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A PPEARANCTES:

ROGER B. KOWIESKI, Chairman

FEMA

(Attendees on attachred sign=-in

steet.)
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MS. CAMPAGNONE: I guess I will start

trne meeting by introducing myself. My name is

Maryjoc Campagnone, I am a licensing project
manager with the Division of Licensing at the
Yuclear Regulatory Commission. I eam an assistaent
to the project manager, Ralph Caruso.

Joeined with me today from trhe NRC is
Mr. Bernard Bordenick, He is our legal counsel,
and maybe not at this time but he will be here
shortly, Dr. Bellamy :-rom the Region I otrice.

I will say that I am well aware that
tr.e press is present and I have 2 reguest that
tr.ey not use lights 2uring the meeting, although
trhey may film, as trney get to be pretty rot and
uncomfortable,

This meeting is held pursuant thre
meeting notice that went out trom the NRC cffice
on May 2, 1994, and I will read you tre purpose of
tr.is meeting.

For trhe representatives of the Long
tsland Lignting Company, LILCO, to brier thre
representatives of trhe Federal Emerengency
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Regional Assistance Committee, tre AC Cenmittee,

on tre LILCO proposal to remedy dericiencies
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identified by the RAC in the LILCO off-site
emecrgency plans tor tne Srorerham Nuclear Power
Station.

FFMA {s coordinating the review tor
the LILCO ctr-site plans and is conducting tris
meeting in response to a reguest from the Nuclear
Regulatcry Commission in accordance with Section 2
(4) 1920 FEMA Memorandum of Understanding.

Trhe next order ¢f business is we are
going to discuss tre around‘rules of the meeting.

Tre meeting is being reld by NRC and
FEMA, The participants will be FEMA, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission and LILCO cnly. The meeting
is open tc tre public ftor observation, and
ocbservation only, not for public participaticn,

Tre public will be allowed tc cocmment
at tre close ¢cf the meeting and tc only comment.,

Any questions at the close of tre
meeting can be sent to tre NRC, but our purpese
and function here today is not tc respond to
questions rfrom the public. This meeting will be
transcribed, everytring trhat we say here is ¢cn thre
recovd.,

At this time I will turn the meeting

over to FEMA,
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MR. KOWIESKI: Trhank you. My name is
Roger Kowieski. I am the crairman ot the Regional
Assistance Committee, First let me introduce
members or the RAC Committee, Aur ccnsultants,
consultants to FEMA, and FEMA statff rrom FEMA
regional oftice as well as national office.

On my left is Dr. Robert Bores of NRC,
RAC member; Herbert Fish from DOE; Joyce Feldman
trom EPA; Rocnald Bernacki from FDH and RAC
administraticn; Crheryl Malina rrom US Department
¢f Agriculture; Paul L:utz from the Department of
Transportation, Csast Guard; member ¢f my starf,
Robert Acerno; ny boss, chief, National
Tecrnological Hazards Division, FEMA Division II,
Prnilip Mcintiretire; consultant to FEMA, Joseph
Keller trem tre Idarho Nuclear Engineering
Laboratory; Dr. Trnomas Baldwin from Argecn National
Laboratory.

STu Glass, regional counsel; Mary
Jackson, our public inrtcrmation cortficer.

We have Spence Perry, associate
general counsel rtrvom FEMA readquarters oftfice. We
rave a Marvia Vorel trom tre Congressional Liaison
Octice; and NDave Deone, Public Arfrairs Orrice.,

Did I miss anyone?
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I am sorrv, Rose Walshn, who is

nelping us tcday trom our FEMA Region II o:tiée.

Maryanne Jackson is here, Public
Intocmation Jtricer. |

Before we start our discussion, get
to our discussion, I suggest trnat the LILCO
representatives introcduce themselves, and also we
would like to know whe is in the audience, We
would also like tre audience tec introduce

thnemselves 50 we know who will be listening to us.

MR. IRWIN: Let me introduce tre LILCO
representatives, My name is Dcnald Irwin, I anm
cne or counsel for Long Island Lighting Company.
Since this is a technical meeting and I am a
lawyer, this will be about of the last trhing I say
all day today.

On my right is Cruck Paverisc, who is
with Loeng Island Lignting Company anc is tre
deputy director of LERO or LERIO; John Weisman,
who is tre director of LERIO is on the witness

stand tris morning. Otrerwise rne would be here.

Wwith me on my left is Brant Aldiker:rrt,

whe is also with LERTIOC., He is with Stone &

wepbster., Brant rnas been working on thrhe emervrgency




plan continuously from day one. He and Chuck have
been primarily responsible ftor developing comﬁents
on.the RAC review and responses to them.

I belisve although they are rew in
numpers, trhey are long on knowledge.

MR. KOWIESKI: Let's start with you,
sir., Will you introduce yours?

MR. CHANNAHAN: Jerffff Channahan with
tne Associated Press,

MS. HANSKI: Xarven Hanski, with
Crannel 11.

MR, PRINCETON: Harvey Princeton with
tre Public Servvice Commission.

MR, BIALIK: E2ra Bialik with the New

York State Attorney General's CQC:irice,

MR, LAWFORD: Larry Lawford with tre
Xirpatrick tirm vrepresenting Surttclk ceunty, Jonn
Birkenreier is trom my firm also.

I delivered a letter thnis morning to
Mr, Glass tris morning, which states that Suffolk
County termally objects to this meeting. We want
to make it clear we rave requested meetings with
trne RAC over and over since early trnis year and

FEMA, for whnatever reason, nas declined tec alleow




us toc have tnat kind of meeting between our
experts and tne RAC experts.,

We formally reiterate that reguest,

Tw

we trink it is very surprising, actter all our

requests rnave peen turned down, trat LILCO is

granted tris meeting.

Cne other thing I would like to just

say. While I understand trat comments frcem tre

pudlic shouldn't be entertained, Suffolk County is

- net just

trhe public, We have been an active !
participant and we think that we snould be allowed

to make comments alsc on this meeting.

MR, KOWTESKI: Sir?

MR. BRAND: Rick Brand, Newsday.

i
18 i MR. KOWIESKI:You gentlemen with the ‘

| ‘
18 i camera? |
17 i A VOICE: Channel 1l news, i
12 | ) MR. KOWIESKI: Berore we start our E
9 discussicn, RAC comments on the LILCO Transition %
20 ? Plan, Divison III, let me give you a brief |
z1 % packground on the RAC review of the LILCO i
2 : Tcansition PLan fcr Shoreram, :
22 | An December 30, 1983, LILCH provided j
P RAC membevs and FEMA with a complete set of plans,

25 | revision three. By January 16, 1984, RAC comments




on the LILCO Transition PLan for Snorenam were

received by our FEMA regional ofrfice. FEMA

initiated consolidation of RAC comments,

On Januacy 20, 1284, the Regional
Assistance Committee and our consultants met in
New York City to deliberate and consolidate
planning and review comments.

Tre RAC reached consensus on its plen
review document, Between January 20 and February
10, 18984, trhe ddcument was caretully reviewed ror
consistency and tinalized.

On February z1, 1984, Frank Patrone,
FEMA Region II director, transmitted the RAC
comments to FEMA neadguarters office,

In early Marchn FEMA headguarters
offtice transmitted the RAC comments to tre Nuclear
Regulatory Commission., And then NRC furnished
LILCO with & copy oft the RAC camments,

As was already stated, LILCO
reviewed trne RAC document and reguested this
meeting.

Wnat I suggest today is trat we go
over tre RAC comments element by element, Any
discussion will be 1imjtd to MURES . A I still

maintain trat we review only tre LILC? plan and we
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will entertain comments only trom LILCO. Any
otner parties willing to meet with this committeo,
ocr FEMA, I would suggest again the discussion will
ce rneld my counsel, FEMA counsel, and counsel tor
trhe party who would like to participate,

If you people from LILCO, if you do
not have any comments or guestions on any
particular element rated adequate or inadequate
with need for additional work, you state so,
saying trhat we would like to receive a
clarification of what needs to be done.

2s I stated, we will nct review any
material., Any new material ras to be submitted to
NRC and only NRC through FEMA NRC Steering
Committee may request the a formal RAC review.

Let me proceed tren to NUREG 0654,
planning criteria. wWwhenever you are ready, please
let me know.

MR. IRWIN: I think we are ready. I
rave two preliminary cbservations. First of all,
we are grateful for this opportunity to meet with
tr.e RAC., We understand trat there are geocing tec be
no approvals of any kind, conditional, final or
whatever. Wrat we atre interested in is a

technical interchange on thre items indicated in




Ny
2

A
—

Y
L%

ne
T

oy
o

—l

11

the RAC review and LILCO's provisional responses
to trem.

We rave prepared a matrix which goes
down the RAC review item-by-item and wrich
indicates by summary tre nature of LILCO's
provisional response. We believe that this would
ve 2 usetful working document tec help us go down
trhe meeting. VYou should nct consider it a tormal
submittal., We would be happy to take it back
arter the meeting or d¢ whatever you want, It is
simply a working document that we have assembled
te grade our work.,

LILCO rhas done a considerable amount
¢t work since receiving the RAC review and we rope
this meeting will help expedite the correction of
trncse deticiencies trat are necessary betore 2
tully graded exercise can be conducted, as was
toresradowed in Mr, Speck's letter of April 26.

So, Dr. Kowieski, if it would be
useful rtor us to pass it out to any members of the
audience, or whoever else wants to receive a copy
ot trhis matrix, we will pe rappy to do it., We
trhink it will help ocrganize the meeting. If you
would ratrher not, we can proceed alsc.

It is your call., We are prepared to
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start from the beginning.

MR. KOWIESKI: Let's recess for a
moment.,

(There was a sncrt recess.)

MR. KOWIESKI: We can resumne the
discussion. I reguest tnhe RAC members, as well as
our consultants, FEMA statf, not to mark up a r©2py
of this document, whicn will be returned to LILCO
representatives at the end orf our discussion.,

MR, DAVERIO: I!f I might, if I could
explain whnat it is trat's on rere, it may relp and
everyone will understand what we have done,

Wwe actually have twe tables trere.,

The first twelve pages of whicn address items
rated inadeguate in the RAC comments, And at the
end of those twelve pages there are another three
pages which discuss items graded adequate pbut that
necessary revisions nad to be made to make it
adequate. So we have broken it out into the two
items.

If you let me go across the columns I
will explain what we did to make this table up.

A l=A, as we 8l1l] know, s the MUREG
0654 recterence, and 1 assume trat's the order you

fintended to go down,




.
L

13

MR. KOWIESKI: That's correct.

MR. DAVERIO: The parentretical
expression 1 through 4 were the four items trat
LILCD, in its review ¢t the RAC comments, telt
were required to be modiried tc make A 1A adeguate,
from trne inadequate stage.

It is also, just so no one feels that
we tried to copy the RAC comment, trat it is our
interpretation of what we think RAC was lcoking
tor. It may not exactly fit wrat RAC was looking
tor, and trat is part of what we would like to, of
course, determine today.

Trhe next column which says "Resoclution®
is a prief description of trhe anticipated acticns,
or actions already taken in dratft form, by LILCO to
tne LERO plan to respond to the RAC romment that
is to tre left of it.

Trhe tourth column called "“Pages or
"Plan/procedures effected,” it is just that, It
is wrnat we intend to revise in the manner
discussed in the resolution, I think that may
rnelp everyone understand what tris taple tries to
do ,

It Anyone has any questisns on that,

I will be glad to answer thrhem,
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MR, KOWIESKI: If I understand, you
did noct necessarily use our comment directly. You
tried to paraphrase, or in an abbreviated form you
presented tiis in the column "RAC comnent.,"

MR. IRWIN: That's correct. In most
cases it is a verbatim excerpt. Wrat we nave done
item-by~-item in the RAC comments is tc ~-- take
item A 1A as an example, what vaou will see is that
trhe tirst two paragraphs don't appear at all in
this matrix trat we hrhave prepared because we
understood that to be foundation from the RAC
comments.

The first observation or an observesd
derticiency appears at the beginning or the third
paragraph. That has become item ocne on our item A
l1A. So what we rave done is we have looked at
your comments, tried to analyze what we thought
you had in mind when you said there was 2
ceticiency, and proceeded from threre,

MR. KOWIESKI: Your interpretation is
correct.

MR. IRWIN: Why don't we just start at
trhe beginning.

MR. DAVERIO: Mr, Kowieski, I don't

know wrnat yuu intended to do now, Did yeu want us

L



to start at one or did you want us to start
somewhere? We have some basic concepts of wnat we
thought the RAC comments had. If you have E
ditrterant way thnat you want to proceed, we will
proceed rcwever you would like.

MR. KOWIESKI: Have I suggest that you
explain tc us as to what you intend to accomplish.

MR. DAVEFRIO: In general terms?

MR, KOWIESKI: In general terms, and
somer.ow 3again paraprrase what you are saying hrere
so we will understand.

MR. DAVERIO: Just as & summary
purpose we had, besides going tnrcugh this, felt
that tre RAC comments really rell into six broader
categories than each of these items, And what we
categorized as interrelaticnship o2f actual or
potential. groups participating in the plan was one
categury we lumped a bunch of RAC comments in,

Examples would be the actual Federal
response comments you had or the potential
participation by Suffolk County or New York State
comments, wrnicer you dicé have,

We generally saw three protective

y ane of

L

action decisisn-making geneval caomrment

whicr rad to do0 with radiological assessment and
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monitoring; one had to do with plant protective
actions based on plant conditions rathrer than.
radiclogical conditions; and the third one nhad to
d5 witr the ingesticn pathway prectective actions,

Tre third broad category of conment
we saw was letters of agreement and all trne things
tnat could fall sut of that, That appears many
places in tne RAC review.

The fourth one basically tell into

what we called tre decontamination in rospitals.

Trhe fifth basically rnad to do with
potassium iodide and its potential use during an
emergency.

The sixth general category we saw was
relocation,

At this point we are willing to go
down the items in the 0554 rererence one-by-one
with you in the two categories I rave just
discussed,

For the record, I weculd like to note
there was a thnird category of adeguate with
suggestions, We have not nad the time to go into
trese, It you intended to discuss trncse, we ate
not prepared to discuss those today.

We are willing tec ¢o it either way,
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go ono-by-oho, or we have already in our own mind
broken the 16 categories =-- 15 planning criterie
and all the subparts into what we consider two
categsries, items wrhicrn we would like rurtrer
claricftication on, or items we believe impotrtant
and should be pointed out to RAC for treir
potential comment or clarification.

we can do it trat way or we can 99
down it cne-by=-one, We have already prioritized
which crder we wguld like to talk in but we can go
one-py=-one,

(There was a pause in tre proceeding,)

MR. KOWIESKI: I suggest trat we take
trhe second option and just discuss the items on
which you need our clarification,

MR, DAVERIO: The way we rave broken
it .wii, 1t will work cut somewhat similar though
we won't g¢ through every paragraph of N65S54. e
will talk planning criteria A, and mcve to B, We
will talk specifically on certain sentences in 0554
and we may talk in general about sometring because
it talls in thrhree orv four ditferent places within
nas4.,

S0, under planning cvitevia A, whkich

is Assigrnment of Respconsipility, the tirst place

+
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trhat we need some clarification ftrom the RAC,
trnough based on our 1nterpretation we nave deocwn on
ogur table what we trink would respond. RAC, in
its cprments, saild we should address fecderal
agencies in terms of their response te the
emergencies, We have characterized that AlL-A3,

what we intend to do for that =-- it
is on the top of page z orf 60 of tne RAC review.
what we intended to do to address that item is to
basicsly put into the LERO plan a summarization of
the tedera) radiological response plan as
centained in the Federal Register Notices, trat
us5ed to pe called trhe Master Plan,

Wnat we need to know from RAC, were
those the types of things that you were looking at
or are you looking ftor a difrerent type of
response {n tnat area?

MR, KOWIFSKI: Trat's the type ot
response we are looking for, And whatever you are
propesing appears reasonable, But again we would
rrave to review the document,

MR, CAVEPIO: We understand tre exact
language ras t¢e he reviewed, We are lecoking forv
the planning concepts sc we kiow whetnev to go

pack and stavt at ground zero cor are we reading on




tre right track.,

MR. BORES: [ think what we were

locking tor alsoc trere is if any individual
agencies specifically were going to be called in
ts suppotc, trrat those ressources be identiried.
think you have a couple cf agencies that you do
specifically identity.

So it there were any other ones,
identity those.

I think as far as tre FRERP was
concerned, I don't think you need to go in and 4o
that because that is available.

MR, DAVERIO: It is my understanding
the plan as it now exists has a description of thre
tederal agencies we would consider as needing
assistance trom, I read trhe RAC comment to go
turtner and say: Well, wrhat if you needed
assistance, what would trey be able toc <o and
weuld you contact trem?

Wrhat we plan to deo is put a step
that "if you need to notify,"” and I wen't say
is tre example, but Aggers & Marx, there is a
proene number and & sligrnt description
master plan ¢f wrat trey could do tor you That's

trhe type ot thing we ave locking at right now,
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The second major area, though .this
one is one tnat falls sort of not to one specitic
RAC comment, through it is menticned in many RAC

ceomments as letters cr agreement -- (it {s A

(P )
-

but
it is also mentioned many times tfor many different
trnings.

MR, KOWIESKXI: For Element C and
ctrners.

MR. DFfVYERIO: I am only going tec try
te acddress it once and tren we won't talk about
letters of agreement again.

And tre clarirtication we rhave tc the
get frem RAC is we nave cr we will propcse 2
concept of tnree different types oOof Support
organizations, as we see it, tnat could be
censtrued as supporting the LERO plan. The tirst
of which would be what we ca:l contracts, And
what we will detine contracts in tre next revision
to the plan, as it stands right now would be
private companies providing services on short
notice,

Examples of that would be bus
companies that we dec have contracts withn and
ambulance companies that we have contracts with,

neliccpter services wrnich we nave contracts witn,
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The second category would the letters
or agreement/memoranda or understanding. This
would be with nonprotit public organizations or
other utilities. It wouldn't be a contract., It
would be some type of letter of agreement or
memorandum of understanding.

Trhe third type of support
crganization would be thne federal mandated
yrganization, and that we just previously
discussed.

I gquess the problem we are rhaving
withh letters of agreement or understanding is
cest ~=- and I will use an example toc see if RAC
can give us some guidance on this., The American
Red Cross being the example that I will use,
trough we could probaoly talk about otrers.

From my discussions with tre American
Red Cross and otrner people's discussions with the
American Red Cross of Suffolk County, their
crapter, thney reel trat trey are mandated to
provide relocation center servicres if a disaster
gccurs. And because or tnat position did not feel
it necessary toc provide LERD or LILCH with a
letter ot agreement stating that trey wsuld do

that.
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It is tneir position since they are
mandated to do it, trney would do it, and they
don't intend to, because threy don't feel it is
necessary to, provide us the lettev.

The second level of trat is trney hrave
letters or agreement withn relocation centers,
between the Red Cross and a specific place. They
feel that that is a private agreement between trem
and that person and they don't feel that obligated
to provide that trat to us either, thrhough threy
said trey will activate the Red Cross =-- activate
trhe relocation centers as tre Red Cross would do
anvwhrhere, btecause tney are mandated to do it in
trneir opinion, and would accept a letter frem uUsS
stating thet, which we did send.

1 believe it was in tre plan. And it
came back to us as, I believe, an open item, still.

I don't know how we can pursue
closure on that given the Red Cross' independence
trom anyone in tris room., We arve really looking
ftor RAC guidance on rhow you approach or what your
interpretation is to approach those " ype of
problems,

MR, KOWIESKI: Wrat I suggest is you

submit copies or letters of agreement between
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various reception centers and the Red Cross for
our review.,
MR, DAVERIO: The Red Cross has told

s that's a private agreement dDetween them and

thhat reception center, and we are not privy te geot

a copy of it, But trey have given us assurances
tnat tney have trem and trhey would activate them,

MR. KOWIESKI: So, again, ir you cau
provide us with a copy of that letter saying that
letters of agreement exist between various
tracilities to be used as a2 reception center and
trnat, rhowever, thnis is a nrivate matter and we
will not release it to the public,

MR. DAVERIO: That goes to trne second
problem that they brought up and that they don't
teel it is necessary rcr them to write me a letter
telling me trhat, because trey are mandated to set
up recepticn centers {r there is an emergency, or
any disaster. We get in the problem ot the Red
Cross~- it states it is trhe only volunteer
legislatively cnartered agency and its mandate is
te help in a disaster and relp set up relocation
centers,

MR, KOWIESKI: We do understand your

concert. Hcwever, this Regional Assistance
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Committee did not create trhe requirement. .It is a
requirement or NUREG 0654, which is what we ace
going by.

MR. DAVERIOD: I quess you dson't t£ind

4

trhe letter rrom us to them contirming 1it,

L]
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explain Qha: we nhave, We have a letter from us to
trnem explaining whrat cur understanding of what
they would provide is; no response back to us
against thrat.

MR, KOWIESKI: We understand,

MR. DAVERIO: Tre second thing is threy
sent us a copy of wnat their naticnal policy ==
unsigned, jhst sent us a copy or tre national
policy and said trat's wnat we will respond
accoréding to.

MR, IRWIN: As I understand it, thnat
national policy clearly covers the kinds cf
actions whicrh we would expect the Red Cross to
undertake.

Thhe long ancé short of it is the Red
Cross has told Chuck any number of times that trey
will do their duty and threir duty consists of such
tr.ings as opening relocatisn centers, ney told
us they have agreements witrn these relccaticn

centers., Trhey don't reel tnat trey can be
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compelled to turn over trose agreements and they
don't want to provide us witn anythring speciai in
writing beyond what their basic policy is.

Trey have told us any numdber of times
trhey will execute that policy. And we tcelieve
triem,

MR, KNOWIESKI: Tre letter of agreement
with the Red Cross is only one issue. Tr.e seceond
issue is the letters of a2greement between various
tracilities to be used &s reception centers in
LILCO.

MR. DAVERIO: According to tne LERO

plan, LILCO doesn't activate any receptidn centers;

trhe Red Cross activates them, That's our

understanding ot rhow our plan would be carried out.

MR. KOWIESKI: dAowever, your plan
states tr.at certain facilities will be used as
trelocation centers or reception centers. And
according to NUREG 0654 we need tre letters ot
agreement,

MR, DAVERIO: The problem is that
trnose are listed in the plan based on
representaticns py the Red Cross to u3s as to what
they wotlag activate,

MR. KOWI

) |

SKI: You understand our

. e
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position. I don't think we are going to resolve
it right now.

MR. IRWIN: Let me make sure I
understand your position., You are not saying that
even though we don't have a direct agreement with
the relocatiqn centers, we have to get a letter of
agreement with trem? We don't have a direct legal
relationsnip withh trhose centers; we rnave a
trelationshrhip witr trhe Red Cross which, in turn,
ras a relationsrip with tre relocation centers,
and there is no way it woculd make sense for us to
get them,

MR. KOWIESKI: Tre Red Cross will
establisr relocation centers. In additien LILCO
or LERO will rave monitoring teams crnecking for
possible contamination.

MR., KELLER: It is not strictly a Red
Cross center.,

MR. IRWIN: What you are interested in
is agreements with respect to the monitoring?

MR. KELLER: The use of the rfacility
and making sure evervtning is okay.

MR. ! ERIO: We will go back and
discuss this zucrtrner witn the Red Crcoss.

MR, AIDIXOFF: Let me ask a guestion
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to clarify. Are you saying relative tc the extent
to whicn LERC would use this relccation centef,
i.e,, tor monitoring, possibly decon, possibly
storage of trat type of .equipment, a letter of
agreement to support that effort as opposed to a
letter or agreement tc support it as a relocation
center, which is in fact done by the Red Cross, is
approgpriate?

I am trying to narrow the issue.

MR. KOWIESKI: Our pcint, and again
let me reiterate, our point is very clear. We
want assurance that a rfacility identiryving tre
plan will be available as a relocation center
during an emergency. Trhat's our concern., That's
wnat we ask ftor. If we ask for letters of
agreement with tre Red Cross, you said no, they
are not willing to release trhat, We are asking
yoe to let tre Red Crcss write tc us and threy are
not willing to do that.

MR, DAVERIO: We may be willing to 4o
it Maybe trey will write to you, and I have not
broached trat guestion witn them, I will go back
and bring trat up. We can pursue that with them,
it that (s acceptapble or one alternative.

©wo

“R. KOWIESKI: It is one alternative




N

e |

[N
b

{8
[ 8

(X
Lt

e

i e ———————

B P SV —

that we would consider.

MR. DAVERIO: I quéss one ctrer ohe,
though, undgr letters of agreement there are a tftew
that we would like tc get scme clarification on.
Laboratories wnicn provide envircnmental sample
analysis, that falls under -- it rhas tre listing
under Al.,

MR. KOWIESKTI: If you can identify the
rage number.

MR, DAVERIO: .It is page 10.

MR. AIDIKOFF: We are locking at two
diffterent documents,.

MR. DAVERIO: It is page 10 of the RAC
review,

MR. IRWIN: Item 6§ of A 1lA.

MR. AIDIKOFF: Page 4 of 1z item A 356
on the matrix.

MR. DAVERIO: We don't think that's
necessary ot, at most, a rererence to our
contracts with laboratories is part of our on-site
emergency plan or tne normal LILCOC contracts., It
those are tre types of things yvou are loocking for,
we can do sametting in that area,

MR. KELLER: I think in tre plan you

say trnat these racilities, these companies are

B
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available, 'There is nothing in the plan wnich
supports tne fact that they are available.

MR. IRWIN: In qther words, tre
contract trat we nave with tnem would be evidénce
of that?

MR, KELLER: That would be fine.

MR. DAVERIO: We can accommodate trnat.

One other cone tnat I know has peen
proached before, because I was at a meeting whrere
it was discussed, not specific to Srorehram but in
general, trne letter cf agreement, At least -- 1
raven't talked to tre regional ocffice at
Brocokhaven recently sn this, but it rnad been treir
position to us trat trey would only give us the
standard letter that everycne got in the country,
and it appears to us trhat one RAC comment -- at
least one. ot tre RAC ccmments in A 3 and ¢cn our

table it appears as ocur parenthetical number § =~

=
x
.

Lo ]
e
-
L
=

e

In trne RAC report itsel
it is in the last paragraph ot page 2.

MR. DAVERIO: The people trom DOE rave
told us that's the same letter tney give to
everyosne in this regisn, and at tre tine we
discussed that letter of agreement with trem they

telt thrhat was all trat was recuired tc justiry

o e

e
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their response, I don't know trat we can get
anytrning rurtrer from DOE, and I am just lookinq
for RAC guidance in trat area.

MR. XKELLER: I trink, and I may not be
correct, that Mr, Schweller of DCE, Brookhaven,
nas tiled an atticdavit witrh the SLB board, and I
think that may resolve the issue,

MR. DAVERIO: It may pbut it is not
considered a letter of agreement.

MR. KELLER: This discussion con the
pottom of page 9 of the RAC review is a
claritication, and I think that acrfidavit may
indeed -- I raven't seen it yet, but it may.

MR. KOWIESKI: We have tc see it yet.

MR. DAVERIO: I guess one that we also
need scme clarification cn appears on page 10 of
tr.e RAC comment, the last paragraph, and it
relates tg our attacrnment 31il-1. 311-1 was put
into tre LERO plan really just to list tre
laundromats, the rnotels, the restaurants; anythinq
on Long Island, where someone who was on Long
Island who ¢didn't know Leng Island might want to
know whrere to rind. Figuering you may need to knaow,
it there was an emergency, ir you wanted to wash

clotrhes, you would want to know where the




laundromat is.

It appears you are looking for a'
lettgr of agreement with all trhose people and I
don't understand that,.

MR, KELLER: I think it interrelates
with tre comment on the RAC comment C-1C, or page
12 of tre RAC comments, the bottom of 1l2z.

MR. DAVERIO: We wevre going teo ask for
clarification on that when we got toc it.

MR, KELLER: Tris is what it is all
about. If scme of trhe fecderal agencies respond,
and in trhe case of EPA, which is trhe example we
sr.owec rere, nad may have scme special
requirements, and treir requirements are available
to everyone. They will let you know what they
need ahead ¢t time, If you are going to ask them
to respond and to help, trey need scme help rrom
you.,

MR, IRWIN: So, in other words, this
goes back to your odbservation a few minutes age on
the delineation ot response by federal agencies

generally.

MR IRWIN: As tec receral agencies we

are specitically intending to rely ocn, y2u are




o

ny

[N

noe

n

9

»

Ny

e

on

interested in making sure that we know in advance
what preparations trey need us to take,

MR, KELLER: That's right, and {ft you
rave taken t-ese prepatvations and can suppert tnem,

MR IRWIN: A=17 and C~1C 2re all
based on tre original comment.

MR. XELLER: All intermesned.

MR, DAVERIO: So basically you are
looking for us -- we might as well do C-1C while
we rave it now, because what we nave rere won't
respond, in our matrix, wsn't respond to that
comment we just got rrom RAC's consucltant,

You are basical)ly looking ror us for
tre rederal agencies we consider a response
required, DOE being one, NAA, EPA ~--

MR. KELLER: The point is that under
FRERP, atfter the emergency phrase is over, the lead
rcle passes ftvom DPOE to EPA. Theretore, FEPA is
involved even though you den't rhave threm
specirically as a separate 2agency.

MR, DAVERIO: The concern we had, and
we can address tre EPA ones, is trere a master
list ®rat is used for the rtederal master plan st
tr.e new aciocnym trey nave tor it, that tells us

everytning we snould be looking rfar to assist any

i
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rederal response,

MR. KOWIESKI: I suggest you writé a
letter to each tederal agency vequesting what trey
reed in case threre would be need for treir
respcnse.

MR. IRWIN: Would you suggest this go
to each ot the agencies indicating in the FRERP or
simply to the ones trat we think are cnes we would
actually like to rely on? Trere are a lot of
agerncies in trere, they are available, but we
raven't necessarily tactored trnem specitically
into our needs, such as trhe Cepartment of Defense
tZr fnsgtance,

MR. XKOWIESKI: We suggest that you
send a letter to each federal agency identified in
tr.e Federal Emergency Response Plan, and ask wnat
do I need,

¥R, KELLER: Trat trey intend to use,

MR, CAVERIO: I think that covers tne
proad topic of letters of agreement,. One other
comment I guess trat RAC had that we have a little
bit ot a proeblem understanding exactly what trey
want, it is sn our pasce trnree, parentretical
numper faur, which is on RAC page 92, third

paragrapn, last sentence, Tre plan does specifty




Ny ne

Dy

Ay

dn

wn

f N )

wn

the number of bus drivers in trhe organization

cnart contained in Crapter 2z, specirfically ftigure

2.1.2=-~-wvrong one, 2s ol

Trhat zigure Las, in a little Dox in
the right=-nand column, tne number or bus drivers
for a one-srnitt ccocverage, It you loock in the
rigrnt-hand column, it is added vup. It has
confused people, including us, ror a pericd ot

time.

Let me get to the right page ss I can

de it, What this crart shows is trere are 108 bus

drivers trhat we would have at the Port Jeff
5taging area to pe sent out to drive ouses, 100

Rivernead and 125 at Patchogue.

As stated on page 3 of our table, it

is our intent tc have 150 percent of thrat,

approximately, trained and licensed witrn New York

State licenses,

If that's what would you would like
scmewnere in the plan, we can put 1t in,

MR. AIDIKOFF: It varies.
gsal, 150 percent,

MR. KELLER: Some statement trat you

rave ~- ycu rave 333 bus drivers hLere,

MR. DAVERIOQ: It varies put trat's the




fo

[

NS

(%)

Ny

As

bt

"~y

Y

MR, DAVERIO: Right now we nave 450

iicensed New York State ones.
MR. KELLER: That you have that many
trained licensed drivers.

MR, DAVERIO: We can put that in tre

plan someplace.
MR. BALDWIN: It would be hLelpful to
put in 150 percent or the buses you expect to hrave,
MR. DAVERIO: Just an ocverall goal,
anytrning trat was a one~shift emergency ftunction,
pus drivers, trarffic guides, they were staffed to

approximately the 150 percent level. Sniftt work

rn,

was three snifts.

MR, KELLER: That would be helpful in
a discussion somewhere.

MR. DAVERIO: We can put it in thre
plan and discuss that cecncept. Trhat was a
planning gocal,.

Trhat concludes any clarirication we
telt, trougn, again, ditferent issues jump at
diffeient times, We may discuss something when we
get to H trat also ralls in A, but we saw it more

mportant wren we got to H.
AS Lav as we are concerned, we nave

covered what we want in A, If veu rave any
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questions on anything, we would be willing .to, of

course, answer trem,

MR, XOWIESKI: We don't nave a
guestion.

¥R, DAVERIQ: T mean what we Frave
discussed, are there any questions betcre I move
on?

MR, XOWIESKI: Does RAC have any
comments on wrhatever was said?

MR. KELLER: I want to state cn the
record trat even though this matrix nas a numper
of resclutions srown trat we hLave not discussed,
we rave not evaluated throse,

MR. IRWIN: That's absolutely correct.
This is a preliminary internal working document
trhat LILCO is using, which we simply passed a2long
today to help organize the discussisn,

MR, DAVERIO: Planning critecia B is,
or course, roccused on-site and it is our
understanding trat RAC doesn't review for
compliance,

MR. KOWIESKI: Trhat's correct.

MR, DAVERIOQ: Moving to planning
criteria C, which is the enmergency response and

rescurces, we rave the only clairirication we

-~
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needed on C-1C. So we don't have anything else to
discuss under C.

Planning criteria D, Emergency
Classiricaticn System, at least trom an inadeguate
point of view there were none, Tnnere may De one
later on in thrhe second chart when we get to that.
I didn't get to thrat or correlate them together.
We address inadequate from adeguate, tre necessary
tixes separately,

Planning criteria E, Notificacion

Metr.ods and Procedures. Again, as tar as inadecuate

we did not see any there,

Planning criteria F, Emergency
Communications, we do have a few to talk about. I
think we have generally talked about it earlier,
but let me make sure I have it right. We stated
earlier we were going to put some discussion in on
tre new FRERP ~=- T was just getting used to master
plan -- what we intended, as I previously stated,
was to put a summarization in of trat, and in OPIP
3.3.2 notirication, we are including tfor the
director of Local Response to call trose agencies

with an astervisk, ir required,
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whicn is Accident Assessment. Trhere are a .counle
cf things in rere we would like to discuss. One
being tre concept of PARS, Protective Action
Recommenjatioﬁs, pased on pstential degradaticn of
plant conditicns, “We intend to address that in
two metrods.

irst, we rnave a new position in LEROQO
envisioned for the next amendment entitled "Nuclear
Engineer. Trhat service wili: be provided by a
contractor, and trey are providing a cgualicied
perscn to £fill that position on a z4-four Dbasis,
similar to what we do with our radiation realtrh
cosgdinater,

As a matter of fact, it is with the
same firm,

We also will modify OPIP 2.,6.1 teo
include a crnart that is used as part of the on-
site plan which has predetermined prctective
acticns to pe considered when a general emergency
is considered. it nas four ranges. It is a
cr.art -- I don't have it here -- it is a chart
trnat rhas trhree columns: The protective actions,
core conditions, et cetera, Tr.at is wraet he would
pe using to analyze an emergency based on a

machine status ratrer tran radioclcgical status,

-
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MR, KELLER: My suggestion is you not
only revise OPIP 3.6.1, wrhen you talk ‘about wﬁo
interacts with LERO, this is spliced in there also.

MR. DAVERIO: I oeiieve OPIP 3.6.1 is
whe e that would occcur.,

MR. KELLER: You also nave thrhe concept
7 operations and he has tc be factored in.

MR. KELLER: I trhink also that in
your == I forget wnich OPIP it is, where yosur job
descriptions are, that his qualitications ougrt to
st.ow up there,

MR, DAVERIO: Wrat we will do whrhen the
contract is rtormalized, it will go into B with the
resumes of trhe people to £ill thst position.

MR. KELLER: You hrhave the trnrust.

MR. DAVERIO: Moving on, tne thrust we
got of wrat we nhave as parentretical two, andéd let
me see {f I can =~

MR. KELLER: Page 23 of the RAC review,

MR. DAVERIO: Trank you. 2P ot tthre
RAC review. We interpret this to be the statement
in our procedure that says that if trere is no
core damage, don't worry about reading the filter
paper where particulate matter mignt be picked up.

MR, AIDIXOFF: T-0

WV -
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MR, KELLER: You jumped to I-92

wMR. DA‘.’ERIC: SOK’L’}', I dld. It is I-go

I am on trnat cne, Excuse me,

MR, Fine.

RELLER:
MR. DAVERIO: It was our understanding

tr.at the concern was that there may be an

elemental icdine, or scme particulate matter trat

might be on that rilter that w2 weren't taking

sccount of;
remove trnat statement so you always cneck the

paper for particulate matter,

MR. DAVERIO: Is that the thrust of
what RAC was 1lsoking at?

MR. KELLER: That's tne thrust, yes.

For trhat part. You have more the next page.

MR, DAVFRIO: There is a second page.
Tr.e second part is I-9-3, I believe, which is the
"rortrhermscre” statement, which tollosws the
statement we have just discussed. It falls under
two and trhree, I guess, and it relates to the
nomogram that we have in ocur proacedures.

Trhe fivrst one, and this we will
discuss for awrile, we are not exactly sure what
you rave listed in trne bunchn orf parameters, and

maybe RAC could evplain how they see tnose

and our procedure woulcd be modified to
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parameters.

It is the end of the full paraqrsph,
"Such as moist riltration, distance rrvom tre site,
et cetera." We are are not sure what all that
means, particularly "et cetera."

MR. KELLER: I think that your
resolution covers it. Wr.en you prepare a nomogram,
this is simpl a way to multiply numbers togetrer
graphically, rignt?

MR. DAVERIO: Thét's correct.

MR. KELLER: You rad tc make certain
assumptions to establisr a slope of trhe name on
the nomograr, is trat rignt?

MR. DAVERIC: Yes,

MR. KELLER: What this listing of
parameters at the end of tre RAC comment on pace
29 alludes to is trne ract trat trose parameters
may atfect tire assumptions that you rave used to
make yocur nomogram, I think wrat you say in your
resolution is you are coing to put the assumptions
in. So now we know where these things came from,

Now, insofar as tre assumpticns yodu
nsed difrter rrom an accident you may rave, threre
is going tec be a bias introduced by tre nomogran,

and rhence tre last line in trne RAC comment,
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[ think we nave addressed thris in
another place -- again all or tiis is intertwined
as you recognize -~ we have suggested thrat you
expedité trhe return or sample media to your place
¢t analysis. And it is this suggestion which
relps you out of this dilemma. BRecause in the
tieléd you are there making rapid assessment.

However, recognizing trhere may De
some bias introduced, you get those samples back
tot rurther analysis as quickiy as possitcle,

Later on, and I can't remember wrere
it is, we nave a suggestion thrhat you expedite that,.
I trhink ycur resolution locks reasonable at first
plush, that you are going to list assumptions.,

MR. DAVERIO: It is an overall
respon-e, the on-site emergency planning
organization uses the same tning and trey probably
would be getting it back to trheir on-site lab rest
and we would nhave that data tc work from,., We also
rave a post accident sampling system, trey hLave
samples that would give you 2 feel rfrom tre site
as to wrat mix you mignt have.

So you d6 rave ways cf getting it.

o
(ad
ey
™
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MR KELLER: I understand. Tre

thing I thnink should be rfactored into this, that
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you only neid to worry about this concern above
some trigger lavel. It the doses tnat you prdject
are 1 j MR, 2 MR, there is nc great need to do
anything. It you are projecting on thre order of 1
REM or 5 REM, something like that, tren ycu might
want to have a trigger level to expedite tris
particular filter analysis.

MR. DAVERIO: I think that's very
relptul anéd we understand wrat we hrave toc do to
resclve trat.

Moving ecn to wrnat we have as I 10-2,
whicr is contained on RAC comments page 30, about
tr.e deposition velocity, we believe, as we state
on our matrix, we believe trat is a conservatively

high velocity. Wwhat it is really used for is to

get your rfield teams to potentjially tre right

places,

We also nhave suagested we will add an
HP 210, rour ground deposition surveys once we got
there.

MR, KELLER: I agree thrat's & high

deposition velocity. The cnly dirfrficulty I see is

T

trat ir vou use a very higr deposition velocity,

>
O
"

‘der to maintain material balance, you put tecc

much down in close and, therefore, you project
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less further out.,

Just consider the cpticns.,

MR. RIORES: When you are dez2ling with
wet deposition, or course tre .05 may nct DdDe
conservative,

MR, DAVERIO: Wet deposition would Dbe
scmething you would know about, thrhough, because
you know it would be raining probably.

Are you talking abcut some other type
of wet deposition?

MR. BORES: But you are sti.l
calculating 2 deposition and, first or all, you
gen't knov whether saaything is depecsited. Yeu
rave to know what tre releases are to rind out
what form trhey are in tec find out whetrer or not
tr.ey are deposited. Soc .05 may or may not be
conservative,

MR. KELLER: The-major trhing is you
rrave added a rield survey witr your
instrumentation, Be aware of the calculational
assumptions.

MR, DAVERIO: What we understocod by it

is it pays to start losoking, It may nct be 2
perrect place but it {5 an estimate cf wrere to
start. If you found ycu were way ofr, ycu would
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adjust what»you were doing.

I think that rLelps us.

Thhat completes any discussion we had
on planning critervia I.

Mcving to planning criteria J,
protective action -- did you have any questiocns
cerore we move on?

MR. KOWIESKI: No.

MR. DAVERIO: Sorry. Js2=1 I guess 1is
trhe tirst place, This is one trat ras caused us
some contusion, particularvly because as ftar as tre
LILCO sn~-site plan, wrich I trhink is wrat you are
talking about, when we evacuate any of our on-site
people there are alternative sites within the site
to miss the plume, but the plan always takes them
Up onhe access road.,

Wrat we intend to is to write
segnethrning {n tre plan trhat says that. By thre
makeup of our site, trat's tre plan trat we have
r.ad.

Trhe reason for that is we rave a
remcte decon center about a mile away at a
substation whicr is on our access road, whicr we

t is on tre main road ort

L]

naKe everyshne 30 0V.

tne site, they may not stop there, of course, {f

—
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the plume is there, We may send them to other
remote locations but trhey all go cuc thrat one.way,
always.

That's whnat we are going to put in
tre plan.

MR. KOWIESKI: Your response appears
reasonable, if you can state tnis in thre plan.

MR, DAVERIO: The next one we wouid
like to discuss or get clarvification, it possible,
on, or maybe some help is J10n B-1l. It is on page
32 ot the RAC comments, page seven ¢f our table,
eand it talks about "Subarea bcundaries for
evacueation.”

Maybe if I nave a moment I will
explain it, Trhe evacuation plan, we would never
evacuate a subarea within F. You either evacuate
all or F or none or F.

Trhe only reason we hrave subareas is
tweciold., One it simplities tne bus routes rfor F
because F is a very large area, so is ¥ which is
trnne other one you have rererenced.,

Secondly, because of its larce 2rea
it broke out trat way rcr access ror pesple in
tr.ose subareas to get to trhe major evacuation

rtoutes, We rhave no plan ever to evacuate a subarea.
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It is either all of F, all of K, or none of each
¢t trose. That's wrnat stated in appendix A. .More
public relatisns than tc be put in tre protecctive
action brochure,

MR. BALDWIN: The background of
information you nave given us we cculd not £ind in
trhe plan.

MR. IRWIN: It seems like thrhe ccmment
was proceeding based cn a misapprerensicn of wrat
was reguired.

MR. DAVERIO: I can put the statenment
I made into tre plan. We didn't intend to make a
megcéditication.

MR, BALDWIN: When we evaluated the
plan we saw thrhe breakdown tor areas F and K, and
we were looking, therefore, for a breakdown on the
large map, tre tcld-out map, whicn would then rave
led us to.the correlation in thre plethora ¢f maps,

MR. DAVERTIO: We can put a sentence oOFr
two in trat summarizes what I said in probably
eight sentences.,

MR. BALDWIN: And it should be in thre
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MR. DAVERIO: VYes.,
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0ne we need claricication on, J 1€
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which is the last sentence on page

comment. Are you just looking torc

sSnows tne population in each zone?

we rnave is a table and a map. You

numbers on that table to appear on

MR. BALDWIN: With

you see, now it becomes evident

togethrer.

MR. DAVERIO: We

it is nct a problem.

MR, KOWIESKI: So you

numpers, population distribution
map?

MR. DAVERIO: Both

and on tre map.

MR. AIDIKOFF: In each

MR. KOWIESKI: The

tr.e table and thre map.

MR. DAVERIO: First we
talk about J 10~E, one and two,
trne issue of potassium icdide.

MR. KELLER: It is shown at
Lete.,.

MR. CAVERIC: It should be J

The C was a typo. It is contained

NUREG

which

32 of the RAC

a map thatv
Because what

like tne

would

the map?

this clarification,

how it fits

have the map done, Sso

will have

indicated on the

in a tabular torm

zZone,

requires botr,

would like to

basically is

J 10=-C on

10=-E.,

cn page 34 of
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the RAC review ccmments.

Qur plan, in the next revision, we
will give one tablet to each weorker as trhey leave
tre staging area to go into tre rield. As also
stated, our tanlets rignt now have an expiraticen
date marked or J ne 1985,

MR. KOWIESXI: Tre last ones we knew
were out cf date,

MR. AINIKOFF: We contacted trem.

MR. KELLER: No preblem.

MR. DAVERIO: Moving toe J 10-H, which
appears on page 37 ¢f trne RAC review, Based on
discussicns with the Red Cross, we are in the
process cr mcdirtying the plan because or their not
being able to get letters of agreement with, my
understanding, Stoney Brook or Surtfolk County
Community College. Trhey do have an agreement with
BOCES, tr.ey rave told me, and tiey hrave thrree
other places that they have agreements with, all
of whicr. are greater trhan 15 miles away.

So the next revision to tre plan will
show no relocation centers less tran 15 miles rrom
thhe site, approximately,.

I think the nearest cne is

approximately 15 miles.
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The Red Cross has told us trose fo:r

acre Saint Joseph's, BOCES, Islip, Downing Cclieqe,
and SUNY, Farmingdale. The plan will pe modified
to rerlect that in its entirety.

MR. BALDWIN: That's responsive, Wrat
we would also like as an aside to tris, several
people have mentioned, and I can speak for myself,
I woculd like tor you to supply a map focr scale and
the locations of trhese relccation centers on it.

MR. KOWIESKI: Trat's very important,
We try to use engineering skill and trere is no
way to determine the distance orf various
relocaticn centers on the map from =re plan,

MR, DAVERIO: We will take care of
that,

I guess the next one trhat we would
Jike to discuss 13 .3 Li=%i Actually it is one,
two, three and tour, which basicallyv are ingestion
patrnway issues, They are on page 41 or tre RAC
comments,

I guess trhe first cne is we are not
aware, rrom our maps and our scales, trat Rhode

Island i{. within S0 miles
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and we did not intend to include it in tne

ingestien pathway.
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MR, KELLER: Agreed. If you look at

trne RAC comment, not trnis one but later sn, it was
in one ot the earlier plan revisions. And since
tr.ere is no map oz S0 mile EPZ in the plan, we
coulén't tell wriether it was 50 miles or not.

We rave since nade sore measurements

and we agree it is greater than SN miles. However,

I might suggest that you might want to put a map
cf trhe 450 mile EPZ in tre plan.

MR. DAVERIO: J 11-2 talks about
imposing protective vrocedures, such as
impcundmeﬁt. Wrat we intend to d¢c is we hrave 2
ietter trnat Connecticut ras written to New York
State basically saying that they would respond to
a utilities or a licensee's request for assistance

in trhe ingestion pathway.

Sc as far as Connecticut is concerned,

we would assume trne Connecticut plan weculd be tre

applicable document based on that letter.

Within the New York State boundaries,

tre next revision to the plan will identiry that
we will issue radio messages icdentifying thrhe areas
cf concern and sftfer to compensate anyone with
econonic loss due to withnholding that roc rrom

the market.
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In addition, aid could come through

tr.e rederal response also.
MR, KELLER: I think what you are

saying is reasonable and trat will be included in

the plan, tnis expansion?

MR. DAVERIO: Yes.

MR. KELLER: If you have this letter
trem Connectizut, it belongs in B.

MR. DAVERIO: Yes. We cgot trat since
tre last revision to trne plan.

MR, DAVERIO: Tf I wasn't clear, tre
ietter rtrom Connecticut is to New York State
saying it would respond tc a licensee's request;
it is not to LILCO. We will include that letter
in trhe next revision to tre plan. Just for
claritication.

MR, KOWIESKI: We would need a letter

tvom Connecticut to you saying trat will

r

-

©
e

respond toc your regquest.

MR. DAVERIO: As was pointed cut to us,

when we asked for trat letter they sent it to New
York State, I den't know if tnat's .ecause thney
teel that's the proper protccol, But they may
tell us trne proper protocecl is5 to write trat

letter t¢c New ¥York State.
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MR. KOWIE. I: We nave to evaluate thre
letter.

MR, DAVERIO: We will provide trat
letter to you in the next revision for your
evaluation,

Turning next to the comment we have
as parenthnetical three, we rhave worked up over 60
payments of listings of dairies, farms, food
processing plants whricr. are or will be in the new
3:6.5, We also nave, for use in our EOC, a map of
a8 50 mile EPZ boundary, with all ocf them located
by colored coordinated dots and a manual thét
tells you what each ot trem are,

Tr.cse were gotten through working
with the Suffolk County Agricultural Extension
Office and using computer lists that trey provided
to us, and thrnen veritying those lists.

MR. YELLER: Your resolution appears
responsive,

Is it possible to supply tec RAC a
copy ot this map or a reduced version of {t?

MR. AIDIKOFF: I can right now supply

you withr the

pages ¢f listinags which ccrrelate
to the map. The map is about trne size of this

poavd.
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MR, IRWIN: We will make a photograph

MR. DAVERIO: The problem {s what we
rave done on it is correlate the difrterent
tacilities in different colors, anéd it is a hard
bocard trhat we did. We can make a 35 millimeter
slide of it for you.

Trhe next one we would like to talk
about is what we call parenthetical 4, fo»nd
precessing plants outsice tre 50 mile EPZ, which
wnhich process tood originating. What we have
tried to do is the focd processors in the listing
trrat I rnave discussed are 70 miles rrom Srorenan,

We think this is an appropriate
response since we don't fee!' much will be grown
inside and sent outside to be processed and
shipped back to New Yocrk, By including trhe extra
¢? miles we think we can address the RAC's comment
apout rocd being sent out to be processed and tren
sent back in.

MR. KELLER: I den't think you
miscaucgerstood our preblem, I don't trnink.

MR

R DAVERIO: J lz-
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cne, on page 4z, tre second paragrapf. Based, cn

what we state as page ¢ of our table, we have 90
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radiation monitoring persons deployed to the
relocation centers. Assuming about tweo rinutés
per monitor, to monitocr a perscon, we envision vyou
could do approximately 32,000 pecple in twelve
rours, whicrh is more the 20 percent of the EPS
wrhich the relocation center capacity is
established for. That's for a full ten-mile
evacuation.

Trhe RAC comments seems to say it is
guestionaple trat it can be dcne. “hat I am
locoking rtor is as to why that is questionable or
wrhat did RAC have in mind?

MR, KELLER: Scme of trhese people in
relocation centers are monitoring vehicles,
according teo your plan,

MR. DAVERIO: I believe the procedures
rhave them worrying about people first.

MR, ELLER: All we are savinag is to
evaluate, and as you are going te include some
kind or design basis on how many extra drivers yog
are going to have, put in a rationale of hew you
got trere trom here.

MR, DAVERIO: I trirk the plan rigrt
now has scme ot that priorvitization in ic. I

tr.ink it sayvs you park the cars in an area, do all
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thhe people and worry about the cars later. We
will gc back and look at it and make it clearer {f
there is a problen,

MR, XELLER: Cars are one thing, then
you have monitoring ror contaminatiocn, If people
are tound to be contaminated they go under a
srower and they are remonitored. Trat's separate
trom the people coming in.

What we are saying is, at least tre
way we look at it, it was guestionable whether you
raé¢ enougn trnere to get trne job done. 'Wrat your
design basis, what your assumptions were would bDe
helprul to be put intec trne dscument.

MR. DAVERIQO: We will put more of the
logic and background in the plan.,

MR. DAVERIO: One ==

MR. KOWIESKI: Nfr trne record.,

(There was a discussion cff tthe
recorvd.)

MR. DAVERIO: J. 12-4, I guess tre
problem we rave with that is the Red Cross has a
890~-page document on disaster services regulaticn
pcrocedures, disaster realtrn secrvices, ARC 3080
that trey give us when we asked for this. Is that

what you are looking to be put into our plan, or a

N
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reference to it, or something?

MR, KELLER: Your fout, five and six
kKind of are mesred togetrer,

MR. AIDIKOFF: No.

MR, KELLER: Again, pack to tre

discussisn from this morning, the American Red

Cross runs these centers but there is a LERO
tunction going on at the centers., Hew is tnat
intertace tied together? Do the LERM people
report to tre Red Cross people, do they repcrt to
LERO? wrhat is tnat interface, which we couldn't
tind in the plan?

Secondly, this registration form, you
do talk apout what you are going to do withn people
who are found tc ‘. contaminated. We think it is
equally important to have a record of people who
were examined and found to be not contaminated.

Part ot yeur preoblem {s that ycu hrave
a2 clean tag, which is new, Trat's just part cf it.

MR, DAVERIO: I trink we understood
that., If it is not the ARC 3050 document you want
but if you want a2 command and control statement
petween trne tws organizations, we then understand
wrnat ysu arve loocking ror,

MR, KELLER: Yes. I trnink {if you go
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pack to tne RAC comment it says "more information
needed aon Réd Cross responsibilities and
procedures in tre centers."”

In lignt cf fact you have these two
tunctions at the center.

MR. IRWIN: Wnat does LERO do and what
does Red Cross do, and if there is is a point of
intertface.

MR. XELLER: Yes., Another thing comes
to mind wnicrn may or may not be in the training
session. Because of tris interftace, as you have
stated tre American Red Cross routinely runs
trelocation centers and does 2 fine josb, nc
guestion about it. But trnis is a little bit
ditferent situation because of the interface with
LERO tunctions, This may get into a training
aspect.

MR, DAVERIN: Wrat ras occurved in our
training program, we produced a rilm on relocation
center operation and activation, which the PRed
Cross told us how to do and it was all Red Cross

ceople doing i%t, that we train our LERC people

MR, KELLFR: We would like to see in

tr.e plan row thrhe interface werks, and it threre is




an interface, make sure the training is

appropriately listed.

(V)

MR, CAVERIO: We will take care of it.

Terning to planning criteria K,

d

- Radiological Exposure Ceontrol. I figure we could
5 probably get through K and then maybe break.
=

. I think we will discuss K and as we

(2]

rave four items to discuss, that will probably

“

take us t¢ rtive tec l1z.

190 ‘ MR. XKOWIESKI: How many more guestions
il de you have on L, M oy 0? This will quide us as i
- f to whethrer we snculd break for luncrn around 1z or f
" 13 tinisn., |
14 E MR. IRWIN: I think it would be f
15 ; sensible to break tor lunch simply because we want !
14 i to try to take up the conditional approval stutf, f
& é and there is no way we will be able to get through |
8 : all that, . |
19 | MR. KOWIESKI: That's what we are
<0 | saying. It we ccn tinish with whatever was qraded' ’
¢l } inadeguate and then break for 'unch and start |
ey | rvesi . i
213 MR. DAVERIO: X SA=3 is the first cne, 3
<4 | wrnich appeats on page 45 or the RAC comments, I

25 | gquess the precdlem we have is we don't know Of any
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otrher tederally or any approved limits to put into
trne pian except trnose contained in Reg GuideAiPﬁ,
and are looking for claritication or guidance as
as fo what ysu meant by not using those numbers.

MR. KELLER: I am just trying to
rigure row you broke your one, two, thrhree down
rnere.

MR. DAVERIO: Three is the last
pavragrapt.

MR, KELLER: What we are trying to say
is you rave two tables, 391 and 292.

MR. DAVERIO?: Right.

MR, KELLER: 322 are tre contamjination
levels taken ocut of Reg Cuide 1.86, which is the
release or licensecé activities,

what we are saying is in 391 yocu rave

cne level of contamination. You rnave & person WwWhLo

is contaminated it tne count rate exceeds 120
counts per minute, It is a long way from 120 to

wnat you say is acceptable tor release.

Wnhat I am saying is there is a
divergence petween what you say is contaminatesd
and what ycu say i{s acceptable tc pe released and
reused.,

MR, AIDIKOFF: What we are trying to

-
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explain rhere on 392 is == it is not so much for
release; it is rtorv ve-entry rer pbuildings and
argas as oppsesed to a perssn coming into a
relccation center fof monitsring and trnen
subsequent release artrter decon. We would
appreciate guidance.

MR, KELLER: There is an EPA group who
is currently developing recsvecry re-entry,
relocation, restatfing guidelines., To ny
knowledge, and maybe Ceorge can help, trere are no
specitic numbers available as of yet.

I think we understand the prcblenm,
trnere {5 no guidance, as except for this 1l,.%4,

That is a very low number. I think
the point we were trying to make in the RAC
comment is that we seem %o see a divergence of
what you call contaminated and what you call
acceptable tc release, because I think those words
are in tre plan,

MR. AIDIKOFF: I agree. We can
clarity that.

MR, KELLER: That's tre RAC comment.

Trhere is anotrer issue that we would
like te rnave some guidance on, and trat is what

»wsuld pe acceptaple numbers, and I am not going t3
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answer that;

MR. BORES: Cne of thrhe problems wi:h
using l.85, it hLas Deen designated ror use as
decommissioning facilities, By definition this is
long~-lived sturff, been trere ror years and years;
whereas in an accident situation you may rave a
pepulation wnhich has been relocated or dislocated,
it you will, and you need tc get those back in to
avoid economic type concerns as well 235 get the
tamilies back together where trey belong, trat
sort ot thing.

The second aspect is in an emergency
type situation I would guess trhe Dulk 5f the
activity might be short-lived stucff. So you might
be dealing with a difrerent spectrum of activity,.
They are tws different trings.

Whereas tre otrner yocu rave a lecng
time, not an emergency situation, with l1l.°56., I
kn-w scme ¢f tne states rave developed sone
re-entrv criteria ancd maybe that's tre way you
ougnt to look at it, Eased on the potential
exposure, RAD exposure or REM exposure over the
next six months, over tne next year btased ¢n
re~entry.

In other words, you move pecple out

JSR——
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based on an exposure potential or tre savings
potential wrhen ysu enact the PAGs.

So trhey are looking at tre same sort
Ot concept when you move them back in, The
numbers might be lower, but you may alss, in those
numbers, weigr the specirtic aspects ¢f trne given
accident, So it is based on expocsure rather than
contamination levels.

MR, AIDIXOFF: Instead of DTPM value
you are looking tor an assumed expcsure value ror
Six monthrs or twelve months, a dose rate at that
point assuming continuous exposure?

MR. BORES: If you have sheort=-lived
mater:al, decay rate, weathering, whatever it is.
But you ought to lay ocut the criteria or the
assumptions that you are going toc be using tfor
trhat.

MR, AIDI¥OFF: One guick question., A
trecent FDA document, 1983, rerers to scme
Department of Transportation values in millirem,
1 am wondering if you are aware of that, They are
saying there is kind of nothing we know about it
except tov transportation accidents and then it
gives something.,

MR. KELLER: Is this Scrhlein's

- —
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document?

MR. AINDIKAFF: Yes.

MR. BORES: I can't comment cn it,

MS. FELDMAN: Joyce Feldman, I would
add one thing. AS ftar as the EPA dratft that was
randed out to the Conterence of Radiation Control
program members, tne thrust there is to project
total dose for long term expcsures. So ysu would
pe depending on thrhe nuclides and tased on
intcrmation on what rhas been released and what ras
been deposited in areas rather than any speciric
count rate cor dose rate, because you are looking
long ternm,

MR. AIDIKOFF: You are locking at long
term dose. Do an isotcpic analysis?

MS., FELDMAN: Yes, This is a d:cision
trnat wouldn't be made in a Zﬁ-hour pericd.

MR, YELLER: These tables éeppear at
.wo places in the plan, and the discussion is fine
and valid., But we jumped rrom decontamination of
emergency reworkers to recovery/re-entry. T™his 1Is
decontam levels for emergency workers,

MR, AIDIKOFF: We will clear trat ug.
I agree with trat,

MR. KELLER: We just jumped into M,




MS. FELDMAN: I am sorry.

MR. AIDIKOFF: Thank you for your

MR. DAVERIO: The next one we would
like to discuss is K S-B, parentrhetical two, whichn
appears on page 46 of the RAC, We are not exactly
sure wrat the concern is over alpha activity --

MR. KELLER: Because yocur plan savys
trhat probe detects alpra activity. I looked it up
again and it says trat ard I would like you to
take it out.

MR. DAVERIO: Trat's fine,

MR XELLER: Since it 13 iluccrrect as
yocur medification says,

MR. DAVERIO: We will fix thrat.

The next one would be K 5 B=-3, we are
goeing to modity the plan to talk about sending
decontamination equipment supply storage or water,
I guess, would be there, to tne Shoreram site to

be used -- excuse me.

(There was a pause in tre proceeding.,)

MR, DAVERIO: We are going to use the
Srhoreram site to randle solid waste, As just
pointed cut tc me we would try tc dilute tre

liguid waste and dispose o¢f them, It they
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couldn't be diluted, then they would be snipped to
Snsreram. .

MR. KELLER: The cqmment says you hrave
not addressed what you are going tc do with waste.
Your resolution says it.

MR. DAVERIO: The next cne would be K
S B=5. I guess the clariftication we wanted is
that trnis appears under a section trat's really
talking about kits, Are ysu just looking for us
to provicde pleces whnere tirst aid kits would be
available in tre EOC,<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>