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS, INCLUDING PILGRIM, TO
INSURE THAT A CORRECT ANALYSIS OF QFE=S1"E EMERGENCY PLANNING
1§ PRESENTED TO THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION.



[11. ANALYSIS

FEMA WAS ADDRESSED EACH OF THE SEVEN {SSUES IN OFF=SITE
EMERGENCY PLANNING RALSED IN THIS PETITION BELOW:

14/ UEFICIENCIES IN THE KADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN
(KexP)

PETITIONERS:

SER1OUS DEFICIENCIES EXIST IN THE KEKP FOR PILGRIM, WARRANT®
NG SUSPENSION OF SOSTON t91SON'S OPERATING LICENSE BY THE
NMC . Twg DEFICIENCIES ARE OUTLINED BELOWS (HE COMBINED
EEFECT OF TMESE DEFICIENCIES 1S 70 ABROGATE THE "REASONABLE
ASSURANCE TWAT ADEGUATE PROTECTIVE MEASURES CAN_AND wiLL BE
TAKEN IN THE EVENT OF A RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY,  THE STAND®
sRp SET 8y 10 CFR §30.47 (aA)(1)

FEMA:
FEMA WAS PROVIDED RESPONSES TO EACH OF THE PETITIONER'S ALLE"
GATIONS. THESE RESPONSES ARE GIVEN BELOW.

15/ UEFICIENCIES LN ApVANCE [NFORMATION

a) PETITIONERS:

TWE ONLY METHOD BEING USED FOR ADVANCE PUBLIC EDUCATION

IN THE PILGRIM EMERGENCY PLANNING LONE (ePl) 18 THE DISTRIBU®
TI0N OF PAnPngth BY MAIL: A MASSP IKG TELEPHONE SURVEY CON®
puctTED !N 1980 REVEALED SERIOUS INADEGUACIES IN THE DISTRIBU®
TION, RETENTION, AND UNDERSTANDING OF THE PAMPHLETS BY AREA
RESIDENTS: NO IMPROVEMENTS (N THE ADVANCE INFORMATION PROCE"
DURES WAVE BEEN CARRIED OUT sSINCE 1985,

FeMA:

-

TW1S ISSUE WAS RAISED PREVIOUSLY IN THE PETITION OF THE MAss~
ACHUSETTS PUBLIC [NTEREST KESEARCH GROUP FOR EMERGENCY AND
KEMEDIAL ACTION FILED BY MASSPIRG wiTw THE NRC on JuLy 20,
1983, NO SUBSTANTIVE NEW ISSUES ARE RA1SED BY THE CURRENT

PETITION. |N RESPONSE TO THE 1383 PETITION (APPENDIX 1)
FEMA STATED:




.6-

Twg PAMPHLETS ENTITLED “EMERGENCY PusLiC INEne=®
wAT10ON" AND "UUCLEAR ENERGY JUESTIONS AND ANSWERS"
~%ac wAILED TO ALL 2ESIDENTS N THE pPL IN DEPTEMBER
183 ] and SEPTEMBER 1982 1IN ApDITION, THE PAMPHLETS
WERE DISTRIBUTED T0 COMMERCLAL ESTABLISHMENTS AND
PUBLIC BUILDINGS TRITR12Y INCLUDING 4OTELS. OVER
120,000 of 8OTH BROCHURES HAVE BEEN O1STRIBUTED IN

AN AREA OF ApPROX!VATELY 55,000 POPULATION AND 20,000
MOUSEROLDS POSTERS ozv‘créu EMERGENCY INFORMATION
WAVE BEEN D1SPLAYED IN THE Pl siNcE OCTOBER 1082,

4ASSPIRG'S | NFORMATION WAS DER'VED FROM A POLL THAT
TWEY CONDUCTED OF goME OF THESE RESIDENTS IN THE APEA-
WMEN ASKEQ 1F THEY “AVE RECEIVED rO| BROCHURES, A sUB”

STANT 1AL 70% RESPONDED tTHAT THEY AEMEMBERED RECEIVING
THEM . g

4aSSPING ALSO REPORTS THAT 9% OF THOSE POLLED SAID

twEY wOULD TUNE T AN B30 RADIO STATION AS A FIRST
agACTION TO “EARING THE S IRENS, AND AN ADDITIONAL 19%
<0uLy TUNE TO RADIO OR TV, 80TH OF «mlCH ARE REASON®
ABLE aND APPROPRIATE RESPONSES: waASSPIXG D1D NOT ASK
<HAT PEOPLE wOULD 50 UPON SOME REFLECTION AS THE SIRENS
CONTINUED TO SOUND

rACH SIREN wAS A PUBLIC ADDRESS CAPABILITY AND CAN BE
ysed 10 3ROADCAST sPECIFIC lNSTRUCTlONS T0 THE puUBLIC,
INCLUDING TRANSIENTS, N AN EMERGENCY AND THIS sHOULD

BE cONSIDERED 10 BE PART OF THE puBL iC EDUCATION EFFORT .
LOCAL _AND STATE PUBLIC SAFETY VEMICLES AL3O ARE EGUIPPED
alTH PA CAPABILITY: MESSAGES WILL BE BROADCAST OVER
THESE PUBLIC ADDRESS gYSTEMS TO TUNF TO THE EXS STATION

gAR I|NFORMATION: Twis SHOULD 8E SUFFICIENT T0 AID RESIT
DENTS AND TRANSIENTS (N AN EMERGENCY ¢

FEMA DETERMINED 1IN 1383 THAT THE pETITION D1D NOT INDICATE
THAT THE COMMONWEALTH WAS UNABLE T0O PROTECT THE HEALTH AND
SAFETY OF THE PUBLICH Tug MASSPIRG PETITION WAS DENIED BY
tug NRC (N THE “INTERIM Dragctor’s UECISION unoer 10 CFR
2.206", FEBRUARY 27, 1984, HOWEVER, SINCE THAT TIME THE

[ QMMONWEALTH wAS TAKEN ADD\TIONAL.ST!PS 10 ENAANCE 178 pUBLIC
lNFOlHATXON PIOGRAH '

ACCURDING TO |[NFORMATION pROVIDED BY MCUA AND THE BOSTON
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Eo1soN COMPANY, THE ANNUAL PUBLIC EDUCATION BROCHURE ENTI®
TLED “EMERGENCY PuBLIC INFORMATION: AHAT TO DO IN CASE OF
AN EMERGENCY AT PILGRIM NUCLEAR POWER STATION" (APPENDIX 4)
WAS MAILED TO RESIDENTS, WOTELS AND MOTELS, AND PUBLIC BUILD®
INGS IN THE PLUME ExXPOSURE EMERGENCY PLANNING LONE (EPZ) IN
AugusT 1386 (SEE APPENDIX €), BROCHURES WERE ALSO MAILED
1o RESIDENTS IN 1985. Twe 1980 BROCHURE 1S IN COMPLIANCE
«1TH THE GUIDALNCE PROVIDED IN NUKEG=UbS4, FEMA=REP-l, REV l,
“LR) "3lA FOR PREPARATION AND LVALUATION OF KADIOLOGICAL
LMERGENCY NESPONSE PLANS AND PREPAREDNESS IN SUPPORT OF
NUCLEAR POWER FLANTS.” [ME CURRENT BRUCHURE CONTAINS THE
FOLLOWING INFORMATION:

« EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION ON RADIATION;

-« UESIGNATICN OF RADIOQ STATIONS FOR EMERGENCY PUBLIC
INFORMATION;

- PROTECTIVE MEASURES (1.E., SHELTERING, RESPIRATORY

PROTECTION, EVACVUATION ROUTES, AND RECEPTION CENTERS);
AND

- A RETURN POSTCARD AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR PERSONS WITH
SPECIAL NEEDS SO THAT ARRANGEMENTS CAN BE MADE T0
PROVIDE APPROPRIATE TRANSPORTATION IN THE EVENT OF
AN EVACUATION.

FEMA SPONSORED A STATISTICALLY VALID SURVEY AFTER THE SEPTEM=
ser 29, 1986 TEST OF THE PILGRIM PUBLIC ALERT AND NOTIFICA®
r1oN SYSTEM. THE SURVEY INDICATED THAT 72.8% OF THE PEOPLE

REMEMBER RECEIVING THE PUBLIC INFORMATION BROCHURE:

FEMA, THEREFORE, CONCLUDES THAT THE PETITION DOES NOT PROVIDE

INFORMATION wHICH SUS AINS THE CONTENTIONS.
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g) PETITIONERS:

TWE CURRENT (SEPTEMBER 1385) PAMPHLETS CONTAIN NO INFORMA®
+10N REGARDING PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION FOR pPURPQSES OF EVACUA®
T10ON, Dgsvxrs THE FACT TWHAT THE RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RE®
sPONSE PLAN (KER ) gor THE TOWN OF PLYMOUTH PROVIDES FOR
THIRTEEN "STAGING AREAS" WHERE PERSONS WlTHOUZ TRANSPORT®
ATION wiLL BE 51RECTED FOR “snesIBLE" PUBLIC TRANSPORT.

FEMA:

TWis |SSUE WAS RAISED pREVIJUSLY IN THE “PETITION OF THE MASS®
ACHUSETTS PuBLIC INTEREST RESEARCH GROUP FOR LMERGENCY AND
KEMEDIAL ACTION" FILED BY MASSP XL wiTH THE NKC on JuLy <U,
183, NO SUBSTANTIVE NEW ISSUES ARE RAISED IN THE CURRENT
PETITION:

TWE LOMMONWEALTH STATED IN ITS RESPONSE TO THE 1385 PETITION:
(APPENDIX 3)

LOCAL PLANS UTILIZE LISTINGS OF POST QOFFICES, FIRE
HOUSES, SCHOOLS AND OTHER WELL KNOWN, RECOGNIZABLE
S1TES FOR 'STAGING AREAS.' ALTHOUGH LOCAL RESIDENTS
ARE WELL AWARE OF THESE SITES, WE ARE STUDYING THE
USE OF MAPS AND MAY INCLUDE THEM IN FUTURE PUBLICA®
TIONS

n
m

=
x>

STATED IN ITS RESPONSE TO THE 1983 PETITION: (ApPENDIX 1)
PyBLLC ToaNgPORTATION © THE LACK OF PROVISIONS IN

THE PLANS FOR TRANSPOITATION OF THOSE wHO MAY NOT

WAVE ACCESS TO CARS WAS PREVIOUSLY NOTED AS A DE"
FICTENCY AND THE STATE 1S REVISING THE PLANS ACCORD”
INGLY: NO REQUESTS FOR SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION MAVE,
10 DATE, BEEN RESISTERED wliTH PLymouTH ClviL UEFENSE,
ALTHOUGH SUCH INFORMATION HWAS BEEN SOLICITED:.

iwg L9806 PuBLlicC [NFORMATION BROCHURES DIRECT PERSONS IN
NEED OF TRANSPORTATICN OR QTHER SPECIAL HELP TO RETURN THE
POSTCARD FOUND IN THE BROCHURE TO MCDA ARea |l HEADQUARTERS
OR TO CALL THEIR TOWN HMALL OR CiviL UEFENSE UFFICE AS SOON

AS POSSIBLE TO ARRANGE FOR ASSISTANCE BEFORE AN EMERGENCY »



- Q -

F PEQPLE NEED A$S1STANCE ODURING AN EMERGENCY, THEY ARE T3
cALL THE LOCAL ClIVIL JEFENSE DFFICE. THE LOCAL SLANS SPECIFY
sWAT CONTRACTOR SCHOOL BUSES MAY BE USED TO \OVE THOSE #1THOUT
PERSONAL “EANS OF TAANSPORTATION. |F NEEDED, ADDITIONAL BUSES
(OR OTHER MEANS JF MASS TRANSPORT) wth.l! REGQUESTED THROUGH
tuE MASSACHUSETTS CivIL UEFENSE agency (MCDA) AREA [| weaD=
SUARTERS: THE LOMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS HAS [DENTIFIED

(N 11§ STATE PLAN A VAST NUMBER OF STATE CONTROLLED RESOURCES

AVAILABLE 1N THE EVENT OF AN ACCIDENT AT PILGRIM.

DREDETEAMINES STAGING AREAT FUR BUSES #1LL BE ACTIVATED AT
s1TES SPECIFIED BY THE LIRECTOR of CiviL DEFeEnse (CL) As THE
SITUATION REZUIRES. PLYMOUTH MAS IDENTIFIED 13 STAGING
AREAS WWERE TWOSE PEQPLE IN NEED OF TRANSPORTATION WOULD GO
TO OBTAIN PURLIC TRANSPORTATION: [¢ AN EVACUATION WERE
QRDERED, PEQPLE wOULD BE ADVISED TO §TAY TUNED TO RADIO AND
TV FOR |NFORMATION REGARDING THE EVACUATION: THE PLYMOUTH
Civie Derense DIRECTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR COORDINATING WITH
WCUA AREA || MEADGUARTERS TO ASSURE THAT [NFORMATION REGARD®
NG THE ARRANGEMENTS FOR THOSE PEOPLE IN NEED OF TRANSPLATA®
T10N ARE CONTAINED (N EBS MESSAGES:

FEMA, TMEREFORE, CONCLUDES THAT THE PETITION DOES NOT PRO"

VIDE INFORMATION WH1CH SUSTAINS THE CONTENTION.
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¢) PETITIONERS!

THE ADVANCE INFORMATION g/STEM FOR TOURISTS AND OTHER
TRANSIENTS 1S INADEGUATE OR NONEXISTENT. FOR EXAMPLE, NO
1GNNS MAVE BEEN POSTED 1o PROVIDE APPROPRIATE INFORMATION
FOR TRANSIENTS, A MEASURE SUGGESTED BY THE NKL IN LU LFK
VART 50, APPENDIX L [Vele2e

FEMA:

Tuls 1SSUE WAS RAISED PREVIOUSLY IN THE “PETITION OF THE
MassACHUSETTS PuBLIC INTEREST RESEARCH GROUP FOR EMEPGENCY
AND HEMEDIAL AcT1oN" FILED BY MASSPIRG wiTH THE NRC own

Juey 20, 1983%. NoO SUBSTANTIVE NEW |§SUES ARE RAISED IN

THE CURRENT PETITION:

TWE LOMMONWEALTH STATED IN ITS RESPONSE TO THE 1885 PETITION:
(APPENDIX 3)

YogTERS WAVE BEEN DISTRIAUTED, AND ARE AVAILABLE
THROUGHOUT TWE LFL- 1HE LPl PAMPHLETS INCLUDE RE"
MOVABLE EMERGENCY pUBLIC INFORMATION §TICKERS «ND
WAVE ALSO BEEN 51STRIBUTED (SEE ENCLOSED) + THE SIREN
SYSTEM INSTALLED THROUGHOUT THE EPL 1S EQUIPPED wITH
pUBLIC ADDRESS CAPABILITY WHICH wOoulLD BE JSED TO
pROVIDE TRANSIENTS W1 TH EMERGENCY (NFORMATION: LOCAL

AND STATE pPUBLIC SAFETY VEHICLES ARE ALSO EQUIPPED
WlTH PA CAPABILITY.

FEMA'S RESPONSE TO tug L1383 PETITION (APPENDIX 1) STATED:

Two PAMPHLETS ENTITLED "EmgRGENCY PuBLIC [ nEQRMATION"
aND “NUCLEAR ENERLY QUESTLONS AND ANSWERST 4ERE MAILED
1o ALL RESIDENTS IN THE EP. IN SEPTEMBER 1981 AND SEP"
98 [N ADDITION, THE PAMPHLETS WERE DIGTRIB®
yTED T0 '3HHIRC1AL CSTABLISKMENTS AND PUBLIC BUILDINGS
EP, INCLUDING MOTELS. Over 320,000 of BOTH
|nocnunt% “AVE BEEN DISTRIBUTED 1IN AN AREA OF APPROX®
LHATILV 5,000 POPULATION AND 20,000 WoUSEMOLDS:
oS TERS DEPICTING EMERGENCY INFORMATION MAVE BEEN DIS”
PLAYED IN THE Pl sINCE UCTOBER 1982.

ACCORDING TO INFORMATION pRESENTED TO FEMA BY BOSTON LDISON,
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WM0 DISTRIBUTE Tnl BROCHURES FOR THE MASSACHUSETTS LIVIL
UEFENSE AGENCY, CMERGENCY PUBL1C INFORMATION DROCHURES WERE
RECENTLY DISTRIBUTED TO HOTELS AND MOTELS, LIBRARIES, AND
TowN OFFICES IN THE AREA, AND PLACARDS WERE POSTED AT VARIOUS
LOCATIONS THROUGHOUT THE tPL (SEE LETTER FROM BOSTON EDISON,
patED UCTOBER 29, 148, APPENDIX 3):

FEMA, THEREFORE, CONCLUDES THAT THE PETITION DOES NOT PROVIDE

INFORMATION WHICH SUSTAINS THE CONTENTION:

p) PETITIONERS:

THE |NADEGUATE ADVANCE [NFORMATION SYSTEM VIOLATES 10 CFR
§50.47 (B)(7); 1V (FR ParT SO, APPENDIX - |V U2, AND
EvALUATION CRITERIA 6.1, G.2 AND P. 10 oF NUREG=UBSH.

FEMA:

FEMA WAS RESPONDED TO TS 1SSUE IN |TEMS A, B, AND C ABOVE:

|5/ UEBFICIENCIES N NOTIFICATION UURING AN MCCIDEN'

.

A) PETITIONERS!

THE WARNING SIREN SYSTEM AND BACK=UP SYSTEMS ARE [NADE®
QUATE TO ESSENTIALLY COMPLETE TRE INITIAL NOTIFICATION OF
THE PUBLIC WITHIN THE PLUME EXPOSURE PATHWAY Of THE LMER®
GENCY PLANNING (ONE (LPL) WITHIN !1!7g(n‘n1nu1(§, Az
aequirgd By 10 CFR PART 50, APPENDIX b+, [V Dede OR
EXANPLE, THE SIREN SYSTEM HAS BEEN PLAGUED wiTH FALSE
ALARMS «  RATHER THAN CORRECT THMIS PROBLEM, THE RESPONSE

WAS BEEN TO DISCONNECT THE SIREN SYSTEM DURING ELECTRICAL
STORMS .
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FeMA:

TH1S [SSUE WAS RAISED PREVIOUSLY IN THE “PETITION OF THE
v ASSACHUSETTS PUBLIC INTEREST KESEARCH LROUP FOR EMEPGENCY
AND REMEDIAL ACTION" FILED BY MASSPIRG wiTH THE NRC ON

JuLy 20, 1983. NO NEW SUBSTANTIVE 1SSUES ARE RAISED IN THE.
CURﬂENT PETlTlON.

WHILE THE ALERT AND NOTIFICATION SYSTEM EXPERIENCED FALSE
ALARMS FOR SOME TIME AFTER 1TSS INSTALLATION, KosToN EDISON
EXAMINED THE pPROBLEM AND MADE 1H'lov{nturs IN THE SYSTEM.
FEMA'S REVIEW OF THE SIREN TEST RESULTS, rME ALERT AND NOTIF*®
[CATION SYSTEM DESIGN AND OPERATIONAL RECORDS PROVIDED BY
<0S$TON EDISON LoMPANY INDICATES THAT THIS PROBLEM DOES NOT

now ExisT. (ALSO SEE APPENDIX S, PAGE ¥, ET: $E4+)

FeMA, THEREFORE, CONCLUDES THAT THE PETITION DOES NOT PROVIDE

" {NFORMATION wH1CH SUSTAINS THE CONTENTION:

g) PETITIONERS:

THE SIRENS ARE INAUDIBLE OR BARELY AUDIBLE WITHIN LARGE
aRgAs OF THE EPL (REPULRT OR THE PILGRIM NUCLEAR POWER
STATION SIREN Test, June 19, 1982, FEMA, JANUARY 1883, ».6).
FurTHERMORE, FEDERAL REGULATIONS REQUIRE NOTIFICATIQN OF

*ALL SEGMENTST OF THE poPULATION (LRITERIA J.10.¢c, E.6

.
10 CFR PaRrT SO, APPENDIX E, IVe Ded)o

'
’

FEMA:

Tuis 1SSUE WAS RAISED SREVIOUSLY IN THE *PETITION OF THE
MASSACHUSETTS PUBLIC INTEREST RESEARCH GROUr FIR EMERGENCY
AND REMEDIAL ACTION® FILED BY MASSF IKG wiITH THE NKL ON

JuLy 20, 1985. No SUBSTANTIVE NEW |SSUES ARE RAISED IN THE

CURRENT PETITION:
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FEMA STATED In 1TS RESPONSE T0 tmg 1985 PeTiTION (APPENDIX 1)

THAT

MASSPIRG SEEMS TO WAVE “ISUNDERSTOOD THE REPORT

gn THE “PILGRIM NUCLEAR POWER STATION SIREN KESTONSE

XERCISE FOR TME PILGRIM NUCLEAR POWER STATION,

MARCH 3, L9B2." TWe FIXED SIREN SYSTEM WAS DESIGNED

10 BE USED IN CONJUNCTION WITH OTHER METHODS OF

NOTIFICATION SUCH AS MOBILE N TIFYING TEAMS, TONE

ALERT RAD10S, AND THE ES. FEMA 1S CURRENTLY DE®

JELOFING STANDARDS FOR MEASURING THE SFFECTIVENESS

9F FIXED SIRENS. HOWEVER, THE 1B/ SIREN TEST

DEMONSTRATED AN IMPRESSIVE ABILATY TO NOTIFY THE

PUBLIC USING SIRENS ALONE. [N QOUR OPINION, THE

TEST ALSO DEMONSTRATED A CONTINUING NEED FOR THE

OTHER FORMS OF PUBLIC NOTIFICATION THAT ARE PRES™

ENTLY INCLUDED IN THE PLANS.
FeMA’'S REPORT ON THE FILGRIM NUCLEAR POWER STATION SIREN
TEST DID NOT STATE THAT THE SIRENS WERE INAUDIBLE OR BARELY
AUDIBLE WITHIN LARGE AREAS OF THE EPL. PAGE & OF THE REPORT,
WM1CH THE THE PETITIONERS REFERENCE, D1SCUSSES WHERE FEMA
OBSEAVERS WERE LOCATED DURING THE tgsT. FEMA STATED (LSEWHERE
IN THE REPORT THAT WE CHOSE TO LOCATE THE 18 OBSERVERS !N
TMOSE FEW AREAS WHERE SIREN OQUTPUTS wOULD RE THE WEAKEST.
THEREFORE, #E CONCLUDED THAT THE OBSERVERS' REPORTS SHMOULD
NOT BE TAKEN AS AN INDICATION OF WIDESPREAD PROBLEMS. [T 18
WORTH NOTING THAT FeMA SPONSORED A TELEPHONE SURVEY IMMEDIATELY
FOLLOWING A SEPTEMBER 29, 198b TEST OF THE PILGRIM ALERT AND
NOTIFICATION SYSTEM wWHICH INDICATED THAT 8B.Z% OF THE PEOPLE

WERE DIRECTLY ALERTED BY THE SIRENS ON THE DAY OF THE TEST.

FLMA, THEREFORE, CONCLUDES THAT THE PETITION DOES NOT PRO®

VIDE INFORMATION wHICH SUSTAINS THE CONTENTION:.
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C) PETITIONERS:

THE DEFICIENT SIREN SYSTEM WOULD FAIL TO WARN THE HEARING
IMPAIRED; TESTIMONY AT THE JUNE LB, L9Bb HEARING ON THE
PILGRIM KLKP BEFORE MASSACHUSETTC LEGISLATORS PROVIDED NO
EVIDENCE OF THE EXISTENCE OF AN ALTERNATE PLAN FOR NOTIFI*
CATION OF THIS SEGMENT OF THE POPULATION, A DIRECT VIOLA®
T10N OF THIS STATUTQORY MANDATE:

FEMA:

THiS ISSUE WAS RAISED PREVIOUSLY IN THE "PETITION OF THE
MASSACHUSETTS PuBLIC INTEREST GROUP FOR EMERGENCY AND HEME=
y1aL AcTion" FILED By MASSPIRG wiTw THE NRC on JuLy 20, 1983.

NO SUBSTANTIVE NEwW [|SSUVES WERE RAISED IN THE CURRENT PETIYION.

In 175 RESPONSE TO THE 1983 MASSPIRG PeTiTion (APPENDIX i),
THE LOMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS STATED:

MCUA AND ENSTON EDISON MAVE WORKED wiTHW THE MASSA®
CHUSETTS UFFICE FOR TWE LEAF (MUL) AND THE LEAF LOmM~
MUNITY LENTER IN FrAMINGHAM, MA [N ORDER TO ADDRESS
TH1S PROBLEM. BOSTON LDISON OFFERED TC EQUIP HMOUSE®
MOLDS OF DEAF PEOPLE LIVING ALONE IN THE EPL WITH
TELE-TYPEWR(TER DEVICES FOR THEIR TELEPHONE. Twis
SEVICE 1S WIDELY ACCEPTED AS ADEQUATE COMMUNICATIONS
FOR SERVING A DEAF PERSON DURING AN EMERGENCY.: NEwS"™
LETTERS FOR THE DEAF CARRIED NOTIFICATION OF THIS

PROGRAM. NO SUCH HMOUSEMOLDS HAVE BEEN I[DENTIFIED IN
tE PiLGrIM EPL.

EEMA $TATED IN 1TS Novemper 3, 1983 ANALYSIS OF THE 1983
MASSPIRG peTiTION (APPENDIX 1)

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS AND BosTon EDIson
HAVE -oaute WITH THE MASSACHUSETTS UFFICE OF THE
gtnr, TME LOUNCIL OF ELDER AFFAIRS AND THE DEAF
oMMUNITY CENTER IN FRAMINGHAM IN AN ATTEMPT TO
IDENTIFY DEAF RESIDENTS wiTWIN THE EPL. THEY MAVE
Ab}b ATTEMPTED TO NOTIFY DEAF PEOPLE WITHIN THE

EPl TMROUGH NEWSLETTERS ABOUT EFFORTS TO PROVIDE
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DEAF RESIDENTS OF THE EPl wiTH TELETYPEWRITER (1TY)
DEVICES: NO SuCH ™ USEMOLDS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED

BY THESE EFFORTS: W1 MAY BE BECAUSE MOST INDIVID®
UALS WiTW SPECIAL NEEDS LIVE #1TH SOMEONE AND CAN
RELY ON OTHER MEMBERS OF THE WOUSEWOLD IN TIMES OF
EMERGENCY« ALSO, DEAF PEOPLE AND OTHER INDIVIDUALS
WiTH SPECIAL NEEDS TEND 10 CONGREGATE IN URBANIZED
AREAS WHERE THEY CAN RECEIVE SERVICES READILY AND
THE PILGRIM EPL 1S NOT URBANIZED:

CoNFIDENTIAL LISTS IDENTIFYING THE DEAF ARE BELIEVED
To Ex18T+ IN A MEETING on AugusT 19, 1883 wiTH
MASSPInG, THE MASSACHUSETTS SECRETARY OF FUBLIC
SAFETY AGREED T0 DO RESEARCH ON EXISTING LAWS TO

§SE IF ™is INFORHAT!ON COuLD LEGALLY BE MADE AVAIL"
apLf to Tee MCUA FOR PLANNING PURPOSES: Tue COMMON®
WLALTH AdD UTILILITY “AVE ASSURED Friih THAT THEY wWiLL
CONTINUE THEIR QUTREACH AND wlllL proviDE T1Y DEVICIS
1O ANY PROFOUNDLY DEAF PERSON IN THE LPL “HO REQUESTS

ONE +
THE EFFORT T0 IDENTILIFY HEARING IMPAIRED PEQOPLE wHO MAY REQUIRE
TTY DEVICES CONTINUES THROUGH ANNUAL EMERGENCY PUBLIC INFOR®
wAT1ON (EPL) BROCHURES MAILED TO ALL HOMES WITHIN tHE 10-MILE
EP2. As NOTED EARLIER, TMESE BROCHURES CONTAIN A POSTCARD
1o BE USED BY SPECIAL NEEDS INDIVIDUALS APPRISING LOCAL
QFFICIALS OF THE INDIVIDUAL'S SPECIAL NEED: BOSTON EDISON
RECENTLY SENT A LETTER TO THE MASSACHUSETTS Commission FoRr
UEaf AND HARD OF HEARING t0 REGUEST THEIR AID IN IDENTIFYING
INDIVIDUALS LIVING IN tue PILGRIM EPL, WHO MAY negp TTY
pEvICES (SEE ¥OSTON LDISON LETTER < APPENDIX D)+

MCUA AND BOSTON EDISON INFORMED US THAT AS OF UCTOBER 198b,

NO MOUSEMOLDS CONTAINING A DEAF PERSON MAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED:
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SEMA, THEREFORE, -ONCLUDES THAT T4E PETITION D9€S NOT PRO-

JIDE (NFORMATION wHICH SUSTAINS THE CONTENTION:.

0) PETITIONERS:

IN TESTIMONY SEFORE MASSACHUSETTS STATE LEGISLATORS ON
JUNE 18, LG8k, EOWARD A. [HOMAS, UIVISION (HIEF, NATURAL
3 TECHNOLOGICAL “AZARDS, FEMA, STATED THAT SOSTON EDISON
WAD FAILED REPEATEDLY TO DELIVER TO FLMA NECESSARY TECH=
NICAL SPECIEICATIONS ON THE SIREN SYSTEM. MR. THOMAS
ADDES THAT =ESE DELAYS By (0 WAVE FORCED REPEATED

:gs?a:~e~:~rs JF THE FULL=SCALE SYSTEM TEST REQUIRED BY
FPLA

'A:

(ol

r

AMILE Z0STIN AOISON 51D NOT SUBMIT THE NECESSARY TECHNICAL
NFORMATION WWEN SCHEDULED, THE LOMMONWEALTH OF FASSACHUSETTS
FORWARDED TO FEMA TWE "FEMA-u3 Kepcrt, PuBLiC ALERT AND
NOTIFICATION SYSTEM FOR THE PILGRIM NUCLEAR POWER STATION®

on JUNE 20, 1385. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION wAS REQUESTED AND
sRoviDED 10 FIMA 3y Boston Enrson on Juwe ¢3, 1986. Twe
AO0ITIONAL (NFORMATION wAS ANALYZED AND FOUND TO BE IN
SUFFICIENT COMPLIANCE wITH THE REGUIREMENTS OF FEMA=43 1o
ENABLE FEMA 70 CONDUCT A TEST OF THE PILGRIM SIREN SYSTEM
oN SEPTEMBER .9, 1G86.

L

THIS TEST INDICATED THAT B88..% OF

THE PEOPLE WERE DIRECTLY ALERTED BY THE SIRENS ON THE DAY
OF THE TEST. '

.

FEMA, THEREFORE, CONCLUDES THMAT THE PETITION DOES NOT PROVIDE
INFORMATION wHICH SUSTAINS THE CONTENTION:.
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17/ UEFICIENCIES 1IN EvACUATION PLANS

A) PETITIONERS:

TWE EVACUATION TIME ECTIMATES FOR TWE PILGRIM EPL ARE
UNREALISTICALLY LOW. TWEY FAIL TO TAKE INHTQ ACCOUNT

THE PROBABILITY OF SOME PAN'C, TRAFFIC DISORDER, TRAFFIC
OBSTACLES QUTSIDE THE EP 74D THE FACT THAT THOUSANDS OF
PEOPLE OUTSIDE DESIGNATED EVACUATION ZONES WILL ALSO
EVACUATE. ACCORDING TO TESTIMONY BEFORE MASSACHMUSETTS
LEGISLATORS ON JUNE 18, 1986 sy EOwamrD A. Twomas, Uivisiown
“WIEF, NATURAL 3 TECNOLOLICAL MAZARDS, FEMA, TME “REASONABLE
ASSURANCE” ADEGUACY OF "HME CURRENT PLAN |S BASED ON THE
ASSUMPTION TWAT COMMUNI 16§ OUTSIDE JF THE TEN ®ILE LF{
~AVE DEVELOPED PLANS TO AUGMENT EVA?!AT’OM AND SHELTERING
EEFORTS. wWMEN ASKED, “R. LUBERING,'3!C/ UEPUTY UIRECTOR

JF THE ASSACHUSETTS LIVIL JEFENSE mGENCY (mLuA); STATED
THAT <E =AD NO EVIDENCE TWAT SUCH PLANS EXIST. *JRTHER"
VORE, EVACUATION TIME ESTIMATES ARE «OT PRQVIDED FOR

AR OUS AUVERSE WEATHER SCENARIOS.

[

£8 Mg
L MA

THE CURRENT EVACUATION TIME ESTIMATES ARE BASED ON A SEPTEM®

s8R, LOKD, STUDY CONDUCTED BY HMM ASSOCIATES, INC:. WHICH wAS

UPDATED IN AuGusT, 1981, THMERE WERE ALSO SUPPLEMENTAL STUDIES

ADDRESSING TRAFFIC CONGESTION PROBLEMS OUTSIDE 2F TWE EPZ IN
TWME VICINITY OF 3U22aRDS B4y AND TWE SAGAMORE 3RIDGE AND PRO®
JECTING THE IMPACT OF FUTURE POPULATION GROWTM. TWMESE STUDIES
WERE EXTENSIVELY REVIEWED 8y TWE NRC anp FEMA as pREvIOUSLY

MENTIONED IN THIS REPORT. EOSTON EDISON MAS RECENTLY CONTRACTED

TO UPDATE THE EVACUATION TIME ESTIMATE FOF THE PILGRIM NUCLEAR

POWER STATION: THME PETITIONERS RAISE FIVE SEPARATE [SSUES wWiTH

RESPECT TO EVACUATION wHICH WE MAVE ADDRESSED BELOW:

A) PANIC = PANIC, AS ACCEPTED BY MOST DISASTER RESEARCH
PROFESSIONALS, wAS DEFINED BY ENRICO L+ WUARANTELLI TO MEAN

PEOPLE RUNNING FROM AN ASSUMED THREAT OF DANGER, NOT JUST A
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<E13HTENED SENSE OF ANx1ETYL. PANIC ALSO CONNGTES 4 SUDDEN
SVERWHEL4ING FEAR +<AT PRODUCES HYSTERICAL 3R CIRATIONAL
ginAVIOR THAT CAN SPREAD SUICKLY THROUGY A 5R0UP OF ’E?PL(-
JESEARCH BASED ON ACTUAL S1SASTERS =AS REVEALED THAT T™E
SPECTER OF wiLD OR IRRATIONAL ELIGHT IN THE FACE OF GREAT
THREAT OR DANGER 1S NOT BORNE QUT IN REALILTY. PEOPLE willL
AETEN STAY [N A THREATENING S1TUATI2N RATACR AN MOVE QUT
of 17. RuSSEL JYNES AND CTWER RESEARCHERSZ WAVE COMMENTED
r4A? THERE 1S NO REASON TO EXPECT THAT PEOPLE wOULD REACT
ANY SIBFERENTLY SECAUSE OF A RADIATION THREAT FROM AN EMER"
GENCY AT A NUCLEAR POWER PLANT THAN THEY WOULD TO ANY OTHER
OISASTER. THEY \VE ALSO EMPWASIZED THAT A KEY TO THE MAN®
AGEMENT OF PEOPLE N DANGER IS *HE ABILITY FOR OFFICIALS TO
PROVIDE CLEAR INSTRUCTIONS AND INFORMATION THAT wiLL ADDRESS
PUBLIC FEARS AND MINIMIZE CURIOQSITY THAT COULD ATTRACT ON*
LJ0KERS w0 M1GAMT INWIBIT OR INTERFERE #1TH MEASURES TAKEN

v9 P2OTECT THE PUBLIC IN DANGER:

p) Jsaseic D13080£8% DISASTER RESEANCM LITIRATURE HAS
SENERALLY SHOWN THAT DURING A DISASTER PECPLE DRIVE SAFELY
AND DO NOT EXHIBIT ERRATIC DRIVING gEnavion3 4. [n apnte e
tHE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS AS DEMONSTRATED Tr . ‘i /Y

70 DEAL WITW TRAFFIC DISORDERS IN NUMEROUS EXERC.SES AND ~uAL
LIFE SITUATIONS.
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¢) TaafElc oBeTa . 'L = THIS ISSUE wAS RAISED

BY THE NUCLEAR KEGULATORY (CMMISSION AND #AS EXTENSIVELY RE*
VIEWED BY FzMA IN A REPORT DATED May ], L9844 (APPENDIX ().

IN BRIEF, OUR MAy 1, 1984 RECORT INDICATES THE TWwO AREAS WHICH
MIGHT PRESENT OBSTRUCTIONS TO EVACUATING TRAFFIC OUTSIDE

0F TWE EP ARE THE ROUTE 128, ROUTE 3 (SOUTH) INTERCHANGE

AND THE SAGAMORE KRIDGE ROTARY. FEMA'C ANALYSIS INDICATED

THAT THE (OMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS WAS UTILIZED THE IN*
FORMATION NEVELOPED By SOSTON EDISON AND ISSUES IDENTIFIED

8y NRC 70 DEVELOP AN ADEGUATE TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT PLAN. Twis
PLAN 1S ENTITLED "MASSACHUSETTS STATE POLICE TROOP U HEAD®
QUARTERS, “MIDCLEBOROUGH, MASSACHUSETTS, Miguwar TRAFFIC
LCONTROL AND PLAN FOUR AN EMERGENCY LONDITION AT Pirisarnm |
NPS." THE PLAN CALLS FOR CONTROL OF TRAFFIC AT THE SAGAMORE
SRIDGE AND SEVERAL MILES TO THE wEST TO EXPEDITE TWE FLOW OF
TRAFFIC OU” OF THE tPL. TRAFFIC FROM LAPE LOD wWOULD 8E RE-
SOUTED TO THE ZOURNE BRIDGE.

[N THE MOST SEVEPE CASE MISSACHUSETTS PLANS TO CLOSE ROUTE
T SOUTH AT 1T ... . SCTION wiTH ROUTE 128. IN OTHER CASES

THEY WiILL Chw.® . ou ¥ SOUTH AT ROUTE 18 wwicW 18 4 mILES
SOUTH OF THE L28/3 INTERCHANGE.

D) Sxapow EvacustioN = THE MAIN EVACUATION ROUTES OUT OF THWE
PILGRi% EP] ARE ROUTE 3 NORTH; ROUTH 3A NORTH, ROUTE 3 SOUTH;
ROUTE 3A soutw; ROUTE £/28 wrsST, ROUTE W& wEST; ROUTE 58
NORTM; ROUTE 58 SOUTH, TQUTE JUB wEST AND ROUTE 495 wesT.
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TwERE ARE ADDITICONAL JECONDARY ROQADS out 2F THE ¥l aniCH
«OULD ALSC BE JT1L 126D DURING AN EVACUATION: Tug STATE
FuLi"E WAVE SEVELNPED A DETAILED TRAFFIC WAKAGEMENT PLAN FOR
TWE PILGRIM EPl s0 As TO EXPEDITE TRAFFIC WOVEMENT QUT OF
eng EPL 1N THE EVENT of AN ACCIDENT AT tWE PILGRIM NUCLEAR
Sawgh STATION: THEY 41Li AE Aes187ED 8y THE MASSACHUSETTS

SEPARTMENT COF PuBLIC WORKS:

i) adyies afATHES tur August 13, |88) upOATE 3F ug PIL”
(&1 s (A6 ATION Ti“e «gr1ATES PLOVIDED AN E5TIMATE 'DI.AN

ADVERSE JCATHER CONDITION wHlCH WAS INCLUDED 1 THI AREA 11
NLUA Puane  THE EVACUATION TINE gsTIMATE UPDATE FOR PILGRIM
axicH 15 NOW BEING pEaFORMED FOR B0S1 N EDISON Wikl ADDRESS

ADVERSE «EATHER SCENARIQS N MORE DETAIL:

ConcERNING THE REMARKS ATTRIBUTED 1o EpwARD A TuoMAS, THE
tuRUST OF T TwiaAs'S COMMENTS CERE THATL (M) FEMA AND

*ut CoMmMONWER TH oFf MASS ACHUSETTS SUPPORT THF DEVELOPMENT

oF caMPREMENSIVE PLANS TO DEAL wiTH A wIDE VARIETY OF EMER”
sEnc1E8; (8) LOCAL SOVERNMENT HAVE +HE OPTION OF DETER®
MINING aWICH pIRTICULAR WAZARLe Will BC SPECIFICALLY 'DEN"
TIFLED IN THEIR PLANS, (¢) AND THAT LOCAL'lHlldthY PLANS
CAN BE AND WAVE BEEN USED 10 SUCCESSFULLY PROTECT THE puBLIC
FROM WAZARDS NOT SPECIFICALLY REFOGNIZED (N THE EF GENCY

PLANS: 7o THOMAS POINTED ouT THREE EXAMPLES OF 1HE USE



OF EMERGENCY 2LANS DESIGNED FOR INE <~AZARD TJ PROTECLT TWE
PUBL IS BRQOM ANOTHER wAZARD:
4. SUCCESSFUL USE OF CRISIS RELOCATION PLANS T0
“Ong APPROXIMAYELY (SU,UUU PEOPLE FROM T™E
pate *F <JRRICANE SREDERICH 1IN [379.
<. SJCCESSFUL JSE BY STATE AND LOCAL FIVEARAN®
wENTS JF RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE
SLANS 4ND EJUIPMENT TO PROTECT TwE PUBLIC
N 4 SELTION OF LONNESTICUT DEVASTATED BY
SUDLE' AND SATASTAROPWIC FLOQDS IN ¥irE
e suCCESSFUL USE OF LOCAL RADIOLOGICAL EMER"
SENCY RESPONSE PLANS AND ESUIPMENT TO PROTECT
*Wg PUBLIC FROM A TOXIC RELEASE OF CHEMICALS
Sa0M A LEM,CAL MANUFACTURER LOCATED NEAR THE
AATERFOFD NUCLEAR POwER SLANT (N LOUISIANA.
THEREEORE, YR, TuOMAS CONCLUDED, THAT IN CuNSIDERING wHETHER
SR NOT A& LARGER ZWERGENCY PLANNING [ONE wAS REQUIRED TO
PEOTECT THE PUBLIC ON LAPE LOD COR IN OTHER AREAS QUTSIDE
*af ZJRRENT TAERGENCY PLANNING JONE FOR FILGRIM ESTABLISHED
37 TWE LOMMONWEALTH OF (ASSACHUSITTS, THE LEGISLATURE “AY
CANT 1O CONSIDER FUNDING THE COMPREMENSIVE IMPROVEMENT OF
CMERGENCY PLANS FOR TWE AREA YO LiAL alTH ALL SAZARDS IN*
CLUDING THOSE OF TOXIC CHEMICAL SPILLS, WURRICANES AND
FLO0DS wHiClH .YERYONE AGREES WAVE A MUCH WIGHER PPOBABILITY

OF OCCURRING TwAN At ACCIDENT AT A NUCLEAR POWER PLANT.

FEMA, THEREFORE, CONCLUDES THAT TWE PETITION DOES NOT PRO®

VIDE INFORMATION wH|CH SUSTAINS THE CONTENTION.
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g) PETITIONERS!

*TWHERE ARE NO wORKABLE pLANS FOR EVACUATING vuf PHYSICALLY
S18ARLED, NURSING HOME RESIDENTS, sCHOOL CHILDREN, wOSP I TAL
PATIENTS, CAMPERS, INMATES OF CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES, OR
ppIPLE wlTHOUT AUTOMOBILES: IN LIGHT QF THE DEFICIENCY

NOTED IN C¢ BELOW (LACK OF CONTRACTUAL AGREEMENTY wiTH TRANS®
PORTATION pPROVIDERS ), GENERAL STATEMENTS (N THE PLAN TO THE

EFFECT tTMAT THESE GlOU’S.dlLL gOMEMOW BE EVACUATED ARE “EAN"
I NGLESS AND UNIlALlSTtCo

FEMAL

Tuls 1SSUE wAS MALSED pREVIOUSLY IN THE *UETITION OF THE
wASSACHUSETTS PUBLIC [NTEREST nts:Antn GROUP FOR LMERGENCY
AND HEMEDIAL actTioN® FILED BY MASSPIKG wiTH THE NEL N
JuLy <40, 1965, NO SUBSTANTIVE NEW |§SUEs ARE RAISED IN

T™E CURRENT PETITION:

EIMA wAS STATED VREVIOUSLY 1IN 1TS NOVFMBER 3, 1983, ANALY"
g1s OF THE MASSOIRG PETITION (SEE APPENDIX 1) THAT THE
CoMmmONwEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS PLANNING gar SPECIAL NEEDS
pOPULATIUN 1§ WEAK suT ACCEPTARLE: MCLUA IN 178 RESPONSE

vo tve 1989 WASSPIRG PETITION, WAS STATED THAT IN ADDITION
o LOCA. RESOURCES TnE SUBSTANTIAL RESQURIES of THE LOMMON®
wEALTH WOULD BE BROUGHT TO BEAR SHOULD LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
NEED ADDITIONAL A8’ STANCE IN EVACUATING SPECIAL NEEDS
POPULATIONS: THE LOCAL PLANS SPECIFY THAT NURSING MOME

Res (DENTS will BE EVACUATED BY PRIVATE AUTO, INSTITUTIONAL
VAN, FIRE DEPARTMENT AMBULANCES, AND BUSES, |F NECESSARY:.
TWE ONLY HOSPITAL LOCATED WITHIN THE 10-miLE EPL 1S THE
JORDAN HOSPITAL IN PLYMOUTH: TME PROTECTION FACTOR AFFORDED
By THE WOSPITAL pulLDINGS’ STRUCTURE AND MATERIALS wiLL BE

SUFFICIENT TO ALLOW SN!LTll'IN"LlCl AS THE APPROPRIATE
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SRQTECTIVE ACTION FOR MANY aCCIDENT SLENARIQS: “QWEVER,
LN 14 $ 3 LLAN 08T F T8 saT1ENTS <OULD 38 § /ACUATED BY
sa|vATE 4708 .f *wf 1TAFF anD PATIENTS SR BY 3usEs CSORT
JINATED &7 e yMOuTH L iVIL JEFENSE STAFF. [INTENSIVE LARE
AND ORTHGOPEDIC PATIENTS wn0 NEED LIFE=SUPPORT gYSTEMS OR

§PEL AL CARE IN woviNG wiLL BE 7|lN§’Qlle §Y AMBULANCES:

*uROUGH TESPONSE CARDS ' NCLUDED wiTH THE ANNUAL s¥| pRO*

THURES ~187%1BUTED T ALl «~OUSExOLDS alTHIN THE LJ*miLE

.. Swmy

& £ 45 S iGaLLT *1SABLED 'NDlIVIDUALS ARE BEING I SENTIFILED
1ty "=at 1985 AL “3ANSPORTAYION NEESS CSAN Ea 4 ,:!Nfi‘llﬁ IN
ADVANCE:

ag wENTIONED ABOVE IN RESPONSE TO 1SSUE 15(p), THE LOCAL
PLANS S'!C:'V TuAT CQNTlACT:l sSCHOOL BUSES MmAY BE JSED T0

wovg Tm=OSE C17=0u" PERSONAL MEANS oF TAANSPORTATION: Tue

pLAN PERUVIDES TWAT, |F THERE 1S TimE, SCHOOL cWILOREN wiLL

8E AETUANED wOME T2 EVACUATE «1T™ tHE'R FAMILIES, UNLESS A
1 (4% LIRS MADE AT TnE JTATE OR LOCAL JEVEL, TO EVACUATE

IN BUSES:

LYACUATION PLANS FOR INMATES AT CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES ARE

DETAILED (N LOCAL PLANS: THWERL .°E sNLY THREE SUCH FACIL"

LT168 ALL LOCATED wITHIN tnE Towa OF PLYMOUTH: TWESE
ARE TME FLYMOUTH LOUNTY Moust 0f CORRECTION (1984 €8T
peax usE 255 INMATES), TWE Towr OF PLYMOUTH Jall (1984
gsT. PEAX JSE T 22 INMATES), AND THE wassAcHuUSETTS (COR®

RECTIONAL INSTITUTION (1884 gsT: PEAK usE = 92 | AMATES ) .
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ACCARDING T3 THE JwN CF “LyMQOUTH anaf JATED "AY 283,
§ACH FACILITY <AS E3TABLISHMED PROCEDURES FoR SHELTERING IR

EVACUATION JF INMATES AND STAFF.

NECEPTION FOR INMATES, IN THE EVENT OF AN EVACUATION, ~lLL
BE PROVIDED 8Y THE MASSACHUSETTS COI‘FCYXONAL INSTITUTION
N ERISGE~ATER. TRANSPORT #1LL BE V1A BUSES AND VANS 2RQ°
JIDED SY EACM INSTITUTION, «1TH ADDITIONAL BACK=UP AVAIL*"

ABLE TanM Tef ATIONAL IUARD.

A COMPAPISON OF THE ANTICIPATED TRANSPORTATION REQUIREMENTS
THAT «0ULD BE NECESSARY TQ EVACUATE TnE TRANSIT DEPENDENT
POPULATION (INGLUDING ™MOBILILTY |MPAIRED INDIVIDUALS, NURS ING
WOME RESIDENTS, =OSPITAL PATIENTS, SCHOOL CNiLDIIN AND
INAATES AT CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES) wiTW THE TRANSPOOTATION
RESCURCES ARTICULATED BY TWHE LOMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,
§SPEZ1ALLY, THE vAST STATE CONTROLLED RESOURCE OF wTA puses)
50ES NOT SUPPORT THE PETITION'S ALLEGATIONS THAT THE AREX

|| MCDA aND AND STATE RESOURCES ARE [NADESUATE TO WANDLE
AN EVACUAYKON.

FEMA. TMEREFORE, CONCLUDES TWAT YNE PETITION DOES NOT PROVIDE
INFORMATION SUFFICIENT TO SUSTAIN 1TS CONTENTION. On Twe
STMER WAND, FEMA, (N ITS SELF=INITIATED REVIEW WAS ANALYZED
INKORMATION OF 17§ OWN THAT SPEAKS *O THE [SSUES RAISED.



c.l) PETITIONERS:

TesTinony 8y FEMA and MCD/ OFFICIALS AT THE Jung 18, 1986
WEARING ON THE PILGRI™ KLKP INDICATED THAT THERE ARE NO
CONTRACT AL AGREEMENTS w|TW BUS COMPANIES OR BUS DRIVERS,

AMBULANCE COMPANIES, OR ANY OTHER TRANSPORTATION PROVIDERS

FOR THOUSANDS OF PEOQPLE wHO CANNOT DRIVE OR MAY NOT WAVE AN
AUTOMOBILE .

FEMA.

TH1S 1SSUE wAS RAISED PREVIOUSLY IN TWE “PETITION OF Tag
MASSACHUSETTS PUBLIC INTEREST KESEARCH GROUP FOR LMERGENCY
AND NEMEDIAL ACTION" FILED By MASSPIKG wiTu THE NKL ON

JULY U, o385« NO SUBSTANTIVE NEw |SSUES ARE RA[SED N
THE CURRENT PETITION.

AT THE PRESENT TIME THERE ARE NO WRITTEN AGREEMENTS w|TH
PRIVATE BuUS COMPANIES ALTHOUGH THE STATE WAS BEEN CONSIDER®
NG TME NEED FOR THESE AGREEMENTS SINCE Juiy 1983, (See
MCDA RESPONSES TO MASSPIKG Peritiown, pace 9, Aeeendix [11).

is STATED In FEMA's mesPONSE TO TWE 1383 MASSPIRG Pevitiow
(APPENDIX L), ARRANGEMENTS WAVE BEEN MADE wiTWw THE MASSA-
cnUSETTS BAy TaansPoRTATION AuTsomiTy (META), A sTatg
AGENCY THAT, IN AN EMERGENCY, MAY BE DIRECTED BY TWE
GOVERNOR TO RESPOND. ACCORDING TO THE (OMMONWEALTH OF
MASSACHUSETTS, AN INVENTORY OF PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION
RESOURCES 15 AVAILABLE ON COMPUTER AND THESE RESOQURCES
SHOULD BE SUFFICIENT T) ®ROVIDE TRANSPORTATION TO THOSE
wHOo NEED 1T. [(SKE. ‘«|NITIATED KEVIEW AND [NTERIM
FINDING FOR UPDATED INFORMATION].
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¢+2) PETITIONERS: .
NO ORIVERS WAVE BEEN TRAINED (N THEIR SUPPOSED ROLE IN
EVACUATION PLANS: [N FACT, NO DRIVERS wAVE BEEN INFORMED
THAT THEY ~AVE A ROLE [N EVACUATION PLANS .
FEMAL
AN EMERGENCY WORKER 1S AN INDIVIDUAL wWC MAS AN ESSENTIAL mMIS®
S1ON WITHIN THE PLUME EXPOSURE EFL TO PROTECT THE WEALTH AND
SAFETY OF THE PUBLIC WWO COULD BE EXPOSED TO IONIZING RADIATION
FROM THE PLUME OR | TS DEPOSITION. In( EMERGENCY WORKER MUST BE
TRAINED IN THF BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF [ONIZING RADIATION AND
178 WEALTH EFFECTS. IN TH18$ CONTEXT, BUS DRIVERS AND OTHER
PERSONNEL #n0 wiLL ODRIVE EVACUATION VEMICLES MAY BE EMERGENCTY
WORKERS AND AS SUCH SWOULD BE TRAINED IN THEIR ROLE DURING AN
emERGENCY. | SEE, FEMA-REP=2 (REv. 1) “luiDance on OFr-SiTE
EwgagENcY RADIATION SysTEMS®, Pwase | = AIRBORNE NELEASE,
Vecesnen 1985, ». S5=1, anD NUKEG-ubS4, FEMA REP-1, Rev.=l, |l V.
1,2, 4 anp 5.

TWE MASSACHUSETTS PLANS FOR DEALING wiTW AN ACCIDENT AT PILGRIM
INDICATE TWAT TwE PRIMARY MEANS OF EVACUATION FOR THE P wiLlL

BE PRIVATE AUTOMOBILES. [(SEE, E:G+, Town OF PLymouTw RaDIO*
L0GICAL LMERGENCY KESPONSE PLAN, P.7 ET sEG.|. Fomr POPULATIONS
wHO DID NOT MAVE ACCESS TO PRIVATE AUTOMOBILES, THE PLANS CON*
TEMPLATE THE Ul OF BUSES OR AMBULANCES. " |F EXTRA BUSES ARE
NEEDED FROM QUVSIDE THE FPL, THE TOWNS WOULD CONTACT THE STATE
AREA '] CiviL DEFENSE HEADQUARTERS wHICM WOULD THEN COORDINATE
THE PROVISION OF SUCH RESOURCES FROM THE VAST RESOURCES AVAILABLE

10 THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS ESPECIALLY INCLUDING THE
MBTA 11D, at pp. 24-33).
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FEMA mAS NO INDICATION THAT APPROPRIATE TRAINING (E+G., IN
NOTIFICATION, RADICLOGICAL EXPOSURE CONTROL, AND RADIOLOGICAL
ACCIDENTS) wAS BEEN PROVIDED. TWE Town of PLYMOUTH LIVIL
UBFENSE JIRECTOR INDICATED AT THE FLMA SPONSORED PUBLIC MEET*
NG ON THE PLANS ON JUNE 3, 1982, THAT A TRAINING PROGRAM

FoR BUS DRIVERS wAS BEING DEVELOPED FOR DEPLOYMENT IN THE
FaLL oF L1382, [3EE, TRANSCRIPT CF A PUBLIC MEETING AN THE
TATE KADIOLOGICAL SMERGENCY KESPONSE PLAN, P. 271+ MOWEVER,
«f JNDERSTAND TwAT SUCH TRAINING DI1D NOT TAKE PLACE, AND IN
aNY ZASE, TRAINING FOR BUS DRIVERS N RADIOLOGICAL EXPOSURE

CONTROL ®AS NOT EVER BEEN PROVIDED TO BUS DRIVERS.

LACK OF TRAINING FOR DRIVERS OF EVACUATION VEMICLES OR ANY
STWER EMERGENCY WORKER 1S A PROBLEM AND 1S NOT [N ACCORDANCE
«17Tw FEDERAL GUIDANCE. THE CoMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
PLANS FOR EVACUZTING THE PILGRIM EP] CONTEMPLATE TWAT TWOSE
3US DRIVERS FROM OQUTSIDE TWE tPl wilLL MAKE ONLY ONE RUN INTO
veg LPl, PICK UP PASSENGERS AT A DESIGNATED SITE, AND [MMEDI®
ATELY LEAVE. |N ADDITION, BASED ON QUR OBSERVATIONS OF THE
MASSACHUSETTS EXERCISES 04 TWE PILGRIM PLANS, WE UNDERSTAND
THAT THE STATE willL CAREFULLY CONSIDER THME DOSE CONSEQUENCES
TO THE DRIVER AND %1S PASSENGERS, AND THE OPTIMuUm TIWME FOR
THE EVACUATION TRIP SELECTED. [JEK, MASSACHUSETTS KADIOLOG®
|CAL LMCRGENCY NESPONSE PLAN V6P.ALY, PuB.Ll, anp PuB.3).

Tn! STATE WAS '* JR“EN U§ THAT IN THE EVENT THAT A DRI.ER
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OF AN EVACUATION VEWICLE wAS LIKELY TO BE EXPOSED 7O A
CARGER DOSE OF RADIATION THAN THE GENERAL PUBLIC, THE

STATE DECISION"AKERS COULD USE AS EVACUATION DRIVERS A
SUBSTANTIAL POC, OF STATE POLICE AND’C!VIL DEFENSE #ORKERS
wH® WAVE BEEN APPROPRJIATELY TRAINED IN RADIOLOGICAL
EMERGENCY RESPUNSE. IN'S TYPE COF P‘lnAaluv AD KOG RESPONSE
(§ NOT DESIRABLE wOWEVER, AND TWE LOMMONWEALTH S» ULD
[wPBOVE 1TS PLANS IN TWIS AREA. TO #SSIST STATE 4ND LOCAL
SOVERNMENTS N [MPROVING THEIR PLANNING [N THE AREA 0F BUC
TRANSPORTATION, PARTICULARLY FOR SCHOOL CHILDOREN, FEMA

WAS DEVELOPED GUIDANCE MEMORANDUM EV=2, “PROTECTIVE ACTIONS
for ScHooL CMILDREN®. THIS DOCUMENT wiLlL ASSIST THE (Cmmon<
WEALTS N REFINING PLANS FOR BUS TRANSPORTATION, AND DRIVER
TRAINING: FEMA wiLL INSIST THAT [MPROVED PLANS AND TRAINING
RELATED TO BUS DRIVERS BE DEVELOPED PRIQR TO, AND TESTED
DURING, THE NEXT EXERCISE OF TWE PILGRIM HKADIOLOGICAL
LMERGENCY NESPONSE PLANS.

[N THE mEANTIME, FEMA BELIEVES TWAT THE USE OF TRAINED
STATE POLICE AND CIVIL DEFENSE WORKERS AS'BUL DRIVERS IS
AN ADEGUATE COMPENSATORY MEASURE, AND THEREFORE, THE
PETITION DOES NOT PROVIDE INFORMATION wHiCH SUSTAINS TQ(
CONTENTION.
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Ced) PETITI(NERS:

FURTHERMORE, TWE PROPOSED ROUTE 2F SUCW EVACUATION (XQUTE J
HORTH AND MOUTE “4 mg$T) ARE COMPLETELY INADEQUATE TQ EFFECe
TIVELY WANDLE THE ANTICIPATED VOLUME OF TRAFFIC. TWis I§

PARTICULARLY TRUE DURING THE SUMMER MONTWHS DUE TO THE mWEAVY
VOLUME OF TOURISTS WEADING 10 AND fRrom Carg (oD,

FEMA: .

FEMA THOROUGNLY ANALYZED THMIS ISSUE IN 1934 AT THE REQUEST
of TWE NKC, (SEE APPENDIX 2). WWILE ROUTES 3 AND 44 anrg

THE “AJOR QOUTES LEADING OuT OF THE EPJ, THERE ARE MANY
OTWER ROADS wwiCw CAN BE USED TO LEAVE TWE AREA. ALL ROUTES
CEADING 1uTQ THE Ll wilL BE CLOSED TO INCOMING TRAFFIC,
ACCORDING TO THE “STATE POLICE MigWway TRarsiC LONTROL

AND NOTIFICATION PLAN FOR AN LMERGENCY AT PILGRIM | NPY.°

TWE EVACUATION TIME ESTIMATE FOR THE FILGRIM LPL wWAS BEEN
EXTENSIVELY REVIEWED By “tMA anD TWE NXC aAND FOUND TO BE
ADEGUATE. PUSSIBLE BOTTLE NECKS wAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AND
TRAFF|C MANAGEMENT P_ANS WAVE BEEN . _VELOPED TO ALLOW EvAC*

JATION TO PROCEED AS RAPIDLY AS POSS.BLE.

50STON EDISON WAS RECENTLY CONTRACTED TO UPDATE TwE Evacua-
Tion TIME ESTIMATE AND TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE
Pioerim EPL. (see Appewdix S, pages L11-12).

FEMA, THWEREFORE, CONCLUDES THAT THE 1SSUES RAISED IN SECTION
17 OF THE PETITION DO NOT PROVIDE INFORMATION SUFFICIENT TO
SUSTAIN IT3 CONTENTION. UN THE OTHER WAND, FLMA, IN 1TSS
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SELF-INITIATED REVIEN WAS ANALYZED INFORMATION THAT SPEAKS

1o THE 1SSUES RAISED IV 17.¢+1 aND 17+Cede

Lgl “h!!5§° UEFICLENCIES LN MEDICAL FAClhltlss

A) PETITION:

VarRious NRC AND FeMA REGULATIONS REGUIRE THAT ARRANGEMENTS

BE MADE FOR mEDICAL sEavICES FOR CONTAMINATED INJURED INDIL®
viouaLs (10 Crx_YoU.&/ (31012); LU LFR PART SU, WPPENDIX L»
1.k AND Ve &+75 EVALUATION CRITERIA Lol AND Le8)e TWE PLAN
wAKES INADEGUATE PROVISION FOR YllAYH!NY af vICTIMS OF RADIO"
ACTIVE CONTAMINATION. A MASSFING 198 sTUDY OF THi Tl
mOSPITALS LISTED (N THE PLAN N EFFECT REVEALED TWEY =AYE A
TOTAL LAPACITY TC TaEAT ONLY ELGWT QR NINE VICTING OF RADIQ®
ACTIVE CONTAMINATION: JNE OF THESE (JORDAN HOSPITAL, PLYMOUTH)
1§ wiTWin FOUR MILLS ofF TWHE PLANT, SO 1T _MAY NEED to_ag
GVACUATED: [ME OTHER (MORTON HOSPITAL, TAuNTON) IN 1983 wAD
NO STAFF TRAINED FOR AADIOLOGICAL ACCIDENTS: Ng DATA SUGGESTS
twE SITUATION WAS MATERIALLY IMPROVED SINCE 1983,

FEMA:

TWis 1$°UE wAS RAISED PREVIOUSLY IN THE “PETITION of THE MASS*
ACHUSETTS PuBLic INTEREST KESEARCH HROUP FOR EMERGENCY AND KE®
WEDIAL ACTION" FILED BY MASSPIKG witw THE NKC ON JULY 0, 1983

NO SUBSTANTIVE NEw | SSUES ARk RAISED IN THE CJRRENT PETITION:

N 178 RESPONSE TO THE PLTITION THE (oMMOnwEALTH OF MASSACHU®
SETTS STATED (APPENDIX 5, JuLy &V, 1985):

UNDER NO cxncuasvnNCls-UOULb WE EAPECT _LARGE

NUMBERS OF CONTAMINATED INDIVIDUALS Twe NxC

T.nougn NUREG=U3Sb maDE 1T CLEAR THAT MEDICAL
REGUIREMENTS RESUL IN° FROM POWER PLANT ACCIDENTS
NTED INVOLVE ONLY L141TED FACILITIES FOR TREATMENT

of EXPQSED OR CONTAMINATED INDIVIDUALS . NONETHELESS,
ALL ACCREDITED MASSACHUSETTS HOSPITALS MUST MAINTALN

A CAPABILITY TO TREAT EXPOSED oR CONTAMINATED INDLIVIL®
UUALS .
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SEMA PREVIOUSLY STATED (APPENDIX ., NOVEMBER 3, 1385):

TWis CONCERN ~AS BEEN ADDRESSED IN ACCORDANCE wiTH
NEC'S REGUIREMENTS AS FOLLOWS:

1) NUREG=0398 MAKES (T CLEAR THAT MEDICAL REGUIREMENTS
RESULTING FROM POWER PLANT ACCIDENTs NEED INVOLVE ONLY
LIMITED FACILITIES FOR TREATMENT OF EXPOSED OR CONTAM®
anvgi INDIVIDUALS: TWiS POSITION 1S IN ACCORD w(TH
=g NRC Con-xgs:ontn'g HlHOIlnguH AND ORDER OF APRIL N,
1983 (17 NRC 528 (1383), CLI=83=10) wWICH STATES:

NO ADDITIONAL MEDICAL FACILITIES OR CAPABILITIES

ARE RESUIRED FOR TWE GENERAL PUBLIC: MOWEVER,
FACILITIES wiTw wWHICH PRIOR ARRANGEMENTS ARE “ADE

AND THOSE LOCAL OR REGIONAL FACILITIES amiCNm mAvE

twE CAPABILITY TQO TREAT CONTAMINATED INJURED INDIVI®
puUALS S$WOULD BE IDENTIFIED . ++ «EMERGENCY PLANS SHOULD,
mOWEVER, IDENTIFY TWOSE LOCAL OR REGICONAL mEDICAL
FACILITIES weiCH MAVE THE CAPABILITIES TO PROVIDE
APPROPAIATE MEDICAL TREATMENT FOR RADIATION EXPOSURE.
NO CONTRACTUAL AGREEMENTS ARE NECESSARY AND NO ADDI®

TIONAL =OSPITALS OR OTHER FACILITIES NEED BE CON*-
STRUCTED:.

J) WE NOTE TWAT ALL ACCREDITED MASSACHUSETTS ~OSPITALS
ARE REGUIRED BY THE LOMMONWEALTH TO MAINTALRN & CAPARILITY
1O TREAT EXPOSED OR CONTAMINATED INDIVIDUALS AND EmER"
GENCY PERSONNEL ARE ADVISED IN THE MANDLING 0" RADI*
ATI1ON VICTIMS. IN ADDITION, AS REQUIRED BY NEL REGULA®
T1ONS, THE UTILITY wAS MADE ARRANGEMENTS wiTwW JORDAN
MOSPITAL IN PLYMOUTH TO PROVIDE ACUTE TREATHENT FOR
E<POSED CR co~7an|nA?§i_ognso~~tL- wlS ABILITY -13

138¢ LAN

REVIEwED By TWE Mav ExERCISE OF THE EmERGENCY
SND FOUND ACCEPTABLE:.

THESE ARRANGEMENTS ARE DOCUMENTED ON PAGE 133 and

AnxEx A OF TwE EmERGENCY PLAN FOR THE PILgRim NUCLEAR
Powir STATION.

osToN EDISON STATED THAT ADDITIONAL WOSPITALS WAVE BEEN
IDENTIFIED AND ARRANGEMENTS MAVE BEEN MADE wiTW THEM CON®
CERNING TREATMENT OF CONTAMINATED INDIVIDUALS OR RADIATION
vicTims. (AppEr2'x 5, Pagt 1%).
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ADDITIONAL RESOURCES ARE AVAILABLE IN OTHER AREAS AND THROUGH

tHE FEDERAL KADIOLOGICAL SMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN.

FEMA, TWEREFORE, CONCLUDES THAT THE PETITION DOES NOT 230"

VIDE INFCRMATION wmiCH SUSTAINS THE CONTENTION.

8) FETITIONERS!

THE PLAN FAILS TO PROVIDE FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF RADIO"
PROTECTIVE DRUGS FOR TWE PREVENTION OF THYROID TUMORS 10

THE GENERAL PUBLIC QW TO PERSONS IN INSTITUTIONS aWO MAY

NOT RE EVACUATED: mE NXL AND FELMA RECOMMEND DISTRIBUTION

OF SUCW DRUGS AT LEAST TO SUCH INSTITUTIONALIZED PERSONS
(svaLuaTion CriTERIA, J.10.E. AND Jo10spd)e

FEVA,

TW1$ 1§ SIMILAR TQO AN ISSUE THAT wAS RAISED PREVIOUSLY IN THE
“PETITION OF THE MASSACHUSETTS PuBL1C INTEREST KESEARCH GROUP
FOoR EERGENCY AND REMEDIAL AcTion® FILED By MASSPIRG wiTw THE
NRC on Juby 20, 1383, HOWEVER TWE PETITIONER 1IN THIS CASE
WAKES THE ADDITIONAL POIAT THAT THERE ARE NO SPECIFIC PROVISIONS
IN THE MASSACHUSETTS RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY PLANS FOR PROVIDING
RAD10 PROTECTIVE DRUGS TO INSTITUTIONALIZRD PERSONS AS IS
RESVIRED BY FEDERAL GUIDANCE.

Iy 173 RESPONSE TO TWwE 1583 MASSPIXG PETITION, THE COMMONWEAL T~
OF MASSACHMUSETTS STATED (APPENDIX 3

THE MASSACHNUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF PusLlc NsALYu
(MUPH) WAS ADVISED THAT DISTRIBUTION OF POTASSIUM
loDIDE !N MASSACHUSETTS willL BE LIMITED TO EMERG®
ENCY WORKERS URING THE INITIAL PHASE QOF AN EMERG™
ENCY. TWE MDPH POLICY 1S BASED UPON THE DRUG'S
POTENTIAL ADVERSE SIDE EFFECTS 1F DISTRIBUTED TO
THE GENERAL POPULATION INDISCRIMINATELY.

FEMA STATED IN TS KESPONSE TO THE L1383 MASSPIRG PeriTioN
(APPENDIX 1)
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THE (OMMONWEALTH OF (ASSACHUSETTS WAS CAREFULLY
REVIEED THIS ISSUE AND FORMULATED A POLICY FOR THE
D1STRIBUTION OF POTASSIUM 10DIDE #=ICH IS THAT IT
willL ONLY BE GIVEN TO EMERGENCY #QRKERS UNDER gx=
TRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES: |F THERE wERE A POS*
SIBILITY OF RADIOACTIVE I|ODINES BEING RELEASED,
THE LOMMONWEALTH wOULD EVACUATE TWE AREA OR SHELTER
THE FOPULATION RATHMER 1<AN WAVE THEM TAKE RADIO®
PROTECTIVE DRUGS: IM1S POLICY 1§ BASED UPON THE
CoMMONWEALTH'S PERCEPTION OF THE DRUG § POTENTIAL
ADVERSE SIDE EFFECTS [F DISTRIBUTED TO THE GENERAL

POPULATION, AND 1S CONSISTEANT wiTH CURRENT FEDERAL
POLICY: (SEE RPPENDIX %) "

THE LOMMONSEALTH'S PLAN FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF POTASSIUM
{3DINE 7O INSTITUTIONALIZED PEOPLE 1§ wEAX. THE DTATE VIR®
§2T0R OF THE JEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC MEALTH, KADIATION LONTROL
JNIT WAS TOLD uS TwAT TWE CURRENT MASSACHUSETTS POLICY IS
THAT THE LOMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC MEALTH wOULD ANALYZE THE
SITUATION AT TWE TIME OF TWE ACCIDENT TO DETERMINE [F THE
ADMINISTR TION OF K| TQO INSTITUTIONALIZED PEOPLE 1S WARRANTED.
MECAUSE OF THE COMPARATIVELY FEW INSTITUTIONS IN THE PILGRIM
PLUME EXPOSURE EMERGENCY PLANNING ZONE TWE DISTRIBUTION OF Kl
1O TWE INSTITUTIONS COULD BE ACCOMPLISHED ON AN AD wOC BASIS
JSING EXISTING STOCKS MAINTAINED BY NUCLEAR JTILITIES. Twe
CoMMONWEALTH'S PLAN wOULD BE ENNANCED [F TwE POLICY FOR T™E
ADMINISTRATION OF K| TQ INSTITUTIONALIZED PEOPLE wERE CLEARLY
STATED, AND |F PROCEDURES FOR TWE DISTRIBUTION OF KI TO THE
INSTITUTIONS WERE MORE FULLY DEVELOPED.

FLMA, THEREFORE, CONCLUDES TWAT wWILE TME PETITION POINTS OUT
A WEAKNESS IN THE MASSACWUSETTS PLANS, IT DOES NOT PROVIDE
INFORMATION weiCw SUSTAINS THE CONTENTION.
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gl 1 Y
13/ _Twg Evgasency “oANNING (ONE 13 00 SRt

A) PETITIONERS:

TwE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) RECOMMENDS PRO-
TECTIVE “EASURES 37 THg PUBLIC #MEN RADIATICN EXPOSURE I$
LIKELY TO EXCEED Twg EFA'S -ngrgcrz«: .cr:onbo :’% oF
ONE EM L MANUAL OF PROTECTIVE ACTION vl AN QTEC:
?x;; LCTIONS FOR NUCLEAR ACCIDENTS, 53a-350/1-7s-oo JEPA,
197%).

rFeMA:

THE LOMMONwEALT= OF MASSACHUSETTS RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY
SESPONSE “LAN 1§ CONSISTENT alTH PELERAL PRQTECTIVE ACTION

)..:t.“'ts'

§) PETITIONERS:

NKL REGULATIONS REGUIRE THE EXACT SIZE AND CONFIGURATION

OF EACH =¥, 7O BE “DETERMINED IN RELATION TO LCCAL RESPONSE
NEEDS AND CAPABILITIES AS TWHEY ARE AFFECTED BY SUCH CONDI®
TIONS 4% DEMOGRAPHY, TOPOGRAMWY, LAND CHARACTERISTICS, ACCESS
A0UTES, AND JURISDICTIONAL BOUNDARIES." GENERALLY, THE NKL
PROVIDES, T-! -§4-t gx'o URE EPL SWOULD BE ABOUT TEN MILES [N
aani e (10 CPR Paar 50.47 (€)(2)). Boston EDISON LOMPANY

At [TTED THAT THE ONLY FACTOR USED TO CREATE Twe PILGRIN
§P1 «as LuRISDICTIONAL BOUNDARIES (RESPUNSE OF BOSTON ED1SON
LOMPANY TO LOMMONWEALTH gl “A:!ACuUSIYY! gl;f SET QOF INTER®
30GATIRIES ON EVERGENCY PLANNING, July 20, 1981, ». 21).

FEMA:

TWE (EGIONAL ASSISTANCE COMMITTEE, wWiCW 1S CWALRED BY FLMA,
MEvIEWED THE PROPOSED PILGRIM NUCLEAR POwER STATION PLume
ExPOSURE EMERGENCY PLANNING [ONE AND FOUND IT TO BE ADEQUATE
IN SIZE AND THAT T ADECUATELY ADDRESSED THE DEMOGRAPNIC,
TOPOGRAPHIC AND LAND USE CHARACTERISTICS, ACCESS ROUTES,

AND JURISDICTIONAL BOUNDARIES.
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THE LOMMONWEALTH OF “ASSACHUSETTS INDICATED AT TWE PLYMOUTH
PUBLIC MEETING (JUNE 50U, L980) IT wilLL REVIEW THE SIZE OF
THE PILGRIM PLUME LXPOSURE EMERGENCY PLANNING LONE A5 PART
OF AN ONGOING EFFORT TO [MPROVE EMERCENCY PLANS AND PREPARED"
NESS ARQUND NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS.

FEMA CONCLUDES THAT THE PETITION CONTAINS NO EVIDENCE TO
SUGGEST THAT THE S128 OF THE PLumME ExpoSumE EMERGENCY PLan-

NING JONE FOR THE PILsRIM NUCLEAR POwER STATION 1S TOO SMALL.

¢) PETITIONERS:

CAPE SO0 BESINS JUST ELEVEN NILES FROM PILGRIM AND IS
SONNESTED TO THE MAINLAND BY ONLY TwO BRIDGES. IWERE !$

NO EMERGENCY PLANNING FOR (APE (0D, NOR PUBLIC EDUCATION

OF PROTECTIVE MEASURES, NOR WARNING SIRENS. HMOWEVER, TWERC
ARE PLANS TO CLOSE TWE CAPE COD BRIDGES TO PREVENT TS EvACe
JATION, 30 AS TO GIVE PREFERENCE TO EVACUEES wiTWIN THE
PLANT'S LU*MILE RADIUS. THIS 1S TOTALLY UNACCEPTABLE T0

THE PEOPLE ON THE LAPE, wwO wOULD BE IN THE PATH QOF A
RADIOLOGICAL PLUME IF THE WIND WERE BLOWING TOWARD THE LAPE.
SVEN IF TWEY WERE ALLOWED TO EVACUATE THE LAPE OVER THE
CONNECTING BRIDGES, TWEY wOULD BE DOING SO IN THE DIRECTION
SF THE PLANT AND THE SOURCE OF THE RADIATION. TWE 1SSUE OF
EvatuaTIng Carg COD 1S EXTREMELY IMPORTZNT [N THE LIGHT OF

THE LMERNO3YL ACCIDENT, SINCE THLARE THE RADIOACTIVE PLUME
EXTENDED MuUlw FURTHER TWAN LU=¥ LES.

EEME.

TMIS I1SSUE wAS RAISED PREVIOUSLY IN THE “PETITION OF TWE
MASSACHUSETTS PuBLIC INTEREST RESEARCH GROUP FOR EMERGENCY
AND REMEDIAL ACTION® FILED By MASSPIRG witw Twe NKRC ow

JuLy 20, 1983, NO SUBSTANTIVE NEW 1SSUES ARE RAISED IN THE
CURRENT PETITION.

FEMA STATED IN 175 RESPONSE TO TWE 1983 Perivion (Aerendix 1)
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Tug CONCLJSION [N THE TASSP NG PETITION THAT THE

S12€ OF THE SMERGENCY PLANNING (ONE S$mOULD BE IV®
CREASED TO INCLUDE LAPE 3D AND OTWER AREAS !S BASED
UPON A REPORT sREPARED FOR THE MASSACHUSETTS ATTORNEY
SENgRAL'S UPFICE.  TwiS REPOAT udl PREPARED BY MHD
*[CNNICAL ASSOCIATES AND IS ENTITLED "HEVIEwW OF LAL®
CULATION OF REACTOR ACCIDENT LONSESUENCES (LKAL ()
KESULTS AND LIGUID PATHwAYS, (NUKEG=15%8) STudv:

“IMPLICATIONS FOR EMERGENC) PLANNING IN THE
VIEINITY OF TWE PILGRIM NiCLEAR PowERr Srtavtion.”
TWE REPORT CONCLUDES “. . PROTECTIVE ACTION
QUIOI;ING gos:s “AY SE CXCEEDED AL CURRENT
SagRTENCY PLANNING [ONES ARE usSED. 0 THE
EXTENT THAT TH1S STATEMENT INDICATES A NEED
vA INCREASE TwE SIIE Ev THE APPROXIMATELY
10ewi € 2ADIUS PLUME TXPOSURE PaTwmwaY LONE A7
TLaRI™, SJCw & CONCLUSION 1§ NOT SENERALLY
aCCEPTED 8y T«8 SCIENTIFIC COMmMUNITY AT Tw!S$
TI%E .

TWE $128 AND CONFIGURATION OF THE EuERGENCY PLAN®
NING (ONE FOR PILGRIM 1§ BASED UPON NUREL*"UBDN
SRITERIA AND APPROVED BY TWE NEGIONAL ASSISTANCE
Comm{TTEE (XAL). TWE SI2E OF THE E¥L TO BE USED
FOR RADIOLOGICAL l‘*lstﬂtv RESPONSE -a? DETERMINED
By A JOINT NL/EPA Tagk FORCE STuRY. Mg CONCLU®
S1ONS SEACHMED BY TWE TASK FORCE ARE DOCUMENTED 1IN
NUK g'uiib. t¥R 32U/L=T8ULb.  BOTH NUKEL=UBDH AND
NUKEG=U3SS RECOGNIZE TWAT PAGS migeT BE EXCEEDED
BEYOND THE TEN ILE PLumk Exposure ePL 1IN TeE EVENT
0F TWE «ORST POSSIBLE ACCIDENT Ang METCOROLOLICAL
CONDITIONS . MOwWEVER, A TEN MILE PLUME SxPOSURE
Pl «AS STILL CWOSEN AS A PLANNING BASIS IN NUREG"
JB34 BECAUSE:

A, ®ROJECTED DOSES FROM TWE TRADITIONAL DESIGN
BASIS ACCIDENTS wOULD NOT EXCEED PAl LEVELS
OUTSIDE THE IONE;

0. PROJECTED DOSES FRCM MOST CORE SELT sEevENcL s
wOULD NoT EXCEED PAG LEVELS QUTSIDE THE IONE,

¢ FOR THE wORST CORE MELT SEQUENCES, [MMEDIATE
LIFE THREATENING DOSES wOULD GENERALLY NOTY
QCCUR QUTSIDE TWE ZONE;

D, ODETAILED PLANNING wITHIN LU MILES wOuLd PROVIDE
A SUBSTANTIAL BASE FOR EXPANS|ON OF RESPONSE
EFFORTS IN THE EVENT THAT THIS PROVED NECESSARY.
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Tug RC =as 3EEV NVESTIZATING ACCLOENT SOURLE TERMS,
pROBABILITIES AND CONSEQUENC g oF “UCLEAR REACTOR AC*
S1DENTS FOR SEVERAL YEARSS “E RESULT OF THESE STUDIES,
TWEN COMBLETE, ARE EXPECTED 1o 8E JSED IN REVISING NUKES

Jode. 1wk REVISION oF NUKEG=URDY MAY INCLUDE RECONSID®
ERATION oF THE $128 OF THE LMERGENCY PLANNING (ONE:

LAPE .00 18 DEYOND THE JyemiLE tPL AND DOES NOT NEED §PECIFIC
RADIOL031CAL EMERGENCY PLANS: MOWEVER, AS NOTED EARLIER IN
swig agsPONSE, THE LOMMONWEALTH WAS INDICATED TO FLMA THAT

1t wiil REvife THE 3138 ap THE PILGRIM PLUME LxPOSURE LMERT

JENCY TLANNING Tang A3 PART OF AN aN*301NG EFFORT T3 |MPROVE

guEsZENGY P ang ~nl pRgPAREONESS AROUND NUCLEAR PowER PLANTS.

L

pgoif1c, DETAILED PLANS DEVELOPED FOR tug EPL DO wOT PRECLUDE

TAKING APPROPRIATE PROTECTIVE ACTIONS pEvoNnD THE L0°mILE AREA .

Iy FAQT, THE DETAILED EP] PLANS BECOME THE BAS1S FOR ANY

alT13NS REGUIRED AT SREATER DISTANCES:
acconping T0 et wasSACHUSETTS ClvIL UEFENSE AGENCY (omPRE"

wENS!IVE gegagEngy WANAGEMENT PLANS am]1CH ADDRESS t™E VeE OF

§nELTER AND EVASUATION AS PosSIBLE PROTECTIVE RESPONSE TO

EwERGENCIES cURRENTLY EXIST IN MOST COMMUNITIES QuTSIDE

of TwE PLUNE ExPOSURE EMERGENCY PLANNING IONE:

FEMA waS JOINED NXL and THE VEPARTMENT of LnERGY, LPA AND
THE NUCLEAR INDUSTRY IN THE PREPARATION OF A REPORT ON THE
CHERNOBYL ACCIDENT: FLMA ACCEPTED THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR
tuE CHAPTER ON EMERGENCY RESPONSE AND PREPAREDNESS: wE

ViEW TH1S REPORT AS & NECESSARY PRERESUISITE FOR ANY REVIEW
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OF THE U.3+ KADIOLOGICAL LMERGENC) PREPAREDNESS PROGRAM.
17 $MAULD IDENTIEY LESSUNS FROM THE CHERNOBYL EXPERIENCE
TWAT CAN 3E USED IN REVIEWING THE Usde PROGRAM: AT THWl§
TIME, <OWEVER, «€ ARE NOT YET [N 4 POSITION TO DETERMINE
[F THE LESSONS LEARNED AT (WERNOBYL willL REQUIRE CHANGES

IN THE RADIOLOGICAL EMERGINCY PLANN. NG

VIMA, TWEREFORE, CONCLUDES THAT TWE PETITION DOES NOT

PROVIDE INFORMATION wHiCW SUSTAINS THE CONTENTION:.

9) "EYITISNERS:

BASING =18 SONCLUELION JPON NKL DATA, THE ATTORNEY LQENERAL
0F “ASSACHUSETTS mAS CONCLUDED THAT TwE $I2€ OF THE FILGRIN
s¥( 18 INADESUATE (COMMENTS OF ATTORNEY LENERAL "RANCIS X,

BELLOTT! MELATIVE 7O UFPF SITE LMEFGENCY PLANNING FOR THE

eé 3R1% NUCLEAR “OwER STATION, SUBMITTED TO FEMA, AugusT
. é)

::‘A.

IN <ESPONSE T3 A JUNE 3, 1382, PuBLIC SEETING ON THE STATE
AND LOCAL UPF=SITE XADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY PLAN, ASSISTANT
ATTIANEY JENERAL JOANN SWOTWHELL OF THE ESNVIRONMENTAL ro-
TECTION JIVISION OF THE MASSACHNUSETTS ATTOANEY GENERAL'S
JeFicE SEGUESTED BY A LETTER OF June 1B, 1982, TeaT Twe
WEETING RECORD BE LEFT OPEN UNTIL THE ENQ OF JULY SO TwWAY
WER OFFICE COULD SUBMIT FURTHER COMMENTS. TWE ATTORNEY
GENERAL'S OFFICE RETAINED MHE TECHNICAL ASSOCIATES OF SAN
JOSE, CALIFORNIA, 7O REVIEW FOR THEM CERTAIN DOCUMENTS RE"
LATED TO OFF=SITE PLANNING ARQUND TnE Progrim NPS.  Tue

WHE REPORT #AS TITLED “KEVIEw OF CALCULATION OF KEACTOR (ow-



sEsuENcES (THAL ) «ESULTS AND LIGUID SatuwAYS (NURE:=1390)
ITUDY:  WMPLITATIONS FaR LMERGENCY TLANNING LN tuE JICINITY
98 THE TILGRIM NUCL TAR POwER STATION". N & LETTER 9AT%D

AUGYST &2 o200, ~RANCIS A+ BELLOTTI, TWE "ASSACHUSETTS

ATTSANEY GENERAL (AG) SENT TO SEMA KRGION |, FIPTEEN PAGES !

OF COMMENTS ADDRESSING FOUR GENERAL 1gSuES. UNE OF Tmkle

|SSUES JEALT wiTw TnE s128 OF TWE LO*mILE PLUME EXPOSURE

e®l. SASED ON “Mp’'s TECHNICAL REVIES sfF TME REFERENCED

CMENTS, TwE "ASSACHUSETTS Alb INDICATED TWAT 20TEN®

v1a, o28E% "0 Tet 2ABULATION WOULD ExCEED THE JEVELS AT

N GUIDES RECOMMEND EVACUATION,
2f S0 #ILES DOwNwWIND FROM THE PLANT. TwWiS

© e l1EVES, wOULD OCCUR DURING AN $ST-1

wORSE CASE ACCIDENT UNDER CERTAIN wEATHER CONDITIONS THAT

RESULT N MAXIMUM DOSE. Tuus, THE AG BELIEVES THAT TnE

CJ..“‘. ds! :. .-t ou.“b‘

.
-

L FOR PILGRIM 1S NOT APPRC"

JRIATE, AND TwaAT TeE EP. SWOULD, THEREFORE, Bt EXTENDED

'u.?'l‘ o !~Csv:£ ALL oF «APE LD

Tuls SAME CONCERN wAS RAISED BY MASSPING AND waS REFERRED

7o twg NKL FOR THELR RESPONSE AS 1T wAS IN DIRECT CONFLICT

it NRC'S REGULATION 10 CFr $0.7 (g) (2)s NRC's RESPONSE

vo MASSPIRG 1§ DISCUSSED ON packs 10-14 ofF NKC's *INTERI™

Singcton's DEcision UNDER 10 CFR 2.206 (Docker No. §0-285).,°
(Fepausny 27, 1984).
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THE RESPONSE STATES THAT tWE PLUME Pl FOR THE PlL3AIM
FACILITY 1S BASED UPON SUREG~UBSY GuIDANCE CRITERIA.

TuE SOINT NRC/EPA Tasx ZoRCE THAT JEVELOPED NUKEG-U395
CoNSIDERED SEVERAL 208818LE RATIONALES FOR ESTABLISHING THE
126 of THE SPls.  TMESE INCLUDED a1sx, PRODABILITY, COST
ERFECTIVENESS AND AN ACCIDENT cONSESUENCE SPECTRUM. TwE
Tagk FORCT CwOSE TO JASE +P/ $128 ON A FULL SPECTRUM OF
ACCIDENTS AND CORRESPONDING CONSESVENCES TEMPERED BY PROB"
ABILITY CONSIDERATIONS. |t wAS THE CONSENSUS OF THE Tasc
Sapct TAAT A PLUME LPL OF adovtT TEN “ILES A0ULD PROVIDE AN
ADESUATE PLANNING 3ASE BEYOND wmilm ACTIONS COULD BE TAKEN
aN AN AR =00 BAS!S USING TWE SAME CONHQE.ATIONS THAT WENT
INTO THE INITIAL ACTION DETEAMINATIONS. [N ITS STATEMENT ON
*D_ANNING BAS1S ROR EMERGENCY RgsPONSE TO NUCLEAR PowER

lec DENTS, 44 Fed. qEs. 51123 (Uet. 23, 1979), Twe Commise
s1on NOTED TwAT an EPL oF apourt 10 wILES 1S CONSIDERED

_ARGE ENOUGH TO PROVIDE A RESPONSE BASE #wICH WOULD SUPPORY

acTivity QuTSISE *wE PLANNING IONE ga0uULD THIS EVER RE

NEEDED:

TWwE PETITIONER CONTENDS TWAT, BASED uPON THE REFERENCED
CRAL 2 RESULTS, AN ENLARGEMENT OF TWE CURRENT PILCRIM PLUME
bPL 1S WARRANTED BECAUSE TWE PRCJECTED DOSES EXCEED TwE EPA
PROTECTIVE ACTION LulDES (PAGS) QUTSIDE THE LUmILE E¥L.
BOTH NURLG=UBS4 and NUKEG=U3Sb RECOGNIZE, BASED UPON CRAC ¢

RESOLTS, THAT THE PAUS M13WT BE EXCEEDED BEYOND T8 TEN mILE
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BLUME EXPOSURE SP( IN THME EVENT OF THE AQRST POSSIBLE ACCIDENT
AND YETESROLCGICAL CONDITIONS. MOwWEVER, 4 TEN MILE PLumE
EXPOSURE 27 #AS STILL CHOSEN AS A PLANNING BASIS [N
NURLUeLRO BECAUSE:

a. OROJECTED DOSES FAOM THE TRADITIONAL DESIGN BASIS

ACCIDENTS wOULD NOT EXCEED FAL LEVELS QUTSIDE TwE
I0NE . .

3. PRQUECTED DOSES FROM MOST Slvall FUEL DEGRADATION

SESUENCES wOULS NOT EXCEED FA CEVELS OUTSIDE THE
411

s, BB Tef «2R%E FUEL DEGRADATION SESUENCES, IMNEDIATE
JIFE TWREATENING DO0SES wOULD SENERALLY NOT QJCCUR QuT*
SI10E “wE JONE, AND '

o

SETAILED PLANNING wITWiN LU “ILES wOULD PROVIDE & Sub°
STANT!AL BASE FOR EXPANSION OF RESPONSE EFFORTS IN THE
EVENT TWAT TS PROVED NECESSARY.

WENCE, AT TWE PRESENT TIME, NKL mAS INDICATED TO FEMA THAT

TWERE 1S NO BASIS FOR REQUIRING (™AT A PLUME EXPOSURE PATH"

why 27/ SWOULD BE GREATER THMAN 2PPROXIMATELY A LUMILE RaDIUS

PROM TwE PLANT.

*LUA,

*wEREFORE, ZONCLUDES TWAT TWME PETITION DOES NOT PROVIDE

INFORMATION emiGw SUSTAINS THE CONTENTION.

20/ Lagk of COORDINATION AND Pe|

A) PgTiTionERs: a

Tnt NRC SHOULD SUSPEND THE OPERATING LICENSE OF THE PiLGRim
POwER PLANT UNTIL A REALISTIC, DETAILED KERP 1s DEVELOPED,
SHOWING AN ACTUAL CAPARILITY TO EDUCATE, ALERT, TREAT AND
EFFICIENTLY EVACUATE ALL PEJPLE wWHO MAY BE AT RISK FROM A
CATASTROP™IC ACCIDENT AT THE PLANT. FEDERAL, STATE anD
LOCAL “OVERNMENT AGENCIES, AS wELL AS BOSTON EDISON, wAVE
ALL ACCCRDED A LOw PRIQRITY TO EMERGENCY PLANNING. INSTEAD
OF TRYING SERIQUSLY TO DEVISE A PLAN TWAT willL PROTECT ALL
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SF THE PUBLIC, PLANNERS WAVE SOUGHT T3 ACHIEVE ONLY “INIMUM
“omoL [ANCE #17H NXC 2EGULATIONS, AG SECTIONS L3 TwRougw [
a8 THIS FETITION DEMONSTRA. &, THEY wAVE FAILED TO DO EVEN
TWAT. TWIS INSUFFICIENT COMM{TMENT TO PUBLIC PROTECTION

1s EVIDENT 1N MISSED DEADLINES, SLOW PROCLSSING OF PAPER"

CORK, JACK OF ATTENTION TO DETAIL AND INADEGUATE BUDGETS
AND STAFFING:

To DATE, FEMA WAS LARGELY ACGQUIESCED [N PLANS TMAT FAIL 1O
DEMONSTRATE A CAPABILITY 10 ADEGQUATELY RESPOND TO AN ACTUAL
EMERGENCY, AND FEMA'S ACQUIESCENRCL =AS BEEN EMULATED BY Tui
NKL. ®wERE PLMA wAS CRITICIZED PARTS OF THE PLAN, T™E
MASSACHUSETTS LIvIL UEFENSE AGENCY (MLUA) wAS NOT RESPONDED
IN A TIMELY FASHION T PLMA'S CONCERNS. FOR EXAMPLE, aC*
SARDING TO TESTIMONY BEFORE MASSACHUSETTS STATE LEGISLATORS
SN JUNE 45, L9%0, BY ROwARD A. [WOMAS OF FoMa, THE AGENCY
SENT LETTERS OUTLINING PERS[STENT FLMA CONCEARNS TO MLUA 1IN
JCTaRER, L3985 AND JANuARY, 8B, FEMA RECEIVED NO RESPONSE
*5 Tef JCTOBER LETTTR UNTIL LUNE 3, JYED AND FLMA =AD 0T
YET RECEIVED A RESFINSE TO TwnE JANUARY LETTER BY TwE TI(ME
OF THE REARING.

FEMA:

Ox Jung 18, 1981, twe Dimgctor oF TME MassacwuseTTs CiviL
Jerense AGEnY (MCUA) ON BEWALF OF THE COVERNOR OF TWE
CommoNwEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS SUBMITTED TWE RADIOLOGICAL
FagsgEncy TESPONSE PLANS FOR REVIEW PURSUANT TO &8 (Fx 380,
AND STAED THAT [% TWE QPINION OF MUUA THE PLAN wAS ADEQUATE
Yo PROTECT THE PUBLIC WEALTH AND SAFETY. UN SEPTEMBER (9,
1382, FEMA |SSUED AN INTERIM FINDING THAT ALTHOUGH THE PLANS
CERE NOT PERFECT, “TWE INTERIM FINDING OF FEMA (5 Twa™ TWE
STATE PLAN AND LOCAL PLANS TOGETWER ARF ADEGUATE TO PRO®

TECT TWE WEALTH AND SAFETY OF THE PUB 1C. %2 Un MARCH B, 19¥D
anD Octosenr 30, L1385 FEMA INFORMED THE MASSACHUSETTS LiVIL
DEFENSE AGENCY 8Y LETTER THAT BECAUSE CF UNRESOLVED EMERGENCY
PLANNING ISSUES RAISED DURING THE KAC mEvigws or Uctoser 1981
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AND EPTEvREY [3HZ, and OVRING Twg .28/ anD Jsas EXERCISES w¢
"AD SUSPENDED PR0CESSING TWE!R RESUEST FOR 2 FommaL APPROVAL
PURSUANT 10 w4 (FK 350. Feda “AS NOT RESUMED |Ts PROCESS I NG
°F TMg 350 aremovaL agguEst BECAUSE MCDA wmas wot ADEQUATELY
AODRESSED T<€ ISSUES AAISED | THE LETTERS. [T smouLp BE
UNBERSTOOD TWAT wMILE TWE RESOLUTION oF THESE 1SSUES woulp
ENNANCE TWE “assacwmusgres PILGaim xEkP, NEVERTHELESS Twg
PLANS wavE BEEN FOUND T0 ¢ ADEQLATE IN THart TWEY mggY TwE
LMY STANDARD of PROVIDING a REASONABLE ASSURANCE Twar
Tt tTare aND L3CaL 2LANS ARg ADEQUATE 0 PROTE:Y TWE “EAL T
AND SAFETY O0F Tmg PuBLIC 1N THE PiLgam 2Py, akE, SELF-

INITratED "EViEa AND [NTERM FINDING Fon UPDATED INFORMAT | ON. |

SXRRCISES OF TWE PLANS anp PREPAREDNESS OF sTarg AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS wiTwiwn THE PLume SXPOSURE LMERGENCY FLANNING (onE
FOR TWE Prigaim NucLgan PowE® STaTion wemg OBSERVED 3y FeMa
On Mamew 3, 1982 Juwe 2%, 1983, awp SEPTEmMBER 5, ]98S. A

REVIEw 0F Tug EXERCISES INDICATES Twart T™™E COMMONWEALTH OF

‘hsuc-usuvs RAS MOVED PROMPTLY TO CORRELY pLan OR PERFORM~
ANCE PROBLE“S wwicw WOULD INTERFERE «17Tw ITS agicity 19 PROTECY
THE PUBLIC IN THE gven? OF AN ACCDENT AT Piigain. Twe 1982
AND 1383 exencises CEMONSTRATED Twar & CAPABILITY ExisTED

FOR STarg anp COCAL GOVERNMENTS To PROTECT THE wEALTN AND
SAFETY QOF Tug PUBLIC IN TWE EvENnT CF AN ACCIDENT At THE

PIectM NUCLEAR FowEr Starion.
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HOWEVER, FLMA’'S OBSERVATION OF THE EXERCISE CONDUCTED ON
JEPTEMBER 3, L1985, IDENTIFIED FOUR DEFICIENCIES IN THE EXER*
c15E. FLia NOw USES THE WORD "DEFICIENCIES" TO MEAN
DEMONSTRATED AND JBSERVED INADEGQUACIES THAT wOULD CAUSE A
FINDING THAT OFF=SITE EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS wAS NOT ADEQUATE
1O PROVIDE REASONABLE ASSURANCE THAT APPRQOPRIATE PROTECTIVE
wEASURES CAN BE TAKEN TO PROTECT TWHE HEALTH AND SAFETY OF

tWE PUBLIC LIVING IN THE VICINITY OF A NUCLEAR POWER FACILITY

(N THE EVENT OF A RADIOLOGICAL EMENGENCY.

U Sgprewsea 2U, 1383, FEMA sEnT a LETTER TO MLUA (NFORMING
THEM OF TWE EXISTENCE OF THE FOUR DEFICIENCIES IDENTIFIED FOR
tug LamvER EUC and TwE TaunTOn RECEPTION CENTER. UN UCTOBER
28, L9%5, A EMEDIAL EXERCISE wAS MELD TO DEMONSTRATE CORREC*
t1ON OF THESE DEFICIENCIES. THME FOUR DEFICIENCIES wiRE
CORRECTED: (SEE "tMA | DOCLMENT, “KEPJRT ON THE KEMEDIAL
CXERCISE FOR TWE FILGRIM NUCLEAR FOwER STATION®, UCTOBER (9,
138%).

TE CoMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS RESPONDED PROMPTLY TO THE
DEFICIENCIES IDENTIFIED DURING THE 138D EXERCISE. AS INDI™
CATED ABOVE B0TW By FEMA AND THE PETITIONERS, TWE RESPONSE
YO 13SUES WHICH WERE NOT CATEGORIZED AS DEFICIENCIES WAS NOT
BEEN TIMELY. FoOLLOWING THE JuNE 29, 1983 ExERCISE nO DEFI-
CLENCIES WERE IDENTIFIED AND THE LOMMONWEALTH PROVIDED A
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coMMUNITY LEVEL- TWE STATE TWEN PROVIDED A SCHEDULE OF
CORRE-TIVE ACTIONS N & LETTER 7O FEMA DATED JunE .U, .985,

BoR 4L STATE AND LUCAL SAMMUNITY INADEGUACIES NOTED AT THE

1983 gxgacisE. “EMA OMSERVED, DURING TKE 1085 ExERCISE, ¥
TWAT “4ANY OF TWHE PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED IN THE 1982 anp 1383
EXERCISES =AD BEEN CORRECTED, BUT MANY NEW "AREAS REQUIRING
coRRECTI/E ACTION" (AKCA) AND FOUR DEFICIENCIES WERE (DENTIFIED.

THE CoMMONWEALT< WAD CORRECTED THE DEFICTENCIES BY UCTOBER

o

-

, L3S anD ON UCTOBER 3D, 1485 PROVIDED FEMA wiTw & PLAN

a¢ aCt!

1aN amiCe, T FELY, IF IMPLEMEN ED wouUL® RESOLVE THE
“iafas, FLSSINING SOMAECTIZE ACTIONT. UN ARCH 3, J2%0 "Ll
SENT THE LOMMONWEALTH TWE REPORT ON THE SEPTE~RER 3, 196%

EXERCISE. IWE LOMMONWEALTH, AS PROVIDED IN PEMA GUIDANCE,

«AS T3 BROVIDE FLMA wiTw A SCMEDULE OF CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

gof THE “AREAS RESUIRING CORRECTIVE LCTION® «1THIN SU DAYS

~F TME REPORT'S RECEIPT. ALTHOUGH FEMA WAD NOT RECEIVED &

SCMEDULE BY THE TIME THE PETITION wAS FILED, IT DID NOT FEEL

vuf SUWEDULE #AS OJVERLY LATE. TwE COMMONWEALTH WAS NOT YET,

WOWEVER, SUBMITTED TS SCHEDULE OF CORRECT!IVE ACTIONS. Twis

GUBJECT 1§ DEALT wiTW 1IN FEMA'S SELF=INITIATED REIVIEW 27
pp 374N,

) FETITIONERS: .

ANOTHER EXAMPLE OF THE SERIOUS LACK OF COORDINATION WAS THE
FAlLURE OF MCUA TO DELIVER TO FEMA AN UKSTODATE VERSIQN OF
THE STATE EMERGENCY PLAN. ACCORDING TO STATEMENTS BY FLMA
AND MLUA OFFICIALS IN TWE JUNE <V, L98D EDITION OF THE
PATRIOT LEDGER OF Qulnugy, MA, THE PLAN wA3 NOT DELIVERED
UNTIL LJU MONTWHS AFTER [T wAS PREPARED. MLUA COMPLETED THE
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JPDATED PLAN xu_Aug%sY, 1985 BUT DID NOT DELIVER A COPY OF
1t UNTIL JUNE &3, a386. PEMA WAD FORMALLY REGUESTED a COPY
4 THE BLAN IN UCTOBER, L98%. 3UT 510 NOT FOLLOW UP ON THAT
agguest. AlLa’s £a1LuRE TO RESPOND TO PeMA’'S REQUEST AND
SEMA'S CVIDENT LACK OF CONCERN AND JNWILLINGNESS TO DEMAND
wopg AESPONSIVE ACTION ARE SYMPTOMATIC OF AN EMERGENCY
AESPONSE REGIME *wAT 13 UNCOORDINATED AND GIV/EN LOW PRIQRITY
gy 178 ATTENDANT PUBLIC AGENCIES.
“eMAc
Ta2 BULk GF TeE MAgSACHUSETTS REKPS FOR THE PILGRIM EPL wHiCH
TEMA «AS On FILE ARE CURRENT. TWE LAST MAJOR REVISION TO THE
"TATE FLAN 4AS N 1382 anp FEMA =as THOSE CHANGES.  MINOR
sqANGES TO LOCAL PLANS #ERE waDE 1N L385. FEMA REGUESTED
-3P1E3 OF THE PLANS ON JetosERr 30, 385, AnD FEMA RECELVED
COPIES OF THEM FRQOM “MM ASSOCIATES IN A LETTER DATED June 22,
1386, Twe COMMONWEALTH SUBSEGUENTLY INFORMED FEMA THAT THE
1285 vgRrgiON OF fME LOCAL PLANS WERE CURRENT. FEMA wOuLD
ENZOURAGE ATTEMPTS By THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS TO
SIVE XADIOL2GICAL buERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PLANNING A MIGHER

PRICRITY.

¢) PRTLTIONERS:

FURTHER EVIDENCE OF THIS LAEGK OF COORDINATION AND PRIQRITI®
TATIQN wAS REVEALED IN PR womas’' JuNE 13, 90 TESTIMONY:
in. TMOMAS STATID THAT SOSTON EOISON WAD FAILED REPEATEDLY
15 DECIVER 10 FEHA NECESSARY TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS ON
THE SIRENS THAT wOULD NOTIFY THE PUBLIC OF A RADIJLOGICAL
EMTRGENCY AT THE PiogRIM PLANT. MR, WOMAS STATED THAT
TWHES. DELAYS BY BOsTON E51$ON WAVE FORCED REPEATED POSTPON®
MENTS OF SYSTEM TESTING. IWUS, THME SYSTEM wAS NEVER BEEN
GIVEN THE FULL=SCALE TEST REQUIRED By FEMA.

FEMA:

Ag NOTED (4 THE RESPONSE TO lrgw 16 apove, FEMA RECEIVED THE
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SIREN SYSTEM TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS 3N JUNE oJ, LIKS, AND
SERFORMED A DETAILED REVIES OF THE STATE AND LOCAL FuLL®
scaLt SINEN TE8T an SteTemage U3, .286. ESULTS OF TWd
SIAEN TEST INDICATED THAT 38.2% OF THE PEOPLE ~ERE DIRECTLY
ALEATED BY THE SIRENS ON THE CTAY 2F TWE TEST. HOWEVER THE
SETITION DOES NOT DEMONSTRATE THAT THESE PELAYS INTERFERED

f1TH THE LOMMONWEALTR'S ABILITY TO PROTEST THE PUBLIC.

o) PETITIONERS:

TuE EVERGENCY RESPONSE SYSTEM'S LACK OF PRIOSITIZATION IS
FURTHER DEMONSTRATED BY TwE FACT THAT LOCAL CavIG SEFENSE
A3ENCIES 1N THE COMMUNITIES W1 TWIN THE LMERGENCY SLANNING
JONE <AVE SERIQUS §TAFF NG AND BUDGETARY PROBLE™S:. ‘08T
"ScAL CiviL DEFENSE DIRECTORS wITHIN THE EP/ ARE UNPAID OR
RECEIVE ONLY SMALL STIPENDS. MosT MAVE LITTLE QR NO PAID
STARF. IME RELIANCE ON VOLUNTEERS, #w0 OFTEN WAVE MINIMAL
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE OR TRAINING, REFLECTS THE UNWILLING®
NESS OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT TO ™AKE A GENUINE COMMIT"
MENT TO EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANNING: MAJOR IMPROVEMENTS IN
STAFFING AND BUDGETS OF STATE AND LOCAL CIVIL DEFENSE BODIES
wyusST BE IMPLEMENTED BEFORE PUBLIC SAFETY CAN SE ENSURED.
MOREIVER, LEST THE NECESSARY MEASURES TAXEN CONSTITUTE
PUBLIC SUBSIDIZATION OF THE FINANCIAL REGUIREMENTS OF a

SAFE NUCLEAR POWER SYSTEN, BosToN Eo1S0ON $HOULD BE REQUIRED
TQ ’Icvl:[ TwE FINANC AL ![APCS FOR THEM.

:Eu;:

FEMA FEELS TWAT THIS ALLEGATION 1S TOTALLY WITHOUT it
BASED UPON PAST WISTORY wiTW VOLUNTEER GOVE.AMENT IN THE
UeDs EACH DAY THOUSANDS OF VOLUNTEERS IN LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
PERFORM ADMIRABLY, OFTEN wiTH GREAT RISK TO THEIR PERSONAL

SAFETY AND wELL"BEING. UNE EXCELLENT EXAMPLE OF TWIS IS THE

DEDICATION AND coMm]TMENT DISPLAYED aY VOLUNTEERS wWO PARTIC®

IPATE IN RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE EXERCISES AND RES®
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POND 7O EMERGENCIES IN THEIR COMMUNITIES ON A DAILY BASIS.
AS NOTED BY FEDERAL EVALJATCORS' CZOMMENTS [N EXERCISE RWPORTS
FOR THE EXERCISES OF THE <ADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY <FSPONSE
JLANS FOR THE FIL3AIM NUCLEAR POWER STATICON IN 138, .35,
AND 1389, THE DEDICATION AND COMMITMENT OF THE VOLUNTEERS
AAS BEEN CONSISTENTLY DISPLAYED. THE VOLUNTEERS MAVE IN®
CLUDED L3CAL LIVIL JEFENSE JIRECTORS AND STAFF, SELECTMEN,
SIRE PERSONNEL, “ARAMEDICS, NED LR0SS VOLUNTEERS, <ACES
AMATEUR BADIO OPERATORS, TwE Civiy AIR PaT=gL AND OTHERS.
ThE (OLUNTESRS ARE <NOWLEDGEABLE 5F TWEIR DUTIES AND CON°®
SCIENTIOUS N TWE PERFORMANCE OF TwESE DUTIES: ALTHOUGH
JOLUNTEERS RECEIVE LITTLE OR NO STIPENDS FOR THEIR SER®
VICES, "HEY ARE ~O0RKING 7O MAKE TWHEIR COMMUNITIES A SAFER
AND BETTER PLACE FOR THE!R FAmMILY AND FRIENDS T0 LIVE:.
MANY VOLUNTEERS WAVE INDICATED TO OQUR STAFF THAT TME SAT®
ISFACTION OF =~E.PING PROTECT TAf!R COMMUNITY AFFQRDS THEM

FAR GAREATER REwARDS AND INCENTIVE THAN ANY MONETARY COMPEN"

SATION COULD PRQVIDE.

FEMA, TWEREFORE, CONCLUDES TWAT TWME [SSUES RAISED (N SEC*

1108 (0 OF TWE PETITION DO NOT PROVIDE INFORMATION wHICH
SUSTAINS THE CONTENTION. '
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I. INTRODUCTION

wn Loco-bcf =2 1386, the Secretary of Public Safety, Charles
Barry, forwarded a copy wf the "Report to the Governer on
Emergency Preparedness for an scciden® at the Pilgris Nuclear
Power Stativn (Barry Report) to the Federal Emergency
Management sgency (FEMA), He regquested tLhat FEMA review the
repott, 4nform him of its findings, and tell him what steps
FEMA  .ntended 'o take. The Covernor and the Director of the
Vassachusetia Civil Defense Agency (MCDA) heve endorsed the
Butry Repurt and FEMA, therefore, siews this report as the

authoritative and current position of the Commonwealth.

FEMA has unsl)zed the Barry Report and used its analysis in
deieluping FEMA's July 19, 1987 report “Self-Initisted Review
and lnterim Finding (Here.nufter Self-Initiated Review). The
Comnuniwenlih concluded .hat the energency response plans for
oi sccident at the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station are not
adeguate Lo protect the nealth and safety of the public. FEMA
has alse conc)uded that the plans are inadequate for the
reasons cited in its Self-Initiated Review.

Many of the issues raised in the Barry Report were previously
\dentified Ly FEMA, and date back to the 1981 and 1982
Regional issistance Committee (RAC) revievws of the

Commenwealth's Radiologicel Emergency Response Plans and the



September, 1982 Inter.m Findings., Other issues raised by the
Barry Report proivided new information to FEMA which was very

Joeful in conducting 1L8 Self-Initiated Review.

FEMA applauds the diligence and hard work that went into the
Commonwesl)th's critice! examination of its wemergency plans
and welcomes its commitment to develop @ comprehernsive
pregram Lo resclie the problems identified by both FEMA in
its Interim Finding, and the Communwealth in the Barry Report.

FEMA  Loohs furward to wothing with the Commeonwealth on this

Aperiant prejedt.
FEMA feels, however, that, [{or the sake of the recerd, there
are issues in the Barry Report which need to be clarified.

FEMA has, therefore, provided comments on specific sections

of the report below.

11. Specific Comments

1. garcy Repeut.

First, there are factors beyond the state's control, such
as reactor design, plant sanagesent and the
sggressiveness of federal regulators, that have a direct
impact on esergency preparedness. tp. 1)

ERMA Comment.



FEMA las revie.ed plans submitted by the Commonwealth in
1981 and 1982 and revised local plans submitted in 1986,
FEMA has consistently informed the Commonsealth of
wesknesses in its plans. The Commonwealth has previcusly
either stated that it was working on improving the plans

or pledged to correct ihe plans.

The Commounwealth has prigavy rciponlsbxlxtv te maintain
and impruve the radiclogical emergency response plans in

the ovent of an eccident at the Pilgrim “uclear Power

on a nunber of occasions over the years, Civil Defense
has requested support [from FEMA and from BECe 1in
accordance with federal regulations. These efforts led
to 4 consultant teing aade available tc the DNepartiment of
Public MNea.th and one planner being made available to
Massa_ husetlts Civil Defense supported by wtility
company grants Lo the Massachusetts Heaith Research
Tust 't ute, ine. However, in view of the fact that
Vassachusetts Civil Defenss has t2 coordinate planning
for three licensed plants affecting Massachusetlts,
(Rowe, MA, Plymouth, MA and Vernon, \VT) and until
April 1986, vas imvolved in planning activities for the
Seabrook Power Plant, the resources made available to the
sgency have been totally inadequete. (g.)))

EEMA Comment.

FEMA has provided all the technical assistance on
emergency planning requested by the Commonwealth over the

Jears. FEMA also has permitted eaployees of the



Commonwealth, either fully ur partially funded by FEMA,

to work un the Radivlivgical Emergency Response Program.

all other States in Nes England adeguately fund their
Radiclogival Emergency Response Program. FEMA is
encouraged that the Commonwealth is ia the process of

obtaining funds for its nrogram.
1) o i Bupute

. tespvhne to the MASSPIRC report “as published Ly FEMA
a Sevember J, 1983, This response noted that “Iwlhile
MASSPIRC raises a number of good points, after a detailed
analiysis, we [FEMA) continue Lo make the Interinm Finding
that the Commonwealth of Massachusetts has demonstrated
that there is reascnable assurance that the public would
be adequately protected if there were an accident at the
Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station.” (p. 15)

EEMA Comment.

FEMA largel) based its response to the MASSPIRC Petition
un & review of the plans and information provided in the
“Massachusetts Civil Defense Agency (MCDA) Analysis to
the “assachusetts Public Interest Group Report =~ Blue

Print for Cheos 11: Pilgris Disaster Flans, Still a

Disaster”’ (copy sttached).
Barcy Report.

In May and June 19835, vrevised state and local plans were



publisned by civil Defense and distributed to federal,
state and local officials. (9.17)

EEMA Coumenl.

FEMA hes not recei\ed a revisivn to the State

Radiologicul Ewmergency Response Plan since 1982. Ina

letter to FEMA dated april 10, 1987, The Director,

Yassachusetis Civil Defense dgency, informed us that the

1982 “etwivun was the vperational plan.

FEMA received copies of the 1885 local p'ans on June -4 B

1986, FEMA'S review wf these plans indicate that the

ma_or issues ,dentified in the 1981 ond 1982 RAC Reviews

and the 1980 Inter:m Findings have not been addressed.

S, Bariy Repors

On Octeber 30, 1985, FEMA wrote the Massachusettls Civil
Defense ounce sgain cancerning formal approval of the
plans, and ind.cated that the process -as “on hnld”
pending tecaipt of saterial called for in the 1981 and
1982 RAC Reviews, FEMA also requested copies of 1983
revised plans. These plans were made available to FEMA
Juring the Septenber 1985 exercise, but evidently were
not formally delivered until June, 1986. On June 6, 1986
Civil Defense responded 'o FEMA, and indicated that work
remained to be done to prenare the plans for ithe foreal
review, and that a lsc of resources was iapeding

nrogress. (pp. 17, i8)
EEMA Comment.

FEMA first wrote to MCDA on March 6, 1985, inforaming



it that FEMA was suspending processing of the June, 1981
request f(or formal emergency plan spproval pursuant to 44
CFR 230 bLecause “there are & number of outstanding
deficiencies in the State and local plans and procedures
Which we vannot certify have been corrected’. These
issues were raised in the 13921 and 1982 RAC reviews and

in the 1982 and 1982 exercise reports.

At the September 1983 exercise he revised local plans
cere chilized By loval officiale; however, FEMA did not

jeces @ copies for review yntil Jure, 1986,

Buit: Report.

oam i ... Pilgrina had three (Hanover,
Bridgesater and Taunton). (Pp. 1)
FEMA Comment .

Although FEMA  knew of problems with the Hanover 'ull
Reception Center, it was not formally informed of the

withdrasal of Hanover until February 27, 1987,

Rerry Report.

(The £TE) s based uypon outdated informatior.
Furtnermore, it rests on & series of highly controversial
assumptions. For example, the Pilgria ETE assumes that
“pecple not in the planned evacuation boi daries for each
case would not choose to evacuate anyway’ . This ignores
consideratiun of the so-called “shadow phencaenon’ which
is & theory that hnolds that during »a radiological



emergenc’ there will be widespread spontanecus
wvacuation. (p. 43)

Ezﬂﬁ memgh;:

FEMA conducted a detailed analysis of evacuation Lssues
for the Pilgrim EPZ in response 10 & January 20, 1984,
request from the NRC. FEMA issued its report on May 1,
1984, The State Police Traffic Management Plan provides
for its control of evacuation routes several miles beyond
‘he EP” boundary, thereby enabling it to prevent people
besand the EPZ, who might decide to evacuate: from

nterlering wish the EPZ evacuation tiaffae.

FEMA Jdoes not disagree with Lthe Commonwealth that an

updated Evacuation Time Estimate (ETE) may enhance the

Pilgrim plans and endorses the state and utility efforts

to :onduct such a study.

'.tc\ R‘pg:‘l

The federal response tC the dilemma of state planners whe
lack authoritative esite-wpecific dats and minisum ETE
standards Is to point out thst sheltering, and not
evacuation, is the solution in the cane of the extremely
severe, fast-breaking accident.... Unfortunately, that
alternative provides no greater assurance that public
health can be protected. (The report then goes on to
quote from & transcript of the 1983 Congressional
Oversight Hearings between Jungressman Patterson and Mr.

Krimm, Assistant Associate Director, Office of Naturasl
and Technological Nazards, cuncern.ng sheltering.) (pp.
15, 4%)

['\]a ggnm‘gs :



A Conyressional uversight Hearing is not the vehicle
through =hich guidance on the efficacy of sheltering as &

protective action is provided tu state officials.

igencies of the Federal Governm n. have published

information congceraing shelter as a protective action

The Environmental Protection Agency has puhlished
‘Protoctive Action Evaeluastion Part 1I1: Evacuation and
Sheltering T Protevtive Actions Agains! Nuclear
Ay idenLs lnvoly ing Suseocus Releases. 1978R." This

document was widely Jdistributed and has been discussecd
many times with state officials over the years. The LU.S.
Department of Health and Human Services published in 1983
“Preparedness and Response in Radiation Accidents’, which
cuntains information concerning sheiter as a protective
action., on February 25, 1985, FEMA mailed copies of the
HHE  lucument to MCDA and the Massachusetts Lepartment of
Public Mealth, in addition « considerable amount of
.nformation on the subject of sheitering as a protective
action has been provided to both state civil defense ana

rad.cvlogicel health personnel by both FEMA and the NRC.

FEMA is stuldying 'he subject of sheltering as @
protective actien. This ostudy w®may lead to the
developascnt of guidelines for making protective action

decisions regarding either the wuse of sheltering versus



‘ol

e acuation 9 a combination of these two options.
‘.::\ B'H!ll& -

(Ald hou planning is clearly inadequate when a fast-
breaking incident occurs. (P i8)

EEMA Comment.

is stuted in  the July 29, 1987 Self-Initiated Review,
Lhis represents @ reversal of the Communvaalth's
longeheld position that it could effectively impliement
ile p.ei  and protect the publiv wtilizing wd hes
resouices Lo wsaisl municipalities during eracuntions;
and FEMA needs further informalion in order to evaluate
the Comuwonwealth's ability Lo protect the public in the

event of on acuvident at Pilgrim. (§ee, Self-Initiated

R"\A‘hg ’-:.l ‘)-351)

1L should Le noted that some gd hoc response i

‘nesitallle in even the best incident specific plans, and
sometimes may bLe the only resporse possible in some
events such as chemical spills, dam breaks and hurricanes
for hich Massachusetts plans are largely far less

developed than existing plans for Pilgeim,
Barsy Report: Expansion of the EPZ (pp. 63-68)



11.

WRC and FEMA regulations both dJdefine the Plume Expr.ure
pPatheay EPZ as an ares about 10 miles in radius iiee.
TEE J4CFR 380.2(80 1) Guidance issued yointly by both
agencies indicates that the exact size and con!icur.tlen.
of the EPZ ... shall be determined by State and local
governments in consultation with FEMA and NRC, taking
inte account such local ¢onditions as demography,
topography, land characteristics, access routes and local
jerisdiction boundaries. [§¢e. MNUREC 06%4, FEMA Rep~-!.

(R ‘.l
'.....-..

FEMA encourages emergency planning. Communities located
beyond the existing P.lgrim Plume Exposure Pathway EPZ
established by the Commonwealth and approved by FEMA and
the Regional Assistance Committee mey wish to consider

developing plans agpropriste o & nuclear power plant

accident as part of their comprhansive emergency plans.

[See. .n addition FEMA's cosments on this wsatter in
analysis of Emergency Preparedness Issues at Pilgrinm
yuclesr Power Plant, July 29, 1987, pp =411,

Barry Regori’ Annual Review of Emergency Plans (p. T1)
the Director of Civil Defense shall publish procedures

for annual review...of the preparedness and respense

plans for Pilgrim...

10
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENERGY RESOURCES
. 73 Tremont Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02108

February 8, 1982

Mon. Leonard Bickwit, General Counsel
Nuclear lc?ulatory Commission

Matomic Building

1717 H Street, N.W,

Washington, D.C. 20558

Dear Mr, Bickwit,

The Executive Office of !norai Resources of the
Commonwealth of Massachusettes (EQER) f1s the state

agency in Massachusetts responsidle for the development

o, state energy policy, and 1s empowered to receive private
and federa) energy related grants. .

\

EOER s consfdering proposing to NRC that NRC require
Boston Edison Company to finance a home weatherization/cen-
servation program or other energy cconsumer related program,
fn an amount equal to the cfvil penalty recently ’PO:OlOC by
NRC in connection with operation of the coapnn{'s Pilgrim !
nuclear generating unit, Such expenditure would be in Yfeu
of final imposition of the proposed penalty or in fulfiliment
of the penalty obligatifon., Customers within the service
areyr of Boston Edison Company ang other utilities which
receive power directly from the Pilgrim 1 unit under tong
term contracts would be elfigible for the benefits of the
program, EOER would propos. to NRC, in accordance with 10
C.F.R, §2.208(b), 2.206, or other relevant rc'ulctionf.
that fts fina) order include a reduction, remission or
mitigation of the proposed penalty, in connection with an
order to Edison to make payment for the public service
program as proposed by the state. .

Should NRC decline to fssue such an order, or decline
to do so without the advance agreement of the utility, the
state would proceed under $2.206(a) (“such other action as
may be proper®) to request that NRC fssue 1ts fina) penalty
order in the alternative, 1.e. the specified civil penalty,
crless the payment for cthe proposed public servics program
75 made dy o date certain,

We know of no precedent, positive or ne{ativo. for
consideration of such a proposal. NWe are not aware of

any explicit Yega) barrfers in the applicadle statute




or regulations which would preclude such a dis?osition.
and, of course, analogous procedures at SEC, FTC, DOE,
ard other agencies provide a broad range of preceuents.,

Before putting Edisor, the relevant state and loca)
officials, other interested persons, asd N.R,C, staff to the
burden of dealing with a forma) proposal, we would appreciate
having a preliminary faforma) opinion from your of fice as to
whether {ou feel that there are cnyAlcgo\ barriers 10 efther
result, f.e. a direct NRC order to boston Edison Company to
make payments for the proposed program, or an NRC c¢rder
to Boston Edison requiring payment of the penalty unless
payment is made for the program. Obviously, to be useful to
those concerned, {1t would be necessary to have your response
as soon as possible.

Let me know {f we can provide further information
which would assist you in responding rapidly to this inquiry.
If for any reason a timely response appears fmpossible, it
would de helpful to know that fem:idiately.

Sincerely,

Patrick J. Kenny:

Genera' Zounsel

Executive Office of Energy
Resources

Commonwealth of Massachusetts
73 Tremont Street

Boston, MA 02108

(617) 727-0538

* Dictated to Washington for immedfate transmittal by hand
to NRC. Signed origina) wil) follow by first class mail,
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MUS L LN GrEALTONE DEPAR T ENY

Mr. Thomas A. Ippolito, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch )
Division of Operating Reactors
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washingten, D. €, 20555

License No, DPR-1S
Docket No. 50-29)

Contalnment Atmospher.c Control Systes

Ref: (a) NRC Letter T, A. Ippolito to
G. C. Andognini doted 3/14/79

Dear Sir:

In Reference

];4.&ll&LALAIL_A_Eiﬂ_gxgggp at Pilgrinm Station, Unit Fl. You also re-

Quested thut we ing a detalled description of design changes made to
the original FSA% subaittal as a vesult of the revised regulatory guldance.

and w

Thlt nubntant(cl y upgraded system conceptual
our revised regulator

esign ¢
roposed systen and our proposed

If you have any (uestions on this sudbject, please feel free to contact us
8t your convenience,

Very truly yours,

s’
O e o Kty T W

Aeool
W 'gﬁ"'}(\ - (' g’ 5‘ /O
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UNITED STATES MUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
8057ON EDISON COMPANY
p M NUCLEAR R STAT!

D0CKET N0, $0-203

TICE OF 'SSUANCE OF INTERIM DIRECTOR'

Notfce 1s heredy given that the Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, has fssued 7n interim decision concerning a request f1led pursuant
to 10 CFR 2,206 by the Monorable William B, Golden which requested that the
Pilgrim Nuclear Power Statfon remain shut down or have 1ts 1icense susperded
because of (1) defiziencies in the 1icensee management, (2) fnadequacies in
the emergency radiological plan, and (3) inherent deficiencies in the
containment structure,

The Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation has determined
that the Petition, with the exception of the )icense ‘wnagement fssue, should
be denfed, The reasons for this decisfon are explained in the *Interin
Director's Decision Under 10 CFR 2,206," DD-87.14, which 15 avatlable for
public fnspection in the Commission's Public Document Room, 1717 N Street, NN,
Washington, DC and at the Local Public Document Room at the Plymouth Public
Library, 11 North Street, Plymouth, Massachusetts 02360, That portion of the
Petition concerning licensee management will be addressed in a subsequent
response,

A copy of the Decision will be filed with the Secretiry for the Commission's
review in accordance with 10 CFR 2,206(¢c), As provided in this regulation,

the Decision wil) constitute the fina! action of the Cormission twenty-five

FPOMo Lo 3PP



(25) days after fssuance, unless the Commission, on 1ts Aawn motion, institutes
review of the Deciston within that time period,
Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 21st day of August 1987,
FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY Crem)ssinw
~
//‘lé -
'
Pro{«t Directorate {I-3
Division of Reactor Projects /1!



TE OF SERV

I hereby certify that on this 17th day of Ncvember, 1987,
copies of the foregoing "Petitioner's Memorandum in Opposition to
Respondent's and Boston Edison Company's Motions to Dismiss” were

mailed, first class postage prepaid to:

Frank L. McNamara

United States Attorney

1107 J. W, McCormack Post Office
and Courthouse Building

Boston, MA 02109

Edwin Meese

Attorney General of the United States
Constitution Averue & Tenth Street, N.W.
Washingteon, D.C. 20530

Lando W, 2ech, Jr., Chairman

U, 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street

Washington, D.C, 20555

Micrtael B. Blume

U, 8. Nuclear Regulato:y Commission
Office of the General Counsel

1717 H Street

Washington, D.C, 2055%

R. K, Gad 111, Esquire
Ropes & Gray

225 Franklin Street
Boston, MA 02110

feorge B. Dean

Assistant Attotncz General
Nuclear Safety Unit

One Ashourton Place -+ 19th Floor
Boston, MA 02108

d
FTIIé:% t iézééé i :

Simonds, Winslow, Willis & Abbott
$0 Congress Street

Boston, MA 02109

(617) S23-5520
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Mr. A, Yictor Morisi, Mgr.
Nuclear Operations Support Dept.
Boston Edison Company

M/C Nuclear

800 Boylston Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02199

Dear Mr, Morisi:

RE: Pilgrim ] - Containment Atmosphere Control System

In Boston Edison Company's letter of October 19, 1979 (BECo. 79-207),
BECo. referred to their analysis which demonstrated compliance with
10 CFR 50.44, Our letter of October 30, 1979 reque:ted that this
analysis be forwarded to us, and thet it contain sufficient detail
for us to evaluate corpliance with 10 CFR 50, GDC 41, 42, and 43,

|_were ¢omp grim

ncerns vT
ect menzger requested a submitta Co.

1 coﬂphmct with the regulation, from its implementetion
to June 1981, Your staff supplied that response on June 15, 1981
(BiCo. B1-127). This response was followed by a meeting with us on

Jure 18, 198), During the nnung 1t was mmnm. e docurcnud
in BECo. 8. 127 that Pilg d ne -

Ms estter of past mon-compliance, w udruml b:
1ce of Inspection and Enforcement, YM Office of Nuclear
Resctor Reguletion will 2ssure the current compliance of Pilgrim 1
with 10 CFR 50,84 by perforaing @ review of your present system.
This letter formelizes the conclusions of that meeting.

Further inforsation is nec r vl aW!
your sysTe® with TU LIR30, Hvo * ‘&! ” d. . refore, in

order to deteraing whether your Hccnn shwld be modified or suspenced,
you are required pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(f), to provide to vs within
seven (7) s of your receipt of this letter, a writien staterent,
signed under oatn or affirsetion, which confires the systen's current
copliance with 10 CFR 50,44 and includes the following:

1. A detailed systen description which addresses, in detail,
readundence in components and features, interconnection capadilities,
leek detection capedility, autometic isolation and containment capadility,
such that with either 3 Yoy of offsite or onsite power, accompenied by
the 725t limiting single Toilure, the syster wil) perform its sefety

l',._o‘ e

2. Current (28 Duilt) piping end instrurentation dree i
F412's) and electoicel schectics for the systen

’.).




3. The pre-operationa) test data and test procedure(s) used
to desonstrate corpliance with App. A, GDC 43, and App. 8, X1, of 10 CFR 50,

4, A discussion of how the explicit requirements for Design
Control (10 CFR 50 App. B, X1) were met. Specificelly, a) An independert
design review to verify the adequacy of the systom design, and b) suitability
of parts regarding GOC 4,

§. A discussion of the design coutrol measures which guarenteed
an independent design revies for field changes to the system, from initial

installation to present, per 10 CFR 50, App. B. 111, and a similar discussion
for future field changes. .

6. In order to assure future compliance, your statement shoyld
include a comitment to provide Technical Specifications for the systen
regarding a) surveillance of ducts, piping, filter frames, pressure source
levels (le. reguired capacity for system operation ), or other important
corponents or aspects with the appropriate Limiting Conditions of Operation,

and b) periodic pressure and functional testing to demonsitrate full covpirane

with GOC 43, Such testing must reflect the Test Conirols of 10 CFR 50,

App. B, X1. Records retention must comply with 10 CFR 50, App. B,XV'I.

The sub=ittal of such proposed Techaical Specifications will be acceptah’e
in Yieu of the comitment, Our review of your subsittel should not preclud:
our coryliance with your proposed specifications unless a conflict exists
etween then and existing specifications,

Sincerely.

[0 T per RO
ones M. Novak, Assistent Director

for Operating Reactors

Division of Licensing
cc: See next page



BAILY REPORT - RIGION 1

979780
st
feciity Yotification Item or v Regional Action
OPLRATIONS (contd)
/ Pilgrim Unit  9/5 SRI fea The ‘0llrwing personnel assignments were Information Item.
i fective on 9/1.
{on 50-293)
.. (”‘m '6:4: ‘.hp,‘."“/
tation) - Site; Mathis : L, o . .
foerations Hagacer - STte; W, Arwst NI i,
ng atiﬁ?ug[- ite, J. & o
huc lear aticas Staff Assistant (Nuclear -
Safety) - Site; R. Sevigny, Nuclear Staff As- o O Al
sistant (Maintenance’ - Site: A Morisi, Mucl . W

Milistone 9/9 SR] fax 9/8 Daily Report Update. On 9/9 the licensee Per T! 2515/33.
Lt 2 performed a specizl test trip of the Division
{ON 50-336) 11 emergency bus loss of power trip circuit. The
9/8 event which invoived the unplanned tripping
of the Division [ loss of power sensors s
repeated. The licensee is continuing his in-

vestigation.
CONSTRUCT 10N
Nine Mile 9/8 telephone 10 CFP 50.55(e) notification. An embedded Followup per MC 2512.
Point from )icensee plate ir the reactor pedesta) was welded to
Unit 2 B rebar utilizing ASME requirements rather than
{05 50-410) AWS D12.1, which is applicable. Helding was

performed by 17T Grinnell.



% UNITED STATES
e df % NUCLEAR REGULAYORY COMIMISSION
gl NASHMINGTON D C 20880
P e
N,
Faaat June 24, 198
Docket 50-293 E———

MEMORINDUM TO: Thomas A, Ippolito, Chief

Operating Reactors Branch #2
Division of Licensing

FROM: Mark M, Willigms, Project Manager
Operating Reactors Branch #2
g Diviston of Licensing
g i; SUBJECT: Meeting Sumary « June 18, 1981 meeting with the
0 Boston Edison Company
A
On June 18, 1981, a meeting was held with the representatives of the

The meeting was requested by BECo.

On May 29, 1901, BECo. fdentified an area of potentia) mon-compliarce
with the regulation at Pilgrim 1, Sudbsequent findings by BECo. resulted
in their determination that a meeting was desiradle

Boston Edison Company (8€Ce.) Yisted in Encl.), necrdlnt the past
} compliance of Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station Unit | with 10 CFR 50,44,

The origing) system which was used to meet the regulation from Novesler 187¢

to May 1960 relied on operator actions o meet the single failyre ‘iterior
Wﬂ June 1981, BiCo. determined, as & result of an NRC

quested review, that such ope. ator actions could not be assured

due %0 the postuloted radiation Joses in the reactor bullding subsequent

to an accident (BECo, B1-137, €/15/81). A new systen, recotely 7 *<sted

which d1d meet the single fallure criterion, was installied in {M K 1380

outage. Although this systen was thought, by BECo., to de 1n service from

May 1980 to Jume 1981, 1t was actually disadled Our;n' maintenarce in July 1570,

The purge 1ines were cut and capped rather than installing elbovs as origina)l,

specified on a BECo, design change. An investigation {5 undersay at 8£Co.

to determine the manner in which the change request was altered, In additicn,

ft was later discovered by BECo. that even 1f the Yines hed not bdeen cut

fn July 1980, the sytten was sti)) incperadle since 1t was valved out of

service short)y after the May 1980 outage due to undesiradle leakage.

Therefore, the unit hed not been in compliance with 10 CFR 50,4 an

time in the past. NR L gt which resulted in the BECHT findTATE Ix

. LS ETTeT O Rnn TETVeT Bererq toher 30, 193

. L O, YU TOVTIY : [ er of CCroer™
1979, 1n which BECe. claired compliance with the 10 CFR 80,48 yith existing
equpment,

\ " "wgs ~ '..’0-'

BP0, 2b ) ynid 1)



.2.

Boston Edison presented their new pregram to implement effective
Managenent Controls for Pilgrim 1 (Enc), 2). The method employed
by BiCo. forces a1) work ftens, regardless of their inftiating
circumstances (eg. NRC req't, BECo. design change, etc.) into @
predeternined network, The network integrates 01‘ of the
requirements of the operationa), technizal, and administrative
disciplines of the company, which produces the final action. BECe.
demonstrated how this future progrem would mitigate tha possibility
of future occurances timilar to the 50,44 viplation, BECo, als0
committed to review their compliance with ') post 1972 regulations
which did not result in @ dlsi’n change at the plant. The schedyle
for their review would be submitted to NRC by June 26, 131,

Subsequent to interna) NRC discussion, BECo. was informed that
the 50.44 violation would be addressed in two parts. The Office
of inspection and Enforcement, Region 1, would address the past
non-compliance. 1t waz agreed that BECo. appeared to be in
compliance with the regulation since June 2, 1981 by use of

the new system (BECo, 81127, Jume 1§, l’ll‘. However, the Office
of Nuclear Reactor Regulation woul. conduct @ review 03 8 detailed
submitta) by BECo. to assure such compliance. That submittal

would be formally requested by a NRC letter to be sent during
the week of June 22, 1981,

Cwvry

M, Williams, Project Manager
eting Reactors Branch #2
Division of Licensing

¢c: w/o Enc) 2
See Next Page



Enclosure 1

BECo. Meeting of June 18, 1981

NRC

M. K. Williams, NRR
T. A. Ippolito, NRR
E. Blackwood, OIE
J. Partlow, OIE
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BECo.
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Mr, 15*&

\O\& -H
Federal Emergency Manag ment Agency
Washington, D C. 20472

AG 61987

MEMORANDUM FOR: Frark J. Congel, Director
Division of Radiation Protection
and Brergency Preparedness
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

V. i.ﬁ;lcfé)ﬁ’gl?ww Camission
FROM: charle '-é L’!ﬁ W

Assistant Associate Director
Off ice of Natural and Technological
jazards Programs

SUBJECT: Oftsite Brergency Planning at Pilgrim

In my memorandum to you on July 13, 1987, I stated the Federal Emergency
Management Acency (FEMA) would deliver to the Nuclear Rejulatory Camission
(NRC) a findig on the adequacy of the of fsite amergency preparedness plans
for the Pilgram Nuclear Power Station on or about August 15, 1987, This is
an update of our previaus interim finding which was transmitted to the NRC
on Novemoer 2, 1983, along with a Copy of the exercise report evaluating

the initial joint State and local ofisite radiological emergency preparedness
exercise. These reports were provided to the NRC pursuant to the NRC/FEMA
Merorandun of Understanding of Novemder 1980, and in response to the NRC's
request for assistance concerning emergency preparedness issues at Pilgrim
datel Sex* rber 6, 1983, In a'dition, in a merorandum to NRC on March 31,
1987, FEMA indicated that the response to the related 2,206 petition would
be consolidated with the results of FEMA's self-initiated review of the
overall state of offsite emergency preparedness and other relevant information.

FEMA's report, entitled "Self-Initiated Review and Interim Finding for the
Piljrim Nuclear Power Station® dated August 4, 1987, is attached. Included

as attachrents to the report are "FEMA Camments on the Report to the Govermor
on Brergency Preparedness for an Accident at the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station®
dated July 29, 1987 (located at Tad 1 in the attached binder), and FEMA's
*Analysis of Emergency Preparedness Issues at Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station
Raised in a Petition to the NRC datud July 15, 1986", FEMA's analysis of

the issves raised in the 2,206 petition is dated July 29, 1987, and is located
at Tab 2 of the attached binder.

Based on the Self-Initiated Review and Interim Findirg, FEMA has concluded

that Massachusetts offsite radiclogical emergency planning and preparedness
are inadequste to protect the public health and safety in the event of an
accident at the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station. Because of the changed cir-
curstances discussed in the report, the finding of adequacy contained in

FEMA's previous interim finding no longer applies and that interim finding
is hereby superseded.

1f you have amy questions, pleasc contact me at 646-2871,

lrtachrents

As Stated
Lo tFoH%S P



SELF=INITIATED REVIEN

AND
(NTER[M FINUING

FOR THE PILGRIM NUCLEAR POWE= STATION
PLYMOUTH, MA

AUGUST 4, 1987

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
JOHN W. MeCURMACK vOST UFFICE anp COUKRTHUUSE
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02108-u58S
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I. SUMMARY
On September 5, 1986, the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) informed the Commonwealth of Massachusetts that it was
undertaking a review of its September 29, 1982 Interin
Finding for the Pilgris Nuclear Power Station because of
concerns rsised during meecings in the Spring of 1986 and
\nformation received subsequent to those reetings from local
sfficials, the Cemmonvealtn, and other interested parties.

FEMA identified six issues during the course of that review:

- Lack of evacuation plans for public and private
schools nnd daycare centers.

- Lack of & reception center for pecple evacuating to
the north.

- Lack of identifiable public shelters for the beach
population.

- Inadaquate planning for the evacuation of the
special needs population.

- Inadequate planning for the evacuation of the
transport dependent population.

- Sverall lack of progress in planning and apparent
disinution in emergency preparedness.

FEMA has inalyzed these issues pertaining to the radiological

ecergency response plan and has reviewed the plan and

exercise reports in conforsance with applicable standards.

FEMA concludes that the plan and preparedness for the state



and local governments within the plume exposure pathway for
the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Staticn are not adequate to preotect
the health and safety of the public in the event of an
accident  at the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station. This

Interim Finding supercedes the Interim Finding of September

29, 198z2.

IT. BACKGCROUND

On June 16, 1981, the Director of the Massachusetts Civil
Defense Agency and COffice of Emergency Preparedness (MCDA)
su.mitted to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA),

on behalf of the Covernor, the State Comprehensive Esergency
Response Plan, together with its Annexes, for Massachusetts
and the local comsunities within the Plume Exposure
Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) for the Pilgrim Nuclear Power
Siltson located in Plymouth, Hassachusetts. In his letter of
transmittal which accompanied this plan he stated, as
required Dby Federal Regulation [(Sge, 44 CFR 350.7), that
"this plan is, in the opinion of the Massachusetts Civil
Defense Agency, adequate to protect the public health and

safety of the Comscnuealth's citizens within the designated

emergency planning zoneu of the Pilgrim Station and provides



for appropriate protective measures to be taken by the State
and local «governments in the event of a radiological

emergency at the Pilgrim Station”.

FEMA and the Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) reviewed
this plan and issued a repor’ of its review in October, 1981.
Ay a vonsequence of ihxs report the Communwealth revised the
plan. FEMA and the RAC reviewed this revision and issued a
second report containing an analysis of areas where the plan
“as weak in September, 1982. FEMA has received no response

from the Commonwealth regarding further revision of itJ

plan,

In the interim, FEMA sponsored a public meeting, held on June
3, 1982, to discuss the Commonwealth's Radiolocgical Emergency
Response Plan for the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station. The

following issues were raised by the public at the meeting:

- The ability to evacuate cc.luaittoa within the
10-mile EPZ.

- The ability to evacuate Cape Cod beyond the 10-mile
EPZ.

- Reliability and effectivenuss of the sirens.

- Training and education of teachers, school bus
drivers, and hospital perconnel.

- Information brochures for the publie, ir:luding
transients.



- Policy on the use of radioprotective drugs.

- Protection of the elderly and others with special
needs .’

The Commonwealth responded to all these concerns, stating
that the plan “provide(s) adequately for safe and orderly
evacuation of communities within the 10-mile EPZ"? and

pledging te work toward further improvement of the plan.

FEMA then issued an Interim Finding for the Pilgria Nuclear
Power Station on S_ptember 29, 1982. It found that although
there were problems with the plan, “the state plan and local

plans together are adequate to protect the health and safety

of the public.™?

Exercises testing this plan were corducted on March 3, 1982,

June 29, 1983, und September 5, 1945. a Remedial Exercise vas

conducted on Ociober 24, 1985; and FEMA observed a Drill on

AJgust 18, 1984, "Deficiencies”, ""areas requiring

corrective action”, and "areas recommended for iuprovement”

\ Follow=up to the June 3, 1982 Public Meeting, FEMA, p. 1
t Ibid., p. |}

' Interim Findings Joint State and Local Radiological Emergency
Resporise Capabilities for the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station
Plymouth, Massachusetts, FEMA, September 29, 1982,




were identified. As FEMA now uses the term, “deficiencies”
are problems identified in plan implementation which preclude
a finding that a plan is adequate to protect the health and
safety of the public. "Areas rnqukr&n. corrective action”

are defined as inadejuacies .in Stito and local government

performance observed Jduring an exercise,; although their
correction s required, they are not considered, by
themsel es, to so adversely impact public health and
safety, as to preclude a finding that the plans and

preparedness are adegquate to protect public health and
safety. ‘Areas recommended for laproveament” are defined as

problea arets observed during an exercise that are not

considered to adiversely impact public health and safety. No

deficiencies remain outstanding from FEMA's evaluation of

these esercises. Many “areas requiring corrective action” and
“areas recommended for improvement”’, however, have not been
addressed to date.

By March, 1985, status of of f-site radislogical emergency

response planning for the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station

waASs ! (1) wmany planning problems remained unresolved from

the October, 1981 RAC Review; (2) the Commonwealth had not

responded to the September, 1982 RAC Review; and (3) it

had not provided FEMA with schedules of corrective

actions for tae problems idertified in the 1982 and 1982



exercises, which (as required by FEMA guidance) had been

due within 20 days following the issuance of the exercise

reports. 3n Merch 6, 1985 FEMA, therefore, informed the
Commonwealth by letter that, because of unresolved emergency
planning issues, it was suspending processing of the
Massachusetts request for formal emergency plan approval made
pursuant to 44 CFR 1850, On June 20, 19835 the Comzcnwealth
sent FEMA o schedule, both of actions it had taken and

specific measures .t a8 planning to take, to correct the

problems identified in the 1983 exercise; plus general steps

taken to correct prcblems identified in the 1982 exercise.

However, the plan improvements the State promised have not

yet been delivered to FEMA.

tn its evaluation of the September 35, 1985 Pilgrim Exercise

FEMA found that many of the previously identified problems

had been corrected, but it identified new problems and four
“deficiencies”. The Commonwealth corrected the “deficien~
cies”, as evidenced in an October 29, 1985 Remedial Exercinse.

1t has not yet, however, provided FEMA schedule of
corrective actions for the 1985 exercise. FEMA guidance

yequires the submittal of a schedule of corrective actions

within 20 days of the issuance of the exercise report.



on October 30, 1983, FEMA again informed the Commonwealth by
letter that the processing of the " 330" request was not
progressing because of the many, unresolved issues identified
in the 1981 and 1982 RAC Review, and observed during the
exercises. FEMA also requested copies of the 19835 version of
the local plans, which were provided in June 1986, Thp
Commonwewlth replied to FEMA's letter on June 8; 1986,
at w«hich time it outlined the initiatives it was taking in
order to resolve the cutstanding issues, and indicated the
areas in which iaprovements had been amade in the state plan
and procedures. This reply did not, however, constitute a
schedule of correc ive actions because it did not provide a
date by which plan .aprovements wiure to be coapleted. In sum,
the Self-Initiated Review was based on the 1982 Massachusetts

Fadiological Eaergency Response Plan and the 1985 version of

the local plans,

FEMA [irst became awvare of potentially serious problems with

the Commonwealth's plan during & series of meetings with the
Commonwealth and local commi'nities in the Spring of 1986,

Issues raised at these meetings, and information received

subsequen.ly, indicated that FEMA should .eview its Interis

Finding concerning the emergency response plan for the

Pilgris Nuclear Power Station. Based on the information it



received, FEMA decided to conduct a review of the emergency
response plan and preparedness for the Pilgrim Nuclear Power

Station and 30 informed the Commonwealth in a letter to MCDA

on September 5, 1986.

Or: December 22, 1986, the Secretary of Public Safety, Charles
Barry, forwarded to FEMA a copy of the “"Report to the
Covernor on Emergency Pr.paredness for an Accident at the
Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station” (hereinafter called the Barry
Report). This report stated that the Massachusetts plan and
its preparedness are inadequate to protect the health gnd

safety of he public in the event of an accident at the

Pilgrin Nuclear Power Station. FTEMA was subsequently
infor=ed that the GCovernort and the Director of the
Massachusetts Civil Defense Agency' had endorsed the Barry
Report. In the course cof its self-initiated review, FEMA has

treated this report as the authoritative and currert position

of the Commonvealth.

‘ Letter from Charles Barry, Secretary of Public Safety to

Edward A, Thomas, December 22, 1086.

Letter from Robert J. Boulay, Director MCDA, to Edward A Themas,
April 10, 1987,



111. EVALUATION OF ISSUES

FEdA's Self-Initiated Review of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts Plan to protect the public in the event of sn

accident at the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station is based on:

|. Information provided by State officials at a
seeting held June 18,1986 Dby sembers of the
‘Massachusetts legislature zoncerning the
Commonwealth's plans to protect the public in

the event of an accident at Pilgram;

P Information provided by the public, and

State and local officials at a meeting held in

Duxbury June 2%, 198§,

3. Information provided by *he public, and

State and local cfficials at a meeting held in
Plysouth on June 30, [(986;

4. Information provided in the Barry Report;

€, Other information proevided the Commonwvealth

of Massachusetts concerning the Pilgrim plan as




referenced in this report;

6. The existing Massachusetts Radiological
Emergency Plans for an accident at Pilgria
which consists of the 1982 version of the State
Plan, the 1985 version of the local plans,

together with procedures and clarification

submitted since 1982,
1. The transcripts of a public meeting on the
Massachusetts plan for coping with an accident

at Pilgrim sponsored by FEMA June 3, 1982;

8. FEMA and Regional Assistance Committee

reviews of plans, and exercise of plans,

as referenced in this report.

FEMA's review (dentified six areas of major concern:

v

- Lack of a reception center for pecple evacu-
ating to the north.

- Lack of aevacuation plans for public and
private schools and daycare cen'.a"s,.

- Lack of identif{iable public shelters for the
beach population.

10



- Inadequate planning for the evacuation of
P the special needs population.

- Inadequate planning for evacusntion of the
transport dependent popt:lation.

- Overull lack of progress in planning and

apparent diminution in emergency prepa.ed-
ness.

A. Evacuation o' Zchools

lasue

FEMA's regulations call for the Agency and the RAC to use a
guidance document jointly developed by FEMA and the NRC [$ee,
44 CFR 2380.5). This document is known as NUREC-0654,
FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1. It indicates that state &and local
energency plans shall include “means for protecting those
perscns whose mobility may be impaired due to such factors as
institutional or other confinement” and further indicatan
tha® such plans aust describe the "means of relocation” for
the population (§ee, NUREG-0654, FEMA-REP-1, 1II1.J.10 (d);
11.J.10 (g); Appendix 4; and FEMA Cuidance Memorandum EV-Z).

ESMA Brevious tnderstancing

The local plans 1l ted schools and provided information on

i1



how those schools would be evacuated. Questions concerning
the evacuation of schools were raised at the June 3, 1982,

public meeting.

MCDA responded as follows:

On the lack of buses, we have made arrangements with the
MBTA to provide us with back-up buses on an on-call
needed basis to support Plymouth... on school SOP's I

know that the superintendent of schools has been working
very diligently on that.t

The Town of Plymouth responded:

We now have updated list of the drivers and their phone
numbers. wWe have lists of alternate drivers. We know the
location of all of the buses when they're not on the
road and Mr. Nicholas [(Superintendent] assured me
through established early dismissal procedures that

those buses can bLe obtained and brought to the
scheools.’

The Massachusetts Public Interest Research Croup (MASSPIRC)

alleged in "Blueprint for Chacs 1II: Pilgrim Disaster Plans

Still a Disaster”, dated July 20, 1983, that there were no

workable plans to evacuate the schools. MCDA responded tu the

MASSPIRG report: :

Existing plans and preparedness programs deal
realistically with each of the “special population
groups” identified. Loeal officials and representatives
of schools. . . bave been deeply involved in this
process. Nonetheless, MCDA recognizes that the

¢ Transcript of “"A Public Meeting on the State and Local Off-Site

A

Radiological Emergency Plan™, June 3, 1982, p. 66 .
tbid., p. 87

12



specifics of such plans reguire constant attenticn and
courdination with responsible local officials.

‘e a we recognize that more comprehensive plans are
desirable. We will be working in this area during the
coaing year.'

In its response to the MASSPIRC Petition FEMA concluded:

Although this is a weak area in the plan, it is made
clear that all of the resources of Area Il as well as
State resources w«will be brought to bear should it
become necessary to evacuate special population groups.
Transportation resources and special equipment have
been inientoried and are considered adequate. The
Plan provides that, il there is time, school children
will return home to evacuate with their families, or,

f Jdecided at the State or local level, be evacuated
in buses.?

Although detailed proceduras for school evacuation and
early dismissal were not provided to FEMA, in consideration
of the vast resources listed in the state's esergency plan
for assistance Lo municipalities during evacuations
(particularly the rescurces of the Massachusetts Bay
Transportation Authority, the State Police, and the

National Cuard), FEMA found that the plan was acceptable.

' MCDA Analyeis to The Massachusett Public Interest Group Report

“Blue Print for Chaos I1: Pilgrim Disaster Plans, Still a
Dlo§1tor'.. p. B8

' Analysis of Emergency Preparedness Issues at Pilgriam Nuclear Power

Station Raised by the Massachusetts Public Interest Croup (MASIPIRG),
FEMA, Novesber 3, 1983, p. 8

13



lasue Identification

During the June 20, 1986 public meeting in the Town of
Plysouth a citizen, whose chtldf.n were in private schools,
inquired about plans [for their evacuation. FEMA prosptly
researched the matter and discovered for the first time that

private schools were not included in the local plans.'?

FEMA igorously Jdiscussed this problem with representatives

of both the Commonwealth and Boston Edison Company

\mmediately following the meeting.

In Sis December 18, 1986 report to the Covernor, Secretary
Charles Barry stated that "ad hoc planning is clearly
inadequate when a fast-breaking incident occurs”.''He
further indicated that it would be necessary for the
Commonwealth to obtain Letters of Agraement with private bus
companies to support the evacuation of the population
needing transportation. The Co-nonwoglth also informed FEMA
that it would no longer contemplate using the resources of

the MBTA in case of an emergency at Pilgrim.

Meeting Notes, Edward A, Thomas, June 30, 1986

Report to the Governor on Emergency Preparedness for an Accident
at the Pilgrin Nuclear Power Station (Barry Report), Secretary
of Public Safety, December 16, 1986, p. 48

)



EEMA Current Pos.tion

The 1985 version of the town plans [ny P'vmcuth, [uxbury.
Carver, Kingston, and Wnruhficlg ere inadeq: "¢ in Lhat they
do not identify all private scho.''s and J veca ¢ centg’'s
within the plume expesure »mergency planning zeone. Detseiled
plans and procedures nust Le developed for these
institutions, identifying sufficient rescurces and arranging
for the availability of these resources o evacuate children

and staff in the event of an accident at Pilgrim.

The Commonweslth's current position is that it will not use
the ‘ast state controlled bus rescurces of the MBTA and that

it can no longer rely on ad hoc planning, «t least during a

fast-breaking accident, Detailed plans and procedures must,

therefore, be developed for the early dismissal and

evacuation of each community's schools and daycare centers.

In addition, Letters of Agreement with transportation
providers not wunder Jdirect control must be obtained.
Personnel designated to drive vehicles during an evacuation

BUSt 8180 receive proper training as emergency workers.

Until this is accomplished the Massachusetts Radiological

Emergency Response Plan s inadequate with respect to

18



NUREG-06534, FEMA-REP-1, Rev.l, evaluation criteria J.10 (d)

and (g). The existance of this “"inadequacy” precludes &

finding by FEMA that there is a reasonable assurance that the

public health and safety can be protected in the event of an

accident at Pilgrim.

16



B. Reception Center

issue

FEMA's regulations call for the Agency and the RAC *o use a
guidance document Jointly developed by FEMA and the NRC (See,

$4 CFR $80.31. this dJdocument is known ax NUREC-0654,
FEMA-REP-1, Rev. . It indicates that state and local
emergency plans woust describe relocation centers where

evacuees will be munitored and registered [§ee, NUREG-08%4,
FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1, I1.J.10.h and J.12).

on June 16, 1981, the Commonwealth submitted its plan to
FEMA for review and approval pursuant }o 44 CFR 350. The plan
included provision for three reception centers,. FEMA
revieved it in 1981 and provided the Commonwealth
comments censerning the reception centers. The
Commonvealth revised its plan and, in September '982, FEMA
and the RAC found the revisions for registering and

sonitoring evacuees wcceptable. The 1982, 1983, and 1988

17




exercise each tested 4 reception Jenter. In (985 the

Taunton Reception Center was found to have a "deficiency”.
The October 20, 1985 remedial exercise Jesmonstrated that

corrective actions had been taken and were acceptable.

On February o7, 1387, Robert J. Boulay, Director,
Massachusetts Civil Defense Agency, informed FEMA by

letter that the Commonwealth had relieved the Town of Hanover
of "their responsibility to serve os a reception community in

the event of an accident at Pilgrim Station”,'? No

alternative site has been identified.

EEMA Current Position

NUREG-08354/FEMA-REP-1 provides guidance on the registration

and monitoring of evacuees. J.10.h states:

Relocation centers in host areas which are at least §
miles, and preferably 10 miles, beyond the boundaries of

Letter fros Robert J. Boulay, Director, MCDA, to Edward A. Thomas,
Chief, Natural and Technological Hazards Division, February 27, 1987
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the plume exposure emergency planning zone.!?

and J.12 states:

Each organization shall describe the means for
registering and mors.oring of evacuees at relocation
centers in host areas, The personnel and equipment
available should be capable of monitoring within about
a I2<hour period all residents and transients in the
plume exposure EPZ arriving at relocation centers.

The Commounweslth's plun Jdoes not nuw provide a reception,
moritoring. and decontamination cabability for upproximate-
ly 80,000 pecple evacuating to the north. The use of ths
reception centers Lo the west and ‘outh is not in accordance
with the existing state plan; he ot bren suggested as a
viable option by the Commonwealth: and is not likely to be
logistically [feasidle. FEMA, therefore, finds that the
Massachussetts plan is inadequate with respect to NUREC-0654,
FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1, criteria J.10 (h) and J.12. The existence
of this "inadequacy” precludes a finding by FEMA that there
is & reasonable essurance that the public health and safety
can  be protected in the event of an accident

L

Before this Iinadequacy can be corre:ted s

at Pllgrim.

new reception
center must be found to‘roplnco Hanover; plans and procedures

sust be developed to register and msonitor the evacuees; and

submitted to FEMA for review,

I% Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radie
Response Plans and Preparedness in Suppoert of Nu
NUREC-0654 / FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1, November, 1980,
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C. Beach Population
lssue

FEMA regulations require the Jevelopment of & range of
protective actions for emergency workers and the public in
the plume esposure EFZ and that guidelines for the choice of

protective actions be in place. (See, 44 CFR 350.5(a)(10) ).

The primary guidance document (jointly developed by FEMA
and the NRC) used by FEMA and the RAC in reviewing off-site
emergency plans is NUREGC-0634, FEMA-REP«1, Rev 1. That
guidance Jdocument indicates on page 13 that "[t]he range of
times Dbetueen the unset of accident conditions and the start
of a major release is of the order of one-half hour to
several hours”, This statement is amplified on page 17,
Table 2, to indicate that (a) the major portion of a release
may occur in a time period ranging from as little as one-half
hour to one day after the release begins and (b) that the
travel time of the release to exposure point can range from

one~half hour to two hours at five =iles, and one hour to

four hours at ten miles.
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The appropriate protective action response in a fast breaking
accident is prompt notification of the public within the
Plume Exposure Esergency Planning Zone, either to seek
shelter (in their present location or in public shelters) or,

if conditions permil, to evacuate.

Because of the possibility that a large portion of
‘his @roup nay not have acvess to suitable shelter, or the
sbility to leave the EPZ  rapidly, protection for the beach
population requires careful analysis to determine whether
appropriate protective actions can be isplemented as required

by Evaluation Criteria J.9, NUREC-0834, FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1.

The issue of the besch population was raised at the June 3,
1982 meeting with respect to the large tourist population.

Paul Cahill, Director, Massachusetts Clvil Defense Agency at
the time, stated:

We do have planning contingencies. . .We have done time
study estimates and clear zone times for the maximum

peak population during July, which would be 132,000
People within the ten-mile radius.'?t

Transcript of “A Public Meeting on the State and Local Off-Site
Rediological Emergency Plan”, June 3, 1982, p. 24,
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MASSPIRG in its July 20, 1983 srtudy on onor{oﬁcy planning -
for Pilgrim expres.ed its opinion that the location of public
shelters should be included on maps in all emergency

information materiajs. The Commonwealth responded as follows:

The MASSPIRC report repeatedly confuses facilities for
temporary quartering (shelier areas to which wvacuens
are (efeired to from veceplion centers) and “shelter” as
protectisve action in the event of a rapidly developing
accident where evacsation is not feasible. For shelter
i & protective action, plans call for residents to
shelter in-house, and for visitors to shelter in any
available building. Since many available buildings could

potentially be utilized for shelter, sapping in this
case would be confusing.'?

tn 1982 FEMA and the RAC reviewed the issues related to
protective actions for the beach pepulation. The analysis
inciuded an examination of the evacuation time estimate for
the .drim EPZ as presented in the MCDA Area 11 Plan

Utilizing & 1990 population estimate of 152,100 pecople, this
evacuation time estimate provides for a “clear time’ for the
entire EPZ of 5.9 hours (good weather) ;nd 8.2 hours (adverse
westher). While the evacuation time estimate did not examine
specifically t' e evacuation of the beaches, wome of the data

indicate evacuation times for specific areas which include

'3 Massachusetts Civil Defense Agency (MCDA) Analysis to the Massachu-~
setts Public Interest Research Croup (MASSPIRG) Report "Blueprint
for Chaos 11: Pilgrim Disaster Plans, Still a Disaster.”, p.
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the beaches., The estimates are given below:

Location Norme l Adverse
{Hours) (Hours)
2 mile radius 2:.79 3.3
West 5 miles 1.5 6.3
South 5 miles 2.4 4.2%
North 10 miles 4.3 5.5

Most of the beach population in the Pilgria EPZ are permanent
or temporary residents (as opposed to “day trippers”).
FEMA's discussions with MCDA and local officials indicatsd
that, slthough trhe peak beach population might be
approximately 20,000 pecple, those who would not have read)
access to buildings which would provide adeguate shelter
ranged only from several dozen to possibly several hundred
people. In discussions held in 1982, State and local
officials assured FEMA that they could provide shelter for
these pecple on an ad hoc basis. FEMA and vae RAC, upen
reviewing the information from the Cosmconwealth and
eapirically examining the arsa around 'tho besches, agreed
with the Commonwealth's position that if sheltering in place

were to be the rec amended protective action, adequate

shelters couid be provided promptly on an ad hoc basis to
those who would need |(t,
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In a reversal of the Commonwealth's previously stated

position, the December 16, 1986 report frou Secretary of

Public Safety, Lharles Barry, to the Governor states:
Pecple a1t Veaches wsight be particularly vulnerable
during 4 fast-bLreaking accident at & nuclear power
station Dbecause they may not lave shelter nearby and
ndividuals may be a good distance from their
automobiles. The .ariability and cheangeability of
coastal weather s another major consideration.'?

The report concludes discussion of this issue!

Under present circumstances, the risks faced oy the
Pilgrim beach population cannot be assessed.!'’

E!\'i C ::lﬂ’ pQIl: 2N

*he Commo.wealth had previously indicated to FEMA that
the number of people at the beaches in the Pilgris EPZ
«ho may be without ready access to buildings appropriate
for shelter in & radiological accident, ranged from
several dozen to several hundred. FEMA has reviewed the

saster and, based on & visual observation and preliminary

Report to the Governor on Emergency Preparadness for an Accident
at the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station (Psrry Report), Secretary
of Public Safety, December 16, 1986, pp. 51, 52, 83,

tbid, p.31.
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antlysis, believes that the numbar of beach ygoers who may
requite public shelter are greater than the previous State
estimates and actually may range from several hundred to one,
or even two, thousand. 1In addition, the Commonwealth states
i the Barry Report ‘hat it dcol_not know whether there are
gufficient nearby buildings which could provide adequate
shelter on sore of the beaches. The Commonwealth also

(ues!ions <hether or not it #till has the capability teo

,mplement protective actions on an ad hoc basis during 2
fast-breaking accident.
There are, of course, several mitigating factors to be

considered when examining protective actions for the beach

population within the Pilgria EPZ. Firet, the beach

population Aappears to be made up largely of permanent or

Lempurary res.dents who have access to buildings

designed to minimize air infiltration and therefore, capable

of providing w=ffective shelter; second, the Dbeaches are

spread in different directions thrcughout the EPZ, ranging in

distance from as near as 1.5 miles (White Horse) to as far as

10 miles (Green Harbor) fros the plant, wsaking it unlikely

that the entire beach population would be affected initially

during on accident; third, the evacuation network in the

Pilgris plume exposure £P7 is extensive and easily

sccessible; fourth, the beach population is not concentrated
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along any one or t'wo svacuation routes; tifth, the
Commonwealth has developed workable plans for diverting
corridor and shadow evacuation traffic from the evacuation

network,'Y thus maximizing its ability to quickly evauuate

the population most at risk.

slthough these factors indicate that protective actions for
the beach population may well be adeguate currently and, W f
not, readily norrectable, FEMA can no longer state with
confidence that a reascnable assurance evists that the beach
population can be protected through prompt adequate
sheltering. Before FEMA and the RAC can make a determination

on this issue it must receive the following additional

information:

1) an updatesd gevgraphical description of the beaches and
their capacity; 2) a detailed analysis of the ULeach
population, including the number of permanent and temporary
residents and the numbar of day visitors, together with their
geographical dlnporsion;'l) an updated estimate of the length
of time it would take to evacuate the beach population; and
4) s list of suitable buildings available for sheltering the

besch population at esch beach, ‘nmeluding the capacities of

1% FEMA reviewed these plans a; part of its May i, 1984 "Anslysis
Report on Issues Related to the Pilgrim Evacustion Time Estimate”.
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these Luildings «Ad their Jdistances from the Leaches. 1t
these buildings are not open to the public,
the plans nust clearly state how they will be
sade accessible and tetters of agreement sust be ubtained

as appropriate.
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L. Speciul Needs Population

lasue

FEMA's iwegulations call for the Adency and the RAC to vse »
dvidance document Jouintly Jdeveloped Ly FEMA and the \RC [Sse.
dd SPR 230.8). This Jocument is known as NUREGC-0634,
FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1. It indicates that state and local
emergency plans shall include “seans for protecting those
persons shose mobility say be impaired aue to such factors as
institutional <r other confinement” and further indicates
that such plans nust Jescribe the "means 2f relocation” for
the population [Sge, NUREC-06854, FEMA-REP-1,11.J.10 (d);

J.10 (g); G.1 td);: end C.21).

EEMA Brevious Understanding '

The 1985 .ersian of the Town Annexes of lMassachusetts

plans state that!

Because it is not always possible 'to saintain current
lists of the handicapped individuals within local
communities, an inventory of local transportation



resoutces, bouth public end poivate, that «ould be called
Jpuh Lo ussist AN} individuals having special needs
will be Paintained

\lthough this has not yet been tcated as & wpecific exercise
objective, FEMA's observations during exarcises in the past
nave .ndicated that the (owns saintain some listing of

mobility impaired individuals or those who may be in nursing

homes .

Existing local plans do net include a list of the resources

the towns plan to use in assisting wobility iapaired peocple

during an svacuation, aithough they state:

Coordination of additicnal transportation (buses,
truchks, vans) including transportation for the
handicapped (chair-1ift vans, ambulances) will be
previded through CEP/CED, vsing standard emergency

rescurce management procedures and evailable local and
State rescvurces.

In the same vein, the MCDA, Area 2 plan states:

Resources to assist handi.capped individuals, in the
control of such specialized agercies as area councils on
aging, visiting nurses associations, handicappea sarvice
agencies, area hospitals and nuraing homes, and private
service suppliers, including cheir-lift vans and other
equipaent resources, can be sccessed by local

commaunities and through MCDA, Arsa T Keadguarters in
Bridgevater as available,

In 158] the RAC expressed its concern regerding planning far

the mobility impaired population:



The State's and locals’ plans to implement protective
seasures for the plume exposure pathway shall include
means for protecting those persons «hose mobility may be

inpaired due to such factors as institutional er other
confinement.

*he local plans require that handicapped persons inform
the town of their special transportation needs. Also
the Pilgrim 1 Area Operations Plan has a listing of
aursing homes and Jails without explaining the necessary

protective measures, These issues need to be better
addressed.

The Fommonweslth  responded to the RAC's concern in this
fanner

It has been 'he experience of the State that handicapped
persons Are not eager to make it publicly known that
they may need special assistance in evacuating for fear
that this would make them and their property more
vulnerable if this information fell into the wrong
hands . The State Civil Defense Agency ib working to

identify these individuals through various organizations
that deal with the handicapped.

The RAC in turn replied that the Ccamonwealth needed to!

{u)pdate the Plan with inforsation on the progress being

sade to identify the handicapped and provide for their
protection.

The revised RAC comsent in September 1982 stated!:

No inforsation is found in P.B.1.T7, “Protective
Alternstives” or in P.B.2, P.B.4, or elsevhere that
provil'es protection for the sobility impaired. The
State is now working on this and other special
transportation related problems with special interest
groups, Ares Directors and the local officials.

The issue of plans for the evacuation of the special needs

population was raised at & June 3, 1982 public seeting

sponscred by FEMA on the Radiological Emergency Response Plan
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for Pillgrim and at a July 21, 1982 meeting between FEMA, MCDA
and the Pilgrim alliance. The Commonwealth stated that

(t had been trying for some time to Jdevelop a listing of all
the handicapped persons in the various cosmunities without
success, due to the reluctance of handicapped pecple

for security ressons, to have their nases on lists. The
~ommonvwealih suggested that the Pilgrim Alliance contact the
office of Elderly affairs and the local Council on Aging and

.anperate with the ongeing effort of the Commonwealth to

enhance planning in this area.

In its 1982 Interim Finding, FEMA indicated that plans for
the avacuation of special needs individuals were often vague.
In consideration of the encrmous resources listed (in the
State's Emergency Plan for Assistance to Municipalities
During Evacuations, however, and the fact that efforts were
then actively underwvay to identify persons who needed special

ass.stance, FEMA accepted the plan, notwithstanding its

concern about ity ‘agueness,

The issue of planning for the wmobility impaired was then
raised in the July 20, 1983, MASSPIRC study on emergency
planning for Pilgrim. The atudy alleged that taere was no
confidential list of all physically disabled persons in the

EPZ and that there were no workable plans for their

N



evacuation.

MCDA's response to the VASSPIRG report was as follows:

JeDA has worked for vears to develop up-to-date liste of
the handicapped. This effort. has included notices in
local newspapers and continues. Practical plans for
evecuating such pecple using resources available to the
State through Executive Order 144 personnel, (such as

chastlift rvens) 4% well as local and private resaurces
‘10 "-5.&-“

tn i1ts =ffort 9 Jentify the aobility \opaired and to
lovate Lhe resources necessary to assist then during an
evacuation, the Cummonwealth has encl-sed a post card for
their use in its emergenzy public infermation brochures.
Basec upon this assrance by the Commonweanith and its efforts
te identify aebility impaired individusis FEMA concluded

that, although the planning for special needs pepulation was

weak, 1L was minimall) acceptable.

lasue ldentification

At 8 public aseting in Plymouth on Jure 130, 1986, a
representative f =+ the Commonwealth's Office of Handicapped

Affairs stated that ne contact had ever been sade with her

19 MCDA Anaiysis to The Massachusetts Public Interest Group Report "Blue

Print for Chacs 11! Pilgrim Disaster Plans, Still » Disaster” ., ¥
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office by ,launers Jdeveloping radiclogical #mergency response
plans. \lthough this statement .us in contradiction to what
MLDA officials had previcusly led FEMA to believe, no state

representative denied the allegation at the meeting.

An December 16, 1086, Secretary of Public Safety, Charles
Barr', sent & report to the Soverner concerning the Zilgrim
Energerc: Flan. The report was accepted by the Covernor and

the Directar of YCDA, The Barry Report states:

Plans should contain & goad estimate of transportation
needs and lists of locally available vehicles of each
Lype. Having identified needs which uannot be met, the
plans should identify buses, ambulance, .and chair vans
available bevond the EPZ which can be mobilized. Where
necessary, letters ¢f agreement should be concluded with

private companies shich will supply vehicles in an
emergency. ..

The current plans for trancportation dependent
populstions in the Pilyrim EPZ vommunities are far too
rudimentary. .. While wsume progress has been made in

identifying mobility impaired individuals, much work on
tnis satter remains to be done.'?

in addition the Commonwealth has detersined that the
preferred source of bus transpertation for the Pilgria
esergency plan will be uae of local, private bus companies.

Massachusetts no longer plans to use the MBTA to provide

14 Report to the Covernor on Esergency Preparedness fo. an Accident
at the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station (Barry Report), Secretary
of Public Safety, Deceabur 16, 1988, pp. 31, 52, 5).
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transportation (esources to the communities in the Pilgrim
EPZ in the event of nuclear accident. Although letters
of agreement with private bus companies do not currently

exist, the Commenwealth plans te work with the companies

to obtain them. !

E!“‘! e Etlﬂ! Egl-'i*n

FEMA and the RAC reviewed this matter in 1981 and 1982 and
accepted the Commonwealth's posiiion that aufficient spezial
plans were currently in  place for the mobility
impaired; sufficient resources had been identified,
additional work was underway, and ad hoc response capability
coula further enha=ce this effort. Since then, howevar,
questiuns have azisen as to tha asount of effort that has
been expended and is being expended ‘o identify msobility
impaired individuals and to plan adequately for their needs
in the event of an incident at the Pilgrias Nuclear Power

Station. No significant revision to t;o Commonweanlth's plan

has been submitted to FEMA since 1982,

1\ Report to the Governcr on sa.rgency Preparedness for an Accident
at the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station (Barry Report), Secretary
of Public Safety, December 16, 1986, p. 51 et. seq.
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N, he Commonwesiil has indivated that it no longer plans
o use he L ast, readily Jccessible, state controlled
resuurces of the MBTA for evacuating the mobility imapaired
population of the Pilgriam EPZ. To date it has offered no
substitutivun for this resource. | The Commonwealth's own
Gffice of Nendicapped  Affairs has nade
Jncentraiwried statesents that sdequate planning for the

sobility .mpeired has not Leen implemented.

FEVMA ,therefore, can no longer state with confidence that a
~eascnable Assurance exists that the health and safety of
mobility .mpaired pecple can be protected in tAe event ef an
accident a4t the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station. Before FEMA
and the FAC can make a determination on this issue additional
informaticon s needed. This inforsation must include the
Jpuated, sumprehensive procedures wsed to identify the
sobility impaired, together with the progras in place to
periodically review and update all relevant inforsation
pertaining to them, the resources available to meet the needs

v

of the this group; and letters of agreement for the use of

Lthese resources as appropriate.



E. Transportati.n Dependent Population

lasue

FEMA'S regulations call for the Agency and the RAC to use .

duidance Jocument Jointly developed by FEMA and the NRC (Ses.

14 CPR180.351. This document i knosn &8 NUREG-0854,
FEMA-REP- L, Re\ . 1t indicates that state and loca)
rmergenc’ glans Aust jescrite the ‘means of relocation’ for

the population [§ee, NUREG-0654, FEMA-REP-1, 11.J.10t8) ).

EEMA Bre.isus Lnderatanding

The 1983 pilgrim Ares Town Annexes 1o the Vassachusetts

Statle Rad.ological Emergency Response Plans state:

{Ti1he primary means for evacuation ... would be private
auto. .. (Thel plan recogniszes Lhat while not every
individual has access Lo & vehicle at a given time,
consideravlie sharing of vehicle space among neighbors
will weccommodate ao8t EevVMCuUeRs . .. Contractor scrool
buses may be used to wmove those without poruoall aeans
of transportation.

tn 1981 the FEMA/RAC Review questioned the adequacy of the
state and local plans tO iaplenent relocation from the

pilgrim EPZ. The FEMA/RAC Review of the 1982 revision of the
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State Flan ndicated 'hat rurther planning 88 needed in

ordes to prolect persons, ithout access Lo an sutomobile,

evacuating the Pilgrim EPZ.

The issue of how transportation is 10 be providad fer those
remporarily «F permanenti) «ithout access to &n sutomobile
<88 Lrought wp 884N st the June 3, 1982 public meeting
~oncerning PiLigrim. WCDA's response L9 this concern -as that
L had ®mede srrangements  with the Massachusetts Bay
Transportation sLoinority (@8 #ia’”® sqency) to provide buses Lo

the Pilar @ EPZ on an "as needed” basis.

this issue vas slse reised in MASSPIRG's July 20, 1983 study
on emergency planning for Pilgrim “hich claimed that &
substantial segnent of the population will require public

Leansportation n order ' evacuate, MCDA responded %O the

MASSPIRC report as follows:

According to studies conducted there are sufficient
privately owned vehicles te provide the genersl
population with transportation during an evacuation.
Mass-transportation rescurce lists provide additional
capability if required.

Needs have bren assessed and & mam transit inventery
has been prepared to seet Lhese needs . V!

”

1 MCDA Analysis to The Massachusettin public Interest Croup Report
Print for Chaos I1: pilgris Disaster Plans, Still » Disaster .,
p. 4
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wWhile specific, detailed procedures were not available,
FEMA, in consideration of the enorsous resources listed in
the State's Esergency plan for assistance 9 sunicipalities
during an evacuation and Dbecause the state nad made

lfflhl.l.h‘l for use of the resources from other state

agenciesd (including the ast and readily sccessible
resources sf the IBTAD, found that this planning “as
sdequate.

lasve identificelash

At pubBlas peetings N goston (June 18, 19861, Duxbury
(June 35, 1986) and Plymouth (June 10, 1986, questions
about the Con.on-cokth'. provisien for \ransportation for
pecple without ready access Lo an automobile were repentedly

raised. The Connonuoulth" genersl response WAS that this

satter needed further study and anAalysis.

The Deceaber 16, 1986 report from Secretary of Public Safety,

Charles Barry vro the Governer states:

T ansport dependent populations include people without
access o & private sutomebile, school children and

ie




childyen e care while school 8 \n  session,
nospi'al snd nursing home cesidents, and other

plans should contain & good estimate of Lransportation
needs ond 1ists  of 1ocally available vehicles of each
Lype: Having Ldontt(xod needs which cannot be set, the
plans should Ldentify buses, asbulance. and chair Ve
availaple peyund the gP2 ~hich cean e mobilized Where
necwdndi lettlers of sgreement should be .oncluded with

privale companied Shich will wuppl) .ehivles in an
nncr‘cn;)

The syrrent plans for trunnpcrt.tkon dependent
pcpu;.u._no \n the pilagrim [ 4 24 communities ore far t00
rud imenLary o Clearld petter plans to proside for the

needs of all Lransportation dependent pepulatxont in the
L TRY 1R £P2 .an and aust Le propazod."

FEMA  and the RAC reviewed LhiS satter .n 1981 and 1982 and
accepted Lhe Con.on-oulth‘; positien that planning in=place
rogether <ith plans re utilize sdttt;onol)y 9rovxdod
resources ©f an ad hee pasis wAS minimally adequate. since
then, questions nave Arisen st public neetings and, recently,
in the Barry Report Lteell as to the adegquacy of the
Connouuoslth‘n .ro-pxsnninc for evacuation of the transport
dependent pepuluttoa. The Co.nonvoslth states in the Barry

Report that it ean 0O longer provide adequate resources

11 Report '° vhe Governor °of faergency Preparedness for an Accident
at the pilgrim wvuclear Power gration (Barry Report). Secretary
of Public Safety, Decenber 18, 19868, PP
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reeds . !

The Commonweslth committed \(tselfl Lo addressing these Lssues

and resolving the problems brought to its sttention.

Exercises testing the Commonwesalth's emergency plan were
conducted on March 3, 1982, June 29, 1982 and Septeaber §,
1908, s no fault drill was held on August 15, 1984 and »

Resedial Exercise was performed on October 29, 19885,

During these exercises “deficiencies “areas

requiring
corrective action”, and "areas recomsended for improvement’
were identifled. As FEMA now uses the term, “deficiencies’

are problenss identified in plan implementation which preclude

s finding that a plan is adequate to protect the health and

safety of the public. “Areas reguiring corrective agtien’

are defined as inadegquacies in State and local governaent
performance cbserved during an exercise; although their
correction is required, they are not considered, by
themselves, to adversely impact public bhealth and safety.
“Aress recosmended for laprovesent” are defined as problen
areas observed during an exercise that are not considered to

adversely lspact public health and safety. The Commonwealth

t4¢ Followeup to the June 3, 1982 Public Meeting, FEMA, p. |
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has moved quickly i@ solve the 'Jo!kcscncsco'- For example,
during “he September g, 985 wexercise FRMA (dentified four

deficiencies, and vassachusetts had resolved them all bY

october 239, 1988,

Many difficulties N the plan, ainor when considered
individually plus nuserous “areas requiring sorrective
action  LeBBLE sneorrected. Thesn unresolyed problems include
virtually everything identifled N the 1982 RAC review;
gsany Lasues sutstanding from the reports on the March 3,
982, June 29, 1983 Exercises, all issues identified in the

Septenber g, 1985 Exercise (escept the deficiences which were

proaptl) resedied).

A revias of the transcript of the June 3, 1982 public peeting

hneld Lo receive lecal input indicates that the rommonwealth

nas failed generulily o keep the commitments Lt sade At that

tise 0O uypgrade iL8 energency plan. Many of the improvenents

in emergency planning promised at the public seeting relate

Lo items discussed in other sections of this review, such as

vransportation dependent people, school children, and the
besch population. However, other planning and preparedness
{ssues, not directly related to the sbove, reas.n outstanding
(g;;. e.h. 1981, 1982 RAC Reviews, and 1988 Exercies

Report). For exasple, letters of agreesent for tow trucks and

4



enow plow uperators have not bLeen obtained: @ schedule for
veaining of emergency workers has not been submitted; and &

schedule for the required drills has not been forthcoming .

on March &, 1985 and October 303 1988 FEMA advised the
Yassachusetts Director of Civil Defense that, because the
Commonweaith had been Jnresponsive to many of its comments on
planning problens, FEMA must cease procol;xﬁc the
commonwealth's request for formal spproval of the State and
local plan o protect the public in the event of an sccident
at Pilgrim. The Report of Secrevacy of Public Safety Charles
Barry, issued in December, 1986, generally scknowledges that
the probienms identified by FEMA in its plan reviews and
evercise reperts are valid and shovld be addressed in AN
srderly fashion. In addition, Secretary Ba.ry concluded that
the Massachusells plans to protect the public in the event
of an sccident at Pilgrim are not adequate. The Commonwesalth
nas not, to date, submitted plan improvements responsive to

FEMA's BmaADY concerns (8 vielatien of NUREG-0684, FFMA-REP-]
evaluation eriterin N.§, P.4, and P.10).

puring the past fifteen months representatives of FEMA have
’orttetpotod in nauserous public and interagency peetings

concerning the Commonwealth's plan, FEMA has chserved that

W



the esergenc: plan fer pilgrim does not withstand gerutiny in
the Areas described elsewhere in this report and that thers
s general 1ack of progress in ectuslly resolving the
aumerous probless jdentifled with ity discussed AURIA: FEMA
has 8ls0 noticed that fLate civil Defense 'oroonnox vho
attended recent meetings were often anfamilinr with the plan
and, therefore, were unable Lo answer questions or otherwine
aquaint the public and media about matters addressed in the
current pian. fFurthermore, trom FEMA'S ohaervation of the
intersction petween state and local emergency poroonnol it
is apparent that there has been & 1ack of coordination

petween Lhese Lavels of government in training and plan

I.lh“lh.hc..

FEMA  has not received any evidence thit @A annusl training
progras for emergency workers ot the state ond local
levels, o8 required ®Y evaluation criterinre e of NJREG-0684,
FEMA-REP-1, Rev.1, has been developed cr iepl sented. Based
on FEMA'S observations at the public suetings, ve doubt that

such & progras s being sarried out.

FEMA understands that the Bosten gdison Company has
recently invited State and loecal governments to participate
in emergency planning drille. FEMA is not awvare of the

extent of State and local porttetytttcn. however, nor has it

oS



been apprised f the scope, depth and resuits of the
drills.

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has not submitted the
Annual Letter of Certification, required by FEMA in Cuidance
Memorandum PR-1, October 1, 1988, flu order to facilitate the
monitoring of REFP planning and preparedness requirements as
prescribed in S“UREC-0654, FEMAREP-1; and 44 CFR 250", Oon
“ctober 4, 198% FEMA sent a  letter to MCDA informing it of
the requirement to submit a letter of certification by
Janvar; 21, 1986 for cealendar year 1985. FEMA repeated its
request on July 31, 1986;: and on January 8, 1987, requested
both the 1985 and 1986 Annual Latters of Certification. Teo
date it has received no response to any of its regquests. FEMA

therefore has no basis for believing that the Communication

Srills (N.2.4), Medical Emergency Drill (N.2.¢), Radiological

Monitoring Orill IN.2.4) and Health Physics Drill (N.2.¢) set

forth in NUREC-0854, FEMAREP-1, Rev. 1. have been conducted
and Jocumented as required wunder evaluation criteria N.3,.4.
In addition, FEMA has no assurance that a means to evaluate
the observer comments and implement c;rrcetxvo actions has

been developed as required under evaluation criterion N.§.

For the following reascns, therefore, FEMA can no longer

state with confidence that a reasonable assurance exists that
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‘he health and safety of the public van be protected in the
evant of an accident at the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station:
(1) the Commenwealth has failed to correct the numerous
problems noted in FEMA's review of its plan and during it's

exercises as required by 44 CFR 350.9(a), and evaluation
criterion N.3 of NUREC-0654, FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1; (2) it has
not updated its plan, and 8o sdvised FENA of its actions, on

Af ARNuUal basis a8 required o)y evaluation criterion P.4 of

SLUREC-06%4, FEMAREP«1, Rev. 1; (3) it has not iaplesented

State and local training as required by evaluation criterien

0.5 of NUREG-06354, FEMA-REP-1, Rev., 1, (4) it has not pursued

an asdequate program of public educativn and inforsation for
the media a8 required by evelustion criterion G.§ of

NUREC-08%4, FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1; (5) and it has not, despite

AURETrOUS [ SQuUests, subsitted to FEMA the required Annual
Letters of Cer*ification for calendar years 19585 and 1986,
(8) In addition, representatives of the Comscnwealth have
indicated that the state and local plan is inadequate; and
(T) they have bean unable to answer numerous gquestions posed
by the public and by local officials }u public meetings as
required by evaluati’sn criteria: 6.1, 6.2, 6.5, 0.1, 0.2,

0.4, and 0.9, and P-1 of NUREG-06854, FEMAREP-!, Rev. 1.

We also note that additional areas of plan weakness are

identified in the attached FEMA Report, "Analysis of

7



Fmergenc! Preparednass lssues at Pllgrim \uclear Power

Station Raised in a Petilicn to the NRC Dated July 18§,

1986." while FEMA did not find these aress of plan veakness '

vere sufficient to sustain the contentions raised in the
petition, resolution of these weaknesses would certainly
enhance the State's ability te protect the public. FEMA will
therafors be oclosely menitoring the State's

progress in
resclyving these asatters,

is



IV, CONCLUSION

FEMA has analyzed the information provided at the Spring,
1986 meetings as well as additional information provided by
the Commonwealth and the public subsequent to those meetings.
Based on this analysis and & review of the Massachusetts plan
FEMA determines that the Massachusetts plan is inadegquate to
protect the health and safety of the public in the event of
an sccident at the Pilgrim Nuclesar Power Plant and cannot be
jsplemented until the inadequacies noted in this Self-
Initiated Review and Intarim Finding sre corrected. Because
of the changed circusstances discussed above, the finding of
sdequacy contained in the Interim Finding of of Septeaber

29, 1982 no longer applies and that Interin Finding i»s

hereby superceded.

FEMA will continue to work with, and provide tachnical
sssistance to, the Commonweslth of Massachusetts in its
effort te fulfill its responsibility teo develop @

rediclogical emergency re-uvonse plen to protect the health

and safety of its citizens.

"
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Docket No. 5C-293

Mr. 6. Carl Andognini

Boston Edison Corpany

M/C NUCLEAR

800 Boylston Street

Boston, Maisachusetts 02199

Pear Mr. Andognini:

resent Pilgrim Nuclear Power on (

on complies with ‘ re\yin? on existing equipment,
TREFETGOre, you have concluded that a Containment Air Dilution (CAD
system is not required and requested that we delete FSAR Amendment 3§

from your docket,

Since the s

taff had concluded during the original licenst

nee
capadility exists as you have stated,

we roqu;cﬁt th:t you ]ﬁ
an analysis of the ex ¥ .

LR ease include su 34 SFUS Te
.5quiphen!'?3ﬂﬁli.acc with 10 CFR S0 Appendix A Criteria 41, 42 and 43,
Your subnittal should also include progosod Technical Specifications

e

for the existing equiprent that would used for post-LOCA hyd
control, We have included am excerpt lroq the latest version of z;.lut
STS (NUREG 0123 Revisior 2) for your use as a model in preparing
appropriate specifications, .

-

this letter,
orma ﬂC_C__!

Your cooperation with us is appreciated,

Sincerely,

Thomas &3 lm\iu.guf

Operating Reactors Branch 43 ; v
Division of Operating Reactors

Enclosyre:
Excerpt from GE-STS

. - g
- -
v - . <

-
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ST FREEDOM OF INFORMATION
ACT REQUEST
Director
Office of Administration ‘ FoIa 41 ""
U.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 2055! @HJJ""
In re: Freedom of Information Act Request
No, 88-__, Concerning Pilgrim Nuclear Power
Station

Dear Sir:

In accordance with the provisions of the Freedom of
Information Act, 5 U.S.C., §5%2 and Part 9, Sudpart A of 10

C.P.R.,, it is requested tha* the records identified below be made
available for inspection and copying:

1. Records of any votes taken by the Commission, an) records or
transcripts of Commission meetings, with respect to the
shutdown >f *he Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station, or the
restart t’ sreof, on or after April 12, 1986,

2. All SECY papers, attachments thereto, records and other
materials supporting or !orntn, the basis for positions
taken therein on the subject of the Pilgrim Nuclear Power
Station, prepared on or after January i, 1980,

3. All records prepared or dated on or aiter Jlnucv‘ ¢ 1980
(but excluding documants included on Docket Mo, $0-29)
accession listings available from the Public Document Room)
of NRC Region 1, the Office of the Executive Director for

rations, the Office of Inspection and Enforcement, the
Office of lavestigations, the Office of Nuclear Reactar
lo,ulotsoa. the Office of Nuclear Materials Safety and
Safeguards, the Advisory Committee for Reactor Safeguards,
the Office for Evaluation of Operational Data, and the NRC
Emergency Operations Center which (iscuss, refer to, take
positions on, or form the tasis for decisions concerning,

the performance of the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station in the
following areas:

B § G BEIEF— 3pp
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A. Management
B. Staffing
C. Organization and Organization Structure
D. Radiation Protection
E. Quality Assurance
F. Surveillance
G. Maintenance
H. Cffsite Emergency Planning
1. Fire Protection
J. Security
K. Management Response to NC Regulatory Activities

All records of Region I, the Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, the Commission, the Office of Inspection and
Enforcement, or other Staff or Commission offices relating
to, discussing or forming th basis or support for, the
Dirzctor's Decision (DD-87-14) dated August 21, 1987,

All records (other than those categuries of documents
excluded from Item 3) of any office referred to in Item 4,
above, discussing, descrlibing, assessing, evaluating, or
otherwise relating to actions by the NRC staff, FEMA, the
ACRS, or other NRC or Commission offices, to follow-up or
monitor actions by Boston Edison Company, the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts, other jurisdictions within the 1l0-mile
emergency planning zone for Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station,

to address issues raised in the Director's Decision (DD-87-
14) dated August 21, 1987,

All records of the NRC offices referred to in Item 4
discussing, describing, assessing or evaluat.ng, or
otherwise relating to actions of the NRC staff to evalua’
the July 1987 Restart Plan, and other actions by Boston
Edison Company, its agents or contractors, relating to the
restart of tiue Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station.

All records of communications (whether written or oral and
occurring from April 12, 1986 to the present) between any
office of the NRC Staff, or of the Commission or offices
reporting directly to it, and Boston Edison Company,

concerning the status or startup of the Pilgrim Nuclear
Power Station,

All records of communications (whether written or oral, and
occurring from April 12, 1986 to the present) between any
office of the NRC Staff or of the Commission or offices
reporting directly to it, and FEMA, other Federal or State
agencies or goverumental entities, or persons concerning the

status, startup, or issues relating to startup, of the
Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station.



9. All records in the possession of any NRC Staff or Commission
office pertaining to (a) the evaluation by FEMA, NRC, or any
other entity or agency, of the adequacy of offsite emergency
plans for the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station, and (b) the
conduct and/or evaluation of drills, full scaie/full
participation or partial scale/partial participation
2xercises conducted or planned for the Pilgrim Nuclear Power
Station.

For purposes of this request, "record" or "document" is
defined to include, but not be limited to, notes, memoranda,
reports, meeting minutes, logs, transcripts, letters, position or
policy papers, interpretations of requirements, and guidance
documents, and refers to drafts as well as any final version of
any racord or document requested.

Sinc ly,
‘TQ,%,‘&-
e E/f Jo Esq.
(202)944-438

GEJ/vegq



