8404020238 840330
PDR ADOCK 05000322
T PDR




tal

en

SUvaern

~y
-

te

-

=]
(
5

|-




ad=

LERO is aware that any accident at a nuclear power plant will
be closely scrutinized afterward. Accordingly, there is every
incentive to take the actions most appropriate to the public
interest.

4. Also, various other entities besides LILCO would be
involved in an emergency response. The Department of Energy
would have a role in making dose projections and a representa-
tive in the EOC. The press would be provided fcr. The NRC
would be present. And, if County and State officials are
worried about a conflict of interest, they can also take part;
LILCO has provided for that contingency as well.

S. Finally, it is simply not true that there is a
"conflict" between protecting LILCO and protecting the public.
As this testimony shows, it is in LILCO's corporate interest to

make the best possible decisions in behalf ¢of the public.

Attachment 1 - OPIP 3.6.1 (pp. 1-3)

Attachment 2 - OPIP 3.5.2 (pp. 1-20)
Attachment 3 - OPIP 3.5.1 (pp. 1-9)

Attachment 4 - OPIP 3.3.4

Attachment 5 - OPIP 3.8.1 (pp. 1-4)

Attachment 6 - OPIP 3.8.2 (pp. 1-7)

Attachment 7 - OPIP 4.1.2

Attachment 8 - Lesson Plan #1

Attachment 9 - Training Workbook Module No. 17
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board

In the Matter of
LONG ISLAND LIGHTING COMPANY

(Shoreham Nuclear Power Station,

Unit 1)

Docket No. 50-322-0L-3
(Emergency Planning
Proceeding)
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LILCO TESTIMONY ON
CONTENTION 11 (CONFLICT OF INTEREST)

Please state your names and business addresses.

[Cordaro] My name is Matthew C. Cordaro; my ad-
dress is Long Island Lighting Company, 175 East 0ld

Country Road, Hicksville, New York, 11801

[Mileti] My name is Dennis S. Mileti; my address
is Department of Sociology, Colorado S+ate Univer=-

sity, Fort Collins, Ceclorado, 80523.

[Weismantle] My name is John A. Weismantle; my ad-
dress is Long Island Lighting Company, 100 East 0Old
Country Road, Hicksville, New York, 11801.

[Wofford] My name is Andrew W. Wofford; my busi-
ness address is Long Island Lighting Company, 175
East Old Country Road, Hicksville, New York, 11801.



Please state your professional qualifications.

[Cordaroc] I am Vice President, Engineering, for
LILCO. I am 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 that the technical di-
rection and content of emergency planning are being
conveyed to corporate management. I accomplish
this by supervising the development and imple-
mentation of the offsite emergency response plan
for Shoreham; the Manager of the Local Emergency
Response Implementing Organization (LERIO) reports

directly to me.

[Mileti] I am Associate Professor of Sociology and
Director of the Wazards Assessment Laboratory at

Colorado State University.

[Weismantle] I am emplcyed by LILCO as Manager of
the Local Emergency Response Implementing Organiza-
tion (LERIO). I am responsible for developing and
implementing the offsite emergency response plan

for Shoreham.



[Wofford] I am employed by LILCO as Vice
President - Purchasing and Stores, and in an emer=-
gency I am one of those designated to become Direc-

tor of Local Response.

[All witnesses] Statements of our professional
gqualifications are being separately offered into
evidence as part of the document entitled "Profes-

sional Qualifications of LILCO Witnesses."

What is Contention 117

[All witnesses] Contention 11 reacds as follows:

Preamble to Contentions 11-14. 10
CFR Part 50, Appendix E, Section IV.A re=-
Qquires emergency plans to describe the
organization for coping with radiological
emergencies, including definition of au-
thorities, responsibilities, and duties
of individuals assigrned to the licensee's
emergency organization and identification
of the State and/or local officials re-
sponsible for planning for, ordering, and
controlling appropriate protective ac-
tions, including evacuations. In the
LILCO Transition Plan, in pla:ce of "State
and/or local officials," LILCC employees
(including in the case of the "RaJiation
Health Coordinator," an unidentified
LILCO "Contractor" which, for purposes of
these contentions is included in the term
"LILCO employees") are identified as
being responsible for planning for, or-
dering, and controlling the entire
offsite emergency response. Thus, all
the command and control functions, as
well as all management and coordination
of the entire emergency response, are to
be performed by various LILCO employees.
(Plan, at 3.1-1; OPIPs 2.1.1, 3.1.1,




3.6.1). Accordingly, the "offsite au-
thorities responsible for coordinating
and implementing offsite emergency ma2a=-

sures," with whom the LILCO onsite emer-

gency coordinator must exchange informa-
tion (see 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E,
Section IV.A.2.c), are fellow LILCO em=-
ployees.

In Contentions 11-14 below, the In-
tervenors contend that there cannot and
will not be offsite emergency prepared=-
ness that provides reasonable assurance
that adequate protective measures can and
will be taken in the event of a ra-
diolcgical emergency at Shoreham because
LILCO employees are not able to exercise
effectively the command and control
responsibilities necessary to plan for,
order, manage, coordinate and control ap-
propriate protective actions. Each of
the deficiencies identified in Conten=-
tions 11-14 results in noncompliance with
10 CFR Sections 50.47(a)(l), 50.47(b)(1:,
50.47(b)(3), Part 50 Appendix E, Sectiocn
IV, and NUREG 0654 Section II.A.

Contention 11. The LILCO employees
in command and control positions under
the LILCO Plan may experience a conflict
between LILCO's financial and institu-
tional interest and the public's inter-
est, which may substantially hamper their
ability to perform the functions assigned
to them in a manner that will result in
adequate protection of the public. The
intervenors contend that LILCO employees
will have a strong incentive to minimize
the public's perception of the potential
or actual danger involved in a ra-
diological emergency in order to avoid
engendering public or LILCO shareholder
disapproval of LILCO, or anti-Shoreham
sentiment. Thus, for example, they may
not recommend an appropriate protective
action in a prompt manner because to do
so would be contrary to LILCO's financial
interest in maintaining a public percep-
tion that Shoreham is not a source of
danger. LILCO has failed to institute
appropriate measures to ensure the




independence of LERQO personnel. Acu.nrde-
ingly, there is no assurance that correct
and appropriate command and control deci-
sions will be made by LILCO employees.

Who are the "LILCO employees in command=-and-control

positions under the LILCO Plan"?

[Cordaro, Weismantle] The LILCO employees desig-
nated to fill the LERO command-and-control posi=-

tion, Director of Local Response, are the follow-

ing:
LERO TITLE LILCO TITLES
Director of Local Vice President - Transmission
Response & Distribution
Vice President - Employee
Relations

Vice President - Purchasing
and Stores

Mr. Wofford, are you one of those people?

[Wofford] Yes. I am designated to be Director of
Local Response in an emergency. I am one of the
people who are alleged to be subject to a "coaflict

of interest."

Would you let LILCO's corporate interests interfere

with your duty to protect the public?



[Wofford] Neo. I have been an employee ¢of public
utility companies since leaving the military ser-
vice in 1947. The tradition of public service and
responsibility to the public safety and convenience
has been one of the mzjor objectives of these util-
ity companies throughout this period, and to the
best of my knowledge this dedication began when the
industry was in its infancy. Ae¢ has been demon-
strated many times as a result of hurricanes, ice
storms, and other disasters that disrupted service
and had the potential for causing loss of power or
unsafe conditions, the effort to keep the lights
and power on for the benefit of the public has o':.-
weighed any concern about cost or convenience to

the utility or its employees.

Unlike a conventional industry or business, the
utility cannot pick up its poles, distribution and
transmission lines, and power plants and move to
another area. Our relationship with a community,
by necessity, is a long-term relationship, and thus
each of our decisions must recognize the reality of
living with that decision for a long time. 1In a
true sense, there is no conflict between the Lkest
possible advice and instructions tc the public and

the best interests of LILCO.



In addition, I have considerable pride in my pro-
fessional career, dealing with public officials,
police officers, contractors, major companies, the
public, fellow employees, and neighbors. I cannot
conceive of making a decision at this late stage of
my career which would damage my reputation or

pride.

Dr. Mileti, have there been cases where the people
who delayed telling the public about an emergency
were the same people who had caused or contributed

to the emergency?

[Mileti] Yes. There have been cases in which the
people or organization responsible for causing or
contributing to an emergency were open about it and
shared the information with others, and other cases

where this may not have been the case.

Is this phenomenon liniited to technological

energencies?

[Mileti] No, "conflict of interest" is not a phe-
nomenon that is limited to emergencies caused by
technologies; it has also occurred in emergencies
caused ° natural events. That is, there have been

cases in which people have delayed giving out



public information (or downplayed the threat) about
natural disasters as weli as technological

emergencies.
Cen you give some illiustrations?

[Mileti) There is at least one case of which I am
aware in which information about an impending di-
saster waes shared by the owners of the faulty tech-
nology with public off‘cials, who in turn decided
not to share the information with the public.
Sometime during the 1970's it was discovered that a
new high-rise building in New York City could easi-
ly be blown over by a very strong wind. The build-
ing was still under construction when this flaw in
its design was discovered. Officials were immedi-
ately alerted, as were disaster respcnse groups
like the American Red Cross. Work was intense to
fix the structure because the hurricane season was

rapidly approaching.

In 1972, the Scuth Dakota School of Mines conducted
a weather modification experiment, seeding clouds
to see if it could increase rainfall. The wind
stopped, the seeded clouds remained stationary, and
a catastrophic {lood ensued in which over 230 peo-

ple lost their lives. (Days after the flood,
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scientific studies concluded that the experiment
had not contributed to the rainfall that caused the
flood, but this was not known at the time of the
flood.) Flood warnings in Rapid City were inade-
quate for a variety of reasons. (For example, ini=-
tial messages downplayed the threat.) In this
case, sharing information about the "experiment"
with the National Weather Service and others in-
volved in the public warning function would have

been useful.

Have there also been cases where people responsible

for an emergency reported the emergency promptly?

[Mileti] Yes, there have been cases in which those
responsible for or associated with the cause of a
problem did not delay in sharing accurate informa-
tion about an emergency with responsible officials
and the public. 1In the late 1960's a serious crack
was discovered in a dam above the community of
Baldwin Hills in Los Angeles. The owners of the
dam immediately notified officials, and the public
was subsequently notified, even before it was clear
that the dam would eventually give way. As the
threat became real, people were evacuated. The
public in Los Angeles viewed most of the affair on

television.
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otherwise sharing threat information, downplaying
the threat in the information that is shared, and
other manifestations of "conflict of interest" can
be minimized in plans so as to help ensure the

transmittal of timely and accurate threat informa-

tion.
How do you design a plan to minimize this problem?

[Mileti] This goal can be accomplished if a plan
provides for the removal of the effects of individe
uals' personalities, fears, biases, beliefs, no-
tions, and so on, both from the decisions and from
the process that links discovering the threat to
seeing information about the threat conveyed to

other responsible officials and to the public.
Can you be more specific?

[Mileti] The possibility of "conflict of interest"
hindering an emergency response can be minimized if
(1) key decisions and transmittal instructions in
reference to threat information are formalized (for
example: "given event x at probability p, cail Yy
and say 2z"); (2) the substance, process, and
spacing of public information are formalized in ad-

vance (for example: given A, read message B to
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person C and then to the public every D minutes);
(3) participants in the system know that they are
expected to carry out these tasks in the specified
manner; and (4) they know that there will be a
post-event audit Ly some review group that will

held them accountable if they do not.

Where did these recommendations come from?

[Mileti] This list of recommendations rests on, in
part, the findings of sociological research over
the years that has investigated the sharing of
"risk" information among organizations and, then,
with the public, as well as post-event audits (done
by, for example, federal agencies) of emergencies

in which this sharing of information was addressed.

But you can't reduce an 2mergency plan to a series

of formulas, can you?

[Mileti] At the same time the emergency planner
addresses the recommendations I have just made, he
must realize that too much formalization of proce-
dure and performance in any part of any emergency
plan can be counterproductive. Some room must re=-
main for allowing professionals to make profession=-

al judgments on the basis of the particular
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circumstances that define the actual emergency sit-
uation. Otherwise, one of the principal elements
of a good emergency plan -- flexibility =-- will be

lost.

The fact of the matter is that a plan must be con-
structed so as to allow judgments to be made in
times of emergency (thus making the plan flexible),
and yet still provide clear guidance to deci=-
sionmakers, which helps to prevent their judgments
from being adversely influenced by consideration of
things like "corporate image," whether they will
get reelected, "conflict of interest," or their

personal perceptions about the world.

Has LILCO done the four things Dr. Mileti recom=-
mends above? For example, have you formalized the
decisions and transmittal instructions as he recom-

mends?

[Cordaro, Weismantle] Yes. The information on
which protective actior recommendations are based
is stipulated by the New York State radiological
emergency data form. Most of the radiological and
meteorological data on this form are taken off in-
struments that have recorded outputs and can be

checked subsequent to the emergency for accuracy.



The emergency classification is based upon NRC
NUREG-0654 plant initiating conditions. Shoreham
has developed plant-specific emergency action lev=-
els (EAL's). These EAL's, which have been reviewed
Fy the NRC, detail actual gauge and meter readings
that when exceeded mandate the declaration of the
emergency at - particular level -~ that is, Unusual
Event through General Emergency. Because these
data are nondiscretionary, there is no opportunity

for "conflict of interest" to arise.

Also, the procedure for making protective action
recommendations is quite precise. Under OPIP 3.6.1
(Attachment 1) the Radiation Health Coordinator,
who is not a LILCO employee but rather a consul-
tant, is responsible for advising on protective ac-
tion determinations based on recommendations pro-
vided by the onsite staff at the Shoreham Station
and, if time permits, on an independent development
of protective action recommendations based on dose
projections or offsite radiological monitoring sur-

vey data. See OPIP 3.6.1 Section 2.0.

Among other things, OPIP 3.6.1 contains a procedure
to make an independent assessment of the appropri-

ate protective action by the use of a
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Hewlett-Packard 85 computer, which is programmed to
"walk" the user step-by-step through the calcula-
tion. Sample output sheets are contained in OPIP
3.6.1. The final result will be a listing of rec-

ommended protective actions for the affected zones.

Then one piece of information used by the Radiation

Health Coordinator is the onsite recommendation?

[Cordaro, Weismantle] Yes. The Radiation Health
Coordinator receives a recommendation from the
nnsite Response Manager, which is not at issue here

because it is a "Phase I" (onsite plan) matter.

And who gives the Radiation Health Coordinator the

information besides the onsite staff?

|[Cordaro, Weismantle] The Radiation Health
Coordinator takes dose projections completed in ac-
cordance with OPIP 3.5.2 or offsite dose levels
measured by survey teams in accordance with OPIP
3.5.1 (or procedural equivalents). The required
information for OPIP 3.5.2 (Attachment 2) is the
responsibility of the DOE RAP Team Captain. See
OPIP 3.5.2 Step 2.2. The offsite survey teams that
collect the data under 3.5.1 (Attachment 3) are
likewise provided by DOE.
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cifically with communications to the public (OPIP
.1, aud 3.8.2, Attachments 4, 5, and 6).
An important example is that the activation of the

emergency broadcast system and transmittal of
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emergency messages is directly determined by the
emergency classification and the protective action

recommendation.

As provided in OPIP 3.8.2, whenever an Alert (when
schools are in session), Site Area, or General
Emergency has been declared, the EBS system will be
activated. There is no discretion on the part of
any LERO member as to whether to activate the EBS
stations once a decision to recommend a protective

action has been made.

What about Dr. Mileti's second recommendation?
Have you formalized the substance, process, and

spacing of public information?

[Cordaro, Weismantle] Yes. While the actual mes-
sage released, of course, will depend on what pro-
tective actions are recommended, the substance of
the emergency broadcast messages has been predeter-
mined as much as possible by the development of the
sample messages in OPIP 3.8.2. These messages
serve two purposes. First, they include all the
stylistic and informational elements identified by
Dr. Mileti as being necessary for effective emer-
gency notification. Second, they provide a well-

developed basis upon which messages specific to the
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emergency situation can be developed rapidly for

transmission to the participating EBS stations.

As for spacing, the EBS messages will be repeated

every 15 minutes.

And Dr. Mileti's third recommendation? Have you
made sure that participants in all parts of the in-
formation system know that they are expected to
carry out their emergency tasks in the specified

manner?

[Cordaro, Weismantle, Wofford] Yes. All personnel
associated with the development, review, and trans-
mission of the EBS messages have been trained and
have participated in drills and exercises. The
radio station personnel are experienced in their
own station procedures and will participate in a

simulated manner during an exercise.

How about Dr. Mileti's fourth point? Do the par-
ticipants know that there would be a post-event

audit in which they w:i'ld be held accountable?

[Cordaro, Weismantle, Wofford] Yes. The proce-
dures used by LERO strongly emphasize the necessity
of maintaining emergency logs. OPIP 4.1.2, Step
5.4.1 (Attachment 7), identifies the following

personnel as maintaining logs:
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Because LERIO is an offsite organization, it would
not be required to file an incident report as the
onsite organization would. This does not mean,
however, that there would not be post-emergency
scrutiny. Due to media coverage, such as at TMI
and Ginna, there would be extensive analysis of the
emergency response. In addition, government inves-
gations such as reported in the Kemeny Report
after TMI event and the ''RC Report (NUREG-0909)
Ginna event would undoubtedly analyze the
offsite emergency response efforts. As a result
all senior members of LERIO are well aware of the
significance of their positions and the public

scrutiny that they would be under.

2

governmental officials and not just utility
employees and officers experience a "conflict of

interest"?

[Mileti] Yes. "Conflict of interest" is as appli-

cable to the public sector as it is to the private

sector. For example, it has sometimes happened
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that public officials have delayed giving out
threat information (or downplayed it) because of
uncertainty in the scientific information about the
severity or probability of the event. Also, public
officials have sometimes been reluctant to "cry
wolf," fearing, for example, that there might be
some political backlash if the event did not happen
or was less severe than anticipated. For the same
reasons, public warnings have sometimes been "soft-
peddled"; that is, the threat may be downplayed in
the information given to the public. Delays -~ the
downplaying of the threat in public warniags, or
both, have also been the result of misplaced and
unfounded fears in the minds of public officials,
for example, that the public would "panic" once

they heard the news about the threat.

I might add that what the County is alleging in
Contention 11 is simply another application of
"role conflict" between different kinds of roles
from those that have previously been discussed in
this proceeding. Lewis Killian's 1952 article, for
example, addressed a type of conflict of loyalties
between the loyalty of employees to "the company"
as an organization and to fellow employees as

friends and human beings. Killian says this:
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The most common, almost universal,

reaction was to think of the men

first and the plant later.
One plant official, active in rescue work in spite
of a broken arm and numerous lacerations, described
his reaction to the sudden, dramatic conflict be-
tween loyalty to the company and loyalty to the
workers as follows:

Property! Nobody gave a damn for

property! All that was important was

life. 1've often wondered just how

it would be to walk off and let a

plant burn up. That was the way it

was. We didr't even consider

fighting the fire.
There were exceptions. One man, who scarcely knew
his workers, described his first reaction in terms
that suggested he was most concerned about the com=~
pany's property. (It is not at all clear from
Killian's article, however, that this man was actu-
ally faced with a choice between saving people and
saving property; he was simply asked by an assis-
tant superintendent what the superintendent should

do.) But this reaction was, as Killian says, "ex-

ceptional."

[All witnesses] Anyone, including any public offi-

cial, could in theory be afraid of bringing
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uld be made that LERO would err in

the direction of advising evacuation too readily,

because the risk of not starting the evacuation

would be to subject tl community to radiation.

of s safe to say that
, i1nterests 1is greater

exposed to radiation

Now consider the decisionmaker rather than the de-

cision. The contention is that his judgments may
be affected by the knowledge that if he makes a

mistake he or his organization will be criticized.




1s something th be true of
ln any organization. If a utili-
ty company official may fear that he will make his
company look bad, it is at least as likely that an
elected official will fear to make himself look bad
and get turned out of cifice by enraged voters at
the next election. In fact, there are examples of
this very phenomenon. There is simply nothing pe-
lity companies that makes their of-
ficials especially susceptible to this sort of
pressure. It is just as real for public officials

il emergencles.
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because it would have "caused" the

emergency?

suggest that this
most people would

Three Mile Island acci-

dent was the most studied and scrutinized emergency

<

in the history of our nation, and that another
emergency at a nuclear powver plant would likely
also be the object of extensive and detailed post=-

audits. This image of accountability is most like-

ly higher for utilities in communities like Suffolk
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County, where local opposition seems to be great
and where post-emergency accountability would, con-
sequently, almost certainly be great also. This
suggests, therefore, that "conflict of interest" --
to the extent that it might operate in an emergency
at a nuclear power plant =-- would less negatively
impact response to an emergency at Shoreham than it

might somewhere else.

Second, the nuclear power industry is subject to
many regulations and guidelines. It is almost im-
possible to imagine a scenario in which substantial
radiation were released from a plant without anyone
finding out. There seems, therefore, nothing to be
gained and everything to be lost if "conflict of
interest" kept a utility from being frank and time-

ly about an accident and the public safety.

Third, LILCO is no more "peculiarly susceptible" to
"conflict of interest" because it would have
"caused" the emergency than other utilities which

operate nuclear power plants.

Susceptibility to "conflict of interest" is no more
an issue for some persons than others in an emer-
gency. It is simply a problem that can constrain

good emergency public information in any sort of
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exist, however, to remove it as a constraint to

gocd information through emergency planning.

[Cordaro, Weismantle] We might add that all ra-

diological emergency plans for commercial nuclear
power plants are dependent on information from the
utility that operates the plant. f "conflict of
interest” by utilities were really a serious prob-

lem, then no commercial nuclear plant, and no emer-

gency plan, could be trusted anvwhere.
J P Y

seems to say that LILCO's pro-

terest in the plant is what makes the

he charge is that LILCO people will
rmation tending to make Shoreham seem

rators unskillful. What do you

reason why proprietary interests
"conflict of interest" for a nuclear

power plant does not seem different from the owners

of a pipeline system in San Francisco, a building

in New York City, or a dam in Los Angeles, for ex-
ample, as discussed in the answer to questions 10

and 11 above. At the same time, why "conflict of
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take to ensure that it
transmittal of sound and

an emergency.

L n

What is LILCO's real "interest" if a radiological

emergency threatens? 1Is it in LILCO's interest to
-
delay telling people to take protective actions?

Weismantle] No. It is obviously in
best interest, from a public relations
if nothing else, to recommend the appro-
tective actions as quickly as possible.
mentioned above, LILCO will not be able to con-
ceal the presence and quantity of radiation. It is
that the effect of a radiological disaster on
corporate interests would be severe; but

1aving attempted to "cover up" such a

d be far worse.

In any event, the knowledge that severe NRC penal-
ties would be imposed for covering up or disre-

garding safety information would induce anyone with

LILCO's interests at heart to act responsibly. In-

deed, the charge that utility employees might fail
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to discl~se safety information because to disclose
it would put a nuclear plant or the nuclear indus-
try in a bad light could be leveled at any aspect
c¢f operating a nuclear plant. But there is no evi-
dence that LILCO employees would conceal, disre-
gard, or misuse safety information any more than
employees of any other NRC licensee would. Nor is
there anything to suggest that LILCO employees in
LERO would fail to disclose safety information in
an emergency with offsite conseguences, any more
than there is anything to suggest that LILCO em=-
ployees would fail to disclose more routine safety

information about the plant.

How does the LERO organizaticnal structure help en=-

sure independence of command-and-control personnel?

[Cordaro, Weismantle, Wofford] The following as-
pects of the LERO organization help to ensure inde-

pendence:

1. No LERO personnel are associated with
the Shoreham plant in their =very day
jobs.

2. LERO personnel i~ “i..e EOC are of
equal or superior rank in their regu-
lar jobs at LILCO to the site re-
sponse personnel at the EOF.

3. Department of Energy personnel,
knowledgeable about radiation, are an
integral part of LERO and will be
represented at the EOC.
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4. All procedures and protective actions
are prepared in advance to the extent
possible.

How are LERO command and control personnel made

conscious of *he need to protect the public first

and foremost?

The tra‘ning program makes it clear that protection
of the public is the purpose of offsite prepared-
ness. See attached Transcript of Lesson Plan #l
(Attachment 8) and Training Workbook Module No. 17

(Attachment 9).

Does the LILCO Transition Plan call for the notifi=-
cation of State and local government officials

early in an accident?

[Cordaro, Weismantle] Yes. Notification from the
site to LERO is through the Radiological Emergency
Communications System (RECS). Both New York State
and Suffolk County are part of this system. The
emergency phones located at the State and County
facilities will ring any time the site is making an

emergency notification.

If Suffolk County officials wanted to serve as a
check on LILCO's offsite decisionmaking in a real
emergency, does the emergency plan permit them to

do so?
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[Cordaro, Weismantle] Yes, Suffolk County could
participate in the implementation of protective ac-
tions. Page 1.4-1 of the LILCO Transition Plan
states that "should Suffolk County, New York State
cr Federal governments choose to implement actions
consistent with their respective legal authorities
to protect the health and safety of the public,
those actions will take precedence over LERO ac-
tions." It would be difficult for Suffolk County
officials to take part in the decisionmaking pro-
cess without training, but they could certainly
keep an eye on what other decisonmakers were doing,
if they wanted to. Certainly no one from LILCO

would prevent them from being in the EOC.

Apart from Suffolk Ccunty officials and personnel,
what other outside agencies, independent of LILCO,
would be involved in the decision to advise the

public to take protective actions?

[Cordaro, Weismantle] New York State would receive
over the Radiological Emergency Communications Sys-
tem line the information necessary to do dose as-
sessment and protective action calculations. In
addition, the NRC would be receiving informatiorn

direct from the Control Room by means of a
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dedicated phone called the HPN (Health Physics Net-
work). The NRC would use this information to as-
sess the situation until its own Region I personnel

could arrive from King of Prussia, Pennsylvania.

As is stated on pages 84911-12 of the Federal
Register of December 23, 1980, the interim National

Radiological Emergency Preparedness/Response Plan

for Commercial Nuclear Power Plant Accidents (Mas-

ter Plan) provides in section III.A.1 as follows:

1. Technical Support. Federal
technical support is a combination of
the on- and off-site radiological
monitoring and assessment activities
and an evaluation of the conditions
of the nuclear power plant. DOE will
cocrdinate all off-site radiological
mocnitoring, evaluation, assessment
and reporting activities of
participating Federal agencies. DOE
will be responsible for supplying
this information to the NRC's Direc-
tor of Site Operations (DSO), other
appropriate Federal agencies and to
the appropriate State/local agency.
Radiological data collected by the
licensee for the NRC will be fur-
nished to DOE's Off-Site Technical
Director to be included in his evalu-
ation of off-site radiological condi-
tions.

The NRC will integrate the off-
site radiological data and evaluation
provided by DOE with their evaluation
of the on-site situation into an
overall assessment of the accident.
The NRC, in coordination with FEMA,
will report this assessment to the
Governor or the agency designated in
the State plan. Included in this
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assessment will be any recommenda-

tions regarding protective measures

required of the populace.
Can you summarize why you feel that the LILCO em-
ployees in command-and-control positions would not
let their loyalty to LILCO's interests interfere

with making the appropriate protective action deci-

sions?

[Cordaro, Weismantle] There are independent out-
siders involved in the emergency response. Proj=-
ected dose rates from the cnsite staff are indepen-
dently recalculated by personnel from the
Department of Energy, who are represented at the
EOC. DOE also makes independent protective action
recommendations. Furthermore, in the case of an
actual release of radiation, epartment of Energy
personnel in the field would monitor it and report
the results to DOE. It would therefore be impossi-
ble for LILCO personnel to conceal the presence of
radiation or to avoid making appropriate protective

action decisions.

Also, all the calculations, recommendations, etc.
during an emergency are recorded, leaving a "paper
trail"™ that will allow events to be reconstructed

after the fact from log bocoks, message forms, press



e i



Attachment 1

EPC OPIP 3.6.1
Page 1 of 44

Approved:

Effective Date

OPIP 3.6.1 PLUME EXPOSURE PATHWAY PROTECTIVE
ACTION RECOMMENDATIONS

1.0 PURPOSE

This procedure provides guidance for making protective action
decisions to mitigate the consequences of a radiological release
in the plume exposure pathway.

The resulting guidance derived by using this procedure is
intended to assist the Director of Local Respcnse in making a
protective action d~cision. It is intended that sound judgment
along with a personal assessment of the progress of events will
be supplemented with the guidance found in this procedure.

2.0 RESPONSIBILITY

d:1 The Radiation Health Coordinator is responsible for
advising on Protective Action Determinations based upon
recommendations provided by SNPS and if time permits, an
independent devegopment of Protective Acticn Recommenda-
tions based upon dose projections or offsite radiological
monitoring survey data.

2.2 The Radiation Health Coordinator is responsible for
relaying Protective Action Recommendations from the
DOE-RAP Team to the Director of Local Response following
an independent and final review.

2 3 The DOE-RAP Team is responsitle for performing protective
action calculations and determining protective action

recommendations using the procedures and worksheets
covtained in this OPIP or equivalent.

3.0 PRECAUTIONS

3.1 The dose-sav.ng effectiveness of protective actions can
be influenzed by many variable factors such as expected
duration of releases, involved population, weather condi-
tions, projected evacuation times, and plant conditions.
Whenever possible, thesz factors should all be considered
prior to the recommendaticn of protective actionms.

Rev. 2
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3.2 Sheltering is the preferred protective action if suffi-
cient protection is offered by sheltering, or if no addi-
tional benefit is gained by evacuation. The evacuation
of hospitals and nursing facilities should be sought as a
last means since sheltering is the least disruptive to
the patients.

4.0 PREREQUISITES

/ 1

4.1 The Shoreham Nuclear Power Station has declared a General
Emergency.

Dose projections have been completed in accordance with
IRDAM, OPIP 3.5.2--Assessment and Dose Projection, or
offsite dose levels have been measured in accordance with

OPIP 3.5.1, Downwind Surveying, or with procedural
equivalents.

Rev. 2
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5.0 ACTIONS

OPIP 3.6.1
Page 3 of 44

AIRBORNE RELEASE
AIRBORNE RELEASE

AIRBORNE RELEASE

WATERBORNE RELEA

HP-85 OPERATIONAL - SECTION 5.1

HP-85 INOPERATIVE, MANUAL METHOD WITH
TI-59 - SECTION 5.2

PROTECTIVE ACTIONS FOR SPECIAL
FACILITIES - SECTION 5.3

SE - SECTION 5.4

$:.1 Airborne Rel

ease - HP-85 Operational

5.1.1 1f ¢t
5.1.

a.

he HP-85 has been set up, proceed to Step
2. Otherwise, perform the following steps:

Connect power cord to HP-85 and plug into
outlet. Insert cassette into front slot and
turn it on. (Power switch is located on the
rear of the machine on the right hand side.)
The system will load programs into memory and
then respond with the following display:

SNPS - OFFSITE DOSE ASSESSMENT
PROGRAM Autost ***LILCO/ENTECH

K1:INFO = PROVIDE COPY OF GENERAL
INFORMATION AND COMMENTS
K2:CONTIN = CONTINUE

(SELECT OPTION - PRESS KEY)

Rev. 3







Attachment 2

EPC OPIP 3.5.2
Page 1 of 56

Approved:

Effective Date

OPIP 3.5.2 ASSESSMENT AND DOSE PROJECTION

PURPOSE

To describe the procedure used for assessing the radiological
consequence of an emergency at SNPS and predicting offsite dose
commitments from actua% or projected releases of airborne and/or
waterborne radioactive materials.

RESPONSIBILITY

- % | The Radiation Health Coordinator (RHC) is respomsible for
assuring that this procedure or its technical equivalent
is implemented and keeping the Health Services Coordinator
and the Director of Local Response informed of the assess-
ment of the radiological emergency.

The RAP Team Captain is responsible for collecting the
required information for assessment and dose projection
and providing Protective Action Recommendations (OP1IP
3.6.1) to the Radiation Health Coordinator (RIC).

The Dose Assessment Function is responsible for the
calculation of the projected dose (whole body and
thyroid).

PRECAUTIONS

3.1 Dose projection calculations resulting from the imple-
mentation of this procedure are predictions and should be
verified by actual field measurements as time permits.

Airborne dose projections are dependent on weather condi-
tions and source term. Therefore, a change in any para-

meter recuires a review and probable recomputation of the
dose projections.

PREREQUISITES

4.1 An airborne or waterborne release of radioactive material
is in progress or is imminent.

Rev. 2
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5.0 ACTIONS

OPIP 3.5.2
Page 2 of 56

5.1 Discussion

3.1.1

5.1.2

5.1.3

Upon arrival at the Local EOC, the RAP Team
Captain performs the following functions:

a. Obtain and review the available information
on the Radiological Emergency Data Form,
Attachment 1.

b. Hold a brief discussion with the Director of

Local Response or Manager of Local Response,
if either is available.

c. Determine the number of Dose Assessment
Function available.

d. As the situation permits:

1. Conduct a briefing for the Dose Assessment
Function and Environmental Survey Function
(ESF).

2. Make ready the dose assessment computer.

3. Establish contact with the SNPS Dose
Assessment respresentative at the EOF.

e. Initiate the following procedures in conjunc-
tion with this procedure:

1. OPIP 3.5.1, Downwind Surveying
2. OPIP 3.6.1, Protective Action Recommenda-
tion

The dose calculations are based upon finite cloud
analyses and/or water analyses. The RAP Team
Captain can have several different people doing
this calculation for different distances simul-
taneously. The RAP Team Captain will coordinate
the Assessment Staff's manpower assignments to
perform this procedure in an efficient and timely

manner.
Topics covered in this procedure:

5.2 Airborne Release - Manual Method with
Programmable Calculator (TI-59)

Rev. 2
10/24/83




5.2

OPIP 3.5.2
Page 3 of 56

5.3 Airborne Release - Manual Method

5.4 Waterborne Release

5.5 Thyroid Dose Commitment - Manual Method with
Programmable Calculator (TI-39)

5.6 Thyroid Dose Commitment - Manual Method

Airborne Release - Manual Method with Programmable

Calculator (11-59)

S5.2.1

5.5.2

5.2.3

5.2.4

Dose Assessment Function will obtain a copy of
Part I, II, I1I of the Radiological Emergency
Data Form from the RAP Team Captain, see
Attachment 1, and the Dose Projection Worksheet,

Attachment

2.

Using the Dose Projection Worksheet, Attachment
2, record the name of preparer, current date, and

time.

Obtain wind speed and wind direction for both 150
tower levels from Part III - Plant

fc. and 33 fc.
Parameters, Attachment 1.

Convert wind speed to

appropriate units (item 1 and 2, respectively).

Determine affected downwind sector, item 2, by
referring to the following table:

Indicated Wind
Direction

348.75 to 11.25
11.25 to 33.75
33.75 to 56.25
56.25 to 78.75
78.75 to 101.25

101.25
123.75
146.25
168.75
191.25
213.7
236.25
258.75
281.25
203.75
.26.25
348.75

to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to

123.75
146.25
168.75
191.25
213.75
236.25
258.75
281.25
303.75
326.25
348.75
11.25

Affected Downwind
Sector

S

SSwW

SwW

WSW

W

WINW

NW

NNW

N

NNE

NE

ENE

E

ESE

SE

SSE

S
Rev. 2
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5.2.5

5.2.6

5.2.7

5.2.8

5.2.9

5.2.10

5.2.11

OPIP 3.5.2
Page 4 of 56

Obtain atmospheric stability class from Part I -
General Information, item llc, on Attachment 1,

and circle the appropriate letter in item 3, on

the Dose Projection Worksheet, Attachment 2.

Obtain the type of release (ground-level cr
elevated) from Part III - Plant Parameters,
Attachment 1. Circle the release type, item &,
on the Dose Projection Worksheet, Attachment 2.

Determine the distance to downwind receptor, item
50

NOTE: Use judgment when picking receptor paints
at which to perform dose projection. Take
into account factors such as wind speed,
stability class, affected areas, and popu-
lation density. Dose projection can only
be done for distance given in Attachment
3. Several calculations can be performed
simultaneously at different distances.

For ground release, proceed directly to
Section 5.2.11.

Determine receptor elevation, item 6, above mean
sea level (MSLg by using Attachment 3 along with
the downwind sector at the 150 ft. level, item 2,
and distance to downwind receptor, item 5.

Obtain the plume rise, item 7, from Part III -
Plant Parameters, Attachment 1.

Calculate the effective plume height above
receptor, item 8, and then choose the tabulated
plume height, item 9, closest to this value.

Determine the type of exposure, item 10, by
circling the system affected, see Part III - Plant
Parameters, Attachment 1, for the affected system
(station vent or RBSVS).

NOTE: 1I£f release occurs from both station vent
ana RBSVS, determine doses from each system
and add doses together. Use two Dose
Projection Worksheets, Attachment 2.

Rev. 0
5/11/83



5.2.12

5.2.13

5.2.14

OPIP 3.5.2
Page 5 of 56

Determine the atmospheric dispersion factor for
type of exposure (whole body gamma and/or thyroid)
as follows:

a. Select the gaussian puff gamma Xu/Q tables,
Attachment %, for the whole bod§ exposure or
plume centerline concentration Xu/Q rables,
Attachment 7, for thyroid exposure.

b. From type of release, item 4, and tabulated
plume height, item 9, choose the proper table
for whole body and/or thyroid exposure.

¢. Find the proper Xu/Q value using the
stability class, item 3, and distance to
downwind r«ceptor, item 5. Record the Xu/Q
value, item 11, on the Projected Dose Work-
sheet, Attachment 2. .

Obtain the radiation monitor reading, item 12,
for the affected station system (station vent or
RBSVS) from Part III - Plant Parameters, Attaci-
ment 1. -

NOTE: If the radiation monitor reading is not
given, use Xe-133 and I-131, Dose Equiva-
lents from Part III - Plant Parameters,
Attachment 1. If not available, contact
the communicator to ottziu from SNPS the
radiation monitor reading »r Dose
Equivalents.

a. If monitor reading is not available, convert
the Xe-133 and I-131 dose equivalents (uCi/cec)
to dose equivalent release rates (uCi/sec)
using item 124.

Based upon specific radiation monitor reading,
item 12, select the prcper nomograms, Attachment
7, and circle the nomograms selected on the Dose
Projection Worksheet, item 13.

NOTE: 1If Dose Equivalent release rates are<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>