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MINUTEE OF THE MEETING OF THE ACRS
SUECOMMITTEES ON REACTOR RADIOLOGICAL EFFECTS
AND SITE EVALUATION
JANUARY 3-4, 1985
WASHINGTON, DC

The RCF S beonri ttess on Reacteor Radiological Effects and on
E.te E.ol ation met on January 3-4, 1585 at 1717 H Street, N.W.,
Weshinglon, D.C. 20555, The goals of the meeting were to discuss
the Fropoesed A wernts to 10 CFR Part 50, Section 50.47 and
Apper £: Consice-stion of Earthquales in the Context of
Emergen Fre-sredrness, and to draft for the ACRE a letter of

. - , actione for Committee core;deration,

4 tFis meeting. pubiished in the Federal Register on

Thursdes De-erter 27, 1984, 1s reproduced and shown 1n

fttachrent &, The detailed schedule for the meeting 1s
et B, A list of ie Attachment C. Attachment D is &

wé moeting handosts kept with the office copy of the

. entire meeting wae open to public attendence.

ara, or written comments from members of the

F
public. Mr. Owen €. Merrill was the assigned ACRE sta¢f Member
L - 94

M Moeller presented « brieé history of the issue. The ACKS
wrote te the NRC Erecutive Director of Operations on March 16&,
1921 or the subiect of esr thgusekes Iin the contert of emergency
prepared ess, roted thet the Commission ruled that it was not
re-esss-, tu consider Lhe issue when 1t was raised at the San
Onoére a2 the Diable Canyon hearings. He also pointed out that

the preposed rule states that the provability of simultaneous
ceeurr@rce o¢ ar eerthguale and @ reactor accident is very low,
and that the probepility of an earthquale induced nuclear

ceeident i iteelé low. VYet some e:perts think that earthquales
can be a mejor, even dominant, contributor to the total risl for
nusliear power plents. Although FEMA does rot formally consider
earthqueles in their reviews of cfé-site ene-gency preparedness
plans associated willh nutiear power plants, they do consider them
on an informal bosis, This meeting wes to gather additional
information to clerié, some of the apparent confusion with regard
to the 1ssue.
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M. . Mouelle said that the Commission had requested that the ACRS

acdress the following questions and provide supporting technical
informatiorn:

1. Should the NSC adopt a general rule incorporating the San
Onofre and Diablo Canyon decisions”

1§ the i1ssve ig not epproached on a generic basis, should it
be handled o~ a case-by-case basis”

)

=e Ehould the ~ule be expandad to include low ¢requency natural
e ente cther than earthquakes”
a. 14 low $requency natural events must be considered 1n all

cases. should cost effectiveness be considered”

L4

Applying 'ian-i 2
M. Lucas

Pre-srgdness- J.

M, Lucas, Directar of Emergency Freparedness, St. Charles
Faris', LA, presented an Cverview of their Emergency
Preperedness Program. He described the function and funding of
their e gén.zation, and discuscsed their aperating precedures and
e periencae, Et. Charles Parish iv & highly industrialized area
ur *he ootclirts of New Orleans with a population of about
100,007 pesple, having J4 mejor industries tincluding several
cheviLal ard petrole.r plants end a nuclear power plant,

ste-ferd Uit Ne.T), and crossed by S major highways, S major
railrosds, an? the Mississippi river (with 174 conmercial vessels
paseirg throug' the erea deily).

Mr., Lu.ae peinted out that their responsibility begins at the
outiide of the compsrny perimeter. They depend on the company
irvel e to grevide them with two ley pieces of information when
o esccidert occurss 1) the Notification Procedure, and 2) the
Emergercy Acticn Level. Me, éc- tunately, has only one government
to Cesl wilh, St. Charles Parish. The Fresident af the Farish
de.ide: wrelher Lu declere an emergentyj OnNce an emergency is
dez!ared, the Director of Emergency Preparedness coordinates the
respcr s, Ao alarm tells the people to go to a radio for
irstructions on the appropriate action to tale (L.e.,close their
ho.sest g %0 a shelter; evacuate the area; etc.). They have
special radio contact with schoals.

In response to M-, Ebersole’s question on cascade effects, 1.e.
the effect cf accident emergency actions on the sate operation of
nesrty plarte, Mr, Lucas said that his organization does not
participate in the "in-plant” programs developed by plant

cpe- ators to deal with energencies of their own or other plants.
However , he said there is good inter-plant coaperation, and
ercellent industry-government cooperation with high community
swareness ard suppert, ley elements of a successful program,

Mr. Lucas mentioned that the area averages about 1% incidents
ti.e. some hazardous release) per month, most of which result in



cshelterirg as an appropr . ate response; 7 incidents last year
called for evecuat:on, Fecause of the rapid response time
generally required §or chemical accidents, he considers them more
dangerous than nuclear accidents. He mentioned that while their
plans are designed to deal with an area of radius as large as 10
miles, in practice, areas with radii of about 2 miles are
sufficient., As an example of how well their program works, for
an accident in 1987 they evarvated 17,000 people in pouring rain
at 40 F in abtout 2.5 hours, without mishap. Mr. Carter asked e,
ir gereral, there were an) problems with regard to adequate
corsensaticn for evacustion expenses., M-, Lucas said that they
Fa.e nat had compensation problems, that the i1ndustries have

te~“ed to be generous.

Wile the NRC would require a 3 yeer drill cycle, they have
quarterly drills with industry where they puol resources thr ough
their Emergency Freparedness Center. Mr. Luces emphesized the
importance cf broad community acceptance of their program and
good adve-ce planning (e.qQ. they plan for the maximum credible
burrizare 'tz determine where problems will be most severe, what
the problems will be lile, and how they will be treated). Since
their resporsibility in all cases begins at the outer perimeter
oé eny plant, the, « @ as prepered to handle a nuclear incident

(corcu rent wilh o caused by an earthqual e, tornado, etc.), as
thay wovld be fc- a chem.cal rel wase or any other type of
ineideqt. The ke, ingredient seems to be preparedness to handle

ny type ofF “"worst case” i~cident, without particular attention
being paid Lo ite cCause.

N olger Poogr Plants basec Qo FRO Studige~F. R. Davis

Te provside » $rame of reference for the Subcommittee, Mr. Davis,
ar ACFEE Consuliant, structured his presentation around the
f211owing four questions, schknowledging §rom the start that he
did rot reslly have setisfactory answers to any of them:

N What is the contribution te nuclear plant risl érom seismic
events”

- What sarthgual @ size dominstes nuclear power plant risk”?

S Mow imgortant is evacustion in reducing rist”

e Mow much rieh reduction could be obtained by providing for

evacuation during earthquales?

Mr. Davis described the three maior steps iIn performing a risk
enalysis., Tre first step consists 0f a seismic analysis to
predict how frequently various sized earthguales occur at the
site in question, The second step inveolves & fragility analysis
to determine what kind of acceleration the systems of interest
can sustain and continue to operate satisfactorily. The third
step is a plant logic analysis which 1s much lile the development
of an event tree methodaleogy to determine those systems and sets




of eystems which 1§ failed would lead to certain accident
conditions. The results of these analyses are brought together
to determine the risi. He listed those plants for which FRA
etudies have been completed, and discussed a comparison of the
ceismic contribution to the core melt probability for four of
them, pointing ouvt the wide variation in results. Mr. Ebersole
asked if¥ thise was due to design variations. M-, Davis said that
be believes the variation is due to uncertainties in doing the
analyses. For example, he presented a set of sei1smic hazard
curves for a particulier site which showed that fo~ a given size
quate there i¢ a seismIC hazard range of almost three orders of
magnitude as calculated by verious experts. Consequently, there
are alsc large uncertainties in the assessment of fragility
because eguiprent is not designed for earthgquakes above the SSE.

M-. Davis mede the following concluding statements with regard to
the atove quest.ione:

i. Buced o~ @ igting PRA studies, seismic risks, relative to
total glant riske, vary from insigntficant to very
signrificant,

Eorthava' es in the range of 2 to 4 times the SSE (i.e., In

the range from 0.2 te 0.8g $or most plants) dominate

gseienic risi,

. Earl, evacvation appes~s to be relatively unimportant for
late~t fotality risls, but can be important with regard to
early $2telities for large, early releases.

a, Feleti e risl reduction from evacuation during seismic
indu-ed accidents at nuclear power plents i1s difficult to
guantify erd eppears Lo vary significartly depending on
plant type, locetion, and rethodolog, employed.

")

Mr., Moeller esled whal is the srobability of cccurrence of an
gerthguiale that is 2 to 4 times the SSE. Mr. Davis responded
thet it degerds on the erpert making the estimate and the plant
site., For erampla, ot Milistore, the praovYebility for a 0.3¢
garthous'e wusld range from cne 0 & million years to one in
$,000 years.

M. Dasis se.d that he thought a definitive genera! statement on
the sigrificance of seisnic risl could rot be made at this time
because &) lirmited results are availaeble, b) there are wide
variations in eqisting results and much uncertainty, c) seismic
riels are both plant specific and site specific, d) many results
are still under revies and some are being revised, and ) there
are many different assumptions and methodologies employed in

assessing ris! s,

Tornade and Migh Wind Mezerd Frobsbilities-F. Abbey

Mr. Abbey, Director of Moteorological Research, Office of Naval
Ressarch, said that his presentation would treat only wind speeds




erd prescure drops associated with tornados, and not such things
as tornado missiles and their associated effects. He focused on
how tornado wind speeds are measured, the probabilities of
tornado wind speede (i.e., tornado hazard or rishk models), and
the variation of ternado wind speeds across the United States.
He pointed cut that there are at least four major areas of
sensitivity with regard to tornade hazard probability modeling:
1) Number of tornados; 2)Tornado path area; ) Tornado severity or
intensity; and 4)Spatial variations along the tornado path.

Wind speeds can be measured directly with an anemometer, by
photogrammetry (i.e.,the analysis of measurements of particle
displacenente from motion pictures talen of the tornado in
progress), or with Doppler radar, and indirectly by an
engineering assessment of damage done or an analysis of
characteristic tornadc ground marks (1.e. ,cycloidal ground marls
caused b, the suction of mini-vortices as they whirl about a
comman center), He saitd that experts are converging on & value
éor the mavim v ternado wind speed; they estimate that the
maimum wird spyeeds, combined rotational! plus translationral, are

or the order of T007 mph.

Se.oral yea & ago Mr, Abbey made a comparison gf the results from
¢, .8 ciéferert Lornads hazard models available. Utilizing

e actly the sane date setc, he calculated wind sperds that ranged
from 280 to 840 mph. 1t should be noted that the level of
sophistication ¢ the models varied widaly li.e.,from a constant
velocity profile, marinum velocity across and along the path - to
& rem: up Lo some maximum and & ramp down to zero at the core =
to variatiots along the path as well as across the path), with
the morw reslistic models tending to yield less conservative
resclite, 1 crder to use the results properly, one must be aware
pé the details of the mudel used to generate them,

Mr. Gbbey alss dis.ussed regionalization, the organization of
torrade deta 1n terns of some property or effect and the

chse atior of the variaticn of the date with location across the
country, i.@8. witt region. Tornados have been regionalized with
regard Lo wind speed, érequency of tornadc reports, number ot
deaths, e tent of property demage, and probability of maximum
threet.

Mr. Abbey mentioned that the most lilely tornado damage done to a
nuclesr powe plant would consist of effects, if any, resulting
érom the 1oes of off-site power. In response to Mr. Ebersole’s
question concerning the rechanism by which to-nadoes cause
damage, he noted that on investigating tornado demage, he has not
fourd negative pressure transient damage to structures from
tornadoes but rather wind velocity damage. Nuclear power plants
are built to reacdily withstand such wind velaocity ¢orces.



The Ma r rgen
r redn r n $or -
and Technical Hezards Frogram-R. Kraimm

A. Radiclogical Emergency Flanning and Prepar edness FProgram

Mr. Krimm, Ass.stant Associate Director for the Défice of Natural
and Technological Hazards, began by describing FEMA's
responsibility in the area of rediological emergency planning and
preparedness. FEMA hae responsibility for dealing with civilian
emerge~cies from military, natural, and technological
standpuinte. The main cbjective of FEMA s Radiological Emergency
Planring (REF) Program is to enhance etate and local capabilities
te plan $or and respond to radiclogical emergencies. FEMA is
reguired Lo review Léé-site preparedness and report to the NRC as
Lo whether tre health end safety of pecple living in the vicinity
cf ruclear power plants would be adeguately protected an the

e enl of ar accident, FEMA has a memorandum of understanding
wilh the NFEC which establishes a éramewcrh ¢for cooperation
betwueen the two agencies.

The criteria $0° preparation and evaluation of the radiological
enm@rgency ruespo se plans and preparedness in support of nuclear
power plents @ e cortained in NIREG 04S4/FEMA Rep 1. There are
1& plinring stendards which deal with assignments of
responsibility, for state and loca! governments, and 196
evaluation criteria., ™, EKrimm epressed the view that any
commurity trat participates in the REFP program has 1n place an
erergency pier that cen be useo for responding to almost any type
ot emergency tha't they may encounter, whether it be a flood, a
hurricane, @ tornado, or a hazardous materiale spill. 14 they
have these plars approved, have erercised them, and are ready to
imglecent ther, the, can respord to any type of disaster. He
ge.d that FEML has not yet developed preparedness planning for
chemical facilities, but 1¢ a chemicel accident occurred in a
community and 14 thet community were participating in the TEP
prugram, they would be able to use many aspects of the plan for
e.acuation, direction, contrel, etc. FEMA would not he able to
recummcnd actic with regard to what to do with a specific
chemical spill., That weuld have to come ¢ror EPA or the state
envirenrertsl agercy or from 2 loca! agency such as a fire
department.

Mr. Vrimm arpleined that 1f a nuclear accident occurs, the plant
operastor usually notifies the local government first of all, and
ther the NEC and usually the governor 's office. The local
government would be tha first responder, and then they would call
in the state, and depending upon how rapid the accident is
pccurring, there would be a determination made, by the governor
in most states, as to what responses are necessary to provide
adequate public protection; the licensee reports the accident,
i.0., what is being relsased, and the state usually determines
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the energency action level. Mr, Orth asled how FEMA defined
adeguate public protection. Mr. Frime responded that adequate
protection is defined by a plan that meets the criteria of NUREG
0654, He enphasized that FEMA's role 1s that of coordinator;
they look to other federal agencies for technical advice. He
said that there are 79 sites, involving S00 state and local
jurisdicticons, where glans are required and S7 of these are
already licesed to ope-ate. He also mentioned that FEMA helps

$und the Tivil Defense Frogram.
E. Na*icnel Earthgusle Hazards Reduction Frogram

In 1977, Congress, recognizing the earthquale threat, established
the Naticne! Earthgua'e Hazards Reduction (NEMR) Program. The

gt iectives of the program ere to entourage local and state
goverrments in SEiSMIC areas to develop and participate 1in
preparedness efforts, to have federal agencies do research on the
earthguake Reza-ds (which would even include prediction), to
develop prograss to mitigate against the hazards, and to develop

technice! assittance for the states. Mr. Frimm said there are
four majuor acercies thaet participate in the NEWR program: the
U.8. Geolegical Survey which worls on hazard delineation and
prediction of seisnic "isk) the Naticnal! Science Foundation which
dogs carthgquale engineer ing research; the National Bureau of

€ia dards .loich werls on buildirg standards and practices; and

FEMD whiclh, acting as the lead agency, recommends goals,
priorities, tudgels, & d targe! dates. He said that seismic
design iu the bect means of mitigaticon, next to preparedness
planting, and noled thet most earthgquale engineers he has talked
te believe thet muclear power plants are the most seismically
crés struztures that have been constructed.

Mo, Bldrich asled 14 FEMA had » method or progrem far
wstatlishing funding pricorities. Mr, Vrimm said that right now
priorities are sel ON @& perceived risk basis; most communities
todey loo! at hazaerdous materials as their most serious risk., He
felt, however, that although the REF program is & perfect example
of overlill, the progrem can be justified in terms of the ability
o participating communities to handle all types of emergencies.
Thai is, Lhe chances of their having to respond to a nuclear
accident are minuscule compared to a flood emergencyj any place
there 18 &« strean or bod, of water there is about a 1 percent
annuel chanze of ¢losding. Floods are probably the most serious
hazs+d at far o8 the FEMA disester assistance program is
concerned. Mr. Vrimm did not think there was much velue in

e plicitly reguiring corsidesation of the simultaneous occurrence
of & nuclear accident and a low probability naturally occurring
disaster, suct as an earthquake, in the REF program because of
the very low probebility of simultaneous occurrence and the fact
that they alresdy lool at alternative evacuation procedures in
reviewing plans.



ten nea $ an -M.
Jamgochi an

Mr, Jamgochian began his presentation with a background review of
the issue fcllowing the Commission’'s decisions on ticensing San
Oncfre in 1981 and Diablo Canyon in 1984, In issuing the Diableo
Canyon license the Commission decided that the potential impacts
cf earthquales on emergency plans need not be specifically
considered, affirm.ng their Sar Oncére decision relative to
garthgeales, and directed the NEC staéf to initiate Rulemaking.
The ratio-al $ar the proposed rule is 1) that emergency plans are
fle-idle, nat rigid, 2) FEMA has an active program ot earthquale

preprred-css,ard ) the probability of natural disasters with

coircidant radipactive releases is low. MHe said that the most
tocoria=t elermc~t is fle ibility. Emergency plans consist of
svch thinges as 4crming ar organization for implementation,
arvamging $2¢ comrunicetions, 1ining wup equipment, and training
peopls Lo hindlic the emc=gency. It does rot address each and

e ery protlem thrt may be encounterec. For ecample, emergency
plars cere.d» alternale roctes for evacuation as well as
prote-tive acticns for pecple 1¢ all routes a~e blocked.

Tre £i-a] versic~ 0f “ho Proposed Rule was published in the
Fecder sl Re,ieter or Cocember J1, 1984, The overall focus of the
rulem:ting it to determine, through public comments, if cost-
céécctive reduction irn averall risk can be ottained by explicit

corsidarativ: of severe eerthquelkes in emergency planning.

Wit!h regae 4 to a radiclogical release coincident with an
gerthguale, Mr, Jamgochian described three ca'egories of

@ orgenty. MWe pointed out that, for seismic events up to an OBE,
no oiesile demage would be expected, and thet pfé-site damage
should not Ramper protective actions (i.e., sheltering or

gvec atigr), For seismic events that are more severe than an
OBE, bit do not enceed on SEE, the plarnt is designed to shut down
gately, #¢nd oéé-site danage may be suféicient to hamper
evésusition but not sheltering., A seismic event much above an SSE
could be assured to cavse significant plant damage, as well as
deseuta.ing off-site damage, so that the radiclogical emergency
is only pert of a muzh larger protlem,

M., Moeller noted that FEMA has the responsibility to evaluate
ctate ard local ofé-site emergency plans and report to the NRC on
their fircinge. Their evaluation includes ronsideration of
whether the radiclogical plan is integrated with all disaster
plans. Following this approach, earthquale respanse planning
would be incorporated into the nuclear response planning.

Mr. Jamgochian said that the NRC stafé concluded that &) for all
carthquakes up to and including an G59F and other low probability
ratural phenomens, there should be no radiological hazard,




therefore no need te tale protective actions, and b) for
earthqueles above an SEE, the expenditure of resources to cope
with the devastating ofé-site damages would te of doubtful value
cOdnsidering the modest benefit on overall risl reduction.
Therefore, the stafé recommended that a proposed rule be
published ir tho Federal Register to obtain public comment on a
codification cf the Commission’s position that the regulations
explicitly state that the potential impacts of earthquales on
emergency plans need not be considered.

M ng Fgsy

A letter of recommended actions $or Commission consideration was
@ atted ¢or comrittee discussion at the 297th meeting ot the ACRS
e Janvary 10-12, 1985,

re Meetings

Mo dates were set for future meetings of the Subcommittees.

PR R R

NOTE?: f conplete transcript of the meeting is on file at
the NRC FPublic Document Room at 1717 H St., N.N.,
Washington, D.C., or can be obtained at cost ¢rom
fce -~ Federal Reporters, Inc., 444 N, Capital
Gtreetl, Washington, D.C. 20001 (Telephone
(202! 347-3700)



ATTACHMENT

streng'h vacuum treated rail Has
nstructions to cut rails with rail saw
and drill bolt holes when installing rail
on main track or in making repairs of all
kinds

Vermont Railway and Clarendon and
Pitaford Nov. 26 R-84-20 Does not
bave any high-strength alloy rails Uses
torch cuts only in emergency and
restricts speed to 10 mph

Note —Single copres of these respoonse
lotters are available ou written reques! \o
Public Inquires Section. National
Transportation Selety Board W ashington
D C 20504 Please include respondent s bame
date of letter and recommendation number(s)
in your request The photocopies w ! be
billed st & cost of 14 cenls perpage "
minimum charge

Dated December 30 1084
M Ray Smith
Federo! Register Lioison Officer
(PR Doc. 84-33530 Filed 12-30-84 845 am)
BRLNG COOE TREM4 .

—

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISEION

Advisory Commitiee on Reactor
Sateguards Combined Subcommitiees
on Reactor Radiological Effects and
Site Evaluation Meeting

The ACRS Subcommitiee on Reaclor
Radiologica Effects and Site Evaluation
will hold & combined meelng on
January 3 and 4 1985 ¥ Room 146
1717 H Street. NW_ Washington

The entire meeting will be open W
public atten fance

The agenda for subject meeting shall
be as follows
Thursday January 3. 1985830 am

antil the conclusior of businesms
Priday. January 4 1985830 a.m unul
the conciusion of business

The Subcommittees will review (1)
Proposed Amendments 10 10 CFR Part
80. Section 50 47 and Appendix k
Considerstion of Earthquakes in the
Context of Emergency Preparedness
and (2) Proposed Amendments to 10
CFR Parts 30 40 and 70 Energency
Preparedness for Fuel Cycle an 4 Other
Radioactive Matenial Licensees

Ora! statements may be presenied by
members of the public with the
concurrence of the Subcommitiee
Chairman written stalements wil be
sccepted and made sva able 1o the
Committee Recordings will be perm ed
only during those portions of the
meeting when a transcriptis being kep!
and questions may be ashed only by
members of the Sub Hee s
consultants, and Stafl Persons desiring
W make oval slatements should noufy

ommn

the ACRS staff member named below as
far in advance as practicable so that
appropriate arrangements can be made

During the initial portion of the
meeting the Subcommitiees, along with
any of their consultants who may be
present may exchange preliminary
views regarding matters 10 be
considered during the balance of the
meeting The Subcommitiees will then
hear presentations by and hold
discussions with the NRC Siafl and
other inviled axperts oo the above-
named topics.

Further information regarding topics
10 be discussed, whether the meeting
bas been cancelled or rescheduled. the
Chairman s ruling on requests for the
opportunity to present oral statements
and the time aliotted therefnre can e
obtained by a prepaid telephone call to
the cognizant ACRS staff member, Mr
Owen 8 Merrill (telephone 202/634-
1413) between 815 a.m. and 500 p.m.
EST Persons planning to attend this
meeting are urged to contact the above
pamed individual one or two days
belore the scheduled meeting t0 be
advised of any changes (n schedule, etc..
which may have occurred

Dated December Il 1884
Morion W Libarkin

Asamiant Execot ve Direcioe for Progect
Review

(FR Dos 8420007 Fuad 13308 A4 am
- OOUS TS 48

mumm»-«oao»«um

Cieveland Electric Wuminating Co. M
ol (Perry Nucies Power Plant, Units 1
& 2), Reconstitution of Alormic Satety
and Licansing Appesl Board

Notice is hereby given thal, in
sccordance with the suthority conlerred
by 10 CFR 2.787(a), the Chairman of the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Appes!
Pane! has reconstituted the Alomic
Safety and Licensing Appes Board for
this operating license proceeding As
reconstituted. the Appesl Board for this
operating license proceeding will consis!
of the following members
Alan § Rosenthal Chalrman
Dr W Reed Johnson
Gary | Edie»

Dated December 20 1984
C |ear “hosmak e
Secretary W the A’d'.ﬂ“

(VW Doc $6-93839 Filed 135084 845 o]
e COBE T4 -

Notice s hersby gives that, &
sccordance wilh the sulbardy Cammbee e
by 10 CFR 27%(a) the Chawwas of the
Atomic Safety and Licensing [y
Pane! has reconstituted the Atomic
Safety and Licensing A ppeel Buard for
this spent fual A
reconstituted. the Appes Homwrd fowr this
proceeding will caneal o e b ey
mambers
Thomas § Moore Chedves an
Dr W. Reed johnson
Dr Reginald L. Gotchy

Dated Decamber ¥ 1884
Secreiary to the Appeal .

(PR Doc. 5633040 Plied 132080 " am)
-0 CODE Tee-4) &

e e —

(Docket No. 80-73)

Wlmc‘..'m.'lo
wm!nwmnﬁw
ummww.
hﬂmyo’on'nmn“

The Nuclear Regulatory Covom ond mmbo 1)
(the Commission) cons whermg
(ssuance of an Amendment to Faciity
Operating License No R-83 for the
General Electnc-Nuckear Test Reactor
(GENTR) located \n Pleasanion
California

The amendment will renew the
Operating License unti) October 1.

199" (n sccordance with the tewninee o
application dated lune 13, 189% =
supplermented Opportunity for hearng
was afforded by the Notice of

Renewa! of Facility License published
the Foders! Register on November 13
1900 ! 45 FR 75001 No reques! for s
hearing or petition for leave 10 intlervens
was fiied following notice of the
proposed action

Continued operation of the resctor
will not require alteration of bulldings or
structares. will not lead to changes in
effluents released from the Tacibty to the
environment. will not increase he
probability or consequences of
sccidents. and will not involve any
unresolved issues concerni slternative
uses of aveflable resources sed on
the foregoing and on the Environmental
Assessment dated November 9 1984
the Commmsion concludes tha! renewas!
of the license will not resull in any
signifioant errvironmental impects




PROPOSED AGENDA - ACRS REACTOR RADIOLOGICAL EFFECTS AND

January 3, 1985
8:30 - 8:45 a.m.

§:45 - 10:25 a.m.

10:15 - 10:30
10:30 - 11:15 a.m,
11:15 - 12:00 NOON
12:00 - 1:00 p.m.
1:00 -« 2:00 p.m.
2:00 - 3:00 p.m.
3:00 - 3:15 p.m.
3:15 - 5:00 p.m.
§:00 p.m.

January 4, 1985
8:30 - B:45 a.m,

8:45 - 10:15 a.m.

10:15 - 10:30 a.m.
10:30 ~ 1:00 p.m.
1:00 p.m.

SITE EVALUATION ON
JANUARY 3-4, 1985
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Introduction
Applying Non-Nuclear

Experience to Nuclear
Emergency ness

BREAK

PRA Considerations in Emergency
preparedness for Low Frequency
Natural Events
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p. Davis, Inter-
mountain Technologies,
1daho Falls, 1D

R. Abbey, Director of

Meteorological Research
ONR

R, Krimm,
State and Local
Programs, FEMA

R. Krimm, FEMA

D. Moeller, Cha'rman
M. Jamgochian, RES
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ATTACHMENT D .~

DOCUMENTS AND PRESENTATION MATERIALS DISTRIBUTED TO THE vt
ACRS SUBCOMMITTEE ON WASTE MANAGEMENT DURING THE ;
JANUARY 3-4, 1985 MEETING

NRC Memorandum from F. P. Gillespie to R. F. Fraley, ACRS Review of
Proposed Rule Change to 10 CFR Part 50, 50.47 and Appendix E:
Consideration of Earthquakes on Emergency Preparedness, dated
September 25, 1984,

NRC Final Draft (as submitted for publication in the Federal
Register) of Proposed Rule Change, 10 CFR Part 50, 50.47 and
Appendix E, Emergency Planning and Preparedness for Production and
Utilization Facilities, dated December 18, 1984,

NRC Memorandum from W. J. Dircks to Chairman Palladino entitled,
“Emergency Planning and Seismic Hazards," dated January 13, 1984,

NRC Memorandum from J. C. McKinley to D. W. Moeller entitled, *Dr.
Carson Mark's Comments on the Proposed Amendment to 10 CFR 50.47
and Appendix E," with attachment, dated January 2, 1984 (error:
should be 1985).

"The Disparity Between the Amount of Emergency Preparedness for
Nuclear vs. Other Rare Catastrophic Events," W. R. Casey et al,
Health Physics, Vol. 7, No. 4, pp. 521-523, October, 1984,

Emergency Preparedness, Consideration of Earthquakes and Other Low
Probability Natural Phenomena, M.T. Jamgochian, NRC Office of
Nuclear Regulatory Research, undated.

gt. Cg:rles Parish Implementing Procedures, Hahnville, LA, December
, 1984,

St. Charles Parish Emergency Preparedness/Industrial Hot Line
System, Operating Procedure Manual (Undated).

Detailed Report on the Evacuation of December 11, 1982, Prepared by
Envirosphere Co. for Loufsiana Power and Light Co., December, 1983,

National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program: Overview, Report to
the U.S. Congress, Geological Survey Circular 918, Undated but
{ssued January, 1985,

Safety Information Booklet, "Plans to Help You Duringstn:rgcncios.'
St. Charles Parish, et al, Undated (circa January, 1 5).
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12. An Overview of Seismic Risks and Evacuation Considerations from
Nuclear Plants Based on PRA Studies, P. R. Davis, Intermountain
Technologies, Idaho Falls, ID, January 3, 1984, sadis,” ¢ 1 ;
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13. Overview of FEMA's Radiological Emergency Preparedness Program, .
Congressional Fact Sheet, January 3, 1985. )



