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A E NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
¢ WASHINGTON, D. C. 20655
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Mr. Williai J, Catacosinos

Chairman and Chief Executive Officer
Long Island Lighting Company

175 East 01d Country Road
Hicksville, NY 11801

Dear Mr, Catacosinos:

It 1s our understanding from the media reports that Long Island Lighting
Company and the State of New York have reached an agreement, at least in
principle, which, 1f finalized would effect the transfer of the Shoreham plant
to a s ate agency for shutdown and perhaps decommissioning.

As the penultimate paragraph in the enclosed FEMA letter of Ma{ 31, 1988 to
me indicates, 1t 1s important that LILCO inform the NRC promptly of any change
to 1ts plans to proceed with ‘ts pending application for a license to operate
the Shoreham plant, It is important that you provide this information to the
NRC at the earlfest possible time.

You understand, of course, that any transfer of the Shoreham plent {s subject
to the prior review and approval of the NRC in accordance with tue provisions
of 10 CFR Part 50,

Sincerely,

Victor St ' Jr
Executive Director
for Operations

Enclosure:
FEMA 5/31/88 Letter
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

MAY 8| 1988

Mr. Victor Stello, Jr.

Executive Director for Operations
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr, Stello:

On January 27, 1988, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) requested

the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to review Revision 9 of
Long Island Lighting Company's (LILCO) offsite emergency plan for the
Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, under the provisions of the April 1985
NRC/FEMA Memorandum of lUnderstanding and certain criteria and assumptions,
as indicated below. FEMA was also requested to provide a finding, 1.e.,
indicate whether in the framework of those criterfa and assumptions, FEMA
has reasonable assurance that the plans can protect the health and safety
of the public living in the vicinity of the plant.

We were requested to review the plan under the criteria of the interim-use
document entitled Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radfological
Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power

Plants (Criteria for Utility Offsite Planning and Preparedness). That
document has been published as Supplement 1 to NUREG-0654 /FEMA-REP-1, Rev.l.
As requested by NRC, FEMA also used 3 assumptions 'r reviewing and evaluating
the LILCO plan, Those assumptions are that in an actual radiological
emergency, State and local officials that have declined to participate

in emergency planning will:

1)Exercise their best efforts to protect the health and safety
of the pudblic,

2)Cooperate with the utility and follow the utility plan, and

3)Have the resources sufficient to impl ement those portions
of the utility offsite plan where State and local response
1s necessary.

It is further understocd that in any subsequent hearinas or litigation
related to the plan review or exercise, NRC will defena the above assumptions.

Enclosed is a report on the results of a full review of Revision 9 of the

LILCO plan, conducted by FEMA Region 11 and the Regional Assistance Committee
(RAC), using the criteria and assumptions specified by NRC. Based on
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that evaluation, Revision 9 contains 17 inacequacies. More detail on the
review process and the inadequacies 1s contained in the enclosed report

from FEMA Region 11 to FEMA Headquarters. Based on these inadequacies,

and the recammendation of FEMA Region I, FEMA does not have reasonable
assurance under Revision 9 that the public health and safety can be protected
in the vicinity of the Shoreham Nuclear Power Station,

However, planning for the exercise may go forward for the reasons noted

below. Fi=st, the utility has already provided FEMA Region Il and the RAC
with proposed plan changes Lo address these inadequacies. We understand that
these changes were incorporated into Revision 10 of the plan. Eleven of the
inadequacies in Revision 9 required reiatively minor changes and the utility's
proposed changes were responsive to the RAC/FEMA concerns. For the six
inadequate elements requiring more substantive revision, five of these [(i.e.,
provisions for communication with New York State (F.1.0), the public information
program for residents, transients, and the agricultural community (G.1.a-e,
G.2, and J.11), and written agreements for “first-call” commitments with
companies supplying supplementary buses for a “one-wave" evacuation of school
(J,10.9)], will not affect the conduct of the exercise. With regard to the
remaining inadequacy that must be evaluated at the exercise [i.e., planning
for the monitoring and decontamination of school children evacuated after a
release (J.12)], FEMA Region Il provided technical assistance to the utility
to expedite the resolution of this issue for fts inclusion in Revision 10.

On May ¢3, 1988, NRC requested FEMA to conduct a full RAC review of Revision 10
of the plan and provids a finding by July 29, 1988, NRC has also requested
that the Rev'sion 10 changes be incorporated into the exercise play of the
upcaming Shoreham exercise, now scheduled for the week of June 6, 1988,

Since FEMA would not be able to cooplete a full RAC review in that short time
frame, FEMA Region Il has agreed to review the changes, coordinate with the
RAC where necessary, and incorporate them into the evaluation of the exercise.
A cursory review has been performed by FEMA Region 1l of the sections of
Revision 10 relating to the inadequacy concerning the monitoring and decon-
tamination of school children mentioned above in connection with element

J.12. Based on that review, we have concluded that the inadequacy has been
addressed in a manner sufficient to permit an adequate demonstration of the
monitoring and decontamination function in the exercise.

We note also that on April 27, 1988, the Director of the Coanecticut Office

of Civil rreparedness notified LILCO that his office “would participate

in an interstate exercise only in full coordination with the participating
states and local governments, We have received no such coordination,”

He further indicated that his office will not “conduct any exercise evaluation
activities or any simulation activities during the proposed rxercise conducted
by LILCO." This was fully discussed by members of our staffs on May 3, 1988,
As discussed at the meeting, although the State of Connecticut has not witharawn
from participation in offsite emergency planning for the Shoreham plant, 1t
will be considered by NRC as a non-participating government for purposes of
the exercise. As a consequence, as stated in NRC's memorandum of May 26, 1988,
NRC staff finds appropriate that the role of the State will be simulated
through the use of a control cell, since the participation of the State is

not reasonably achievable.



We have also received the May 26, 1988 confirmation from NRC staff that the
May 25, 1988 advisory opinion from the Atomic Safety Licensing and Appeal
Board does not change NRC staff's view that the current objectives for the
exercise would constitute 2 qualifying exercise under NRC requlations. t is
also our understanding that this confirmation P ° the concurrence of the NRC
Office of General Counsel.

The above pre-exercise arrangements notwithstanding, we think 1t only prudent
to raise the question of whether tne planned FEMA-evaluated exercise should
procevd at this time. It is our understanding that only recently, LILCO and the
State of New York reached agreement in principle which will allow for the
closing of the Shoreham plant, While it is possible that final agreement

may not be reached, there is also the probability that Shoreham will not
continue to operate. In 1ight of the additional experditure of funds about

to be spent related to the Shoreham exercise, 1t would be more judicious, 1In
FEMA's view, to postpone a FEMA-evaluated exercise at least until further
~esults f-om the negotiations between LILCO and N - York are made public. Of
course, postnonement of the exercise would not prohibit continued planning and
plan review 1itigation. Since there are only 4 working days left bafore the
scheduled start of the exercise activities, please let us know in writing Dby
COB June 1, 1988, of your position on this matter. If you agree with FEMA'S
position, we would also ask you to advise LILCO, If you disagree, please
include your full rationale.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me or Dave MclLoughlin
at 646-3692,

Sincerely,
)

fownt Ffm

'39/V Grant C. Peterson
/ Associate Director
State and Local Programs

o E A
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Federal Emergency Mauagement Agency
Pegionll 26 Federal Plaza  New York, New York 10278

Mav B, 1088

MEMORANDUM FOR: Grant Peterson
Associate Director.
State and Local Programs and Support

o )
FROM: Jack Sable rsq B
Regional Director
SUBJECT: RAC Review Comments for the ' 1LCO Local

Offsite Radiological Emergency Respcnse Plan
for Shorehsm, Revision 9

Per vour request of February 16, 1988 attached is the review of
the referenced plan which has been conducted by the Red¢ion 11
Regional Assistance Committee (RAC). As referenced on each page
of the document, this review has been conducted in accerraance
'ith the interim-use and comment document jeintly developed bV
FEMA and NRC entitled: Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of
Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support
of Nuclear Power Plants (Criteria for Utility Offsite FPlanning
and Preparedness); NUREG-0654/FEHA-REP-1. Rev. 1, Supp. 1. In
reviewing this plan, FEMA and the RAC have assumed that in an
actual radiological emergency, State and local officials that
have declined to participate in emergency planning for the
Shoreham plant will:

(1) Evercise their best efforts to protect the health and
safety of tne public;

(2) Cooperate with the utility and follow the utility
offsite plan; and

(3) Have the rescurces gufficient to implement those
portioas of the utility offsite plan where State and
local response is necessary.

Although Revision 9 constitutes g major revision, affecting more
than 1000 pages of LILTO's plan, the Local Emergency Response
Or.nnization's (LEF )'s) concept of operations remains essentially
unchanged frow previous versions of the plan that have been
reviewed. Therefore, this review builds upon RAC comments
developed for previous revisions (Revs. 1, 3. 5, 6, 7, and 8) of
the plan and this updated review reflects current operations,
resources and status of the utilitv's offsite emergercy planning
effort., The following steps were taken 'n completing this

review:
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G. Peterson
May 6 1988
S Page 3 of J

assurance that adeqguate protective measures <al be taken 1in the
event ot a radiclogica emergency at Shorenham.

Planning for the e° ~-ise can go forward for two reasons.
First, the utili? 18 provided Reglon 1] and the K with
proposed plan ¢h zes to address tnese inadequacles that would De i
. incorporated, prior to the exercise, into Revision 10U ol the
plan. Eleven 11 ~f these inadeguacles require relatively minor
changes, and tne t1litv's proposed changes are responsive to the
KA FEMA concerns. Second, for the s1X (D inadequate elements
requiring mere substantive revision, fiv (5) of these (1.e.,
provisions for communications Ww1ith Vew York State, element
F b: the public information program for res)dents, transients
and the agricultural community, elements G.l1 a-e, G.2 and J.1l1}
i anc writcen agreements for "first-call’ comm tments with
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y companies sSupplying supplementary buses for a "'one-wave
evacuation of schools, eiemen J 11l not be exercised.
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the exercise i.e., planning for the monitoring anad
decontamination of scnool hildren evacaated atter a rclieasc
element J.12), FEMA 1s proviainsg technical assistance o tl
utility to expedite tne resolution of this 1ssue [oOr “
inclusion ia Revision 1

wWirh respect to LILCN’s submission of Revision 10, FEM. w1l

review the plan changes, coordinate with tne RAL, ana
incorporate them 1n the evaluation of the exe
additional changes De forthcoming, every effort will be maaqe
incorporate them 1n the exercise as well.
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Based on all of the above, I recommend that the exercilse proceed

as planned. I1f you have any questions, please contact Mr. lhor
W. Husar, Chairman, Regional Assistance Committee, at FTS 649~

B&EVI

\ P,
Attachment
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MIMORANDUM FOR: Distribution List TELEFAX

/
vermon Acdler, Uc'kfékf:f\cu;(i-gq
7/ 'S

Federa) Radiologica’ Emergency Response Plan (FRERT)
Revisicr Work Group Meeting - May 12, 1988

FROY:

SUBJICT:

Tre peonle named on the gistripution 14st efther attendec or were {nyi%e?
se attend meetings of the Work Group drafting changes to the Federe’
(FREEP) Plan, At the Test meeting (Apri) 18), the Work GroJr a3reed o
meet again on May 12, 1688, to discuss the results of their respeciive
agency s fu'l revies of the Decerder 21, 1967, That meeling wit! be
canvanes 4% 9.00 am in the FEMA E1CC, Task Forze Area A",

The obiective of the discussion on changes %0 The FRERP 4s to arrive at
definitive Governnent guidance for drafting the next fteration, 1 encourage
you to prepare yuur comments fn writing, to the extent practicadle,

to facilitete mutus) understanding of each agency's concerns.

1 Yook ferward to @ productive meating with the Work Group next Thursday.

Distribution

Ear) Ashwerth
Bi1) Belfcrd
George Bickerton
gruce Blancrare
Sen Boszman
Gereld Boyd
Larry Burt
Marry Calley
wendel) Corriker
Frank Conge!
Robert Conley
Grant Dillon
Dick Gardner
Kathy Gant

Kent Gray

Leven Gray

Dave Johnson

Ed Jordan
Walter Kordek
Ray Kulbitskas
Lt. Col. Larson
Alex Martin
Allen Nash

Pat Payne

Tom Peutershan
Al Seddon

Pete SV

John Steiner
Li111an Stone
Gordon Tass
Don Thompson

Ed Tisdale
Bernfe Weiss

DNA
WBANCS
USDA
o))
KD
FEMA
coC
EPA
pOT
NRC
USDA
YA
DOC(NOAA)
DOE-ORNL
coc
NASA
NCS
NRC
BOM
NSSC
DO
HHS
F8l
00S
HKS
F8l
DOT
DNA
00!
6SA
HHS
KHS -
NRC

SAr




May 26, 1988

MEMORANDUM FOR: Richarc b, Krimm
Assistant Associate Directer
Office of Natural and Technological
Hazards Programs
Fedara) Emergency Management Agency

=

FROM: Frank J. Congel, Director
Division of Radfation Protection
ar¢ Emergency Preparedness
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: OBJECTIVES FOR THE SHOREHAM EXERCISE

This documents a telephone conversation with your staff on May 25, 1988:

1. We have revicwed the May 25, 1988 merorandum from the Appes! Board
reg;rding the scope of the February 1986 emergency preparedness exercise
at Shorehan. ‘

2. The view expressed {n my May 20, 1988 memorandum to {ou regarding the
completeness of the present objectives for the June 1988 Shoreham exercise
¢  phas not changed; 1.e., we belfeve that these objectives constitute a
*qualifying” exercise under 10 CFR part 50, Appendix E, Section IV.F.1.

3,  The view expressed by NRC {n the May 3, 1988 meetin {n your office regarding
the handling of the State of Connecticut's non-part cipation has not
changed; 1.e., their participation is not reasonably achievable and the

use of & control cel)l s appropriate.

1 believe that the Licensing Board's memorandum supports the NRC and FEMA
judgement that the Shoreham exercise test as wuch of the emergency plans as is
reasonably achievable. 1f you have any ques..ons please cell me at 452-1088.

riginal signed by Richard J. Barrett

Frank &, Congel, Director
Division of Radiation Protection
and Emergency Preparedness
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

CONTACT:
Edward M. Podolak, Jr., KRR
492-3167

DISTRIBUTION:
e attache

«SEE PREVIOUS CONCURRENCE /{
PEPB/NRR? $C/PEPB/NRR® C/PEPB/NRR®  OGC* o/ml/ e

EMPodolak:1r  CRVan Niel wOTravers EJReis FiConge)
§/26/88 5/26/88 5/26/%8 5/26/88 5/24/88
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Mr, John D, Leonard, Jr,
Long Island Lighting Company

(] 4

Stephen B, Latham, Esq.
John F, Shea, III, Esq.
Twomey, Latham & Siea
Attorneys at Law

Post Office Box 398

33 West Second Street
Riverhead, New York 11901

Alan S, Rosenthal, Esq., Chairman
Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Board
U.S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D,C, 20555

W, Taylor Reveley, III, Esq.
Hunton & Williams

Post Office Box 1535

707 East Main Street
Richmond, Virginia 23212

Howard A, Wilber

Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D,C, 205%5

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Zommission
Washington, D.C, 20555

Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Board
Panel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, 0,.C, 20555

Gary J, Edles, Esq.

Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D,C, 20555

Richard M, Kessel

Chairman & Executive Director

New York State Consumer Protaction Bcard
Room 1725

250 Broadway

New York, New York 10007

Jonathan 2, Feinberg, Esq.

New York State Department
of Public Service

Three Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12223

Shoreham Nuclear Power Station
(11st 1)

Gerald C, Crotty, Esq.
Ben Wiles, Esq.

Counsel to the Go ernor
Executive Chamber

State Capitol

Albany, New York 12224

Herbert H, Brown, Esq,
Lawrence Coe Lanpher, Esaq,
Karla J, Letsche, Esq.
Kirkpatrick & Lcckhart
South Lobby = 9th Floor
1800 M Street, N.W.
Washington, 0,C, 20036-5891

Or., Monroe Schneider

North Shore Committee

Post Office Box 231

Wading River, New York 11792

Fabian G, Palomino, Esq.

Special Counsel to the Governor
Executive Chamber - State Capitol
Albany, New York 12224

Anthony F, Earley, Jr., Esq.
General Counsel

Long Island Lighting Company
175 East 01d County Road
Hicksville, New York 11801

Mr, Lawrence Britt

Shoreham Nuclear Power Station
Post Office Box 618

Wading River, New York 11792

Martin Bradley Ashare, Esq.
Suffolk County Attorney
H, Lee Dennisca Building
Veteran's Memorial Highway
Hauppauge, New York 11788

Resident Insoector

Shoreham NPS

U,S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Post Office Box 8

Rocky Point, New York 11778

Regional Administrator, Region I
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
475 Allendale Road

King of Prussia, Pennsylvanfa 19406




Long Island Lighting Company «? e Shoreham (1)

¢e:

Rohert Abrams, Esq. Town Attorney
Attornev General of the State Town of Brookhaven
of New York 3232, Route 112
ATTN: John Corwinr, fsaq. Medford, NY 11763

New York State Department of Law
Consumer Protection Rureau

120 8ronadway

3rd Floor

New York, New York 10271

Mr, William Steiger

Plant Manacer

Shoreham Nuclear Power Station
Post Office Box 628

Wading River, New York 11792

MHR Technical Associates
1723 Hamilton Avenue - Suite K
San Jose, California 9517

Honorahle Peter Cohalan

Suffr 'k County Executive

Countv Executive/Legislative Building
Veteran's Memorial Highway

Hauppauge, New York 11788

Ms, NDonna Ross

New York State Enerqy Office
Agency Buildina ?

Empire State Plaza

Albanv, New York 17223

Ms, Nora Bredes

Shoreham Cpponents Coalition
195 East Main Street
smithtown, New Yerk 11787

Chris Nolin
Mew York State Assembly
Energy Committee
626 Legislative Office Ruilding
Albany, New York 172248

Hunton % Williams
2000 Perrsylvania Avenue, NW

Peter S, Fverett, Esq,
Washirgton, D.C. 200326
|




/ L7070 LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY

—vled .
s bt sigmenet s fmtd

| __m EXECUTIVE OFFICES 175 EAST OLD COUNTRY ROAD * HICKSVILLE. NEW YORK | 1801

WiLL'AM J CATACOESNGS
2 N AND CH P ERLSUTIVE OPICER

June 1, 1988

Nr, Jamos M, Taylor

Deputy Executive Director

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
55 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20555

Taylor:

Enclesed is a copy of the letter addressed to
Stello that specifically states LILCO's desire and
ncion to ¢ontinue the licensing of the Shoreham

o Powar Plant.

Very truly yours,

(,3 (\\ O:éfa W s e -

:

WJC : kam

Enclosure
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LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY

EXECUTIVE OFFICES: 178 EASY OLD COUNTRY ROAD * HICKEVILLE. NEW YORK | 1801
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WILLIAM J CATACOBNDS
CHAIRMAN AN CHEF EXES.TIVE OFmogR

June 1, 1988

2. Victor sStello

cizeutive Director

J.C. Kuclear Regula:..ry
cexoaizeion

~m2 wante Plint North

LLo22 Rouskville Pike

nocm 17:1

reciville, Maryland 20852

Re: Shoreham Nuclear Power Station

Lod* Mr. Stelle:d

This _etter will confirm our oral advice to you last
woslh that LILCO has reached an agreement in principle concerning
¢ .itilcnent of issues between it and various government agenclies
Liowsw Uk State relating to the Shoreham Nuclear Power Station.
1" Zr> in tho process of drafting documents to reflect these
¢ tzimorie. Dven after they have been completed and signed, the
¢ vtk i1l not become effective until a number of
€:...lns, rzlos have occurred, a process that will take
{ JZoxir.caly three months. LILCO will continue ““e licensing of

©. o .rio untll such time as all contingencies ha been
(oolluiion, at which time Commission approval of che transfer of
(2. . ¢f the plant and its relevant licenses will be sought.
I.oL0 til threa=month period contemplated for satisfaction of

~wn.ingencies, the company has agreed not to operate the
‘. % . 4. greoater than 5 percent of full power should the
(LI .Zlie) remove its present restriction on the license to low
Youoir end tocting operations.,

A coon as documents reflecting the agreement to enter
» & rocclenant have becn completed we will provide them to you
{ oul Ltarf. In the meantime, it is the intention and desire
( v ©o.00ny to econtinue the Shorcham licensing process,
J “we. 2nz £ull participation exercise scheduled for next week
¢ . Lotlluy encrcency plan for the Shoreham EPZ.

Sincerely,

(JJ&Q:K“M@W e




