3/8/2000 DOE‑INEEL OP Emergency Planning Agenda

There are five issues we would like to cover.  If we cannot reach resolution during our meeting, we would like to identify which state/DOE/contractor personnel can work together to resolve each outstanding issue.

Though might be given to excluding contractors in resolving these issues.

A.
Field Monitoring During Plume Phase of INEEL Fixed Facility Incidents

The state wants to identify within its plan which agencies will provide the off-site field monitoring function (facility field monitoring teams, RAP team, other).

This is well within the State's purview to do because it is its own plan.

The state is currently using the FEMA REP- I criteria, which requires that all agreements and responsibilities be documented as part of the plan.

NRC 0654/FEMA REP-1 is a NRC/FEMA guidance document for emergency plans to support NRC-licensing of commercial nuclear power plant.  It is not a document that has any statutory basis for non-commercial nuclear power plants.

The state is already aware of the Federal resources available through the FRERP.

The last letter to INEEL Oversight underscored this point.

However, the state is concerned about the initial-response phase of an emergency and the ability to ensure that resources and information are available to the off-site agencies.

DOE-ID's initial response phase assets are its facility monitoring teams which it will use to "chase" the plume even off the INEEL reservation.  They are not "available" to off-site agencies.  However, the State of Idaho may request from DOE-ID DOE assets (RAP teams) to be deployed but will remain under DOE Region 6 RAP Coordinator's control.  Information gathered by all assets will be provided to the INEEL EOC Planning Team Support Director for sharing with off-site agencies through the State Oversight observer.

B.
DOE EOC Staffing & Training

DOE-ID needs to clarify that both a BDS regional field officer and one or more INEEL Oversight Program personnel represent the State in the DOE-EOC.

DOE-ID has agreed to permit a State Oversight person to represent the interests of the State of Idaho in the EOC.  It has not recognized nor been ask to recognize additional State of Idaho entities who will share dual/multiple responsibilities to represent the State of Idaho.

A BDS regional field officer would serve as an information liaison to the counties and state EOC while located in the DOE-EOC, and the Oversight Program would serve as the state technical liaison and observation liaison.

This is an assertion that has no basis but the desire of the State of Idaho to further populate the INEEL's EOC designated Off-site Liaison room.  This should be subject to negotiation rather than assertion.

The final decision to be determined after a careful evaluation during a test period.

The final decision referred to above has not been identified and thus is not subject the further analysis. Conceding the final decision is in regard to State staffing conditions, who is the evaluator and what criteria will be used for a "careful" evaluation?

The DOE Emergency Plan indicates the DOE‑Idaho manager is responsible for coordinating with offsite responders, but we would like some clarification of how this would occur or the responsibility delegated.

The DOE-ID Emergency Plan identifies that the DOE-ID Manager is ultimately responsible for the effective execution of the emergency plan.  It also identifies that the Manager delegates authorities to the Management Duty Officers and her staff for the oversight of contractor's execution of the DOE-ID-approved INEEL Emergency Plan/RCRA Contingency Plan.

Oversight would like to have a schedule for implementing EOC training program previously committed to by DOE-ID.

DOE-ID is unable to establish a request nor a commitment to providing a schedule for implementing an EOC training program.

We also have reason to believe that DOE-ID has several exercise requirements that may be outstanding.

The DOE-ID and INEEL Emergency plans have a five year planning window which opened in August of 1999.  The five-year window has not closed and for that reason several exercise requirements that may be outstanding will remain outstanding until met within that window.

For example, the DOE plan requires exercise of ingestion/exposure pathway every 5 years and health physics support semi-annually.

An ingestion exposure pathway exercise was conducted in _____ and another will be conducted in another 4.5 years.

We are not aware of recent exercises meeting the requirements would like to determine an appropriate level of state participation as these requirements are met.

Health physics drills (identified in the DOE-ID plan) are training evolutions and not exercises.  To date, the State has had many opportunities and will continue to be offered opportunities to observe on-site drills and to be able to participate in off-site release exercise such as Varmint.

C.
Dose Assessments

Oversight has understood that prior to obtaining field monitoring data, DOE-ID will use pre-determined, worst case scenario information to project plume/dose data.

This default value permits the emergency managers to effect all appropriate protective actions for on-site responders and recommend appropriate protective actions for off-site officials consideration.

This was demonstrated to the state and counties during the infamous "Varmint" exercise.

The characterization of the exercise is impolitic.  The fact that default protective actions for on-site responders and recommend appropriate protective actions for off-site officials consideration can not be faulted.

However, the county emergency coordinators desired and the DOE-ID/INEEL Oversight agreed, that a two-hour plume/dose projection was possible using updated monitoring information.

The State's preference for the use of two-hour plume/dose projection has not been officially communicated in writing.  The INEEL can not afford to suspend default protective actions for on-site responders and recommend appropriate protective actions for off-site officials consideration in lieu of making time-consuming de novo plume projections.  Default plume projections direct field monitoring teams to potential areas where monitoring data might be best collected to support plume projection revision.

Because of the mutual benefits to DOE, the state, and counties, the Oversight Program requested a mechanism performing joint State/DOE dose assessments in 1997 with the objective to cooperatively, consistent updated plume/dose projection data to state/local emergency officials. [sic]

DOE-ID has shared its modeling software with State personnel and provided it training that the INEEL responders receive.  When the public perceives that the State Oversight function has been co-opted by a "joint" assessment capability, their independence may be questioned.

DOE-ID agreed to extend the "trial period" for State participation at the DOE-ID EOC modeling table under the procedures outlined in 1997, which have not been exercised.

The agreement reached in 1997 was for the provision for the State to have an observer at the Planning table to acquire dose assessment data for the purpose of communicating planning assumptions that went into the results and to communicate said assumptions to state official not within the confines of the INEEL EOC.

Although we understand DOE-ID will give the Oversight Program access to dose assessment information during the trial period, we wish to clarify whether DOE-ID wishes to perform dose assessments jointly or independently.

DOE-ID wishes the State to perform its own independent  plume projections in service to the State of Idaho.  When the public perceives that the State Oversight function has been co-opted by a "joint" assessment capability, their independence may be questioned.
The State believes that DOE-ID's current modeling features do not meet our needs for off-site decision-making.

This is a declarative statement and does not burden DOE-ID with a need to respond.

The current output provides only dose contours, while the state desires air concentrations, ground deposition and radioactive decay as a function of downwind distances.

This an accurate description of RSAC-V and does not  adequately describe the capabilities of the pending RSAC-VI which includes ground deposition and radioactive decay as a function of downwind distances.  For DOE-ID's purposes, dose contours are more relevant (the basis for out protective actions) that derived air concentrations which are appropriate for enclosed spaces of an industrial environment.

We want to adjust dose-modeling projections based on field monitoring data.

Nothing precludes them from doing so when they do their plume projection modeling.

We are prepared to work jointly with DOE-ID extend these modeling capabilities, or if DOE-ID chooses to continue its independent assessments, Oversight would like approval to use the services of and the RSAC-5 author to facilitate changes for the state assessments.

Oversight does not need DOE-ID's approval to procure services of the RSAC-V author unless it is spending Oversight budget money outside its negotiated scope of work for any upgrades to its analysis capability.

D.
INTEC Source Term for Hazards Assessments

Oversight detected problems in the source term for the INTEC Hazards Assessment during the EIS process.

The EIS uses different criteria (<10E-6) versus the DOE requirement that hazards assessments use incident probabilities equal to or more than 10E-6.  Thus comparisons between these two documents are unfair an illogical.

The State is a cooperating agency in the EIS and can work through issues related to the EIS itself.

A declarative statement with no burden placed on DOE-ID to answer.

However, DOE-ID must separately correct the Hazards Assessment.

The Hazards Assessment is not in need of correction based on consideration of >10E-6 probabilities.

Oversight would like to work with DOE to ensure this occurs.

Oversight participation in the development of INEEL Hazard Assessments would challenge their independent status.  Thus should be precluded.

The Hazards Assessment defaults used for accident modeling in DOE-ID EOC are incorrect and may underestimate the actual source term.

The Hazard Assessment defaults are under revision with the development of new information.

E.
DOE Emergency Plans/RCRA Contingency Plans

Oversight would like to know DOE-ID's schedule for correcting inconsistencies between the RCRA Contingency Plans and the DOE-ID Emergency Plan and what procedures are in place for emergency personnel in the interim.

The State has been informed of the date for the issuance of a revised DOE-ID Emergency Plan in response to its last letter.  There is no need for compensatory measures for the alleged inconsistencies between the two plans.

Also, we suggest that it's appropriate that DOE-ID inform regulators of the inconsistencies between their RCRA contingency plans and the DOE-ID emergency plan.

The DOE-ID Emergency Plan is not a part of any regulatory license and the alleged inconsistencies have no bearing on any regulatory concerns of the State of Idaho.

