
Further Actions Needed To Improve 
Emergency Preparedness Around 
Nuclear Powerplants 

S~rlct: ttI(b Three MIIC Island CiccIdent In 1979, state and 
locctil I!m~rgttnI:y l~larin~riy and preparedness around nuclear 
I)owt:rpllInts ticivt! Improved consIderably under the leader- 
st)Ip of ttje Ft~cferal Emergency Management Agency All 
54 0pt:rotIny r~trcle;~r powerplant sites have state and local 
offsltt: t:Int:ryr:ncy preparedness plans FEMA has formally 
,tipprt)vt:cl 24 of ttlese plans, but It does not antlclpate 
flpprovIrjg tII(? rthrnaInIny plans before September 1985 
prIrn;rrIly t)I~I,au%(~ they do not fully cornply with FEMA’s 
I:r~tI?rI~i 

t’rogres\ tICis cIlso I)t:en mCjde In developlny a feder,jl pl,in 
for rI:sporldIng to all r,tidIoloyIcal ernergr:ncIes However, 
ttifa plcIn being dr!vt:loped dot*s not fully address the need 
for (,t:ntrC311zfbd ftxlcbrCII agency control and coordination 
wt\Ic t1 ~pm~al Inquiry groups IdentIfled after the Three M11c-t 
l~lcII\d cIc:c:ldt:rlt 

Alttlougll c.onsIderat,lr: progress has been rnatle, GAO 
l)t~l~I:vt:% InorI* con and should be done and makes several 
r(‘I,oIIlrll(:r~IfcIti(~f~~ to IIrlprove preparedness for a nuclear 
powIsrpltInt rIccIdt!nt GAO also presents a matter for 
Concjrc!ss to considt~r ~,oIicerning the coordination of ttie 
f~:Ilt~IcIl r~~sporiw to <I nuclear f)owerplant emergency 
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Speaker of the House of Representatives 

This report addresses the adequacy of federal, state, and 
local offsite emergency planning and preparedness for mitigating 
the consequences of a nuclear powerplant accident. The report 
suggests ways in which the Federal Emergency Management Agency and 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission can improve such planning and 
preparedness and contains a matter for consideration by the 
Congress concerning the coordination of the federal response to a 
powerplant emergency. 

We initiated and completed our review under GAO's basic 
legislative authority. We wish to acknowledge that the Chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, House Commit- 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, has held a series of hearings 
on the issue of emergency preparedness at which we testified. 
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Committee on Energy and Commerce, and to the Subcommittee on 
Nuclear Regulation, Senate Committee on Environment and Public 
Works, due to their special interest in this area. 

Copies of this report are also being sent to the Director, 
Office of Management and Budget; the Director, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency; Chairman, Nuclear Regulatory Commission; Secre- 
taries of Energy, Agriculture, Transportation, Interior, Commerce, 
and Health and Human Services; and Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

Comptroller General I 
of the United States 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

FURTHER ACTIONS NEEDED 
TO IMPROVE EMERGENCY 
PREPAREDNESS AROUND NUCLEAR 
POWERPLANTS 

DIGEST -----_ 

The Three Mile Island accident in 1979 high- 
lighted the need for communities near nuclear 
powerplants to be prepared to protect public 
health and safety in the event of an emergency. 
Although the probability of a serious accident 
is small, the potential deaths, in-Juries, and 
property damage from such an accident are great. 

In the event of an accident that has impact 
beyond the plant property, the state and local 
governments are responsible for protecting the 
public health and safety. The federal govern- 
ment provides assistance at state and local 
governments' request or to otherwise fulfill its 
statutory responsibilities. 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 
created in 1978, is the federal agency responsi- 
ble for offslte nuclear emergency planning and 
preparedness and is assisted by other federal 
agencies. However, having no authority to 
direct the actions of the other federal agencies 
or state and local governments, FEMA can only 
encouraqe and coordinate their participation. 
FEMA's assessment of offsite safety along with 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC) eval- 
uation of onsite safety are important elements 
in NRC's decision to license nuclear power- 
plants. 

In an earlier report issued at about the time 
of the Three Mile Island accident, GAO criti- 
clzed the adequacy of emergency planning and 
preparedness around nuclear facilities. In its 
current review, GAO concentrated on federal, 
state, and local actions for mitigating the 
offsite consequences of a nuclear powerplant 
accident. Although progress has been made 
since the Three Mile Island accident, GAO 
believes more can and should be done. 

GAO found that: 

--State and local emergency preparedness plans 
have been developed and tested for all 54 
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opfar-s t I ncl 11u(,1 c&at I)owtbr-I)l dnt sl tes, and 24 rlf 
theseA tliivt> mrxt the fedcat-al critf>ria and have 
hcbcn dpprroved t-)v FEMA. The reasons that the 
rcmainlnq plans have not been approved relate 
to th(alr not mrrtlnq ff>deral criteria, some 
10~3 1 (‘ornrnlln i t its nnt fullv partlcipatinq in 
t ht> c~rnc~rq~~ncy plann lnrl process, and the 
(11 ffi(-ul tv some state dnd local qovernments 
tlave caxperlcnced in obtaining fundinq for 
t’mcrq~~ncy pl annlnq and preparedness. 

-- Tmpr-0vemPn t ci il rc nccdpd in the expt-clscs con- 
du(‘tchd to tcc,t thcb adcqt~acy of state and 
1 ocal pl ann 1 nq and prcparednes7. 

--Izcdernl aqcncleo ncpd to provide better quld- 
an<-c t 0 c; t ;1 tc and 1 oca 1 clovernments for 
rlf~vr~loplnq state and local rlmerqency pre- 
partAdncc;c, pl ans. 

--The federal responsf’ plan for nuclear power- 
plant- <~merqPncies can hfb improved by pro- 
v1clIncj for more c-entral17ed federal aqency 
c-ontrol and coot-dInat Ion. 

OF’FSTTE NUCLEAR EMERGENCY 
PREPARFDNESS CAN RE IMPROVED -- 

In Pe<lPmber 1979, rcp:ponr, IhI 1 i ty for assess 1 nq 
the adecluacy of offsltc emerqency plannlnq and 
pt-fbparcdncs< for nuclear powerplants wac; trans- 
fc>rrcd from NRC to FEMA. Offsite planninq and 
prc’parrdnoss relate to protect Ive responses 
wh 1 c-h extend beyond the boundaries of any com- 
mtbr(-lal nuc*lcar faci 1 ity. State and local 
(JmcArqtlncy preparcdncqs plans have been devel- 
opcld for al 1 54 opt&rat inq nuclear powcrplant 
‘4 1 t 6’ s , and they have br>en tested In exerrlse9 
intended to demonstrate Ttatr and local 
crovc&rnment 5 ’ ability to Implement them. 

I”F:MA and NRC have developed federal crltprla 
for a?c;csc,l na the ad~q~~acy of state and local 
n\lcl tsar rmet-qeancy pl ann I nq and preparedness. 
711 applylnc7 th15 critF>rla to offsite safety, 
t” I;: MA h a 5 concl udpd that planninq and prepared- 
n e :; :T a L- (-’ sufficient to warrant approval of 
stat-c and local emerqency preparedness plans 
for 34 oy)c~rat-inq c;itcac;. FEMA doe? not 
nnt 1 cipntcx that off51 te planninq and prcpared- 
n C’ ? c; for th(> rclmainlnq operat lnq sites will be 
adcquat t’ to warrant approval before September 
1985. FEMA has not approved offsite planning; 
and prl-bparradncss for- .some communit les due to 
non-(vornf)l iaricf~ with t-he federal crltet-la. 



Reasons for non-compliance include: 

--Some communities that believe the public 
will not be adequately protected in a nuclear 
powerplant accident want to prevent or delay 
the operation of plants. As a result, they 
have delayed participation in the emergency 
planninq process. Neither FEMA nor NRC has 
authority to direct communities to partic- 
ipate. NRC's only influence is over util- 
ities throuqh its plant licensinq process. 
NRC is reluctant, however, to prevent plants 
from operatinq due to inadequate offsite 
preparedness because it does not want to 
penalize utilities for factors beyond their 
control. (See p. 10.) 

--Some state and local governments have had 
difficulty in obtaininq fundlnq for emerqency 
planninq and preparedness. As a result, some 
state and local qovernments had to delay 
participation in the preparedness process or 
have moved slowly in correctlnq deficiencies 
that FEMA has identified. Althouqh most of 
the federal, state, local, and utlllty offi- 
cials GAO contacted said that utilities 
should fund most of the costs associated with 
developlnq acceptable offsite emerqency 
plans, they often disaqreed on the items that 
should be funded and the amount of funds that 
should be provided. (See p. 14.) 

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN THF 
EXERCISES CONDUCTED TO TE%T 
PREPAREDNESS PLANS 

FEMA's procedure for evaluatlnq and approvinq 
state and local planninq and preparedness is 
basically a two step process lnvolvinq (1) 
reviewinq plans for compliance with federal 
criteria that FEMA and NRC developed and (2) 
testinq plans in exercises that demonstrate 
state and local qovernments' ability to imple- 
ment their plans in accordance with federal 
criteria. FEMA approves state and local plan- 
ning and preparedness when It is satisfied that 
the plans adequately meet federal criteria and 
that state and local qovernments are capable of 
implementing them. 

GAO found that the quality and consistency of 
FEMA's conclusions regarding offsite safety 
could be affected by inadequacles In the exer- 
cises conducted to test state and local 
planning and preparedness: 
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--FEMA and NRC rely on states and utilities to 
prepare exercise scenarios that determine 
what is tested. FEMA, however, has not 
established minimum requirements for scenar- 
10s. As a result, FEMA approved plans even 
though the exercises were not comprehensive 
enough to demonstrate whether the response 
capability was adequate. (See p. 26.) 

--FEMA does not consider it necessary to verify 
that all parts of the preparedness plans com- 
ply with federal criteria. As a result, FEMA 
has approved offsite planning and prepared- 
ness without the benefit of accurate lnforma- 
tion on the extent of compliance or non- 
compliance with the federal criteria. (See 
p. 31.) 

--FEMA does not have an agency-wide tracking 
system for assuring that deficiencies identi- 
fied in previous exercises are corrected. In 
several cases, FEMA has concluded that pre- 
paredness is adequate even though it has no 
evidence that deficiencies from earlier exer- 
cises were corrected. FEMA, however, is 
developing a system for following up defi- 
ciencies which is expected to be in place 
during fiscal year 1985. (See p. 33.) 

FEDERAL AGENCIES NEED TO PROVIDE 
BETTER EMERGENCY PLANNING GUIDANCE TO 
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

FEMA regulations provide that federal agencies 
having radiological responsibilities will 
assist FEMA in developing guidance for state 
and local governments' use in planning for and 
responding to nuclear powerplant accidents. 
FEMA would also use this guidance in evaluating 
the adequacy of state and local planning and 
preparedness. GAO found a direct linkage 
between many of the deficiencies FEMA has 
identified in state and local planning and 
preparedness and areas where federal guidance 
has been inadequate or nonexistent: 

--FEMA has been developing federal guidance for 
assessing the adequacy of alert and notifica- 
tion systems for communicating emergency mes- 
sages to the public for over 3 years. In the 
meantime FEMA has been using interim alert 
and notification guidelines; however, these 
guidelines do not provide for testing whether 
the public knows how to respond to such mes- 
sages. (See p. 41.) 



--Federal guidance on the use of potassium 
iodide, a drug that can protect the thyroid 
from accumulating dangerous levels of certain 
kinds of radiation, lacks specificity on what 
types of situations should trigger the use of 
the drug and how it should be distributed and 
administered. Federal agencies believe the 
existing guidance is adequate and decisions 
on the drug's use should be made by state and 
local governments based on local factors. 
GAO believes, however, the guidance may not 
provide an adequate basis for state and local 
yovernlnents to use in making these 
decisions. (See p. 43.) 

--FEMA has developed and published only a por- 
tion of guidance describing the types of 
instruments to use in measuring radio- 
activity, how to operate them, and how to 
interpret the results. Certain research and 
development work was needed before FEMA could 
complete the guidance. FEMA expects to 
publish the remaining guidance by the end of 
fiscal year 1984. (See p. 45.) 

FEDERAL RESPONSE PLAN FOR NUCLEAR 
POWERPLANT EMERGENCIES N~-%-i?E 
IMPROVED - ------- 

The President delegated responsibility for 
developing and testing a Federal response plan 
to FEMA in September 1980. This plan will 
describe the specific responsibilities of 
federal ayencies in the event of a nuclear 
powerplant emergency. It is expected to be 
finalized by July 31, 1984. 

A draft of the plan does not fully address the 
need for centralized coordination and direction 
of the federal response that the special com- 
missLons studying the Three Mile Island acci- 
dent identified. FEMA's role as a coordinator 
in nuclear powerplant emergencies will continue 
to depend upon the voluntary cooperation of 
other aqencles that have statutory authority to 
intervene in an emergency. As such, FEMA can- 
not exercise control over the coordination and 
direction of the federal response. Partial 
tests of the federal response plan revealed 
that coordination and communication problems 
among federal agencies still need to be 
resolved. (See p. 52.) 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

GAO recoqnizes that developinq and approvinq 
acceptable plans for offsite responses to a 
nuclear powerplant emerqency are lonq, diffi- 
cult processes requirlnq the full participation 
and cooperation of a myriad of federal, state, 
and local organizations. GAO also recognizes 
that FEMA can only encouraqe and coordinate 
participation in these processes and that with- 
out such participation FEMA's offsite emerqency 
planning and preparedness proqram would be of 
little benefit to improvinq safety around 
nuclear powerplants. 

Considerable proqress has been made in state 
and local emergency planninq and preparedness 
and in developing a federal response plan: how- 
ever, GAO believes that FEMA and NRC should 
take specific steps to improve nuclear emer- 
gency planninq and preparedness. 

GAO is makinq a number of recommendations to 
the Director, FEMA, and the Chairman, NRC, to 
improve procedures for making consistent con- 
clusions on offsite emerqency planning and pre- 
paredness. These recommendations appear on 
paqes 22, 38, and 48. In summary, GAO is 
recommending actions that would improve the 
development and evaluation of exercises con- 
ducted to test state and local emerqency 
planninq and preparedness, the tracking of 
deficiencies identified in the exercises, and 
the federal guidance which state and local 
qovernments use in developinq plans and FEMA 
uses in evaluating them. 

MATTER FOR CONGRESSIONAT, 
CONSIDERATON 

The Conqress may wish to consider whether 
stronqer central control of the federal 
response to a powerplant emerqency 1s needed to 
improve coordination of the federal response. 
(See p. 57.) 

AGENCY AND STATE COMMENTS 

FEMA concurred with GAO's qeneral assessment of 
its radiological emerqency preparedness program 
and indicated that it has already addressed or 
is takinq action on most of the concerns GAO 
raised. These actions include improving exer- 
case scenarios and developing systems for fol- 
lowinq up deficiencies. NRC said that the 
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report contains several meritorious recommenda- 
t lone; for improving offsite safety. The 
Department of Energy commented that it strongly 
supports efforts to Improve the effectiveness 
of emergency planning and preparedness. The 
I>eI>at-tment of Commerce stated that the report 
wa '; an accurate assessment of the planning pro- 
(‘(";c;, while the Department of the Interior said 
that as far as the report relates to its inter- 
CStS, the agency agrees with GAO's findings. 

Notwithstanding the general agreement with the 
overall thrust of the draft report, some agency 
and state t-evlewers expressed disagreements 
with specific recommendations. They belleve 
the procedures for developing and evaluating 
state and local plans and testing those plans 
in exercises were sufficient to determine the 
adequacy of offsite preparedness on the basis 
of reasonable assurance. They also believe, in 
some cases, that the federal guidance which 
state and local governments use In developing 
plans and FEMA uses in evaluatrng them is 
adequate. Agency and state reviewers also com- 
mented on the need for revisions to Improve the 
clarity or accuracy of the report. 

GAO made revisions where it considered them 
appropriate; however, GAO continues to believe 
that the recommended improvements are needed 
for FEMA to effectively determine that offsite 
preparedness is adequate to protect the public 
health and safety in the event of a nuclear 
powerplant accident. Details on agency and 
state comments and GAO's evaluation of them 
beqln on pages 23, 38, 49, and 57. The full 
text of agency and state comments is contained 
in pages 65 through 135. 
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CHAPTER 1 - 

INTRODUCTION 

Over 5 years have passed since the creation of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the March 1979 accident at 
Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania, and our report which criticized 
the adequacy of emergency preparedness around nuclear facili- 
ties.' During this time there has been considerable interest in 
offsite emergency planning and preparedness, i.e., beyond the 
boundaries of a commercial nuclear powerplant. There has been 
local pressure to close at least one operating nuclear powerplant 
site-- Indian Point in New York-- and to prevent at least one plant 
from starting operations--Shoreham, also in New York. Three con- 
gressional subcommittees have also been interested in offsite 
emergency planning and preparedness for nuclear powerplant acci- 
dents: (1) the Subcommittee on Nuclear Regulation, Senate Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works, which receives periodic 
reports from FEMA on the status of offsite planning and prepared- 
ness and conducted hearings in April 1981 and 1983; (2) the Sub- 
committee on Oversight and Investigations, House Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, which held April, July, and August 
1983 hearings; and (3) the Subcommittee on Energy Conservation and 
Power, House Committee on Energy and Commerce, which held a June 
1983 hearing. 

SERIOUS NUCLEAR POWERPLANT ACCIDENTS 
ARE UNLIKELY BUT POSSIBLE 

As of 1980, over 3 million people lived within 10 miles of 
nuclear powerplants that were either planned, under construction, 
or licensed to operate in the United States. Although safety 
mechanisms reduce the probability of accidental radiological 
releases affecting these people, events at Three Mile Island and 
elsewhere prove accidents can occur. 

While experts agree that detonation of nuclear materials at 
powerplants is impossible, they also agree that accidents invol- 
ving release of radiation could occur. Few agree, however, on 
either the probability of such occurrences or the consequences. 
Nuclear energy advocates conclude that accidents are highly un- 
likely and in most instances would have little consequence. 
Opponents contend that accidents with catastrophic consequences 
are possible and more likely than studies portray. Experts on 
both sides agree that calculations of the probability of nuclear 
accidents do not include terrorism or sabotage. 

'Areas Around Nuclear Facilities Should Be Better Prepared For 
Radiological Emergencies (EMD-78-110, Mar. 30, 1979). 
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An Oak Ridge NatIonal J,akoratory study* concluded that 
b~-ltw(~en 1969 dnd 1979, 169 mrshaps at nuclear powerplants could 
tlavca led to serious acctdents. More recently, in February 1983, 
t hf ',yy;t(am designed to shutdown the reactor when unsafe conditions 
(axr;t. furled twice at the Salem plant in New Jersey. Alert 
opf'rator5 acted quickly to avert an incident that Nuclear Requla- 
tory Comml?slon (NRC) officials belreved could have progressed to 
a rn(jJ;>t- Incident if additional failures in the system had 
OCCtJI-I-?'(]. 

EXPOSURE TO RADIOL,OGICAL RELEASE -- 
THREATENS ~m3Lrc HEALTH --____---_l_-l_ 

The greatest danger from a nuclear powerplant accident is the 
release of srqnificant amounts of radioactive material into the 
environment. Exposure to radioactrve material may cause death, 
lmmet-liate illness, or increased cancer risk. An accident 
involvinq an offsite radioloqical release threatens public health 
In two ways: 

--People drroctly exposed to an airborne radioactive cloud 
near the accident source can receive harmful levels of 
radration either externally or by inhaling radioactive 
material. This type of exposure would usually occur soon 
after the release. 

--People not drrectly exposed to the radroactive cloud may 
still be affected by ingesting food and water that has 
been contaminated by radioactive fallout far from and 
long after the accrdent. 

Many factors, rncluding weather conditions, wind direction, and 
qeoqraphy, would determine the path and extent of the hazard. 
Plant sltinq can also affect the impact of a radioloqlcal accident 
on 1)ublic health and safety. According to NRC officials, plants 
rn ccrrtain densely populated areas would probably not be built 
t-)ddy in their current locations, including those at Indian Point 
and Shorcham in New York, Zion in Illinois, and Salem and Oyster 
Crerlk in New .Jersey. NRC has required improved plant safety 
mechan 1 s,rns to compensate for plants located in densely populated 
Sr-f'i35 and for other sitrnq problems. 

F:MERGENCY PI,ANNING AND PREPAREDNESS 
CAN MITIGATE ACCIDENT EFFECTS 

The possibility, however remote, that a radioloqical release 
cdn occur supports the development and testlnq of offsite 
-----_----- 

2Precursors To Potential Severe Core Damage Accidents: 
1969-1979, A Status Report, J.W. Minarick and C.A. Kulielka, 
Science Applications, Tnc., Oak Ridge National Laboratory for 
NHC, NUHEG/CR-2497. 
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NRC‘ t~<r~; I”, tab1 1’;hfJd four cl aSS<1S of emergencies ranging from 
t ill.’ I l,Wf”> t. 1 fhVfJ l--an unu’,u~~ f?VCjIl t --and escalatlny to dn alert, a 
‘>l t f’ l’lnt.! t ‘1 t’tlcy , dnd a general emergency, as conditions worsen. 
rlt 11 tt y oft LC’L,~~‘-, muC,t nc>tlfy of tslte authorities within 15 
III 1 r\Ilt f”, 0 t tt)fA tlf>cl aration of an emergency, regardless of its 
>l’VLAI 1t y. Tlltl put-posf.’ 1’; to ensure that a response begins based 

I )I\ ,I j,ot fbrlt ldl r<lther than an actual release. Should an offslte 
I I’1 (‘II’>f’ ~)(7(1111 , IJ~ lllty oft ~c~als ~1ou1t-l estimate the amount of 
r?~rl i rit IOII f’xi)o’,urr’ to thf: po[)uldt Ion in the path of the release. 
If ttlf’ (“Jt llrl~it~~ 111rl lcdt4 a potential health hazard, they would 
r:ot I ty ‘,tCitf’ 3rlfj local r~f fficlals who drr+ responsible for taklny 
l’r ‘,Irl1)t 4c’t 1011 t 0 prc)tfAct tile put)1 ic f ram overexposure. 

:;tdt fi ,incI locdl government5 are the first line of pub1 1c 
I(, t l’:l’,l’ cin(l SAt-l: re~;p(,n~;Lt~le for protecting the health and safety 

of ttlt:lr i’l tlZf_‘n ; (lur Lnq d nuclear emergency. Federdl agencies 
<i r I’ ttlfb ~,f~conil 11 nf: of df:’ fensc , pr0vldlng assistance at a state or 
10~4 1 ~~ovf:r-rimrAnt ’ 2 reques; t or to otherwise fulfill their statutory 
r(“,porl’, 1 t, 11 L t Lf.?‘> . S 1 r-i c e federal resources are rarely located near 
(A rllll: I c’dr LJowfAr-plant, tederdl a’;‘,L:;tance would take several hours 
to drrlvf’ 4t d 5ltf5. 

CilC,O’J 1 rl’J dn dpl,ropt- ldtf: respon:;e to d radiolog lcal emergency 
t t1<1 t !)rr)V lfjrb’; ~~~~~x~;num heal ttl pr0tection 1’; difticult. Many dec i- 
I, ir)r~‘, IIIII ,t. t)ck marlc 1n a short time with limited information. 
l<fbC >i)OII ,I’ > to Lx-‘tftnt.ial lnd lrpct rdd lat Len expo:;ure may include 
c*otl t ro I I i I)(] rlccf”,t, to contaminated food and decontamlnatlny 
I OI)(1 I> . !ir~~,porl~,ctC; to the threat of direct exposure include evacu- 
fit 1 !llJ , s,ticb 1 tc:t- ~nfj , dnd arlm1n1c,terlnq potasslurn lodlde--a protec- 
t 1 V’i (1 t ‘“‘J . ilm )W:Vf: r , there dre limits to the effectiveness of each 
ot t hf~e,fb rf’~~pon’;f2~; : 

--St dy 1nq ~ndoor~~, cdl Led :>hel ter iny , may he recommended by 
(if&cl o Lotlm,ikf:rf;. Iiowever , shelterlnq ~111 generally protect 
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the 1)opulation from certain airborne radiation for a maxi- 
mum of about 2 hours. After 2 hours the composition of the 
<i~r- illside and outside the shelter will be the same. 

----l)otc~s’;lum iodide 1s a druy which protects the thyroid 
gland from accumulating one type of radioactive element, 
rddioact.ive iodine. It does not, however, protect the 
total body from radioactivity. Tennessee is the only state 
which has distributed potassium iodide to the general popu- 
lation. 

‘In acl(lition to these responses, NRC believes that after a 
5fbv~rf’ acc*LdfAnt a most effective protective measure is to relocate 
t hr> population from affected areas having high levels of ground 
c~f)ntamina+ ion. Accc,rdinq to NRC, studies have shown that a sub- 
stantial ljart of the dose individuals receive in hypothetical 
<~rc‘lclf~nt!; 1:; from qround contamlnatlon. 

FEMA HAS OVERALL FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY - 
FOR OFFSITE NUCLEAR EMERGENCY 
PLANNING AND PREPAREDNESS 

FKMR , created in 1978, is the lead federal agency responsible 
for establ. ishlnq policies for and coordinating all emergency plan- 
n L ng ,jntl l>repst-edness functions of federal agencies in the event 
of natural dnd manmade disasters and for working with state and 
local governments and the private sector to stimulate participa- 
t ion 1 n r*mrhrycncy preparedness proqrams. In December 1979, 
rer;poni,i hi 1 i ty for coordlnatinq state and local offsite planning 
and preparedness for nuclear powerplant accidents was transferred 
f rorn NRC to FEMA. NRC is still responsible for making the overall 
ar;:;f~~,~,rnc~nt on plant safety, using FEMA findings on offsite safety 
and I+‘; own findings on onsite safety. FEMA is also responsible 
for tlr~vr~loplnq a national contlnqency plan that would provide a 
coortlinatcd Federal response to a nuclear powerplant accident. 
FEMA’s fiscal year 1984 budget totals about $478 million, with 
approximatf~ly $6 mllllon for program5 related to emergency pre- 
I)arf~rlne~,~; aro\lnd commercial nuclear powerplants. 

FEMA and NRC have developed criteria for -- 
assessing emexency planning and --- -- ---- preparedness 

F’EMA and NRC have developed federal criteria, published in 
Novt~mt)c-‘r 1980, f-or assessing nuclear emergency planning and pre- 
parc~dnfls~; cdllerl Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radio- 
log ical Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of 
Nuclear I 3ower Plants, -~~-~~ ~~ NURK-0654/FEMA-REAP-1, -Revision l--commonly ----~-- ~~~ 
raft-rrcbtl to as NIJRI’C; 0654. The criteria include 16 planning 
~tanri~ird5-- 15 related to both onsite and offsite safety and 1 
rclat cbrl to lust onsitc 5afety. These 16 standards parallel the 
requirements of NRC and FFMA regulations on emergency planning and 
preparedness. 
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--an revaluation of state and Tite-specific plans for compll- 
ant’61 wit 11 thrl fedfar-al (‘r-1 teria that FEMA and NRC dPvf?lopt~d, 

-- at lci~s;t onrl frArlr.ral ly ohc,ervcAd exercise3 that tests state> 
and local ah] 1 i ty to implement major port ions of their 
p 1 d n c: , n n d 

--a I, t <=I t P- c,ponr;orr~d [)uhl 1 c mc>et lnq, attended bv IRMA, that 
pt-ovl(lc~, f-1 t izen an opportunity to learn about arld rommeant 
on thfh plan. 

T f FKMA ’ o r-c*vlc’w d~~;(+oses cltbf ici~ncips in the offslte plan or thr 
r~x~‘rcl$c, FKMA I n forms the stat61 c>f’ the def 1 ciencles toaether w1 th 
rr~(~omrn(~rldat lone; for I rnprov6~mt~nt. 

New pl antr; c-an t)e llcc~nserl to kegln nperatinq, and exl1ttntI 
p 1 d n t c; (Tfln c-ant 1 nu(A oprlrat lnq without formal FEMA approval of 
stat(A and local planninq and preparedness. The 1982-1983 NRC 
aut Thor 1 Lilt 1 on d(‘t (Put)1 1 c‘ law 97-4 15, (Jan. 4, 1983 I al lows NRC‘ to 
drc-f~l’t for Il‘;C’ In maklnq llcpnslnq deciSlonS any state, local, or 
11t.1 llty plan In th(‘ rjhc;cnccl of a FAMA-approved stat@ and lcscal 
pl an-- 1 f NPC’ clchtr*rm 1 nfhC; t*hca pl an prov I de? reasonable asc;ur-an(y(= 
t\iCil opC,rdt 1ntl t11(> plant clofxs not entlanqclr pub1 1 c hf>,21 t h and 
‘;a I-t*t v. 
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NRC considers FEMA f lndinqs _- -- - 
in making 1 icensing decisions -__- 

NRC’ LS responsible for determlnlng whether new plants should 
t)fl 11cc~n~~~~d and exlstlnq plants should continue operating. NRC 
(-on7lclf~r(; d FEMA findlnq on whether otfsite plans can he lmple- 
rr~f~ntr~d wlttl its own findings on plant safety In dotcbrmlniny 
whethr>r n\lcl(aar powerplant safety is adequate to protect public 
hrbalth and scAf(aty. Since formal approval of offsite safety can be 
a lc’nclthy process, l+‘EMA may, under its 1980 agreement, provide NRC 
intrArlm flndlnqs on the status of offsite safety at plants under 
C‘on:,truct Ion and those already oporatlnq. An interim findlng can 
k)fl t)<~:,cld on any level of FEMA TPVLPW of planning and preparedness 
1 ncl lid i ng d rfavirw of cbmergency plans, exercises of emergency 
p 1 an :; , or both. 

NRC can rrbyut?st interim findings at any time during the 
1 lconns i ncl process or after a plant is licensed. Typically, how- 
f’vf’r, It does not routinely request interim findings for operating 
I~liints t)ut t-cl 1~s on FEMA’s report on the exercise results to 
vfbr 1 f y t hfl <ldt*quacy of ofEsite safety at operating plants. NRC 
r)f f ~c.lalc> c;ald, however, that a flndlng that offsite safety is not 
I-Ktlfv~lldtC to protect the pub1 1c does not obligate XRC to deny a 
I 1 ccln‘;rb , wlthrjraw a license, or take any other punitive act Ion. 

If NRC concludes that offslte preparedness at an operating 
pl ant ~106~~; not I)rov 1de adequate protective measures and IF the 
d 6’ f 1 c 1 c’ n c 1 f~ 5 idtantif led in PEMA’s findinrjs are not corrected wlth- 
in 120 (Iay5, NRC must deterrnlne whether (1 ) the plant should be 
:,hrlt down unt 11 the dPflcl6~ncl~~s arp rem&led, (2) some othr$r 
(anf or<.*-‘mrbnt ac-t iOn 1 s approI)r i a tP , or (3) no enforcement action 1s 
nt~r~dcvl . IIndFar NRC rcqul at Ions the dt-cislon on enforcement action 
1 I> to t)ch (~u1dcd by such factors as whethcsr clef iciencies are 
i,lclnlf Icyant, wh(Ather adequate interim compensating actions have 
t)rbrbtl or WI 1 1 be proml)t 1 y taken, or whether other compel 1 ing rea- 
t; ( ) n 5 e x 1 5t for continurtd operation. NRC might also authorlzc an 
Atomic Snf Pty I,lcensinq l3oard4 to make a special inquiry reyard- 
1ncj of f?ltrx saF(Jty conditions. IZKMA would provldo its Findings on 
off sltOP “,af<bty to t hc> 13oard. The Board could recommend that NRC 
‘;lJ’,pPnd, t-cavoke, or amend a licensr. The Board’s decisions or 
r(LL(lornlllfLrI(jCit Ions; arca sut-,]cct to the review of an NRr Atomic Safety 
I, 1 (*F&r-i5 1 n(j At)p<aal r, W)drd . NRC has authorized only one such specs al 
lncj\ilry --that for thtb Tndlan Point site. 

41~oc.lr-d~, <it-P CO~n~K~~;f~d Of three J ud(~c“i drawn f ram NRr ’ 5 lndepcndcnt 
At om 1 L Saf(bty ,jnd I,lccbnc,lnq Board Panel which ic, comprised of NRC 
oncl non-NRC’ employfacs drawn f ram vat- Lou5 profess Ions. The noat-d 
),(‘r f arm:, NRC ’ !; hflarlnys function<; and makes lnlt la1 derlslons on 
ii vlAr 1fAt y of 1 lcr-nslncj and f~nforc:Pmr~nt matters. 
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Othcbr fcdcral agencies assist FEMA in executinu 
1ts rgdiological emergency responsibilities --_____ ______- 

1; I*: MA ’ ‘: 10 regional offices prepare the interim and final 
1 1 nrl i nq5 on offsite safety. They are assisted by Reqional Rssist- 
c~n(vp Commi tt(les with representatives from federal agencies havinq 
r-~~rl~oloq lcal ‘response capability. Federal requlations assign 
t-hC~?V (7 ‘7 tb n c i c s responsibilities for assisting FEMA in reviewinq 
1’1 an‘; and critiquing exercises. FEMA headquarters and the Federal 
Rnd~olog~cal Preparedness Coordinating Committee--the headquarters 
count-thrpart to the Regional Committees--review final reports 
before submission to NRC. The Coordinating Committee also assists 
FRMR In develop1nq the national response plan, policy guidance, 
and trainlnq programs related to emerqency planninq and prepared- 
1-l C’ ‘-l ‘i . 

Tn add1 t ion to FEMA and NRC, the Regional Assistance Commit- 
t PC’ 1; and Federal Radiological Preparedness Coordinating Committee 
Inc-,mt)~~r-ac~~~ncir-s include the Environmental Protection Aqency (EPA) 
and the Departments of Aqriculture, Health and Human Services, 
Commca t-cc* , Energy (DOE), and Transportation. The Department of 
DP f c n c, C= is also a member of the Coordinating Committee. In addi- 
t ion t-o Coot-dinatinq Committee member-agencies, the Department of 
Tntflr ior has a role in responding to a nuclear powerplant accident 
that ,jffectc; Fic:h and wildlife, Indian reservations, and National 
Pdrk?. FF:MA cha i t-s both the Coordinatinq Committee and the 
Rrbq 1 ond 1 Comm 1 t tees. These committees were conceived as a means 
of pr~,vldinq FFMA and state and local governments technical exper- 
t 1 ‘TF’ . FFMR also uses contractors when additional staff or exper- 
ti5p 1 r, n(>eded. 

ORJECTTVES, SC@PE, AND METHODOLOGY 

Our overall objective was to review the federal, state, and 
10<~a-‘11 (~overnrnent responsibilities and capabilities for respondinq 
to puhl~c health and safety needs of communities around nuclear 
p0wc.rplants 11~ the event of an accident. Our review objectives 
werta to 

--identify federal, state, and local government responsibili- 
t 1 c 5 in the context of the actions needed to protect the 
public, 

--determine the status of offsite safety efforts and the rea- 
n 0 n s some nuclear powerplants are operatinq while their 
of fsi t(> emerqency preparedness plans contain deficiencies 
(chapter 2), 

--a ‘; C) C’ ‘; c, the reliability of FEMA’s evaluations of state and 
local planning and preparedness (chapter 3), 

--determine the adequacy of federal guidance to state and 
local governments (chapter 4), and 
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We obset-vcd exercises of state and local plans at thret-l 
nuclear poworplants-- Dresdfbn Nuclear Power Stat ion, Tlllnois; 
Indian Point Station, New York; and Surry Powf2r Statlon, 
Virqlnln. We also attendc?d Atomic Safety Licensing nr>ard, con- 
gresc,lonal, and NH2 hclarlnqs. To provrtle coverage of a range of 
clrcumstanc~s sf f clcting the adequacy of stat<> and local plsnnlng 
and prepat-odness, we included ‘%1x FEMR rsglons and states with 
laryc> and small numbers of nuclerlt- i>owerplants; plants wheart: FI:MA 
had found otfsLtc> plannlnq and preparedness adequate and ina’-le- 
quatc2; and plants located 111 rural and populated areas, hordfiriny 
other states or FF:MA t-eqlonc,, and encountering pub1 ic re:sirtance 
to plannlncj and prf:par(-dnnesc;. 

9ur work covered FEMA headyrlarters and 6 FEMA reqlonal 
off Ices; ht>adquarters and 3 reg ionnl off ices of EPA, Transporta- 
t Ion, and ~lc~alth and Iluman Services; headquarter-5 and 2 reg Ional 
off ices of NRC, DOE, and Commerce; htladquat-ters (If the Department’; 
of Ilousinq and IIrban n51velopmcJnt, Inttarior, and Aqrlculture; two 
FIXMA contractors; 7 stattl cmergclncy manaqr?mt‘nt nqencles; 6 utrllty 
cOmpaniPr,; 17 nuclear r,c)wcrl,lant c;ites; 17 locdl governments; and 
13 put>1 1c interr:;t qroui)(; and proff:sc,ional assoriations. (Set 
appendix I for a (ItJtaLlPd listLnil.) 



CHAPTER 2 

OFFSITE NUCLEAR EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS CAN BE IMPROVED - 

State and local planning and preparedness have improved con- 
siderably since the 1979 accident at Three Mile Island. State and 
local emergency preparedness plans have been developed for all 54 
operatinq nuclear powerplant sites, and they have been tested in 
exercises intended to demonstrate state and local governments' 
abilities to implement them. As of March 1984, FEMA had concluded 
that offsite planning and preparedness were sufficient to warrant 
formal approval at 24 operating sites. FEMA does not anticipate 
that planninq and preparedness for the remalning 30 operating 
sites will be adequate to warrant formal approval before September 
1985. FEMA has identified significant deficiencies in offsite 
planning and preparedness for some communities, indicating 
non-compliance with the federal criteria. FEMA's internal 
procedures had defined significant deficiencies as those that must 
be corrected to achieve an adequate level of preparedness. AlS9, 
FEMA has identified similar deficiencies in offsite safety at 
plants nearing completion. Reasons for non-compliance with the 
federal criteria Include: 

--Some communities that believe the public will not be ade- 
quately protected in a nuclear powerplant accident want to 
prevent or delay plants from operating and are delaying 
partlclpatlon or are not partlcipatinq ln the emergency 
planning and preparedness process. 

--Some state and local governments have had dlfflculty in 
obtaininq the funding needed to correct deficiencies noted 
in reviews or tests of their emergency plans. 

In addition, FEMA'S process for evaluating and approving 
emergency preparedness plans (1) has resulted in inconsistent con- 
cluc,ions regarding the seriousness of similar deficiencies on off- 
site safety at different sites and (2) does not ensure that NRC is 
aware of deficiencies in offsite safety at operatinq plants. 

SOME LOCAL GOVERNMENTS WANT TO PREVENT OR 
DELAY OPERATION OF NUCLEAR POWERPLANTS 

Some local governments have delayed participating or have not 
participated in emergency planning and preparedness because th+Ji, 
believe that an adequate level of preparedness cannot be achieved 
to [>rotect the public in the event of a nuclear powerplAnt -rcci- 
dent. Delays at the Indian Point site and lack of local particl- 
pation at the Shoreham site have resulted in debates over how 
public health and safety can he assured in a nuclear powerplant 
emergency without state and local government participation in 
emcrqcncy planning and preparedness 
averted in the future. 

and how this problem can be 
Similar problems are anticipated at other 

s 1 t e s . FEMA and NRC have been hampered in these instances because 
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I,s(-k of [Jar-t icipationby 
cqomm\lnl t 1~‘:~ near the Indian .- -- - - -----__~ -----_ 
Point and Shorcham powerplants -- - .-__ - _--- _ _ _- _-_---_ -- 



I)lant- 1’; 1rnpos~;lt)le and has reluscd to plan for ojuch an accident. 
r: u 6’ t.0 the county’ c; position, the utility suhmlttcd a plan to NRC 
wtl 1ctr wac; forwarcletl to FEMA In June 1983 for review. The utility 
tlop?‘, FBMA dnd NRC wl 11 accept itc, plan in the absence of a county 
plan . ThcA util Lty’s plan 1s predicat+ld on its personnel ample- 
mf’nt lnf] the off5ltc emergency plans. FEMA forwarded the results 
of 1 t‘, t-t!vLcAw t-0 NRC In March 1984 cltlnq more than 30 deflclen- 
c 1 rf ‘i thd t nc~cdf.3~ corrf-?cting . 

New York offlclals are pushln,j -- 
Er-SiiYctive fedcrdl role 

tdew Yc>rk Stat<? off lclalc; arc? pushing for an active federal 
r c > 1 (-2 11~ nuclear emergency plannlnq and preparedness, while FEMA 
O[)[JC)',c!'; d larqet- fedcrdl role. NPW York’s Governor called on the 
ffa(irAr-<ll (Jovt?rnment 1n May 1983 to funrl planning through taxes, 
prov lfic ~)f:r5onnc~l to as ‘>urne authors ty in an emergency, and assume 
al 1 rf~~;pon~;Lh~L ity w1thln del;lgn,Atcbd emergency zone:; around each 
[Jldnt . HQ cl’jk(A(l for direct federal partlclpatlon 1n nuclear emer- 
cjency 111 <inn Lncj an<3 For reg Lonal 1 y based , specially trained radio- 
loq 1 ca 1 rc:t;ponsf: tedms and other personnel to provide support to 
‘5 t a t (! ‘i Ln a11 rbrnercjency . Hch also 5uqge:;ted that leg islatlon be 
[)rf~~~~‘;f’d to dd(lrfs”;f, the rlnoma1 Le!, created by one locality with- 
draw ~ntj f t-orn the pl ann 1nc] ancl preparedness process. Pend inq 
lf2c~i51at Ion (S 1395) , would <>utllor1ze the President, upon state or 
loc~~l (~ovf~rnm~nt request, to enter agreements maklnq federal per- 
5onnchl ~~vaildblft, including members of the Armed Forces, to sup- 
I)lr,mchnt. state, local, and other i)r?rr;onnel in implf?mentlng emcr- 
fjt?rlcy r-e5pon~;~? i’l(ln‘;. 

FKMA i)f:l LPV~::> t!lt2 federal rcjle c;hould remain unchanged. It 
O[>[““;“‘” heavy rcl ldncr? on the federal government because state and 
local uni t5 wc~uld br: f it-st on the scene to d~:;l ;t the pub1 LC 
t,hr)uld an lncldcnt occur. Al so, FEMA stated that port Lens of the 
rtrnr’rcjency pldnn 11~3 and respc)nn(h rer,out-ces of the state and local 
(~ov(~t-nrn~~nt-s--f it-f?, police, cmet-(gency rf?5cus, warning, direction, 
dntl c.ocnmun Lcat ion-- would be dctivateci to manage a t-ddioloqical 
(~rnr~t-cj~~ncy or any other form of d l~;a~;ter . The agency be1 ieves that 
l,ut):,t.~tut ~n(] these with federal resources for radiologIcal Lnc1- 
clf~n t 0 would t)fh costly. Further, many response oporat ion5, 5uch as 
fhvd(‘tld t. ion or ,,tl(~ltc~ring, drr: c;lte-specific, taking into consid- 
Ibrdt 10n loc,~l f dc~l it irfs, t-odd nt? tworks , and traffic flows. FEMA 
corrt chnclc, ttldt. locdl l>+:r5onnfhl wr,uld ht: better trdlned and most 
knr,w 1 ~~dcl(~dt)l+: to iinpl emtnt t-c>1 dtt’(l rczc;pon’;e functions and that. 
f fb(iflr4 1 pf’r’lr)rlllf2 1 a r I not 1 ~kraly to i~ecorn~ thorc~ughly knowledge- 
di) 16’ of t!I(h ‘,pf.?c 1 f 1<: 0mt:r(~~~ncy i)l annnnncj requirclrnents for all the 
r)iJf:rdt I rllj rlllrl l’(lr powctr-pl,Jnt <7 1 t.621,. 

I;re,ltr?r utll lty role in 1mplemcnt1ng ---- - --- -------~-- 
of 15lte f~l<dn d~:;cu57f~tl ---- _- --_- ------ 

:;horfbhdm utility of-flcr,jlc; art’ ddv0catLnq an expanded role 
for ut 11 It If”;, .~l lowLn(j ts~lr2rn to lrnplf?rnn:nt 0Ef site, a5 wc~ll as 
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ons i TV, r~mtlrcjt~ncy plans. Opponents, however, question the ablllty 
and authority of the utility to implement plans. 

Shorckhnrn \It ility officials have presented an emergency 
rr*sponse [)I an for federal dprJrc>Val. The utility wants authority 
to J,rove the plan 1:; feasible through use of utility personnel in 
c~xercise:, when :;tatP and local government personnel are unavall- 
aklp. They believe it is important to show state and local off i- 
coals that a utility plan can be used so that state and/or local 
officials will not attempt to obstruct the planning process as a 
means of cjhuttlnq down nuclear powerplants. 

llndchr itc, 1982-1983 authorization act (Public Law 97-415, 
Jan. 4, 1983), NRC may accept a state or utility offsite emergency 
preparcdner;~; plan even though FEMA has not approved it. However, 
some mcmkt~r s of the Congress, some NRC commissioners, FEMA offi- 
cials, as well as local communities, and public interest groups 
havcb (~uestloned whether a utility plan could ensure effective 
~mplcmentatlon in an emergency if state and local governments 
rt'Jf'ct 1t. The flouse Interior and Insular Affairs Committee 
report on the 1984-1985 NRC authorization bill states that a 
~~t11ity-clf~v(~lot)c~d ljlan would be insufficient if it could not he 
succ(as:;f ul ly fAxec-utd without state and local participation. 

Tht.z flousc Appropr ia t ions Comma t tee, in approving fiscal year 
1984 funcling for FEMA, directed the agency to consider emergency 
p 1 a n s for nuclear powerplants regardless of whether the plans have 
been prcJ)ared or submitted by a governmental entity or the util- 
ity. Al Ltlrlinq to the Shoreham controversy, the committee stated: 

“‘I’h~~ fact that a qovernmental entity cannot or ~111 not per- 
form a particular role or roles in the preparation, suhmls- 
‘5 19n, or implementation of off’site emergency preparedness 
plan:> should not, by itself, constitute a sufficient basis 
for a d~!tcrmination by FEMA that the plans, or portions 
thrlt-oaf , are inadequate - providinq a suitable alternative 
rnc: d n s of implementing the plans is available.” 

The Chairman, Subcommittee on Nuclear Regulation, Senate Committee 
on Environment and Public Works, indicated his support for this 
view in 1983 trcarings when he expressed concern that the role 
assiyned to state and local governments might be misused. fir> was 
flat-titularly concerned by what he believed were efforts to obtain 
OoncttSsiOn:; f ram ut i 1 itics in exchanye for cooperat ion in 
[)rfApar iny rhmet-yency plan:;. 

FHMA testified in the April 1983 hearlny before the Suhcom- 
mittcc on Nuclear Rcqulation, Senate Committee on Environment and 
Pub1 ic Works, that it would review a utility plan that does n:>t 
have tht> support of state arid local governments. FEMA sa id, how- 
ever, that 1 t would have to advise NRC that because of the lack of 
state and local endorsement or J)art icipation the adecluacy of off- 
site prepdrf~dnf~75 or pub1 ic safety could not be assured. In <Junrl 
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1983, NRC ac;kcd FEMA to prc,vidcb an interim findlnij on the Shoreham 
I)lant ba::;c~d on a ut llity plan that proposes to u$e utility rather 
th<?n c;tat+ and local personnel TV respond ln an emergency. FEMA 
rr:vLpwp(l the plan as rcyuested but eq tab1 lshed two cond 1 t Lens for 
a I‘KMA lnterrm f indlng: a dcterminatlon of whether the utility 
h a Y the legal authority to implement the plan and a demonstration, 
through an cxcrcise of an adequate plan, that the util ity has the 
dhlllty to ilnplr?ment the plan. 

Critics of an expanded utlllty role believe that It would 
rer3u(Yo the overall ability to rnsure preparedness. They do not 
b~llev(‘~ local otficials can be prepared of they are not included 
in planning . The [Jnion of Concerned Scientists, a public interest 
g rolJp, believes the utility’s resources would be severely taxed in 
df>al Lng with a major reactor accident, precluding effective 
managcmcnt of the offslte c=mergency response. For a utility to 
provide adequate protect ion It llrould have to assume the basic 
functions of govf?rnment and be delegated authority to declare an 
6amct-q62ncy, make rjmorgency broadcasts, close schools and puhl~c 
b u 1 11-l 1 n q 5 , commandeer transportation resources, control traffic 
flow, order protective act ions such a~: evacuation, and request 
ferlct-al assrstance. The public interest group cites as an even 
in0 r 61 :;r~r iouc; lssuc the Fundamental conflrct of interest inherent 
In (Iivinq utilities rcsponslbllity for emergency planning and 
r-rsponsp. Tt belleves utlllty management will be tempted to df2lay 
implc>mcntlnq protectlvc measures, hoplnq that the situation can be 
brouqh t lindor cant rol , 9r, failing tc, appreciate the magnit itlo of 
t hfa ddnyer, w i 11 de1 ay necc’ssary precautionary act ions. 

DIFFICULTY IN OBTAINING FUNDING __-____---- 
CAN DELAY ADEQUATE PREPAREDNESS - ---- - -_----- 

FEMR records show that state and local government? have had 
dlf flcul ty In obtalnlnc3 fundlng for cmt?rgency planning and pre- 
par(~~lnf~55. As a result, the .c,tatP and local government:; had to 
d13l ay participation in th(l emergtlncy planning procer,s and/or havca 
mc ) v 62 d :;lowly in correcting def lclencies. In some cases states 
hdVf~ taxed ~rtllltlc:; for nuclear emergency-relater-l expenses, In 
t>t htsrs thcl utllltlos have voluntarily paid for them, and Ln still 
ottl;Jrc; no a[)pat-clnt funding mechanism exists. Most of thP govern- 
mt4 n t And utlllty offlcla1.s WC asked agreed that the utllltlt’s 
(;hr)ll Irl Fund offnlte plannl nq and preparedness. 

Sf)IIlI’ local governmt~nts havcl indicated they would not partlcl- 
[)a t fb in I)lannLnq anti preparetlnc:;s unless they receive utlllty 
f u n(l i nq . For example, four local governments in Missour indi- 
prJt+tl t htxy would develk-,p plans for the Callaway nuclear powerplant 
'i L tr> c,nly if the utility provided funds for equipment and person- 
nel. Kentuc-ky would not cc,r>I)c’rdtP with planning and preparcdnrss 
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for t tar* Zlrnmc~r- c,lte,l locatt~d LII Ohio, until the utility agreed 
t 0 ~Jllt)*llcl i~fb pdrticlj)r3tlon. City of Zion, Illinois, officials 
~;,i if-1 t 11th~ wf)r~ld not I)drt LCLpatP In ftlturo 0Efsrte exercises unless 
t II(S,/ Wtht-v I111ly t-(ilrnt)ur:;cd for a previous Zion site exercise. 
‘I’tlo~] <A 1 1,’ ) wr)lllcl not f>xecutt= a lpttf~r of agreement with the utility 
llrlt 11 t t1,. (‘1 t’i Wd’, fully r~~~mbursr~d and the utility agreed to 
<I', ;Illllr' ott~fbr 1’Ir1(rr(Jf~l1cy-r~13t ed costs;. After 2 years of negotia- 
t 1 OII’, t tltb IIt 1 I sty mrt the city’s demdnd5 and the city slgned the 
I’] rf~l’m~‘rIt . 

At l+,>?tW l-7 states havrh passed laws providing for utility 
f \lnc-l~ncq ot r,ftc;lte planning and preparedness. The legislation 
Il!>llCI 1 1 i ~Jt-ov 1rlF’? for an annual and/or one-time payment per utlllty 
or I)1 <int . llowf~ver , even In some OF these cases state and local 
OI f l(‘ldl’, 40 riot btblleve fundLng ljrovlded for under their state’s 
lfAcJ151,tt ~r)n L’, atlthquate. For example, ln addition to the $575,000 
pa 14 t o N~AW York d‘; fees mandated by legislation, a state official 
f t-orn t hca Nrtw York Power Authorrty told us that the Power Authority 
5pf*nt ovfhr $8 mllllon in training, services, and emergency equip- 
rnt’n t rr~llnt:~d to the Indian Point Site. This did not include 
I~~I)C~III~ 1 t IlrrtL; I)y the other utlllty owning an Indian Point plant, 
I’KMA tI,Ac, propo:;ecl c bstabllshing a Joint FEMA, state, local, and 
II~ i I i ty (yomml t-t P(\ In New York to screen requests for assistance 
t lrrlt ttlfb ‘,tcftC” rr <annual utility assras5ment does not cover. 

In ‘; t n t. f’ r> without such leglslatlon, some state and local 
(1overnmtbnt 0 h~ivca entered into formal contracts with utilities. 
Vat- faxainI)le, In Washlnqton the state and utility have signed a 
I;-yrhat- k:ontrdCt t0 covf:T expenses related to the Trojan site. Tn 
ot hc+r cil5t’c,, states have less Eormal fundIng mechanisms. For 
t*x~~:nI)lc~, Prbnnsylvanla and Ohio local governments cletermlne their 
n f ’ f ’ rl c, ancl r(‘(]uf’st fllnds directly from the utilities. The utill- 
t I<><; h<ivr~ I)<’ ~(-1 f or f’rnc-Arg+xncy operations centers, emergency plans, 
and tSralnlnq. 

9l)ln~one; sc>mc-\t imes differ on what share of state and local 
C’O’itI‘i ttlrh tit 11 lty c,tlc>uld pay and on what necessary emergency 
pxl>~~n56~‘; at-r’. F(x example, in 1981, St. Lucie County, Florida, 
n(;kcirl t tlr> utlllty to pay an estimated $40 mllllon for a bridge, 
b 1 r f’rl? , 4 c‘t>ntt-al communication center, a fire station, and tests 
(‘1 f thta cbm(At-qency plan. The utility would not pay for these 
J t elms. ‘I’tlt, town of Monroe, Mdssach\ls~ttS, would not approve the 
1)lan l)rc~pdrc~cI f ot- its town for the Yankee nuclear powerplant 
t,f~c~<lu~;c~ of f 1Cld 1‘5 bpl ~cvcitl the town needed a new road for evacua- 
t. 1011 <lnrl ottlC>r ~~m~:rqPncy purposes which the utlllty should 
[~,-1y for ,Ind t?+rallC,C othtJr financial issues were unresolved. In 
<*ornmc*nt- 111’~ on a clrdft I)F this report, the Dlrector, FEMA, told us 
t11dt the flrc;t prohlrAm had been resolved but the town has still 
~-~-_---------- 

1 In ,Janurrry 1984, construction on this plant was stopped and its 
own r$ r 7 announced the plant would be converted to a coal-fired 
plant. 
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not apl)rovcd the emergency plan prepared for the town because of 
thfh rcmalninq financial issues. He added, however, that the town 
has I)artlcipatcd in the two offsite exercises that tested Its 
ability to Implement the plan. 

Most of the utility, federal, state, and local officials we 
asked aqreed that the costs of offsite planning and preparedness 
arc part of the costs of nuclear power which the utility and evcn- 
tually the electric ratepayer or shareholder should bear. FEMA 
tec,tifled in August 1983 before the Subcommittee on Oversight and 
Tnv(J(,t igat ions, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
that, in its opinion, utilities should pay expenses directly 
attributable to emergency planning and preparedness for nuclear 
powerplant accidents. In FEMA's opinion the states, not the 
utllltles, should fund those other offsite planning and prepared- 
ness costs generic to disaster planning and preparedness--that ls, 
CO‘> t 5 asscjciated with equipment or resources that states would 
need in order to fulfill their mandate to protect the publrc in 
other k inds of emergencies. These might include costs for commu- 
nication equipment that would be used whether there was a nuclear 
powerplant accident, flood, hurricane, or earthquake. 

Legislation (S. 1395), pending as of April 1984, provides for 
federal financial aid and establishes a utility-financed fund Eor 
nuclear powerplant emergencies. A criticism of this legislation 
1s that it would impose a fee on utilities which have adequate 
emerqency response plans to pay for those which have not. In June 
1983 the Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy Conservation and Power, 
House Committee on Energy and Commerce, indrcated that he opposed 
the legislation because it would establish a costly federal 
bureaucracy and favored utilities paying emergency planning and 
preparedness costs and billing ratepayers. 

FEMA CONCLUSIONS ON THE ADEQUACY OF 
OFFSITE SAFETY HAVE NOT BEEN CONSISTENT 

FEMA regulations stipulate that approval of offsite safety 1s 
conditional upon its determination that state and local planning 
and preparedness are adequate to protect public health and 
safety. Such planning and preparedness must provide reasonable 
assurance that appropriate protective measures can and will be 
taken in a radiological emergency. We found that FEMA conclusions 
on the adequacy of offsite safety at sites having similar defl- 
ciencies have not been consistent. FEMR has recognized this 
problem and is attempting to achieve more uniformrty in its con- 
clusions on offsitc safety. 

In 1982 FEMA provided the NRC Atomic Safety Licensing Board 
an interim finding of adequate offslte planning and preparedness 
for the Zimmer plant. Based on plan reviews and an exercise, FEMA 
concluded that offsrte emergency planning and preparedness were 
adequate even though standard operating procedures were not in 
place during the exercise. Some of these deficiencies were semi- 
lar to those at Indian Point where FEMA has made two interim 
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f lnd~nq5 of InadrAquate oEtslte safety. They included problems 
a:;L>OcLatfhd with the availability and responsibility of volunteers, 
tt-dn<;portdt Ion of dlsablcd indlvlduals, radio communications, and 
!)ut-, 1 i c f)dllc-a t ion. The Atomic SaftAty Licensing Board disagreed 
w i t h FI:MA ’ s cc)nrlIl$ ions and ruled that Zlmmer would not be 
d~~thor ~zfltj to operate above 5 percent power until certain offsIte 
plannln~q tlfbf lclencies wprc corrected. TI- 1 Board also noted prob- 
1 f2m ~5 with the L>lans themselves, for example, that evacuation plans 
for ~cI~oc)l~; 11~ two counties wet-e def lcient. 

WV dl’;o found differences In how FRMA weighed the same def i- 
clency Ln maklnq Interim and Formal approvals. me identified 11 
Cilt”s in addltlon to Indian Point where the latest plan review 
Lndicatcbcl that written agreements with support organizations did 
not f>xLst. ,Support organizations Include bus companies that would 
assist in an evacuation if one were needed. A deficiency in this 
rqu i r(-‘inrbn t War; one of thr mayor factors in NRC’s deliberations 
ovr:r whc>thc-r to shut down 1nd;Lan Point. However, of the other 11 
I-iltc"S tI\at lacked written agreements, 3 had received formal FEMA 
approval r, and 8 ham-l findings of acleyuate offsitc safety based on 
d n f-r xc* r c I sc . Additionally, In 1983 FEMA noted emergency workers 
not dr~monc,trat incy the USC of high range radiation detectlon 
instrum*tntation as one of five slqnlf lcant deFiciencies supporting 
thfa (-on(-l~~r,ion thdt of fsi tc safety was inadequate at the Maine 
Yankrscl <;Lte in Yalne. Tn contrast, FEMA formally approved plan- 
nlncj ancl prf-‘f)arr*dnr?5% at the Hdtch site in Georgia after a 1980 
cx(lrcL:;rb in which this c,am(’ df>f ici~~ncy was reported. 

Wrb al SO found other Inconsistencies involving change<3 in 
I’F:MA’s f rrrdinys. Tn interim findings For nine oporatlng sites, 
IzL:MR hdd f lrst reported to thch NRC staff that oFfsite safety was 
adf-vjuate, bllt later reported to the NRC Atomic Safety Licensing 
IWa rd 5 t \ldy i n(J TndLan Point that thca emergency preparedness plans 
tot- thrbsp same nlnrb ~lt(?s were inddrquate. Also In 1982, FEMA 
re(J Len T I I concluded that [>lanning and preparedness were adequate 
at the nckdvtir Valley 5ite in Pennsylvania even though the exer- 
c 1 ‘?a(’ rf$f,ort contained 81 recommf*nc-ldtlons for improvements. At 
Ifla5t on62 Req~onal Ass~ c;tance Commlttce member quflstioned thr> rea- 
sr)nal)lt~n(~55 r)f t h 1 5 roncl Ius Ion. Tn November 1982, after revlcLwlng 
t h(> (‘xtar(‘i5(-1 r+Jport, IqEMA headquarters reversed the region’s 
f 1 nd 1 nq . 

WC* t)tbl levf! FCMA’s lncon:;Ll;t:clnt conclusions are due to its 
two-t rdck proct~ss for making lnterlm and final flndlngs and to 
Ff:MA 3n(1 Nli(’ not hav ~nq a()rcacd on what minimum rf~qulromcnts must 
tx* mrt for 3 finding that of f ‘51 tc emergency planning and prepared- 
ncb q c; 4 rf’ a(l(‘(]uatcL to protrAct pub1 LC health and safety. FEMA’s 
proc(~~,~; dnr1 rr*qui rf~mcnts dlf fer for provldlng interim and 
fOrmCAl f lndinc]:, ,jnd, as <j rrbsult, F[q:MA has provided flndlngs of 
drlcVlllatc' (>t fs1 tr> 5afety Ior making 1 Lcent;lnq declslons based on 
v4ry lnq lc>vf'l'; of I>rf~parf~dn~~sr;. Accordrng to the FEMA Asc,lstant 
A*,soclljt-C* Di r(~ctor, Off ict’ of Nat Ural 3nd Technological Hazards 
PrOqr-~~m~,, and ott’l+ir Fl*:MA off XCL~~S, therf: have been numerous cases 
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Iq’KMA ANI) NRC DO NO?’ HAVE CON’I’HOLS TO _ __ _----_---~_~ 
KNSIIRF: NRC TS AWARE OF DEFICIENCIES 

I*‘tCMA 11sd riot Trovidcd NRC - - - _ _ ----__---_- 
(‘Xfbt-(‘1 ‘at’ rfl;tJor t :> whfbn i- - - -1_------ rqursted --- 
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t~x(~rcl:iC rr>ports on 14 sites. Accordlnq to the FEMA Rsslstant 
A:,s,oci,3tf~ Ilit-ctctc~r:, 0f f ice of Natural ant-l Technological I-lszrJt‘ds, 
Vf1MA f”ov rt3r>r3 NRC 1 1 of the 14 remal nlng rf?iJOr t:; by December 1983. 

Accorc1lncJ to the’ FEMA Assistant Associate Director, Off ice of 
Natural dntl Tt~chnoloc~ical Hazards Programs and other headquarters 
of-f l<‘lals, FF:MA had not provided the exercise tlndlnqs on all 
oprardt lnq $1 TV<, a’; requested because they questioned the quality 
dntl ~*on:;~ c;tfdnr-y of the reports Its reqlonal offices submitted. 
‘I’ h P ‘i P off ~c:lals c-i ted thrb following three problems with some rarly 
report c; preparrAd In the rcg ions : (1) significant deficiencies 
f-&X 1 !; t 4 , hut thud reports concludf’d cjffslte safety was adecluatf> to 
J)rot6Act puhllc htlalth and safety, (2) at the time of: the reclulrcd 
f’xf’rc~ ‘ifhi, r*rncfr(jt=ncy plans wert3 in early draft stages and did not 
prov i t-lfa 4 5ounrl t,nr;is for the Pxcrciscs, and ( 3) f?xercl:ies had 
h~~6~n cr>ncluTtrbd WI thout a Heqional Assisttince CommIttee review of 
t h( (~rn(*r(~c*ncy [)lc3ns bPcausf> of time constraints. F’I?MR hpad- 
yudrt(-‘rs of f ic~al:, c;ald they ill<1 not c;ubmit some of these reports 
to NRC, c’x[)fhrt ing t 0 wni t unt i 1 af tpr a ~,uhsequ~~nt rxerclsc to 
rt’por t to NH<‘. ‘I’hcA NRC WI)uty DLrector, Division of Emergency 
Prepar(Adnr>s:;, said NRC d rd not [)resr; FEMR for the reports i?f:cnu?(X, 
witho~it dray control system, agency off lclals did not know all of 
ttrtrrn hacl not t-)tirbn provid6bd. 

Ilef lclencles found in --..- 
exercises not reported to NRC 

The 1982 exercises at the Oyster Creek, Beaver Valley, and 
Iiancho Seco (Cai ifornla) sites provide examples of signlf icant 
deficiencies at operating sltos where NRC requested an exercise 
report that FEMA did not provide. FEMA did not provide NRC an 
exercise report based on the March 1982 Oyster Creek cxercic;e in 
which FKMR re[)ot-ted 45 def 1ciencips, 17 of them significant. The 
r~ x F’ r c i c; (1 showed that al though trlmporary emergency broadcac;t c,ystem 
procr~dut-r>:; had hf:(>n dcAvelnpcd for u$(1 ln the cxcrcL:;e, they tlld 
not con f orm to standdrd proccdut-F-‘s, nor had they been approved by 
t hrl l:f~df~rdl Communif-at Ions Commisc,lon. Al t bough s iron!, wet-c’ 
:;ountled , thri puh11c had not brrln arlcquatc>ly lnformc~d of how to 
respond , <and no put,1 i c informdt ion broch~lrf~5 harl t)fat?n lllij 11Pd. In 
onrb county dbout 50 perct3nt of those surveycbd heard the slrc=ns and 
(1 ~(-1 not know what to do. ‘rhe cxcrc’ise also showtAd that a number 
of municipal itic~r; were unaware of the availability of potas5ium 
~fx~~f-lc for omf~rqency workers, and ernPryency worktArs wet-e not 
trained in the proper use of do~;lm~ters--radiation measurement 
df~vlces-- or aware of safe radlat ion PxposurP 1 imi ts. Accc>rd ing to 
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t tic! 111 rc:c tot-- , FEMA, the results of a May 24, 1983, exercise that 
rfa te(; tf:cl srynlficant deficiencies from the first exercise will be 
prov lcio(i tc, NRC. As oE the end of April 1984, however, more than 
25 rnonttls dfter the first exercise and 11 months after the second, 
FKMA h<rcl <still not pt-ovlded thlc, lnforrnatlon to NRC. 

We also f0uncl that NRC was not informed of deElclencles In 
the February 1982 Beaver valley exercise until November 1992, at 
whlctl t Line FEMA concluded that emergency preparedness was not adc- 
(juste: to protect pub1 LC health and safety. FEMA records show that 
rt”cj tonal F‘tSMA oft lclals were reluctant to even hold the cxerclse 
b(:c,AuSe they helleved state and local governments would not be 
dble to demonstrtite required capabllrtles. Also the state of Ohio 
tl Ed not part LC lpn te and one Ohlo county only partially particl- 
pated in t-he exercise because they were not adequately prepared to 
dernonstrdte their ability to protect public health and safety. 
Exctrcl:;r? tic? t lclencies at Heavr?r Valley included: 

--One county used rad 10 operators who were unfamiliar with 
tcchnlcal data related to the hypothetical nuclear emer- 
gency dncl, as a result, communicated it inaccurately to 
dec 1ci Lonmakers. 

--Another county inaccurately communicated an evacuation 
order resulting In some cornmunltles wlthln the county not 
receiving it. 

--One state did not demonstrate a capablllty to assess the 
s e r 10 u s n e :; 5 oE the accident data in order to decide what 
protective response should be ordered, such as evacuation 
or sheltering. 

--Monltot-1ny and decontamlnatlon teams that the two partlcl- 
pat lng states assigned to mass care centers lacked know- 
ledge of their Eunctlons. 

Al so, the performance of the county that was not prepared tc> fully 
partLci.pate in the February exercrse was inadequate when tested in 
July 1982. Among the def icLencies noted were 12 of 13 sirens not 
c;ounding and rddlologlcal monitorlny equipment not being available 
dt the t3fjcOntdmlnatlon and relocation centers. 

The Rancho Seco site exercise, held 1n June 1982, revealed 
signlflcant deficiencies in communications and public lnforma- 
t Ion. The September 1982 Regional Assistance Committee plan 
review lndlcated that a number of sections of the plan had not 
been completed, Lncludlng those coverlng communications, coordina- 
tion of puhllc information, decisionmaking procedures, emeryency 
broadcaL; t mfzs5aqe con tent , and overall training reyuirements. 
FEMA did not, however, send NRC a negative interim Eindlng until 
March 1983, about 9 months dfter the cxerclse and 6 months after 
the Regional Assistance Committee review. In June 1983, after 
receipt of the negative finding, NRC gave the utility 120 days to 
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ts’c 11 f~x,irrll)l f’, F’KMA and NRC can not compel state and local 
IJC)VI’I r~m~‘tlt ; t (‘1 plan dnd prepare for nuclear powerplant accidents 
()I I( P (‘01 t f1c.t cil(Jn1 f icant dcrlclcncies in offsite safety. The 
~-III 1 r,llt l,y:,tcbm ,;\l:;o losvc~lc, statcis, local qovernments, and utili- 
I If”, to r t~*,olvP thr> matter of fundinq for emerqency planninq and 
III f I)#II (~(lrI(b~pT dinonq thcmsc>lvPs. To the extent that they are unable 
to f”,t <Ii,1 l,,iI s,,i t- I :i Pactory mtlchdnisms for obtaininq adequate 
I llll(i I II(j , (‘m(‘t q(~nc~y preparedness, as well as cooperative relation- 
* tIllI’ <llnotl~j (11 1 part ifas, may not he sufficiently developed to pro- 
t th(-t l)~lt)l I (- heal t-h and safety. 

I II c~cltl I t i on, FF:MA’ s process for evaluating and approving 
f~mt~ t IJC’IIC-~ r,r-t~~,arcdness plans has resulted in inconsistent conclu- 
It 1011’. (III 01 f:,i te safety at sitrhs havinq similar deficiencies. 
J*‘t*:M/\ tl,11, 1 c~c~)c~n~ zer’l this prohlpm and has initiated several actions 
<I I lllf’(1 0 t i)rr)vlr3lnq more uniformity in it5 findings, includinq 
I ‘II $11 I ll([ IIC’W cJ111cldncc to Its reqions, proposinq to make interim 
f 1 n(1 i rlrJ*, j)rr)r/ itl(~d for NRC USC 11~ the licenc,inq process an exten- 
‘>lOll of 1 t-1, f or-m,11 approval process and based on exercise results, 
cjrl(l (‘x<iml n I rlq whether- the federal criteria for emerqency prepared- 
!lf”>‘, ~,!11)111tl 1,r> prlorltlzcrl Into critical and less critical 
1zl C’lIlf~Il1 ‘b_ 

Al ‘,(I, YEMA dnd NRC do not have controls for ensurinq NRC is 
IlW<11 (’ of f 1 f b f i CT i f h n c i f= 5 a t opPratFlnq sites even though deficiencies 
m<.Iy (IX I’>t 0 Tnformation on deflciencles should be available to NRC 
I or cl(bf (‘rm I II I nil whclt her tAxl%c; Inq plants should continue opera- 
1 lncj. I*‘I’MA r-0 I 16”; on NRC to stimulate correction of deficiencies 
III 01 1<,11(b oclfcbt-y at thchr,cA site:; when state and local qovernments 
(10 III )I vol 11n1 ar 1 Iv do $0. FEMA, however, had not provided NRC 
f’Xi’l’C’1 ‘,fA r-rh[)ort t; on 77 opcratinq plants as requested and NRC had 
riot j)r-rb’,:, (id IJi:MA for thf*m. This prevented NRC from considerina 
wtifbt tllbr ,lc-t lon(; we’re nrlcded on c,igniFicant offsite safety 
fIc%f ic~if~rlc,if~~,. Al thouqh FEMA has issued new quidance providinq 
t tIcIt b’l*:MA t~f~~~(l(ll~~~rtf~r~; will provlde NRC copies of all exercise 
r-f~[‘or t ‘, , WC’ <11-f’ concct-ned that FEMA did not consistently implement 
l)rfbv I OII~, (1 II I clr, 1 1 r-If-? containing a simllat- requirement. As a 
t(~~sII!t , Wf’ t)fbl IC’VP that joint FEMA and NRC controls are needed so 
t II<1 t NRC (‘<II1 <I 1 r-br t FKMA whrbn I t has not received an exercise 
I f’;” )t t on ;I j)dr t ir111ar r;itf-. 

l~I*:~‘OMMI~:~\II~A’I’ IONS ‘1’0 THE DIRECTOR, -- -_-- 
I+:I~~~:IGT~, ~~-MI~:R~EN~~Y MANA?%MENT AGENCY, -_ _- - ---- ---- 
ANIl (‘IIA J RMAN, NIJCI,EAR REGIILATORY COMMISSION _ _. -_----- 

WI, rf~~-~mmf~nd that the Dlrcctor, FEMA, and Chairman, NRC, 
\IIicl~~r t <1kc1 (1 ~-1)m~)rf~hf~r15 LVC rthnssc?nment of their aqreement coverinq 
‘it ,I1 (’ <Irlci 1 (I(‘<,4 1 (lm(lrqti’ncy pl nnn 1 nq and preparedness. The 
r r’,~~,..c”,l,lli~‘rIf ~,l10~11rl (1) identify one procedure and the require- 
I~I~‘II t gI 11(‘(*(~~;‘;~~r y Tar making consistent findinqs on offsite emer- 
~{“Il(‘, /,I li~lt~ I II~J ,IrId I)rf~p,3rC~(Incs;!;, and (2) establish and implement 
(‘OIlI IO1 ‘/ t o (‘n(;urcl NRC‘ rcAo?lve!; periodic status reports on the 
ollt ‘t t ,irlcl 1 rr(I rlfif i(-ic~ri<-if~~; In each offsite plan and exercise. 
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lll,Il1f~. wt11 l(I 0111 r r:i)ot- t pr- lmdr 11 y d Lscusses cond L t Lons as they 
“~l~>tc,ci <it t 1111 t1111c’ of our- field work, we have also updated our 
rt*j)c,l t to r-of lrlct prcJ)cJrf’!.,:; polntcd out to us by FEMA in Its corn- 
mthnt I). N H C: , on the other hand, <<tated that it was gratLfLed that 
t trt* t t:port rlotr~l t tltb consr~lt~rablrt proyress that has been made on 
(bIn(‘r(jt’rI(*y 1’1 dnr\ 1 ncj ,irltl prr+pdredn(5:;s 15 Lnce the Three Milr? Tsldntl 
<lC’(’ lclf~tl t. . 

NRC: c*c,rnmclrltt~cf ttldt- ttlc! rr?port does not attempt to demonstrdttt 
tlow <I c,l(jnLf LCqclnt (l+>f LcLency LrI 0ffsLte safety Ls related to state> 
~111~1 I Oi’Ill rlovc~r llmtlnts’ calmbl 1 sty tc> protect pub1 Lc health dnd 
s,(.if fat y in til(> ttvent of d nuclear powerplant accident. F u r t h f2 r , 
NRC’ t,ft 1 1 f’vf.“, t hta rI.!por t does not adequately differentiate t:,etwc(bn 
<i (ifbf icLt>ncy Ln an oft sLte :jdtC?ty L’lanninq element and failure to 
CY)III[)~ y with NRC r-‘t.!cju~dtlc~n~. Health dnd Human ServLces m&e a 
:> i m 1 1 <JI commthn t , :;tatLnrJ that our report presents no clear evi- 
c-1 t I1 C‘ f ’ t.lld t *,tdt f2 ‘And local cjovernments are not adeyudtely preparcrci 
t 0 rc*(;poncl to nuclear powerplant emeryencles. 

WV t)ftl I(JVC , tlrlwever , th,dt def LcLencLes FEMA LdentLf 14 in 

i)cl I I’( 

tlci:, I 

t,r* 1 1 t 
t’l:MA 
‘,<I t f’1 



report t.tlat might have created this impression. Rather, we are 
repot-t IncJ that all operating nuclear powerplants do not have 
approved ernr~rgenc~y preparedness plans and that our field work 
st~owed thd t I:KMA found c;iqnif icant deficiencies in ofEslte safety 
Lit ri 1 t 6’2; wh<brcJ It had not fcjrmally approved such plans. 

We hdVfb also tbxpanded our report to present in more detail 
the federal c.t-lterla for assessing nuclear emergency planning and 
I)rCl)nr(~dn~~~;c;. WC speclf lcal ly added, as NRC and FEMA polnted out, 
that the federal criteria provide FEMA determine that state and 
local planning and preparedness adequately protect public health 
and safety by prc hc;entlng reasonable assurance that appropriate 
oft site I)roteCtive measures can be taken in a radiological emer- 
gency . We hc 11 eve, however, that the inadequacies we identified 
1 n FEMA ’ t> ass(*a;smentc; of state and local planning and prepared- 
nes5, C;uCh ds reaching inconsistent conclusions on the adequacies 
of off site nafrAty at s1to.s having similar deficiencies, point out 
t hcb need for improvements in determining whether state and local 
r~mc~rqc~ncy planning and preparedness provide reasonable assurance 
that of f~,lt~~ safety 1:; adequate to protect the public health and 
safety. Also, the fact that FEMA and NRC are considering whether 
the f tbderal emergency [)lannlng and preparedness criteria should be 
f~rioritlzcd into critical and less- crltlcal elements to help 
identify dncl prfascribe more definitively what constitutes adequate 
1’1 arm 1ncJ and preparedness also points out that improvements are 
needed. 

Pennr,y 1 van i ;1 yucs t ioned the accuracy of the facts we pre- 
s~‘n t erl on t h(h RclilvfAr Val ley exercises and suggested that we had 
cc,nfu:;cAd the Be~~vet- Valley 1982 exercise report with another 
rc-pr) r t . Pennsylvania’s comments have some valldlty. Tn citing 
the numhtbr of def iclencles in the Beaver Valley exercise, we In- 
r-orrectly rtaportca(l the number from the July 1982 retest rather 
than t-h<, orlglnal February 1982 exercise. Pennsylvania is correct 
that t hrb rbx(‘t-c i se report showed that there were 81 recommendations 
msdrh for 1rnprov1nq deficlenclcs as a result of the February 1982 
r’xr’rrC s(’ rather than 65 def iclonclrc, which WC cited from the July 
1982 retf.st . W(b revised our report accordingly. 

P(bnncBylvanna also c;ald that It had no record of FEMA’s con- 
clu5ion that of tsitfi emergency preparedness was inadequate at the 
IJ(taver Valley site. The state said that the April 23, 1982, cover 
let trar 1 t race ivcd, transmitting the FEMA report on the February 
1982 vxc>r-c-isrs, dlcl not contain a negative finding on the exer- 
ci.sc’s outc.omfb. The cover letter to which Pennsylvania refers was 
sent by the FEMA regional offlcc and deals exclusively with the 
r(Ac;u 1 t ci in Pennsylvania. Tn contrast, the FEMA headquarters 
tranr-,mltt (31 l<itt(Lr to NRC on this exercise, dated November 18, 
1982, d 1 t;l'II‘;' ,(d off L;lte safety for Pennsylvania and adlolnlnq 
states. Tt c;tated that the exercise results for an adlolning 
state wet-c not ndrayuate and therefore public health and safety 
could not t)e a<;surcd at the Beaver Valley site. 



(‘HAPTER 3 ~--I 

I Ml’HOVE:MI~:NTS NEFDED IN THE EXERCISES - --_-- - --- -._-- -_--___- 

U~NT)~lYI’F,J’) TO TEST PREPARFl?NESS PLANS ___---_ - _ _--- -_- -____ 

FKMA ANI) NRC NEED TO ENSURE I’XERCISE -__ - ____ ---. .-_--_---- 
SCKNARIOS ARK ADKQIIATF: TO TEST PREPAREDNESS ---- _ - -_ - --_-_- - ---- 

ilvcbn t-hou(]h requl at i one: and an interaqency aqreement state 
ttldt F’KMA dnrl NRC’ wi I1 prepare representative exercise scenarios 
wh 1 c-t-1 ';t‘It('!; dnd \lt I 11 t ~cs may use in testinq emergency plans, 
t hfay havtb not rloncl 50. ln many Instances FEMA concluded after the 
Cx~~t-(*l:-f~C; that thrh appl Icable $C‘enarrlo prepared by the states and 
II t. I I 1 t v c-omI>~iri I ~3; did not provldc an adequate opportunity for 
tlf~rnc)ric;t rat Inq thf> abi 1 i ty to r(~sponrl to an emerqency. 

In ;idtd~ t 1011, FEMA ha:; often received the offsrte scenarios 
~-IN) Idt th to mdkc> n<‘ccs:;‘3ry Chdriqe? and has not been aware of the 
fbx t on t t 0 wtl I c-h r>xtAr(-i :;rb:; of cmthrqency plans included planninq and 
I)r(‘f)~~r-(^(lnf”;~~ for 1 ch(lrlral 1 ant17 dnd facllltles within the lo-mile 
f,’ 1’ % . Al 50, ('x(-t";:; 1 Vf' cI Imrilat Ion of critical emerqency prepared- 
rIt”<t’s cl<‘t I VI t If”> llrtt; oc‘c‘ur t-t><1 in exercises while no surprise ~“xcr- 
(‘I ‘,(“, <1r1(1 f raw l;ut-pr I ‘;(’ cAveAnt L; have tdken place, thus rprluclnq the 
c&f f f*c.t iv~‘n(~~,~, of (Axc’r(. i ‘i(‘c>. 
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These FEMA officials attributed the inadequate oEfsito sce- 
nario:; to NRC’s willingness to accept onsite scenarios that pro- 
vrde for inadequate offsite release of radioactive materials. For 
example, prior to the 1982 TroJan site exercise, FEMA notified the 
state and utility that the onsite scenario was too limited to 
result in an adequate offsite scenario and exercise. However, NRC 
determined the scenario was adequate. The FEMA Regional Assist- 
ance Committee Chairman said the utility refused to change the 
scenario because NRC had already approved it. After discussions 
with PEMA, the utility expanded the scenario voluntarily but not 
to the extent FEMA desired. 

FEMA has proposals for better 
exercise scenarios 

FEMA reported to NRC in September 1982 that inadequate sce- 
narios to test state and local ability to mobilize personnel and 
resources were a widespread exercise deficiency. Our work shows 
that while the problem still exists, FEMA has taken some steps and 
proposed others aimed at improving scenarios. 

FEMA’s February 1983 proposed revisions to its agreement with 
NRC provide that the two agencies will approve each scenario 
before the related exercise. Prior approval will help ensure that 
NRC’s onsite and FEMA’s offsite considerations are adequately 
addressed and integrated to provide a technically sound exercise 
For assessing preparedness. The proposal has been discussed, but 
no final action had been taken as of April 1984. 

In addition to the proposed changes in its agreement with 
NRC, FEMA officials said the agency contracted with the Idaho 
National Engineering Laboratory in February 1983 to evaluate all 
scenarios preceding the exercises. Also, in Yarch 1983 draft 
guidance to its regional offices, FEMA proposed that a complete 
exercise should include testing a response to a general 
emeryency. This would require a simulated radiological release to 
travel beyond the boundaries of the nuclear powerplant site, but 
not necessarily a radiological release of sufficient magnitude to 
test critical capabilities. 

In commenting on a draft of this report, FEMA stated that in 
August 1983, it provided its regions a set of 35 standard exercise 
obJectives as a means of improving unlformlty. FEMA has not in- 
stituted controls, however, to ensure that states and utilities 
consider these objectives in preparing offsite exercise scenar- 
ios. Also, FEMA has not estahllshed whether all or certain of 
these ~~b]ectlvos should be addressed in one or more exercises. 

FOMA also stated in its comments that it has contracted for a 
computer system to improve technological support of exercises. 
FEMA expects to use the system in assisting state and local gov- 
ernments to develop better emergency plans and exercise scerrarios, 
in improving FEMA assessment techniques, and in standardizing the 
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l)~,~t)lr) c’<tir~yc)rl &;lt-cb f~x(~rcl’;r? in Callfornla, federal offlclals 
11b,ir 11tbc1 t tldt 1’1 <in:; to protect people in a federal wilderness ared 
Wlttllll tII(A l O-mr I rb El’>: wcxre inadrquat~~. 

Al tfbr ttll~, (‘x(ArC*L:;C’ FEMA asc,lgned responslb~lity to the head- 
(fll,I~ 1 I’I ‘, j)r ~)~jI~~Illl Illilll,jCjPr for drltermininq the extent of this prob- 
It’111 11<11 Ir~llwlclr’ rlll(i lnvl ttAc3 thch ncpart,nrnt of Tntorlor to join the 
l’l~cl+~r *I I I(,rcI I 0 I ()(I i (‘a 1 Prepdt-ednrass Coordinating CommIttee and the 
l<l’(f I ()11<1 1 A[,f; i e; t ,~nctd Cornml t tees. The two agencies have met and 
Icltbfit t I lfbfl 1 tlti~t-lor 1dnds and facllltlcs located wlthln the lo- 
,i n( I f~o-Irll 1 C’ F:P%s . The next task will be to develop and implement 
l’~111’1 ‘II’III”~ 1’1 <111’> <llld pr0ccdures for assessing coordination between 
,/““‘I I 1 I’ Irlt torpor- l~nclc; dnd facll Ltles and state and local govern- 

rnfbtlt 0, 11t 11 1 t LC’S, clrlrl other federal agencies. 

It1 11’) r.ornmr~n t:; on this report, FEMA did not mention attempts 
t 0 III~IL,I~ ~,IIII~ 1 ,9t* ,4rrdncj~~rnents with the Department of Agriculture or 
I tlla lh’!lrlt”t Illt’rlt of lIc’fcn$;P , a g e n c. i c s which also have ]urisdiction 

OVf’I I fbriflt (~1 1 dnrl~;. The FEMA Associate Director, State and J,ocal 
l’r-o(j 1 s~:~~‘, ,III~ !;\1lq)ort, and other FEMA offlcIals, said the overall 
f (b(lrar i I /Jr-0 jfsc-t trd!; low priority and no time frames for completion 
ll.lVC’ i)lJt~fl fA’>t ,111 I 1 :;htvl. 

Kx(Lr (‘1 :;(‘:, :tt~c)uld include rnorLTr> - 
<1c;t \r-4-1 t c;::t .‘P 

- -- - --_-_ 
r it h~‘r than simulations - - --- ------~~- 

Ir1 11 of 11 (.a’;(“; w (2 r t: v i (= we (7 , FEMA reported after thca exer- 
I‘1 I,(’ l11~1t f)r-f’jJrlr”(l(jrlC’l,‘; WdS adocquate even though stdte and local 
j’,vt’t 11111l~I1 t , g, 11r1rr1 <3t ~(1 c*rlt~cal functions which should have been 
t f”, t tvl . t*‘ot- I~Xdlll~)l~~, In an actual accident requiring public noti- 
f i~*~11 1011 1, I r-r’ll%, wc~ul~-l he activated. During several exercl:jes the 
0 I !‘f’II’> WI’1 1’ rll)t <I(-tlvdtEd, but exercise partlclpants pretended 
t tlt’y Wl’t I’. A I t hol]cJh there 12; no federal guidance on whether func- 
t t Oil’, ~>~)f)lj I rl l,fh t (‘5tfb(I or simulated, FEMA officials agreed that 
ov~~r--‘,111111l,rt iorl clril,r-ives c>xcrcise participants of valuable 
t 1 G11111 11’1 <il1(1 /1t-,1c-t li‘C> dnd precludes examining state and local 
il)l II t ;’ t 0 tbxlbc.\lt +-’ thc>lr plans. 
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excbrcIsc In Pennsylvania, FEMA reported in its evaluation that 
numerous simulated elements should have been exercised, r,uch a~ 
llrotcct ive actions and Pxposure control, and ln the fut\lrr: rnc-,rf$ 
dcamonst rat ion and less simulation should occur. 

Exercises are not unannounced 

FEMA NEEDS TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE WITH 
ALL ELEMENTS OF FEDERAL CRITERIA 
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‘SII(’ vf*ri t icflt Ion proyra4 could iA1 S9 be u5ed to ensure states 
(‘( ,11tl IICt. rf’;lu1rfbfl tlrllls aimed at testing, fdevoloplng, and main- 
t II 1 II 1 r\lj cJkl 11% ln a particular opcr~tif>n such as cf)mmunicatLons, 
t IIt’ cant rf)l , med icsl emf+rc_lenc yes, radlolfqrcal monitoring, health 
lJtly‘> 1 (“I, clrlcl tzfju-~l~ment clleck,;. In ddfl~tlfjn tf, exercises, the 
f fbrjrbrrll cr Lt-f:rla indicates that c;t ate:; sh:)ulcl conduct drills and 
I ’ ts:MA ~,tlould r~vdlllat~~ perf~:,rmance clurinq these drills. FEMA offi- 
(’ 1 <i 1 0 ‘><A LfI they tire nfjt 11sua11y provlfled dri l.1 schedule:; nor are 
If~flffrdl ot)~,f:rvf~rs uSudlly present at- drill.5 t0 identiFy deficlen- 
(‘ 1 r ’ > . l:KMA rcg Len I I , in commenting on a draft of this report, 
,,tatfif1 that It recently began reyue5 ting drill and training sched- 
II 1 r’!; . Accfjrd Lng to rcfjional of’flcials, some of the drills wf?fe 
c)t)S,fbrvfzcI dnfi f fierit-)dCk prf~vldetl to ttlf.! c,tatf?. Other than in region 
1 I nr) dttffmpt- seems to tic made to ensure that drills occur or that 

flflf Lclf:nc~ic5 at-f: corrected. Consequently , state and local pre- 
1)~1rf:dnf:‘i., may ke deficient, but ITEMA would not be aware of It and 
WOII 1 fi not bf! l~rel~arf~fl to monitor corrective actions. 

V”E:MA NEb:I)S TO IMPROVE ----- 
TRACKING OF DEFICIENCIES ---- ----------_I-- 

b’l:MA rlf,f;r; nfjt. have an agency-w ltle t t-ackinq system to ensure 
tlldt 11tlf lc Lfjnclf=~; ident if 1f~cl 111 exercises .are followed up and car- 
rt~c’ttvl. Con5efjuently, NRC has 1 iccnsed plant% and E’EMA has 
dj~pr’c,Vf~Ci 0 f t ; 1 te L;‘At f$ty without ac;:juranCe that deficiencies were 
cf~rrf~ctf:fl. This situation exists because FRMA’s management Infor- 
mdt Len l;y5tem has 1 Lrnlted capabil Lt~es. 

I& I ic lent les in exercises - ----- -I_- 
nf*f:d better tracking -- -...---------------- 

--In 1931, FEMA pt-f,v Lded NRC an LntfJr im finding on the San 
Onofrc site for use in maklny a licensing decision. The 
f Ir-rll Lng cf)ncl udrd that pldns were minLmally adequate and 
c.al)abl 1 ity to ial~lf~ment them was inadequate to protect 
1,ut,1 1c tledl tn dlld 5afety. It stat-ed that evacuation capa- 
t>llLty was limited and not fully demonstrated, plans for 
r 62 :; t c ) r 1 n <J an df f ectecl area to normdl use and returning the 
population to an evacuated area were not well-developed and 
never df~mf~n~;traterl, inges t Lf)n pathway sampl lng and analysis 
were not demorlstratetl, d insemination 0f pub1 ic informat ion 
t h t-oug t1 tkf: emergency broadcast System was not sufficiently 
trl’, ted , and public cducatlon, tltmeryency worker tralni ng , 
4nfl required tlrllls werf? 1narlefludte. However, after the 
1982 exercise, I:I:MR decided that offsite planning and pre- 
pdredncts5 were adequate although it ~j~d not verify in this 
lflter CXOCCL~;~ whether any of the deficiencies we describe 
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,ltN>Vc” hsrl twer-l c-or-r PCtzPfll. NRC subsequently authorized full 
I,owrAr 1 lr~n:;inq of the two n6.w [Jldnts at the site condi- 
t ional upon FEMA rc:port inq to NRC the successful correction 
of four of f site preparedn@:;s def lciencies. 

--In 1982, FKMA concluded that planning and preparedness were 
not arCjf’(~uatt~- at the Beaver Valley site, but concluded after 
the 1983 exerclsr-’ that they werp adequate to protect public 
heal t-h and safety. However , we found that the 1982 Heaver 
Vallry f~xclrclsf? evaluation noted deficiencies that were not 
addressed In the 1983 exercise, including not demonstrating 
(1 ) hackup communlcatlons Wtween the Pennsylvania Bureau 
of Rarllat ion Protc~ction, Pennsylvania Emergency Management 
R~jPtlcy, rjncI th61 emergency operations facility, (2) use of 
i)ollcr* to close the Shlpplngport Bridge, (3) and ahlllty to 
l.‘Varud tr* mobility-impaired persons in Hancock County. 

--I*‘EMA not.rbd def 1cic~ncie-f~ in the 1980 North Anna site cxer- 
~-1s~ that wc~re not addressed In the next exercise, In- 
(-ludincg lack of (1) a slrnulated radioactive iodine release 
to dllow for ade(~uate tfasting of response capability, (2) 
radloact 1~6: monitorlncj in one of the counties ln the lo- 
IT111 C' f:P% , (3) actual or simulated dlstrlbutlon of potassium 
1 od 1dP , and (4) sufficient information exchange between the 
.c: t a t (J flrlal th and AgrlculturfA Departments. FEMA formally 
rr[)l)rf~vflcl of f51 tra saf rty at the North Anna site in 1983 even 
t hOll(l t1 ,11 1 1980 exercise deflcrencLos were not addressed. 

I?b:MA ‘s managemc~nt ------ --- informat ion ---~----- 
2ystem h-+2 -l-irni tat ions - -__ -__~- 

I”?:MA ha ‘i f~ c~c,mf>ut~:!rized management 1nEormatlon system hut 
t->Pcsu:;f* I nwmi)l f= tfb or incorrect data 1s being entered into it, the 
rfq iona 1 of f I cc&~, wry contacted could n9t use lt for tracking 
ibx(Jrc1 :;ch tIcif lrifhnc*lf’c,. Also, the system’s limited capability 
d 1 I ow’; it to rrbt<jln information only on deficiencies FEMA labels 
:;lc7nl f i(yrlnf-, tind then only for on<= pxerclse and for one deficiency 
f or fbdc.11 ‘,p~~clf 1~: ralCmc>nt. cYontained in the federal planning and 
f,rr~r)nrr~clrlr~~;~, c-r i tfar i4. 

PEMA ht~afl(jtlc~rf erc, ::tnf f estlmatt3d that the data in its mdn- 
C~clf~mc~rl t I nf ormrj t ion system for the emergency preparedness program 
wac, lrac;c, t trtjn 50 ptbrcent complCtcl. We found that it had incom- 
pl r&t f’ or In<-errr1c.t Lnformatron on all of the 15 exercise evalua- 
t ion:; for whl(‘h FKMA prr)vid6~d 11:; computer-generated data. For 
cbxarnl)l ~2, t tlrb rhvalllat ion rcil)ort for the Ohio portion of the 1981 
%~mmfhr- q,~tf~ fxx(‘r-vLL;fh lncllcat4 c,even major deflciencl~=s; however, 
the hrsdrj(judrf i*r-c, tl,-lt<;l t)asrb ~n(iLcated only four. 

7’hfB r,y(,ttlm al>,r) trdc.k:, only those deficiencies rdentifled ds 
s lclnl f Ic(int , ~vvc’n t hollqh FI.:MA oft ~clal:; acknowledged that the 
(*urn01 at 1vp txf f(bc‘t of minor clef iclencles can equal a significant 
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rf~~,I)orI’,t’ to lnqulrles reyardlng Indian Point, also ensures that 
t 1 mf’ f rarnras; are specified for completing corrective actlons. 

11~ Ruclrrst 1983, FEMA provided Its reglonal offices guidance 
t ttrit 1 t t)cAl 1evcs will standardize evaluation and reporting on 
f’xrIr-c.-l:;r~~;. ilnder its new approach, regional time frames for pro- 
(‘f’?‘, 1 !I(] rax(brclse reports have been expanded from the orlylnal 
cj111~1~1tlr~c. which only required the reqlons to provide exercise cval- 
II,!I~ ~c)n:, to state$ within 15 days. The exercise report is now due 
<3t I”KMA h(badquartrrs withln 30 days of the exercise. FEMA hcad- 
(~~i,it-t fbt-:, will review the report for completeness and will furnish 
t wo I-r,!, 1 f“? to NRC headquarters within 7 days. At this time, the 
t-t’c~1on’; WI 11 I)t-ovlde the state two cop~cs with a request that the 
‘4 t-at 1’ <;utrrnl t Cj rcsf’onse to the region, including a corrective 
<1(-t IOn :;(-I~t~~julc with a completron date for each actlon, within 30 
calfbnd,;lr days. The region will provide the state reply 
ant-l t hlb rc’cjional analysis of the reply to FEMA headquarters wlthln 
1 r, cl Liy ti aftfAr recc>ipt from the state, and the results will be fur- 
nl r;he(l t 0 NRC. 

c”ON(‘I,llS I ONS --. ---- ------ - 

Ind(lf~(j~idt ~1 fsxerclses of emergency plans have resulted In 
unc(~rt.a I nt 1~~5 as to whether state and local governments have the 
c~t)~ Ii ty to c~xec~lt-e thclr plans. Exercise scenarios have not al- 
wdy:, t)clctn c,uf f iclently comprehensive to assure state and local 
qov(‘rnm(~nt (; drf* ddrquately prepared. Tn addition, FEMA has not 
41 WJY’, rr~rf~lvf~d exercise scenarios from states in sufficient tlrnc> 
to t-(bt\lr-rl t-h(brn for needed revisions before exercises. 

WP t)t>l lr~vf~ that FEMA’s actions and proposals for lmprovlng 
(‘xf*rc-l:,(’ ~,c<~n,~rios and their scopes are steps toward more accurate 
~l5~;f~5:;rntAnt :, of 0 t a t f-’ and local preparedness. st111, FEMA ner>ds to 
f~~,tdt)l i:it~ mlnlmum rt~(juircmt~nt5 For exercises, particularly if 
c;t (1 t 1”; Illld lit 1 f It 1P'i ace al lowed to con t inuc preparing excrcI 5+\ 
‘,cr~ndr IO‘;. 

Ttt11 (~xercls(~ process does not ensure that all appllcabl<a 
cxmcbr-cjc*n(*y f”~“l)arc~rlntlr,~; elements at-r: tested 111 exercises or other- 
w I!,(’ (~omf)l lfaFi with by c;tatn and local governments. For def icicXn- 
(’ 1 I”; tclfbrit of Led 11~ the exercise<;, FF:MA does not have an agency- 
Wl(10 :;y’,t (‘111 for f>nsuring that these def iclencics are retested or 
ot 11thrw 15~~ t rdc-kchrl lrnt L 1 corrcJcte(l. FI:MA, however, expects to 
1rr~t~If~mf~nt ‘3 ‘;ystfAm for doincl cjo in fiscal year 1984. 

VICMA of f 1 c 1 a 1 :; have not always given states timely feedback 
ori (~x(~rci’;(~:; or dt tc-lrnl)ted to obtain from them schedules of car- 
t-t*(‘t lvr’ act Lens. FIXMA 1:isued new guidance that expands time 
f rdlrl(a’; for lss\ilng rf:ports dn3 that contains requirements for 
c)btC~inlnq schedules of corrective actions. We are concerned, how- 
fivf*r, ttlclt FENA did not implement previous guldelincs on the samr~ 
!iLIh Jvc’t. 
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A!: <I r(~~;~il t of lnadcquacies in exercises of emergency plans, 
I*‘KMA h,~ ‘; sp~)r’ovcd of f<;itc safety and NRC could have 1 icensed 
[‘I ,3nt G: wtlrbn <-I larqc numbcAr of plannlnq elements have not been 
Vl’t- 1 f I r\cl c3:i complyinq with federal criteria or when deficiencies 
tl‘tVf& rlc)t l)fbrBn (-or-rected. 

PRCOMMENDATIONS TO THE DIRFCTOR, 
I’EI>i:RAI> EMERGENCY MANAGEMFNT AGENCY, ---- 
AND C’flA T RMAN , NIJCLERR RFGULATORY ---- -- --- 
COMMISSION 

Wtb r~~(~ommencl that the Director, FEMA, and Chairman, NRC, pre- 
~)a r-t’ ;(-f*ndr IO? for- thxcrcises of c,tate and local plans as required 
1)~ t htlir rrqulationq. However, if FEMA develops minimum require- 
WI ’ I1 t ‘; for f’xr’r~‘l:;e scenarios, a~ we recommend below, this should 
i rny)t-f)vft t-h(l i;ccnarios prepared by states and utilities and could 
f>l irni nilt c thrl need for FEMA and NRC to prepare scenarios,. TJnde r 
t!Iflc,fa c-1 r(.~lmr,tanct~s, 1 f StatPs and utilities are allowed to con- 
I i nlir> propar-lnq c’xcr-else ‘icenat-ios, we recommend that the 
Di rfa(‘t-or-, I*‘F:YA, and Chairman, NRC, develop procedures to receive 
cqrlfl rc’vlctw t tlfbrn in a t imply manner to ensure they meet minimum 
t-f’fltl I r~~mc~ri t t;. 

RP:(‘OMMF:NDATIONS TO THE DIRECT02, ---___- 
FEDERAT, EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY ---- -~- 

WP r-f~~~ommf~rid thar the Director, FEMA, 

-- 1 II (.onc;ul tat ion WI th states, develop minimum reauirements 
for (Axorc1 3~’ scenar LO:; and identify which elements of the 
frxcl(hr-41 cr1 terra are most important and must he qiven 
fjriority in cxerciscs, 

--df-av(>lop dnd Implement a program for velrifylnq compliance 
*JI t 11 rblcmcnts ln the federal cmprqency preparedness 
(‘r-1 t-car-13 that are not tested in exercises, 

-- 1 mpl cbrncbnt , once dcv~loped , an aqency-wide system for 
tracking al 1 iiclficiencips Identified In exercl’;es until 
clc)rrrkc-t (4, and 

-- i ml)rovtl th<b I)roccs‘; For reportinq exercise results 50 
7 t (3 t I“; ref7-‘1vP cxerr.ise evaluations in a more timelv ,man- 
111’r ~~nc1 for ohtalnlnq schedules of corrective action from 
I tllh S>! ,-it 6’s by ensurlnq recently issued quidance is effec- 
t- i ~(‘1 y 1177131 c>mcntcd. 

AGP:N(‘Y AND STATT: COMMENTS -- 
ANI) OIlR l+:VAI,TIATTON ---~_ 

l+‘P:MA dg rfl(bt3 w 1 t h t hc qenpra 1 thrust of most of the recom- 
m(bndat 1 on<; lnt(lnil~il to improve the quality of exercises throuqh 
clr~V~~lo[)l n(j I)(kft(lr (jxc~r(~i5c qcCnarl(-,s. It stated it has inltrated 

38 



FKPIA oh ira(.tfb(l to our recnmmcndatlon to verify that every of f- 
‘; 1 t (J c,aCfbt y CAl4Arnrbnt c-ompl I es with federal criteria hecause it 
bc I 1 f.‘VP’, that it would impugn the inteqrity of state and local 
qovt’r-nrntbnt 0 <end t htbi r commitment to of FsltP prepardness and would 
brb proh it) i t 1 vfbl y cbxpfln51 ve. WC bclleve that the verification of 
t-hrh (~l~rnf~nt:; tilat at-c’ not test&i In exercises is essentially no 
dl ffrbrent thdn I?F:MA’s review of plans, evaluations of exercises, 
or [jar-t i(.i[)atic>n in puhllc mectlnq s--other key components of 
PUMA’? of‘f?it(A safclty program. WC hav-, however, revised thta 
rf~(~ommr~n(lst ion, makinq it clear that the only element.5 recxulrinq 
vcar I f i cat lc>n arrx those not tpstd in exercises. Those tested in 
exr~rc’i :;(l:; would not rrcyulrc verlficatlon because the taxer-else it- 
c;clf 17 c-3 form of v(Ar if icat Ion. 

NRC (-ornrnfbnt r&d that our report indicdtcs NRC ha? permitted 
con t i nrlrbrl opf’r;) t- I on of nuclr>ar powcbrl)lant-c; and has licpnscd new 
plant5 Ior opfbrat ion that have slqnificant deficiencies in off-sltc 
saf(tt y. Orir r (Aport ddf~qu;itf~ly c;upport5 the concluqlon that plants 
havca cony i nucrl to t>pf~r-atf~ w i th c;lqnlf icant deficlPncie5 in offsite 



safety, and we demonstrate in chapters 2 and 3 of the report that 
it is possible for NRC to license plants when deficiencies exist 
because of the inadequacies in FEMA procedures for assessinq 
compliance with NRC regulations and federal criteria. 

DOE expressed concern that some of the recommendations, par- 
ticularly those in this chapter, could unnecessarily delay the 
nuclear powerplant licensinq process. TIOE added, however, that 
the recommcnda t ions could be crafted to provide the same construc- 
tive improvement in emergency preparedness without creatinq fur- 
ther delays. Recause DOE did not provide any specifics on Its 
comments and because neither NRC, the aqency that llcenscs nuclear 
powerplants, nor FEMA, the aqcncy that assesses offsite safetv, 
raised this concern, we do not believe there is a need to modify 
the recommendat ions. 

Pennsylvania opposed introducinq surprise events into exer- 
cises because it believes that exercises are already jammed with 
sufficient activity in a compressed time frame. Wisconsin opposed 
surprrsc cxerci ses based on a federally dictated scenario because 
it believed they would disrupt state and local qovernment opera- 
tions, could publiclv embarrass them, and would not improve state 
and local support of nuclear power or development of effective 
response capahillties. 

Wisconsin and Pennsylvania concerns regarding introducinq 
surprises in exercises are not supported by the experience of FEMA 
region TT which routinely rntroduces surprises to more fully test 
response capabilities. We believe that if state and local qovern- 
ments are permitted to continue preparlnq scenarios, FFMA and NRC 
should he introducinq surprises into exercises to ensure that 
state and local governments are able to respond to unprogrammed 
events. Surprise elements would not necessarily add more trme to 
the exercise, as Pennsylvania sugqests, because they could replace 
other proqrammed actlvitles. Also, we do not believe surprise 
exercises would disrupt state and local government operations. 
Althouqh the contents of exercises would be a surprise, the dates 
wou Id be announced. State and local qovernments that are prepared 
for the exercise should do well and improve not only response 
capabIlity but public confidence as well. 
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CHAPTER 4 --- 

FKDERAI, AGENCIES NEED TO PROVIDE BETTER ------ 

EMERGENCY PLANNING GUIDANCE TO STATE -- 

AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS -- 

f.‘k:MA Nb:b:I)!i l%f+:‘I”I’IIfi ASSCJKANCF: THAT THE PUBLIC - -- - -- - - - - -- - ---. _ ----------.----_~- 
KNOWS IIOW TO f<t.:Sf’OND IN AN f?MERGENCY -_-_ - -- - -- -- -- _- ------------_------_- 
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Pr o~)o~,~d (~uidel inof, for tletcrmLnlng whether public alert dnd 
notlf ir*,itlc>n 0ffortc; conply with ft4eral ct-lterla have been under 
(1(~vf*lof,m~~nt for ovtbr 3 years, with target dattac, often changing. 
In 19tj2, FKMA apI)cl;lt-rd rflady to lmI)lrbment alert and notif ication 
~)o1c~dnc~c~ <If trAr t tie Off Lee of Mandgr~rncnt and Hudgot (OMB) approved 
Iq’f:MA ’ ‘; cj(11’5it ionndlrr’ f-r,r r+vdl uatincj thra ade(qudcy of alert and 
not If icrtt Ion SyYtPmS. The questlonnalre was revlewcd by OMB as 
fjtirt OF its rcc;I)onsibi 1 it ie:; f(>r rc:duclnq reporting burdens on the 
[)I” t11 I(- . Ace-or-(1 1nq to FICMA off 1cid’L~i, many utlll ties obJected to 
t tllb (jflt’5t ionna i rp, be1 lr”vlnq that not enough people would respond 
to s(-(~~~r,jtt~ly mea~;ur<- c-ompl Lance. As a result oE utility objec- 
t ions, FKMA con t rat ted wl th Argonne Nat iona 1 Labora tory to develop 
nclw quid~ncc~ that was puhl~shed for f lndl comment in the Federal 
~r~ql~,tr~r ln SeI,tcmt)pr 1983. I” I? M A L s uc;lng this gulddnce for 
t(b‘;t I n(] tlow wral I alert and notlflcatLon systems work until it 1~ 
f i na 1 i x*~l, whi ctl c;hr)uld I-P 1r-1 mid-1984. The guidancta still will 
not ,.9~l(lt-f.:;*; t htb ,IflfYJ11137Wy CJ, pub1 1c c4ucClC1orl. 



‘I’irc~!:t’ 11m1 tf~tl t llC;t ‘i of public alrt-t, notification, and educa- 
t I(lIl q,y<;tfbrnr; hf;IvCl rCvc’;llt~rI 1)robl(hms. In 1982, FEMA reported to 
YR( t tlcl t Gilfbrt dntl not lf ication wc’rc’ drea? In which both plans ancl 
t’xf’r (‘1 !;tt pf’r formanc-ck w6’rc: often inadclquats. The same report cited 
1 ,ic*k OI brutal I(‘ ~~d~l(Vnt Lc,n tl:; a wiAt~:;prr~C~d plan dcf iciency. Al- 
t tIf,\riy t) I.‘l*:MA wd’; to d~vf~lop and 1mplrAmt>nt a public education and 
Informc~t 1on pro(jr-frm t-0 support c;tdl-p (rnd If)cal planninq and pre- 
1)~3rf~~lrif~~;[, , i t. h,3!; not done $0. 1n~it~‘nd thrl agency has htlen a(-- 
c’f*f)t i nil !)\lt)l I(* fbdu(-at ion ilci ad(lqut~VC~ rf states or utilltlec hdve 
I)rt’l)ljr fb(l C~rl~i fil(;t r it)uted c*merqclncy informat ion brochures or siml- 
1,ar m<-ltfLr-1~31‘; wlthln thtl 10-mile lCP%. In the 1982 Indian Point 
II r’ld S ;I 1 I t m f 1 x p r c i ci fa c, , however, spot chfacks rCAvfaaled low pub1 ic 
,iw,~r f’r~f”:s; of t-f~~;pon~;f~ pl(3t-17 Cvfin whclt-fl pub1 1c informa t Ion bro- 
(-tllI Y f”: ~lacl br>cbn d i str I buted. 

r{fhc‘<lu<,fh 11t I I Itier, did not know how their alert and notiflca- 
t Ion ‘;yt; t fhrnr; WOII 1 tl bib PVC3 1 IJi\ t Cd , c,c)mc have hcen reluctant to up- 
q rdcIf$ t tlt*m. i’(Jr r’xalnpl P, the Oyster (‘reek utility decided not to 
f Lir t hfbr 1ml)rovfb t hr> sltcb’:; alert and not If lcatlon syst<lm until 
FfCMA ’ I; (bv,il\lat ~c>n crlteris ws’; available, al thouqh the most recent 
f~x(~r(‘i :;f’ ‘it t\lfi C;I~Q had ~nd~catf~d c;ubstantlal Improvements wet-e 
nf~f~clf~cl . 

FIIR’I’HI’R F’EI)F:RAl, GIJ I DANCE ON -~- --_- - ---_-- 
T’O’l’ASST~lM IODTDK I:lSR IS NF:F:DF:D -- --~- _-_-_-_-_- - _---_-_---- 

Dcpsrtmcnt f,F Heal t-h and 
local qovernmt~nts w1 th quid- 
dr\lq that I)rfavtJnts t.hck thy- 

ro 1~1 from Cjt~oort) 1 ncj t-ad ioac-t LVF~ iodine. The Food and Druq Rdmini- 
c,t rclt Ior1 ( FI,A) , sn Ciq(anc.y withln thfl Drxpat-tmflnt, has ~c,suf+i quid- 
d t1 C‘ c ’ wh 1 c-t1 ronc 1 Uilf~~, that unclr%r cc’t-taln conditions the use of 
I)ot ,A’;$ lum iodlrlc provi.dFl:; an off cct ive ancll lary protective act Len 
d I I r 1 n (9 d nuclclar powcbr-plant <3ccldcnt. Nc ither FDA quldancc nor 
othtlr /Jr-o[)or,riti f’t~d(~ral policy on thfl use of potassium ~odlde, how- 
f’vf’r , prov i tlf-is an ad6hyus tc ha<; i c; for state and local qovf?rnments 
t 0 II’;t’ 11~ drb~ldin(~ whcthet- to distribute the druq to the qcn~~ral 
put-9 1 l(‘ , rndklnq di~;tr~butlon declslon?, or providlncl medrcal 
dq;ti i st C~n~~r~ . 
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Ra:;cd on the 1979 recommendation of the President’s Commis- 
‘;Ion on the Accident at Three Mile ‘Island, FEMA decided to stock- 
[‘I IfI f>nouqh potac,k;ium iodide to protect the entire population in 
t tit> lo-mi 1 P EPZs. Tn Auqust 1982, however, FEMA reversed Its 
c’dt-I ichr dpcic;ion and decided not to procure or stockpile the 
(1 t-11(1 . Ascot-(lincj to thp chairman of the Federal Radiological Pre- 
f)d r(~cln(~r;r, Coordinating Committee’s ad hoc subcommittee on potas- 
‘; 1 Ilrn Ioilidc, the decision waq based on FEMA’s inability to develop 
4 f>r-d(-tical and effective plan for dlstrlbution during an emer- 
( 16 a n (‘ y :tnd thea pol~tlsal unacceptahlllty of distribution to the 
cjt’nf’ra 1 popul at i on. FEMA’s policy shift surprised most states 
i)cbc*L2t1s;(> FKMR had consistently said it would purchase potassium 
1odlc1~ for thfb states to use. 

VF:MA has no plans to issup quLdance on public use of potas- 
c; 1 um I c-d ide , althouqh it has recommended the drug’s use by emer- 
(ytincy workers and people in instltutlons that c-an not be immedi- 
<itch1 y moved. FEMA and the Coordinating Committee have decided 
t-hat no quldance beyond that provided by FDA 1s needed. While an 
,rcl tloc c;ubc-omml ttee of the Coordinatinq Committee, which includes 
Ia’ K Y A , tlraftcd a federal policy c;tatement on pota5slum lodlde, It 
hd!; not !)qlcn approved by the aqencicss maklnq up the Coordlnatinq 
romm i t t CF’ . The draft leaves the decision on whether to provide 
I)ot ,JC,‘, i urn god ICJP to the pub1 ~c to state and local qovet-nments and 
t;dyl; thlk; deci::;Ion should be based on local Factors, but does not 
‘,;>I~cI f y how to WC> lqh these factors. 

N~~thcr the draft federal policy c;tatement nor FDA quidance 
f)rov lrl(~s drclsionmakers information for determining when potassium 
1 OfI LClf’ (I’;(’ c;hould be considered or how to make decisions related 
t 0 1 t 5 Il’;e. For example, the federal policy statement raises 
t ilf>?P i~succ, reldterl to potassium iodide use, but offers no guid- 
cjncc on addr~~l;~;inq them: whether potassium iodide should be ills- 
tribtitr>tl to the population before or after an accident occurs; 
whr>thrlr FbvaCuation can be completed more quickly than distributinq 
t tlfb (!rLJ(J; how potasr, lum iodide ~111 be dlstr1buted durinq an emer- 
c7fxni.y ; what medIca assistance will be avallablc to assic;t indi- 
v l(I (I<1 1 ; who Ilave #an advcrst> reaction to the drug; how medical 
a0 t.tlr)r I t I cs will advise the population to take the drug; of potas- 
~;11lrn ~odldc? 1~; dlstrlbuted in advance, what assumptions should be 
made about its availability; and how the drua will be provided to 
p r sons temporarily in the area. FDA yuidance does not address 
th(>srb om 1 sslons In federal policy because it covers only medical 
tj~tfb*i t 11717‘3, lravlnq FKMA to provide other quidanco on potassium 
1 od I elf> * 

Thrb NRC‘ Commissioners are conslderlnq whether the qenet-al 
put)1 lc 5hoult-l USC potassium iodide. Rascd on a cost-benefit anal- 
y(;~ ,, NRC c,taff have recommended that the drug not be stockpiled *r 
or pt-*AcIl c;tributed For use by the qeneral pub1 IC. 
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An i tit ~~rdqt-~I1cy c-r)rnrnl ttpe, now cha 1 red by a FEMA represent d- 
t i \I (’ d I?(1 ~,upJ~orte(l 1)~ FEW and NRC contracts with the Idaho 
N it ional J:n(11 ntlerinq T,at>oratory, has btaen developing instrumenta- 
t Ior1 cj111c-idnc-f~ for dlmr)c;t 10 yeari. Of four guidance documents 
pl clllrlrAcl t,y thl(, sut>(-cJmmLttt>e, only one, Guidance on Of fsite Emer- 
Ij@n”y Rndiation Measurement Systems: Phase 1 - Airborne Release, 
;i r;t-c1cj 

- -_ - _ -- -- -_--- 
.“;(bJ)t cbrnhtar 1980, covp r i ny clxposut-e to radiation from airborne 

t ,~II~II),II’~ ivr’ rn(jt (‘t-1,41~;, has been pub1 Ished. Of the remalnlny three 
(JYIL(~,~II~~(~ (lo(-umchnt s; nfletlfbd, one has not been drafted and the 
r6srntr 1 n i ncj t wo drc-’ in final draft Form. Realizing, however, that 
~ll~vl~lo~‘lTlt’rnt of ~II iclancr~ would brb dp1 ayed pendlnq complet Ion of 
rl~~r~rlr~rl r-t”- ,(bqjrull dnrl dcvelopmcnt work, FEMA, since 1981, has made 
C.tLr-tdln of it‘, contraCtors available to assist states In lmprovlng 
r,icl 1 ,jt 1011 rnf~~~~,ut-(.rn(:nt systems. 

In 1081, a c~c)mrnittf~<~ OF the Conference of Radiation Contr01 
I)r-o~~t-~~m 1)1r~~<~tor?, dn organization reprcsentlng state off lclals, 
t c*v lc~df~cl t tlr* ))ubl Lshflsl qulclancc~ on airborne releases and found its 
111on1 t orlncj pro(*tbdur(‘5 would not provide timely declslonmaklng 
inf orm~~t Ion clncl would al low C~XCP:,S~V~ t’xpo sure of monit9riny per- 
‘~orlrl~‘l . ‘l’hc r.omm i ttclfl also crltlclzed th<a guidance because it did 
riot i’V,l 1 1111 t f’ <IV d 1 1 a t-j 1 fl InstrumcAnt at ion systems. In 1982, FKMA 
(1 1 ~,~~ovi~r+~(! t tr,-1 t t hf: IntA t tlcjd of mcasur ing rdfj ioact ive iodine pre- 
G,(*t I I)tbd 1 II t tech (Juiddncri mlqht. not provide accurate readings under 
r-f*dl ~~)tl(* t lt~l(l conditions. According to YEMA and NRC, however, 
(11 ti*rndt 1vf’ mf~t:~lorl~; ,-t-t+ much mar(3 expensive and some are al ~3:) 
urlr+bl labIf> un(lpr cfartdin f lt>ld condltlons. Also, according to the 
i’(*(1tsr,jl licit1 lc~loy 113dl Prc:par6Adnt?s:, Coordlnatlng Committee’s Chdlr- 
I11311 of thlb r;:mf?rqc*ncy Instrumentation Subcommittee, a FEMA off i- 
1*1#11, t hcb dot-umcsnt ’ 5 quidanct~ on mc~d?urrnncJ the radioactive expo- 
:ilir (’ of tImtAt-qclllcy workers tlocxs not adequately emphasize the prob- 
1 (‘In’> of ot~talnlnq a reliable rrAcc->t-d from self-readrnq personal 
(11 )‘,r’ rncjnl torinq (1f~vlc6br,. Additionally, It conflicts with Federal 
6*m1’r(jr+nr.y J,t-t~~‘i~r(~dnc:;r, (‘ri tprid and thp vletis 0F some radiological 
c’xl”‘r t 0 t)y mak I ncl the use of t>ackuJ) permanent record devices op- 
t.ional . A c;tatr* r-~rllLoloq ical CxpFArt told us that permanent record 

la1 to obtain inc. an accurate record of total 
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f’fs:MA , in commenting on a draft of this report, stated tt-fat it 
c’x~,f~:*t 0 to revl?e the existinq guidance document and publish the 
t-k~rf~f~ r-fbm,d 1 n 1 rig dOCumf~nt5 by the rbnd of fiscal year 1984. 

GIIIDANCR ON RADIATION DOSE LEVELS IS NEEDED -_- - - - _-- -_.- ----- _____-- 

‘I’krf~ flnv i ronmental Protect ion Aqency (EPA) under FF:MA regula- 
t lf)n, 15 t-0 provide quidance on the proJected radiation doses that 
q,tfou 1 d t rlcfcfr~t- protect LVP act Ions I n rdd iolog lcal emergencif+s and 
hc,w to carry out those actions. CPA has prepared a Manual of 
Protective Action Guides and Protective Actions for Nuclear Inci- ---- _- .- b--I_-- ---~ 
dents, hut thir; manual is incomplete. --~ The current??nanual lacks - --- -. 
n i nfl ‘,(‘(.f 1011:; fncluding guidance on protective act ion for exposure 
t 0 rad lodrt 1vch matter, the application of protective action guide<; 
for food and water and for contaminated property and equipment, 
c,f f?ltv f~mf~rgcncy radiation measurement systems, a planner’s eval- 
uat ion (fuiclc~ to protective act ions, and a summary of the technical 
t)ac; i ‘; for th(b protective action quides. 

f’f:MA and FPA officials aqree that the protective action 
qu ~f-lf~~; arra t)d’;ic tc, emerqency decisionmaking because they provide 
t hC> rad~at Ion dose levels at which protective actions should he 
init idtr>d. fn a 1982 letter to EPA headquarters, an EPA RegIonal 
A<‘;~l’,t~lncc Committee member concluded that wlthout a complete EPA 
rn,lrirlil 1 3t ,-ltYfJ and local offsite plans were beinq prepared and eval- 
rf~~tr~d withotft adequate criteria. The areas in which EPA has not 
fjrov 1rJc3d cfu idance correspond to sf?veral widespread dcf iciencies 
that Ff:MA fi<j~; noted, including the lack of 

--methods, equipment, and expertise to make a rapid assess- 
ment of radiological hazards, 

-- spf’c 1 f l(’ action levels for detormlning the need for decon- 
tamlnatron, and 

--adequate procedures for restoring an affected area to nor- 
mal \ic;e and returnlnq the population to an evacuated 
area. 

Some prog rf?5.r, has been made in eliminating the gaps in the 
f:f’A manual . Protective guides for human food and animal feed have 
hthtbn comf)l et fd . Although they are not yet included In the manual, 
t tlc~y at-l’ ~3vailable to planners. EPA I!2 working toward complctlng 
t hl1 rn 4 n 1-1 a I d n d (J x p c t s to issue most i>f the remaining sections in 
,J u n 6 b 1 9 8 4 . 

STRTK AND LOCAL OFFICIALS -__I~ 
NEED MORE AND BETTER TRAINING 

Fp:MA requ 1 at ions rcqu i re it to develop and manage a radio- 
loq1cal @mcbrqcincy re.sponsc tralnlng program to meet state and 
1 0 c-a 1 n flf>Cj s . Federal emergency preparedness crlterla states that 
n 1 ncb c,jtt~(jor 1(‘S of state and local personnel should receive train- 
1 nq for nuclf><ir powerplant emergencies, but FEM.4 training fully 
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clf~vf*lc)~~lni~ tt1fdrr own trdinin(J proqrdms, and the quality may not 
eil’,M<Jlj/‘. hl> adPqu,.3te. According to a FEMA region IX official, many 
It)l‘cl 1 (J~)vf~rnmr~nts 3re training radiological InonitQriny teams using 
i nrj/)pt-c)pr i,3tr* mdterials developed for civil defense cour.c;es. FEMA 
rf’cjlon V and X (If Eicials agreed that federal government material:; 
worll(I hf? btbneficial in assuring rnc~re unlf(Jrlnity In state and local 

t t-<~ i n i ncl . 

ln cornmc?ntlng on a draft of this report, FEMA stated It plans 
t 0 tlfhldtr one of tht> three courses in Eiscal year 1984 after 
I f~flf~rC~l f=Wrgc~nc-y prepdredness cri terra is revised and that hy the 
f’nll 01 Fiscal year 1984 it expects to oEFer up to eight courses. 
r’l:MA ,lr3(1fb(l ttjat 31 though revisions, updat=?s, and additions of 
l‘otl r-‘,l’:, 4 r-63 nC<+lf~d to some degree, it believe5 that an extensive 
rllnl Hlll t of radiological emergency preparedness training is avall- 
;It)l@, to ?tatf~ anrf local oEf iclals. 

(‘ONCLUS ION!; _ _-- -_----- 

‘i t a t f b and local yovc?rnmrnts at-o the first line of defense in 
t tlta f”Jf’Il t or a ‘;et- lolls nuclear powerplant accident and their abil- 
I t y t ‘) rcspc~nr~ depends to somfa clxtent on the adequacy of guidance 
,irl(‘l t r-dlnln<W] [)rovlded by FEMA and other federal agencies. Al- 
t tlc)rlcj h pro(.j r(‘c;:; hds bct>n made, m>)L-c’ can be done to help stat<’ and 
local c~i)vfIrnrnc~nts to respond t?f fectively to a radiological 0,ner- 
(It’llcy . f*‘KMA ha<> t)fagun iInplementing interim guidance for cvalu- 
(it ln(j fjut-,l tc alt>rt and notif icatlon around nuclear powerplants, 
t,11t 1 t !I‘ir; n0 I,1 dnr for providing ‘guidance for assessing whether 
t il+b tJrlt)llc- know<, how to respon’-‘3 In an emergency. Without dn 
ri~,~;cl~,‘lm(~nt of pub1 1c t?ducation FEMA can not bc assured that thf> 
fmt)l 1~’ knows how to respond to a nuclear powerplant emergency. 
Ttlt~ 1 ‘,‘;I](’ of whtbn potassium iodide should be used and how it 
,tIoIll II t,ra (1l~;trlbutr~d needs to be resolved, and federal guldancfa 

j)l~'.l'll (jlld to 'itdtf' and locsl qovr2rnments to aic3 them in making 
qlfb(-l’, ion‘, rf.+latf-‘(l to its uc;e. More cc~mplete guidance on tiow to 
iI’;<’ rC~fliolo(jlcal mfla5urlncj instrumentation ancl standarfjs on thf> 
IlAVl~l , 01 t-dtllat- i0n do~c5 that trlgqor protective actions at-12 
Ilraf*(jf’rj. Wi thollt l-hi<; bdt;lc cjui(ldnce (;tate anI3 local decic;Lon- 
Irl,IF:I’r 0 w L 1 1 not !I(> f ul ly pre[)at-~(1 to makr2 the best decic;ions tc> 
!,r-c,t tat-t t tic> ~)ul>l ic. tlllrincj an f-‘met-gcncy. Finally, P’EMA n(:c?dc, to 
I’r ovlrlrb 11101-f <lntl t)r>tttAr trdrninq for responding t0 radiological 
t’lnt’r cjt’ll(-lf”, t. 1 ) 5t-,2tP dnf!l local qovf~rnrncznt officials. 

I:f.:(‘OMM~:NI>A’r’I ONS TO THE DIRECTOR, - - --- ---_-- - 
fr’l.:I,I:fiAI, E:MKHGP:NCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY __ _ _- _ _---- _-_----~--~ 



--u{)datc and expanii guidance on using radiation measut-cment 
inc:t rumtlntr, and intrrpretLnq the informatron ohta~ned, and 

-- I rnprovc’ tbxist i ny racl 
dnc’l local officials. 

loloq~cal (=mcrqclncy training For std 

AGKNCY AND STATE COMMENTS -~ 
AND OllH F:VRI,llATTON ---- 

noc~cl for drld~ t tonal guidance for assessing the alert notiflcst ion 
s;y<; t tbln5 dntl for mot-e definitive potassium iodide instruction<;. 
W 1 c;con:, i n , on the other hand, commented that federal guidance is 
nr~c~rl~tl 1 n t hcac;c> n rean. 

FI’MA bcl 1 PVVCS that 1 ts September 1983 guidance for a‘;sfh‘;slnfl 
t hc1 ddrlc~udcy of prompt alert and not1 F Lcat ion c;ystems and fetlf>t-al 
r~rnt~rq~~n~y pr(hpar-cddncf;r, criteria provide an arceptable framework 
from which 1)ubl ic +‘rIucat ion can bc evaluated. ThFh quLtlan.~~c Fio~c; 
not, howtbvt>r , include provIsions for assclssinq whether the pub1 ic 
know<; how t-0 respond to a nuclear powarplant accident. 

“Thf~ ‘;uc’l‘(‘:i‘; of all emergency planning depends; on pub1 ic 
recict ton to the lnfot-mat ion and (3Lrections provld~d . . . Tt 
c-an I-I(~ (>xpchcted that the pub1 1~‘s response wi 11 bc no b<bt ter 
thdn Its undflrstandinq of the hazards and Its prPF)artadn~~:;~; 
to pcbt- form r(a(-ommcndd pr-otert 1 vc act ions promptly and I n 
(joor ordrbr ." 

WC (qu(“; t ion thp adcguacy of FEMA’s efforts to develop thrs 
o)rn~)rch~~n:;~vf~ pub1 i(- educate on pr-oqram that was recommended t)y th(a 
Pr-tbt; 1clcrn t ’ $ Comm i 5’; ion on t-he Accldfant at Thrpe MI 1~ T?land bind 
rt-~(‘oqnlz~~tl by FFF:MA In its 1980 task force report to ttle Pr(~:;1dr~nl- 
on t’mf’rqt’n(-y pl anninq and preparcdtln(ls5. The Federal Ratlloloc~i~?dl 
Prcparcdn(xss Coordinatinq Commlttce hpqan work on a pub1 ic t>rluca- 
t ion program or icntcd toward popu 1 at ions rclsiding wlthln t-he lo- 
milt EPZs of nuclear power-plant? ln October 1980. T3y March 1981 
it had ricvcblopc?d plans for a nlnc-item program. Of the item:; 
plannchd only a slnqle booklet was produced and it will not I-HI 
flnalizfhd unt-il fiscal year 1984. 

Tn Dccomher 1983 the FEMA A ssistant Associate nir~~tor, 
Of flct-’ of Natural and Tpchnoloqlcal Hazards, acknowledged that: 
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r7KMA indicat ~314 that it plan!; to contract for a consultant to 
r FA 9~ i cl w 1 I u h 1 i c i nformat i0n brtlchures dnd set qutdelin~s For future 
Ijut) icat- ions. The q u iFic> 1 ine:; WL~ I att+mpt to assure that the 
t’mtbt-(lency informat eon is clcdr dnd suitable For the qenet-al pub- 
1lC. 7’hfb r(‘view, howC*vrbr , WI 11 not a~;~;(b:;s whether the brochure<; 
f)rC)v 1~11’ rc)mpl f>tc cfrld car rect Informat eon to the tar-qetcd popula- 
I ion. 

Wi t.11 ro?pect Lo potassl urn Loc'lLrIc, FYMA believe:; that the Ff’IA 
qu Lfldnce 1s an sCleqllatc and to those state ofFLcial% wishing to 
fl 1 ‘T t r 1hutr1 the druq tc> the puhl ic b~cau?~ it state? the conditions 
of ll?C, th(l ncapd for swift action, and the technical hasi:; for thr 
I)r-t “;fsnt tal)lt>t f0rmul,3t ion. 

1dl-11 Lr1 the FDA quidance provide? med ical informa t Ion on the 
tlruq, we (10 not helicvcl, that it fully satlsflcbs the nctlds of state 
4ncl 10~~11 qovertilnt~nts. Ac, StatF’d In i)ur report, the FDA quidance 
docks, not pr-ov ide lnformatlon For drtermininq when potassium iodide 
IJf;f’ ~;tlou 1 d t,r> cc-)n:;ld~~rKl or how to make decisions related to i tc; 
u s c . For c>xdmple, etnnrqency cond i tioni; could be such that lonq 
(‘VilCiIiAt 1On t L me:; would make [>otasslum iodide use desirable. 
Neither Fcdet-al policy nor FDA guidance, however, addresses the 
cons idera t Lens in clecldlnq to use potassium lodlde when evacuation 
times would be so lengthy that the public would be exposed to 
radioactivf~ Lodine--even if sheltered. J,ikewise, they do not dls- 
cuss thrb merits of dlstrihutina in advance versus stockpilinq the 
drug, or how the choice between these two strategies is affected 
by local conditions. For example, stockpilinq would probably not 
t,e f(>at,ihlp in a rut-d1 (3rea becausr~ people are so spread out that 
t l:n~?ly distrtbi~tlon during an accident cou1d not occur. 

Thcb DtApartmt>nt of ilcialth and Human Services comtnented that 
(lis;tr it)ut lnq ~)otasn i~lrn 1o,d1dcb to the populat- Ion near nuclear 
powc~rplant ‘i ic; a cr~mplr~x LYC;L~P that involv61:; ~udqmentr, ahout thf> 
rLt;k f)ot(*nt i,jl’;, a(-tllal ~ir,ra of potas<; 1 urn 104ide If ilistrihutod, 
clntl (~xp<~n5c of (1 istt- ihut ion and replacement when its expiration 
cl<1 t +’ i 1; rffdctlchd . II@alth and Human Services said that the nb~cc- 
t ivt= of Fi7A quldancc Ls to prr)vLcIe state and local governments the 
tfic*hnical (~ont;lderat1on:-i rcblatcd tc> potac,sium iodide use, but to 
l<'ilVf' rlecl5ion~; on distrihuti~n to c;tate and local authorities. 



Ilc~,31 t h dnrl fli1rndn Servi cc>% al~;ci commented that ctirr-ent assump- 
t ion:; on t htb amount 0f radioactive l0dinP released dut-lng a 
nUC1f’SC ImW6!rplant dCcldellt C3re bf?ln(j ass(3S:;e~ dnd Inay hiAVf> a !sig- 
nl F Icant t)c:dr Lng on potasc,ium 10d1d0 dlstrll~utlon. We recrx.nizP 
that r)nc]oirly rr?.sr>dt-ch WL 11 ~~nprove our knowledge of the kind of 
rdd loact LV~ t-t:lPas(bc, that could occur during a nuclear powerplant 
4 c c 1 d t> n t . Wfb cl0 not be1 ieve, however, that this is a satisfactory 
t-eal,on for fd~llny to develop Eederal guidance. Federal guidance 
:;hould rPf Ir(-t currtbnt knowledge. The guidance need only make it 
cl~~ar whdt Inctartalntle? are involved. ,Tust because potassium 
ic.ul ldfh ~512 LC; a dLFFlcult and c(:,ntroversial issue is not suffi- 
clfant red~ion to Lcjnore critIca c9nsiicjerations related to Its use. 

A :> rl L?CUC,?(J~ in the body of this chapter, FEMA commentcsd that 
it 1’5 taklny or !jl arming actions airnod at improving its gulddnce 
on t-t)9 uq;h of radlat Ion mcnsurem~nt 1nstrurnentation and Its rdd i0- 
1ogical (.~in(:rgt~ncy training Co)c state and local officials. These 
act Lens, If fully lmplement+-rd, appear tc> address our concerns. 
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CHAPTER 5 

THE FEDERAL RESPONSE PLAN FOR NUCLEAR 

POWERPLANT EMERGENCIES NEEDS TO BE IMPROVED 

The lack of a coordinated federal response at Three Mile 
Island caused confusion and, as a result, a new plan is now being 
developed that is intended to clarity the duties and responsibili- 
ties of 12 federal agencies with radiological emeryency response 
roles. Although FEMA is coordinating this interagency effort, the 
plan, which is expected to be completed by July 31, 1984, does not 
establish a lead federal agency to direct and coordinate the 
federal response as recommended in studies of the Three Mile Is- 
land accident. Instead, two agencies, FEMA and NRC, will coordi- 
nate the offsite and onsite response actions, respectively, but 
neither will direct the response of the federal agencies involved 
in an emergency. 

THE THREE MILE ISLAND ACCIDENT 
DEMONSTRATED THE NEED FOR AN 
IMPROVED FEDERAL RESPONSE PLAN 

The President's Commission on the Accident at Three Mile 
Island was disturbed by the uneven quality of federal emergency 
plans. It cited the slow development of a federal response plan 
as an example of the way in which planning for radiological emer- 
gencies at nuclear powerplants lacked coordination and urgency. 
The Commission recommended that emergency planning and response he 
centralized in a s ingle agency at the federal level and that this 
agency coordinate closely with state and local agencies, assure 
adequate planning, and manage the emergency response. Based on 
this recommendation, the President delegated resyonsibllity for 
developiny and testiny a federal response plan to FEMA in 
September 1980. 

Another group studying the accident, the NRC Special Inyuiry 
Group, also had similar concerns about federal response planning. 
This group concluded that there was no federal emergency response 
in which the operational mechanisms and responsihllitles of intcr- 
ayency response, coordination, and command were clearly spelled 
out and that in a fast-moving accident with greater offslte consc- 
quences, well-developed federal plans could be extremely lrnpor- 
tant. At Three Mile Island the lack oE a plan delayed federal 
response and resulted in confusion and poor coordination. The 
Group recommended that clear and explicit federal emergency 
response roles be established and understood by all parties, a 
formal, understandable federal plan be developed, and FEMA main- 
tain and test the plan. 

52 



Ii\ f*dr I*,’ 1982, I*‘RMA otf icial 5 and the Federal Had lolog i cal 
pt f’l’<it I’CiIIf~~,,J (:0orcllnatin(j Commlttr-je decld4 that a single plan, to 
I)f’ (‘vi 1 1 CbC1 t tllb i)(adtAral Iiad lqloglcal Emergency Response Plan, should --- ---- 
l)f> (It~vf~ 101)fbfi t or- ;TTT-rX(‘;~cal ern~~r-qenXes. At the same t Lme 



THE Np:W FEDERAL RESPONSE PLAN IS UNLIKELY __~-- 
TO RESOLVE COORDINATION PROBLEMS - - - - ----- - ---- _- 

‘I’hc: draft federal response plan does not assign any one 
,lcJl’nc‘y l~>ocl responslblllty for dlrectlng the offslte federal 
rr~c;I)on~;e. FI:;clA is rcsponslble for promoting covrdlnation among 
ff~(l~~rI~l qjqf’nclc?s but will not control Federal actlvlties. The 
1~1 dn <al lows all federal agencies to prQVlde assistance under their 
(,trl t 11 t or-y du thor it 1es and encourages them to share information 
dt)r)ll t thrlrLr dctlvities with FEMA and other acjencles. 

Sr?vf2ral aqrncies plan to pr*3vrde assistance In an accident 
untlfbr tilc\Lr itattltory duthorlty wlthout a request from FEMA, any 
othfAr fradfdral agency, or the state, if they believe action on 
tllc>Lt- pdrt 15 justif-led. Although federal response pl annlng has 
dt t~~roi~tc~d to increase coordination of federal and state responses 
(ltlr Lfl(j i3n f~mf3rq~ncy, federal off lcial:; at the headquarters nnd 
rc’c’j Lana 1 lf?vels of several agencies said that some agencies will 
ro”;~~)rrtl un(ler their statcltory authority without a state or federal 
r-~~cl~if b:t for asslst.3nce. DOE will respond immedlatf3ly to a request 
for radiological assistance from any source, even without state 
af)provnl . Ilealth dnrl Human Services officials said that the 
Ll(jr’ncy’ s st-dtlltory authority would be the leading factor regarding 
f~mt:r(jf’ncy a(-t lon5 and they would intervene if they believed It was 
nr~(~f~o~,at-y tc> prr,tr)ct f)ublic health whether or not they received a 
rf*rjufh5t for qjc;sistance. Commerce officials Saud they would send a 
w(ldt llflr ‘,ui)l)c)t-t tram t:> the cicene of an accident if requested by 
1X)11, NRC, or FEMA, but they might also send the team IF 4 request 
wa 1; not- rfAc(L lvctl. 

PARTIAL TKS’I’ING OF THE FEDZRAL -~-~- 
RESPONSE HAS REVEALED PROBLEMS 

A 1)“‘t ial cxerclse to test the headquarters communication of 
ttlfl f fsf1fbrdl rPsponsC for nuclear powerplant accidents revealed 
C’oor (i 1 n:+ t Ion problems brstween FEMA and NRC. FEM4 plans a second 
t~Xt’r(.‘I St’ t 0 lnorf: Ful ly tt-l>;t cooed Lnat ion. Two regional ~xcsrc~ses 
1115 111 1 n onf- f*‘I:MA req Ion also, rf?vealed coordination and communlcs- 
t Loll !JrO~)lfbln’; CilIIOnf~ f+df>ra] aJencif?S. 

A headquarters response exercise has __---- -~ 
r tAvr>al ed ccxrd lna t ion problems __-- - - --- ----- --- 

Ar-cfjr-c-l Lncl to d fJF:MR rc:[)ort , the October 1982 headquarters 
~.-OIIII~III~ ic-at ion f~xc~rr-L’-;fL, involvlnq participants from more than 12 
f t*<lfar,jl Ijf*jJdrtrnfbnt5 ,rncl ,3qkan[-lcs, wds desiyned to (1 ) evaluate how 
wr11 1 t tlfb cIr ,3f t IJlannln8j cjuidancc2 S~WCI f ltad acjency hearlquat-ters 
c1c.t 1v 1 t If”; <1r1<1 cl~~scrLt?etl thp lnterfacr?:; among f cdera 1 agent ie? and 
( ) ) IJrOV lfjf’ ,)n c)l)I)f>rt.lLn~t~ for ff~det-~~l agenclras tr, evaluate the 
cv)infJ,it- it)1 1 sty of thf>ir aqtlncy L)lans wLth the draft planning guld- 
4rir.f’. 
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--I;‘l:MR and NRC not if icat ion procedures were not followed, 
rcbsul t i nq in some federal aqencies activating their emer- 
clc’ncy responses with partial, second-hand, or outdated in- 
formation and thereby reducing the efficiency of their 
r(a:;ponscs and delaying interaqency coordination. 

--NRC did not keep FEMA informed of the origin of the qeneral 
tomcat-qency , the cause of the radioloqical release, and the 
;lctual and anticipated offsite Impacts of the release. 
Tnformation exchanqe between NRC, FEMA, and other federal 
~~(lf~n~-ies was also limited. 

--Tttcb federal qovernment did not adequately coordinate its 
rrbr;ponse act ions. NRC did not use all available informa- 
tlon from other federal agencies or review its protective 
act Ion recommendations with them. Also, FEMA did not ful- 
fill Its coordination role and other federal agencies did 
not keep FEMA informed of their activities. 

--The draft planning guidance did not provide for a coordi- 
nated release of public and congressional information at 
the headquarters level. 

NRC dlsaqreed with a number of FEMA’s criticisms of the exer- 
(’ 1 ‘:f’ , indicat-inq that differences in FEMA and NRC interpretation 
o’f ~lqt~n<‘y roles under the response plan are still a problem. The 
NHC (~ut~r;tloned the need for FEMA to know the origin of the qeneral 
t+m(~rq(_~ncy and asked that FEMA provide a list of needed information 
wit!) d lustlflcation for the need. NRC believed that its protec- 
t- 1 vt’ action recommendations were adequate and did not believe It 
ntic>drad to obtain additional information from other federal aqen- 
(1 i fhr;. NRC emphasized that it is not required to consult with 
otI1(hr dqenc ier, in developing protective actions if it does not 
bc~llovo their advice 1s needed. 

Tn c-ommentinq on a draft of this report, FEMA stated that the 
f’our md jor pr~rblems identified in the 1982 interface exercise were 
f;ub!;eguf~nt ly addressed by FEMA and appropriate chanqes were made 
111 the plannlnq quitlance prior to it heinq issued in April 1983. 
I”KMA a 1 ‘;o stated that since the October 1982 exercise, FEMA and 
NRC hav(h cl~vc*lopr~d Joint operational response procedures that, 
,rc.cort-l I ng to FF:MA, clarify the two agencies’ roles. 

I”RMA believes that for a full test of federal response d 
F lt>lrl exercise 1:; needed. The primary purpose of the interface 
(bxflr-cir;e was to test communications. The exercise did not test 
tIltA major coordination responsibilities of NRC, FEMA, and DOI?. 
Orlqlnally a flcld exercise was planned for the sprlnq of 1983, 
talk1 t (16’ 1 ay? in finalizinq the planninq qurdance forced a schedullnq 
dqklay unt 11 early 1984. This exercise was conducted in March 1984 
Cl:; WCS wer-1’ flnalizinq this report and involved 11 federal 
aqt’nclec,, several state agencies, 2 local authorities, and a 
utility. 
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Ilcfllional rexonse exercises - -- - -- - - --------- 
Favc uncovered problems ---- _ -_-----_-- - -_ -_----- 

Al thouqll r-q loncj provldfh a major component 0E federal 
t-r~5~)on~,c*, coml)rf~hensive clxercises at the regional level--both in 
f*‘KMA rr*q Ion X-- revealed coorcllnation and communication problem? 
drnoncj f~~cl~~r41 agf-Anci6as. The f’xCrCLSeS were coordinated with state 
0nc-l local of fsltc? cxerclses at the Trojan nuclear powerplant. Tht> 
f Lr-c,t wal, in 1981 and rt-‘veal(>rl that the process for notifying 
f farl(*rdl ilcjtlnclf*s r>f an ~-Lmr~rgt~ncy wa5 inadequate. The exerci‘;e clld 
not t>t-ov l(ltl dn adf3qunte opportunity to test federal response due 
to YEMA’s delay in notlfyinq other federal agencies that an emer- 
qency cxi5ted and state officials’ failure to request assistancf> 
f rc)m any fr~rI(~t-al agency other than IIOFC. No requests for asslst- 
d n c f 1 wc.!t-rb inadl’ to FKMA, Commerce, Health and Human Services, 
Tranc;pot-kdtion dr3ij the Department of Agriculture, partly because 
Of 5tatP dfbc 1:; ions and partly because of exercise scenario limlta- 
tlons. 

Pcderal yarticipatlon was also included in the 1982 TroJan 
cxcrcisc. Commun i cat ion problems between NRC and FEMA during a 
del,lr)ymc~nt tclst on the day beforr the Cxerclse delayed notifying 
and rl~~)lny~nq rrq ional f ederdl rosourccss. Federal agencies w(?rt? 
dcployc~d at the Iltility’s f~inc~rgcncy operations Eacillty but they 
fli(3 not havrb af~f~quatf~ space-? or comrnunicat Ions eyuipment. AC- 

cot-c-l 1 ncl to ILEYR, drrangcments at the facility dlscourayed coordl- 
nat lr‘>n btatw(brn FRMA, NRC, and DOE. FIZMA and other federal agen- 
ci~r) :;hdrfa?l a singlts t(?lephone, significantly delaying FEWA com- 
munl (Tat 10n:;. Althou~~h the rlt ~llty did provide FEMA with the acccxn- 

moda t Lone; rrhqu i red by NRC gu ldance, FEMA considered the utility to 
t)c: opc,nly ct it ical ot the presencf~ OF agencies besides NRC at the 
(imfft-cjthncy o[)f~ration:; facility. Also, FEMA was not an Integral 
pdrt of the ~)rotr~ct. ive act ion r(~commcndat ion process. FEMA of f I- 
c1als bt- 1 1 f?Vf-’ that the only way they can effectively coordinate 
fe(lerdl resi)onscb ~5 by heinq intimately Involved In emergency 
opc-+rat~ions f acL1 lty dctivitles. 

P’KMA rqion X said the exercises dt TroJan were beneficial 
tWCdU’ifh tllry allowed FEMA and other federal agencies to ldentlfy 
and car r*-‘c-t problems. Other federal regional ofEicials said that 
they 1~ 1 i Pvf: dn cbxet-else of federal response 1s needed In their 
rraq ions. 7’hfAy tw 1 icvfa that such an exercise is the only genuine 
te5t of f etlfbrdl re5ponac capabll ity. A FEMA Regional Assistance 
Colnrni t t-(le ChXjlrlnan c,,3icl that the test should be part of an oEf.slte 
fa x f~ r c 1 5 61 f ) f :,tdtfJ and local plans so that not only coordination 
b6Jtwt:Cln ~cdf~ral aqC>ncicr, but also the interface between the 
fr4(~rdl, StdtP, and local governments could be tested. T:n the 
i)a:;t cAxer-cischs, tr?:;ts of communications with federal agencies 
durlnq off 5Lt.O cx~rclses have been very 1 lmlted. 



CONCL~JSIONS -----_ 

ThrA acc1(lent at Three Mile Island established the riced for 
improv~ad ftA(lr5ral planning for nuClt9dtc powerplant emergencies. 
Al though c.on:? iderable progress has been made 1n developing a new 
frbdtar,al rcasponse plan, it has not been finalized. 

‘Thkb draft plan does not completely meet the needs identified 
af tear thtb Three.? iill Island accident. The plan is designed to 
IlnIJr-OV@ ff.?d(?rdl Cwr~inatlOrl by 1mprOVinq information exchange 

dmoncj a(jtbncl(as. rlowever, it does not provide that one agency or 
per!;on ~111 manac3e the federal response. Any coordination oE 
f 6~ cl c’ r d 1 r ~1 s p 0 n s c will result from voluntary cooperaton among ayen- 
ClC'S. Coordination problems between FEMA and NRC were revealed in 
a partial exercise of the response plan and 1n regional response 
exercises. Further exercises are needed to determine how effec- 
t1ve federal response planning has been. 

MATTER FOR CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION --- 

The Congress may wish to consider whether stronger central 
control of the federal response to a nuclear powerplant emergency 
is needed to improve federal coordination 1n such an emergency. 
If such central control is to be established, any proposed legls- 
lation would need t9 designate a federal agency to exercise the 
control. Thea IJroposed legislation should also provide the con- 
trolliny ac3ency the authority to require periodic exercises of the 
federal response plan in each region in conjunction with state and 
local rxerc1ses. We would be available to assist in drafting such 
legislation. 

AGENCY AND STATE COMMENTS 
AND OUR EVALUATION ..--- - 

FEMR commented that the federal radiological emergency com- 
munity 1s much better prepared to work together in rcspondlng to a 
commercial nuclear powerplant accident than at the time of the 
Three Mile Islantl accident. FEMA also stated that our position 
that FEMA ~111 coordinate but not control federal activities is an 
ac?CUtYate and appropriate evaluation. In this regard, FEMA added 
that 1t coordinates the response activities of other federal agen- 
clras but has no authority over these agencies. 

DOE and NRC believe that current provisions for coordinating 
the federal response in an emergency are adequate and that 
stronger central control is not needed. DOE said that under the 
proposed plan the federal agency that owns, authorizes, regulates, 
or 1s otherwlsr responsible for the affected fac111ties would have 
cons1derablc authority to coordinate and direct federal activities 
in a radiolo~3icdl emergency. As a result, DOE believes that 1t 
would hg? inappropriate to designate FRMA as the controlling 
federal ac3ency For all radiological emergencies. 
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NRC’ 1s the federal agency with responsihllty for nuclear 
powc:rplants in the context that DOE describes. The proposed 
frbtlr%ral response plan reveals, however, that NRC would do little 
to c.c>ordlnate federal activltles outside the nuclear powerplant 
t)oun(larlPs should an accident occur. Rather, other federal agen- 
(‘lf>‘> worllrl ~~rovide ofEsite resources as they deemed necessary. 
F f: M A 1 li chxpected to promote coordlnatlon of these activities but 

h 2 ‘; no authority over othF-1r federal agencies. 

An effective federal response plan should prevent federal 
acjf~nclec, f rom responding In a sltuatlon wlthout adequate coordlna- 
tlon and consultation with the state and other federal agencies. 
T t was thy:; kind of uncoordinated response that the NRC Special 
Tnqlllry Group objected to in its study of the Three Mile Island 
a;icc LcIent . Thea group found that EPA and Health and Human Services 
tidal InIt-latcid radlologlcal monitoring wlthout a request from DOE, 
i\lli(’ , 9r t hft c;tatfb, resulting in poor federal coordination. During 
our fl(Ald work we found Indlcatlons that this problem might recur 
dut-lnq ii f uturr: f’merqency. 

We are concerned that the proposed response plan may not 
assure that the federal response ~111 be orderly, effective, and 
coordlnatcd with state and local authorltles. The limited-scope 
(~xf*t-ci:;~~s that have been conducted thus far have not dispelled 
t h IS> fear. Wlxconsin’s comments on a draft of the report rein- 
f orcf’ our concern. Wisconsin said that a more deflnltive posture 

on (*oordlnation and control of the federal response 1s needed tor 
the statfb to coordrnate its response with that of federal 
dq(‘nclcir5. 

NRC’ stated that our report does not recognize that federal 
ag(~ncir~:; !,upport state efforts. We do recognize this relation- 
!;hIl), stdrtlny in the introduction, where we refer to state and 
10c~~l qovt~rnmt=nts as the first line of defense in a nuclear power- 
ljlant accident. Much of our concern over the development of an 
adlb(lua t-r> response plan 1s because federal agencies may not accept 
ttrr> c;tatfxc;' leadership role and will act Independently and indl- 
v idbial ly In response to a nuclear powerplant accident. 

NRC stated that the organization described in the planning 
guidance for the proposed federal response plan is reasonable, 
practical, and effective and that an additional management layer 
would not enhance the effectiveness and eEEiciency of the federal 
response. To verify that these qualities exist, the federal 
response plan must be exercised on a regular basis, both at the 
natlonal and regional levels. A plan may appear eEEective on 
f)af)f”r, but as FEMA has found in its evaluations of state and local 
qovt~ rnmen t s , a plan’s actual effectiveness depends on the actions 
of- many lndlvlduals who may not behave as planners assume. Full- 
: , c a 1 P e x 0 r c i s fl s will reduce this uncertainty and demonstrate 
whtbther a dc>centrallzed approach to federal planning and prepared- 
nth(,s can provide the level of coordination needed. 





APPKNIJIX T APPEND IX I 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

SCOPE OF GAO REVIEW --- 

Depdrtinent of Agriculture 
I~eadyuartet-s, Office of Emergency Planning and Defense 

Mot>1 1 izat ion 

Dopar tment of C9mmerce 
llf~adyuar ters, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

National Weather Service 
Office of the Federal Coordinator Eor 

Meteorology 
Regional offices 

Central region 
Meterological Services Division 
Data Acquisition Division 

Eastern region 
Yr~terological Services Divirion 

Departrnt~nt- of Enerqy 
TIeadquartet-5, Radiological Control Division 
Req ional off ices 

Region T , IJew York 
Rcy ion V, Chicago 

D apartment of Health and Human Services 
Off ice of Assistant Secretary for Health 

Headquarters, Pub1 1~’ I-lealth Service 
Centers for Disease Control 
Food and Drug Administration 
Ilcal th Resources and Services Administration 
National Tnstitutr:; of Health 

Rrbg I ona 1 of f 1 ccs, Foot1 and Drug Administration 
Req Ion TX, New York 
Reqion IIT, Philadelphia 
Region V, Chicago 

Rvq lona 1 off ices, Public Health Service 
ficA(T Ion T 1 , Yew York 
Rty Ion IT T , Philadelphra 
iteq Len V, (‘hicago 
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tic&q Ion T I, Boston - Coast Guard 
Rrq lot7 1 I: T , Philadelphia - Federal Nlqhwdy 

Administration 
i<~~qlon V, Chicago - Federal Hiqhway Admlnistratlon 
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I,OCAI, GOVERNMENTS ~--- ------- 
Il11nc)i:, 

r,Ilkt* (‘ounty 
('sty of Chicdqo 
('1 ty of WdukcJqan 
('ity of Zion 

Nciw York 
c)ranqc County 
Putnam County 
Rockland County 
Wc~5tchf~ster County 
rJc*w York C lty 

I'r~r~n!;y1'~?ln1<3 
Allr~qheny County 
f3 c' ,A v 0 r County 
F3orouqh of Allyuippa 
13orouqh of Industry 
brouqh of Midland 
(11 ty (.,f Pittsburgh 

Wl 5 CC) II '5 1 n 
K(>nor;ha County 
city of Milwauk<le 

VIICLF:AH POWERPLANTS' ---- ------ 
R(b'3vf*t.- Valley Power Station - Pennsylvanla 
EdwIn T. Hatch Plant - Ge'jrgla 
Inrllan Point Statlon - New York 
I,aSallc County Nuclear Station - Illinois 
Mont~c-6~110 Nuclear Generating Plant - Minnesota 
Nlncb Mile Point Nuclear Station - New York 
Yorth Anna Power StatIon - Virginia 
Oyb;ter Crtlclk Nuclear Power Plant - New Jersey 
ii . f’ . Glnna Nuclear Power Plant - New York 
S3lfbm Nrrclear C;cnt?rating Station - New Jersey 

l’l’hfx f 01 lowing :jLtPs are not listed in this table because 
COVf~rilqC’ was llmlted to the dlscusslon appearing in the 
t t*xt , PXC‘c~!,t at the Dresden Nuclear Power Plant at which we al?:, 
oh:;c*r Vf'Cl on cxercLse: Callaway Plant - Missouri, Calvert Cliffs 
Nu(‘lrbat- Powrsr Plant - Maryland, Davis-Besse Nuclear Power 
Stdt ion - Oh IO, Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant - California, 
I)ondl d i’. Cook Plant - Michigan, Dresden Nuclear Power Statlon - 
I I I inc>LG;, JamcAs A. Fitzpdtrlck Nuclear Power Plant - New York, 
llFj(l(l,jm Nfb(-k Srncrating Station - Connecticut, Maine Yankee 
At ornlc Pow6dr - Maine, Ppach Bottom Atomic Power Station - 
I"('IItI',;Ilvdlli‘~, Quad Cities Station - Illinois, RanchrJ Seco 
IJuclcldr Power Plant - Californa, Shorcham Nuclear Power 
Stat Ion - New York, St. Lucie Plant, IJnits 1 and 2 - Florida, 
7'1lr~~r~ M11fl T,;I,and Nuclear Station - Pennsylvanla, and Yankee 
tJtIc1 t’ar Pcjwet- Station - Massachusetts. 
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IJTI t,ITY COMPANTES -_--------__---_- 
Cincinnati Gas anrl i:loctric C(Jmpany - Ohlo 

PUBLIC INTEREST GROUPS, PROFESSIONAL --- --- 
ASSOCIATIONS AND MISCELLANEOUS COt??ACTS -----~ - L..-----.-- - ---- 

AmrAt- ~c?dn Nuclear Soci(=ty 
Arniar L r,jn ‘dflrl Cross 
Atomic Induc;try F(Jrum 
c 1 t 1 z +'5 n 5 Aqaincit 13uclrdr Powfbr 
(‘ 1 t L z f-'n 5 OIJt,‘,~d to Rad 10a'ZtlVf.? POllLltlOn 
Cr 1 t LCCI~ MssS Energy ProJFjct 
IntchrorqdnLL’-!t ional Advisory CommLtt.+t? 
NatIonal Audubon Society 
Nu~lfa;lr Energy Tnformat~on Servrce 
Phy5lclans f0r Sr~clnl Resp>nsLhility 
Pc~llutlon ;\ncl I:nvlr~:,nmental Problf2m5, 17c. 
SinnLs:;ippi Alliance for the t?nvironment 
Ilnlon of Conc‘ernetl :;cltlnt i5ts 

EXERCISES OBSERVED -~--~----- 
Dr<asdt>n Nu?ltldr Power StatIon, Tlllnols 
Indian Point StatIon, New York 
Surry Power Station, Vlrglnld 

--__-- -- --------- 
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BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF STANDARDS CONTAINED IN THE -___ 

JOINT FEMA-NRC CRITERIA FOR PREPARATION AND - 

U/AI,UATION OF RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS 

AND PREPAREDNESS IN SUPPORT OF NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS 

Source : 44 Code of F&era1 Kegulatlons 350.5. 
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Federal Emergency Management Agency 
WArhlllytflrl. I) c: 20472 

Mr. 1. I)t*xt <‘r Peach 
l)lrcc tar, Keaaurcra, Community 

and R(.onomic Development Division 
(I.\. On**ral Account f ng Off ice 
Washington, D.C. 70548 

Thcb b’c~deral b’mergrancy Management Agency (FE:MA) appreciates the opportunity to 
( nmmr’nt on t bra draf t General Accounting Off ice (GAO) report, “t?mergency 
I’rc~p~rc~dnr*r;q Around Nuclear Power Plants: Further Act ions Needed.” The prt- 
mdry v,llr~r~ of this report from FF:MA’s perspective i\ that it raises fundamental 
c(\l(bst Ionh that netbd to be addressed about the goals and objectives of FFMA’s 
(<3nd of othtbr Federal agencies’) efforts to c>nhancrb State and local government 
fbmcargc’nc*y pl anni ny, and preparrdness. 

FEHA ( on< ut-‘g wtth yorlr gencbral assessment of the> Agency’s radioloKica1 emer- 
h:~nc y pr~~par(~dnc~ss (REP) program that : “Al though prngre‘Ss has been made since 
the Threat> Milfa Island Accident, GAO believes more (,*n and Thould he done.” 
I II d f’ P d , t?:MA has already addressed and is takfng action on most of the concerns 
raised in this report. With regard to the CAO’s assessment of sperific aspects 
of tht, RFP prn)-:ram, fundamental differenre5 exist hetwecn DlJr respectivt> evalu- 
at ions of thi\ program. First of all, the CA0 advocates that the Nucle<ar 
Kg>);11 t .it ory Cnmmissf on (NRC) not t SSIJ~ opf2rating licenseq to utilities unttl 
oft $1 t ta plnnni ng and prc*parrdness is evaluated and determined to he in rom- 
pli,lnc‘ch with virtually dl1 the critcbria of NIIRF:(;-Oh54/F~MA-KEP-I, RPV 1. This 
ctxpt’c*t at ion doc>s not represent a day-to-day, operational ob]rctivrb of the REP 
progrAm, nor of thth NRC’s I Icc*nsing a( tions. While FRMA desires thr> fullest 
(msr,ihlt~ (ompliancr from qtatr and local governments, our ohiective is to 
t oat~r thy dev<~lopmr~nt and enhancement of radiological emergency planning and 
prchp,lrtbdncb+.s ?ir, tully and rapidly as po~~ihlr~ within the constraint\ of Federal, 
St At 0, .Jrui lor~l < apahi 11 t iea and rc’sourrtss. Specifically, OLJr ohjcsttiVP is 

to rn.akf* df,t tsrmi nat ions on t hex adraquary of off si tr preparrsdnt,ss on the hn%is 
of rvdhondhlv d4surrlnrc, not absolute rest-tainty. 

\fl( c,nd 1 y, t hc* GAO rta( ommend% tht* tcbrmi nat ion of Fl+,MA’s two-t rack (Memorandum 
of Ilndt*r$t dridiriy! (MOll) and (44 CFK J’,(j) ev.~lr~ation and approval prorc~sses with 
t tI(* ,idopt ion of ,I qing Irb, romprt~ll~~nsivt~ appro~ic*h for ~~valuati nl: and approving 
of f hit (b pl.inni nb: dnd preparr~dnc~55. Thra two prores5c’s rare, in fart, complementary 
AII~ <i r(’ drbhix:nc*d to me(Lt ollr progr,im nh jet t ive and t0 rtlspOnd tr) NRC rt'qlJc'5ts 

for tnt(*rim finding5 on an .Is-nc*cJdcbd b\i% for 1 icensing c~on~idr~rations. 
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The prinripdl met hod usf~i hy the GAO in appraising FEMA’s REP 

t 0 annl yr;e ,:;lnd compare d~ffrrcsnt site-specific, “evaluatinn snapshot%” 
of offhtre preparedness based on our findinKs and determinations over a period 
Of t tirf*c* yerirk. This method has utlllty for assessing the thoroughness of site- 
wpf’c if !c evaluations per out- estdhlfshed guldanrc~ and for making comparisons 
ht*twerl ttlesf~ Rpecffic eva1uat innh in order to determine the degree of uniformity 
in the Aflency’s rvnluat ions and det~~rminat ions. Howrve r , the use of this method 
dof*H not <~ddrrws the more fundamcntC~l question of the degree of progress rnClde by 
St at I’ and local governments at the same site river a period of two to three years. 

T h ta “PVH 1 uat ion xnapshot h” analyzed by the GAO represent FF;MA’s findings dt a 
sprcifir timf* in an ongoing, iterative process between State and local govern- 

ment s and FEMA wherehy off si t e preparedness is continua1 ly assessed and reas- 
SexxPd. AS, the stdtt* trf nrepdrednr~5h <it rt prirt i cular site undergoes change 

ovf’r $3 pr~rtoti of t tme, SO will the FF’MA “evaluation snapshots.” This being the 
c ant., the (rttl(.~l element missing from the CA0 analysis fs the degree of prn- 
grr~s made between one “snapshot” to anot her at the same site and by the same 
Statt* and local jrrrirdictions. 

Sllch an c~v~~lrlation of our REP progrAm Would morr <~c(urately reflect the effec- 
t ivcn~ss of our efforts over thfa last three years and would show that most or 
al I jurtxdictions studied over a period of two or three years have demonstrated 
signif irrant progress in developing ;ind enhancing their level of preparedness. 
It would underscore FEMA’s (and other Federal agencies’) contribut Ion to improv- 

ing the quality of offsite preparedness ,It particular sites across the Nation 
<arKI , t huu, support thta conclusion that State and local governments, for thr 
moht p8irt , h,IvcA the capahi Ii ty to ~deqlldt(~ly protect the health and safety of 
t ht. p11b1 1 c 1 n t hcb cvcant of radio Iogi~ <II emtbrgenci c.5 at commerc i al nrlclear powf’r 

plants. 

Organization of FtMA’s Response to Specific Concerns and Issues. FF:MA’s rtA%ponse 
to H~(*c 1 f 1~ conct~rn~ dnd issues prtasentrd in the GAO report are presented in 
t wn ways. First, respotl\es to five of thtb most significant issue+ are addressed 
In t hih ltbttcbr. Set ontl 1 y , attachments to this Iettclr are grouped into two 
f ~1 fagf,rl es--rTt’sponseh to speci f ic concernh and rcbmmrnts on Region- and sit{>- 
hpef’i f 1( rr*ft~rc~nc*es 1 n the GAO report. 

Si&nIl icant 1ssue.s C#nd Rccommendation.s. Almost a1 1 the GAO recommendat ions in __-----------~ 
thlr rc’port p~~rt,iin to the ffve signif !(ant issues which <ire discussed below. 

I u edurth for approving offsite emergency preparedness. Of all the ----~ 
ioIlS mAfir> in the rt’pOrt , the one which would probbly have the mo\t 

‘1, 1 Ldnpt Pd. on our RbP program, is the one call!ng for the estahlish- 
mtbrlt of ,a qln~!lta procedure for cavaluat ing and approving offs! te emergency pre- 
p,irf*finf~s\. Thta $:enc@r.al t hru%t of GAO comments support in,q this recommendnt ion 
1~ t h,tt t trc, NRC-fV.MA MO11 pro(fb%\ \hc)rlld hea terminated and nnta procc~ss, 5imi tar 
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). Minimum requirc~mcnts for c~vnlunting and app ---- ~- roving offsite p reparednoss. 
111 rt*( ommc~nding thclt WMA ,lnd NRC pstnhii$h minim= rcquirc>ment+ for State and 
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1. I~rc~vement in the qua1 i ty of exercises. TWO CA0 recommendat ions concern ------_- 
t trc* .ld~~I(llrl~ y of ex(‘rcl se scc~rlaril,~. FF,MA concurs with the general thrust of 
t t\t.+t. rf*( ommc*rrdAt ic,rls whi c11 .are intended to improve the qua1 ity of exercises 
1 II r otl&:tl t hc* tic~vt~ I opmt>n t of better exercise scenarios. FKMA and NRC have al- 
r(~,l~lv In11 i,itt~d 4~ tionh to improve the qrnil t ty of exercise scenarios. F’EMA 
Il<lS ( orIt rat ted with the Idaho N~rtional hnginecrfng Laboratory (INEL) to review 
t’xt’, t i Lit’ ob j t*( t 1 vt*h and sc(1ndr 1 or, pr 1 or to exercises being conducted to assure 
t t1,it t ht, 5( “p,’ of the exe t-cl he ih sufficient fur testing and evaluating offsite 
[‘I <I1111 i II)! dnd prt~pdrc~dnt~ss. Also, FFMA h,rs proposed to NRC that both the exercise 
ot) j f’( t i vt’c, .~rttl t he 5~ endr i 0 be .Ippruved hy FEMA and NRC prior to the conduct of 
t tltb exc~rcfse. (See Attachment R.) 

/I . T’rac king 01 dt’f icienc ies. FBMA concurs with the need to establish a nation- ---- _- -- 
WI dl, rn~rn,r):c~rn~‘nt svstem for tracking deficiencies. FRMA has authorfzed the 
Ar):onrre N,it fc~ri,iI I.~ibor~tory to assist 11% in establishing a computerized system 
I or t rrr( k 11r~ the c’orrt’( t ion of def icirncies identified in both emergency plans 
,rrlcl (‘x(‘r( ices whl( h ih incorporated into the Agency’s Exercise Evaluation and 
‘~Im~ll~riorl I:d~ilitV. The disposition of such deficiencies will he monitored for 
/iI I irlvc,lvc~d ‘;t.itt’ ,ind 10~~3 1 governments for each site from initial identiffca- 
t ion hv EbMA to their (orrcction by affected St,rte and local governments. (See 
At t 4~ trmcbnl H. ) 

I tr1. Oh~“( t 1 VI’ of v5tdbl i5tiing ,I system to track deficiencies for all sites and 
5,“” 1 f 1, j~rrisdicf 1011s is to ,rhsurt’ th.at all identified deficiencies are car- 
r,‘f t cd. Provisions <rre rndde in the find-11 rule, 44 CFK 350, and the August 5, 
I OH 1, mr~mor~~rtdrrrn rc~f~~rt~nc cbd ,shovcl for FFMA to require remedial exercises and 
01 tr(br ,rpproI)ri,rt(a m(‘lrsIrrt’s ,rs we1 I aa to securt’ commitments from State and 
10, ,I] gc~v~~rnm(‘nt LI t 0 correct def icirncies, both in plans and general preparedness. 

5 * Coordl n,rt tad Federal rx)nse planning. In addressing FKMA’s responsibilities -----~ 
for c*st ah! Ishin~; < oordlnated Federal response planning, the GAO states that our 
tat f or-t ~1 pt-ovide “Ii tt 11, ashur.1nc.e that the confusion and poor coordination that 
tax I 5 t tat1 ,rmori)( t hc F’eder.rl ,rg:encics respondi nq to the Three Mile Island accident 
wo,, 1 II riot rt’ot c (It-. ” This st att’ment ignores the greatly improved 1 nter,q;rncy 
[‘I ,Illrli I,): ,irlcl (*xtbrc i 51 rig proct’ss tliat h,rs taken place in the past three years. 
A, r i vir itah str( II ,rs the inter,rgency discussions that have occurred in the process 
01 ~I~~vt~l~pin~: t hf. Fetler,31 K~~diolo~:ical I*mergency Kcsponse Plan, the development 
of t In, NKC-PE:MA Oper,it iorid 1 K~sl)ori%~ Procedures and the planning for and partici- 
mitt 1o11 in two m,r]or nucle,rr we,rpon rlc( ident exercises have all contributed tn a 
tbtbt 1 fbr ov6fir.rl I under$t .rnding of ttjtb rel,rtivc roles of al 1 Federal agencies that 
w011 1 d I respond t 0 ,I r,id i 0 log 1 c ,31 c~mer~ency. The Federal radiological emergency 
I,“, I”“‘\” ~ornmr~ni ty is much better prepared to work together in responding to <I 
c omm(‘r ( 1 ,I I rio( 1 t’,ir power pl~irlt dr( idvnt th<rn at the time of the Three Mi 1e 
19 I ,llld <I( , 1 dt~rlt . ( WI% At t ,tic-lirnc~ri t A. ) 

I I, , o,,t 1114 I OII, EF,MA btbl ieves, this report correct 1 y raises important quest ions 
I’, to IIOW 0111 KF 1’ pro#r,rm shou 1 d tw st ru( turtd and carried out, particularly 

w I t t1 I (‘L> I”” t to t tw NHC Ii ( ens 1 ng procclss .rnd the intent of the Congress. I 11 





ATTACHMENTS (See GAO note) 

A. Federal Rcaponac Planning 

8. Uniformity of Exercise Plan Evaluation, Tracking 
of Deficiencies and Scenario Generation 

C. Department of Interior/Public Lands 

D. Alert and Notification and Public Education 

E. Potassium Iodide (KI) 

F. Radiological Instrumentation 

c. Training 

H. Verification Analysis 

I. Reg I on- and Site-Specific Comments 

GAO note. FUR's attachments were supplemented by detalled material (referred 
to as attachments A-l, B-l, etc.). Due to their volume, they have 
not been included in this report. Chanoes have been lncornorated 
Into this report where appropriate based on this material. 
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The four major problems identified in this exercise (and as outlined on 
Pages 54-56 of the draft GAO report) vere addressed by FEMA, and appropriate 
changes were made in the planning guidance prior to it being issued to 
other Federal agencies for their use. 

The April 1983 Planning Guidance (see Attachment A-l) serves as the basis 
for FXMA and other Federal agencies to prepare or revise their radloloRlca1 
emergency response plans. The FRERP, including executive summaries of 
each agency’s plan, is scheduled for publication not later than 
December 30, 1983, for interim use. It is being written to overcome the 
problem8 identified in the October 1982 exercise. 

5. Pages 54-55 , “A Headquarters Response Exercise Has Revealed Coordination 
Problems” Section 

This section states that “coordination problems and differences of outlook 
between F&MA and NRC were revealed during the October 1982 exercise” 
and makes references to “differences in FEMA and NRC interpretation of agency 
roles”. FEMA and NRC, recognizing that many specific points in FEMA-NRC 
relations during an accident would require resolution, jointly developed the 
‘NRC/FEMA Operational Response Procedures for Response to a Commercial 
Nuclear Reactor Accident” (see Attachment A-2). These procedures focus 
on the relationship between the two agencies et the headquarters level, 
at the regional level, and at the scene of an accident. They cover 
notification schemes and a manner of actlvatlon, organizations at 
headquarters and at the site, interface procedures and coordination of 
onsite and offslte operations. These -joint procedures have been formally 
agreed upon by the two agencies and are now being printed. A copy of 
these procedureu f s attached. 



Uniformity of Exercise and Plan Evaluation, Tracking of 
Deficiencies and Scenario Generation 

On August 5, 1983, guidance was provided to the Regions on a new modular 
approach to the evaluation and reporting of exercises. This new modular 
approach will serve to standardize the evaluation and reporting methods 
for all ten Regions. The modular format consists of nine exercise modules, 
each corresponding to either a function or a location that an observer 
will be assigned to evaluate. Each module is divided into sections 
according to emergency functions. 

Under this new approach to evaluation and reporting on exercises, time 
frames have been given to the Regions relating to their processing 
of the exercise evaluation. The report on each exercise Is due to 
Headquarters not later than 30 days after the exercise. FEMA Headquarters 
will quickly review the report for completeness and within 7 days vi11 
furnish two copies to NRC Headquarters. At this time, the Region will 
provide tvo coplcs to the State with a request that the State provide a 
response to-the Region within 30 calendar days. The response is to 
include a corrective action schedule with a completion date for each 
act ion. The State reply, along with their proposed corrective action(s) 
and completion date(s) and the Regional analysis will be furnished to 
FEMA Headquarters within 15 days after receipt from the State. The 
results will be furnished to NRC. Thib represents the periodic status 
reports recommended by GAO in Recommendation #5 to FEMA on page 22 of the 
draf c report. 

In the August 5 guidance to the Regions, instructions were provided as to 
how the deficiencies should be summarized and listed in the report. This 
listing and the modular exercise evaluation format has been designed to 
be compatable with the new computer based data system known as the Exercise 
Evaluation and Simulation Facility (EESF). The revised data base under 
EESF will have the capability to retain and recall data for all elements 
of all sections for all exercises, i.e., a complete history file will be 
created and retained for recall at any time. Therefore, all def iclencies 
and their correct ions will be tracked. The data base will contain the 
date of the correction and a description of the corrective action. 

In addition, EESF will provide improvement In the technological support 
of exercises. This technology should permit better integration of the 
mutually dependent Federal, State, and local direction and control 
functions and a more standard and meaningful way to evaluate periodic 
exercises at all levels. EESF wil! romblne computerized evalyatlon of 
exercise elements and performance, with analytical assessment of radiological 
releases to the atmosphere, simulation of evacuation dynamics, and 
estimation of done to the population. These capabilities can be used to 
aseist State and local governments to develop better plans and exercise 
scenarios, to improve assessment techniques, and to standardize the 
execution and evaluation of exercises. For example , a common decision 
for tmergrnry managers is whether to use evacuation or sheltering as a 
protective response. This aystem would permit rapid assessment of the 
conacquencee of either alternnt ive. 



-2- 

EESF is currently being developed and tested, and will be operational in 
early M 1984. It will be operated In conjunction with the FEUA Emergency 
Information Coordinating Center, and will be used by the Agency to improve 
exercising and response capabilities across the board. 

Attached is a copy of the August 5, 1983, guidance on uniformity of 
exercises entitled, “Procedural Policy on Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
Plan Revievs, Exercise Observations and Evaluations, and Interim Findings” 
(Attachment B-l) and the EESF document dated August 15, 1983, and entitled, 
“Exercise Evaluation and Simulation Facility Functional Requirements 
Summary” (Attachment B-2). 
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Attachment C 
Department of Interior/Public Lands Issue 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has initiated efforts to 
address the ieaue of radiological emergency preparedness vis-a-vis 
Federally owned and controlled lands and facilities. In addition to our 
ongoing work with the Department6 of Defense and Energy concerning their 
nuclear facilties, we have eetabllehed a working relatlonehip with the 
Department of Interior concerning its role In radiologIcal preparedness. 

Specifically, at the request and recommendation of FEMA, the Federal 
Radiological Preparedneee Coordinating Committee (FRPCC) voted to invite 
the Department of Interior to become a full member of the FRPCC. Accordingly, 
PEMA has formally invited the Department of Interior to participate in FRPCC 
and Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) activities (see Attachment C-2). 
Aleo, staff from both PEMA and the Department of Interior have met to 
identify the Department of Interior lands and facilities that are located 
within the 10 and 50 mile Emergency Planning Zone (EPZs). FEMA has 
provided such a list (see Attachment C-l) to the Department of Interior 
on August 22, 1983. The Department of Interior has forwarded this list 
to appropriate regional offices for confirmation. We expect the Department 
of Interior to complete Its confirmation process by the end of 1983. 

The next task to be addressed, subsequent to the Identification and selection 
of Department of Interior lands and facilities, is to develop and implement 
emergency plans and procedures for assuring coordination between specific 
Department of Interior lands and facilities and State and local governments, 
1 iceneeee and other Federal agencies. Also, FENA expects Co Involve the 
Department of Interior in joint exercises involving licensees and State 
and local governments in those cases where in their lands and facilities 
are within established 10 mile EPZs. 
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Attachment D 

Alert and Notification Systems and Public Education 

Aa the report indicates, there were delays in issuing final guidance and 
starting formal teeting of alert and notification systems for the IO-mile 
emergency planning zones (EPZ) at nuclear power plants. However, after 
an extensive comment period and field testing, the guidance was published 
in the Federal Register on September 15, 1983, for final comment. (The 
guidance, in its current form, is being used in the interim for the 
formal testing which began on September 28, 1983, at the San Onofre 
Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS). Comments are due on the guidance by 
December I, 1983, which should allor FEMA to issue the guidance in its 
final form in the first quarter of calendar year 1984. 

In the past, some aspects of the total alert and notification systems (e.g., 
call-down capability, 15-minute notification within 5-miles of the site, 
Emergency Broadcast System (EBS) activation and broadcasting) have been 
observed during exercises and evaiuated by FEMA. However , FEMA was not 
able to conduct design reviews of entire systems in accordance with 
NURtC-0654/FEMA-REP-I, Appendix 3, criteria. This process entails a 
technical engineering review of the alert and notification system itself 
as well as the conduct of a statistical survey of the population of the 
EPZ. Historically, FEMA has not had the requisite technical expertise 
and Rufdance to perform such reviews. The subsequent development of the 
testing criteria through contractor support was time-consuming. However, 
two pilot demonstrations and the first formal demonstration at SONGS 
showed that the telephone survey methodology and acoustical review 
procedures are successful. FEMA plans to use these methods to test 
alert and notification systems at 24 plants in FY 84 and 28 plants in 
FY 85. 

The use of these standardized criteria, which put ,into concrete form 
the more general standards E, F, N and Appendix 3aof NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-l, 
should eliminate any inconsistency which has existed in past alert and 
notification testing. 

As to the content of the notification, a section on public education 
was originally to have been part of the FEMA alert and notification survey 
quest ionnai re. In fact, as part of FkMA’s June 9, 1981, survey approval 
request, we stated that one of the survey’s main purposes was to assess 
the public audreness of the meaning of the notification message. However, 
in OHB’b disapproval of the information collection request, this assessment 
was specifically cited as unnecessary. 

First, OHB stated that since NDREG-0654/FEMA-REP-I makes the licensee 
responsible for disseminating basic emergency planning information to 
the public within the plume EPZ, “FEMA could discharge its oversight 
responsibility by requiring licensees to include the agency on the annual 
mailing of cmrrgency information. It should not be necessary to ask ten 
percent of the affected population what they know about actions they 
should take in the event of nuclear emergencies.” 
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OMB alro etated that ” . . . a6 to FEW’S proposal to assess the level 
of public understanding of the notification message, it could be argued 
that once the agency has assured that the warning signal wae audible, 
and that the liceneee has provided the population with emergency information, 
it has diachatged Its responsibility. FEMA ehould not be expected to make sure 
the public has read the material it has been given; that 18 an lndlvidual 
decision. Nor ahould it be required to expend 8carce re8ources supplementing 
the licensees’ efforte.” 

Raued on this OMB response, FEUA decided that the alert and notification test 
survey would asses8 only whether the public could promptly be notified of an 
accident and whether planning informatlon had been provided; it would not 
aatse66 the level of the public’s understanding of those materials. FEMA 
then modified the questionnaire, which was subsequently approved by OHB. 
In order to make the information collection more efficient for the public 
and FEMA, the written que6tionnaire was modified to a telephone survey 
format. The telephone survey instrument has now been reapproved by OMB 
for 116e by FEMA in FY 84 during alert and notification tests. This 
approval h& reaffirmed FEMA’s original position and the earlier OHB 
approvals. 

FEMA ha& not neglected the area of public information. AIS part of the 
standard planning review process, FEM’s Regional Off ices review, against 
standard C of NUREC-0654/FEMA-REP-l, emergency information brochures, 
pamphlets, etc., submitted by licensees and States. Also, a separate 
contract is to be let by FEW in the next couple of months to review and 
critique all existing brochure6 and set general guidelines for future 
publications. The guidelines will attempt to assure that the emergency 
information 18 clear and is presented at approximately the eighth-grade 
reading level, the level generally agreed on by experts as most suitable 
for materials for the general public. 

In FEMA’s opinion, the Standard Review Guide for assessing the adequacy 
of prompt alert and notification eytems and the cniteria established 
in Standard C (Public Education and Information) in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 
provide an acceptable framework from which public alert, notification, 
and education can be evaluated. 
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At frl( hmtv t t 

GAO recommend6 expanding Federal guidan( tl on the URP of potassium igdlde 
by the general public, including inform<lt ion on when thcb drug should be 
ueed, and how distribution decisions hhouln IW made. 

Background 

During the deliberations of the Ffvlr,raI H~dlol0gi~111 Prr~p~~rtdrlf~hh 

Coordinating Commit tee (FRPCC) Suhcommi t t PV on pot BSE 1 urn lodl dr and 
Mechanical Respiratory Protection, thfh matter WHY, dlscu64ed fully end 
documented in the records of di6r rlbhfon. FVefl Whf”Il Fk.MA WdC, eXHIIIi 111 n[j, 
etockpiling options, there wab no plan to go hr~yorrd the r~~commendat ion 
of the Conference of Radiation Control PIOKIH~ Diw(torh de1 Iverr*d 
to FEMA in March of 1982. 

A6 to the Crrleral Act orlnt inp; Off ir fk’h (LAfl) fzprac i f 1~ rr~c*ommrrid,i t iori, 
PEMA is in no po6ition to write Federal guicianc.e 011 trthnjcnl and rnradI(al 
matters which override the rebponhibilily of StatI’ H~,rlth Offitinls 
abort of a President ial Disabter I)r*( larat ion. FFMA has eolqht to a’,‘,j‘,t 
the State5 with technical recommerlddtionh ~on~f*rninl;‘: ttjc. 1ba~kaglng (,f 

potassium iodidrb for general 11s~. 
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APPENDIX III 

Meanwhile, it remains the view of FEMA and the FRPCC itself that FDA 
guidance is quite adequate a6 an aid for assisting those State official6 
who deeire to distribute KI to the public, It state6 the Condition6 of 
we (25 REM projected dose to thyroid), the need for swift action (50% 
tffcctivtners If taken four hour6 after exposure), and the technical 
barir for the pre6ent tablet formulation. 
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Attachment F 

November 11. 1983 

Inrtwnentatlon for use by State and localltles for radloloqfcal emergencies 
asroclated with nuclear power plants Is based on guidance developed In 
accordance with conceptualfzattons of how tmerqency operatlonr would be con- 
ducted. Inrtrumentatlon 1s needed to detect radioactlve releaSeS offsite 
that could endanger the atmosphere, water, and food. Contamlnbtion of milk 
supplles by radfolodlne Is of special concern. For this reason SlmPle rugged 
field inrtrunrents for the detection and measurement of radIoiodine are a 
special requlrcment. 

Guidance Is developed by a subcommlttee of the FRPCC supported by FEMA end NRC 
contracts with the Idaho Natlonal Enqlneerfnq Laboratory. The subcommittee has 
been meetlnq about once a month with its activltles fully documented. The 
contractor'+actIvltIcs Include research and development on instrumentation, 
guidbnce development and support to States and localities through the Reglonal 
Asssistance Commfttees (RACs). 

It fr true that the Inrtrumentatfon quldance development has suffered serious 
delays. The reason for this Is that the qufdance must be based on supporting 
research and development. The major problem Is the development of simple, 
rugged field Instruments that can accurbtely measure radiolodlne In the pre- 
sence of other radiosctfve gases (noble gases). This problem has affected the 
usefulness of FEMA-REP-2 for the Airborne Plume Pathway. This Is the only 
guldrnce document publlrhed. It was published before the perfonnence of the 
radloiodlne monitor described therein uds validated by tests performed by 
INEL. Research and development work by INEL completed In February 1983 
(NUREG/CR-1599) gfver evidence that thrs type of monitor mlqht qlve false 
IndIcatIons of the presence of radiolodine under certain accident conditions 
when the radioactive noble gas to radiblodine ratios are very high. This 
could lead to erroneous decisions regarding tht presence of radioiodine. 

Research and development, as well as experfence, have also shown that radlo- 
lodrne nonltorlnq syrtrms other than that dercrfbed In FEWA-REP-2 have similar 
problems. As a matter of fact, to thlr date, no rugged field Instrumentation 
system has been fully demonstrated. For this reason the subcommittee requested 
thrt the EPA's Eastern Environmental Radiatfon Faclllty In Montgomery, Alabama 
undertake to provfde a test capablllty for evalustlng such systems. This capa- 
bility 1s now belng ertabllrhed. When completed It ~111 be possible to test, 
l vrlurte and canpare the performance of all candidate systems under reallstlc 
ffeld condltlons. Havlnq this capsblllty will nuke it possible to develop and 
laprove the necessary Instruments. 

Slmllar problems exlrted In the development of InrtrumentatIon guidance for 
food and rater. It was first necessary to do the research and development. 
This has been accompllshed and new dates for capletlon of the remaining 
Instrument quldance documntr have been established as follows: 

Milk Pathway .................................................. May 1984 
Food and Mater Pathway ........................................ June 1984 
Update of Airborne Plume Pathway (FEHA-REP-2) ............ September 1984 
Flrrt Draft of Recovery and Reentry Guidance .................. July 1984 
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These ~111 be Issued lnltlally as contractor's research reports t0 expedite 
thtlr avallablllty. 

he rubcmmittee recognlred early that guidance would be delayed by the 
RtCeSSlty to do the supportlnq research and development. Thertfow, In August 
1961 the subcarmlttee camnctd a program for provldlnq for the ClOttSt POSSible 
contact between the experts grrparlnq the guidance and the users In ordtr to 
k nsponrlve to urgent user requlrmnts. This is accapllskd 48 follows 

o Technlcal assistanct Is provldtd to the States, via the RACs, by txptrtr 
fran Idaho latlonal Lnqlneerinq laboratory (INEL) for planning rnd 
l xtrclse. 

0 The Sme INEL experts partlclpate In the plannlnq and accident asstss- 
rnt courses conducted by FEHA. 

0 Habers of the subcotnmlttte and INEL experts partlclpated In the annual 
conferences of the Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors 
(CRCPD) In 1982 and 1983. 

0 Close llalson Is ulntaintd with the CRCPD in all stages of guidance 
dtvtloprnt. 

fhtst actIvltltr serve to provlde Informally, to the users, the latest technical 
guidance, rnd to obtain In return users reaction and technical Input to the 
guldanct developmnt project. User expertences rlth Instruments adapted to the 
rppllcatlon art essential to the success of the project. Thus, the nest up-to- 
date Infonrution Is nade arallablt to the field at the tarlltst possible time. 
Documentation on the above lnltlatlver 1s avallablt In the subcomlttet files 
rnd Includes the minutes of subcommittte retlnqs. 

Slnct trchnlcal asslstanct 1s avallablt through the RACr upon request by the 
States, there Is no reason why any State cannot have the latest lnfonnatlon on 
lnstrurntation. 

The documnt 'Culdance on Offslte Enrrgtncy Radlitlon Measurement Syrtcms. 
?hast I - Alrborne Release" also known as CEM-REP-2 Is not regarded by the 
subcunmltttt to be In conflict ulth RUREG-0654. Also. the sectlon of FLMA-RIP-2 
which pertalnr to rrrgency worker dorlwtry Is regarded by the subcmrttee 
as accurate. The only problem with FEMA-REP-2 Is the fact, as described above, 
that the radlolodfne monitor described thereln may not be useful under certbln 
occident condltlons uhtn the rddlObCtive noble gas to radlolodine ratfos are 
wry high. This uas not fully tstabllshtd untll thi necessary RLD by NRC was 
tapltted and reported In WREG/CR-1599 dated Ftbmary 1983. Thor ~111 be 
corrected In the process of updating FLMA-REP-2. 
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Attachment (; 

Rerponae to Selected Portions of CA0 Report on Radlologicml Lmcrgcncy 
preparedncrr Training 

federal, state, 8nd local officials need nwrc and better training - Improve- 
ment required 

Although the nRadiologicel Emergency Preparedness Planning” courI;c needs some 

r~vl~ioa,other courses in the eerier (e.g., Radiological Accident Assessment 

l ad RadiologIc Emergency Response) are current with available technology 

On a widescale basis. Advanced technology #uch as computer modeling coming 

cm line will be included into courses as available (e.g.. Extrcise Evaluation 

and Simulation Facility). 

The “R~diologiul Emergency Prcparcdne#s Planning” course vi11 be revised in 

n 1984. Revirlon is pending changes in NUREG 0654/FEkl~ REP-1 scheduled for 

I? 1984. 

m offers only a limited rmgc of training for nuclear power plant emergencies 

The following is a list of courstc conducted or funded by FRf,h for response 

to nuclear paver plant tmtr~tncltr ts vcll as to other radiological incidents 

(e-g.. transportation, etc.). The nine training categories Identified in 

MUREC 0654 are llited adjacent to the course which applies to the category. 
a 

COURSE 

l 1) Radiological Emergency 
Plmnlng Course 

T’MINING CATECORY IDENTIFXDD IN NUREC 0654 

o St#tc radiological planners 
o Directors/coordinators for resp. 

orgmirrtions 
o Ptraonnel responsible for emergency 

arn8gtmen: infonsation . 

6 2) Radiological Accident 
Amesswnt Courae 

o State prrronntl responsible for 
accident l ssesment 

o Directorrlcoordinrtorr for response 
orgrnitrtionr 

l 3) R.>diological fmerlency Response o Radiological monitoring teams l d 
Course--conducted at the Nevada l alyais personnel if part of organized 
Test Site #tatt l d local response terms 

o Medical support personnel if part of 
organized ct@te l d local response teams 

o Directors/coordinators for response 
orgmisrtlons 



COURSE 

**Cl ?rehorpitel Rrrponm to 
R8diatlon Aecideatr - fielded 
in rid-?-Y 1984 

rrS) Uorplttl Uanmgement of 
Badlrtion Accident@ 

116) bdlologicml kmitoring 

**?I Uorkhopr on Radiological 
Emergency Preparednews 

APPENDIX II r 

o First aid and rtscue ptraonntl 
0 Local support l trvlces/tmergtncy 

8trvicer 
o ?olict security end firefighting 

o tltdical mapport permmnrl 

o Police ttcurlty end f’-tfighting 
personnel 

o First aid and rescue personnel 

o Directors and coordinators of response 
orgmizarionr 

o Others 

l C&rats rpeciflc to nuclear paver pl8nt 8ccidmtr 
**Generic courses for general radiological twrgenclts 

Attachment (3-i includes 8 listing of Radiological Emergency Preparedness 

training rtquirtmtntr as Identified by the Federal kdiological Preparedness 

Coordinating Comnlttet (WCC). Column No. 5 shout the current status of 

course8. NOTE : The “Ptrronntl Category” column includes all nine categories 

of training identified In NUREC 0654. 

A8 rten from Att8chment 6-l. by ye8r end Fy 1984 vi11 offer eight courses 

re18ted fo RadIologic Emergency Preparedness , not jurt three as stated 

on paler Cl-42 of the GAO rtport. AU courats to be deployed in N 1984 vert 

under development 8t the time of the GAO review. 

Although revisions. updates. and additions of courses are needed to some degree. 

It is evident that an txtenrlvt amount of Rtdlologfctl Emtrgency Prtprrtdnecr 

training $8 tvtlltblt to state and local officials. Greater and improved 

recrulLment effort6 may be required to asure full traintng of directors and 

coordinrtorr of response organitetronr 81 described oa pege 42 of the GAO 

report. 
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Attachment Nob2 lr a eerier of charts end graphs shoving the numbers of 

individuals trained in the three “besic” courses in radiological emergency 

preptrtdners and retponte which are given through NETC (i.e.. Radiological 

Eur8eacy Planning Courre. the Radiological Accident A86orment Courre, and 

the Radiological Emergency Re8ponst Courrt) from January 1981-Pebruary 1983. 

Iafonution on other radiological training Is not included since it is not 

pomsiblt to do thlr in the time allowed given the extensive rosters of these 

etudeate. 

State and local perronncl need wrt treinlng 

Radiological wnitor training has been under revision for l omt time to correct 

part of this problem. New materials vi11 be fielded in mid-N 1984 and vi11 

address comprehensive rtdiologicel problems. Mtttrials vi11 be standardized 

with l more uniform delivery netionvidt. 

A 8lngl.t off-site monitoring course for nuclear power plants has not been 

fielded although dtvelopmtntal work In this area is being done. 
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Attachment H 

Verification Analysis 

The General Accounting Office (GM) recommend6 on page 38 that a verification 
program, similar to the one used by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) Region II at Indian Point, be used to assess compliance 
with all elements in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-l, especially for those elements 
not tested In exercieee. While such a procedure may provide important 
documentation of selected aspects of preparedness, its use as a routine 
measure is not appropriate for the following reasons: 

First, FEMA believes that the responsibility for public health and safety 
vested in State and local government warrants an implicit trust in their 
assertion6 regarding offsite preparedness. While some elements may 
indeed hsve occasional shortcomings (as occurred at Indian Point), the 
vast majority of Individual plan elements are conscientiously developed, 
whether verified or not. To subject every element to a detailed verification 
analysis impugns the Integrity of the State and local government and their 
commitment to offsite preparedness. 

Second, to conduct a verification analysis of every element at all 53 
operating reactor sites would be prohibitively expensive, whether done 
by Federal employees or under contract. The analysis performed on Indian 
Point only examined concerns related to transportation, housing, and 
medical care for evacuees, yet It cost In excess of $100,000. Were all 
other elements to be similarly analyzed, COSt6 would escalate dramatically 
for any single site, let alone all 53. If for no other reason, a full-scale 
verification program is not practical from a financial standpoint. The 
costs incurred do not balance with the benefits obtained. 

Although in certain unusual situations, verification analysis may be 
sparingly conducted, FEHA concludes that the GAO r&commendation on this 
issue should not be adopted. 
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Region- and Site-Specific Comment.6 

APPENDIX I I I 

Attachment I 

BcIov are the Region- and rite-rpeclfic comments on the Central Accounting 
Office (GAO) Report. Some are rtffntmtntr of language. However, 8ome 8re 
rubrtantivt comntnt8 focu8td on the accuracy of a particular rt8ttaent. 
There include, in some casts, updater on individual problem@ or 8ltuationc 
uhich show that the Pedtrrl Emergency Management Agency (IERA) h8r 8ddrtrred 
the issue in question. In ruch Ca8t8, recent dtvtlopmentr rhould be reflected 
in the CAD report. In 8ome 8rt8s, e.g., alert and notlfic8tion. these 
dtvtlopmtntm rhould rubrt8ntlally rlttr the report. 

We h8ve lirttd all comtnt8 under the report heading to vhlch they relate. 
Ye hmvt alro given prgt references. 

Chrpttr J - Inr roduct ion 

o EMERGENCY PJANACPIENT AND PREPAREDNESS ~ITICATION ACCIDENT EFFECTS. 

o Coemcnt from F&MA, Region I on Page 4; 
(Insert the underlined word to replace the vord rhoun in the dr8ft) 
. . . . ..potassium iodide . . . . .ont type of radionucllde.. . . . 

o PMA AND NRC HAVE DNELOPED CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING EHERCENCY PLANNING 
%iD PREPAREDNESS. 

‘FEUA 8nd NRC conduct txtrclrts to test offsite and oncict emergency 
preparedness, rtrptctively.” 

Chapter 2 

o LACK OF UN1 FORM APPROACH FOR OBTAINING 
FUNDING DETERS PUHNINC AND PREPAREDNESS 

1. Page 10, paragraph 1 

A principal rea8on that formal approvals under 46 CFR 350 hJvt not been 
completed for two-third8 of the optr8tlng reactor rites 18 that the 
plan6 have not reached their final Iteration at the State and local 
level or in the cxttnrivr Regional rtvfev process. Thus, a State may 
not have rtqutrttd 8 formal l pprov81 from FEHA for a particular rltt. 
Since planning Is 8 dynamic, iterative proce86, there 8hould be no 
pre8umption of significant deficitncitc, simply because a formal approval 
has not been issued. 

2. Comtnt from FEHA Region V on page 15. 

thir 18 not an accurate characterization of the rltuetion. ntru Region V’s 
underrt8nding of this situation vss that the City of Zion ~8s uring the 
requirement to develop REP plan8 for the Zlon Nuclear Power St8tion a6 
a vehlclt to obtain more tax dollars. It 18 suggested thrt the State 
of IJlinois be cont8cted to obtain more ex8ct information. 
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3. Comment from PEHA, Region v on page 15, yragraph 3. 

Columbl8na County hae been provided financial aesietanct by the utility 
such a8 funding for a county EOC, plan development and training. To our 
knowledge, the utility hae not complained about providing this support. 

S. Comment from FEMA, Region I on page 15, paragraph 3. 
Change the last two renttncts to read: 

In nonrot, ~ai38achuoCtt8, the town has refused to sign the approval 
of the town plan. First, because they felt the town needed a new road; 
thirr problem vas reeolvtd by the utility purchase of a “enowfighter” 
for the town. Second, the town is currently refusing to sign the approval 
page of the plan btcauee of financial Issues. The town has participated 
in both off-rite exercises. 

o SHOREHAM UTILITY OFFICIALS 
ADVOCATE A GREATER INDUSTRY ROLE 

1. Comments from FEHA, Region II, on page 13, first paragraph: 

Change the second sentence to: “The utility vants authority to prove 
the plan is feasible through use of utility personnel in exercise6 when 
Stare and local government personnel are unavailable.” 

Page 13, fl rst paragraph: Change the third sentence to: “They believe 
it is important to show State and local officials that a utility plan 
can be used so that State and/or local offLcials will not attempt to 
thvart the planning process as a means of 8hutting down nuclear power 
plants.” 

o I’EHA AND NRC HAVE NOT DEFINED HINIMUM REQUIREMENTS 
FOR ADEQUATE OFPSITE SAFETY 

1. Comment from FEMA, Region I I : (See G.40 note) 

Since the time of the Interim finding on Salem mentioned by the GAO, 
evaluation procedures for planning and preparedness have been substantially 
improved in Region II under a new Regional Director. 

2. Comment from FEMA Region V : (See GAO note) 

At the time of the CAD interviews, Illinois had completed an evacuation 
study while the Stone and Webster Coneultants were still in the process 
of developing a “model.” The DOT Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) 
wmber did not, retmingly, accept the State study and wished to 
obtain a more formal modeling process. VEMA Region V took into account 
the comment@ and recommendations of the RAC member but made the determination 
that adequate etudfts had been made by the State with additional work 
in progress being accomplished by Stone and Webster. The Stone and 
Webster study was completed and the results were provided to and accepted 
by the Regional Office and the complete RAC, including the DOT RAC member. 

GUI note: This section has been deleted from the final report. __I- 
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3. Comment from FEMA Region V on page lb, ;)(irrJ(jrcl()h 4 

In the past, baaed on plan reviews and exercises, finding6 of adequacy 
were icsued for offcite planning and preparedness at the Zlmmer Nuclear 
Power Station despite the absence of standard operating procedures 
(SOP). These finding6 of adequacy were Issued because the emphasis of 
the PUMA Regional and RAC reviews at that time did not include a 
requirement for SOP review or SOP’6 being in place during an exercise. 
However , after the Zimmer Atomic Safety and Licensing Board concluded 
that SOP review was essential, the FEMA Region and RAC began reviewing 
them and has been doing so ever since. 

4. Comment from FE&i, Region I, on Page 17; paragraph 1 

Change sentence beginning “Additionally, in 1983 FEMA noted failure. . . . .*’ 
to read: 

Additionally, in 1983 FEMA identified five significant deficiencies which 
led to a finding that off-site safety was inadequate at the Maine Yankep 
6ite in Halne. One of those deficiencies was an inadequate demonstration 
of radiological exposure control equipment and an inadequate supply of self- 
rtaading and permanent record dosimeters. 

0 FEHA ANU NRC DO NOT HAVE A FORMAL PROCEDURE FOR --___ 
EATI NC: NRC AWARE OF DEFICIENCIES --- 

1. Comment on page 18, paragraph 2 

FEMA has recently improved its internal procedure6 through guidance 
issued on August 5, 1983 to its Regional Offices. This guidance sets 
deadlines for both Headquarters and Regional review and transmittal of 
exercise reports. FEMA is committed to meeting these deadlines and has, 
in fact, begun to do so. We have also Instituted a tracking system to 
make sure that deadlines are adhered to. Through these procedures, FFMA 
will keep NRC advised of deficiencies and actions to correct them. 

1. Comment 5 on page 19, paragraph 3, 

In connert1on ujth the Oyster Creek 1982 exercise, all significant 
drficiencieh vere retested in the May 24, 1983, exercise. Most had been 
remedied. FFMA Region II is now in the process of arriving at a final 
corrective action schedule with the State of New Jersey. When we receive 
this final list (which will include some May 1983 deficiencies which are 
already resolved), we will transmit it to the NRC along with the Post- 
Exercise Assessment for the May 24, 1983, exercise and a comparison of 
deficiencies in the 1982 and 1983 exercises. In our view, this is the 
best way to communicate to the NRC the progress made since the 1982 
exercise. 

With respect to the specific deficiencies noted in the GAO report, 
standardized emergency broadcast procedure6 are now in place. 
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3. Comment from FEMA Region IX on page 20, paragraph 2--Rancho Seco: 

An interim finding from FEMA to NRC on the Ranch0 Seco facility was 
originally targeted for April 1982. Since, as of that date, a draft plan 
had not been submitted, nor an cxerciee held, it was agreed between FEMA 
and NRC to delay any finding until a draft plan was submitted and reviewed, 
an txerclre held and performance evaluation made on any findings developed. 
The exercise was conducted in June 1982, the plan was completed In 
September 1982. 

After the June 1982 exercise and Septtmber 1982 plan review, FEMA Region IX 
held several meetings with State and local authorities, the utility, and 
NRC in an attempt to arrive at timely corrective actions as a result of 
the exercise and plan rtvitw. By February 1983 when the schedule of 
corrective actions was formalized, a major problem of an operable EOF 
(interim or permantnt) remained. Failure to achieve resolution of the 
EOF problem and other deficiencies during this period resulted in the 
negative interim finding in March 1983. 

Chapter 3 

o FEMA AND NRC DO NOT ENSURE EXEPCISE 
SCOPE IS ADEQUATE TO TEST PREPAREDNESS 

1. Comment from FEMA Region II : 

Page 26, third paragraph, last sentence states: “FEW also has not 
compensated for allowing State and local governments to prepare scenarios 
by introducing suprises In exercises to test capability to respond to 
unprogrammed events.” In PEtiA Region II during exercises, Including 
Hsrch 3, 1983 Indian Point exercise observed by GAO, there has been 
significant free play of activitlee (surprises). This was accomplished 
by introducing messages with unprogrammed events to the txercise participants 
while the exercise vas in progress. We are confident that this approach 
resulted in a fuller test of State and local governments’ capability to 
respond to an actual incident. 

In an attempt to present a more complete picture on the issue raised by 
GAO, we recommend that the following paragraph be added: 

“It is important to note that FEMA addressed this problem, notably in 
Region II at Indian Point, Ginna, Saltm, and Fitzpatrick. For over a 
year, PEMA Region II has used considerable free play of activities 
(rurprlses) during their exercises including bus evacuation routes, 
traf fit control points, evacuation of mobility-impaired, impediments to 
evacuation, etc. This vas accomplished by introducing free-play messages 
4th unprogrammed events to the exercise participants. This approach 
l rrured that the State and local government more fully tested their 
capability to respond to an actual Incident.” 
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2. Comment from FEMA Region V, on page 31, first paragrdph: 

FEUA Region V has informally in most instances requested and on aotne 
occasions insisted that unprogrammed events be “Induced” during the 
normal (scenario-driven) exercise play. This was to test not only 
response time, but to preclude pre-knowledge of the exercise 8ctnario 
and the possibility that some participants would be able to prt-formulate 
their responses. 

o FEHA HAS NOT DEFINED ADEQUATE 
EXERCISE SCOPE 

1. Comment from FEMA Region II, on page 77, ‘ourth paragraph. 

After the sentence: “For example, FEMA concluded In the 1981 Salem 
interim findings that offsite preparedness was adequate to protect public 
health and safety even though It also reported that the 1981 exercise 
upon vhich it was based was not sufficiently comprehensive.” Since the 
time of the interim finding on Salem mentioned by GAO, however, evaluation 
procedure6 for planning and preparedness have been substantially improved 
in Region 11. 

2. Comment from FtMA, Region X on Exercise Scenario Adequacy (pp. 27 - 
28) 

Reference iq rr,.gdc to the problem we encountered vith the 1982 Troja-1 
exercise STI~~I,JI ,I (pp. 77-78). Reference is also made to Region X’s minimum 
exercise standard (p. 29 . The report does not mention that FEMA Region X 
and NRC Region V subsequently agreed that PEMA’s Interest and requirements 
will be supported by NRC. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that the 
paragraph on page 29 starting with the word 
“utilities,” be changed to read as follows: 
minimum requirements for exercises, and NRC 

last sentence of the first 
“Also” and ending with 

“Also, Region X has established 
Region V has agreed to support and 

su6tain tho$c rc(~~llrements as a part of their review and determination 
of the ndrciunc \ (f the scenario.” 

o EXERCl Sk c, I hC1 llI)F LXCESSIVE ---- 
SIMULATI Oh OF RFSPONSF 

1. General comment on FEMA Region V efforts to avoid exercise simulation, 
page 30. 

FEllA’s exercise evaluation Instrument has been designed to be consistent 
vith both 44 CFR Part 350 and NUREG-0654/FE!iA-REP-l, Revision 1. This 
evnluat ion tool, approved by F’EKA, requires the dtmonstrrtion of capability, 
not the simulation of capability. FEM Rtgion V has attempted to develop 
a record of capability through its tvaluatlon of REP txercirts to give 
a reasonable basis to its findings. In this regard, FEKA Region V has 
attempted to convince the States to design future REP exercise scenarios 
to encompass area% not demonstrated previously. One example of this is 
the State of HichiRan. 
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Some txtrclatr conducted to date have not fully demonstrated :he State end 
local govtrnotnt’a ability to alert, staff, and activate their emergency 
optratlow center8 (EOC) ln a timely manner. In addition, Michigan has 
preferred to l imulatt the uae of vehicles and equipment to control access 
to the plume txporurt pathway. PEM Region V has requested Michigan and 
Berricn County dcronrtratc these capabilities at the next D. C. Cook exercise. 
Initial feedback from Michigan Indicates attempts will be made to 
accommodate FEW Region V on this matter. It mat be kept in mind that 
?EKA and NRC have the rerponalbility to review the txerciae l renarios 
developed by the utility and the State. 

COlPent regarding almulation during the 1981 Dresden (Illinois) l xtrcise, 
Page 30 , paragraph 5 . 

The GAO report6 that -most of the exercise response . . . was simulated.” 
Without more information from GAO, it is difficult to comment on such a 
broad and general statement. 

2. Coannent from FEMA Region IX regarding page 30, paragraph 5, 
--San Onof re : 

Public not lfication around the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Is 
tested and evaluated annually a6 a aeparate event. The utilitv has 
conducted two such tests-- one in 1982 and one in 1983--including Inquiries 
of the public. A test of the alert and notification of the public was 
conducted in September 1983, by PEMA, using the new criteria reflected 
in the FFMA-43 Alert and Notification Publication. This was the first 
formal derlc r,qtration of the new criteria. As part of the demonstration, 
telephone aurveys were conducted, using nationally acctpted survey 
techniques, to determine the effectiveness of the San Onofrt A&N system. 

3. Comment from PENA Region IX on page29 , paragraph 4, fourth 
l tnttnce--Diablo Canyon : 

The issue of protection for transients in a Federal wilderness area 
within the IO-milt EPZ had been addressed In the planning elements; 
however , it was evaluated as being an item for improvement in the 
tlmellnes~ and handling of the alert and notification of the public in 
that ~re<j. Cor ret t lvt act ions have been ef feet ed. 

o EXERCISES DO NOT INCLUDE SURPRISES 

1. Comment from FEMA Region II on page 31, paragraph 1: 

See references to surprise events in Regions X1 and ii. 

2. Comment from FEMA, Region X on page 29, first full paragraph, last 
l enttnct: 

See Region X copmtnta above on pp. 27-28. 
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o PWA DOES NOT VERIFY THAT ALL PLAN ELEMENTS 
COMPLY WITH FEDERAL CRITERIA 

1. Comment from FEMA Region X on page 11 , third paragraph, sentence 2: 

Verification of Plan Elements: Reference is made to the 350 approval 
that was made for the Trojan site even though the exercise report 
Indicated that less than 50 percent of the elements had been evaluated. 
In view of the fact that the Region required several subsystem exercises 
(November 15 and 17, 1981) and other drills before submitting the Region’s 
recommendat Ion for 350 approval, we do not believe this statement to be 
fectual. Note the 350 submittal contains both exercise reports. 

Recommendation: It Is recommended that the final report remove reference 
to Trojan from the bottom paragraph on page 28. Revised sentence should 
read : “It also approved planning preparedness at the Sequoyah site even 
though the exercise report indicated that less than 50 percent of the 
element.6 had been evaluated.” 

2. Commc~lith from FEMA Region V on page 31, third paragraph. 

We arc’ not able to determine how GAO came up with a comment that only 
11 pprccbnt of the applicable NUREG-0654 elements had been evaluated on 
planniui- nnd preparedness for La Salle. In one county alont (Grundy) 
durini 1. , first exercise (December 4, 1980), field 13 of thr data base 
indicates that more than 11 percent of the NUREG-0654 criteria were 
evaluated, not to mention the plan review Itself. 

Reglonal Director’s Evaluation approvals do not always reflect 100 percent 
compliance with every NUREG criteria because 100 percent compliance 1s not 
totally necessary for the protection of the population. So where It 
has been determined by FEMA that the population can be protected, some 
plans have been conditionally approved with “minor deficiencies” because 
these d(*f Iciencles were not of a magnitude to preclude adequate protection 
t 0 tllfj [lllhlic. 

-4 . Cc~mmrnt from FEMA Region IV on page 31 , thl rd paragraph: 

An faxamfnation of the original data from the Hatch quallfyinp, exercise in 
lqH(l (which was conducted before NUREG-0654 became final) reveals that 
the structure of the evaluation format used at that time does not permit 
easv correlation with specific NUREG-0654 elements and subelements as they 
are now designated. Therefore, it Is not understood how the GAO arrived 
at the statement that “only 11 percent of the applicable NUREG-0654 elements 
had been evaluated”. In 1981, the first year that the “Execrlt” form 
(based on NURFS-0654) was utilized, 66 percent of the NUREG elements were 
evaluated during the Plant Hatch exercise. 

In 1982 and 1983 over 50 percent of the NUREG-0654 elements that can be 
tebted in an exercise (as Itemized In the then-current Execrit evaluation 
By&tern) w(‘r(’ f>Valuated during the course of each exercise. The October 
19H7 Hatrh cbxcarrlsr demonstrated that all significant previously observrxLj 
def lclencieh were corrected. 
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4. Comment from FEMA Region II on page 3 3, f 1 rrt paragraph: 

This paragraph states that PEMA Is not provided with drill schedules 
nor are Federal observera usually present at drills to evaluate them. 

FTXA Region II has been requesting echedules of drills and training 
semsions. Some of those drills were observed and feedback provided to 
the State, The Weetchester bus evacuation drill of August 23, 1983, 
wa8 formally evaluated by FEMA. 

FEMA DOES NOT HAVE A SYSTEM FOR -- 
TRACKING DEFICIENCIES -- 

1. As GAO mentions later in the report, FEMA Region II has an excellent 
manual tracking system for deficiencies which permits them to Include in 
each exercise report an easy-to-read comparison table of deficiencies 
and their etatuc from exercise to exercise. 

2. Comment from FEMA Region X on pp. 33- j5: 

%stem for Tracking Deficiencies (pp. 33-35 ): FEMA Region X Is referenced 
on pp. 31 and 33 with regard to tracking deficiencies. This section 
refers to exercise def lclencles. FEMA Region X’s manual system, which 
as been In operation since November 1979, track\ exercise deficiencies, 
plan review deficiencies, and preparedness propran milestones and Is 
updated approximately on a monthly basis. The revised schedule is 
fox-warded to all appropriate parties. Even though Oregon’s reply (p. 33) 
did not contain proposed time frames for completion of corrective actions, 
JWIA Region X lnitlally requested those time frames. Followup correspondence 
and the monthly significant schedule quickly established time frames for 
all corrective artion Items. 

In addition, reference Is made on page 76 that most Regions take months 
to develop and submit exercise reports to State5 and local governments. 
FEMA Region X has always produced and delivered the exercise report 
within 10 workdays of the exercise. This performance should be recognized 
in the report. 

Recommendat ion: It Is recommended that Region X’s record be added to 
the comments on page 36 regarding timeliness of preparing the exercise 
report. If that 1s done, the numbers would change from 23 to 2h 
evaluat Ions, and 7 which met the l5-day deadline Instead of 4. 

Regarding tracking deficiencies, it 1s recommended that references to 
Oregon and Trojan be deleted from the paragraph preceding “Conclusions” 
on page 16 Further, It Is recommended that the following sentence be 
added to that paragraph: “FEMA Region X has used a manual tracking 
system thnt ensure time frames are specified for completing corrective 
actlonh RI, a result of exercise reports, plan reviews, and preparedness 
programs. *’ 
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0 DEFICIENCIES IN EXERCISES 
ARE NOT AWAYS TRACKED 

1. Comment from FEHA Region IX on page 31 paragraph J--San Onofre: 

The objectives of the 1982 exercise were developed to reflect the ability 
to demonatrate corrective action items that were appropriate to an 
exercise. The 1981-82 ASLB hearings regarding San Onofre contain partial 
documentation of a corrective action plan and completed actions that 
were established by San Onofre and the aurroundlng jurisdictions. A 
finding and determination statement, developed by FE’IA, was prepared 
and preeented. 

2. Comment from FEMA Region III on pp. 33-34: 

On pages ‘i?and 34 it states that officials in Region III said they did 
not track deficiencies. This vas true in the past but it 1s an Issue 
that has been addreaeed by the Region in 1983. It should be noted that 
because the same deficiency occurs In two consecutive exercises does 
not mean that the particular deficiency is not being tracked. It simply 
means that a State or local government has not adequately addressed the 
problem from one exercise to the next. As the GAO report frequently 
acknowledges, FEMA cannot mandate the State and local governments to do 
everything we would like them to. If a deficiency takes place, we will 
continue to work with the appropriate officials to resolve the problem. 
We will work with the State and local governments to establish time 
frames to address the issue; we cannot “guarantee” those time frames 
will be met. 

o FMA’S HANAGWENT INFORMATION 
SYSTEM HAS LIMITED CAPABILITY 

1. Comment from FEMA Region V (See r40 note) 

FFHA Region V began tracking deficiencies prior to 1983. Computer Regional 
Exercise (RX) reports indicating exerciee deficiencies were usher 
in Regional Director’6 Evaluations, Exercise Reports, Interim Eeports, 
Srenarlo Reviews. etc. 

2. Comment from FEMA Region II on page 35. 

“Examples of numerous minor deficiencies that we believe are 
eignificant but would not be tracked include:” The report then cites 
the 1982 Fitzpatrick exercise. Please note that FEMA Region II’s remedial 
action schedule tracks all deficiencies; significant and minor. In 
addit ion, the Post Exerxe Aeseeement has a chart regarding the status 
of all deficiencies from previous exercises. We euggeat that a statement 
be inserted to clarify this. 

TAO note ----__ This ?aracJraph has been deleted from the final report. 
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3. Comment from FEMA Region V on page 35, paragraph 2--Zion: 

The 60 deficiencle6 referred to in the GAO report repreeents 47 minor 
deficienciee for Illlno16 and 13 for Wleconsln. 

4. Co-nt from FENA, Region I on page 35 : 

Change the section which begins: “. . . The 1982 Haddam Neck . . . ” by 
deleting *an operational siren alert system,” “state policy on potassium 
iodide,” - and improved communications between State and local organizations.” 
All of theee noted deficiencies were elgnificant. 

0 FMA WES NOT PROVIDE TIMELY FEEDBACK ON DEFICIENCIES, 
OR RECEIVE ADEQUATE SCHEDULES OF CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

1. Comment from FEMA Region II on page 36, paraqraph 7 

After the sentence, “The 1982 exercise report for the Salem site was not 
submitted to the State until 7 months after the exercise.“, please add the 
sentence: “One of the reasons for this delay is that the State held the draft 
report for more than two months as they attempted to Implement corrective 
actions 80 the report could reflect this progress.” Delay by the State for 
this reason has been the cause of late submission of the formal report to 
States in several cases. 

2. Comment, second paragraph, relatlnq to delays In the receipt of the 

exercise report by Waukegan, Illinois. 

Since the substantial delay resulted from the State’6 actions, this Is not 
PEMA’a reaponslbillty. However, during this period, FEMA pursued a course of 
corrective action persistently with the State. 

3. Comment from FEMA Region V : 

Page 76, paragraph 2 - This is not accurate in that FEMA Region V has placeri 
a great deal of emphasis on receiving a “schedule of corrections” lndlcatinr 
correction dat (‘5. In fact, State responses to Exercise Reports have been 
returned requesting this schedule. 

Page Jfj paragraph 3: 

The State of Illinoie generally responds to exercise reports by stating that 
the discrepancies will be corrected prior to the next exercise. Even though 
we ask for specific dates of correction for each discrepancy, the State prefers 
not to address each item individually. For the last year, however, Illinois 
has provided FEMA Region V specific dates for correction of Identified 
deficiencies. 

4. Comment from FEMA Region IV on page ?b : 

In 1983 any schedule for corrective action concerning Plant Hatch will contain 
proposed time frames for completion. 
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5. Comment from FEMA Region II on page I/, fourth paraqraph, sentente 
etarting on line 4 reads: 

“ITMA has no eystem for ensuring that deflciencle6 Identified In exercises 
are retested or otherwise tracked until corrected.” 

It has been FEW Region II policy to test, to the fullest extent possible, the 
lmplementatlon by the State and localities of remedial action6 designed to 
correct deficiencies identified during the previous exercise. We recommend 
that this important fact be reflected In the GAO report. 

o RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE DIRECTOR. 
FEDERAL MERCENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

1. Comment of FEMA Region IV on page I)( , recommerdation 12: 

Regarding the Report’6 suggestion that plan elements that are not checked 
during an exercise be verified at some other time, the Region IV staff plans 
to institute periodic field visits to accomplish verification. During the 
(our%e of these field vlelts the monitoring of tralnlng courses and the 
d5\e$srnrnt of the local public information program cdn also be accomplished, 
rl% euggebted In the Report. 

0 ktDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL OFFICIALS 
NEED MORE AND BETTER TRAINING 

1. Comment from FEMA Region IX (‘;ee UN1 note) 

While FEMA does not have formal approval authority regarding training courses, 
FtHA Region IX ha6 established a listing of training courses available for 
attendance by emergency response personnel (for Nuclear Power Plant-related 
c’vent ), ah a recommended guide and such Information Is taken under advisement 
t F mo\t jurisdictions or agencies. 

i’ . (‘ommvnt from FEMA Region II (%I’ ‘;A() note) 

St ,it t*5 that : “FEHA officials in Regions II, IV, V, and IX do not monitor the 
quality of State and local training.” FEMA Region 11 has always monitored 
training on a sample basis. Now with additional staff this effort can be 
Increased, 

Chapter 5 

o THF FEDERAL RESPONSE PLAN FOR NUCLEAR 
P(UER PLANT WERCENCIES IS INCOMPLETE AND UNTESTED - 

0 A Fk 1)FJJ.M RESPONSE PLAN IS -_--- 
S’lI1 I BFINC DEVELOPED --- 

r,nri not f’ 1 tl 1 (> c,c( t Ion hds been deleted In the final rrport -- 
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1. Comment from FEHA, Region v (See GAO nOte) 

The FEMA Regional Responee Plan la dated October 29, 1982, and it was exercised 
July 20-21, 1983, during the second training drill for the Big Rock Point 
exercise of July 26, 1983. Participants included FEMA Region V, six RAC 

members (NRC, DOE, EPA, USDA, DOT, and FDA), the State of Michigan, Charlevoix, 
and Euunet Counties. The response team wae deployed from Chicago, Illinois, 
and Battle Creek, Michigan, to field locations in the State of Michigan 
EOC in Longing and the County fairgrounds in Petoakey, Michigan. 

0 REGIONAL RESPONSE EXERCISES HAVE 
UNCOVERED PROBLEMS 

1. Comment from FEMA, Region X on page 56, paragraphs 1 and 2: 

Regional Response Exercises: Reference is made to the two Federal 
response exercises held at Trojan in 1981 and 1982 (pp. 56 >. Whereas 
emphasis is placed upon the lessons learned, no reference is made to the 
corrective actione taken by the Region and other regional agencies to 
improve their preparedness following both exercises. No reference Is made 
to the NRC guidance for emergency operating facility (EOF) preparedness 
(NUREG-0696) which requires the utility only to provide one telephone and 
accommodation for one FEHA person at the EOF. Any additional accommodations 
by the utility are voluntary. Therefore, WC believe the reference to the 
utility’s position on page56 , second paragraph, and the conclusion for 
utility cooperation(fJelcted) at-e lnapyvprlatc due to the fact that the r10 
did not reco-]nirr or consider the NRC guidance on this matter. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that a sentence be added following the 
eecond paragraph under “Regional Response Exercises Have Uncovered Problems.” 
“Following the exercise, the various regions1 agencies prepared critiques, 
identified lessons learned, and developed and implemented corrective 
actions." 

Also, because of the existing Federal guidance (NUREG-0696) and the 
situation of first-time exercises, it is fit rongly recommended that the 
following sentences be dropped: 

(P* 4)6) “FEMA official stated . . . at the emergency operations center.” 

(P. ',/I “Exercise of Federal Response . . . indicates lack of cooperation 
by utilities . . . coordination role.” 

GA'1 note Thl< scctlon has been deleted in the final report. 
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UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON.0 C 20555 

NOV 2 9 1983 

Mr. 3. Dexter Peach 
Director, Resources, Community, 

and Economic Development Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washlngton, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Peach: 

Enclosed are cotmnents from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission on the draft 
General Accounting Office report "Emergency Preparedness Around Nuclear Power 
Plants: Further Actlons Needed." We appreciate the opportunity to comment 
on the report. We are gratified that the report makes note of the considerable 
progress that has been made in emergency planning and preparedness since the 
accident at Three Mile Island. The report contains several recommendations 
for improvement pertaining to offsite emergency preparedness which we believe 
have merit. 

While the report contains several constructive recommendations, we note certain 
aspects of the report which we believe are not accurate representations of the 
NRC's actlons regarding several emergency response issues. In particular, the 
mlsperceptlon evidenced in the report that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
has permitted continued operation of nuclear power plants, and has licensed new 
plants for operation, which have significant deficiencies in offsite pre- 
paredness with the implication being that public health and safety is not 
adequately protected. We believe that this is not the case and have provided 
comments on this issue in Enclosure 1. We have also provided comments on three 
other emergency preparedness SubJect areas. These SubJect areas concern the 
use of interim FEMA findings versus final FEMA findings in the NRC regulatory 
review process, the timing for the consideration of offslte preparedness issues 
in the NRC licensing process, and the Federal response plan for nuclear power 
plant emergencies. In addition, we have provided detailed comments in 
Enclosure 2 on specific points in the report. 

Sincerely, 

Executive Director for Operations 

Enclosures* 
1. General Comments on the GAO Report 
2. Specific Comments on the GAO Report 
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1. The NRC has 
t!ar J7c'GnSe 8 

ermltted continued operation of nuclear power plants, and -_ -- ---- 
new y!ants 

-- 

0 7fsiTt$w j-?e$-i+e dne s s 
fir operation, which h ave _---- -_I_-- significant deficiencies 

1 n _ - . _ __ _- _ _-_-_-- 

The GAO report makes numerous references to the existence of significant 
deficlcncles in offsltt emergency preparedness due to a variety of reasons 
including d lack of funding for some State and local governments, the 
failure of FEMA and NRC to define minimum requirements for adequate off- 
',ite prepdredness, the lack of a formal procedure for FEMA to make NRC 
aware of deflclenclcs, and weaknesses In exercise scenarios to fully test 
the ~mplcmentat~on of offsite emergency plans. The report lndlcates that 
thr NRC has permitted continued operation of nuclear power plants, and 
has licensed new plants for operation, which have significant deflciencles 
ln offslte preparedness. The report lmplles that public health and safety 
IS thus adversely affected, 

The report falls to define "significant deficiency" or in any way attempt 
to demonstrate how an alleged significant deficiency in offslte preparedness 
1s related to "safety" in such a way that the capability of State and local 
response organizations to protect the health and safety of the public in 
the event of a radiological lncldent at a nuclear power plant is precluded, 
The report does not adequately differentiate between a deficiency in a 
NUKEG-0654 plan evaluation criterion (i.e., planning element) and a failure 
to meet a bdslc planning standard of 10 CFR Part 50.47(b) of the Commission's 
regulations. 

The NRC relies on a defense-in-depth strategy to ensure that the public is 
protected. Plants must be deslgned to the highest standards and sited in 
suitable locations. Notwithstanding all the precautions taken to prevent 
accidents, the plants must be designed to cope with, and engineered safety 
features must be provided for, a series of postulated accidents referred 
to as design basis accidents. It is important to note that emergency 
planning 1s based on postulated accidents beyond the design basis accidents 
which a nuclear plant IS deslgned to handle. For such design basis accidents, 
the smdll releases that might occur would not require protective measures 
such as evacuation or sheltering for the public. These actions only become 
important when more improbable events which progress beyond the design 
basis accidents are postulated. For these more Improbable accidents, 
rmerqency response planning provides an added measure of safety and IS an 
Important way to reduce the consequences of a very serious nuclear accident 
should one occur. It IS the position of the NRC that for all operating 
nuclear power plants, Including those that recently have been licensed to 
operate, adequate protective measures can and will be taken to protect the 
hedlth and safety of the public in the event of a radiological emergency. 

ENCLOSURE 1 
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1. The failure of FEMA to 
ha\ -resultedin an-i?ia ap 

rovide and the NRC to request flnal flndings --- 
e*atelevelXf emergency p reparednes?' -_--___- -_._- ~--- ----- ---- - 

One of the basic premises of the GAO report IS that the state of emergency 
preparedness around nuclear power plant sites IS inadequate because FEMA 
has not provided the NRC final findings, that is, formally approved offsite 
preparedness at most sites. We believe this premise IS founded on a 
misunderstdnding of the NRC/FEMA review process for assessing the adequacy 
of emergency preparedness at operating nuclear power plant sites and plants 
which are in the operating license review stage. 

Followlnu the accident at TMI-2, the President issued a directive on 
December 7, 1979, which among other assignments directed that FEFIA assume 
the lead responslblllty in offslte emergency planning and response. The 
directive did not deal explicitly with FEMA's role in the NRC licensing 
process. To implement the President's directive, the NRC and FEMA signed 
a Memordndum of Understanding (MOU) on January 4, 1980 descrlblng each 
agency's responslblllties in improving emergency preparedness at nuclear 
plants. This MOU was revised and updated on November 1, 1980. 

FLMA's responsibilities in the MOU include making findings and determlna- 
tlons as to whether State and local emergency plans are adequate and capable 
of implementation. The procedures for requesting and reaching a FEMA 
admlnlstratlve approval of State and local plans are set forth in 44 CFR 350 
which was issued as a proposed rule for comment and interim use on 
June 24, 1980, and as a final rule on August 19, 1982. Recognizing that the 
formal approval process under 44 CFR 350 could be lengthy, and that 44 CFR 
350 was a FCMA administrative procedure outside of the NRC licensing process, 
provlslons were included in the MOU for obtaining timely submittals of FEMA 
findings and determinations upon the request of the NRC to support NRC 
licensing reviews. FEEIA's view IS that findings and determinations provided 
under the formal 44 CFR 350 process are known as "final" findings while 
those obtained as a result of an NRC request under the provisions of the 
MOU are known as "interim" findings. 

FFMA also assists the States and local communities to upgrade their radio- 
loylcal emergency preparedness. This IS accomplished through formal training 
proyrams dnd by direct involvement with the FEMA regional offices. 

The NRC's upqraded rule on emergency planning, 10 CFR Part 50 and Appendix 
L thereto , requires the NRC to make a finding as to whether the state of 
onslte and offslte emergency preparedness provides reasonable assurance 
that adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a 
rddiologicdl emergency. The NRC bases its finding on a review of the FEMA 
assessment on offsite preparedness and on the NRC assessment on onslte 
preparedness. 
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Ior operatlny nuclear power plants, that IS, plants which held a license 
to operate at the time the NRC final rule on emergency planning became 
eff~~(.tlvt~ (November 3, 1980), the NKC bd\ed its reasonable assurance 
flridinc] orI (1) the submittal ot licensee dnd State and TocdT government 
emer(Jerl(.y pIdn\ upgraded to meet the requirements of the final rule, (2) a 
rovlflw of the onsite plans by the NKC, (3) a comprehensive appraisal 
( onducted by the NKC at each operating reactor site in 1981 and 1982 to 
vflrlfy the implementation of the licensee plan, and (4) the evaluation of 
a S]orrlt exercise lnvolvlng the licensee and State and local governmental 
orgarii~ations conducted during 1981 dnd 1982. The onsite portion of the 
flxf'rc 1 ',(' Wd’, observed by the NKC while the offsite portion was observed 
by f t MA and other members of the Keylondl Assistance Committee (KAC). This 
'l('ritb\ of event\ 1n effect constituted the means by which the NRC determined 
thdt there Wd’, an adequate ltbvel of emcryency preparedness at operating 
riucledr power L~lants 

Ihe NKC dud not routinely request, or receive, I nterlm f I ndl ngs from FEMA 
on optlrdt i "(1 plants. Only in d few cdses of specidl interest or circum- 
',tdrl( 05 , such d5 Indian Point, did the NKC request interim findings for an 
opordt ing plant. f lndlnys are normally only requested by the NRC for plants 
111 the operat trlq 1 ICPIISC review stage where they are used to support the 
NKC, ‘>tdf f ' 0 .)ud~mlf~nts regdrdinc~ thtl 1'Isuance of a 11 tense to operate. For 
d 1 I III dllf 0 II( t~rr~r~tl to operate ',Incc November 3, 1980, NKC hds received 
f ram t I MA f I rid 1 rl(j', and detclrlnln~ltlons that offsite plans dnd preparedness 
are ddequdtf arid tapdble of implementdtion, prior to full power operation. 

f inal tIMA f lndlny\, a', discussed above, were provided as the result of a 
ItMA admlnl~,traf1ve process and are not considered to be a requirement for 
thP PI r [lose5 of NKC llcenslny reviews either for operating plants or plants 
btbi ri(] I i ( en5ed . The fact that a final FtMA flndlng, that IS, formal FEMA 
dpprovd I , ~(15 not rec~~lvcd for a pdrticular facility does not mean that 
an indd~qt~dttl lf~vel of emerrlrncy preparedness exists, as alleyed in the GAO 
report 

Ihfl rt4pOrt 5tdtf"% thdt ttMA hds identified dtflclencles in offsite planning 
and prel)ar~~dnes$ for communities where plans have not been approved and 
that a'i a result, emerqrncy prepdrednes5 in the communities is questionable. 
t urttitbr , the report irrdlcates that t.he$e d~~flclencics exist without the 
awareno',', of t he NKC. 
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The process followed by the NRC to verify that an adequate level of 
preparedness has been established at an operating reactor site includes 
the conduct of a full-scale exercise to test licensee, State and local 
plans. It is expected that significant deficiencies which may exist in 
preparedness will be identified as the result of these exercises since they 
are closely scrutinized by NRC and FEMA personnel. 

To date, all operating plants have conducted at least one full-scale 
exercise lnvolvlng the participation of State and local response organiza- 
tions and most plants have conducted a second and third exercise involving 
various levels of offsite participation. The FEMA exercise report is the 
accepted mechanism for FEMA to document deficiencies in offsite preparedness. 
Correction of the deflciencles is a cooperative effort involving all of 
the concerned parties. In some cases, following a review of the issues 
and the schedule for corrective actions, the NRC has issued a letter to 
the licensee notifying them that if the deficiencies are not corrected 
within a four-month time period, other enforcement action may be taken. 

The NRC maintains a close working relationship with FEMA and there is 
daily contact between the agencies both at the regional and headquarters 
level. The NRC is confident that appropriate action has been taken to 
resolve significant deficiencies involving offsite preparedness identified 
as the result of FEMA's observation of exercises at operating nuclear 
power plants. 

The NRC does not require formal FEMA approval as a condition of licensing. 
Deficiencies, or inadequacies, identified as the result of FEMA's ongoing 
revlew of offslte emergency plans pursuant to the requirements of 44 CFR 
350, are resolved by FEMA as part of their review process. 

4. Offsite emergency preparedness has been removed from the consideration 
of NRC 1 icenslng b oards 

-- -.- 

The report states that by deferring consideration of offslte emergency 
preparedness to Just prior to full power operation, issues related to the 
adequacy of offsite planning and preparedness are effectively removed from 
the domain of NRC licensing boards, thereby precluding early consideration 
of these issues and public partlcipatlon in their review. This is an 
incorrect interpretation of the Commission's regulations. Emergency 
planning issues are fully litigated in operating license hearings. The 
degree to which an applicant satisfies the sixteen planning standards 
specified in the final rule on emergency planning is an issue which may be 
and has been raised and litigated in hearings. In cases where emerqency 
planning issues are in contention, both FEMA and NRC witnesses appear 
as required before licensing boards at the public hearings. Offsitr plans 
must be sufficiently developed and available for examination in the 
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hearing process in order for FEMA to prepare responses to the issues. One 
need only examine some current licensing cases, such as Shoreham and 
Seabrook, to understand the full scope of inquiry into emergency prepared- 
ness Issues during the hearing process. What has been deferred by an 
amendment to the NRC regulations effective July 13, 1982, is the necessity 
for the NRC or FEMA to make a finding concerning the state or adequacy of 
offsite preparedness, or for an emergency preparedness exercise to be 
conducted, for Issuance of an operating license authorizing only fuel 
loadiny and low power operation (up to 5% of rated power). (See GAO note) 

5. The Federal res onse plan for nuclearpowerplant emergencies IS ---_ 
incom$Zte an 

__.--- __-__- --_ ~_-_ -_ --- ---- 
_ _ _ ap . _ _ 

---- 
untested __ 

In several places in the report, the comment is made that the FRERP does 
not provide for any one ayency to direct the offsite radiological response 
to a radlologlcal emergency. The conclusion from this observation IS that 
Congress should consider stronger central control of the Federal response 
to a nuclear power plant emergency. It IS our view that the appropriate 
response is for each agency to be coordinated in an emergency in order to 
meet their legal responslbllltles and authorities. The report falls to 
recognlre that the Federal agencies dre supportive of the State and local 
offsitc authorities and the decisionmaker IS the Governor. Furthermore, 
we belleve that the organization described in the Master Plan and the FRERP 
Planning Guidance IS reasonable, practical, and effective. The involved 
agencies have agreed to this formulation and we do not believe that an 
addltlonal management layer would enhance the effectiveness and efficiency 
of the Federal response. 

Whllr It IS true thdt all responding Federal agencies have not participated 
together in a single exercise, there has been considerable involvement by 
individual agencies exercising their own plans during licensee, State, and 
local exercises. The Federal Field Exercise in early CY 1984 which will 
involve all appropriate Federal agencies has been in planning for some 
time and could not take place until the Planning Guidance had been agreed 
to. This has been done. 

GAO note: --- This section was deleted in the final report. 
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1. PdjC' 3 - The statement is mdde thdt after an offsite reledse, nUCledr 

power- plant operators estimate the amount of radiation exposure to the popula- 
tion and if the estimate indicates (I potential health hazdrd, they must notify 
State dnd local officials. In fact, nuclear power plant operdtors are required 
to notify offsite authorities within 15 minutes of the declardtion of an 
emergency reydrdless of the severity of the incident with the obJective being 
to initiate protective actions fur the public, if necessary, bdsed on llldnt 
conditions before a release has occurred. 

2. Page -4 - The report discusses possible protective measures in response 
to-b rawbiological emergency, namely evacuation, sheltering, and administering 
potassium iodide. The report ignores a most effective protective measure for 
severe core ddmdge accidents which is relocation of the population following 
plume passage from affected areas with high levels of ground contamrnation. 
Studies have shown that a substantial part of the dose received by lndivldudls 
in postulated accidents is from ground contamination. 

3. 2dcJ-e 7 - The report states that FEMA provides NRC interim findings on the 
;;tatus 07 offsite emergency prepdredness dt plants already operatlrlg. In fact, 
the NRC does not routinely request, or receive, FEMA interim findings for oper- 
ating plants. Only in cases of special interest or circumstances does the NRC 
request interim findings for an operating plant. In SOW? few LdSf'S, FEMA ha5 

provided interim findings wlthout d specific NRC request. The NRC relies upon 
the performance of a full-scale exercise involving both onsite and offsite 
organizations and FEMA's exercise report to verify the adequacy of offsite 
preparedness at an operating plant. 

UPdyt-_l' - The report states that the NRC might authorize an Atomic Safety 
Licensing Bodrd to make a special inquiry regarding offslte emeryency prepared- 
ness conditions as part of an enforcement action. This would only be done in 
extraordinary circumstances. The special Board established for Indian Point 
was the first time such action was taken and the safety issues considered were 
much brodder than Just those concerning offsite emergency preparedness. 

5. Pa 
BJ 

e 4 - In the discussion of NUREG-0654, it should be noted that 15 of 
the--I- -p%nning standards relate to both onsitc dnd offsite emergency prepared- 
ness (not Just offsite) and one planning standard relates only to onsite 
preparedness. This section of the report also refers to State and site-specific 
plans. State plans usually contain site-specific dnnexes and address the Stdte 
emergency role within the lOmile radius plume exposure pathway EPZ not <lust in 
the 50-mile radius ingestion exposure pathway E:PZ as Implied in this section of 
the report. The last sentence in this section should be corrected to state thdt 
thta plans art' tested annually when the plant (not the NRC) conducts onslte 
exercises and that State and local organizations may participate depending on 
the scale of the exercise. 

GAr) note: Parle numbers have been chanoed to refer to the final reoort. _--- -- - - 
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6. f’d(jP H - The report implies that the FRPCC reviews interim reports before 
',utmll',r,lo~~ to NRC. This IS not the case since only proposed final reports 
where It MA approval of a plan IS anticipated are reviewed by the FRPCC. 

1. Pa 
7 

e 10 - lhe rflport states that the level of offsite preparedness is ques- 
tronab e bcbcnusr slgnlflcant deficiencies exist where plans have not been 
approved. The NRC has determined that for all operating nuclear power plants, 
adequate protective measures can ana ~111 be taken to protect the health and 
sdfflty of the public. This determination is the result of a comprehensive 
emergency prepdredness appraisal conducted at each site during 1981 and 1982 
and thtl r~valudtion of an exercise involving the plant and State and local 
(~ov~'rrifllcritdl organizations. Subsequent yearly exercises validate this deter- 
llrll~dt 1 on Of ddPqUdCy . Any significant deficiencies identified by the NRC or 
f LMA are brought to the attention of the appropriate organization for resolution 
and correction. 

lhe approval process 1s a separate adminlstratlve function of FEMA under their 
recently pub11 shed rule, 44 CFR 350 (48FR44322 dated September 23, 1983), 
"Hevlrw and Approval" of State and Local Radlologlcal Emergency Plans and Pre- 
\Jd redness. The fact that some State and local governments have not received 
final approval by FEMA under their rule does not imply that the state of 
uffc,lte preparedness IS inadequate or that the public health and safety IS in 
J POl)d I dy . 

8. Page 10 - The first summary statement regardin the lack of funding IS an 
inaccurate representation of the material on page 9 $- 15. The statement should 
be revised to indicate that a uniform approach for obtaining funding does not 
exist. 

9, Pd>f' I1 - The report states that the NRC Commissioners decided on June 10, 
1983, to allow the Indian Point site to operate despite continued slgnlficdnt 
deflclenclt~\ In offsite preparedness. This characterization of the Commission's 
dtbc ision is misTeddiny. The Indian Point case involved the persistence of two 
md~or defic iencies* the avallabllity of buses and drivers in one county and the 
norI-odrtl(.loatlon of another county in the planning process, After a careful 
con\lderatlon of the issues including oral and wrltten presentations of the 
7 ritere\ted part1 es and information provided by FEMA, the Commission concluded 
"thdt ddPqlldt.P interim compensatory actions have been taken or will be taken 
prompt 1 y , and therefore the Indian Point plants should not be shut down at this 
t I me . " 

10. (_Sge CRCI note) - The report states that current NRC 
poTi-cy since -July -m87 aT%%?incnce of licenses without a FEMA review of 
off (,I tc preparedness , early consideration of offsite preparedness IS precluded, 

GAO note: This section was deleted in the final renort. --- --- - 
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and issues related to the adequacy of offslte planning and preparedness are 
cffcactively removed from the domain of NRC llcenslng boards. This conclusion 
1s an erroneous lnterpretatlon of the Comnisslon's guidance and regulations. 
tmeryency planning issues are fully litigated in adJudicatory proceedings 
before hearing boards where NRC and FEMA witnesses provide testimony in re- 
sponse to the admitted contentions. Offsite plans must be sufficiently de- 
veloped and available for examination In the hearing process in order for 
contentions to be prepared by potential lntervenors and for FEMA to respond 
to the Issues. A board decision IS required before the Comniss~on ~111 take 
action on the issuance of a license. In an amendment to the emergency planning 
reyulations In July 1982, the Commlsslon deferred the necessity of findings 
on offsite emeryency preparedness being produced, or for an exercise to be con- 
ducted, prior to the Issuance of operating licenses authorlzlng only fuel 
loading and low power operation (up to 5%) of rated power). 

11. Pape 17 - The report states that FEFIA and the NRC have not agreed on the 
Grn?iGh req;irements that must be met before a flndlng can be made thdt offslte 
emergency planning and preparedness are adequate. The basic requirements to be 
met to establish that an acceptdble level of emergency preparedness exists are 
the sixteen planning standards speclfled in 10 CFR 50.47(b) of the NRC's regu- 
lations dnd In 44 CFR 350.5 of FEMA's regulations. Guidance and acceptance 
criteria for use in determining the adequacy of State, local and nuclear power 
plant licensee emergency plans ln meeting the planning standards are found ln 
the Joint NRC/FC_MA document NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-l, Revlslon 1, "Criteria for 
Preparation and tvaluatlon of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Prepared- 
ness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants," dated November 1980. 

12. _ eyt _ 17 - The report states that the requirements under which FEMA pro- 
i%.&s interim dnd final findings differ. While there may be differences in 
FEMA administrative procedures in producing interim and final findings, there 
should be no differences in the basic emergency planning requirements (discussed 
in response number 11) which must be met in either case. 

13. Pag_e It3 - The report notes that exercises have been conducted at all .__ ______ ---_ 
operating plants but that a number of FEMA exercise reports have not been pro- 
vided to the NRC. The conclusion IS drawn in the report that the lack of an 
exercise report has prevented the NRC from acting on possible significant 
deficiencies in offsite preparedness at these plants. The NRC position IS 
thdt the successful prrformance of a full-scale exercise involvina the Joint 
participation of licensee and State and local response organizations, and 
conducted with plans which have been upgraded to meet the new emergency planning 
reyulations, was an dCCeptable demonstration that the integrated level of 
onsltcl and offsite emergency preparedness had been Improved. 
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I<(~coqni~irig the compl~~x dnd dynamic nature of emergency preparedness and the 
rAxpandc>d I nvo lvernent of 1 I censee, State and local response organizations, It 
wdo tbxp"rtfbd thdt deficiencies would be observed in these exercises. An exercise 
wd', not thouyht of in terms of "pass" or "fail." The exercises were understood 
to t)t3 baSiCally d ledrning and training experience for those involved. Identified 
df.1 t 1 (. I t'nc i f", wore to be corrected in d cooperative and persudslve manner. If 
tircl (~(fudl LonduLt of an exercise at a particular site did identify fundamental 
dOf(l( tc, in the way that the emergency pldns were conceived or implemented such 
thdt it (dllf>d into question whether the regulatory requirements could be met, 
1t Wd', fbxpc'cted that follow-up corrective actions would be immediately undertaken. 
Such ijn o(currencr would be apparent and made known to all participants and 
ob',~lrv~~rs lncludinq the NRC through post-exercise critiques and meetings. It 
Wd 0 throuyh this mechanism that the NRC maintained an awareness of the status of 
of f 0 I t.t$ pwpd redness. Lxperience to date in observing more than 100 exercises 
involving var-iou\ levels of participation by licensee and State and local 
(~ov~'rrllllf'rltdl oryanizdtions has demonstrdted that the overall level of emergency 
pr~~p~ir~~dnt~\s at operating nuclear power plants has been substantially improved. 

14. PIi 031 
3 

- Reference IS made to the necessity for State and local governments 
to camp y with the calements in NUREG-0654. NUREG-0654 is a guidance document 
WhlLh providrbs OVdlUdtlOrl Criteria, or elem?nt5, which are used by reviewers in 
dr~tc~rmininq the adtiquacy of State, local dnd licensee emergency plans and 
prtJpdrednec,\. ThcJ criteria in NURtC-0654 represent an acceptable method for 
d~~mon~trdtlrly c,orripl lance with the planning standards in the regulations but the 
( rltfhrid t..h~~rn\elv~~s arf' not binding legal requirements. 

15. Paytl 16 - Thth report states that even though reyulations and an inter- 
agency ayr(rflmrant state thdt FEMA and the NRC will prepare exercise scenarios 
whl( h St.at~", dnd utilitirls may use in testiny emergency plans, they have not 
dorw \o . While thfl NKC/FtMA MOU does address this issue, there IS no 
rr~qulatory r~q~ir~~n~'nt for the NRC and FEMA to prepare exercise scenarios. 
ltrcl rr~qulatlons do contain requirements reyarding the scope, participation 
dnd f requtanc y of rbxerc i ses. Experience hds shown that utilities and States 
hdvtl morf' ',peclflc knowledge of plant systems and site characterisllcs and 
thuc, dro b~~ttt~r dble to develop more comprehensive scenarios. The hRC IS 
dc~vr~lop~ng guidance in the preparation of exercise scenarios to ensure that 
the vdr-ious emeryency response functions dnd organizations are ddequately 
t~~c,tt~d during an cxtrrcisfi. 

16. PdyP 77, Conclusion - The report concludes that as a result of weaknesses 
111 the vxt'rc is! -procuress, FEMA hds approved offsite preparedness and the NRC has 
licensed plants "when a large number of planniny elrments have not been verified 
a~ in compliance with NUREG-0654 and siynificant deficiencies have not been 
corrccttld." The documentation presented in the report does not substantiate or 
Justify thic, conclusion. The NRC's finding of reasonable assurance that 
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tld(Jqutjttb protec.tivca measures can and will be taken In the event of an emerqency 
15 t)d\ed on a review of FEMA findings and determinations as to whether State and 
local plans are adequate and capable of being implemented and on the NKC assessment 
of onsitc> preparedness. The adequacy of State dnd local plans is determined by 
PtMA by a reVi?w aqalnst the evaluation criteria of NUREG-0654. An exercise IS 
(or~duc told to verify the lmplementabillty of the plans. Deficiencies Identified 
dut-irlcj the review and exercise process are corrected on a schedule commensurate 
with the ~ignificancp of the deficiencies and the licensing schedule for the plant. 
Thra Curr~nis~ion IS not aware of any plant which has been licensed with significant 
dfaflclencles III emergency preparedness, based on the NRC staff's overall assessment 
of thca adequacy of onsite and offsite preparedness. 

[A;,,fFd%dyrdl policy] statement pending the results of a potassium iodide 
- The statement that the "NRC IS delaying final action on the 

study" does not accurately describe the NRC's efforts to evaluate potassium 
I odlde. The NKC recently has completed a cost/benefit analysis that shows that 
thtl use of potassium iodide as a planned emergency protective measure for the 
yclnrJrdl public. offers an extremely small benefit In relation to its cost and 
thus IS not considered a cost effective procedure. This analysis has been 
rcbvlflwed and comments have been received from the Advisory Committee on Reactor 
JdfWjudrdc, (ACKS) dnd from outside peer groups. This analysis and the results 
of thcl AOKS and peer reviews are before the Commission for their consideration 
dlon(j with the stdff recommendation that potassium iodide not be stockpiled or 
pr?distribututPd to the general public. 

18. !'dyfZ (1') - The statement that "FEMA discovered that the method of measuring 
Tddioact‘i~v-e-iodin~ prescribed In the guidance might not provide accurate 
rvddlrig under realistic field conditions" should be viewed from the perspective 
that the FKPCC subcommittee attempted to develop a Simple, low cost, field 
tochn~qu~l for measuring airborne radiolodlne in the presence of radlOdCtiw 
noblo (J~SP\ and particulates. Very few systems of this type exist, they arc 
qult~~ ~'Xpr'nslvP, dnd some of thern provide unreliable results under certain field 
condit 1on5. lh~ work of Brookhaven National Laboratory under the direction of 
thrl ~,ubcornm~tt~~~~ was a pioneering effort in dpplicatlon development. To ensurf' 
th(it thci developed system would perform properly under all field and rddioloyical 
( ond I t I ens , NKC sponsored a design validation contract with Idaho Ndtional 
~r~(~lrif~'rlny I dbOrdtOrleS. The results of these tests showed that the system 
could not bcl usr>d where the ratio of radioactive noble gases to radioiodines 
15 hlqh. This condition IS expected to be prevalent for many types of postulated 
nuclrbar power plant accidents. 

1 ‘1 . I’d ‘J” 0‘1 - The statrment that "the docurncnt's guidance on rneasurinq rddlo- 
a(tivo OxpoSurf of ~~rneryency workers IS technically inaccurate and conflicts 
with NUKt G-0654" I 5 erroneous The personnel dosimetry system recommcndt~d in 
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tIMA-KLP-1 l', (I wtbll devised and technically sound system. While it is more 
pr'r",c rlptlvc~ than the criteria provided ln NUREG-0654, lt 1s not in technical 
(lppo’, I t 1 (Ill. 

/O II ( Ia\t. sentence - This sentence 1s ln error with regard to the 
NK c, 

l’d(1l’ 

0111~ f’ thrs publicat-ion of the Master Plan in December 1980, the NRC has 
(Jut,1 1 ',htbd a rtkv 1 sl on to the NRC Incident Kesponse Plan (NUREG-0728) and Agency 
I’r (I( r1dur (‘5 for thci NKC Incident Response Plan (NUREG-0845). In addltlon, each 
liK( ro(]lonal off I((J and headquarters have developed and put in place detailed 
rrot1fl(atlorl and operating procedures which govern essentially all aspects Of 
r t~~,pond I no t 0 a rddl ologi cal emergency. In addition, since TMI, the NRC has 
hdd (I v l(]orou', program for exercising both its headquarters and regional 
rc~~,pon\e tedmS . Lath regional offlce 1s required to conduct a full-scale 
r~~~pon~,e ln conJunction with a llcensec full-scale exercise at least once each 
year. Mo\t of the regional offices also conduct numerous smaller scale exercises 
or dri 1 11, for the purpose of tralnlng and procedure development. Over the past 
t hr f’f’ yf’d r 0 , thca NKC headquarters has conducted more than 15 exercises, many of 
wtl If h wt'r f' In ronJun(tion with NRC regional exercises. 

21. Od( I' lJ ', , 
/ 

pl rJ1grdph_ ? - It should be noted that the FRPCC agreed that the 
EltfKP ~,~ou\d t)tb devibloped for all radloloylcal emergencies as an expansion of 
f tI(b Pldc,ttlr Plan. The FHLKP Planninq Guidance did maintain the primary concepts 
d~~vt~lopr~d 111 the Ma:ter Plan. Therefore, the second sentence should be deleted 
0 1 rI( 0 1 t 1mpl 1 f”, that there is a slqnlflcant difference between the Master Plan 
lird the I Kt 1~1' or a statement added which lndlcates that the FRE.KP 1s an expan- 
~,ICIII of thta Mat,trlr Plan. 

i’?. I’d ye ‘J j ) third par(iyraph, last sentence - One of the NRC's primary roles _--- _ 
in tin ernr~rqr~n(y 1s to monitor thb ficensee to ensure that appropriate protective 
<I( t 1 Oli IO trcnlng taken with respect to offsite recommendations. In addition, the 
NK( will provide c,upport to offslte authorities by confirming or commenting on 
t hf' I I ( f'll',t'f' ' 0 rn( ommcndation to these offslte duthorlties. The SubJeCt sentence 
IIII(J~ ION that NKC will be developing separate and independent protective action 
r (1~ omm~~ndd t i on5 It is suggested that the last part of the sentence be changed 
tc1 "and ~~vdlu~?te with input from their Federal agencies, as required, licensee 
ptotrbc t 1v1' a( tion rtl( ommendations for the offslte authorities." 

1.1. F’dyt’ (11 , I lmi ttd Projrcss - (See GAO note) 

14. (Srfb GAO note) - Federal ayencies thdt have public health and 
',dfoty ~,t(Itutory-~luthority-T~dve a responsibility to respond when a threatening 
r~vr~nt tdh.~~o pltfc (1. This 1s not "intervention." Kather, it 1s a responsibility 
to ~,upport the Otatt' authorities and assist in the protection of the public 
hf'd I ttl and c,atety . Jr\ dddl tion, in rssentidlly dll cdses, there is coordination 

GAO note . Thlc, section was deleted in the final report. - -_ 

ENCLOSURE 1 
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with the State authorities through State counterparts. In a serious and fast 
moving event, a protocol delay as implied in this report, could be disastrous. 
Federal agencies each know their own capabilities and responsibilities best and 
in conjunction with their State counterparts are best able to respond to these 
emergency situations. 

25. Pax55, firstparagraph -_-- - This statement of the notification problems during 
the Headquarters Interface Exercise is taken out of context and is inaccurate 
and misleading. NRC did follow its notification procedures throughout the 
exercise. The declaration of a General Emergency was made directly to the FEMA 
Federal Coordinating Officer (FCO) who was speaking to the Chairman at the time 
of declaration and to the FEMA Liaison Officer who was at the NRC Operations 
Center. NRC believes that this was sufficient notification to FEMA. 

g*2L last paragraph - Any delay in scheduling the large-scale 
response exercise was due to delays in finalizing the planning guidance. 

The development of a scenario was not a factor in the delay. 

27. Pa -7--- - 
?- 

e6, Regional response exercise have uncovered 
sion 0 the e 

- The discus- 
1982 Trojan exercise provides some misleading in ormation. The break- 

down in communications between NRC and FEMA headquarters offices occurred on the 
day prior to the exercise. FEMA was to test their deployment on the day before 
the exercise to assure that they would be available on the exercise day. The 
failure to communicate prior to the exercise in no way delays development of 
Federal resources during the exercise. 

NRC regulatory requirements with respect to FEMA for nuclear power plant licensees 
is to provide one space for an agency representative. This NRC requirement is 
consistent with FEMA agency policies and procedures. 

28. (See GAO note) - The implication that there is a general 
Ta?'k--o,fcooperation by powm utilities should be corrected. One FEMA 
regional evaluation concluded that the SubJect utility was uncooperative in 
spite of the fact that the utility went further than required by NRC or FEMA 
policy in accommodating FEMA and other Federal agencies. This is an overstate- 
ment of the situation reported and certainly cannot be used to generally 
characterize other utilities operating nuclear power plants. 

29. (See GAO note) - This sentence suggesting 
???-t&r tederal response G?-i?gs is not consistent with the comments at the 
60ifi%-of page 46 that Federal agency "plans were not exercised." In addition, 
we believe that the Federal agencies should be given due credit for upcoming 
FRERP Field Exercise (FFE) in March 1984. This is a large and ambitious 
cooperative effort among at least 11 Federal agencies, several State agencies, 
two local authorities and a utility. Lack of a specific reference to this 
endeavor is a glaring omission. 

GAO note. This paragraph has been deleted from the final report. 

ENCLOSURE 2 
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Ihqmrtnlent of Energy 
W ashmgton, I> .C. 20585 

Mr. (1. O(1xt6br Peach 
Ii1 r~( tor , I<tA5ources, Community 

dnd I( onomic Development Division 
II .O. Lencrdl Accounting Office 
Wastiincjton, n.C. 70548 

Dedr Mr. Peach: 

The Department of Energy (DOE) appreciates the opportunity to review and 
comment upon the draft of a proposed report, Emergency Preparedness Around 
Nuclear Power-plants. Further Action Needed. DOE has provided substantial 
~~~-~nGJiri6'6K?t~on to yo? staff over the past 18 months during the 
preparation of the draft report, and we hope our efforts have provided 
useful assistance. The Department believes that State and local governments 
Should be prepared to protect public health and safety in the event of a 
nuclear clmergency and strongly supports efforts to improve the effectiveness 
of r'mt"ryency planning and preparedness. 

The DOE believes there are a number of important points that require further 
clarification. Accordingly, we are providing you with an expression of five 
central concerns. 

First of all, the relationship between governmental bodies and private 
utilities ln cooperatively developing and lmplementlng a workable emergency 
plan in the event of a serious accident at a nuclear powerplant has become 
a siqnificant issue which this draft report does not fully address. No 
leyal authorltles exist which can require local partlclpatlon and no 
C,Ub?itdntlVe requlatory criteria have bpen established to specify limits to 
the offsite financial or operational responsibilities of nuclear powerplant 
operators. For example, it IS possible for a State or local government to 
withhold participation In emerqency response planning until an affected 
operator agrees to purchdse unrelated equipment or to fund unrelated capital 
improvem~~nts. 

SrAcond, thcl draft report suggests at severai points (e.y., page 4, first 
title headinq) that FFMA has ultimate responsibility for assessing offsite 
safrty. Althouqh the NRC has delegated to FEMA the responslblllty for making 
dn lnitidl assessment, neither FEMA's statutory authorltles nor its November 
1980 Memorandum of Understandlny with NRC call for FEMA to exercise ultimate 
authority ln this regard. Instead, the NRC makes its own determination, based 
on Its review of FEMA's flndlngs and determinations as to "whether state and 
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locdl Wlerqency plans are adequdtcd and whether there 1s reasonable assurance 
that they can be lmplernentcd." NRC retains overall responsibility for 
tiPt~~rmlnlnq whether llcen~cs should be issued or operations suspended. 

lhlrd, the draft report recommends a stronqer central authority for manaqinq 
thrl F(!dc~ral response to a radlolog1cal prnergency. DOE bellclv~s that such 
action is not necessary, since FtMA has already dealt with this problem in its 
guidance for the Federal Radiological Emerqency ResponTfl Plan (FRIRP). Thp 
Federal aqcncy that owns, authorizes, requlates, or IS otherwise deemed 
rf>sponsible for the affected facilities or transportation vehicles in a 
radioloqical emeryency, under the FRERP, would have considerable authority to 
coordinate and direct Federal activities. In the case of a commercial nuclear 
powerplant accident, the NRC will have most of the Federal responsibility for 
such activities. It would be inappropriate to designate FlMA as the 
controllinq Federal aqency for all radiologIcal emeryencies. 

Fourth, the draft report does not asses5 the technical basis of the rules 
for emeryency planning around commercial nuclear powerplants. Speclflcally, 
there IS no technical basis for the 10 mile Emergency Planning Zone (EP7), 
or the specified time limit of 15 minutes for notification and communlcatlon 
to the public. These two plannlnq assumptions create substantial dlfflculty 
in preparlny and successfully exercising emergency plans and impose serious 
constraints on emerqency planners. The draft report appears to have 
accepted the maqnltude of the effort as unalterable. The position of DOE, 
which was documented durinq the NRC rulemaking process in 1980, 1s that the 
risk embedded in those rules 15 overstated and not based on scientific data. 

Finally, althouqh the draft report addresses many of the problems associated 
with emergency preparedness around nuclear powerplants, some of the 
recommendations of the draft report, particularly those in Chapter 3, could 
unnecessarily exacerbate the problem of regulatory delay in the nuclear 
powerplant licensing process. Both the Administration and this Department are 
committed to the reform of the licensing process, not only to reduce the tlrne 
involved, but more importantly to pmphaslze the protection of the public 
health and safety and to eliminate as many regulatory uncertainties as 
possible. The Department feels that the report's recommendations can be 
crafted to providcl for the same constructive improvement in emerqency 
preparedness, without creatinq further delays in the licensinq process. 

The Department recommends tnat the draft report clarify one point with 
respect to the IntPrpretatlon of an Oak Ridqe Natlonal Laboratory study. 
Inclosed IS a suqqc"sted chanqp, with supportlnq comments. 
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Af'l~I:NO1X V 

II.5. Department of tnerqy 
Correction of Interpretation in 

Draft of a Proposed Report 

RF’PENI) IX V 

F'm~ryency Preparedness Around Nucl Pdr --_- Powerp7ants -- -_- -- - r---- -- 
--:Fu>Ter Action N~e&?d-- _- - --- --- ------ - --.--- - --_-_ 

lhc* first pdr dqraph on paqe 7 of the draft report does not actur'ately 
(tidrdc tt,riltb thfb rPfercnced Oak Ritlqe National Laboratory (ORNL) study, 
pdrti( ularly whrJn suth reference is used In connection with thP lo87 Yaltlm 
1 rI(, i dfhnt 5. Iach nllclriar powerplant is desiqned with the philosophy of 
“dc~tc~r\\F~ I r\ tIcapt h , " that is, there must be multiple failures, many In proprar 
%equc'n(~-', for a given cbvent to occor wh;ch co(,:d create a potential for a 
pub1 I( halard. In the case of TMI, there> were several failures in the 
a( c 1 dfbn t sc’qum( f’ , hut thrare wclre still sufficient desiqn features 
incorpordt~-ld in the reactor and containment Ftructure which in fact 
pr'~2v~~nt~~d thfl relclasc) of any radioactivity beyond the boundary of thrl 
fac111ty. lh? ORNI study fotrnd that durinq the eleven year period 1969-70, 
lnvolvlnq d total of 432 years of commercial reactor operation, 169 events 
oC( 111‘1 fad wh 1 ( h , if the succeedlnq parts of the accident sequpncr also had 
tdi It&d, (oulti have' rt>sulted in core damaqe and the potential for harmful 
r-~~l~d\~\ of radioactivity. Obvlou?ly, no such releases havp pvf'r occur-rpd, 
dl thou(jh r*nou(lh of thcb arc ident sequence at TM1 did proqress to thtk 1~01 nt of 
sf!r lour, ( urfa darnaq(J. 

In the rd\f’ of t.hfl Salem incidents, therca was indeed a failure of the 
automat lc rrhrlctor shutdown qyctnrn, hltt even if thPre were not the so-callrld 
"a 1 Clr-t opr'rdt ors ,'I thf>re were many other backup systerns in the accident 
5iaqufAncrb which wo~~ld havrl prevented core damaqe or hazardous releases. It 
should also by notrd that the "alert operatnr" in the first lncldent 
a(,tually actori a f6'w seconds after the reactor shutdown system war, supposed 
to rear t . th~causfl the manual action occurred at about the same time the 
automat 1~ dct ion should have, no one rciali/Pd that the mechanism was faulty. 
WhrJn tht> sf'( ond 111~ 1 dent occurred, that same faulty mechanism did not work, 
but b(Arau\fb thi> opf'ratnr was doinq his ~oh, which amonq other thinqs 
roqu1 r f’s horn to t)fJ dl r>rt , htl took the action hcl is trained to take, 
pr~~vr~ntinq fdilur(' of that particular part of an accident spqupnccI. 

lt 15 tht~rrlforr~ r~~cornm~~ndetl that thfh first paraqraph on paqfl 7 of the 
drdtt rrbport hf.1 rfJworde-'d as follows- 

"A (lunrl IOU? Oak Ridqf~ National laboratory study' concluded that 
britwf'f'n 1000 and 1079, lfi9 mi rhap5 occurred at nuclear pnwerplants 
Whir h IrlVOl VPCj pdrt’, ot aL( ldfArlt, Stf(]lJPncPS leadlnfj t0 pOSSlblP re’d( tar 

f orv ddlllriq~' . In only one of tht)sP clvrants (ThrcrA Mile Island), tort' 
cidmdrjt’ dr1(1 d 10~ dl 1 red rad ~dtion rrleas;P occurred. Morcd rflcently, a 
mf’( hdri ~‘,III dtlsi qri~~tl to shut down the reactor wdS i nvolv~~d in two 
1 n( I tlf>nt 0 at thC> \dIfvri plant in NPW ,Ierscly. Al though opt>rators carr-itad 
out ~)roc f~tlurf~s which prevtlnted further progression of the incident5 and 
no ottlfAr fdl lurcls in the in-depth drlsiqn protection cystem occurrcbd, 
5omo Nu~lrar f?tlquldtory 1:omm1$51on offlclals aqreed therp could havf2 
bc+rr d md ]or iri(id~'nt if additional failures had occurred which required 
d fastfIr shutdown than thfl operators were capable of impl~m~ntiny." 
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APPENDIX V 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment un the drdf t report. The 
IIepartmcnt hopes these comments ~111 oe helpful in preparing the final 
report. 

Sincerely, 

/ s/b 
Martha 0. ties& 
Asslstdnt Secretary 
Flanayerncnt and Adminlstratlon 

Lnclosurc 
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APpi:NDIX VI APPENDIX VI 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Off Ice of Inspector General 

.-- 

Washmgton, D C 20201 

Mr. Phllrp A. Rernsteln 
Director, Human Resources 

Dlvlsion 
U 7 . . . General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bernstein: 

The Secretary asked that I respond to your request for our 
c:omm~~nts on your draft of a proposed report “Emergency 
Prep:lredness Around Nuclear Powerplants: Further Actions 
Needed.” The enclosed comments represent the tentative position 
of the Department and are subject to reevaluation when the final 
version of this report is received. 

We Cipprecidte the opportunity to comment on this draft report 
before its publication. 

Sincerely yours, 

/ A+ 4, &//rb /;1-i;:L 4. 
<d Richard P. Kusserow 
I/ Inspector General 

Enclosure 
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COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMEN OF HEAL-TH AND HUMAN SERVICES (DHHS) 
ON THE GLNERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE DRAFT REPORT “EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS 

AROUND NUCLLAR POWERPLANTS: FURTHER ACTIONS NEEDED," DATED 
OCTOBER 13, 1983 (CODE 301586) 

Cflneral Comments 

Alt houqh the General Accounting Offlce (GAO) draft report does not 
addrest dny rec*ommendat ions to DHHS, the report contains comments &lch 
directly impact U.S. Public health Service activities. Therefore, the 
comment ~3 below are provided for GAO’s conslderatlon ln preparinq the 
flnal report. The GAO report examines speclflc nuclear power plant 
emerqency plans and exercises and compares them to var lous planning 
documerlt s and lndlvldual statements as to perceived needs. The report 
correctly assumes that State and local governments are the first line of 
defense for off-site effects of nuclear power plant emerqencles, and that 
the Federal Government 1s the second line of defense. However, we must 
point out that the first line of defense for on-site effects of nuclear 
powc’r plant emerqencles rests with the licensee. 

The report presents no clear evidence that States and local communities 
arta not adequately prepared to respond to nuclear power plant 
emerqencies. The key word 1s “adequately” -- what constitutes an 
“adequate” response to a sltuatlon which has not thus far occurred and 
may never occur? The report correctly points out that serious nuclear 
power plant accidents are unlikely, “hut possible,” and cites the Three 
Mile Island accident as an example. However, the Three Mile Island 
accident did not result in the release of radioactive materials which 
posed any slqnlflcant threat to public health. 

We believe that the adequacy of nuclear power plant emergency plans can 
only be assessed by taking into conslderatlon the likelihood of such 
accidents and by placinq radloloqlcal emerqency planning in perspective 
with other emerqency plannlnq (c-q., for natural disasters, toxic 
chemical spills and releases, etc.) that the Federal Government, States, 
and local communltles must do. Such planning must seek to ameliorate any 
adverse effects on the public of accidents that may occur even after all 
reasonable efforts have been taken to prevent them. With regard to 
nut-lear power plants, such efforts include assuring that the plant, based 
on de!; iqri, constructiorl, and operation, presents no danqer to the 
sut 1 oundl rlq commune ty . In view of the comprehensive Federal regulation 
of rluclecrr power plant design, construct Ion and operat ion, and the 
nume I ou 5 safety mechanisms and procedures incorporated thereIll, we 
belleve that the risk of power plant accidents 1s extremely low. 

We note the draft GAO report addresses only the health responslbllltles 
of DHHS. It does not mention the responslhllltles of the Department to 
assure the provision of emergency social services (emergency welfare 
services) by Its support of State and local government emergency 
operations. These services include the provlslon of temporary lodqlnq, 
assist irlq the aqed and handicapped, the provlslon of flnanclal 
assistance, aid to welfare lnstltutlons when needed, feeding and clothing 
wherl rtaqui red, etc. 
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Paqe 2 

The prov1slon of emergency human or social services 1s an Integral 
element of emergency planning and should be so recognized by GAO 1n Its 
flriel report. Amonq other Federal agencies havlnq social services 
responelbllltles are the Departments of Housing and Urban Development and 
Aqrlculture. 

GAO Canment (Paqe 49 ) 

--expand federal guidance on the use of potassium Iodide by the general 
PubllC, including lnformatlorl on when the druq should be used and how 
dlstributlon decisions should be made,” 

DHHS Comment 

The Food and Drug Admlnlstratlon (FDA) has provided guidance to States 
under 44 CFR 351 and its precursor documents on the efficacy of potassium 
iodide (KI) as a thyroid blocking radloprotectlve drug and projected 
thyroid doses at which Its use should be considered. However, KI 1s not 
a panacea. It does not, In particular, offer protectlon against 
radlat 1on exposure from other radlonucl ides, particularly radloact lve 
inert gases that invariably would be released concurrently with 
radioect ive iodine. 

Olstrlbutlon of KI to the population near nuclear power plants 1s a 
complex issue that involves judgments of the risk potentials, the actual 
use of KI if distributed, and the expense not only of dlstrlbutlon, but 
of perlodlc replacement of KI supplies when they have aqed beyond their 
expiration date. The guidance of DHHS, in consultation with Federal 
Emergency Manaqement Agency (FEMA), 1s to present to States and local 
governments the technical conslderatlons related to use of KI, but to 
leave declalons on dlstrlbutlon to the State and local authorltles. 

An lesue that 1s undergoing current evaluation, and may have a 
slgnlflcant bearing on KI distrlbutlon, is that current assumptions over- 
estimate the amount of radloactlve iodine released during a nuclear power 
plant accident. If the amounts of rsdloactlve lodlne are much less than 
prevloualy thought, then the use of KI may be seen in a different 
perapectlve in view of the relatively larqer proJected whole body dose 
that would be incurred by the associated releases of inert radioactive 
qasea. 

GAO Commerlt (Paqe 49) 

--update and expand ernerqency lnstrumentatlon quidance,. . .I’ 

DHHS Comment 

FDA represents DHHS on the Federal Radloloqlcal Preparedness Coordlnat lng 
Committee (FRPCC) Subcommittee on Emergency Instrumentation and offers 
the followlnq observations on the delay of development of guidance 
documenta on radlatlon instruments for use ln the field followlnq 
radloloqical accidents: 
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APPENDIX VI 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

There la a lack of directly relevant studies of field 
lnstrumentatlon techniques for measurement of radioiodine in air. 
Thus, the Subcommittee is, to some extent, covering new ground In 
maklng its recommendations. It 1s only to be expected that a few 
States might disagree with some of the recommendations. A revised 
version of FEMA-REP-2 (Radloloqical Emergency Preparedness) 
(Guidance on Offslte Emergency Radiation Measurement Systems, Phase 
I, Airborne Release) 1s in process. A qualifier 1s being added to 
the effect that uae of instrument systems discussed in the report 1s 
only suggested, 18 not mandatory, and States are free to develop or 
modify suitable exlatlng systems of their own choosing. 

Prlorltles and resource allocations of the participating Federal 
departmenta/agencrea wrth regard to this task have been variable. 
FEMA, for example, has reassigned its principal contractor for 
writing the reports, Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL), 
from writing the guidance to observlnq exercises. On two occasions 
of at least a year’s duration each, the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) has failed to provide representation to the Emergency 
Inatrumentatlon Subcommltee. 

We are not aware of the alleged technical inaccuracies between the 
Instrumentation Subcomnlttee guidance and NUREG-0654 (Nuclear 
Regulatory Commraslon Regulation-06541, but would appreciate being 
fully informed, so that corrective measures may be taken. 

Two of the remaining instrumentation guidance documents are 
presently in final draft. 

Technical Comments 

1. Page 4, line 4: For completeness, note that even in the case 

of predlatributlon of potassium iodide (KI) one would not expect 
100 percent use by the public in the event of a nuclear emergency. 

2. Page 43, paragraph 3: This paragraph 1s in error. Although Federal 
guidance does not specify when KI should be used or distributed, it 
does provide considerable information useful in making these 
declslons. 

3. Page 45, paragraph 2: The FRPCC Instrumentation Subcommittee has 
been developing guidance for nearly 10 years rather than 4 years as 
Indicated. 

4. Page 45, paragraph 3: The criticism by the Conference of Radiation 
Control Program Directors (CRCPD) Committee (conslstlng of 
representatives from 50 States) larqely involves a philosophical 
difference with one member of the committee and a narrow 
interpretation of the guidance published in FEMA REP-2. The 
reference to one FEMA official’s views should be either specrfled 
fully or deleted as it appears to be an unsubstantiated allegation. 
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Peqe 4 

5. Page 4b It should be noted that guidance on Protective Actlon 
Guides for ;ood was aaslgned to FDA and draft guidance was published 
December 15, 1978 (43 FR 58790) and final guidance was publlshed In 
the FEDERAL REGISTER (47 FR 47073) October 22, 1962. 

lhe Issue of evtabllshlng site restoration crlterla for 
decant amlrratlon 18 not actually a part of guidance for emerqency 
act ion. Site restoration crlterla, which are being developed by 
EPA, are not needed until after emergency action has been completed. 
At that time, relatively more time will be available for measurement 
of the cont. amlnatlon, est lmatlon of lonq term doses, and declslons 
regardlnq restoration and reentry criteria. Further, such decisrons 
must necessarily consider aspects speclflc to that situation 
including area Involved, value of contanlnated property, coats, 
feaaiblllty of decontamlnatlon, political, social and economic 
factors. While preexlstlng quldance may facllltate such restoration 
declslons, such specific quldance 1s not essential. 

6. Page dfj paragraph 7: The statement regarding inadequacy of 
protective actlon qurdance IS In error since the uncompleted 
quldance does not involve emerqency declslons to protect the public 
health. 

7. (See GAO note): The report states (page 46, top paragraph) that 
the DHHS (and FDA) off-site radlologlcal monltorlng actlvltles at 
Three Mile Island (WI) were not coordinated with State and Federal 
aqencies, under terms of the Interagency Radlaloqlcal Assistance 
Plan (IRAP). The Department of Energy (DOE), which manages IRAP, 
did send a term of radloloqlcal experts to TM1 on the first day of 
the accident. It was not unt 11 two days later, after the IRAP team 
had departed, that concerns over inert qas releases developed. 
Since both DHHS (FDA) and EPA had additional technlcal expertise to 
offer and because both agencies are full partlclpants In IRAP, they 
sent teams of radiological experts to the scene with full knowledge 
of the other involved agencies. DOE was also present on-site to 
coordinate the off-site environmental monltorlnq data. 

IRAP 1s currently being revised as the Federal Radloloqlcal 
Monltorlng and Assistance Plan and thus will become an operating 
entity, under DOE, of the entire Federal Radloloqlcal Emergency 
Response Plan, which IS scheduled for draft publication in the 
FEDFRAL RFCISIFR In December 1983. 

GAO note, This paragraph has been deleted from the final report. _-.--__- 
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Page 5 

8. Pages 52-57 : Although various groups and agencies have made 
specific recommendatrons or findings lndlcatlng deflclen- 
ties, no data or evidence have been presented that shows the 
inabillty of the Federal agencies to provide assistance to 
States and local agcncles. 

One point that needs to be made regarding Federal agency 
emergency response 1s that such resources are almost never 
located near the nuclear power plant site. Thus, such 
Federal assistance 1s not likely to arrive at the site for 
at, least 12 hours or more (except perhaps for small teams). 
Hence, at the immediate onset of a radiological emergency 
Federal assistance will be by telephone consultation in 
assessing the situation and making prellmlnary recommend- 
ations regarding protective actlons. 

9. Page 56, paragraph 2: The fundamental prlnclple of good 
emergency response is to put emergency response in the hands 
of those technically quallfled to make decisions and 
implement emergency actions, The role of FEMA should be 
that of a facllltator: removing any red tape and road blocks 
and providing resources when and where needed. 



AI’I’HNI) IX VII APPENDIX VT I 

U 5 Department of 
Transportation 

Mr J DFbxtPr Peach 
Dlrc~rtor, Resources, Communltv 

and tconornic Drvelcil,r~,t~n~ Dlvi;:on 
U S General Account 1nc1 Off ire 
Wa\hinqtnn, 0 C 205413 

Wr hdve encln~,~d two (.oplt'5 of the DPpartmprlt of Trdniportation's (DOT) reply 
tr, tht. Grl:ltardl Ac( ~~untlnq Office (GA3) draft report, "Emergency Preparedness 
Aro:lr:d Nur ltddr I'otit*rp I <intc, Furtht>r Actions Nfleded (Code 30!52,6) " 

Al t,h<,U']iI thi, ',A0 rraport reprt~t,erlts a broad review of federal , State and local 
t~mf~rqQf~cy 1~; dnn I nq dntj prcapdr(b:lnr*ss to deterrnlnt, their respective aaequacy 
for ml tiq(lti nq thca Lr)T:‘s(‘ouf~ncf 1; of a nuclcdr powerplant accident, Chapter 5 - 
"1 imi ttitl Prc,qrti~,~, tids L!r:en Mdde In Hrvisinq Some Agency Pldl~," make\ the 
foll(,win'! rlt)~,;lrv~~;~(,~~, rr~7,-c~r,irq DOT ir ; ire ,r~l\~r (5ee GAO note) 
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With regard to regional coordinating roles for Implementing the DOT 
Radiological Emergency Response Plan for Non-Defense Emergencies, the 
current DOT response plan fully prepares headquarters and regional personnel 
to carryout their respective coordinati,tg roles 

If I can be of further assistance, please let me know 

Sincerely, 

kbert L Fairman 

Enclosures - (See GAO note) 

GAO note: Enclosures not lnc.ludttd SI~CC they refer to scctlon deleted in 
find1 rcoort. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
The Assistant Secretary for Administration 
Wd5hlrlqtorl D c 20730 

NOV 21 i%3 
Mr. J. Dexter Peach 
Director 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Peach: 

The draft report: "Emergency Preparedness Around Nuclear 
Powerplants: Further Actions Needed, Code 301586" prepared by the 
staff of the U.S. General Accounting Office has been reviewed by 
the staff of National Weather Service, NOAA Emergency Coordinator 
and the DOC Emergency Coordinator. We find the report to be an 
accurate assessment of the planning process. Our specific 
comments are limited to the following three paragraphs concerning 
DOC involvement. 

1. (See GAO note) "Department of Commerce 
(DOC) officials decided to complete and publish a plan prepared 
under FEMA's 1980 planning guidance rather than prepare one 
based on the current guidance." 

The FEMA 1980 guidance was followed by the Federal Coordinator for 
Meteorology in developing the multiagency plan titled: National 
Plan for Radiological Emergencies at Commercial Power Plants. 
When FEMA broadened the 1980 guidance to include all nuclear 
accidents, the decision was made to leave the plan for power plant 
accidents as it was and place planning for meteorological support 
for the broad spectrum of nuclear accidents in the Federal 
Radiological Monitoring and Assessment Plan (FRMAP) which is now 
near publication by FEMA. 

2. (5ee GAO note) "DOC has assigned its 
National Weather Service regions a role in providing 
meteorological support during a nuclear powerplant emergency. 
The Central region has developed a plan for this function, but 
the Eastern region has not. Other than FDA, HHS agencies have 
not developed plans in regions II and V." 

The Eastern region of the National Weather Service developed their 
plan for this function soon after the visit by the GAO. 

GAO note: These sections have been deleted from the final report. 
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3. Page 54, paragraph two reads: "DOC officials said they 
would send a weather support team to the scene of an accident 
if requested by DOE, NRC, or FEMA, but they might also send the 
team even if a request was not received." 

Our intent in this statement was to say that we might dispatch a 
National Weather Service team in anticipation of a request from 
one of the other agencies. This would be most likely to happen in 
an emergency. 

Sincerely, 

Arlene Triplett' 
Assistant Secretary 

for Administration 
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Ak’l’f:NDTX IX APPENDIX IX 

United States Department of the Interior 
<)FEICE OF THE SECKETARY 

II *I’ WASHINGTON, D C 20240 

Mr. J. Dexter Peach 
I h ret tor 
U.S. (ieneral Accounting Offlce 
Washrngton, I).(:. 20548 

Ilear ivlr. Peach: 

Thank you for your letter of October 13, 1983, transmitting copies of the draft report 
entitled l:mcrgcncy Preparedness Around Nuclear Powerplants: Further Actlons Needed 
(Code 301586). 

WC have revlewed the draft report Insofar as it relates to the interests of the 
I)epartment of the interior and concur with the fIndIngs in the report. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the proposed report in its draft form. 

Sincerely, 

f Richard R. Hate 
Deputy Assistant Secretary, 
Policy, Budget and Adrnlrustratlon 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

$ WASHINGTON, D.C 20460 

3 *t 4(C)1t J 

t4tN 161983 

OFFICE OF 
POLICY, PLANNING AND EVALUATION 

Mr. J. Dexter Peach 
Director 
Resources, Community and Economic 

Development Division 
U.S. General Accounting Off ice 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Peach: 

On October 13, 1983, the General Accounting Office issued 
to the Environmental Protection Agency its draft report, 
"Emergency Preparedness Around Nuclear Powerplants: Further 
Action Needed". The draft report was sent so that the Agency 
may review and comment on the report according to P.L. 96-226. 

We believe that the Agency adequately supports the efforts 
of the Federal Emergency Management Agency and the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission in assuring radiological preparedness 
around nuclear powerplants. The report supports this view 
in its comments. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on 
this draft report. 

Srncerely yours, 

0’ John M. CampbelT, Jr. 
Acting Assistant Administrator 

for Policy, Planning and Evaluation 
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2 1 N3V 1983 

‘I’h rlllk you f or t hcb oppor t rln 1 t v to rcvlew the recent GAO draft report ent It led 
Kmc~r~t~nc y I)rePart~dn(~~s Around Nuclear Powerplants Further Act Ions Needed _ -- _- ____ - -_ -- _ __--- ---- - - -- -- --_- -- -_---- - __* 

WI* h‘iV~~ I10 s~lt~,ttIlt LVC’ comments to makt3 at this t lme However, we look forward 
to rt~ct~~v~r~g n copy of thr f inn1 report. 

S I II< t’rt’ I y , 

Richard E I YW? 
Acting SCC L t8j Y 
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APPENDIX XII 

PENNSYLVANIA EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
PO BOX 3321 

HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17105 

&to&r 28, 1983 

Mr. ,J. Ihxtcr Peach 
I)1 rcyItor 

Ilnl ted States General 
Accolmt lng Off Ice 

WGl\hlngton, JI.C. 20548 

‘Thc~ GAO Report , ‘%nerp;r~ncy Preparedness Arolmd Nuclear Power 
I’1 ,int Q? Further Act IOII\ Nccdecl (Code #X01586) ,‘I cltcs the Pcnnsylvanln- 
Ik~,~vc~r- V<~lley c’xc*rc~hc held on February 17, 1982 Included as partlclpants 
WC rl\k county (Beaver), four risk munlclpalltles, three support counties, 
‘jnd IIuqIle\ne I.lght Company’s Beaver Valley Power Station. The FWlA report 
w,ic, \cnt to PEW under date1 1nc of April 23, 1982 and PEMA’s reply was 
d,itcd .Junr\ 22, 1982. 

‘Ihcb folIowIng comments on the topics Indlcatcd are submitted: 

I . (Al) Rcpol-J-,_p . -- 17 2nd paragraph ---' - 

in nlrw Interim fIndIngs on opernt Ing sites, FEWI rcportcd to 
1 IlCL NIu: k,t,~ff th,lt offs~tc ~fety W,I~ adequate, but later reported to the 
NR(: Atomic. S,lfcty I,lccn< lng Board \tudylng Indian Point that the emergency 
pr‘c’p;irc~clne\~ p1‘1ns for these same nine s ltcs were inadequate. Tn 1982, 
I’l3I.A Rcbc ion I I I con<.luded that plann lng and preparedness were adequate at 
t ht. Hcb#~vc*r L’,i 1 lc’c’ \ I tc IJ-I Penn~ylv:~n~:~ even though the exercise surfaced 
.‘I) s1jlr11 fic*:lnt and ‘15 minor dcflclc>nclcs. At 1 cast one RAC member quest loned 
thcb rc,:i~,on:1~)1c’nc’s~ of th15 conclu.slon. After rcvlcwlng the exert use report , 
I*f*uil. hc~;~lqu,~rt~~~ ‘i rcvcr\cd the Rcg~on’s f IndIng. 

‘I?w ,luthor ~CWIL~ to have confused another report with the 
1k;ivc.r Vd I 1 cv x <‘port . Our l:IIMA report show? “81 rccommendat Ions which 
(,I] 1 for tmprovc*mc~nt\ III training, resource\ (personnel and material), plan 
clc~vc~lcywmt or oprbr:it ionJ1 roadirrcs~” (ITMA Report cover letter dated 
ApI 1 I 27, 108,‘). Jllrthc>t-, the cxerciw wah Judged adequate, except for 
1 t1 I (Y <It(‘<I5 - not I f lc‘,lt 1011 and ,tlert Ing the pub1 1c (Recormnendatlon5 7 and 
8) , (oortlln<lt 1011 (RI 7, RLI , R2.7) , and protcctlvc act ions (R52, R55, R57). 
A r(bmed1;11 t;lbl(ltop c’xcrc15e for these three areas was held on August 24, 1982. 

'I%~~ 1 dent 1 t y of‘ the J&K menher 1 s unknown. 

‘I’h~s Agc~lcy h<ls no record of the Region’s finding, quoted 
,lt)ovc~ ) tw lng r cbvcbrscd. 

GA9 note: Paqe numbers have been chancled to refer to the 'final reoort. - -.-~ 
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Mr. .J. Dexter Peach 
&tohcr 28, 1985 
Pdpc Three 

k)th the federal md st;Jtepcrscmncl felt the cxerclsc dcmnstrated the 
enhanced proficiency that was necessary to resolve the prcvlou\ly 
rncvlt loncd dcf ic icnc res. 

Slncc the four dcflclencles crted as examples were taken out 
of context and their sources not cltcd, ldentlflcat Ion, and therefore 
comncnt , 1s not possible. Note that West Vlrgmla comunents are not 
\cparated from Pcnnsylvnnla comments, of concern to us slncc West Virglni,l 
did cxpcrlcnce consldernbly more dlfflculty In all phases than PennsylvanIa 
did. 

3 . . CA0 Report, p. 29 , Rrd paragraph 

Since FIHA and NRC rely on states and utllitles to prepare 
\ccnar 105, FEMA has developed milestones providing for states to submit 
off\ 1 te scenarios for review 45 days before exercises. We reviewed the 
t lmel lnc\s of sccnarlo submission for 17 exercises and noted that 7, or 
41 percent, did not meet the 45-day submlsslon deadline. For example, 
I3M4 did not rccclvc part of the scenario for the 1982 Beaver Valley 
5 1 tc cxcrc I\C unt 11 4 days before the cxerc1sc. 

PIMA Comment ___ -_-- 

It should be first noted that the 45-day scenario submlsslon 
date was contaIned in a FEMA In-house guidance memorandum #17. PEMA was 
not requested to submit any sccnar 10 45 days In advance until after the 
Beaver Valley exercise when Mr. Brucker requested the submlsslon of the 
sccnlrlo for the exerc~sc with Peach Bottom be submitted 45 days prior 
to the cxcrclsc date. 

PEMA records Indicate the entire Beaver Valley scenario wa\ 
ml 11 ed on/about <January 18, 1982 except that the Actlon I,ocations sect Ion 
<is submlttcd wa\ not the complete list. The PEMA cover leter further 
stated that the lnformatlon needed to complete the list would be forwarded 
,I\ %OOJ1 a\ po\s lblc. The la\t. change to the action list was ,>robably 
\ubmltted four days before the exerclsc as alleged since several addirlons 
to the list were forwarded a\ the lnformatlon became avallable. 

4. CA0 Report, p. 3Q 5 th paragraph -- --- 

Pub1 lc notlflcat ion was snnulated In many cxerclses, lncludmg 
the 1982 exercise at Beaver Valley. In the 1982 Peach Bottom exercL\c in 
Pcnn\ylvan~n, FlT$I reported In its evaluation that numerous simulntcd 
(‘1 ement \ should have been exert lsed, such as protcctlve actlons and 
c’xpwurc’ cant r-01 , and in the future, more demonstration and less slmulat Ion 
\holrld occur. 
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I)tu/\ Comment _ _ _ _ _ _- . - -- 

In the Be:lvc>r Valley exercise, sirens were smlatcd. 
1 k)wcve r , t ht% backup route alert ~ng was performed al though the FENA 
ot)5(~rvc~rs fal led tb 0t)servc it. They so noted, and further 
t h;it they had checked thcb log\, c’tc. The 1 r recommenda t ions 
on that proc chdurch . 

counted 
were based 

The Pcac-h Rottom comments are a\ quoted by CAO. 

5 . GAO Report,p_. 34, 2nd paragraph ~-- - 

In 1982 IWIA concluded that planning and preparedness were not 
adeqwte ,it the Hcavcr Valley s;lte, but concluded after the 198.3 exercise 
that they were ;Idcquate to protect pub11c health and safety. Howcvcr, WC 
found that the 1982 Beaver Valley cxercIse evaluation noted deficiencie\ 
that WC~IC’ not addre\\ed in the 1983 cxcrclse, Including lack of police 
authority to clo\c~ ro,Id\ and cant rol tr,iff lc, part lc Ipat ion by the Hancock 
County Comn15,s loner\, t ra lnlng of mon 1 tor lng and decontamlnat Ion personnel, 
,ind dcmnnst r-at ion of state pub1 lc- lnformat Ion ftmct ion<. 

IW44 Comment ---_ _ __ _-- 

‘I’hc lssuc of the FINA flndlng for the 1982 exerc~sc has 
txw1 (1 1 Wl\Wd ;lbovc~ , and PIMA does not agree with the accuracy of the 
GM) 5t atemchnt . 

Slnc-tb the l+INA 1983 Beaver Valley excrc1sc did not make any 
ohscar-v,it Ions on clef lc lcnc lcs in the pal ICC authority to close roads and 
c-ont rol traff lc and \lncc the same standard opcrntmg procedure for 
c*stat>l l\hlng ,lntl opcrat lng ;~ccess control and traffic control points wa\ 
used in hot h exc’rc I’SC> , It 1\ ohv~ous that the corrcctlvc actions taken 
C1ft(br the> f lr\t (‘x(‘rc IW were effect IW. 

.&:I In, tr,lirling of monitoring team\ is an ongoing proc-c\s, 
,~nd \ tnc(’ thcl 1983 rc’port doe\ not recommend any correct Ion of dcflclcncles 
nottd 111 that, qlrca:a, thca dcflclcncy no longc>r cxtstcd. 

In 1082 th(l \t;lt<‘ public lnformit Ion off ice excrc-lscd on a 
1imltr~I t),1\1\, hut th(> ITMA observer’\ commctnts were directed to a full 
\c;ilca part ~cip,it ion. In 1983 the FlM4 corrunents ,lbout IO part ~clpat ion 
WPI‘( rnr)\t \;lt l\f,lctorv (hcc pp. 11 and 12 of the report). It can, therefore, 
he d~ducc~l that the GAO report writer d Ed not take Into account al 1 the 
fat t 5 upon which thch ITMA ob\,crvat 1on.s and rccommendat Ions were hased. 
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Mr. .J. Dexter Peach 
October 28, 1987 
Pafy 1: 1 VC’ 

6. Gncra 1 Comments - 

Chapter III devoted Itself to arguing that FIINA and NRC 
should prepare the scenarios for annu;~l cxcrclses of state and local 
plan5 and/or \tatc and ut lilt 1~s plans. CA0 further recommends no more 
twt Ing unt 11 ;Idcquatc~ scenario arc‘ rlva~l,~hlc. 

PIMA veto\ the concept. The whole recommendat ion 15 prcdlcatcd 
on H federal v~rw towarrl ccntrall:lng the exercise proces\. PEW contends 
th*lt the present system of state\ and plants preparing n sccnarlo Jointly 
and then 5uhmi t t lng 1 t to IWtA and NRC for rcvlew, comment and anproval 
1’s pract lcnl and workable provldcd the two federal qenclcs cstabll,,h 
mlnlmum rcqu~rement~ ‘and do their homework In revlewuq the scenarios 
when \ubm 1 t t cd . Surprise elements thrown into the cxerclse have no place> 
in a scenario which 1s jammed with act lvlty in a compressed tlmc frame. 

Cordially, 
/ 

C. A. Will lamson 
Deputy Dlrcctor 
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Al’I’f:NI) I X XIII 

State of Wisconsin 
Department of Administration 

DIVISION OF EMERGENCY GOVERNMENT 

Mr. J. Uextctr Pedch, Director 
Resource Consulting bc Economic Development Division 
U.S. Generdl Accounting Office - Room 4915 
441 G Street. 
Washlnyton, D.L. 20548 

ATTtNIION: ~111 McGee 

Dear Mr. kdch. 

We hdve reviewed the General Accounting Office (GAO) draft report entitled 
imcrgency Preparedness Around Nuclear Power Plants: further Actions 
Needed (Code 301586). Although neither the State of Wisconsin nor any of -- -- 
Its dffected local governments have been directly referenced in this 
report, I wish to offer the following comments: 

1. I do not agree with the statement ln the initial paragraph on 
page ii of the report, that I'. . .emergency preparedness in 
Lommunities where plans have not been approved is questionable". 
Approved stdte and county emergency response pldnS offer no 
guarantee of emergency preparedness. This can only be tested 
through the exercise process. In our state, the Wisconsin 
Peacetime Radiological Emergency Response Plan has not yet 
received final federal approval. However, extensive discussions 
on the plan have occurred with the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FtMA)-Region V and with the Regional Assistance Comittee 
(HAC). The draft plan has been revised to incorporate federally 
suygested changes and while under final federal review, the plan 
IS now being used as the basis for all state and county emergency 
response dctlvltles. Two or more exercises have been conducted 
with each of the nuclear power plants affecting this state with 
fdvorable results. Comments made by federal observers of these 
exercises have led to further improvements In both plans and 
exercise procedures. FtMA and the State of Wisconsin are in 
general agreement as to the plan content even though final 
approval has not yet been ObtdltIed. I am confident that 
Wisconsin is prepared to deal effectively with a nuclear power 
plant incident, lf lt should ever occur. 

2. In regard to the GAO comment on page iii, questioning the 
reliability of state and loLdl response due to weaknesses in 
exercise procedures, I would like to state that we are noting a 
substantial improvement by FtMA-Region V, in its administration 
of ttrls program. Increased frequency of exercising throughout 
the re ion 1s resulting In a better trained and more perceptive 
core 0 3 federal observers. To date FEMA has not participated in 

GAO note: - - _ _---- Pace numbers have been chanoed to refer to the final report. 
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Mr. J. Uexter Peach, Uirector 
November 15, 1983 
Pdyt! 2 

the development of the off-site scenarios, but FEMA 
representatives have attended pre-exercise scenario planning 
meetings and have provided necessary feedback at that time. 
Further, FEMA comments have been selectively providea on both 
exercise ObJectives (submitted 75 days in advance of the 
exercise) and exercise scenarios (submitted 75 days in advance) 
as appropriate. 

3. I strongly disagree with the recommendation (page 38) that FEMA 
and NRC be made entirely responslble for the development of 
exercise scenarios. To date, at least, participation of state 
and county governments in these exercises has been a voluntary 
and cooperative effort to protect the public from the potential 
hazards associated with a nuclear power plant incident. In 
Wisconsin, as elsewhere, local government will be the essential 
first responder to a nuclear plant incident. They, and to a 
lesser degree, the state, have the best understanding of the 
strengths and weaknesses in their own response capability. The 
federal government sitting in Washington (or in Chicago) is 
clearly in no position to adequately discern or to test these 
capabilities. A "surprise" exercise with a federally dictated 
scenario which insensitively disrupts state and local government 
operations and which could have the potential of embarrassing 
those Institutions in the eyes of the media and the public, 
serves no useful purpose in improving state and local government 
support of nuclear power and the development of effective 
response capabilities. 1 continue to support the current 
practice of Joint state/utility preparation of the exercise 
scenarios, with provision of adequate opportunity for federal 
agencies to review, comment, and suggest changes necessary to 
fully exercise the plans based on federal guidance. 

4. In reference to comments on page iv regarding FEMA's 
verification of plan element compliance with federal criteria 
(i.e., NURtG 0654), I would suggest that while this may have been 
a problem in the past, our recent experience with the RAC review 
of our State Plan would indicate that this is an area where 
substantial progress is being made. 

5. Regarding FEMA follow-up on correction of deficiencies noted in 
previous exercises (pdge iv), our feeling is that state and local 
actions to correct significant deficiencies have been adequately 
monitored. However, the past several exercises in this state 
have not uncovered any significant deficiencies in state or local 
plans and/or preparedness. 

6. As indicated on page iv, federal guidance on public alerting, 
potassium iodide, and instrumentation have been slow in coming. 
This entire area is in need of considerable attention. 
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7. We support your positlon (page v) that the federal response plan 
needs to be completed at an early date. Although both 
FEMA-Region V and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)-Region 
III have developed reglonal response plans, in Wisconsin, these 
hdve not been adequately tested through federal agency 
participation in nuclear power plant exercises. 

8. Finally, we agree with the conclusion on pages v and VI that a 
more definitive posture on coordlnatlon/controT of the federal 
response is needed In order that Wlsconsln can coordinate Its 
response appropriately with federal government agencies. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the GAO draft 
report. I will be most Interested in the congresslonal response to It. 

Sincerely, 

Carol L. Hemersbach 
Administrator 

CLH:GN:sr 

CL: Edward J. Roche, FEMA-Region V, Chlcago 
t. Erie Jones, Illinois ESDA 
Thomas Motherwdy, Minnesota DES 
David Speerschnelder, DEG 

(301586) 
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