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September 9, 1996

Chief, Rules Review and Directive Branch
U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Mail Stop T-6D59 +
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 &>

ch

RE: PROPOSED CHANGES TO EVACUATION GUIDELINES

L5

Dear Chief:

I write to express my concern with an article (copy enclosed)
which appeared in our local newspaper, The Day, on August 29,
1996 entitled "NRC advising quick evacuation in the event of
nuclear accident".

As I am sure you are aware, the Town of Waterford, of which I am
First Selectman, is the host community of three nuclear power
plants. We also have an emergency management center and a cadre
of department heads who have been trained to respond to all sorts
of accidents, including nuclear. We have consistently received
the highest marks from the Federal Emergency Management Agency

for our emergency response to simulated accidents at the nuclear
plant.

The article I refer to indicates that "scudies of severe reactor
sequences ... clearly indicate that ... prompt evacuation of *he
area that is near the plants is much more effective in reducing
the risk of early health effects than sheltering”™. This has
caused some concern among the cadre as well as residents in our
community. The article further states that both the NRC and the
Federal Emergency Management Agency support the policy change and
that the chanjes are expected to become official within 90 days
unless public ccament leads to further amendments to the
proposals.

My specific concern relates to the fact that this is the first
time we have been made aware that any changes are contemplated;
secondly, notification through the media does not s_em like an
appropriate way to notify host communities of nuclear power
plants of pending changes as important as the one that the
article would indicate.
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I would greatly appreciate an opportunity to meet with the
appropriate person responsible for suggesting these changes and
to have an opportunity to understand what is motivating the
change. Surely it was not your intention to proceed with major
procedural changes without consultation with the individuals
responsible for insuring the public safety should a nuclear
release occur. Your prompt response to this letter would be
greatly appreciated. Thonk you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
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Thomas A. Sheridan
First Selectman

TAS /kk

cc: Dr. Shirley Ann Jackscn, Chairman, USNRC
Mr. Frank Grandone, CT Office of Emergency Management
Chief Murray Pendleton, Wtfd. Dir. of Emergency Management
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in the event

Wait-and-see
policy no longer
part of the plan

By PAUL CHOINIERE
Day Staff Writer
Waterford — Federal regu-
lators are calling for immedi-
ate evacuations around nu-
clear power plants in the event
of serious accidents, saying
that officials should no longer
walt to assess the situation.
Guidelines in place since
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fQr residepts in a two-
mile ragijis of the plant to take
shelter®in’ offices,thomes and
schools #The "policy was in-
tended- (oglvs emergency offi-
clals time to evaluate the se-
riousngqg of the geeldent and
the potentialfor 'a major re
lease of rpdicagtivity.

But gmergency officials
have re-@xamined that strat-
egy and goncluded It is npt a
good one.

“Stydies of severe reactwr
sequences ... v'early indicate
that "m'ell,but a very Umited
set ' cqndltions prompt
evaauallun of Lhe area that s

1880

acc1dent

near the plant is much more
effective in reducing the risk
of early hmlth effects than
sheltering,” states a policy
paper submitted June 25 to
members of the U.8. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission

Both the NRC and the Fed-
eral Emergency Management
Agency support the policy
change. It is expected to be
come official in 90 days unless
public comment leads to fur
ther amendments in the pro
posal.

The concern in a nuclear-
plant accident is not an explo
Sce NRC puge A6
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. The state has ‘three nuclear plants
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NRC advises immediate evacuation in
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sion, but the release of dangc: usly
high levels of radicactivity, an in-
visible killer.

The most likely event to cause a
severe nuclear accident is loss of the
coolant that circula‘2s around the
reactor. Without coolant, the fuel
rods can becoma' superheated and
begin to melt, creating pressures so’
severe insldg, the . containment
building that”radioactive steamy
would have taebe released into the;
environment. &/,

. And_in y.0 most severe acciden
SRR
talnment maintained.

“During the first few hours of an

the plant, Groton residents, for ex-
ample, would go to Norwich, and
New London citizens to Windham
Evacuation routes are listed in the
telephone directory.

In the most serious accident —
involving the “actual or potential
release of large amounts of radioac-

_ tivity! — evacuation in a 5mile ra-

[ dius and a take-shelter order in a
radius of five to, 10 miles is recom-
mended. The final decision to evac-
uate is made by the governor,

The NRC said it has been advising

. evacuations, rather than ordering

® ¥

shelter, during training workshops
and in emergency manuals for sev-
eral years. But there has never been
a formal change in policy.
Emergency drills have shown the
agency that some emergency offi-
cials were still using the old guide
lines.
Unrealistic to critics
Anti-nuclear actiyists have long
criticized evacuation scenarios as
unrealistic. Parents, for instance,
are not supposed to go to schools and
get theix children, but instead meet

e

up with them in the }
ties, a plan that critic

“take into account h

They also point to th

*at Chernobyl in the 1

dence that the damag
nuclear plant acciden
far outside the emerg

‘area.

The nuclear indust
regulators say the
systems in nuclear j
major accident highly

The emergency gu
developed in the wak

accident at a nuclear plant, critice
decisions may be necessary con-
cerning protective actions for the
public,” states the document.

In a situation in which the condi-
tion of the reactor is deteriorating,
or threatens to deteriorate, the
guideline will no longer be to wait,
but to begin evacuating a 2-mile ra-
diuz of the plant, according to the
proposed change.
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said the prpposed change would not,
mean significant changes “in‘'state
emergency planning. -

Grandone , paid # Connecticut al-
ready “takés n “fhore “consérvativy
approach in its planning than do the

has Jong tak éw’ that 1n*thé’
event of a s{geg& ‘ccident at a nu-
clear plant, evacuations would be-

in Waterford -at the ‘Millstone Nu-
clear Power Station and a single re-
actor at the Connecticut Yankee
Nuclear Power Station in Haddam.
All four plamts are currently shut
down because of violations of federal
regulations.

Under a “take-shelter” order, res-
idents are urged to stay indoors and
close all windows, doors, air condi-
tioners .and vents. Grandone said
such an order would only be issued
if the state knew that only a short
burst of radioactive material was
being released and that the emer
gency was otherwise under control.

Residents might also be advised to
take shelter it severe weather or a
natural disaster precluded safe

During evacuations, residents are
directed to travel to “host commu
nities” outside a 10mile radios of




event of nuclear accident

0st communi-
say does not
man nature.
1991 accident
ruine as evi-
caused by a
would reach
ncy plagnicg

delines were
of the Three

Mile Isiand accident 1n Pen-
nsylvania in March 1979. State and
federal officials were triticized for a
lack of advance planning. Though no
evacuation was ordered, as many as
200,000 people fled a 50-mile area
around the plant.

Gov. Dick Thornburgh did rec-
ommend the evacuation of pregnant
women and young children living
within a 5-mile radit..

State studies found no evidence of
increased human cancers or other
radiation-relzed problems in the
wake of that accident. But anti-

nuclear activists have claimed that
cancers and animal mutations are
higher than normal. s

The country has not had a serious
emergency at a commerical nuolear
plant since the guidelines were
adopted.

Cormments on the  proposed
changes in evacuation’ guidelines
can be svhmitted to: Chief, Rules
Review and Directive Branch, "U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Mail Stop T-6D59, Washington D.C.
20555-0001, Comments musi be sub-
mitted within 90 days.
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