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LILCO'S TESTIMONY ON CONTENTION 81 (INGESTION PATHWAY)

PURPOSE

Contention 81 qguestions the adequacy of LILCO's emergency
planning for the 50-mile Ingestion Pathway EP2. This testimony
will demonstrate that LILCO's Emergency Plan embodies adequate
planning and procedures for the ingestion exposure pathway.
Specifically, OPIP 3.6.6 of LILCO's Plan sets forth detailed
procedures for implementing preventive and emergency protective
actions governing the treatment and/or disposition of lactating
dairy animals, milk, water, fruit, vegetables and other food-
stuffs. This testimony will further demonstrate that LILCO's
Plan provides for the necessary personnel, facilities, equip-

ment and communications network to implement such protective

actions.
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LILCO'S TESTIMONY ON CONTENTION 81 (INGESTION PATHWAY)

TESTIMONY
B Q: Please state your name and business address.
A: [Cordaro] My name is Matthew C. Cordaro. My busi-

ness address is Long Island Lighting Company, 175 01d

Country Road, Hicksville, New York 11801.

[Daverio] My name is Charles A. Daverio. My busi-
ness address is Long Island Lighting Company, 175 0ld

Country Road, Hicksville, New York 11801.

[Miele] My name is Michael L. Miele. ﬁy business
address is Long Island Lighting Company, Shoreham Nu-
clear Power Station, Post Office Box 628, Wading

River, New York 11792.



[Porter] My name is Sydney W. Porter, Jr. My busi-
ness address is Porter Consultants, Inc., 125 Argyle

Road, Ardmore, Pennsylvania 19003.

[Watts] My name is Richard J. Watts. My business
address is Impell Corporation, 225 Broad Hollow Road,

Melville, New York 11747.

Please state your professional qualifications.
[Cordarc] 1 am Vice President, Engineering for
LILCO. My professional gualifications are being of-
fered into evidence as part of the document entitled
"Professional Qualifications of LILCO Witnesses." I
,am participating on this panel to provide the LILCO
management perspective on Emergency Planning, and to
answer any questions pertinent to management. My
role in emergency planning for Shoreham is to ensure
that the needs and requirements of emergency planning
are being met, and tha  the technical direction and
content of emergency , .nning are being conveyed to

corporate management.

[Daverio] I am LILCO'S Supervisor of Emergency Plan-
ning and Regulatory Services. I am als» Assistant
Manager of LILCO'S Local Emergency Response Imple-
menting Organization (LERIO). My professional quali=-

fications are being offered into evidence as part of



the documént entitled "Professional Qualifications of
LILCO Witnesses." As Supervisor of Emergency Plan-
ning and Assistant Manager of LERIO, I am responsible
for implementing LILCO's Local Emergency Response
Plan. As such, I am familiar with the issues sur-

rounding this contention.

[Miele] I am employed by LILCO as the Radiation Pro-
tection Section Supervisor in the Nuclear Engineering
Department. My professional qualifications are being
separately offered into evidence as part of the docu-
ment entitled "Professional Qualifications of LILCO
Witnesses." I am responsible for the overall manage-
ment and technical direction of all onsite and
offsite aspects of radiological protection for the
Shoreham Nucl:ar Power Station. As such, I am famil-

iar with the issues surrounding this contention.

[Porter] I am President of Porter Consultants, Inc.
My professional qgualifications are being offered into
evidence as part of the document entitled "Profes-
sional Qualifications of LILCO Witnesses." My famil-
iarity with the issues surrounding this contention
stems from some 28 years of experience in the fields

of health physics, radiological environmental



monitoring, emergency planning, nuclear engineering
and radiochemistry, including the assessment of

onsite releases and management of offsite emergency
environmental surveillance at Three Mile Island Sta-

tion after the Unit 2 accident in 1979.

[Watts] I am the Health Physics Supervisor for the
Radiological Services Section-Northeast Region of Im-
pell Corporation. My professional Qualifications are
being offered into evidence as part of the document
entitled "Professional Cualifications of LILCO Wit-
nesses." I have been retained by LILCO to serve as
one of the Radiation Health Coordinators in the Local
Emergency Response Organization (LERO) and have par=-
ticipated in LERO drills in this capacity. As such,
I am familiar with the issues surrounding this con-
tention.

Would you please summarize the issues raised by sC
Contention 812

In essence, Suffolk County Contention 81 questions
the adequacy of LILCO'S emergency planning for the
50-mile Ingestion Pathway EPZ. Specifically, the

Contention rais2s concerns that:



Further Preamble to Contentions 78-83.
10 CFR Section 50.47(b)(10) requires that
protective actions for the ingestion expo-
sure pathway EPZ "appropriate to the lo-
cale" be in place. The ingestion exposure
pathway generally covers an area approxi-
mately 50 miles in radius. 10 CFR Section
50.47(c)(2). Plans for the ingestion path-
way are required to "focus on such actions
as are appropriate to protect the food in-
gestion pathway." 1Id. The purpose or
these requirements is to protect the public
from consumption of contaminated food-
stuffs. NUREG 0654, Section II.J.11.

Contention 81: Ingestion Exposure Pathway

Contention 81. The Plan contains in-
sufficient procedures or other means of im-
plementing the protective actions set forth
in OPIP 3.6.6. Thus, LILCO has not devel-
oped adequate plans for the 50-mile inges-
tion exposure pathway, and there is no com-
pliance with 10 CFR Sections 50.47(a)(1),
50.47(b)(1), 50.47(b)(3), 5C0.47(b)(10),
50.47(c)(2) and NUREG 0654 Section II.J.11.
Specifically:

Contention 81.A. The Plan does not
provide adequate procedures or guidance
governing the disposition of contaminated
lactating dairy animals, or the treatment
of uncontaminated lactating dairy animals
should uncontaminated stored feed not be
available. Thus, there is no assurance
that the milk or meat products of these an-
imals will be kept from public consumption.

Contention 81.B. The Plan calls for
withholding contaminated milk from the mar-
ket to allow radiocactive decay of
short-lived radionuclides but does not call
for its disposal or continued withholding
after the decay period. (OPIP 3.6.6, At~
tachment 7, at 1). The Plan provides no
standards for determining what constitutes
an adequate "decay period" or for identi-
fying short-lived radioisotopes, nor does




it contain any provisions for dealing with
long-lived isotopes which would pose a se-
rious health consequence to the public. In
addition, the Plan does not state: (1) how
the withholding of contaminated milk would
be achieved; (2) how the prolonged storage
and special pasteurization of milk would be
achieved; (3) how the diversion of the pro=-
duction of fluid milk would be achieved; or
(4) how the introduction of milk supplies
into commerce would be prevented.

Contention 81.C. The Plan calls for
washing contaminated fruit and vegetables
and milling and polishing contaminated
grains (OPIP 3.6.6, Attachment 7, at la).
However, the Plan contains no procedures
for disposing of the wash water or residue,
which could pose a serious potential for
adverse health consequences. In addition,
the Plan does not state: (1) how the re-
moval of surface contamination from fruits
and vegetables by washing, etc. would be
achieved; (2) how the milling and polishing
of contaminated grains would be achieved;
or (3) how the many informal local farm
stands can be found and controlled.

Contention 81.D. The Plan contains no
maps showing key land use data, watersheds,
water supply intakes and tieatment plants
and reservoirs. Nor does it state: (1)
how and from where alternative drinking
water supplies would be made available: or
(2) how affected wells would be identified
and isclated ancd reservoirs secured.

Contention 81.E. The Plan does not
state: (1) how the diet of all residents
and visitors is to be restricted; (2) who
will pay for condemnation and under what
procedures condemnation will be executed;
or (3) how exports of agricultural products
and ducks from Suffolk County to other .
parts of the country can be controlled or
prevented.

Contention 81.F. The Plan does not
provide for personnel, facilities,




equipment or 2ven a communications network
to implement any of the actions listed in
subparts A through E.

Would you briefly describe the scope of this testimo-
ny?

This testimony will address all parts of Contention
81 to the extent that they relate te LILCO's Emergen-
Ccy Plan as modified by Revision 3. With respect to
the general scope of this testimony, however, we
offer two caveats. First, our testimony deals solely
with that portion of the 50-mile Ingestion Pathway
EPZ within the boundaries of New York State. By let-
ter dated December 15, 1983, from Frank Mancuso, Di-
rector of the Office of Civil Preparedness of the De-
partment of Public Safety of the State of
Connecticut, to Donald A. DeVito, Director of the Of-
fice of Disaster Preraredness of the State of New
York, the State of Connecticut has agreed to "support
and provide radiological assistance in Connecticut in
the event of a radiological related emergency and
will respond in Connecticut to requests for ra-
diological assistarce from licensees, federal, state
and lecal (county) agencies." This response will in-
clude "collect[ing] samples and interdict([ing] food,
water and milk within potentially affected areas of

the Shoreham 50-mile EPZ, as required, within the



boundaries of the State of Connecticut." This letter
of agreement has been filed with this Board as At~
tachment 28 of LILCO's Testimony on Contention 24 F,
G, I, K, L, OLb P, R, Sand T, filed on March 2, 1984.
In light of this letter of agreement, our testimony
focuses upon procedures for implementing protective

actions within New York State only.

Second, the Emergency Plan provides that, if an emer-
gency is declared, the Director of Local Response
will contact the New York State Commissioner of
Health as well as the Connecticut Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection. Our testimony presumes, howev-
er, that New York State officials will not act affir-
matively and implement protective actions upon
notification of the radiological emergency.

Where do the concerns expressed in Contention 81 fit
into the overall concept of emergency planning?
Contention 81 raises concerns about the sufficiency
of LILCO'S plan and procedures for the S50-mile inges-
tion pathway zone around Shoreham Nuclear Power Sta-
tion, should protective actions governing the inges=
tion pathway be necessary in the event of an accident
at the plant. Emergency planning for Shoreham, as

for all commercial nuclear power plants, is



structured against a background of technie-
cal/regulatory documents issued by the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission (NRC) and other agencies, including
the Fnvironmental Protection Agency and the Federal
Emergency Management Agency. These include

NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP~1(Rev.1l), Criteria For

Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Emergency

Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear

Power Plants (November 1980) and NUREG-0396/

EPA-529/1-78-016, Planning Basis for the Development

of State and Local Government Radiological Emergency

Respons¢ Plans in Support of Light Water Nuclear

Power Plants (December 1978), as well as the NRC's

regulations, 10 CFR § 50.47 and Part 50 Appendix E.
Though these documents form a backdrop, this testimo-
ny will address them only to the extent they bear on

issues ir contention here.

Similarly, this testimony will not attempt to summa-
rize, in any cne place, the contents of LILCO'S en-
tire Local Offsite Radiological Emergency Response
Plan for Shoreham, but simply to make use of those
portions which are particularly relevan* to those is-
sues actually in contention. With respect to the in-

gestion exposure pathway, the most directly relevant



portion of “he Fmergency Plan consists of two Offsite
Emergency Planning Implementing Procedures, OPIP
3.6.6 (Ingestion Pathway Protective Actions) and OPIP
3.5.3 (Ingestion Pathway Assessment and Dose Projec-
tion). These procedures are appended to this testi-

mony as Attachments 1 and 2 respectively.

Contentions 81.A and 81.B

6. Q: In the event of a radiological emergency, what proce-
dures would LILCO and LERO implement to ensure that
contaminated milk would be kept from public consump-
tion?

A: [Cordaro, Daverio, Watts) At the outset, we empha-
size that the thrust of LILCO's Emergency Plan and
its Implementing Procedures is to prevent the contam-
ination of milk altogether. To this end, LERO maine-
tains a comprehensive list of the names, addresses
and telephone numbers of commercial dairy farms lo-
cated in Suffolk and Nassau Counties and in those
parts of Westchester and Putnam Counties that lie
within the 50-mile Ingestion Pathway EPZ. This iist,
whicn is compiled on a semiannual basis by the New
York State Department of Agriculture and Markets,
identifies dairy farms that are engaged in the sale

or shipping of r '1k to processors. A copy of this

list = appended to this testimony as Attachment 3.

- 10 -



This and other lists appended to this testimony and
to OPIP 3.6.6 will be periodically updated in accor-

dance with NRC requirements.

Using this information, LERO would take appropriate
action to prevent milk contamination in the event of
a radiological emergerncy. For example, if a General
Emergency were declared, LERO would immediately con-
tact any dairy farmers located within a 10-mile radi-
us of Shoreham Nuclear Power Station. in accordance
with Section 5.1.1.1c of OPIP 3.6.6. Farmers would
be instructed to remove dairy animals from pasture at
once and to place them on stored feed until further
notice. Because stored feed is typically kept in a
silo or similar structure, it is protected from pos=-
sible contamination by airborne radioactive
particulates. By taking these immediate precaution-
ary measures, the possibility of any milk contamina-
tion would be min.imized. It is worth noting that the
State of New York has adopted equivalent procedures
in its Radiological Emergency Preparedness l)an, at
Part III-Secticn I, H-14 (Rev. 11/83), for essential-

ly the same reasons as stated herein.



Pursuant to Section 5.2 of OPIP 3.6.6, environmental
survey teams would be dispatched to collect milk sam-
ples from farms located within the area of potential
contamination. Under Section 5.2.2.3¢, these teams
would also be responsible for obtaining samples of
fodder and forage from such farms. Analysis of these
samples would be coordinated by personnel imple-
menting the Dose Assessment Function. The results of
laboratory analysis of the milk samples would be com-
pared to protective action guides issued by the Food
and Drug Administration, 47 Fed. Reg. 47,073 (1982),
which are reflected in Attachments 1-3 of OPIP 3.6.6.
These FDA protective action aguides have also been
adopted by the State of New York in its Radiological
Emergency Preparedness Plan at Part I-Section III-33

(Rev. 11/83).

If the projected or measured activity of a particular
radicnuclide in a sample were found to exceed the
preventive response level recommended by the FDA for
that radionuclide, LERO would take further protective
actions, in accordance with Section 5.4 and Attach-
ment 7 of OPIP 3.6.6. As stated in Section 5.4.3.1
of OPIP 3.6.6 and Section 1.1 of Attachment 7, LERO

would instruct potentially affected farmers to keep

-12-



If the projected or measured activity of a ra-
dionuclide in a sample were found to exceed the ap-
plicable FDA preventive response level, LERO would
contact the affected dairy processor by telephone
pursuant to Section 5.4.3.1 A of OPIP 3.6.6 As stat-
ed in Attachments 7 and 8 of OPIP 3.6.6, the proces-
sor would be advised to withhold contaminated milk
rom commerce to allow for the radicactive decay of
the particular radionuclide. To thits end, the pro=-
cessor could be advised to freeze and store contami-
nated milk for a specified period of time. Alterna-
tively, the processor could be advised to divert
fluid milk to the production of dry whole milk,
nonfat dry milk, butter, cheese or evaporated milk.
Such processing would have the effect of allowing for
the decay of short-lived radionuclides. Furthermore,
the processor would be instructed “o store all incom-
ing shipments in separate tanks, and to take repre=
sentative one-gallon samples from each such shipment

for monitoring purposes.

Finally, pursuant to Section 5.4.3.1 A of OPIP 3.6.6,
both dairy farmers and processors would. be notified
that LILCO will fully compensate them for any

unsalvageable milk.



all dairy animals indoors and to provide them with
uncontaminated feed and water, i.e., feed and water
from covered sources. In addition, farmers would be
advised to withhold their milk from commerce and
store it at reduced temperatures. Furthermore, farm-
ers would be instructed to take a representative
one-gallon sample from each milking. These samples
would then be picked up by environmental survey teams
for laboratory analysis. Finally, farmers would be
provided with a telephcone number to obtain up-to-date

information.

The Emergency Plan contains additional safeguards for
preventing public consumption of contaminated milk.
First, Section 5.2.2.1 of OPIP 3.6.6 calls for envi-
ronmental survey teams to sample milk at processing
plants. Dairy processors that potentially use milk
produced within the 50-mile EPZ are set forth in At-
tachment 4 of this testimony, which is based on in-
formation provided by the New York State Department
cf Agriculture and Markets. Environmental survey
teams would also take milk samples from tank trucks

to the extent practicable.

R L



.

oo

r

r
4

>

»

v

oy
- 4
en




Should the Emergency Plan have procedures for the
"disposition of contaminated lactating dairy ani-
mals," as Contention 81.A further maintains?

[Miele, Porter, Watts] There is no need for any pro=-
cedure governing the "disposition" of "contar .(ted"
dairy animals per se. As explained above, the imple-
menting procedures focus on preventing internal con-
tamination by removing dairy animals from the pasture
and limiting their intake to stored feed and water
from a covered source. To the extent that dairy ani-
mals receive external contamination, such contamina-
tion may be removed simply by washing and scrubbing

the affected animal.

Even assuming that a lactating dairy animal did re-
ceive some internal contamination, this would not
pose a potential public health problem except insofar
as milk is concerned. There is no significant beef
production within that portion of New York State cov-
ered by the 50-mile EP2Z. We understand that the
Suffolk County Farm in Yaphank may slaughter some
dairy animals for consumption by residents of County
institutions. Beef produced by this farm would be
monitored for radioactive contamination in the event
of a radiological emergency. To the best of our

knowledge, however, no lactating dairy animals are

-16-



10.

routinely slaughtered for consumption by the general
public within the 50-mile EPZ. Consequently, OPIP
3.6.6 focuses upon the contamination of milk, and not
meat products, from such animals. In the event that
a commercial beef operation were to be identified
within the 50-mile zone, it would be an easy matter
to expand the scope of the existing procedures to
cover it,.

Does the Emergency Plan provide standards for identi-
fying specific short-lived radicisotopes?

[Miele, Porter, Wat*s] The Emergency Plan does not
set forth specific "standards" for identifying vari-
ous types of short-lived radioisotopes. Indeed, it
would serve no useful purpose to include such infor-
mation in the Plan itself. It is difficult to iden-
tify specific radioisotopes accurately in the field.
Rather, laboratory analysis is usually necessary in
order to determine the presence of particular radio-
isotopes in a sample. Section 2.0 of OPIP 3.6.6 au-
thorizes the Radiation Health Coordinator to coordi-
nace the laboratory analysis of field samples for
this purpose.

Does the Emergency Plan provide standards for de-
termining what would constitute an adeguate "decay

period" for short-lived radioisotopes found in milk,
water or other foods?
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short-lived radioisotopes in contaminated milk. In-
deed, we understand that in many instances, proces-
sors may not have equipment necessary for special
pasteurization. Such processors, however, may accom-
plish the objective of special pasteurization by
other means, such as storing contaminated milk at re-
duced temperatures or diverting the milk to the pro-

duction of cheese or other dairy products.

Contention 81.C

13.

Q:

Are special criteria needed for determining whether a
consumer's washing, brushing and scrubbing of fruits
and vegetables has been effective in eliminating sur-
face contamination, as Contention 81.C suggests?

If locally grown fruits and vegetables are found to
have an unacceptably high level of radiocactive con-
tamination, LILCO's policy, as provided in Section
5.4.3.1 C of OPIP 3.6.6, is to buy all such fruits
and vegetables from farmers, vendors and other
food-chain establishments. In so doing, LILCO seeks
to minimize the possibility that any contaminated

fruits and vegetables would reach the consuming pub-

lic.

As an additional precaution, LERO will lnstruct the

public, via EBS bulletin, to wash, brush, scrub or

- 20 «



14,

peel all locally grown fruits and vegetables pure-
chased or harvested subsequent to a radiological in-
cident. No special procedures are necessary for re-
moving surface contamination in this matter. Normal
washing, brushing and scrubbing will remove radiocac-
tive contamination from the surfaces of fruits and
vegetables, in exactly the same manner that it re-
moves surface contamination caused by nonradiocactive
substances. In other words, the consumer does not
have to use different methods or exercise any greater
care than is necessary to remove insecticide residues
and other similar, regularly encountered toxic sub-
stances from the surfaces of fruits and vegetables.
Thus, the New York State Radiological Emergency Pre-
paredness Plan, at Part III-Section I, H=-14 (Rev.
11/83), recommends that the public "wash fruits and
vegetables thoroughy prior to eating them," but does
not contain specific procedures for removing radiocac=-
tive contamination in this manner.

Are special procedures necessary for disposing of
wash water and residue in connection with the removal
of radioactive contamination from the surfaces of
fruits and vegetables, as Contention 81.C maintains?
[Miele, Porter, Watts] No. Contaminated fruits and

vegetables may be washed or scrubbed in an ordinary

-



15.

kitchen sink. Radioactive particulates that are
washed down the drain would be so diluted by the
water purification process as not to pose a potential
public health problem. The average American house-
hold, for example, uses 50-100 gallons of water per

day.

Washing fruits and vegetables to eliminate radiocac~-
tive contamination is no different from washing them
to remove other toxic residues. In both cases, the
contamination is significantly diluted by the wash
water, which is further diluted by sewer water or
septic systems. By the same token, peelings and
other residue should be disposed of as any other gar-
bage would, in a trash receptacle or other container.
In short, there is no need for the Plan to have spe-
cific procedures governing the disposal of radiocac-
tive wash water and residue.

Does the Plan contain procedures for the "milling and
polishing of contaminated grains"?

LILCO's Emergency Plan, as modified by Revision 3,
does not refer to the "milling" cr "polishing" of
"contaminated grains." LILCO has dispensed with the
need for milling and polishing procedures inasmuch as

it will purchase contaminated grains from farmers and

- 2% =



16.

food processors pursuant to Section 5.4.3.1E of OPIP
3.6.6. Moreover, it should be noted that there is
relatively little grain production -- particularly
that for human consumption =-- within the New York

Portion of the 50-mile EP2.

Are "informal" farmstands identified in the Emergency

Plan?

[Cordaro, Daverio, Watts] LERO maintains an exten-
sive list of the names, addresses and telephone num-
bers of all types of farmstands located on Long Is-
land and in those parts of Westchester and Putnam
Counties covered by the 50-mile EPZ. This list,
which is appended to this testimony as Attachment 5,
is based on information contained in the Guide to

Farm Fresh Food-Metro Region published by the New

York State Department of Agriculture and Markets and
in an article entitled "Where They Are -- Farm Stand
Season on Long Island" published by Newsday on July

29, 1982.

In addition, it should be noted that Attachment 13 of
OPIP 3.6.6 identifies New York fruit and vegetable
farmers rithin the 50-mile EPZ. Thus, LERO could
readily contact these farmers if circumstances so

warranted.

» 23 =
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Does the Emergency Plan have procedures for "con-
trol[ling]" produce available for sale at farmstands?

[Cordaro, Daverio, Watts] The Emergency Plan
contains specific procedures for dealing with
farmstand produce. As we testified above, LERO main-
tains a listing of the names, addresses and telephone
numbers of New York farmstands within the S50-mile
EPZ. 1In the event of a radiological emergency, envi-
ronmental survey teams would be dispatched to collect
representative samples of fruits and vegetables from
farmstands located in the affected area, in accor-
dance with Section 5.2.2.3c of OPIP 3.6.6. If these
samples were found to have an unacceptably high level
of radioactive contamination, LERO would contact, via
telephone and/or EBS bulletins, farmstand operators
in the affected area. Pursuant to Section 5.4.3.1 of
OFIP 3.6.6, farmstand operators would be advised to
withhold their produce from the market until further
notice. In addition, they would be provided with a
telephone number to obtain up-to-date information,
and would be instructed to wash, brush or scrub all

uncovered produce.

Perhaps most importantly, however, farmstand opera-

tors would be advised of LILCO's policy to compensate



19.

within the New York State portion of the 50-mile EPZ
and a pamphlet which lists New York streams that
drain into river basins.

What "alternative drinking water supplies" would be
potentially available to the public, and how would
such supplies be made available?

Contention 81.D.1 is premised on the assumption that
the greater portion of the drinking water supply for
residents of the 50-mile EPZ would be susceptible to
radiocactive contaminat ' on in the event of an acci-

dent. This premise is faulty.

Wells provide the only source of drinking water for
residents of Nassau and Suffolk Counties. Because of
the natural filtration process that occurs when sur-
face water enters the aquifer, it is extremely un-
likely that a release of radioactive material from a
nuclear plant would cause the contaminatior of well
water supplies. Therefore, it is highly unlikely
that residents of Nassau and Suffolk Counties (which
represent approximately 80% of the New York portion
of the 50-mile EPZ)} would ever be in need of "alter-

native drinking water supplies."

There are, however, several reservoirs situated on

the periphery of the 50-mile EPZ in Putnam and

- 26 -



them fully for produce that has been contaminated as
a result of the accident. This policy should elimi-
nate any incentive for farmstand operators to sell
contaminated produce to the public. The Plan thus
includes specific procedures to minimize the possi=-
bility that contaminated produce would be available

for sale to the public at farmstands.

Finally, it should be noted that LILCO's Plan com-
pares favorably with the New York State Radiological
Emergency Preparedness Plan. In contrast to LILCO's
detailed information and procedures, the New York
Plan does not contain any farmstand information, and
does not set forth procedures governing notification

cf farmstands.

Contention 81.D

18.

Q:

Does LERO maintain maps showing "land use data, wa-
tersheds, water supply intakes and treatment plants
and reservoirs?"

[Cordaro, Daverio] LERO maintains up-to-date maps
showing key land use data, dairies, food processors,
surface water intakes, reservoirs, treatment plants
and groundwater sources. In addition, LERO has ob-

tained from the United States Geological Service a

hydrologic unit map which shows drainage basins

o 28 =



20,

Westchester Counties. These reservoirs provide pota=-
ble water to residents of Putnam and Westchester
Counties and to certain areas of Queens County within
the 50-mile zone. Assuming that an airborne ra-
diological release contaminated these reservoirs, af-
fected residents would be advised, via EBS bulletin,
to drink bottled water, well water, or tap water
which had been stored in closed tanks or vessels
prior to the advisory, pursuant to Attachments 7 and
8 of OPIP 3.6.6.1/ Moreover, under Section 5.6 of
OPIP 3.6.6, the Director of Local Response, in con-
junction with the Logistics Support Coordinator and
the Support Services Coordinator, would undertake

procurement of supplemental potable water supplies.

How would affected wells be identified and isolated?
As we testified above, the natural filtration process
renders it extremely unlikely that well water would
ever be contaminated in the event of a radiological

accident. Thus, the New York State Radiological

1/

Our testimony does not address how reservoirs would be

"secured," as stated in Contention 81.D.2, inasmuch as this
measure is not included in LILCO's Plan as modified by Revision

3.

LILCO has concluded that the securing of reservoirs may not

be a viable option, and has adopted other measures, as de-
scribed above, to ensure the availability of safe drinking

water.

» 27 -



Emergency'Preparedness Plan, for example, does not
contain any provisions that specifically deal with
wells, even though there are wells located within the
50-mile ingestion pathway zones (including
Westchester and Putnam Counties) surrounding other

nuclear power plants located in New York State.

LERO nonetheless maintains a comprehensive list of
community wells and surface water sources situated in
Nassau and Suffolk Counties and those portions of
Westchester, Putnam and Queens Counties within the
SO-mile EPZ. Thas liit, which is aprended to this
testimony as Attachment 6, also identifies the title
and telephone number of the contact person of each
such groundwater or surface water operation. This
list is based on information contained in the New

York State Atlas of Community Water System Sources

published by the Division of Environmental Protection

of the New York State Department of Health.

If a radiological emergency were declared, environ-
mental survey teams would periodically obtain water
samples from wells located in the area of potential
contaminatizn, in accordance with Sectién 5.2.2.2 of

OPIP 2.6.6. In the unlikely event that these samples
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were determined to have an unacceptably high level of
radicactive contamination, LERO would contact the af-
fected water supply operators and inform them of such
contamination pursuant to Section 5.1.3.1 B of OPIP

3.6.6. Furthermore, as stated in Attachments 7 and 8
of OPIP 3.6.6, residents of affected water districts
would be advised, via EBS bulletin, to limit or cease

consumption of tap water until further notice.

[Miele] It should also be noted that LILCO's Ra=-
diological Environmental Monitoring Program (REMP)
maintains six wells at the site of Shoreham Nuclear
Power Station for routine menitoring purposes. Three
of these wells have been drilled onlv as far down as
the highest water table, so that any Jroundwater con=-
tamination resulting from a radiological accident
would be detected as early as possible. LILCO also
monitors a privately owned well which is located ap-
proximately two miles from the plant. In the event
of a radiological emergency, these wells could be
monitored on an expedited basis, thus providing LERO
with immediate data as to the nature and extent of

any groundwater contamination.



Contention 81.E

21.

Q:

Does the Emergency Plan state how the diet of resi-
dents or other persons within the 50-mile EPZ would
be restricted?

Contrary to the allegations of Contention 81.E.1, the
Emergency Plan delineates specific procedures and
criteria for developing dietary recommendations. Ate-
tachments 4 and 5 of OPIP 3.6.6 are worksheets which
set forth a procedure for determining appropriate
protective actions for milk and food respectively.
Among the factors to be considered in this procedure
is the relative importance of the particular food
item in the average daily diet. In this connection,

Attachment 6 of OPIP 3.6.6 assigns average daily con-

sumption values for specific food groups based on FDA

Guidelines.

If, upon completion of the worksheet, the measured
activity of a radionuclide in a food sample exceeds
the emergency response level, LERO will advise the
general public, via EBS bulletin, to restrict its
diet to foods other than those identified as contami-
nated, in accordance with Section 5.4.3.2 and Attach-
ment 8 of OPIP 3.6.6. In such circumstances, LERO

w.1ll undertake to purchase the contaminated food item
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from farmers, vendors, processors and other affected
food chain establishments. Such action should sub-
stantially reduce the likelihood that the food item

will be available for public ceonsumption.

It should also be noted that OPIP 3.6.6 prescribes
various protective actions designed to minimize the
need for diet restrictions. For example, LERO may
recommend that the public use foods in sealed pack-
ages, cartons or cans pursuant to Section 3.] of Ate
tachment 8 of OPIP 3.6.6. Such foods, of course,
should be free from radioactive contamination. Sec-
tion 5.6 of OPIP 3.6.6, moreover, directs the Direc-
tor of Local Response, in conjunction with the Logis-
tics Support Coordinator and the Support Services
Coordinator, to procure and distribute alternative
food supplies.

Does the Emergency Plan provide for "condemnation"

payments and procedures, as suggested by Contention
81.E?

[Cordaro, Daverio] The Emergency Plan does not pro-
vide for "condemnation" payments and procedures as
such. The term "condemnation" refers to a legal pro-
cess by which property of a private owner is taken

for public use. Redress of property damage resulting
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from radicactive contamination does not fall within

the usual framework of condemnation.

The Plan, however, does embody a liberal policy of
compensating food-chain establishments for losses
sustained by reason of radiological contamination.

As stated in Section 5.4.3.1 of OPIP 3.6.6, LILCO
will fully compensate any farmer, processor, vendor,
commercial fishery or other food-chain establishment
for food that has been rendered unsalvageable .3 a
result of radiological ceontamination. This pelicy,
of course, is designed to eliminate any incentive for
the farmer or merchant to sell or distribute contami-
nated food to anyone other than LILCC.

How would "exports of agricultural products and ducks
from Suffolk County" be controlled or prevented?

As a threshold matter, we emphasize that LERO main-
tains a comprehensive listing of the names, addresses
and telephone numbers of various types of farmers and
food processors in Suffeclk County. This information
is reflected in Attachments 9-14 of OPIP 3.6.6 and in
Attachments 3-5 appended to this testimony. Attach-
ment 11 of OPIP 3.6.6, for example, identifies duczk

and other poultry farms on Long Island.
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By using this information, LERO would be able to no=
tify Suffolk County farmers and processors promptly
of appropriate protective actions. If any particular
agricultural product were found to have received an
unacceptably high level c¢f radinactive contamination,
affected farmers and processors would be instructed
to withhold that product from commerce. Moreover,
whenever appropriate, LERO would undartake to pur=-
chase contaminated f odstuffs from farmers and Fro=-
cessors to ensure that they would not be sold or dis-

tributed to the general public.

Since the normal diet of commercially raised ducks
consists almost entirely of stored feed, it is highly
unlikely that such ducks would receive internal con-
tamination as a result of an atmospheric release of
radiocactive particulates. Moreover, if a ra-
diologicali accident occurred during a season when
wild ducks were present on Long Island, LERO would
advise the public, via EBS bulletin, not to consume
wild ducks until fur:her notice. Although the pros=
pect seems somewhat far-fetched, similar notices
could be given to areas to which these Aucks might

migrate seasonally.
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implementing the Dose Assessment Function would then
Airange for laboratory analysis of these samples to

verify initial cose projections.

Under th2 rlan, the Department of Energy (DOE) would
initially provide dose assessment and environmental
survey personriel from the Brookhaven National Labora-
tory, which is located approximately six miles from
the plant. DOE would provide additional personnel,
if necessary, €rom remote locations within sufficient
time to monitor the ingestion exposure pathway. Col-
lectively, these DOE employees have considerable ex-
perience in making ingestion pathway dose determina=-
tious and in developing appropriate protective action

recomnendaticns vn the basis of such determinations.

It iz also important to note that LILCO is a member
of the Institute of Muclear Power Operations (INPO).
Under INPO's Emergency Plan, LILCO could draw upon
the resources of other member utilities in the event
of a radiological emergency. We estimate that member
utilities within a 200-mile radius of the Shoreham
plant could furnish more than 60 two-man radiological
survey teams equipped with survey instrumentation and

vehicles. These utilities could also provide
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approximately 25 health physics supervisors to coor=
dinate these teams and roughly 45 health phys~
ics/environmental engineers to coordinate sample
analysis and interpret environmental data. Moreover,
we estimate that member utilities located beyond a
300-mile radius of Shoreham could more than double

these resources, if necessary, within 24 hours.

(Miele] To augment the number of f-eld survey teams,
the Radiation Healtl: Coordinator could call upon
LILCO personnel, including those assigned to
Shoreham's Radiological Environmental Monitoring Pro-
gram (REMP). Since its inception in 1977, REMP has
been engaged in the radioclogical sampling of milk,
fish, water, soil and vegetation at predesignated
sites around the Shoreham facility. More than a
dozen LILCO employees would be available to supple-
ment and assist the DOE survey teams as required,
Eight of these employees, moreover, have received
training in tne operation of radiation monitoring

equipment.

[Cordaro, Daverio, Miele, Porter, Watts) The Plan
also describes in detail the eguipment foquirod for

monitoring the ingestion pathway. Specifically,



Section 5.2.2 of OPIP 3.6.6 delineates various types
of equipment and materials that would be necessary

for sampling milk, water and foodstuffs.

Furthermore, the Plan sets forth the communications
network to be used in implementing protective action
recommendations. The overall communications system
available to LILCO and LERO personnel is illustrated
in Figure 3.4.1 of the Plan. The communications net-
work would function as follows: As stated in Section
5.1.3.6 of OPIP 3.6.6, the Director of Local Response
would communicate protective action recommendations
directly to the New York State Commissioner of
Health, as well as to the Chief of the Radiation Con-
trol Unit of the Connecticut Department of Environ-
mental Protection. If New York State officials, for
whatever reason, failed to assume responsibility for
the ingestion exposure pathway, LERO personnel would
undertake to implement appropriate protective ac-
tions, 1In ¢+, ventuality, Section 5.4 of OPIP
3.6, 6-pr.x e :at the Radiation Health Coordinator
would be /espcnsiPl.. for communicating recommended
protective measures to farmers, food prncessors and
other food chain establishments. In this capacity,

the Radiation Health Coordinatec would supervise
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three communicators who would contact the affected

establishments by telephone. Sect.on 5.4.3.2 of OPIP
3.6.6 moreover provides that the Coordinator of Pub-
lic Information would be responsible for commu-
nicating appropriate protective action recommenda-
tions to the general public. The public would he
notified of such information via EBS bulletins.

Are there additional, federal resources available to
implement protective actions for the 50-mile inges=-
tion pathway zone?

[Forter] 1In the event of a major radiological emer-
gency, the federal government probably would commit
substantial resources to environmental surveillance
and monitoring of the ingestion exposure pathway. In
response to the Three Mile Island accident in March
1979, for example, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC), Department of Energy (DOE), Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA), and Food and Drug Administra-
tion (FDA) each provided personnel and equipment to
assist in offsite environmental surveillance. DOE
provided, among other things, survey teams, a mobile
laboratory, meteorological equipment and a scphisti=-
cated aerial monitoring and surveillance aircraft.
EPA continually sampled and analyzed the air Qquality,

and took continuous composite samples of local
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drinking water throughout the emergency period. FDA,
moreover, sampled and analyzed locally produced
fruits, vegetables, fish, game, and other foodstuffs

for radiocactive contamination.

In the aftermath of the Three Mile Island accident,
the Federal Emergency Management Agency was charged
with preparing a Federal Radiological Emergency Re-
sponse Plan in order to define the roles and coordi-
nate the activities of the NRC, DOE, EPA, FDA and
other federal agencies during a radiological emergen-
cy. The most recent draft of this Plan was published

in the Federal Register on January 27, 1984 and is

appended hereto as Attachment 7. The Plan evidences
the intent of the federal government to respond
quickly and effectively to radiological emergencies
in the future. Moreover, earlier this month, this
Plan served as the basis for a large-scale field ex-
2rcise at the St Lucie plant in Florida. In short,
additional personnel and equipment would be available
from NRC, DOE, EPA, FDA and other federal agencies to
supplement LERO's monitoring of the ingestion expo-

sure pathway.
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Effective Date

1.0

2.0

3.0

OPIP 3.6.6 INGESTION PATHWAY PROTECTIVE ACTIONS

PURPOSE

This procedure provides guidance for protective actions that
will mitigate the consequences of a radiological release in the
ingestion pathway. It is intended that sound judgment and
personal assessment of the progress of events will be
supplemented with the guidance found in this procedure.

RESPONSIBILITY

The Director of Local Response is responsible for
decision-making regarding protective action recommendations.

The Dose Assessment Function will develop ingestion pathway
protective actions recommendations for the review of the
Director of Local Response.

The Radiation Health Coordinator is responsible for the
coordination of the sampling and assessment. The Radiation
Health Coordinator is also responsible for the protective
actions implementation of this procedure.

The Radiation Health Coordinator is responsible for the direct
telephone communication of protective actions recommendations
to the food chain establishments. The Director of Local
Response will direct the Coordinator of Public Informatiou to
inform the public of his protective actions recommendations.

PRECAUTIONS

3.1 After a radiological release from SNPS, the effects on
the ingestion pathway will not be known, from field
sample analysis, for several hours or days. The initial
basis for a prorective action recommendation for fresh
milk will be provided by the projected ground depcsition
calculated in OPIP 3.5.3, Attachment 5. Field sample
analysis of initial deposition will probably not be
available for several hours after the release. In areas
where laboratory result: are available, use the measured
deposition activity levels instead of projected levels.
The laboratory analysis of pasture grass and fresh milk
for peak activity will not be available for several days
after the release.
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3.2 Environmental Survey Teams must have anti-contamination
personal protection equipment for entry into contaminatced
or potentially contaminated areas.

PREREQUISITES

4.1 The release of radioactive material into the air or water
is either in progress or was in progress and has been
terminated.

4.2 Offsite dose projections have been completed or dose
levels have been measured in accordance with OPIP 3.5.2
and OPIP 3.5.3.

ACTIONS

5.1 Protective Action Determination

Following are the methods for determining
ingestion pathway protective actions:

. T O | Fresh Milk

the necessary

This subsection is used in conjunction with
Attachment 3 to deterzine if protective actions

are necessary for fresh milk. It

is also used in

conjunction with projected and measured
deposition activity levels and the preventive and
emergency response levels as referenced in

Attachments 1 and 2. The prevent
eémergency protective actions for

ive and
fresh milk

ingestion are outlined in Attachments 7 and 8,

ra2spectively.

3:1:1.1 Pre-determined Actions

8. In the early stages of an emergency,

the milk pathway is

the most

significant. Thus, early protective

actions for preventi
of milk in tge affec
recommended prior to
confirmatory data.

ng contamination
ted area are
obtaining
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5.1.1.3
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b. 1If a Site Area Emergency is
declared, an immediate
recommendation will be made to place
wilk animals located within 2 miles
on stored feed. As more information
becomes available, this may be
modified as required.

¢. In the case of a General Emergency,
an immediate recommendation to place
milk animals within 10 miles on
stored feed will be made. This may
be modified as more information
becomes available.

The Dose Assessment Function will:

a. Obtain Attachment 3, Fresh Milk
Protective Action Worksheet.

b. Determine the area for which the
protective action analysis is to be
made. Enter the area of concern on
the worksheet as item 1.

¢. Obtain the projected ground
deposition activity from OPIP 3.5.3,
Attachment 5, for the area of
concern and enter into item 2.

d. Obtain the measured ground
deposition and peak activities for
the area of concern, if available,
and enter into item 5.

e. Complete the action statements of
items 3 and 4 and also items 6 and 7.

If any of the projected or measured
activity levels exceed the listed
preventive activity response levels, the
preventive protective actions as
outlined in Attachment 7, Preventive
Protective Actions, should be
considered. 1If any emergency response
levels are exceeded, consult Attachment
8, Emergency Protective Actions.
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5.1.3
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5.1.1.4 1If protective actions are required, the
affected facilities can be determined
from the following lists:

Dairy Farus - New York (Attachment 9)

Milk Processors - New York (Attachment
10)

Milk Processors - Connecticut
(Attachment 15)

Dairy Farms - Connecticut (Attachment 16)
Water

This subsection is used in conjunction with
Attachment 4 to determine if protective actions
are necessary for potable water.

As soon as water samples have been collected and
analyzed, use the measured dose as a basis for
protective actions.

5.1.2.1 The Dose Assessment Function will:

a. Obtain Attachment 4, Drinking Water
Protective Action Worksheet.

b. Obtain the measured drinking water
ectivity level from the laboratory
and enter into item 1b.

5.1.2.2 1If the measured activity levels exceed
the listed response levels, consider the
preventive protective action for water
ingestion as outlined in Attachment 7,
Preventive Protective Actions.

Foods Other Than Milk

This subsection is used in conjunction with
Attachment 5 to determine if protective action is
necessary for foods other than milk. This
procedure uses the dietary factors of Attachment
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6 and the measured food activity levels. The
preventive and emergency protective actions for
the ingestion of these foods are outlined in
Attachment 7 and 8.

5.1.3.1

5.1.3.2

The Dose Assessment Function will:

Obtain Attachment 5, Determination
of Protective Actions for Foods
Other Than Milk.

Determine tie type of food for which
protection analysis is to be made
and enter into item 1.

Fnter into item 2 the location where
analyzed food sample originated.

Compute the response level for this food
by completing items &4 through 8. The
inputs for this calculation are obtained

follows:

The Dietary Factor (item 4) depends
on the food group. These groups and
their dietary factors are listed in
Attachment 6, Dietary Factors for
Foods Other Than Milk.

The Days of Intake (item 5) is an
estimation of the period of time the
food in question will be available
for intake. For example, fresh
vegetables will have a shorter
consumption period than frozen
vegetables.

The Intake Factor is def'ned for
both infants and adults. For Step
7, Preventive Response Levels,
caiculate for infants only. For
Step 8, calculate Emergency Response
Levels for infantr and adults.

Rev. _3.
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The Dose Assessment Function will:

a. Enter the Preventive Response Levels
and Emergency Response Levels in the
appropriate columns of item 9.

Obtain the measured activicy levels
of the food sample for the specific
radionuclides and enter into the
appropriate column of item 9.

Complete the action statements of
items 10 and 11.

If any of the measured activity levels
exceed the calculated preventive
activity response levels. then
reventive Protective Actions, as
outlined in Actachment 7, should be
considered. If any of the measured
activity levels exceed the calculated
eémergency adult response levels, then
eémergency protective actions as outlined
in Attachment 8, Emergency Protective
Actions, should be consideread.

If protective actions are required, see
Section 5.4,

The Director of Local Response will
contact the New York State Commissioner
of Health and the Connecticut Department
of Environmental Protection and provide
the LERO Ingestion Pathway protectivec
action recommendation:

- New York State Coméissioner of Health

Connecticut Department of
Environmental Protection, Chief of
Radiation Control Unit

If the above-mentioned state officials/
agencies indicate that they are willing
and able to implement the ingestion




pathway plan for the
action is necessary
response cannot be
Section 5.4.

Ingestion Pathwa
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the following
source and battery checks
nts, if applicable

vehicle tires, fuel and other
tional features.

communication equipment.

SEE SPECIFIC SAMPLING PROCEDURE, SECTIONS

5.2.2.1, 5.2.2.2, AND 5.2. 2.3, FOR SAMPLING
EQUIPMENT REQUIR D.

Milk

Samples may be taken from farm holding
tanks, tank trucks, or processing plants.

a. Load the vehicle with the following
sampling equipment:
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Ice ches%s and ice, if required
Sodium Bisulfite (40 gms in
pre-prepared packets)
- Dipper
- l-gallon containers (plastic)
= Masking tape (for sealing
container caps)
Writing instruments
Surgical tape, 2" wide (for
marking containers)
Grease pencils
Sampling forms (Attachment 17)
and carbon paper

Maintain contact with the
Environmental Survey Function on an
hourly basis or after each sample
collection, whichever is sooner.

Draw a gallon sam-le after the
storage has been agitated for
homogeneity. Either dip from the
top or drain enough volume to twice
empty the contents of the line
before the valve closure and then
fill the sample container. If tanks
congain different batches, sample
each.

Depending on Radiation Health
Cocrdinator briefing instructions,
add Sodium Bisulfite (and shake) or
refrigerate in the ice chest.

Cap the container, seal it with
masking tape, adhere a strip of
surgical tape and on it enter the
location of the sauple source and
the identification number.

Complete the Sampling Form
(Attachment 17) in duplicate,
including additional data that may
be of value.
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Examples of additional data:

= Farm: Dates/Times of milking(s)
in the hold tank;

- Truck: License no., farm sources
of contents;

- Plant: Summary of collection
points, if available.

One copy accompanies the sample, the
second copy is forwarded to the
Radiation Health Coordinator to
track laboratory analytical results.

8. At the conclusion of the shift or
assignment, the teanm reports to the
emergency worker decontamination
facility at the Brentwood Operations
Center to be checked for exposure
and contamination.

h. The team proceeds to the dispatch
point to be debriefed and to
surrender samples, records, and
equipment to the Environmental
Survey Function. The Environmental
Survey Function notes the types of
required laboratory analyses on each
sampling form.

Water

Potable as well as surface (non-potable
ponds, streams, etc.) water will be
samplad. The surface water will be
sampled because of recreational use,
fishing areas, or use by animals.

a. Load the vehicle with the following
sampling equipment:

l-gallon containers (plastic)

- Sodium Bisulfite (pre-prepared
40 gm packets)
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Dipper

Masking tape (for sealing
container caps)

Writing instruments

Surgical tape, 2" wide, for
marking containers

Grease pencils

Sampling Forms (Attachment 17)
with carbon paper

Maintain contact with the
Environmental Survey Function on an
hourly basis or after each sample
collection, whichever is sooner.

Draw a one-gallon sample at each
specified location, or additional
samples if warranted. The technique
differs slightly for each type of
source.

= Open body of water (pond,
lake): Dip pint samples of
water from the surface from
various points up to 10 yards
apart and continue until the
g:llon container is full. 1If a
dy of water is large (i.e.
lake) obtain one zallon sample
from each of four quadrants.

= Running water (stream): Draw
one pint samples from the
surface of a swiftly moving area
at one-minute intervals until
the one-gallon container is full.

= Reservoir and well (potable
water): Draw one pint samples
at one minute intervals from the
pump discharge, making certain
that the sampling line ig
properly cleared, and combine in
g one-gallon container uneil
ull.

Rev. 3




OPIP 3.6.6
Page 14 of 50

- Treatment Plant: Perform direct
radiatior field measurements,
using a survey meter, on the
surface of purification,
deionization, or filtration
systems. Enter this information
on a sampling form (no sample
involved) and immediately report
the data to the Environment
Survey Function.

Add Sodium Bisulfite only if
instructed to do so by the
Environment Survey Function.

Cap the container, seal it with
masking tape, adhere a strip of
surgical tape and on it enter the
identification of the sample source
and the identification number.

Complete the Sampling Form
(Attachment 17) in duplicate,
including details of sampling
method. One copy accompanies the
sample, the second copy is forwarded
to the Radiation Health Coordinator
to track laboratory analytical
results.

At the conclusion of the shift or
assignment, the team reports to the
emergency worker decontamination
facility at the Brentwood Operations
Center to be checked for exposure
and contaminaticn.

The team prcceeds to the dispatch
point to be debriefed and to
surrender samples, records, and
equipment to the Environmental
Survey Function. The Environmental
Survey Function notes the types of
required laboratory analyses on each
sampling form.
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5.2.2.3 Foodstuffs other than Milk

This section considers edibles, for
human and animal consumption, in the
field, on road-side stands, stored out
of doors, and in processing plants.

Load the vehicle with the following
sampling equipment:

- Unused polyethylene bags (10
gallon), either self-sealing or
with wire ties

Ice chests and ice

Masking tape

Writing instruments

Surgical tape, 2" wide, for
marking containers

Grease pencils

Spade, heavy shears, tongs
Tape measure or folding ruler
Sampling Forms (Attachment 17)
and carbon paper

Maintain contact with the
Environmental Survey Function on an
hourly basis or after each sample
collection, whichever is sooner.

Take samples in accordance with the
following instructions. In some
situations where large areas and
volumes are involved, take as many
samples as are appropriate and
clearly identify each. Use tongs
and shears as appropriate.

= Fruits/vegetables in the field:
Fill 10-gallon bag approximately
one-half full, taking uppermost

leafy sections that are directly
exposed to the sky.
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Fruits on trees:

Select fruit from the outermost
reaches of the branches which
are not sheltered from above and
collect one-half 10 gallon bag.

Fruits/vegetables on roadside
stands:

Select directly exposed fruits
and vegetables to fill the
sample bag one-half full.
Different types may be mixed to
obtain the sample.

Food (cther than milk) in
processing plants:

Take one-half bag samples of
food which is identified as
having arrived since a release
occurred waiting for process, in
process, or finished (canned,
bagged, or otherwide packaged).

Finfish and shellfish:

Visit commercial fisheries and
charter boat firms to collect
half-bag representative samples
of fin and shellfish types.
Inquire with the boat crew and
note on the report the fishing
grounds location.

Animal forage growing in the
pasture:

Select a heavily grazed arew
using shears, clip the upper
vegetation from an area one
meter by one meter. Cut enough
grass for a three-quarter bag
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sample - take more than one
sample if necessary to obtain a
representative sample in the
area.

- Animal fodder stored out of
doors:

Sample this material if the
location is unprotected from the
sky - take material from the
top, exposed layer only and to a
depth of one inch. Obtain a
three-quarter bag sample from
multiple locations.

Place each sample in an appropriate
type and size of container, seal
with masking tape {f a bottle or
wire tie if a bag. Adhere a strip
of surgical tape and, on it, enter
the sample source and sample number
identification,

Complete the Sampling Form
(Attachment 17) in duplicate,
including details of sampling
method. One accompanies the sample,
the second is forwarded to the
Rediation Health Coordinator to
track laboratory analyses results.

At the conclusion of the shift or
assignment, the team reports to the
emergency worker decontamination
facility at the Brentwood Operations
Center to be checked for exposure
and contamination.

The team proceeds to the dispatch
point tc be debriefed and to
surrender samples, records, and
equipment to the Environmental
Survey Function. The Environmental
Survey Function notes the types of
required laberatory analyses on each
sampling form.
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Protective Actions Revision ané Termination

The decision to recommend protective actions will be made
by the Director of Local Response. Likewise, any
decision to revise or terminate protective actions will
be made by the Director of Local Response. The Dose
Assessment Function will monitor radiological release and
field survey sampling values on an ongoing basis and will
provide the Radiation Health Coordinator with revised
protective actions recommendations where appropriate.
These recommendations in turn will be forwarded to the
Director of Local Response for review and approval. The
Radiation Health Coordinator will be responsible for
implementing the decisicns to revise or terminate
protective actions.

Implesentation of Protective Actions Recommendations

If the state officials cannot be contacted or are unable
or unwilling to implement protective actions, as stated

in Section 5.1.3.6, this section will be implemented by

LERO.

[oplementation of this section is the responsibility of
tlie Radiation Health Coordinator with the cooperation of
the Enviroamental Survey Function, the Dose Assessment
Function, and the RAP Team Captain. The Radiation Health
Coordinator will receive ingestion pathway sampling
information from the Environmental Survey Function survey
teams, analyses from designated laboratories, and
protective action recommendations from the Dose
Assessment Functicn. He or she will summarize the
informi.tion to report to the Director of Local Response
for decision-making. The Radiation Health Coordinator
will implement such decisions communicating them as
described in Section 5.3.3.

Following are the implementation procedures:
5.4.1 |Notification of Affected Facilities
The Padiation Health Coordinator will:

a. Activate the communicator group.
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b. Brief the communicator group on the status of
the situation and recommended protective
actions.

€. Assign specific call lists to communicators.
Such iists are provided in Attachments 9
through 16 to this procedure.

d. Provide a message (Attachment 18) for each
communicator in accordance with the type of
food and recommended protective actions {see
Section 5.4,2).

e. Instruct communicators to maintai: a log of
all telephone calls and a detailed record of
each call (Attachment 18).

Message Assembly

This ﬁrocedure is used in zon uaction with
ment 18 - INGESTION PAT AY PROTECTIVE
ACTIONS NOTIFICATION FORM.

5.4.2.1 The Radistion Health Coordinator uses
this form to issue instructions to the
communicators. He checks the
"Coordinator" box and then completes
appropriate blanks in accordance with
the explanation in Section 5.3.2.3,

5.4.2.2 The communicator, using the
Coordinator's instruc:ions as a guide,
will complete the Notification Form as
the message is provided to concern/person
called. The "Communicator" box is
checked. The following additional
guidelines must be observed.

a. Communicate only that information
provided by the Coordinator.
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