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b THE UNITED STATES

Further Actions Needed To Improve
Emergency Preparedness Around

Nuclear Powerplants

Since the Three Mile Island accident 1n 1979, state and
localemergency planning and preparedness around nuclear
powerplants have improved considerably under the leader-
ship of the Federal Emergency Management Agency All
54 operating nuclear powerplant sites have state and local
offsite emergency preparedness plans FEMA has formally
approved 24 of these plans, but it does not anticipate
approving the remaining plans before September 1985
primanly because they do not fully comply with FEMA's
criterd

Progress has also been made 1in developing a federal plan
for responding to all radiological emergencies However,
the plan bemng developed does not fully address the need
for centralized federal agency control and coordination
which special inquiry groupshdentified after the Three Mile
Island accident

Although considerable progress has been made, GAQ
beheves more can and should be done and makes several
recommendations to improve preparedness for a nuclear
powerplant accident GAO also presents a matter for
Congress to consider concerning the coordination of the
federal response to a nuclear powerplant emergency
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON D C 20648

B-213114

To the President of the Senate and the
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.
Copies of this report are being sent to this subcommittee and also
to the Subcommittee on Energy Conservation and Power, House
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and to the Subcommittee on
Nuclear Requlation, Senate Committee on Environment and Publaic
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 ;

of the United States






COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S FURTHER ACTIONS NEEDED

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS TO IMPROVE EMERGENCY
PREPAREDNESS AROUND NUCLEAR

POWERPLANTS

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
1s small, the potential deaths, injuries, and
property damage from such an accident are great.

In the event of an accident that has 1impact
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 1n 1978, is the federal agency responsi-
ble for offsite nuclear emergency planning and
preparedness and 1s assisted by other federal
agencles. However, having no authority to
direct the actions of the other federal agencies
or state and local governments, FEMA can only
encourage and coordinate their participation.
FEMA's assessment of offsite safety along with
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC) eval-
uation of onsite safety are 1mportant elements
1n NRC's decision to license nuclear power-
plants.

In an earlier report 1ssued at about the time
of the Three Mile Island accident, GAO criti-~
cized the adequacy of emergency planning and
preparedness around nuclear facilities. 1In 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
beli1eves 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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operatina nuclear powerplant sites, and 24 of
these have met the federal criteria and have
been approved by FEMA, The reasons that the
remaining plans have not been approved relate
to theitr not meeting federal criteria, some
local communities not fullv participating in
the emergency plannina process, and the
difficulty some state and local governments
have experienced 1n obtaining funding for
emeragency plannina and preparedness.

--Tmprovements are needed in the exercises con-
ducted to test the adequacy of state and
local planning and preparedness.

--Federal agencies need to provide better guid-
ance to state and local agovernments for
developing state and local emergency pre-
paredness plans,

--The federal response plan for nuclear power-
plant emergencles can he 1mproved by pro-
vidinag for more centralized federal agency
control and coordination.

OFFSTTE NUOCLFAR EMERGENCY
PREPARFNDNFESS CAN BE TMPROVED

In December 1979, responsibhility for assessing
the adequacy of offsite emergency planning and
preparedness for nuclear powerplants was trans-
ferred from NRC to FFEMA. Offsite planning and
preparedness relate to protective responses
which extend beyond the houndaries of any com-
merclal nuclear facility. State and local
emergency preparedness plans have been devel-
oped for all 54 operating nuclear powerplant
s1tes, and they have bheen tested 1n exercises
intended to demonstrate state and local
governments' ahility to 1mplement them,

FEMA and NRC have developed federal criteria
for assessina the adeqguacy of state and local
nuclear emergency planning and preparedness.
In applyina this c¢riteria to offsite safety,
FEMA has concluded that nlanning and prepared-
ness are sufficient to warrant approval of
state and 1ncal emergency preparedness plans
for 24 operating asites, FEMA does not
anticipate that offsite planning and prepared-
ness for the remalning operating sites will be
adegquate to warrant approval before September
1985. FFEMA has not approved offsite planning
and preparedness for some communities due to
non-compliance with the federal criteria.
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Reasons for non-compliance include:

--3ome 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
planning process. Neither FEMA nor NRC has
authority to direct communities to partic-
ipate. NRC's only influence is over util-
ities through 1ts plant licensing process.
NRC is reluctant, however, to prevent plants
from operating 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 obtaining funding for emergency
planning and preparedness. As a result, some
state and local governments had to delay
participation in the preparedness process or
have moved slowly in correcting deficiencies
that FEMA has identified. Although most of
the federal, state, local, and utility offi-
cials GAO contacted said that utilities
should fund most of the costs associated with
developing acceptable offsite emergency
plans, they often disagreed on the items that
should be funded and the amount of funds that
should be provided. (See p. 14.)

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN THF
EXERCISFS CONDUCTED TO TEST
PREPARFDNESS PLANS

FEMA's procedure for evaluating and approving
state and local planning and preparedness is
basically a two step process 1nvolving (1)
reviewing plans for compliance with federal
criteria that FFMA and NRC developed and (2)
testing plans 1n exercises that demonstrate
state and local governments' ability to imple-
ment their plans in accordance with federal
criteria. FEMA approves state and local plan-
ning and preparedness when 1t is satisfied that
the plans adequately meet federal criteria and
that state and local governments are capable of
implementing them.

GAO found that the quality and consistency of
FEMA's conclusions regarding offsite safety
could be affected by inadeguacies 1n the exer-
cises conducted to test state and local
planning and preparedness:
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8 a result, FEMA approved plans even

though the exercises were not comprehensive
enough to demonstrate whether the response

capab111ty was adeguate., (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 informa-
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 i1denti-
fied 1n previous exerclses are corrected. 1In
several cases, FEMA has concluded that pre-
paredness 1s adequate even though it has no
evidence that deficiencies from earlier exer-—
ci1ses were corrected. FEMA, however, is
developing a system for following up defi-
clencies which 1s 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 reqgulations provide that federal agencies
having radiological respon51b111t1es will

assist FEMA 1n oeveloplng guidance for state
and local governments' use in planning for and
responding to nuclear powerplant accidents.

FEMA would also use this guidance 1n evaluatlng

the adeguacy of state and local planning and
preparpdness GAO found a direct linkage

........ L m o h oo
between many of the deficiencies FEMA has

1dent1fi1ed i1n state and local planning and
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has been inadeguate oOr nonexistent:

--FEMA has been developing federal guidance for

assessinag the adeguacy of alert and notifica=-
assessing tne 2rgquacy ot alert and notirica

tion systems for communicating emergency mes-

sages to the nubllc for over 23 years., In the

meantime FEMA has been using 1nterim 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,)
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--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 adeguate basis for state and local
governments to use 1n 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

TMPROVED

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 agencies in the event of a nuclear
powerplant emergency. It 1s 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-
missions studying the Three Mile Island acci-
dent 1dentified. FEMA's role as a coordinator
in nuclear powerplant emergencies will continue
to depend upon the voluntary cooperation of
other agencles 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.)



CONCLUSTONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

GAO recognizes that developing and approving
acceptable plans for offsite responses to a
nuclear powerplant emergency are long, diffi-
cult processes requiring the full participation
and cooperation of a myriad of federal, state,
and local organizations. GAO also recognizes
that FEMA can only encourage and coordinate
participation in these processes and that with-
out such participation FEMA's offsite emeragency
planning and preparedness program would be of
little benefit to improvina safety around
nuclear powerplants.

Considerable progress has been made in state
and local emergency planning 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 planning and preparedness.

GAO 1s making a number of recommendations to
the Director, FEMA, and the Chairman, NRC, to
improve procedures for making consistent con-
clusions on offsite emergency planning and pre-
paredness. These recommendations appear on
pages 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 emergency
planning and preparedness, the tracking of
deficiencies identified in the exercises, and
the federal quidance which state and local
governments use in developing plans and FEMA
uses in evaluating them.

MATTER FOR CONGRESSJIONAL
CONSIDERATON

The Congress may wilish to consider whether
stronger central control of the federal
response to a powerplant emergency 1s needed to
improve coordination of the federal response.
(See p. 57.)

AGENCY AND STATE COMMENTS

FEMA concurred with GAO's general assessment of
its radioloagical emergency preparedness program
and i1ndicated that it has already addressed or
is taking action on most of the concerns GAO
raised. These actions 1nclude 1mproving exer-
c1se scenarios and developing systems for fol-
lowing up deficiencies. NRC said that the

vi
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report contains several meritorious recommenda-
ti1ona for improving offsite safety. The
NDepartment of Energy commented that it strongly
supports efforts to improve the effectiveness
of emergency planning and preparedness. The
Department of Commerce stated that the report
was an accurate assessment of the planning pro-
cess, while the Department of the Interior said
that as far as the report relates to its inter-
ests, the agency agrees with GAO's findings.

Notwithstanding the general agreement with the
overall thrust of the draft report, some agency
and state reviewers expressed disagreements
with specific recommendations. They believe
the procedures for developing and evaluating
state and local plans and testing those plans
1n 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 1n developing
plans and FEMA uses in evaluating them is
adequate. Agency and state reviewers also com-
mented on the need for revisions to i1mprove the
clarity or accuracy of the report.

GAO made revisions where it considered them
appropriate; however, GAO continues to bhelieve
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
begin on pages 23, 38, 49, and 57. The full
text of agency and state comments is contained
1n pages 65 through 135,

Vil
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the adeguacy of emergency preparedness around nuclear facili-
ties. During this time there has been considerable 1nterest 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 Regqulation, Senate Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works, which receives periodic
reports from FEMA on the status of offsite planning and oreoared—
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 hearaing.

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 conseguences.
Nuclear energy advocates conclude that accidents are highly un-
likely and 1n most instances would have little consequence,
Opponents contend that accidents with catastrophic conseguences
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.

YAreas Around Nuclear Facilities Should Be Better Prepared For
Radiological Emergencies (EMD-78-110, Mar. 30, 1979).




An Oak Ridge National TLaboratory study2 concluded that
between 1969 and 1979, 169 mishaps at nuclear powerplants could
have led to serious accidents. More recently, 1n February 1983,
the system designed to shutdown the reactor when unsafe conditions
ex1s3t falled twice at the Salem plant i1n New Jersey. Alert
operators acted guickly to avert an incident that Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission (NRC) officials believed could have progressed to
a2 ma)or i1ncident 1f additional failures 1n the system had
accurred.,

EXPOSURE TO RADIOLOGICAL RELEASE
THREATENS PUBLIC HEALTH

The greatest danger from a nuclear powerplant accident 1s the
release of significant amounts of radiocactive material into the
environment, Exposure to radioactive material may cause death,
immediate 11lness, or 1ncreased cancer risk. An accident
1nvolving an offsite radiological release threatens public health
In two ways:

~-People directly exposed to an airborne radioactive cloud
near the accident source can receive harmful levels of
radiation ei1ther externally or by 1nhaling radioactive
material. This type of exposure would usually occur soon
after the release,.

~--People not directly exposed to the radioactive cloud may
st1ll be affected by 1ngesting food and water that has
been contaminated by radioactive fallout far from and
long after the accident,.

Many factors, i1ncluding weather conditions, wind direction, and
geography, would determine the path and extent of the hazard.
Plant siting can also affect the i1mpact of a radiological accident
on public health and safety. According to NRC officials, plants
1n certaln densely populated arcas would probably not be built
today 1n theilr current locations, 1ncluding those at Indian Point
and Shoreham 1n New York, 7Zion in Illinois, and Salem and Oyster
Creek in New Jersey., NRC has required i1mproved plant safety
mechanisms to compensate for plants located 1n densely populated
arcas and for other siting problems.

KMERGENCY PLANNING AND PREPAREDNESS
CAN MITIGATE ACCIDENT EFFECTS

The possibility, however remote, that a radiological release
can occur supports the development and testing of offsite

2precursors To Potential Severe Core Damage Accidents:
1969-1979, A Status Report, J.W. Minarick and C.A. Kulielka,
Science Applications, Inc., Oak Ridge National Taboratory for
NRC, NUREG/CR-2497.




cacrgency plan, to mitigate the eftfect of an accident. Adequate
cmergency planning helps ensure that decisionmaking structures and
resouree s will be avallable when needed and describes the process
for triggering thelr use, while the emergency preparedness process
maintains the decirsionmaking structures, resources, and trigger
mechanl sms described 1n plans for use when needed. The Executive
Director tor Operations, NRC, emphasized that accidents with off-
Site consedquences are lmprobable due to the safety features of
nuclear powerplant -, He said, however, that for those i1mprobable
accrdents emergency planning provides an added measure of safety
and 14 an 1mportant way to reduce the consegquences of a very
Seri1ous aceldent,

NRC has entablished four classes of emergencies ranging from
the Jowest level--an unusual event--and escalating to an alert, a
S1te emergency, and a general emergency, as conditions worsen,
Ntarlity ofticials must notify oftsite authorities within 15
minutes ot the declaration of an emergency, regardless of its
severltty,  The purpose 15 to ensure that a response begins based
on a potential rather than an actual release, Should an offsite
release oceur, utility ofticirals would estimate the amount of
radlat 1on exposure to the population 1n the path of the release.
It the ootumate 1adicated a potential health hazard, they would
notity state and local officirals who are responsible for taking
propt actlion to protect tihne public from overexposure.

State and local governments are the first line of public
iotense and are responsible for protecting the health and safety
ol their citizens during a nuclear emergency. Federal agencies
arc the second line of defense, providing assistance at a state or
local govermoent's request or to otherwise fulfill their statutory
reosponsibllities,  Since federal resources are rarely located near
a nuclear powerplant, federal assistance would take several hours
to arrive at g site,

Chooosing an approprilate response to a radiological emergency
that provides maxiunum health protection 15 difticult. Many deci-
S1ons nust be made 1n a short time with limited 1nformation.
Respon e, to potential indirect radiation exposure may i1nclude
controlling access to contaminated food and decontaminating
foods.  Responses to the threat of direct exposure i1nclude evacu-
ating, sheltering, and administering potassium 1odide--a protec-
tive drag. iowever, there are limits to the effectiveness of each
ot theoe responses:

—--Evdacuation around many plants could take several hours even
under 1deal traffic conditions. 1If evacuation 15 not begun
carly enonugh, 1t 18 possible for some portion of the
popialation to be directly exposed to radiation,

-=-5taying i1ndoors, called sheltering, may be recommended by
decisionmakers.  However, sheltering wlll generally protect



the population from certain airborne radiation for a maxi-
mum of about 2 hours. After 2 hours the composition of the
air inside and outside the shelter will be the same,

-~Potassium 10odide 1s a drug which protects the thyroid
gland from accumulating one type of radioactive element,
radioactive 10dine. It does not, however, protect the
total body from radioactivity. Tennessee is the only state
which has distributed potassium 10dide to the general popu-
lation,

In addition to these responses, NRC believes that after a
severe accldent a most effective protective measure is to relocate
the population from affected areas having high levels of ground
contamination., According to NRC, studies have shown that a sub-
stantial part of the dose 1ndividuals receive 1n hypothetical
accidents 15 from ground contamination.

FEMA HAS OVERALL FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY
FOR OFFSITE NUCLEAR EMERGENCY
PLLANNING AND PREPAREDNESS

FEMA, created 1n 1978, 1s the lead federal agency responsible
for establishing policies for and coordinating all emergency plan-
ning and preparedness functions of federal agenclies 1n the event
of natural and manmade disasters and for working with state and
local governments and the private sector to stimulate participa-
tion 1n emergency preparedness programs, In December 1979,
responsibility for coordinating state and local offsite planning
and preparedness for nuclear powerplant accidents was transferred
from NRC to FEMA. NRC 1s st1ll responsible for making the overall
assesoment on plant safety, using FEMA findings on offsite safety
and 1ts own findings on onsite safety. FEMA is also responsible
for developing a national contingency plan that would provide a
coordinated federal response to a nuclear powerplant accident,
FEMA's fi1scal year 1984 budget totals about $478 million, with
approximately $6 million for programs related to emergency pre-
paredne<ss around commercilal nuclear powerplants.,

FEMA and NRC have developed criteria for
assessing emergency planning and preparedness

FEMA and NRC have developed federal criteria, published in
November 1980, for assessing nuclear emergency planning and pre-
paredness called Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radio-
logical Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of
Nuclear Power Plants, NURFEG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Revision l1--commonly
referred to as NUREG 0654, The criteria include 16 planning
standards--15 related to both onsite and offsite safety and 1
related to just onsite safety. These 16 standards parallel the
requirements of NRC and FEMA regulations on emergency planning and
preparedness,




d-aefly, the standards address: assignment of emergency
responsibllity; emorgency response support and resources; emer-
Jjeney classifircation system; notification methods and procedures;
cinergencey coimunications; public education and information; emer-
Jency tactlities and equipment; accldent assessment capabilities;
protective response plans; radiological exposure control; medical
and public health support; general plans for restoring an aftected
area to normal use and returning the population to an evacuated
drca; perlodic excerclses to evaluate emergency response; radio-
logreal emergency response training; responsibilities for plan
development and review and distribution of emergency plans; and
onuite emergency organlzation, Each standard 1s a general state-
meent of conditions that offsite planning and preparedness should
meet and 15 further broken down 1nto elements that generally
deseribe the intent of the standard. The standards are elaborated
on 10 oappendix L.

The criteria provide that state and local planning and pre-
paredness be adequate to protect public health and safety before
being approved by FEMA.  Such planning and preparedness must pro-
vide reasonable asocurance that approprirate otfsite protective
measure, can be taken 1n the event of a radiological emergency.

The oft s1te Latety standards and thelr underlying clements
are wldressed an o state and site-specitic plans.  The site-gpecitac
plans are generally annexes to the state plans and cover each com-
aunity 1n the 10-mile radius of nuclear powerplants, This 10-mile
cmergency planning zone (EPZ), called the plume exposure pathway,
15 the areca 1n which the potential hazard due to direct contact
Wwith radiration releases 1s greatest,  State plans address the
Gtate emergency role and include plans for state jurisdiction
within tae 10- and S0-mile EPZs ot nuclear powerplants. The 50-
nile BpP4, called the 1ngestion exposure pathway, 1s the area in
which the danger of contamination due to polluted food, milk, and
water 1o greatest . Ofisite plans are tested periodically, usually
when the uti1lity conducts onsite exercises,

Research underway by government and non-government bodies on
the weverity of predicted consequences ot a nuclear accident indi-
cate that ammediate and widespread serious radiration releases to
the public from o nuclear powerplant accident may be much smaller
than had been asoumed 1n the formulation ot FEMA and NRC cmergency
planning and preparedness criteria.  [f so, these studies could
eventually lead to changes 1n the criteria.

FEMA follows two tracks 1n assessing state and
TocaTl cemergency planning and preparedness

FEMA' » farot track 1n assessing the adequacy of ottsite
catety 1, a formal review of state and local emergency planning
and preparedness. Tt results an formal approval s, also called
final findings. The second track flows from a 1980 ayreement for
FEMA to turnioh NRC 1ty findings and determinations, also called
interim fandings, 1t the formal review has not been completed,
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FEMA's formal approval process requires review of state and
local planninag and preparedness at each plant site., The review 19
initiated when the Governor, or a designee, submits the state and
local plans for review to FEMA.  This review 1ncludes

-—an cvaluation of state and site-specific plans for compli-
ance with the federal criteria that FEMA and NRC developed,

-—at least one federally observed exercise’ that tests state
and local ability to 1mplement major portions of their
plans, and

--a otate-sponsored public meeting, attended by FEMA, that
provides citizens an opportunity to learn about and comment
on the plan.

Tf FEMA' review discioses deficiencies 1n the offsite plan or the
exercise, FEMA 1nforms the state of the deficiencles together with
recommendations for amprovement.,

Ry March 1984, FEMA had formally approved planning and pre-
paredness at 24 of 54 operating nuclear powerplant sites. Similar
plans were under review for the remaining 30 operating sites, A
formal approval can be retracted 1f subseauent events or future
exerclses indicate sianificant deficiencies 1n planning and
proeparedness,

New plants can be licensed to begin operating, and existing
plants can continue operating without formal FEMA approval of
state and local planning and preparedness., The 1982-1983 NRC
authorization act {(Public T.aw 97-415, Jan. 4, 1983) allows NRC to
accept for use 1n making licensing decisions any state, local, or
ati1lity plan 1n the absence of a FEMA-approved state and local
plan-—-1f NrkC determines the plan provides reasonable assurance
that operating the plant does not endanger public health and
safety.,

Jpederal criteria provide that state and local qovernments seeking
approval of their emergency planninag and preparedness conduct
periodie cxercises of their plans 1nvolving full participation of
appropriate <tate and local government entities and the
applicable atality,  "The exercise should simulate an emergency
which causes offasi1te radiological releases and that reguires gn
oftsite mobilization of state and local personnel and resources
that 15 adequate to verify their capability to respond to a
radioloalrcal accident and to implement observable portions of
therr plane.



NRC considers FEMA findings
1n making licensing decisions

NRC 15 responsible for determining whether new plants should
be licensed and existing plants should continue operating. NRC
considers a FEMA finding on whether offsite plans can be i1mple-
mented with 1ts own findings on plant safety i1in determining
whether nuclear powerplant safety 1s adeguate to protect public
health and safety. Since formal approval of offsite safety can be
a lengthy process, FEMA may, under its 1980 agreement, provide NRC
interim findings on the status of offsite safety at plants under
ronstruction and those already operating. An interim finding can
be based on any level of FEMA review of planning and preparedness
including a review of cmergency plans, exercises of emergency
plans, or both,

NRC can request i1nterim findings at any time during the
licensing process or after a plant 1s licensed. Typically, how-
ever, 1t does not routinely reguest interim findings for operating
plants but relies on FEMA's report on the exerclse results to
verify the adequacy of offsite safety at operating plants., NRC
officials said, however, that a finding that offsite safety is not
adeguate to protect the public does not obligate WNRC to deny a
l1cense, withdraw a license, or take any other punitive action,

[f NRC concludes that offsite preparedness at an operating
plant does not provide adeguate protective measures and 1f the
deficirencies 1dentified 1n FEMA's findings are not corrected with=-
in 120 days, NRC must determine whether (1) the plant should be
shut down unti1l the deficlencies are remedied, (2) some other
enforcement action 1s approprilate, or (3) no enforcement action 1s
needed,  Under NRC regulations the decision on enforcement action
15 to be guided by such factors as whether deficienciles are
s1gnificant, whether adeqguate interim compensating actions have
been or will be promptly taken, or whether other compelling rea-
sons ex1st for continued operation. NRC might also authorize an
Atomic Safety Licensing Board4 to make a special inquiry regard-
ing offsi1te safety conditions. FEMA would provide its findings on
offsite safety to the Board. The Board could recommend that NRC
suspend, revoke, or amend a license, The Board's decisions or
recommendations are subject to the review of an NRC Atomic Safety
Licensing Appeals Board. NRC has authorized only one such special
ingquiliry—-~-that for the Tndian Point site,

4Boards are composed of three judges drawn from NRC's 1ndependent

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel which is comprised of NRC
and non-NRC employees drawn from various professions. The Board

performsg NRC's hearings functions and makes 1nitial decisions on

a varlety of licensing and enforcement matters.,



Other federal agencies assist FEMA i xecu
1ts radiological emergency responsibilities

o Bitiudhaai A B 4 s it

FEMA's 10 regional offices prepare the interim and final
findings on offsite safety. They are assisted by Regional Assist-
ance Committees with representatives from federal agencies having
radiological response capability. Federal regulations assign
these agencies responsibilities for assisting FEMA in reviewing
plans and critiquing exercises. FEMA headquarters and the Federal
Radiological Preparedness Coordinating Committee-—-the headquarters
counterpart to the Regional Committees--review final reports
belfore submission to NRC., The Coordinating Committee also assists
FEMA 1n developing the national response plan, policy guidance,
and training prodqrams related to emergency planning and prepared-
neass,

In addition to FEMA and NRC, the Regional Assistance Commit-
tees and Federal Radiological Preparedness Coordinating Committee
member—-agencies include the Fnvironmental Protection Agency (EPA)
and the Departments of Agriculture, Health and Human Services,
Commerce, Fnerqgy (DOF), and Transportation. The Department of
Nefense is also a member of the Coordinating Committee. In addi-
tion to Coordinating Committee member-agencies, the NDepartment of
Interior has a role in responding to a nuclear powerplant accident
that affects fish and wildlife, Indian reservations, and National
Parks. FEMA chairs both the Coordinating Committee and the
Regional Committees, These committees were conceived as a means
of providing FFMA and state and local governments technical exper-
tise. FEMA also uses contractors when additional staff or exper-
tise 15 needed.

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

Our overall objective was to review the federal, state, and
local government responsibilities and capabilities for responding
to publi¢ health and safety needs of communities around nuclear
powcerplants 1n the event of an accident, Our review objectives
were to

-—-identify federal, state, and local government responsibili-
ti1es in the context of the actions needed to protect the
public,

-—determine the status of offsite safety efforts and the rea-
sons some nuclear powerplants are operating while their
offsi1te emergency preparedness plans contain deficiencies
(chapter 2),

--assess the reliability of FEMA's evaluations of state and
local planning and preparedness (chapter 3),

-~determine the adeguacy of federal guidance to state and
local governments (chapter 4), and
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Our work covered FEMA headqguarters and 6 FEMA regional
nffices; headquarters and 3 regional offices of EPA, Transporta-
ti1on, and Health and Human Services; headguarters and 2 regional
offices of NRC, DOE, and Commerce; headguarters of the Departments
of Housing and Urban Development, Interior, and Agriculture; two
FEMA contractors; 7 state emergency management agencies; 6 utility
companies; 17 nuclear powerplant sites; 17 local governments; and
13 pubhlic 1nterest groups and professional associations. (See
appendix I for a detailed listing.)

any progress state and local govern-
completed our field work., However,
updated based on agency and state
Our review was performed 1in
audit standards.

We did not followup on
ments may have made after we
information 1n our report was
comments on a draft of tnis report.,
accordance with generally accepted government



CHAPTER 2

OFFSITE NUCLEAR EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS CAN BE IMPROVED

State and local planning and preparedness have i1mproved con-
si1derably since the 1979 accident at Three Mile Island. State and
local emergency preparedness plans have been developed for all 54
operating nuclear powerplant sites, and they have been tested in
exercilses 1ntended to demonstrate state and local governments'
abilities to i1mplement 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 planning and preparedness for the remaining 30 operating
s1tes wi1ll be adequate to warrant formal approval before September
1985. FEMA has 1dentified significant deficiencies in offsite
planning and preparedness for some communities, 1ndicating
non-compliance with the federal criteria. FEMA's 1nternal
procedures had defined significant deficiencies as those that must
be corrected to achieve an adequate level of preparedness. Also,
FEMA has 1dentified similar deficiencies 1n offsite safety at
plants nearing completion. Reasons for non-compliance with the
federal criteria 1nclude:

--Some communities that believe the public will not be ade-
guately protected 1n a nuclear powerplant accident want to
prevent or delay plants from operating and are delaying
participation or are not participating in the emergency
planning and preparedness process.

~-Some state and local governments have had difficulty 1in
obtaining the funding needed to correct deficiencles noted
in reviews or tests of their emergency plans.

In addition, FEMA's process for evaluating and approving
emergency preparedness plans (1) has resulted 1n 1nconsistent con-
clusions regarding the seriousness of similar deficiencies on off-
site safety at different sites and (2) does not ensure that NRC 1s
aware of deficiencies 1n offsite safety at operating plants,

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

Some local governments have delayed participating or have not
participated 1n emergency planning and preparedness because they
beli1eve that an adequate level of preparedness cannot be achieved
to protect the public in the event of a nuclear powerplant acci-
dent. DNDelays at the Indian Point site and lack of local partici-
pation at the Shoreham site have resulted 1n debates over how
public health and safety can be assured 1n a nuclear powernlant
emergency without state and local government participation 1in
ecmergency planning and preparedness and how this problem can be
averted 1n the future, Similar problems are anticipated at other
si1tes. FEMA and NRC have been hampered in these instances because
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FEMA has no anthority to direct the actions of state and local
government » and utilities and NRC's only leverage in achieving
offsite catety 15 over utilities through the licensing process.
Proposal o for addressing these problems have included expanding
the federal role 1n responding to emergencies and allowing utili-
ties to develop and tmplement of fsi1te cemergency preparedness
nlanas,

Lack of participation by
communities near the Indian

Point and Shoreham powerplants

In two widely publicized cases, communities in New York did
not demonstrate adeguate emergency planning and preparedness to
PEMAL. The result wgas a test of NRC's willingness to shut down the
two Indian Point plants and prevent the more than $3.2 billion
Shoreham plant from beginning operations.,

After two FEMA findings of 1nadequate offsite safety 1n Apral
1981 and August 1982, two NRC-required 120-day periods {or taking
vorrective action, and other delays, during which deficiencies
FIrMA 1dentified 1n offsite safety were not corrected, the NRC
comm s 1oners decirded on June 10, 1983, to allow the Tndian Point
»1te to operate,  The s1gnificant deficiencies that FEMA 1denti-
ti1ed were related to the avallability of buses and draivers 1n one
county to asnist o 1n an ~vacuation and nonparticipation of another
count 7 oan the planning and preparedness process,  The Commission
concladed that

". . . adeguate 1nterim compensatory actions have been taken
or will be taken promptly, and therefore the Tndian Point
plant o hoald not be shat down at this time."

A major factor 1n the Commission's decision to allow the
S1te to operate was that New York State developed a satisfactory
contingency plan for takilng over emergency preparedness 1n a
county without a plan unti1l the county resumed emergency prepared-
ness functions,  For 1ts part, NRC has been reluctant to penalize
the uti1lities owning the powerplants for circumstances beyond
theilr control, In tts December 1982 decis1ion to allow Tndian
Point to continue operating, the Commissioners stated

". . . the remaining problems relate to State and local
government s, and theawr role 1n offsite response,  The problems
ar beyond the power of the licenscees to control.  Thus there
1 no yuestion here of penalizing licenseces, . "

In September 1983, FEMA 1nformed NRT that significant deficirencies
1n planning and preparedness no longer existed and that oftfsite
Gatet sy was adequate atr Indiran Point,

ln contrast to Indian Polnt where planning and preparedness

have been delayed, the Suffolk County Legislature believes ade-
gquate preparedness {or a radiological accident at the Shoreham
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plant 15 1mpossible and has retused to plan for such an accident.
Due to the county's position, the utility submitted a plan to NRC
which was forwarded to FEMA 1n June 1983 for review. The utility
hopes FEMA and NRC will accept its plan in the absence of a county
plan. The utility's plan 1s predicated on its personnel 1imple-
menting the offsite emergency plans. FEMA forwarded the results
of 1ts review to NRC 1n March 1984 citing more than 30 deficien-
cles that needed correcting.,

New York officials are pushiny
Tor an actlive federal role

New York State officirals are pushing for an active federal
role 1n nuclear emergency planning and preparedness, while FEMA
opposes a larger federal role, New York's Governor called on the
federal government 1n May 1983 to fund planning through taxes,
provide personnel to assume authority 1n an emergency, and assume
all responsibility within designated emergency zones around each
plant .,  He asked for direct federal participation 1n nuclear emer-
gency planning and for regionally based, specially trained radio-
logical response teams and other personnel to provide support to
states 1n an emergency. He also suggested that legislation be
proposed to address the anomalies created by one locality with-
drawing from the planning and preparedness process. Pendlng
legislation (S 1395), would authorize the President, upon state orvr
local government request, to enter agreements making federal per-
sonnel availlable, 1ncluding members of the Armed Forces, to sup-
plement state, local, and other personnel 1n 1mplementing emer-
gency response plans,

FEMA believes the federal role should remain unchanged. It
opposes heavy reliance on the federal government because state and
local units would be first on the scene to assist the public
should an 1ncident occur. Also, FEMA stated that portions of the
emergency planning and response resources of the state and local
governments--fire, police, emergency rescue, warning, direction,
and communication--would be activated to manage a radiological
emergency or o any other form of disaster. The agency belileves that
substituting these with federal resources for radiological 1nci-
dents would be costly,., Further, many responSe operations, such as
evacuation or sheltering, are site-specific, taking into consid-
oration local facilities, road networks, and traffic flows. FEMA
contends that local personnel would ne better trained and most
knowledgeable to 1aplement related response functions and that
federal personnel are not likely to become thoroughly knowledge-
able of the wpecific epergency planning requirements for all the
operating nuclear powerplant siteo,

Greater utility role i1n 1mplementing
oftoite plan discussed

Shoreham uti1lity officirals are advocating an expanded role
for uti1lities, allowing them to 1mplement offsite, as well as

12



onsite, emergency plans, Opponents, however, guestion the ability
and authority of the utility to implement plans.

Shoreham utrility officials have presented an emergency
responsce plan for federal approval. The utility wants authority
to prove the plan 1s feasible through use of utility personnel in
exercises when state and local government personnel are unavail-
able, They believe 1t is important to show state and local offi-
clals that a utility plan can be used so that state and/or local
officirals will not attempt to obstruct the planning process as a
means of shutting down nuclear powerplants.

Under 1ts 1982-1983 authorization act (Public Law 97-415,
Jan. 4, 1983), NRC may accept a state or utility offsite emergency
preparedness plan even though FEMA has not approved 1t., However,
some members of the Congress, some NRC commissioners, FEMA offi-
crals, as well as local communities, and public 1nterest groups
have guestioned whether a utility plan could ensure etfective
implementation 1n an emergency 1f state and local governments
reject 1t. The House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee
report on the 1984-1985 NRC authorization bill states that a
utility-developed plan would be 1nsufficient 1f 1t could not be
successfully executed without state and local participation.

The House Approprilations Committee, 1n approving fiscal year
1984 funding for FEMA, directed the agency to consider emergency
plans for nuclear powerplants regardless of whether the plans have
been prepared or submitted by a governmental entity or the util-
ity. Alluding to the Shoreham controversy, the committee stated:

"The fact that a governmental entity cannot or will not per-
form a particular role or roles 1n the preparation, submis-
sion, or 1mplementation of offsite emergency preparedness
plans should not, by 1tself, constitute a sufficient basis
for a determination by FEMA that the plans, or portions
thereof, are 1nadequate - providing a suitable alternative
means of i1mplementing the plans is available.™

The Chailrman, Subcommittee on Nuclear Regulation, Senate Committee
on Environment and Public Works, 1ndicated his support for this
view 1n 1983 hearings when he expressed concern that the role
assigned to state and local governments might be misused. He was
particularly concerned by what he believed were efforts to obtain
concessions from utilities 1n exchange for cooperation 1n
preparing emerdency plans.

FEMA testifiled 1n the April 1983 hearing before the Subcom-
mittee on Nuclear Regulation, Senate Committee on Environment and
Public Works, that 1t would review a utility plan that does not
have the support of state and local governments. FEMA said, how-
ever, that 1t would have to advise NRC that because of the lack of
state and local endorsement or participation the adeguacy of off-
s1te preparedness or public safety could not be assured. In June
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1983, NRC asked FEMA to provide an interim finding on the Shoreham
plant based on a utility plan that proposes to use utility rather
than astate and local personnel to respond 1n an emergency. FEMA
reviewed the plan as regquested but established two conditions for
a PEMA 1nterim finding: a determination of whether the utility
has the legal authority to i1mplement the plan and a demonstration,
through an exercise of an adequate plan, that the utility has the
ability to 1mplement the plan.

Critics of an expanded utility role believe that 1t would
reduce the overall ability to ensure preparedness. They do not
believe local otficials can be prepared 1f they are not included
1in planning. The Union of Concerned Scientists, a public interest
group, believes the utility's resources would be severely taxed in
dealing with a major reactor accident, precluding effective
management of the offsite emmergency response. For a utility to
provide adeguate protection 1t w~would have to assume the basic
functions of government and be delegated authority to declare an
emergency, make emergency broadcasts, close schools and public
buildings, commnandeer transportation resources, control traffic
flow, order protective actions such as evacuation, and reguest
federal assistance, The public 1nterest group cites as an even
more seri1ous 1ssue the fundamental conflict of 1nterest 1nherent
1n giving utilities responsibility for emergency planning and
response. Tt believes utility management will be tempted to delay
mplementing protective measures, hoping that the situation can be
brought under control, or, failing to appreciate the maqgnitide of
the danger, will delay necessary precautlonary actions.

DIFFICULTY IN OBTAINING FUNDING
CAN DELAY ADEQUATE PREPAREDNESS

FEMA records show that state and local governments have had
difficulty 1n obtaining funding for emergency planning and pre-
paredness., As a result, the state and local governments had to
delay participation 1n the emergency planning process and/or have
moved slowly in correcting deficiencies. 1In some cases states
have taxed ntilities for nuclear emergency-related expenses, 1n
others the utilities have voluntarily paid for them, and 1n still
others no apparent funding mechanism exists, Most of the govern-
ment and utility officials we asked agreed that the utilities
should fund offsite planning and preparedness,

Some local governments have indicated they would not partici-
pate 1n planning and preparedness unless they receive utility
funding., For example, Four local governments i1n Missourl 1ndi-
cated they would develop plans for the Callaway nuclear powerplant
s1te only if the utility provided funds for eguipment and person-
nel, Kentucky would not cooperate with planning and preparedness
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tor the Zimmer -ite,! located 1n Ohi1o, until the utility agreed

to cabsidize participation, City of %ion, Illinois, officials
sald they would not participate 1n future offsite exercises unless
they woere fully reimbursed for a previous 7210n sSite exercise,

They alss wonld not execute a letter of agreement with the utility
unt1l the city was fully reimbursed and the utility agreed to
assume otrher emergency-related costs., After 2 years of negotia-
ti1ons the atility met the city's demands and the city signed the
jreement .,

At least 17 states have passed laws providing for utility
funding ot offtsite planning and preparedness., The legislation
usually provides for an annual and/or one-time payment per utility
or plant. However, even 1n some of these cases state and local
oftfi1crals do not believe funding provided for under their state's
legislation 15 adeguate. For example, 1n addition to the $575,000
pald to New York as fees mandated by legislation, a state official
from the New York Power Authority told us that the Power Authority
spent over $8 million i1n training, services, and emergency equip-
ment related to the Indian Point site, This di1d not include
oxpenditures by the other utility owning an Indian Point plant,
FEMA has proposed establishing a joint FEMA, state, local, and
utility committee 1n New York to screen requests for assistance
that the state's annual utility assessment does not cover,

In states without such legislation, some state and local
qovernments have ontered 1nto formal contracts with utilities.
For example, 1n Washington the state and utility have signed a
S-year contract to cover expenses related to the Trojan site., 1In
other cases, states have less formal funding mechanisms. For
example, Pennsylvania and Ohio local governments determine the1ir
needs and request funds directly from the utilities, The utila-
t1es have pald for emergency operations centers, emergency plans,
and training.

Opinions sometimes differ on what share of state and local
coats the utility should pay and on what necessary emergency
expenses are,  For example, 1n 1981, St. Lucie County, Florida,
asked the utility to pay an estimated $40 million for a bridge,
S1rens, a central communication center, a fire station, and tests
of the emergency plan., The utility would not pay for these
1tems,. The town of Monroe, Massachusetts, would not approve the
plan prepared for 1ts town for the Yankee nuclear powerplant
because officirals believed the town needed a new road for evacua-
ti1on and other emergency purposes which the utility should
pay for and because other financial 1s5sues were unresolved, 1In
comnenting on a draft of this report, the Director, FEMA, told us
that the first problem had been resolved but the town has still

‘n January 1984, construction on this plant was stopped and 1its
owners announced the plant would be converted to a coal-fired
plant.
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not approved the emergency plan prepared for the town because of
the remaining financial 1ssues. He added, however, that the town
has participated 1n the two offsite exercises that tested 1ts
abi1lity to implement the plan.

Most of the utility, federal, state, and local officials we
asked agreed that the costs of offsite planning and preparedness
are part of the costs of nuclear power which the utility and even-
tually the electric ratepayer or shareholder should bear. FEMA
testified in August 1983 before the Subcommittee on Oversight and
Tnvestigations, 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
uti1lities, should fund those other offsite planning and prepared-
ness costs generic to disaster planning and preparedness--that 1is,
costs assoclated with equipment or resources that states would
need 1n order to fulfill their mandate to protect the public 1in
other kinds of emergencies. These might 1nclude costs for commu-
nication equipment that would be used whether there was a nuclear
powerplant accident, flood, hurricane, or earthguake.

Legislation (S. 1395), pending as of April 1984, provides for
federal financial aid and establishes a utility-financed fund for
nuclear powerplant emergencies., A criticism of this legislation
1s that 1t would 1mpose a fee on utilities which have adequate
emergency 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, 1ndicated that he opposed
the legislation because 1t 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 1n a radiological emergency. We found that FEMA conclusions
on the adequacy of offsite safety at sites having similar defi-
cilencles have not been consistent. FEMA has recognized this
problem and 1s attempting to achieve more uniformity 1n its con-
clusi1ons on offsite safety.

In 1982 FEMA provided the NRC Atomic Safety Licensing Board
an 1nterim finding of adeqguate offsite planning and preparedness
for the Zimmer plant. Based on plan reviews and an exercise, FEMA
concluded that offsite emergency planning and preparedness were
adequate even though standard operating procedures were not 1n
place during the exercise. Some of these deficiencies were simi-
lar to those at Indian Point where FEMA has made two interim
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findings of 1nadeqguate offsite safety. They included problems
assoclated with the availability and responsibility of volunteers,
transportation of disabled 1ndividuals, radio communications, and
vpublic education. The Atomic Safety Licensing Board disagreed
with FEMA's conclusions and ruled that Zimmer would not be
anthnrized to operate above 5 percent power until certain offsite
planning deficilencies were corrected, TF: Board also noted prob-
lems with the plans themselves, for example, that evacuation plans
for schools 1n two counties were deficlent.

We also found differences 1n how FEMA welghed the same defi-
clency 1n making interim and formal approvals. We identified 11
s1tes 1n addition to Indian Point where the latest plan review
indicated that written agreements with support organizations did
not exist., Support organizations 1nclude bus companies that would
ass1st 1n an evacuation if one were needed. A deficiency 1in this
requlrement was one of the major factors i1n NRC's deliberations
over whether to shut down Indian Point., However, of the other 11
s1tes that lacked written agreements, 3 had received formal FEMA
approvals and 8 had findings of adequate offsite safety based on
an excrcise, Additionally, 1n 1983 FEMA noted emergency workers
not demonstrating the use of high range radiation detection
instrumentation as one of five significant deficiencies supporting
the conclusion that offsite safety was 1nadeguate at the Malne
Yankee site in Maine. 1In contrast, FEMA formally approved plan-
ning and preparedness at the Hatch si1te 1n Georgia after a 1980
exerclse in which this same deficiency was reported,

We also found other 1nconsistencies 1nvolving changes in
FEMA's findings. 1In 1nterim findings for nine operating sites,
FIEMA had first reported to the NRC staff that offsite safety was
adequate, but later reported to the NRC Atomic Safety Licensing
Board studying Tndian Point that the emergency preparedness plans
for these same nine sites were i1nadegquate., Also in 1982, FEMA
regron TII concluded that planning and preparedness were adeguate
at the Beaver Valley site 1n Pennsylvania even though the exer-
cise report contained 81 recommendations for improvements. At
least one Regilonal Assistance Committee member guestioned the rea-
sonableness of this conclusion., Tn Novenber 1982, after reviewilny
the exercise report, FEMA headguarters reversed the region's
finding.

We helieve FEMA'S 1nconsistent conclusions are due to its
two-track process for making interim and final findings and to
FEMA and NRC not having aqgreed on what minimum requlrements must
be met for a finding that offsite emergency planning and prepared-
ness are adeqguate to protect public health and safety. FEMA's
process and requirements differ for providing interim and
formal findings and, as a result, FEMA has provided findings of
adeguate offsite safety {or making licensing decisions based on
varying levels of preparedness. According to the FEMA Assistant
hosociate Director, Office of Natural and Technological Hazards
Programs, and other FEMA offi1cials, there have been numerous cases
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where anteriumn findings were provided to NRC before an exercise of
the emergency plan, Notwithstanding this practice, FEMA 1is
opposed to providing interim findings without an exercise that
demonstrates whether response personnel are capable of implemen—
ting plans., In this connection, 1n February 1983, FEMA recom—
mended to NRC changes in their 1980 agreement aimed at 1mproving
Iinterim fandings, The proposed revisions specify that an interaim
finding provided for NRC use in the licensing process wnuld be an
cxtencion of FEMA's formal approval procedures, be based on avall-
able plan reviews and exercise results, and assess whether
ex1.ting offsite planning and preparedness provide reasonable
assurance that the health and safety of the public will be pro-
tected an a plant accident.  FEMA and NRC officials are discussing
the revisions but no final action had heen taken as of April 1984,

In i1ty comments on a draft of this report, FEMA stated that
1t 15 aware that inconsistent findings have been made, but 1t
belioves that these are more attributable to variations between
the FEMA reglons and subjective judgments i1nvolved than to differ-
ence between 1ts findings processes. FEMA added that 1t 1ssued
gquidance 1n August 1983 to 1ts regions for enhancing uniformity.
PEMA al<o commented that, 1n conjunction with NRC, 1t 15 examlinlng
the need to revise the federal emergency planning and preparedness
criteria. As part of this effort FEMA and NRC are considering
whether the craiteria should be prioritized 1nto critical and less
cratical elements to help 1dentify and prescribe more definitively
what conotitates adegquate oftsite planning and preparedness,

FEMA AND NRC DO NOT HAVE CONTROLS TO

ENSURE NRC IS AWARE OF DEFICIENCIES

During our review, we found that FEMA and NRC di1d not have
control to ensure that NRC 1s aware of deficiencies found 1n
oxercices  FEMA indicated 1n 1ts guidance to regilonal offices 1n
cftect at the time of our review that exercise reports would be
provzided to NRC, Tt did not, however, enforce the reguirement,
ard HRC was unaware that 1t was not receilving the reports. n
Angquat 1983, FEMA 1ssued new guldance stating that FEMA headqguar-
ter , would provide NRC coples of all exercise reports within 37
daye of the oexercise,  We remaln concerned about the adequacy of
thr . effort because we found that FEMA had not enforced saimilar
car lier guidance,

FEMA had not provided NRC

exerclae reports when reguested

NRC had reqguested that PEMA submit exercise reports, which
tnclude findings, on every operating plant by April 1981 to pro-
vide cvidence of state and local capability to 1mplement emergency
plan<, NRC subseguently revised this date ro April 1982.  FEMA,
however, had not provided exercise reports on 37 of the H3 sites
with operating licenses by the April 1982 deadline and as of May
1983, when we completed our fi1eld work, 1t had <ti1ll not provided
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exerclse reports on 14 sites. According to the FEMA Assistant
Assocrate Director, Office of Natural and Technological Hazards,
FEMA provided NRC 11 of the 14 remaining reports by December 1983,

According to the NRC Deputy Director, Division of Emergency
Preparedness, NRC has not 1nstituted controls to ensure that 1t
recelved FEMA exercise reports as requested or to otherwlse stay
abreast of planning and preparedness at operating vlants, Other
than formal approvals, FEMA was not regulred to roucinely provide
NRC the results of 1ts work until August 1983, including the
results of exercirses,

According to the FEMA Assistant Assocliate Director, Office of
Natural and Technological Hazards Programs and other headquarters
officials, FEMA had not provided the exercise findings on all
operating sites as requested because they guestioned the quality
and consistency of the reports 1ts regional offices submitted.
These officlals cited the following three problems with some early
reports prepared 1n the regions: (1) significant deficiencies
existed, but the reports concluded offsite safety was adequate to
protect public health and safety, (2) at the time of the reqgquired
exercises, emergency plans were in early draft stages and did not
provide a sound basis for the exercises, and (3) exercises had
heen conducted without a Regional Assistance Committee review of
the emergency plans because of time constraints., FEMA head-
guarters officirals said they did not submit some of these reports
to NRC, expecting to walt anti1l after a subseguent exercise to
report to NRC, The NRC Deputy Director, Division of Fmergency
Preparcdness, said NRC did not press FEMA for the reports because,
without any control system, agency officials did not know all of
them had not been provided,

Deficiencies found 1n
exerclses not reported to NRC

The 1982 exercilses at the Oyster Creek, Beaver Valley, and
Rancho Seco (Caiifornia) sites provide examples of significant
deficiencles at operating sites where NRC requested an exercise
report that FEMA did not provide. FEMA di1d not provide NRC an
exerclse report based on the March 1982 Oyster Creek exevrcise 1in
which FEMA reported 45 deficiencies, 17 of them significant. The
exerclise showed that although temporary emergency broadcast system
procedures had been developed for use 1n the exercise, they did
not conform to standard procedures, nor had they been approved by
the Federal Communications Commission.,  Although sirens were
sounded, the public had not been adequately 1nformed of how to
respond, and no public i1nformation brochures had been mailed. 1In
one county about 50 percent of those surveyed heard the sirens and
did not know what to do., The exercise also showed that a number
of municipalities were unaware of the avallability of potassium
1od1de for emergency workers, and emergency workers were not
trained 1n the proper use of dosimeters--radiation measurement
devices—--or aware of safe radiation exposure limits. According to
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the Director, FEMA, the results of a May 24, 1983, exerclse that
retested significant deficiencies from the first exercise will be
provided to NRC. As of the end of April 1984, however, more than
25 months after the first exercise and 11 months after the second,
FEMA had still not provided this i1nformation to NRC.

We also found that NRC was not i1nformed of deficiencies in
the February 1982 Beaver valley exercise until November 1982, at
which time FEMA concluded that emergency preparedness was not ade-
quate to protect public health and safety. FEMA records show that
regilonal FPEMA officlals were reluctant to even hold the exercise
because they believed state and local governments would not be
able to demonstrate requlred capabilities. Also the state of Ohio
di1d not participate and one Ohio county only partially partici-
pated 1n the exercise because they were not adeguately prepared to
denmonstrate their ability to protect public health and safety.
Exerclse deticlencies at Beaver Valley included:

--0One county used radio operators who were unfamiliar with
technical data related to the hypothetical nuclear emer-
gency and, as a result, communicated it inaccurately to
decisi1onmakers.

--Another county 1lnaccurately communicated an evacuation
order resulting 1n some communlties within the county not
receiving it.

--0One state did not demonstrate a capability to assess the
seriousness of the accident data in order to decide what
protective response should be ordered, such as evacuation
or sheltering.

--Monitoring and decontamination teams that the two partici~
pating states assigned to mass care centers lacked know-
ledge of their functions.

Also, the performance of the county that was not prepared to fully
participate in the February exercise was lnadequate when tested in
July 1982. Among the deficliencies noted were 12 of 13 sirens not
sounding and radiological monitoring equlpment not being available
at the decontamination and relocation centers,

The Rancho Seco site exercise, held 1n June 1982, revealed
significant deficlencles in communications and public i1nforma-
tion. The September 1982 Reglonal Assistance Committee plan
review 1ndicated that a number of sections of the plan had not
been completed, 1including those covering communications, coordina-
ti1on of public i1information, decisionmaking procedures, emergency
broadcast messaye content, and overall trainlng requirements,
FEMA d1d not, however, send NRC a negative interim finding until
March 1983, about 9 months after the exercise and 6 months after
the Reyional Assistance Commlttee review., In June 1983, after
receipt of the negative finding, NRC gave the utility 120 days to
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work with the state and local governments to correct the defi-
cirencies bhefore 1t would consider whether punltive action was
[SERARLEPENTEY | ‘/.

NR(C believes 1t 19
Gwat e of deficiencies

Although NRC 1n 1ts comments on a draft of this report said
thiat FEMA'S exercise report 135 the accepted mechanism for
docament 1ng deticirencies in offsite safety, the agency did not
believe that not recelving exerclse reports has prevented 1t from
acting on poossible significant deficiencies 1n offsite prepared-
neesn . NRC believes that deficiencies could not exist 1n offsite
safety without 1ts awareness because the agency has a close
working telationship with FEMA. Also, NRC said 1t 1s confident
that appropriate action has been taken to resolve significant
defirerencires wdentifiled 1n exercises at operating nuclear power-
plant . It wald that all exercise participants and observers,
imcluding NRC, would learn of fundamental defects 1n planning and
proeparedness through post-exercise meetings.

While NRC and FEMA do have close contacts, we found no evi-
dence that FEMA had informed NRC of the status of planning and
proparcedness at the operating si1tes where exerclse reports were
not provided, or that NRC had taken any action to ensure that
detfirciencies at these plants were corrected in a timely fashion,
We albo disagree with NRC's assertion that it would rouatinely
learn of significant deficiencies at the post-exerclse meetings,
These meetings, which are attended by federal, state, and local
ofticrals, atfected utility officirals, and the public and media,
are held 1mmediately after exercises and well before exercise
Feports are prepared.,  According to FEMA policy, these meetings
are limited to the highlights of the exercise, do not discuss the
detarly of state and local performance, and do not i1ndicate
whether otate and local governments passed or failled the exer-
cl1oc, At one meeting we attended the discussion was so general
that we could not determine what deficlencies existed even though
the tinal report included 7 major and 43 minor deficiencies,
According to some state officials, the post-exercise critiqgue and
the final report can differ significantly.

CONCLUS 1ONS

Under FEMA leadership state and local planning and prepared-
ne s for radiologlcal emergencies at nuclear powerplants have pro-
greassed,  PEMA, however, does not antlcipate that planning and
preparedness will be adequate to warrant formal approval of oft-
S1tee satety at all operating powerplant sites before September
198%5. W believe obstacles exiot to timely attainment of adeqguate
preparedness and the federal agencies 1nvolved may not be able to
remove all of them,
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For o example, FEMA and NRC can not compel state and local
gqoverrment 3 to plan and prepare for nuclear powerplant accidents
or Lo cortect significant deficiencles 1n offsite safety., The
current oyotem also leaves states, local governments, and utili-
tieo to resolve the matter of funding for emergency planning and
priparedness among themselves., To the extent that they are unable
to eqtablicoh catislfactory mechanisms for obtaining adequate
funding, emergency preparedness, as well as cooperative relation-
“hirpe among all parties, may not he sufficiently developed to pro-
tect pablice health and safety.

n addition, FEMA's process for evaluating and approving
emergency preparedness plans has resulted in inconsistent conclu-
Stons on oflfsite safety at si1tes having similar deficiencies.

FEMA hao recognized this problem and has i1nitiated several actions
armed ot providing more uniformity in its findings, including
roouing new gquidance to 1ts regions, proposing to make interim
fFindings provided for NRC use 1n the licensing process an exten-
1on of 1t formal approval process and based on exercise results,
and cexamining whether the federal criteria for emergency prepared-
neco Should bhe prioritized 1nto critical and less critical
clement o,

Al<o, FEMA and NRC do not have controls for ensuring NRC is
aware of deficiencies at operating sites even though deficiencies
may oxtot, Information on deficiencies should be available to NRC
For determining whether existing plants should continue opera-
taing. FEMA reliles on NRC to stimulate correction of deficiencies
tn offLite safetry at these sites when state and local governments
do not voluntarilv do so., FEMA, however, had not provided NRC
cxercioe reports on 37 operating plants as reguested and NRC had
not preassed PFEMA for them.  This prevented NRC from considering
whether actions were needed on significant offsite safety
defreiencies,  Although FEMA has issued new guidance providing
that FEMA headqgquarters will provide NRC copies of all exercise
reports, we are concerned that FEMA did not consistently implement
previons guidelines containing a similar requirement. As a
recntt, we believe that joint FEMA and NRC controls are needed so
that NRC can alert FEMA when 1t has not received an exercise
report on a particular site.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE DIRECTOR,
FEDIRAT, EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY,
AND CHATRMAN, NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

We recommend that the Director, FEMA, and Chairman, NRC,
undortake o comprehensive reassessment of their agreement covering
State and local emergency planning and preparedness. The
reas.oooment Should (1) identify one procedure and the require-

ment < necessary for making consistent findings on offsite emer-—
gene, planning and preparedness, and (2) establish and implement
control. to ensure NRC recelves periodic status reports on the

out tanding deficiencies 1n each offsite plan and exercise.
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AGENCY AND STATE COMMENTS

AND OUR EVALUATION

In our draft report we proposed that FEMA and NRC establish
one proceduare based on minimum requirements that state and local
government s maust meet for a finding of adequate offsite cafety.
FEMA disagreed with the need to terminate 1ts dual findings pro-
cess and adopt a single approach for evaluating and approving off -
site planning and preparedness.  FEMA emphasized that the two
existing processes are complementary and designed to meeot FEMA'S
program objective and to respond to NRC's requests for anterim
findings for Yicensing considerations. NRC also commentod that,
while differences may ex15t 1n FEMA administrative procedures, in
producing interim and final findings, no differences should exist
in the basie emergency planning requirements that must be met,

Wr disagree with FEMA and NRC that no fundamental differences
ax1st between the interim and final findings procesases, Although
both are methods for reaching findings on the adequacy of oftsite
safety, the level of information considered under each brocedgs
differs greatly.  An antecim finding of adegnate offoitoe gafoty
can be based on any level of 1nformation, including a review ol an
cmergency preparedness plan, an evaluation of one or more rxoer-
c150es, or oa combination of plan reviews and exercise evalunations,
In contri.t, a final finding, or formal approval, can not be made
unti1l the omergency plan 1s reviewed, an exercise conducted, and a
publice meeting held.  Farther, we did not propose, ac FEMA statoes
1n 1ty comments, that the dual findings process be replaced waith
one sumilar to FEMA'e formal approval process.  Rather, we pro-
posed only that one process, based on one clear set of minimum
saf ety requirements be established for reaching a conclusion that
of forte safety 15 adequate,

FEMA, however, di1d not disagree with the need to establioh
minimum requirement s, As pointed out on page 18, FEMA otaled 1t
14 considering, 1n conjunction with NRC, whether prioritizing
federal cmergency planning and preparedness criteria would help
vdentify more definitively what constitutes adequaate ot fsite plan-
ning and preparcdness.  Effectively prioritizing this oritteria and
nsing 1t consiastrently could achieve the same effect a4 we ong-
gested an o our draft report.,

FEMA commented that since our report analyzed FEMA's findings
At various sites at o oa gapecific time 1n an ongoing process, it does
not adequately reflect the degree of progress made at the same
s1tee over a period of 2 or 3 years, We believe that our oxamina-
ti1on of FEMA's acoessments of offsite salfety at elected iten
heginning with FEMA's first site assessment and inclading asoesa-
ment o through May 1983, when we completed our field work, pnt s oas
in a position to evaluate the quality and consistency of FEMA'
proceas for reviewing the adequacy of offsite safety,. We fually
realize, as FEMA states, that offsite preparedness 15 containually
being ascsessed and may have progressed since our evaluationa woere
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made . While our report primarily discusses condiltions as they
existed at the time of our field work, we have also updated our
report to reflect progress pointed out to us by FEMA 1n 1ts com-
ments.,  NRC, on the other hand, stated that it was gratified that
the report noted the considerable progress that has been made on
emergency planning and preparedness since the Three Mile Island
accident .,

NRC commented that the report does not attempt to demonstrate
how a4 signiticant deflrclency 1n offsite safety 1s related to state
and local governments' capability to protect public health and
safety 1n the event of a nuclear powerplant accident. Further,
NRC bhelieves the report does not adequately differentiate between
a defircirency in an oftsite satety planning element and failure to
comply with NRC regulations. Health and Human Services made a
similar comment, stating that our report presents no clear evi-
dence that state and local governments are not adequately prepared
to respond to nuclear powerplant emergencies.

We believe, however, that deficiencies FEMA 1dentified in
d550591 g emergency preparednes, plans, such as not having trans-—
portation for evacuating disabled i1ndividuals, not i1nforming the
publice on how to respond to sirens, not distributing emergency
imformat ton brochures to the public, and not trainlng emergency
workers 1n the proper use of radiation measurement devices defi-
nitely cast doubt on state and local governments' capability to
protect the public health and safety.

NRC Hatd a basic premise of our report 1s that emergency pre-
parcdness around nuclear powerplants is 1nadequate because FEMA
hao not formally approved ottsite safety at most sites. NRC
belleves this premise rests on a misunderstanding of the NRC and
PEMA review processes for assessing the adequacy of otfsite
Satety.  Along these lines, FEMA said that since emergency plan-
nng 19 oa dynamic process we should not presume significant defi-
crencies exioat an offsite catety simply because 1t has not
tormally approved oftoite safety at a site. Both NRC and FEMA
Stated that tor the most part, state and local governments around
operdating nuclear powerplants are capable of adequately protecting
the health and satety of the public in the event of a radiological
cmergency, even where emergency preparedness plans have not been
formally approved, They belileve that state and local governments!
planning and preparedness provide reasonable assurance that appro-
pri1iate measures can be taken otfsite.  They point out that the
objective of emergency preparedness 1s to provide reasonable
asosurance, not absolute certainty, that offsite safety 15 adequate
to protect poablre health and Satety.  Wisconsin's comment on the
posue 0, that approved plan, do not guarantee cmergency prepoar cd-

N,
Wi e not gL ouming that wates where FEMA has not formally

approved ottt ,ate plans have sirgnificant deficlenciles 1n emergency
planning and preparedness and have clarified those sections ot the
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report that might have created this impression. Rather, we are
reporting that all operating nuclear powerplants do not have
approved emergency preparedness plans and that our field work
showed that FEMA found significant deficiencies in offsite safety
at sites where 1t had not formally approved such plans.

We have also expanded our report to present in more detail
the federal criteria for assessing nuclear emergency planning and
preparedness., We specifically added, as NRC and FEMA pointed out,
that the federal criteria provide FEMA determine that state and
local planning and preparedness adeguately protect public health
and safety by presenting reasonable assurance that appropriate
offsl1te protective measures can he taken 1n a radiological emer-
gency. We believe, however, that the 1nadeguacies we 1dentified
1n FEMA's assegssments of state and local planning and prepared-
ness, such as reaching i1nconsistent conclusions on the adequacies
of offsite safety at sites having similar deficlencies, point out
the need for 1mprovements 1n determining whether state and local
emergency planning and preparedness provide reasonable assurance
that offsi1te safety 1s adeguate to protect the public health and
safety, Also, the fact that FEMA and NRC are considering whethert
the federal emergency planning and preparedness criteria should be
prioritized 1nto critical and less-critical elements to help
1denti1fy and prescribe more definitively what constitutes adequate
planning and preparedness also points out that 1mprovements are
needed.

Pennsylvania questioned the accuracy of the facts we pre-
gented on the Beaver Valley exerclses and suggested that we had
confused the Beaver Valley 1982 exercise report with another
report. Pennsylvania's comments have some validity. 1In citing
the number of deficiencies 1n the Beaver Valley exercise, we 1n-
correctly reported the number from the July 1982 retest rather
than the original February 1982 exercise., Pennsylvania 1s correct
that the excrcise report showed that there were 81 recommendations
made for 1mproving deficiencies as a result of the February 1982
exercise rather than 65 deficiencies which we cited from the July
1982 retest. We revised our report accordingly.

Pennaylvania also saird that 1t had no record of FEMA's con-
clusi1on that offsi1te emergency preparedness was inadeguate at the
Beaver Valley site., The state said that the April 23, 1982, cover
letter 1t received, transmitting the FEMA report on the February
1982 exercise, did not contain a negative finding on the exer-
c1se's outcome., The cover letter to which Pennsylvania refers was
sent by the FEMA regional office and deals exclusively with the
results 1n Pennsylvanla., 1In contrast, the FEMA headguarters
transmittal letter to NRC on this exercise, dated November 18,
1982, discusaed offsite safety for Pennsylvania and adjoining
states. Tt stated that the exercise results for an adjoining
state were not adequate and therefore public health and safety
could not be assured at the Beaver Valley site.



CHAPTER 3

ITMPROVEMENTS NEFEDED 1IN THE EXERCISES

CONDUCTED TO TEST PREPARFDNESS PLANS

T protect public health and safety in the event of a nuclear
powerplant aceildent, state and local governments prepare emergency
reaponae plans and are required to conduct periodic exercises to
te ot therr ability to 1mplement them. The 10 FEMA reagional
off1ees, with the assistance of the Regional Assistance Committees
and FEMA contractors, test the adegquacy of plans 1n exercises
asing federal emergency preparedness criteria that FEMA and NRC
developed.  FEMA reports the results to the states which then are
expected to inttirate corrective actions. We found that improve-
ment o are needed 1n exercises that test state and local planning
and preparoedness to assure that

-=-the cxercise 18 adequate to demonstrate state and local
capabilaity to respond to an accident,

--all ¢lements 1n the ftederal emergency preparedness criteria
are tested or verified,

--deficiencies 1denti1fi1ed 1n exerclse evaluations are fol-
lowed up and corrected, and

-—timely feedback 1s provided state and local governments
on exerclgse deficrenciles.,

FEMA AND NRC NEED TO ENSURFE EXERCISF

SCKNARIOS ARE ADEQUATE TO TEST PREPAREDNESS

Fven though regulations and an interagency agreement state
that FEMA and NRC will prepare representative exercise scenarios
which states and uti1lities may use in testing emergency plans,
they have not done so, 1In many 1nstances FEMA concluded after the
exercices that the applicable scenario prepared by the states and
ntility companies did not provide an adequate opportunity for
demonstrating the ability to respond to an emergency.

In addition, FEMA has often received the offsite scenarios
too late to make necessary changes and has not been aware of the
extent to which exercises of emergency plans included planning and
preparedness for federal lands and facilities within the 10-male
FPZ.  Al<o, cexcessive simulation of critical emergency prepared-
ness activities has occurred 1n exercises while no surprise exer-
ciroen and foew surprise events have taken place, thus reducing the
of foct fveneass of exerciseds,



PXerc1se scenarior

need 1mprovement

Mtarlitires, states, and local governments test onsite and of £f-
Si1te emergency preparvedneass in a joint exercise,  This approach
permitc evaluation of the i1nterface between offsite and onsite
emerdgency response personnel,  The utility prepares a scenario
decsceribing what will occur during the onsite portion of the exer-
croe and cubmits 1t to NRC for review. Because onsite events
affect the offsite conditions and response, the states and utili-
tieo work together to develop the offsite scenario from the onsite
qcenario,

FEMA and NRC have relied on states and uti1lity companies to
prepare exerclse sconarios becaune of their more specialized know-
ledge of the sites.  FEMA, however, has not established minimum
reqmirements for the scenarios.

The FEMA Ascsocliate Director, State and Tocal Programs and
Support, and other FEMA officials, 1ndicated that each exercise
should cover the most important elements of the federal criteria,
hut that all elements could not be tested at each exercise because
of time constrainta.,  Although FEMA officials agreed all elements
are not equal, they have not established which elements are most
important.,

Tn 11 of the 31 exercise evaluations we examined, FEMA con-
cluded that the <cenario was unsatisfactory to adequately test
State or local capabilities.  Yetr 1t concluded that planning and
preparednens were adequate 1n all but one 1nstance, For example,
FEMA concluded 1n the 1981 Salem i1nterim finding that offsite pre-
paredness was adequate to protect public health and safety even
though 1t also reported that the 1981 exercise upon which 1t was
based was not cufficirently comprehensive, Also, FEMA formally
approved planning and preparedness at the Surry site 1n Virginia
even though 1t concluded that the exercises preceding the approval
were not adequate to assess offsite safety., Additionally, plan-
ning and preparedness were formally approved at the North Anna
site 1n Virginta although neitther of the exercises preceding the
approval was adequate due to <scenario deficirencles.

The FEMA Associrate Director, State and Local Programs and
Support, and other FEMA officirals, said that offsite scenarios
were often deficient because the onsite acenari1os upon which they
wiere based did not provide for an accident of suffileient magnitude
to fully test offsite capabilities. Tn these cases FEMA did not
always conelunde that the overall exercise was inadequate.,  For
oxample, 1n an additional 12 of 31 exercise reports we examined,
FEMA concluded that the excercise scenario did not provide for an
offsite radiovactive release sufficient to test state and local
capabilities to take protective actions. However, 1n none of
these canes did FEMA require state and local governments to retest
in order to demonstrate their capabilitiles,
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These FEMA officials attributed the 1inadeguate of
nari1os to NRC's willingness to accept onsite scenarios that pro-
vide 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 adeguate. The FEMA Reglonal Assist-
ance Committee Chairman said the utility refused to change the
scenar1o because NRC had already approved 1t, After discussions
with FEMA, the uti1lity expanded the scenario voluntarily but not
to the extent FEMA desired.

FEMA has proposals for better
exercise scenarios

FEMA reported to NRC 1n September 1982 that inadequate sce-
nari10s to test state and local ability to mobilize personnel and
resources were a wldespread 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 1ts 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 1n its agreement with
NRC, FEMA officilals said the agency contracted with the Idaho
National Engineering Laboratory 1n February 1983 to evaluate all
scenari1os preceding the exercises. Also, in March 1983 draft
guilidance to 1ts regional offices, FEMA proposed that a complete
exercise should 1nclude testing a response to a dgeneral
emergency. 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 i1mproving uniformity. 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 estahblished whether all or certain of
these objectives should be addressed in one or more exercises.

FEMA also stated in 1ts comments that 1t has contracted for a
computer system to improve technological support of exercises,
FEMA expects to use the system 1n assisting state and local gov-
ernments to develop better emergency plans and exercise scenarios,
1n 1mproving FEMA assessment techniques, and in standardizing the
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executton and evaluation of exercises.  The system 15 currently
bhoing developed and 1mplemented, and FEMA expects 1t will be fully
opetatlonal by December 1984.  Because use of the system will be
volintary, 1t 16 not clear to what extent 1t will 1mprove FEMA'S
cnergency preparedness program.,

FEMA teg10nal oftices have 1ndependently addressed the prob-
Lem of anadequate exercise scenarios.,  In 1982, region IT 1niti-
ated a4 task torce approach to scenario development 1n response to
Atomic Satety Licensing Board hearings, and NRC imposed 120-day
correction periods at the Indian pPoint site. The task force
includes the Regilronal Assistance Committee agencles, utilaty
compantes, and state and local governments,  Also, region X has
entabliched minumun requlirements for exercise scenarios that NRC
reglon Vohas agreed to adopt when reviewing the adequacy of sce-
narios,.  Although some benefit 1s derived from these i1ndividual
actions, they nevertheless do not rectify the overall problem.

BXerclee soendrilos are submitted late

Although PEMA requests states to submit oftsite scenarios for
review 45 days before exercises, FEMA and state officrals told us
this tame ftrame 15 rarely met,  The Deputy Director, Pennsylvanla
Einet gency Managoement Agency, also said that his agency was not
teque sted to comply with the 45-day milestone until 1982, a year
after FEMA eostablished 1t

According to the FEMA Acsocliate Director, Otflice of State and

focal Programs and Support, and other FEMA ofticials, late submis-
Siron of the offoirte Scenarios prevents FEMA from reviewing them
md askaing states and atilities to make needed changes.  We re-
viewed the timelliness of scenario subimission for the 17 of 31
eXercioes where transmittal dates, woere avallable and noted that 7,
ot 41 percent, did not meet the 45-day submission deadline.  For
exanple, FEMA d1d not receive part of the scenario for the 1982
Boaver valley Lite exercise until 4 days before the exercise.
Al o, 1t did not receive the 1982 oite scenario for the D.C. Cook
Site 1n Michigan until 5 days betore the exercise and the scenario
was chianged the day betfore the exercise,  FEMA reported deficien-
cres related vt five of the seven late scenarios after the exer-
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Exerciraes do not always cover
Tederal Tands — — 7 T

State and local governments plan and prepare for nuclear
power plant accidents on lands and facilities under their juri.dic-
ti1on.  These lands do not always nclude those under federal jur-
todietion=-~nat 1tonal parks and torests, Indian reservations, and
military notallations.  FEMA does not have procedures to ensure
this gap 15 filled and that planningy and preparedness take place
for tederal lands and facilities within the 10- or 50-mile EPZs.
According to g FEMA neadquarters program managaer, during a 1982
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Diablo Canyon site exercirse in California, federal officilals
learned that plans to vrotect people 1n a federal wilderness area
within the 10-mile EPZ were 1nadequate.

Ater this exercise FEMA assigned responsibility to the head-
(it ter s program manager for determining the extent of this prob-
e nat rtonwide and 1nvited the Department of Interior to join the
Poederal Radiologireal Preparedness Coordinating Committee and the
Reglonal Acarstance Committees. The two agencies have met and
1dentifired Interclor lands and facilities located within the 10-
and 50-mi1le EPZs., The next task will be to develop and implement
eacrgency plans and procedures for assessing coordination between
specilie Interior lands and facilities and state and local govern-
menta, ntilities, and other federal agenciles.

In 114 comments on thlis report, FEMA did not mention attempts
to make aimilar arrangements with the Department of Agriculture or
the Department of Defense, agencies which also have jurisdiction
over foederal lands,  The FEMA Assoclate Director, State and T.ocal
Programs and Support, and other FEMA officials, said the overall
feder o] project has low priority and no time frames for completion
have boen oqgtablished,

Exerciraes should 1nclude more

actual teots rather than simulations

In 8 of 31 cases we reviewed, FEMA reported after the exer-
150 that preparedness was adequate even though state and local
jovernment . simulated critical functions which should have been
teoted,  For oexample, 1n an actual accident regquiring public noti-
fFreation <irens would be activated., During several exerclses the
Sirens wele not activated, but exercilse participants pretended
they were,  Although there 1s no federal gulidance on whether func-
tion, should be tested or simulated, FEMA officirals agreed that
over-gimnlation deprives exerclise participants of valuable
tratning and practice and precludes examining state and local
ibility to execute rheir plans.,

Some federal offacirals helieve that certaln aspects of
tespon o Such as publice notification, emmergency communication, and
noe af vimergencey facilities and equipment are so critical they
“honld never be simialated.  Federal exercise observers and FEMA
oxertel e evalaations 1ndicatred state and local governments some-
tames Samilate these and other functions such as radiological
monttoring, sheltering, distribution of drugs to emergency
WOrker s, ovacaat1on, 4ccess control, returning the population to
an evacaated area, and restoring an evacuated area to normal use,

At the 1982 Hateh and 1981 Dresden (I1lino1s) site exercises,
moat of the exercise response for two countles within the 10-mile
PP was srmrlated. The sounding of sirens was simulated 1n many
exXercl e, anctading the 1982 exerclses at San Onofre
{(Calitornia), Beaver Valtey, and Surry. 1In the 1982 Peach Bottom
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exercise 1n Pennsylvania, FEMA reported in its evaluation that
numerous simulated elements should have been exercised, such as
protective actions and exposure control, and 1n the future more
demonstration and less simulation should occur.

Exercises are not unannounced

The federal emergency preparedness criterla states that some
excercises should be unannounced; however, this has not occurred
because of difficulties in obtaining participation from the
responsible states, local governments, and volunteer groups.
Because state and local governments prepare scenarios, some
federal exercise observers have questioned the effectivencs. of
exercises 1n testing response capabilities. They object to those
hbeing tested designing the scenarios and believe that at a minimum
exercises should include surprise events. Some Regional Assiot-
ance Committee members belileve that FEMA's 1ntroduction of
surprise events 1n exercises would be an acceptable subotatute to
unannounced exercises and would allow for a response more clocely
resembling that of an actual accident. The Director, FEMA reqgion
1T, agreed. He said that the region heagan introducing surprioes
in exercises more than a year aao (late 1982). Surprises have
heen related to bus evacuation and traffic control and have helped
assure that state and local governments more fully teot therr
capability to respond to an accident.

FEMA NEEDS TO FNSURF COMPLIANCF WITH
ALI. ELEMENTS OF FFEDERAL CRITERIA

Fach of the 15 planning standards related to otf<ite safety
1n the federal emergency planning and preparedness criterita con-
tains a list of elements which are used 1n measuring <tate and
local compliance with the standard. FEMA does not have, however,
a system for ensuring that state and local governmentc comply with
the federal criteria which specifies that they excrcise all major
elements over a S-year period and comply with all other elements,
including conducting drills. Further, FEMA has not 1dent 1fied
which elements are major. As a result, FEMA has approved offaite
planning and preparedness without the benefit of accurate
information on the extent of compliance or non-compliance with the
federal craiteria.

We found that FEMA formally approved planning and prepared-
ness at the LaSalle and Hatch <i1tes even though the exerciae
reports tndicated that only 11 percent of the applicable clements
had been tested. Tt also approved planning and preparedneas gl
the Trojan and Segquoyah sites even thouabh the exerciloe reports,
indicated that less than 50 percent of the elements had been
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tentod. The 1980 Hatoh Site oxerclse wds designed to te st
clements of only 5 of the 15 offsite safety standards, and the
resulting evaluation reported 21 deficirencres,  FEMA subseguently
reported 10 and 101 deficrencies 1n the 1981 and 1982 Hatch site
exXerelosen, respectively.  The 1982 exerclse cevaluation also
reported that many deficlencies 1dentified during previouo excer-
clsen o were anresolved desplte commltments that they would be
correctod,

In addition, compliance with some elements that can not be
tosted 1n exercises 15 not verified by other means. For example,
State and local plans may i1ndicate that (1) agreements exist with
bhus companies to ass,1st 1n an evacuation and that drivers have
recelved required training, (2) arrangements exist with host com-
nanttles to recerve evacuees and host communlties have plans for
Sheltoring, teeding, and decontaminating them, and (3) schedules
ex15t ftor conducting periodic drills of selected capabilities,
There are at least 30 elements, such as these three, that FEMA can
not obooryve 1n exercilses but that can be evaluated by other
means .  However, FEMA has not established procedures for assessing
compllance with elements that are not assessed 1n exercises,

A veriticatiion program such as the one introduced i1n FEMA
region [T at the Indian Point site could be used to assess
compliance with elements that are not tested 1n exercises.  FEMA
regilonal offireirals conducted a pre-exerclse verification before
the 1983 Indian point exercilse to determine tf certaln plan ele-
ments were in place and 1f i1ndividuals could execute assigned
responsibirlitres, FEMA administered a telephone gquestionnaire to
v sanple of bus companies, reception centers, hospitals, congre-
jate care centers, ambulance companies, schools, and special
facitlitien .  FEMA then made field visits to follow up on some
problem, the questionnalre surfaced and shared results with state
and local oftircrals so they could take corrective actions. For
exanple, the plan 1ndicated a bus company had trained staft and
wao willing to aso1st 10 emergency evacuations, However, FLOMA
tound that the bus company staff nad not been trained and the com-
pany had never been contacted concerning participating 1n an exer-
clhe or o responding in o an emergency,

TWee computed the percentage of elements contained i1n the federal
cmergency planning and preparedness criteria that were tested 1in
exorerse s by (1) counting the total number of elements tested at
41l localities within the 10-mile EPZ of the site, (2) multiply-
1y the total namber of elements that can be tested 1n an exer-
c1oe by the number of localities 1n the 10-mile EPZ of the site,
md (3) daviding (1) by (2). Therefore, 1f 100 percent of the
cloment , were tested 1n one county and no elements were tested 1n
tour other counties 1n the 10-mlle EPZ, only 20 percent of the
olement > would be tested 1n the exercise. 1In those cases where
PEMA d1d not match the contents of 1ts evaluation reports with
pecitie elements, we matched the elements before making our
computat 1ons,
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The veritication prograan could also be used to ensure states
conduct required drills aimed at testing, developing, and main-
taining “ki1lls 1n a particular operation such as communications,
tive control, medical emergencies, radiological monitoring, health
phystea, and equipment checks. In addition to exercises, the
federal criterta indicates that states should conduct draills and
PEMA should evaluate performance during these drills. FEMA offi-
clals wald they are not asually provided drill schedules nor are
federal observers usually present at drills to i1dentify deficien-
cles.  FEMA reglon II, 1n commenting on a draft of this report,
stated that 1t recently began requesting drill and training sched-
nles,  According to regional officials, some of the drills were
obuerved and teedback provided to the state. Other than 1n reglion
Il no attempt seems to be made to ensure that drills occur or that
deficiencies are corrected, Consequently, state and local pre-
parednes, may be deficient, but FEMA would not be aware of 1t and
would not be prepared to monltor corrective actions.,

FEMA NEEDS TO IMPROVE
TRACKING OF DEFICIENCIES

FEMA does not have an agency-wide tracking system to ensure
that deflciencies identified 1n exerclses are followed up and cor-
rected,.  Consequently, NRC has licensed plants and FEMA has
approved oftsite satety without assurance that deficiencies were
corrected.  This situation exlsts because FEMA'sS management infor-
mat ton system has limited capabilities,

Detilciencles 1n exerclses

need bettoer tracking

We found that deficlenci=zs i1dentified by exercises are not
alway, tracked to determine 1f they are corrected, As a result,
FILMA conclusions on the adequacy of offsite safety are not always
relirable,  For example:

--1n 1981, FEMA provided NRC an interim finding on the San
Onofre site for use 1n making a licensing decision, The
finding concluded that plans were minimally adequate and
capability to implement them was 1nadequate to protect
public health and safety. It stated that evacuation capa-
bility was limited and not fully demonstrated, plans for
restoring an affected area to normal use and returning the
population to an evacuated area were not well-developed and
never demonstrated, 1ngestion pathway sampling and analysis
were not demonstrated, dissemination of public information
through the emergency broadcast system was not sufficiently
tested, and public education, emergency worker training,
and required drills were 1nadequate, However, after the
1982 exerclse, FEMA decided that offsite planning and pre-
paredness were adequate although 1t did not verify 1n this
later exercise whether any of the deficiencies we describe
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above had been corrected. NRC subsequently authorized full
power licensing of the two new plants at the site condi-
ti1onal upon FEMA reporting to NRC the successful correction
of four offsite preparedness deflclencles,

--In 1982, FEMA concluded that planning and preparedness were
not adequate at the Beaver Valley site, but concluded after
the 1983 exercise that they were adeguate to protect public
health and safety. However, we found that the 1982 Beaver
Valley exercise evaluation noted deficiencies that were not
addressed 1n the 1983 exerclse, including not demonstrating
(1) backup communications between the Pennsylvania Bureau
of Radiation Protection, Pennsylvania Emergency Management
Agency, and the emerdgency operations facility, (2) use of
police to close the Shippingport Bridge, (3) and ability to
svacuate mobility-i1mpalred persons 1n Hancock County.

-=FEMA noted deficiencies 1n the 1980 North Anna site exer-
cise that were not addressed 1n the next exerclse, 1n-
cluding lack of (1) a simulated radioactive iodine release
to allow for adequate testing of response capability, (2)
radioactive monitoring 1n one of the counties 1n the 10-
mirle BPZ, (3) actual or simulated distribution of potassium
1od1de, and (4) sufficient 1nformation exchange between the
State Health and Agriculture Departments. FEMA formally
approved offsi1te safety at the North Anna site 1n 1983 even
though all 1980 exercise deficilenciles were not addressed.

FEMA's management 1nformation
system has limitations

FEMA has a computerized management 1nformation system but
because 1ncomplete or 1ncorrect data 1s being entered 1nto 1t, the
reqglonal offices we contacted could not use 1t for tracking
exercise deficiencies,  Also, the system's limited capability
allows 1t to retain information only on deficiencies FEMA labels
si1gnificant, and then only for one exercise and for one deficlency
for ecach specific element contained in the federal planning and
preparedness criteria,

FEMA headqguarters staff egtimated that the data i1n 1ts man-
agement 1nformation system for the emergency preparedness program
was less than 50 percent complete, We found that 1t had i1ncom-
plete or 1ncorrect 1nformation on all of the 15 exercise evalua-
tions for which FEMA provided us computer—generated data. For
example, the evaluation report for the Ohio portion of the 1981
Zimmer ite excercise indicated seven major deficiencies; however,
the headquarters data base 1ndicated only four.

The system also tracks only those deficilencles 1dentified as

s1gnificant, even though FEMA officials acknowledged that the
cumulative effect of minor deficienciles can equal a significant
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deticreney and no guldance ex1sts on how to differentiate signifi-
cant and minor deticirencies,  Exauwples of numerous minor deficien-
cies that o we believe could cumulatively have a significant effect
bhut that would not be tracked include:

-=The 1982 Haddam Neck (Connectlcut) exercise evaluation
noted 101 minor deficiencies, 1ncluding the need for addi-
tional training for response personnel, more public infor-
witron for persons tomporarily in the area, additional rad-
tati1on detection devices, and a more complete demonstration
ol restoring an aftected arca to normal use and returning
the population to an evacuated area,

~=Tace 1983 Zion exercise evaluation reported 60 minor defi-
ciencie s, ncluding emergency workers who did not coliect
necessary water, soirl, and food samples to test for con-
taminatiron, could not find their dosimeters (a device
tor measaring radiration recelved), and did not understand
what! dosimetoers were or how to use them. Also, there were
no lists of mobility-1mpaired persons who would reqgquire
transportation 1n an evacuat ron,

—-=-The 1982 Firtzpatrick (New York) exerclse evaluation noted
31 mainor detierencies, 1ncluding communication problems,
lack of public antormation for persons temporarily in the
arca, bhimited demonstration of restoring an atfected area
to normal nse and retarning the population to an evacuated
Arca, cmergency rescue saqaado without protective clothing,
and decontaminat ton facilities that did not control con-
taminated waste water,

An 1mproved system for tracking
deficTencicd T4 heing developed

FEMA nas recognized that weakinesses an the capability of 1ts
Janajement mnformation system reduce the of fectiveness of the
cacrgencey preparcedoess program and has contracted with Argonne
Niti1onal Laboratory to itaprove tracking capabilities, The new
otem, which 1, partially in place and expected to be fully in
place Ly Decemnber 1984, 15 to track all deficiencies, whether
winor o or o Signttieant, and inclade the date and description of cor-
rect ive 4t ron,

I[n comnenting on a draft of thi, report, FEMA stated that
L) Augint 14983 gurdance 1t directed 1ts regronal oftices to
tnelade 10 exercl e renorts the deficrencies noted 1n past exer-
cloes, whether they were corrected, and whether the elements of
the toederal criterta relating to those deticlencies were rested in
Che carrent exercise,  This data would be itncluded 1n oand tracked
Ly the now Sy tom,



BETTER COMMUNICATION BETWEEN
FEMA AND STATES IS NEEDED

The FEMA internal gaidance in effect during our review .
required that regrons provide exercise evaluations to states with-
1in 15 days after exercises, However, FEMA did not usually meet
thits deadline, Although FEMA provided brief critigques immediately
following exercises, state officials indicated these critiques
lacked the specificity necessary to clearly understand what cor-
rective actlion was necessary., Also, FEMA di1d not expect them to _
begin corrective action until the formal evaluation report was A
1509ued,  Furthermore, although guldelines requested states to ;
repord to FEMA reports with a schedule of corrective actions for
sgnifircant deficiencles, FEMA had not always attempted to ensure ‘
that the response itndicated when actions would be completed. _

We reviewed PEMA's timeliness 1n submitting 23 of the 31
1980, 1981, and 1982 evaluations for which transmittal dates were
avallable and tound only 4 met the 15-day reguirement. The 1982
exercise report for the Salem si1te was not submitted to the state .
nnt i1l 7 months after the exercise, FEMA region II officials said
the state caased 2 months of this delay by holding the draft eval-
nation while attempting to 1mplement corrective action that 1t
wanted the final report to reflect, FEMA provided Pennsylvanla _
the 1982 Peach Bottom site evaluation and Tllinois the 1981 Zion _
s1te evaluation 5 months after the exercises. The Illinoas _
response to FEMA took another 5 months. Conseguently, 10 months
olaposed from the 7Zion exercise to FEMA receipt of proposed cor-
rective actions,  Waukegan, Tllinois officials said the fainal |
cxercloe report relating to their performance did not arrive until
15 months after the exercise, or only 2 months before the next
cxerc1oe,  In contrast, region X officials, 1n commenting on a
draft of this report, said they have always delivered the exercise
report within 10 workdays of the exercise,

Promptly notifying the states of deficiencies solves only |
half the problem; the states then need to 1nitiate corrective ,
action,  We also reviewed the proposed corrective actions states b
cubmitted to FEMA on 18 of the 31 exercises for which information
was avillable and noted that the corrective actions for 6 exer-
c1oses did not o specify any time frames [or completion and those for
H other exercises specified some time frames, but not [or cor-
recting every stagnificant deficiency. For example, when Oregon,
Illinmors, Virginia, and Georgla responded with corrective actions
to PIMA' ovaluations for exerclses held at the Trojan, LaSalle,
Surr gz, and ilatch s1tes, none of the corrective actions proposed
tame frames for completion.  In commenting on this matter, FEMA
regron X otfirerals saird that they were unsuccessful in their ini- (
tral request for corrective action schedules from Oregon, but that ;
theltr manunal tracking system does ensure time frames are speci-
fred,  They sard that as a result of followup correspondence,
Ireqgon eatablished a corrective action schedule [or the Trojan
Site,  PEMA reqglon TIU's manual tracking system, developed 1n
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response tooangquiries regarding Indian Point, also ensures that
tyme frames are specified for completing corrective actions,

I'n August 1983, FEMA provided 1ts regional offices guidance
that 1t believes will standardize evaluation and reporting on
oxercises,  lnder its new approach, regional time frames for pro-
cess1ng exercise reports have been expanded from the original
guirdance which only reguired the regions to provide exercise eval-
uations to states within 15 days. The exerclse report 1s now due
at PEMA hoa r}nnnrhmrr_; 'v‘v'it in 30 Aave nf tha avorecicae PRMA A -
{4 L AALAEY CATANA UG L LY L SIS i1 \Au)'o A AR AW AL R e e v - ey ) P LaUAry LI LRI & W 3
gquarters will review the report for completeness and will furnish
two copies to NRC headquarters within 7 days. At this time, the
regions will provide the state two coples with a request that the
state submit a response to the region, including a corrective
actiron schedule with a completion date for each action, within 30
~aYland v Aavea Myoi racime will rmvsgrda Fho ab aba wando
LValLriiivaal uuy‘a. F O g L\','»JJ.UII Wil LV LU e D Laug LCL'J.)’
and the reglonal analysis of the reply to FEMA headguarters within
10 A sy D f ki vamistbk Feaam bl ok bk ArmA Fha vracnilEo v 11 oy firvr
i J \lu}/ > alr v LI v=i W L B w L L [V Ry SLauuny gy QAlivi AN Ron LU L LD AL P N Ny 8 AT [ §
nished to NRC.

CONCLUSTONS
Inadeqguate exerclses of emergency plans have resulted 1in
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abi1l1ty to execute thelr plans., FExercise scenarios have not al-
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government s are adegquately prepared. 1In addition, FEMA has not
always received exercise scenarios from states in sufficient time
to return them for needed revisions before exercises.

We belirve that FEMA's actions and proposals for improving
CXOrClLe SCenarios and their scopes are steps toward more accurate
asseassments of state and local preparedness., St111 FEMA neecds to
establish minimum reguirements for exercises, particularly if
states and utiiities are allowed to continue preparing exercise
LUOendr 1oO49,

The exercise process does not ensure that all applicable
cmergency preparedness elements are tested 1n exercises or other-
wine complied with by state and local governments. For deficien-
cres 1dentified 1n the exercisea, FEMA does not have an agency-
wide system for ensuring that these deficlencles are retested or

otherwilse tracked unti1l corrected, FEMA, however, expects to
1mplement a system for doing so 1n fiscal year 1984,

FEMA offic1als have not always gilven states timely feedback
on exercises or attempted to obtain from them schedules of cor-
rective actions, FEMA 1ssued new guldance that expands time
frames for 1ssulng reports and that contains requirements for
obtaining schedules of corrective actions. We are concerned, how-
ever, that FEMA did not i1mplement previous guidelines on the same
subject



As a result of i1nadequacies in exercises of emergency plans,
FEMA has approved offsite safety and NRC could have licensed
plants when a large number of planning elements have not been
verified as complying with federal criteria or when deficiencies
have not been corrected,

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE DIRFCTOR,
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMFNT AGENCY,
AND CHATRMAN, NUCLFAR RFGULATORY
COMMISSTON

We recommend that the Director, FEMA, and Chairman, NRC, pre-
pare scenarios for exercises of state and local plans as required
by their regulations. However, if FEMA develops minimum require-
ments for exercise scenarios, as we recommend below, this should
1mprove the scenarios prepared by states and utilities and could
eliminate the need for FEMA and NRC to prepare scenarios. IlInder
these ¢circumstances, 1f states and utilities are allowed to con-
tinue nreparing exerclse scenarios, we recommend that the
Director, 1FEMA, and Chairman, NRC, develop procedures to receive
and review them 1n a timely manner to ensure they meet minimum
reagurement s,

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE DIRECTOR,
FENDFERAL FMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

We recommend that the Director, FEMA,

~--1n consaltratiton with states, develop minimum reauirements
for exercise scenarios and identify which elements of the
federal criteri1a are most important and must he given
priority in exercises,

--develop and 1mplement a program (or verifyving compliance
with elements 1n the federal emergency preparedness
criteria that are not tested in exercises,

-—-1mplement, once developed, an agency-wide system for
tracking all deficiencies 1dentified 1n exercises until
corrected, and

-—-improve the vrocess for reporting exercise results so
states recerve exercise evaluations in a more timely man-
ner and for ohtaining schedules of corrective action from
the otates by ensuring recently issued guidance is effec~
tively implemented.,

AGENCY AND STATE COMMENTS
AND OUR FEVALUATTON

FEMA agreed with the general thrust of most of the recom-
mendations intended to improve the quality of exercises through
developing better exercise scenarios., Tt stated it has 1nitiated
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actions to assure that exercises are sufficient for testing off-
s1te planning and preparedness and has proposed that FEMA and NRC
approve scenar1os before exercises are conducted.  FEMA di1d not
comnent Lpecifically on our recommendation that FEMA and NRC
develop the scenarios, while NRC commented that utilities and
states have more knowledge of plant systems and site characteris-
tico and thue are better able to develop scenarios.  NRC added,
however , that 1t 13 developing guidance for preparing exercise
Seonar1os to ensure that the various emergency response functions
are adeguately tested,  Pennsylvania and Wisconsin generally
agreed with NRC that states should prepare the scenarios hecause
of therr knowledge,

We believe that the efforts FEMA and NRC have underway go a
long wav toward addressing our recommendations and could help to
1mprove the adeguacy of exercise scenarios. However, until these
changes are completed and effectively implemented and minimum
requirements for exercise scenari1os are developed, we bhelieve that
the adequacy and comprehensiveness of scenarios can bhe better
ensured 1f FEMA and NRC prepare the scenarios. However, 1f FEMA
develops minimum requirements for the exercise scenarios and
states and utilities are allowed to prepare them, FEMA and NRC
~hould develop procedures to receirve and review them in a timely
manner to encsure fhey meet minimum requlrements.

FEMA objected to our recommendation to verify that every off-
s1te safety element complies with federal criteria hecause it
believes that it would impugn the integrity of state and local
governments and their commitment to offsite preparedness and would
be prohibitively expensive, We believe that the verification of
the elements that are not tested 1n exercises 1s essentially no
different than FEMA's review of plans, evaluations of exercises,
or participation 1n public meetings--other key components of
FEMA's offsite safety program. We have, however, revised the
recommendation, making 1t clear that the only elements reaulring
verification are those not tested 1n exercises. Those tested in
exercises would not require verification hecause the exercise it-
self 15 a form of verification.

Related to this matter, FEMA and NRC both commented that the
objective of emergency preparedness 15 to provide reasonable
asanrance, not absolute certainty, that offsite safety 1s adeauate
to protect public health and safety. However, not assessing com—
pliance with all the elements along with the weaknesses noted in
the process used to teast and evaluate exercises raises the ques-—
tion of how reasonable assurance can be determined.,

NRC commented that our report i1ndicates NRC has permitted
continued operation of nuaclear powcerplants and has licensed new
plants for operation that have significant deficiencies in offsite
safoety.  Our report adequately supports the conclusion that plants
have continued to operate with significant deficiencies in offsite
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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 1nadequacles in FEMA procedures for assessing
compliance with NRC regulations and federal criteria.

DOFE expressed concern that some of the recommendations, par-
ticularly those in this chapter, could unnecessarily delay the
nuclear powerplant licensing process. DNDOF added, however, that
the recommendations could be crafted to provide the same construc-
tive improvement in emergency preparedness without creating fur-
ther delays. Because NDOE did not provide any specifics on 1ts
comments and because neither NRC, the agency that licenses nuclear
powerplants, nor FEMA, the agency that assesses offsite safety,
raised this concern, we do not bhelieve there is a need to modify
the recommendations.,

Pennsylvania opposed introducing surprise events into exer-
cises because it believes that exercises are already jammed with
sufficient activity in a compressed time frame. Wisconsin opposed
surprise exercises hased on a federally dictated scenario because
1t believed they would disrupt state and local government opera-
tions, could publicly embarrass them, and would not improve state
and local support of nuclear power or development of effective
response capabilities,

Wisconsin and Pennsylvania concerns regarding introducing
surprises in exercises are not supported by the experience of FEMA
region IT which routinely 1ntroduces surprises to more fully test
response capabilities. We believe that if state and local gqovern-
ments are permitted to continue preparing scenarios, FEMA and NRC
should be introducing surprises 1nto exercises to ensure that
state and local governments are able to respond to unprogrammed
events, Surprise elements would not necessarily add more time to
the exercise, as Pennsylvania suggests, bhecause they could replace
other programmed activities. Also, we do not believe surprise
exercises would disrupt state and local government operations.
Although the contents of exercises would be a surprise, the dates
would be announced. State and local governments that are prepared
for the exercise should do well and 1mprove not only response
capabi1lity but public confidence as well.
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CHAPTER 4

FEDERAIL. AGENCIES NEED TO PROVIDE BETTER

EMERGENCY PLANNING GUIDANCE TO STATE

AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

FEMA's regulations, published in March 1982, state that
federal agencies having radiological emergency responsibilities
wlll assist FEMA 1n -developing guidance for state and local gov-
ernments' use in preparing radiological emergency plans., FEach
agency also recelved individual assignments corresponding to the
responsibilities and capabilities of the agency. In addition to
1ts use by state and l1ocal governments, the guidance would assist
FEMA 1n 1ts evaluations of the planning and preparedness of the
state and local governinents, We found that although federal agen-
cres have progressed toward fulfilling their assignments, key
gquidance has not been provided, Furthermore, many of the defi-
crencies FEMA ha, adentified 1n state and local nlanning and pre-
parcedness oo ty areas where improved federal guidance 13
needed,  Tnproved galdance 1s needed {or

~—asasess1ng the adeguacy of public alert, notification, and
cducation,

~-mak1ng decisions on the use of potassium 1odide,

--designat ing the itnstruments to use 1n measuring radiation,
how to use them, and how to 1nterpret the results, and

--projecting radiration doses that shounld trigger protective
actiong and describing how to execute the actions.

In addition, FEMA needs to developn and present radiolongical emer-
gency training to state and local officials responsible for of f-
“1te planning and preparcedness as reguired by 1ts regulations.

FEMA NEEDS BETTER ASSURANCE THAT THE PUBLIC

KNOWS HOW TO RESPOND IN AN EMERGENCY

Federal cunergency preparedness criteria, published in
November 1980, states that alert and notification systems should
communicate emergency messadges to the entire population within 10
miles of cach nuclear powerplant. Tt also states that education
shonld be provided to ensure the public understands these mes-
s3ages, 1ncelading recommended protect ive actions sacin . Sheltering
Or evacuation, However, 1t was not until September 1983 that FEMA
began 1mplenenting interim guidelines for assessing the adeqguacy
of alert and noti1fication systems, and these do not provide for
testing whetner the public knows how to respond to emergency mes-—
sages,  In the absence of rhis guidance, FEMA had been condi-
tironing all approvals of offsite safety with a statement that
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alert and notitication systems have not bheen evaluated, As a
result, some state and local qgovernments have not upgraded their
alort and notification systems., Where FEMA did make limited
attempts to test pablic alert, notification, and education, these
tests have itndicated that deficiencies exist.,

Proposed guidelines for determining whether public alert and
noti1fication efforts conply with federal criteria have been under
development for over 3 years, wlth target dates often changing.

In 1982, FEMA appeared ready to implement alert and notification
quidance after the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) approved
FIIMA' s qguestionnalre for evaluating the adequacy of alert and
noti1fication systems. The gquestionnalre was reviewed by OMB as
part of its responsibilities for reducing reporting burdens on the
public., According to FEMA offi1c1als, many utilities objected to
the questilonnalre, bellieving that not enough people would respond
to accurately measure compliance. As a result of utility objec-
rions, FEMA contracted with Argonne National Laboratory to develop
new guldance that was published for final comment in the Federal
Reglster 1n Septembesr 1983, FEMA 15 using this guidance for
testing how well alert and notification systems work until it 1s
tinalized, which should be 1n mid-1984. The guidance still will
not address the adeguacy of public education.

According to FEMA, tt originally planned to include a scction
on public education 1n the alert and noti1fication guestionnalre.
PFEMA sard that 1ts 1nitiral questionnalre approval request to OMB
indicated that a major purpose of the questionnaire was to assess
public understanding of the notification message. However, OMB
disapproved the reqguest and cited thils assessment as unneCcessdary.,
Based on OMB's response, FEMA decided that the gquestionnalre would
asseas only whether the public could be promptly notified of an
accrdent and whether planning 1nformation had been provided. Tt
wonld not assess whether the public knew how to respond to an
acerdent or understood the contents of materials provided. FEMA
then modifired the gquestionnalre, and OMB subseqguently approved 1t
At a telephone survey,

Prior to the 19suance of the preliminary guirdance in
September 1983, cach FEMA reglon attempted to independently evalu-
ate public alert, notification, and education systemns. FEMA
reqglion IT required that sirens be sounded and emergency messages
bhee broadeasted.  Afterwards 1t contacted citizens to determine 1 f
they had heard the sirens, listened to emergency broadcasts for
information, and were aware of potential protective actions., FEMA
region X oused a saimilar method, but relied on the public to call
1n and report whethoer oirens were heard, FUMA regilions 100, V, and
[X did not reguire that cnergency messages be broadcast during
Siren testang and did not contact the public to determine 1f
Sirens were heard and understood, or to verilty that the public was
awarce ol emergency plans., In FEMA reglon TV, sirens and other
means of notification were activated during exerclses, but the
public wa, not contacted to determine whether they were
offective,



These Timited tests of public alert, notification, and educa-
ti1on systens have revealed problems, In 1982, FEMA reported to
NRC that alert and notification were areas in which both plans and
oxerci1se performance were often inadequate. The same report cited
lack of public education as a widespread plan deficiency. Al-
though FEMA was to develop and 1mplement a public education and
Imnformation program to support state and local planning and pre-
parednesa, 1t has not done so. Instead the agency has been ac-
cepting publie education as adequate 1f states or utilities have
preparced and distributed emergency i1nformation brochures or simi-
lar materials within the 10-mile EP%. Tn the 1982 Indian Point
and Salem exercises, however, spot checks revealed low public
awareneas of response plans even where public information bro-
chures had been distributed.,

Because utilities did not know how their alert and notifica-
ti1on systems would he evaluated, some have bheen reluctant to up-
grade them.  For example, the Oyster Creek utility decided not to
further 1mprove the site's alert and notification system until
FFEMA's evaluation c¢riteria was availlable, althouah the most recent
exerclise at the site had indicated substantial 1mprovements were
needed,

FURTHER FEDERAI, GUIDANCE OM
POTASSTUM T10ODIDE USE 1S NFEDED

FEMA reqgulations provide that the Department of Health and
Human Services will provide <tate and local governments with guid-
ance on the use of potassium 1odide--a drug that prevents the thy-
roird from abcsorbing radiocactive 1odine.  The Food and Drug Admini-
Sstration (FDA), an agency within the Department, has 1ssued guid-
ance which concludes that under certain conditions the use of
potassium 10dide provides an effective ancillary protective action
during a nuclear powerplant accident., Nelither FDA guidance nor
other proposed federal policy on the use of potassium 10dide, how-
ever, provides an adequate basis for state and local governments
to use in deciding whether to distribute the drug to the general
public, making distribution decisions, or providina medical
assistance,

Potassium 1odide protects the thyroid from radioactive iodine
but may produce side-effectas 1n a small part of the population.
Radioactive 1odine has heen considered a major probable component
of an accirdental radioactive release during a nuclear powerplant
acerdent ., By bhlocking absorption of radioactive iodine, potassiunm
1odide can potentially prevent radiration-induced thyroid cancer.
FDA cevaluated the medical and radioloagical risks of the drug, con-
cluded that 1t 19 safe and effective, and approved 1ts over-the-
counter cale for emergency use.  FDA gquidance states that risk of
radiolodine-1nduced thyroid nodules or cancer at certain projected
doses outwerqhs the risk of short-term use of relatively low doses
of potassium 1odide,  The drug does not, however, provide protec-
ti1on from other componenta of a radioactive release. Tn addition,
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1f cnongh radioactive rodine 15 released, it would threaten other
body organs which potassium 1odide does not protect.

Based on the 1979 recommendation of the President's Commis-
s1on on the Accident at Three Mile TIsland, FEMA decided to stock-
p1le enough potassium iodide to protect the entire population 1n
the 10-mile FEPZs. Tn August 1982, however, FEMA reversed 1ts
carlier decision and decided not to procure or stockpile the
drug. According to the Chairman of the Federal Radiological Pre-
paredneas Coordinating Committee's ad hoc subcommittee on potas-
s1am r1odide, the decision was bhased on FEMA's inability to develop
a practical and effective plan for distribution during an emer-
gency and the political unaceeptability of distribution to the
general population. FEMA's policy shift surprised most states
hecause FEMA had consistently said it would purchase potassium
1odi1de for the states to use.

FEMA has no plans to issue guidance on public use of potas-
sium 10odide, although it has recommended the drug's use by emer-
gency workers and people in institutions that can not be immedi-
ately moved, FEMA and the Coordinating Committee have decided
that no guidance beyond that provided by FDA 1s needed. While an
ad hoe subcommittee of the Coordinating Committee, which i1ncludes
FEMA, drafted a federal policy statement on potassium 1odide, 1t
has not bheen approved by the agencies making up the Coordinating
Committer. The draft leaves the decision on whether to provide
potassium 10odide to the public to state and local governments and
s5ays this deci1sion should be based on local factors, but does not
spoeci1fy how to welgh these factors.

Neltther the draft federal policy statement nor FDA guidance
provides decisionmakers information for determining when potassium
10od1de uae should be considered or how to make decisions related
to 1ts use. For example, the federal policy statement raises
theae 135ues related to potassium iodide use, hut offers no guid-
ance on addressing them: whether potassium iodide should be dis-
tributed to the population hefore or after an accident occurs;
whether evacuation can be completed more quickly than distributing
the drug; how potassium 10dide will be distributed during an emer-
gencey; what medical assistance will be available to assist indi-
vidual s who have an adverse reaction to the drug; how medical
authorities will advise the population to take the drug; 1f potas-
s1um 1odide 1s distributed in advance, what assumptions should be
made about its availability; and how the druag will be provided to
persons temporarily in the area. FDA guidance does not address
these omissions 1n federal policy because it covers only medical
questions, leaving FEMA to provide other quidance on potassium
todide,

The NRC Commissioners are considering whether the general
public should use potassium 10dide. Based on a cost-benefit anal-
ysis, NRC staff have recommended that the drug not be stockpiled
or predistributed for use by the general public.
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IMPROVED GUIDANCE ON THE USE OF RADIATION

MEASUREMENT INSTRUMFNF IS NF[DFD

Daring 4 radiological emergency decisionmakers need accurate
and tamely data on the magnitiade and direction of radiological
releagses to greas sarrounding naclear powerplants. Instruments
ate needed to detect oftsite radioactive releases that could con-
taminate arr, water, and food, FEMA has ..ot provided state and
local govermnents with adeguate and complete guidance on what
tnntramento to use, how to operate them, and how to 1nterpret the
resnltys as required by 1ts requlation published 1n March 1982, 1In
1ty plan reviews, FEMA has noted that state and local governments
often lack the methods, eguipment, and expertise to rapldly assess
radiologieal hazards,

An 1nteragency committee, now chaired by a FEMA representa-
tive and supported by FEMA and NRC contracts wlth the TIdaho
Nati1onal Tingineering Laboratory, has been developing 1nstrumenta-
ti1on guldance for almost 10 years, Of four guidance documents
planned by this subcommittee, only one, Guildance on Offsite Emer-
gency Radiation Measurement Systems: Phase 1 - Airborne Release,
dated September 1980, covering exposure to radiation from airborne
tadioactive materials, has been published., Of the remalning three
gquidance document s needed, one has not been drafted and the
remalning two are in final draft form. Realizing, however, that
development of agquidance would be delayed pending completion of
neceded rescearch and development work, FEMA, since 1981, has made
certain of 1ts contractors avallable to assist states 1n 1mproving
radiation measurement systems,

In 1981, a committee of the Conference of Radiation Control
Program Directors, an organization representing state officials,
reviewed the published guildance on airborne releases and found 1ts
monitoring procedures would not provide timely decisionmaking
informat1on and would allow excessive exposure of monitoring perc-
sonnel,  The committee also criticilzed the guirdance because 1t did
not evalunate avairlable 1nstrumentation systems. 1In 1982, FEMA
drocovered that the method of measuring radiocactive 1odine pre-
Seritbed 1n the guidance might not provide accurate readings under
realistic field conditions. According to FEMA and NRC, however,
alternat ive methods are much more expensive and some are als¢
unreliable under certain field conditions., Also, according to the
i'‘ederal Radiologiceal Preparedness Coordinating Committee's Chair-
man of the Bmergency Instrumentation Subcommittee, a FEMA offi-

1tal, the document's guidance on measuring the radioactive expo-
sare of emergency workers does not adeqguately emphasize the prob-
lems of obtaining a reliable record from self-reading personal
doge moni1toring devices, Additionally, it conflicts with federal
vmergency preparvedness criteria and the views of some radiological
axperts by making the use of backup permanent record devices op-
ti1onal. A state radiological expert told us that permanent record
deviced are essentilal to obtaining an accurate record of total
exXposure.,
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FEMA, 1n commenting on a draft of this report, stated that 1t
expects to vrevise the existing guidance document and publish the
threo remalning documents by the end of fiscal year 1984.

GUIDANCE ON RADIATION DOSE LEVELS IS NEEDED

The Knvironmental Protection Agency (EPA) under FEMA regula-
tion, 15 to provide guidance on the projected radiation doses that
should trigger protective actions 1n radiological emergenciles and
how to carry out those actions. EPA has prepared a Manual of
Protective Action Guildes and Protective Actions for Nuclear Inci-

Qﬁﬂﬁﬁrﬁh“* thi1s manual 1s 1ncomplete, The current manual lacks
nine <octions 1ncluding guildance on protective action for exposure
to radioactive matter, the application of protective action guides
for food and water and for contaminated property and eguipment,

offsite emergency radliation measurement systems, a planner's eval-
uati1on gquide to protective actions, and a summary of the technical

basis for the protective action guides.

FEMA and EPA officials agree that the protective action
gquides are basic to emergency decisionmaking because they provide
the radiration dose levels at which protective actions should be
niti1ated, In a 1982 letter to EPA headguarters, an EPA Regional
Assiotance Committee member concluded that without a complete EPA
manual state and local offsite plans were being prepared and eval-
nated without adequate criteria. The areas 1n which EPA has not
provided guidance correspond to several widespread defilciencles
that FEMA has noted, 1ncluding the lack of

~--methods, equipment, and expertlise to make a rapld assess-—
ment of radiological hazards,

--gpecifie action levels for determining the need for decon-
tamination, and

--adequate procedures for restoring an affected area to nor-
mal use and returning the population to an evacuated
area,

Some progress has been made 1n eliminating the gaps in the
PA manual. Protective guides for human food and animal feed have
been completed. Although they are not yet 1ncluded in the manual,
they are avallable to planners. EPA 15 working toward completing
the manual and expects to issue most of the remaining sections 1in
June 1984,

STATE AND LOCAL OFFICIALS
NEED MORFE AND BETTER TRAINING

FEMA requlations require 1t to develon and manage a radio-
logical emergency response training program to meet state and
local needs. Federal emergency preparedness crilterla states that
nine categories of state and local personnel should recelve train-
1ng for nuclear powerplant emergencles, but FEMA training fully
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covers only three of the nine categories, For example, although
training 13 needed tor dirvectors of response organizations, such
asn heads of state and local departments that would respond 1n an
emergency, FEAA provides training only for state and local
ciergency wmanagers, those individuals specifically assigned
responsibility for coordinating the jurisdiction's response to an
cmergency., In addition, training 1s needed tor radiological moni-
toring teams, police, security statt, firefighters, and local wup-
port services personnel.  However, FEMA trains only the small
fraction ot these people who are also part of organized radiologl-
cal emergency response teams.  Further, FEMA has not provided
training tor another target group, communications personnel.

The trailning courses FEMA offers these groups also need to be
Improved., In 1981 FBEMA assumed management of three training
codrues on nucledr powerplant emergenciles thnat DOE and NRC for-
mer ly adimnistered,  FEMA evaluated training needs and concluded
that seven more courses were needed to address the nine categories
taentified 1n federal criteria. Only three of these seven cour-
sevn, for doctors and medical personnel treating contamlinated and
1njured perosons, have been developed. Additionally, an optional
sogment on commerclal nuclear powerpldant emergencles has been
added to g general course for state and local emergency manaygers,
parti1ally satistying the need for another course. Tralning has
Still not been developed tor emergency responders such as police,
fire, public works, and rescue personnel; state and local elected
and governing ofticirals; and state and local leaders of response
organizations other than emergency managers and personnel mont-
toring the level ot oftfsite radiation,

FEMA tratning officirals also believe that the three existing
cour ses on nuclear powerplant emergencies now need a thorough
revision to oring them up to dat- with current technical knowledge
and to bring them in line with actual training needs., They added
that FEMA, however, has not provided the resources needed for all
the revisions,  Some course material has been updated, but the
basie content and wtructure have not been changed., Some FEMA
otficirals, however, give expansion of FEMA tralning programs a low
priority, believing that state and local governments can mect
thelr own needs,

Problems resulting from tralning shortcomings have directly
impacted ottt ,1te emergency preparedness plans.  In this regard,
FEMA has 1dentifired state and local training problems, such as
lack of traininyg ftor directors and coordinators ot response organ-
1zati1ons and lack of expertise to rapidly assess radiological
Nazards as widespread deficirencies 1n oftsite plans.  while these
training deticrencles have been addresosed 1n FEMA plans to revisce
and expand 1ty tralning program, little corrective action has boeen
tuken.,

FEMA ofticrals are concerned that, because of 1nadequate
tederal training of state and local peroonnel, governments are
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developing theirr own training prograwns, and the guality may not
alway< be adeqguate, According to a FEMA region IX official, many
local qgovernunents are training radiological monitoring teams using
1nappropriate materials developed for civil defense courses. FEMA
regron V oand X officials agreed that federal government materials
would be beneficial in assuring more uniformity 1n state and local
training,

In commenting on a draft of this report, FEMA stated 1t plans
to undate one of the three courses 1n fiscal year 1984 after
federal emergency preparedness criteria is revised and that by the
end of fiscal year 1984 it expects to offer up to eight courses,
PEMA added that although revisions, updates, and additions of
courses are needed to some degree, it believes that an extensive
amonmt of radiological emeryency preparedness training 1s avall-
able to state and local officials,

CONCLUSTIONS

State and local governments are the first line of defense 1in
the event of a serious nuclear powerplant accident and their abil-
1ty to respond depends to some extent on the adequacy of guidance
and training provided by FEMA and other federal agencies. Al-
though proyress has been made, more can be done to help state and
local governnents to respond effectively to a radiological emner-
gency. FEMA has begun implementing 1nterim guidance for evalu-
ating public alert and notification around nuclear powerplants,
but at has no plans for providing gquidance for assessing whether
the public knows how tno respond 1n an emergency. Without an
assesament of public education FEMA can not be assured that the
public knows how to respond to a nuclear powerplant emergency.
The 19sue of when potassium iodide should be used and how it
should bhe distributed needs to be resolved, and federal guidance
provided to state and local qovernments to aid them 1n making
decis1ons related to 1ts use.  More complete guidance on how to
use radiological measuring i1nstrumentation and standards on the
level . of radiration doses that trigger protective actions are
needed,  Without this basic guidance state and local decision-
makers will not be fully prepared to make the best decisions to
protect the public daring an emergency. Finally, FEMA needs to
oprovide more and better training for responding to radiological
cinergencles to state and local government officials,

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE DIRECTOR,
FEDIRAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

We recommend that the Director, FEMA, 1ssue final quidance
for evaluating public alert and notification and work through the
rederal Radiological Preparedness Coordinating Committee to

~-develop guidance tor assessing public education 1n the 10-
mile BPZ of nuclear powerplants,
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--develop definitive federal guidance on potassium 10dide
use,

-—update and expand guidance on using radiation measurement
instruments and interpreting the information obtained, and

~-1mprove existing radiological emergency training for state
and local officials,

AGENCY AND STATE COMMENTS
AND OUR FVALUATTON

Agencies commenting on our draft report disagreed with the
need for additional guidance for assessing the alert notification
systems and for more definitive potassium iodide instructions,
Wisconnin, on the other hand, commented that federal guidance is
neceded 1n these areas,

FEMA believes that 1ts September 1983 guidance for assessing
the adequacy of prompt alert and notification systems and federal
emergency preparedness criteria provide an acceptable framework
from which public education can be evaluated. The guidance does
not, however, include provisions for assessing whether the public
knows how to respond to a nuclear powerplant accident.

NRC and FEMA emergency preparedness criteria provide that the
public be 1nformed of the actions 1t should take during a nuclear
powerplant accident. We believe that FEMA 1s not doing all 1t can
to determine 1f this objective 15 being met, We wrote 1n our 1979
report on emerdgency planning and preparedness that:

"The success of all emergency planning depends on public
reaction to the 1nformation and directions provided . . . Tt
can bhe expected that the public's response will be no better
than 1ts understanding of the hazards and 1ts preparedness
to perform recommended protective actions promptly and in
qood order "

We question the adeguacy of FEMA's efforts to develop the
comprehensive public education program that was recommended by the
President 's Commission on the Accident at Three Mile Tsland and
recognized by FEMA 1n its 1980 task force report to the President
on emergency planning and preparedness., The Federal Radiological
Preparedness Coordinating Committee began work on a public educa-
ti1on program oriented toward populations residing within the 10-
mile EPZs of nuclear powerplants in October 1980. By March 1981
it had developed plans for a nine—-1tem program. Of the i1tems
planned only a single booklet was produced and it will not bo
finalized until fiscal year 1984,

In December 1983 the FEMA Assistant Associate Director,
Of fice of Natural and Technological Hazards, acknowledged that:
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"Because other aassues . . . demanded the attention of limited
PEMA statf, the public 1nformation and education icsues
wOere a*"tqncd a lower priority. FEMA recoqgnizes this as a
problem arca and 15 attempting to resolve it through future
meetings of the Federal Radioloqihal Preparedness Coordina-
ting Committee. Limited staffing cons tralntq will, however
ont1mie to affect progress in this area,"

-

In the absence of an 1ndependent federal program, FEMA has
relied on the utilities 1n cooperation with state and local gov-
ernnents to educate the population within the 10-mile FPZs. Our
work ha<s shown that public awareness of response plans has been
low even where oublie information brochures were distcibuted.

FEMA indicated tnat 1t plans to contract for a consultant to
review public information brochures and set auidelines For future
publications., The guidelines will attempt to assure that the
cinergency information is clear and suitable for the general pub-
1. The review, however, will not assess whether the brochures
provide complete and correct 1nformation to the targeted popula-
t1on.

With respect Lo potassium 10dide, FEMA believes that the FDA
quidance 15 an adequate aid to those state officials wishing to
drstribute the drug to the public because it states the conditions
of use, the need for swift action, and the technical basis for the
present tablet formulation.
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use. For example, emergency conditions could be such that long
evacuation times would make potassium iodide use desirable.
Neither federal policy nor FDA guidance, however, addresses the
consideratlons 1n deciding to use potassium 10dide when evacuation
times would be so lengthy that the public would be exposed to
radimactivo 1odine~—-even if sheltered., ILikewige,; they do not dis-
cuss the merits of distributina 1n advance versus stockpiling the
drug, or how the choice between these two strategies is affected

by local conditions. For example, stockpiling would probably not
he feasible 1n a rural area because people are so spread out that
timely distribution during an acc ident could not occur.

The Deovartment of flealtn and Human Services commented that
distributing potasstum 10di1de to the population near nuclear
powerplants is a complex 1ssue that involves judgments about the
risk potentials, actual uase of potassium 1041de 1f Aistributed,
and expense of distribution and replacement when its expiration
date 15 reached, Health and Human Services sald that the objec-
tive of FNA guidance 1s to provide state and local governments the
technical considerations related to potassium iodide use, but to
leave decisions on distribution to state and local authorities,
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We agree that distributing potassum 10odide to the population
near nuclear powerplants 16 a complex 1ssue. For this reason we
believe that state and local authorities need additional 1nforma-
ti1on for making sound deci1si1ons on 1ts use and that FEMA should
vrovide the needed guidance. The FDA guidance 1s helpful, but
because 1t 15 limited to the medical aspects of potassium rodide
use, more technical guidance on the non-medical aspects of 1ts use
146 needed,

Health and Human Services also commented that current assump-
ti1ons on the amount of radioactive 10odine released during a
nuclear powerplant accident are being assessed and may have a sig-
nificant bearing on potassium 1odide distribution., We recognize
that ongoing research will 1aprove our knowledge of the kind of
radioactive releases that could occur during a nuclear powerplant
accldent. We do not believe, however, that this is a satisfactory
reason for fairling to develop federal guidance. Federal guidance
should reflect current knowledge., The guildance need only make it
clear what ncertailnties are 1nvolved., Just because potassium
itodide use 15 a difficult and controversial 1ssue 1s not suffi-
crent reason to 1gnore critical considerations related to 1ts use.

As discussed 1n the body of this chapter, FEMA commented that
it 15 taking or nlanning actions aimed at improving 1ts gulidance
on the use of radliation measurement instrumentation and 1ts radio-
logical emergency training for state and local officials. These
actions, 1f fully i1mplemented, appear to 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 tederal response at Three Mile
Island caused confusion and, as a result, a new plan is now beilng
developed that 1% intended to clarity the duties and responsibili-
ties of 12 federal agencies with radiological emergency response
roles. Although FEMA 1s coordinating this interagency effort, the
plan, which 15 expected to be completed by July 31, 1984, does not
establish a lead federal agency to direct and coordinate the
federal response as recommended 1n 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
nelther 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 guality of federal emergency
plans. It cited the slow development of a federal response plan
as an example of the way 1n which planning for radiological emer-
genciles at nuclear powerplants lacked coordination and urgency.
The Commission recommended that emergency planning and response bhe
centralized 1n a single 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 responsibility for
developing and testing a federal response plan to FEMA 1n
September 1980.

Another group studying the accident, the NRC Special Inquilry
Group, also had similar concerns about federal response planning.
This group concluded that there was no federal emergency response
1in which the operational mechanisms and responsibilities of 1nter-
agency response, coordination, and command were clearly spelled
out and that 1n a fast-moving accident with greater offsite conse-
guences, well-developed federal plans could be extremely 1impor-
tant. At Three Mi1le Island the lack of a plan delayed federal
response and resulted i1n 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.
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A FLDLRAL RESPONSE PLAN IS

HTLLL BEING DEVELOPED

In December 1980, FEMA published the National Radiological
cmergency Preparedness/Response Plan for Commerclal Nuclear Power
plant Accidents., Although 1t was called a plan, 1t essentially
provided 0 framework tor developing an operational plan. It
asnhigned recponsibilities to executive agencies and provided juid-
mee to them for developing detalled implementation plans for
cimergencie s o at o commerciral nuclear powerplants. It also addressed
the roles ol koy agencies 1o nanaging a federal response--
an o rgning NRC coordination of the radiological safety aspects of
tederal response and assigning FEMA all other aspects of federal
coordination.  Under this gaidance some agencies made progress In
developing or refining response plans,  Except for the NRC plan,
however, these response plans were not tested 1n an exercise.

In carly 1982, FEMA officials and the Federal Radiological
Preparedness Coordinating Committee decided that a single plan, to
be called the Federal Radinlogical Emergency Response Plan, should
Le developed tor all radiologlcal emergencies. At the same time
FEMA officrals and the Coordinating Commlittee decided to prepare
cxpanded tederal gurdance for developing this plan. A final
veer s1on of the planning guidance was published 1n April 1983 and
it Lpecitie, the roles of tederal agencies with radiological emer-
geney response responsitbilities,

According to the expanded gnidance, FEMA will coordinate the
off ,1ite tederal response by referring state and local requests for
assiotance to the gppropriate federal agency, promote coordination
of tederal asorstance, monitor the progress of agencies, transmit
foderal recommendations to the Governor(s), provide information to
the whit o Hoase, and attempt to resolve 1nteragency disagree-
mento,  NRC will manage federal onsite actions, serve as the pri-
mary source tor technical intormation on onsite conditions and
ottt radiologrceal etfects, and evaluate licensee protective
action reconmendat tons for oftsite authorities with 1nput from
other federal agencies as required,

The planning gurdance Lpecifired that each participating
agency Should Lubmit a revised response plan for FEMA to review
for coupleteness and adequacy of coordination,  FEMA will ask the
agencice s to tine—-tune theirr individual plans before they are
finalized based on a1t, revicew, public comment on the plans, and
tessons Tearned trom an exerclse of the plan,  The new federal
response olan will contailn executive summaries of each of the
vjency plan,, concept ot operations from the planning guidance,
and an appendix contawning individual federal agency response
plana.  FEMA cxpect, to publish the fainal plan by July 31, 1984.
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THE NEW FEDERAL RESPONSE PLAN IS UNLIKELY
TO RESOLVE COORDINATION PROBLEMS

The draft federal response plan does not asslgn any one
agency lead responsibility for directing the offsite federal
response,  FEMA is responsible for promoting coordination among
fedeoral agencies but will not control federal activities. The
plan allows all federal agencies to provide assistance under their
Statntory authorities and encourages them to share information
about thetitr activities with FEMA and other agencies,

Several agencies plan to provide assistance 1n an accident
ander thelr statutory authority without a reguest from FEMA, any
other federal agency, or the state, if they believe action on
their part 15 justified. Although federal response planning has
attenpted to i1ncrease coordination of federal and state responses
during an emergency, federal officials at the headguarters and
reglonal levels of several agencies said that some agencies will
respond under their statautory authority without a state or federal
roegquest for assistance. DOE will respond immedilately to a reguest
for radiological assistance from any source, even wlthout state
approval. Health and Human Services officials said that the
agency's statutory authority would be the leading factor regarding
cinergency actions and they would i1ntervene 1f they believed 1t was
necessary to protect public health whether or not they received a
roquest for assistance., Commerce officirals said they would send a
weather support team to the scene of an accident if reguested by
DOE, NRC, or FEMA, but they might also send the team 1f a4 reguest
was not recelved,

PARTIAL TESTING OF THE FEDERAL
RESPONSE HAS REVEALED PROBLEMS

A partial exercise to test the headguarters communication of
the federal response for nuclear powerplant accidents revealed
coordination problems between FEMA and NRC. FEMA plans a second
cxercise to more fully test coordination. Two regional exercises
held 1n one FIIMA region also revealed coordination and communica-
ti1on problems among federal agencies.

A headquarters response exercise has
revealed coordination problems

According to a FEMA report, the October 1982 headquarters
communicat 1on exercise, involving participants from more than 12
fedoral departments and agencies, was designed to (1) evaluate how
well the draft planning qguidance specified agency headquarters
activities and described the 1nterfaces among federal agencies and
(2) provide an opportunity for federal agencies to evaluat~ the
compatibility of their agency plans with the draft planning guid-
AfIce,

Four major problems surfaced during this exercise:



--FPIIMA and NRC notification procedures were not followed,
resulting in some federal agencies activating their emer-
gency responses with partial, second-hand, or outdated in-
formation and thereby reducing the efficiency of their
responses and delaying interagency coordination,

-=-NRC di1d not keep FEMA informed of the origin of the general
emergency, the cause of the radiological release, and the
actual and anticipated offsite 1mpacts of the release.
Information exchange between NRC, FEMA, and other federal
agencies was also limited.

--The federal qovernment did not adeguately coordinate its
response actions.  NRC did not use all available informa-
tion from other federal agencies or review its protective
action recommendations with them. Also, FEMA did not ful-
fill 1ts 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 headguarters level.

NRC disagreed with a number of FEMA's criticisms of the exer-
ci1ae, 1ndicating that differences in FEMA and NRC interpretation
of agency roles under the response plan are still a problem, The
NRC questioned the need for FEMA to know the origin of the general
emergency and asked that FEMA provide a list of needed information
with a justification for the need. NRC believed that 1ts protec-
tive actiron recommendations were adequate and did not bhelieve it
needed to obtain additional information from other federal agen-
¢ies. NRC emphasized that it is not reguired to consult with
other agencies in developing protective actions 1f 1t does not
helieve their advice 1s needed.

In commenting on a draft of this report, FEMA stated that the
four major problems identified 1n the 1982 interface exercise were
subsequently addressed by FEMA and appropriate changes were made
in the planning guidance prior to 1t being 1ssued in April 1983.
FEMA also stated that since the October 1982 exercilse, FEMA and
NRC have developed joint operational response procedures that,
according to FEMA, clarify the two agencies' roles.

FEMA believes that for a full test of federal response a
field exercise 15 needed., The primary purpose of the interface
exercise was to test communications. The exercise did not test
the major coordination responsihilities of NRC, FEMA, and DOFE.
Originally a field exercise was planned for the spring of 1983,
but delays in finalizing the planning guidance forced a scheduling
delay until early 1984, This exercilse was conducted in March 1984
as we were finalizing this report and involved 11 federal
agencles, several state agencies, 2 local authorities, and a
dtility.
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Reg1onal response exercises
have uncovered problems

Although regions provide a major component of federal
response, comprehensive exercises at the regional level--both in
FEMA region X--revealed coordination and communication problems
among foderal agencies. The exerclses were coordinated with state
and local offsi1te exerclises at the Trojan nuclear powerplant, The
first was in 1981 and revealed that the process for notifying
federal agencies of an emergency was 1nadeguate, The exercise did
not provide an adequate opportunity to test federal response due
to FEMA's delay in notifying other federal agencies that an emer-
gency existed and state officials' failure to request assistance
from any federal agency other than DOE, No reguests for assist-
ance were made to FEMA, Commerce, Health and Human Services,
Transportation and the Department of Agriculture, partly because
of state decisions and partly because of exercise scenario limita-
tions,

Federal participation was also i1ncluded in the 1982 Trojan
exercise,  Communication problems between NRC and FEMA during a
deployment test on the day before the exercise delayed notifying
and deploying regional federal resources. Federal agencies were
deployed at the atility's emergency operations facility but they
did not have adequate space or comnunications equipment. Ac-
cording to FEMA, arrangements at the facility discouraged coordi-
nation betwcen FEMA, NRC, and DOE. FEMA and other federal agen-
cies shared a single telephone, significantly delaying FEMA com-
munications, Although the utility did provide FEMA with the accom-
modations required by NRC guidance, FEMA considered the utility to
be openly critical of the presence of agencies besides NRC at the
emergency operations facility. Also, FEMA was not an 1ntegral
part of the protective action recommendation process. FEMA offi-
c1als believe that the only way they can effectively coordinate
federal response 1s by being intimately 1nvolved 1n emeryency
operations facility activities.,

FEMA region X sald the exercises at Trojan were beneficial
because they allowed FEMA and other federal agencies to i1dentify
and correct problems. Other federal regional officials said that
they believe an exercise of federal response 1s needed in their
regions., They believe that such an exercise is the only genuine
test of federal response capability. A FEMA Regional Assistance
Committee Chairman said that the test should be part of an offsite
exerclse of state and local plans so that not only coordination
between federal agencies but also the interface between the
federal, state, and local governments could be tested, 1n the
past exercises, tests of communications with federal agencies
during offsite exercises have been very limited,



CONCLUSIONS

The accident at Three Mile Island established the need for
inproved federal planning for nuclear powerplant emergencies.
Although considerable progress has been made 1n developing a new
federal response plan, 1t has not been finalized,

The draft nlan does not completely meet the needs 1dentified
after the Three Mile Island accident. The plan is designed to
improve federal coordination by 1mproving information exchange
among agencies, However, 1t does not provide that one agency ot
person will manage the federal response., Any coordination of
federal response will result from voluntary cooperaton among agen-
cies, 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-
tive 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 1mprove federal coordination 1n such an emergency.

If such central control is to be established, any proposed legis-
lation would need to designate a federal agency to exercise the
control, The proposed legislation should also provide the con-
trolling agency the authority to reguire periodic exercises of the
federal response nlan in each region in conjunction with state and
local exercises. We would be available to assist in drafting such
legislation,.

AGENCY AND STATE COMMENTS
AND OUR EVALUATION

FEMA commented that the federal radiological emergency com-
munity 15 much better prepared to work together in responding to a
commercial nuclear powerplant accident than at the time of the
Three Mile Island accident. FEMA also stated that our position
that FEMA wi1ill coordinate but not control federal activities is an
accurate and appropriate evaluation. 1In this regard, FEMA added
that 1t coordinates the response activities of other federal agen-
c1e¢s but has no authority over these agencies,

DOF 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,
2r 1s otherwlse responsible for the affected facilities would have
considerable authority to coordinate and direct federal activities
in a radiological emergency. As a result, DOE believes that 1t
would be inappropriate to designate FEMA as the controlling
federal agency for all radiological emergencies.
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NRC 1s the federal agency wlth responsiblity for nuclear
powerplants in the context that DOE describes, The proposed
federal response plan reveals, however, that NRC would do little
to coordinate federal activities outside the nuclear powerplant
boundaries should an accident occur. Rather, other federal agen-
cles would provide offsite resources as they deemed necessary.
FEMA 15 expected to promote coordination of these activities but
has no authority over other federal agencies.

An effective federal response plan should prevent federal
agencies from responding 1n a situation without adegquate coordina-
tion and consultation with the state and other federal agencies.
It was this kind of uncoordinated response that the NRC Special
Inquiry Group objected to 1n 1ts study of the Three Mile Island
accident. The group found that EPA and Health and Human Services
had 1niti1ated radiological monitoring without a request from DORE,
NRC, or the state, resulting in poor federal coordination. During
our fireld work we found 1ndications that this problem might recur
during a future emergency.

We are concerned that the proposed response plan may not
assure that the federal response will be orderly, effective, and
coordinated with state and local authorities. The limited-scope
exercises that have been conducted thus far have not dispelled
thi1s fear. Wisconsin's comments on a draft of the report rein-
force our concern. Wisconsin said that a more definitive posture
on coordination and control of the federal response 1s needed for
the state to coordinate its response with that of federal
agencies,

NRC stated that our report does not recognize that federal
ayenciles support state efforts. We do recognize this relation-
shlp, starting 1n the introduction, where we refer to state and
local governments as the first line of defense in a nuclear power-
plant accident. Much of our concern over the development of an
adequate response plan 1s because federal agencies may not accept
the states' leadership role and will act i1ndependently and 1ndi-
vidually 1n 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 efficiency of the federal
response. To verify that these gualities exist, the federal
response plan must be exercised on a regular basis, both at the
national and regional levels. A plan may appear effective on
paper, but as FEMA has found in its evaluations of state and local
gqovernments, a plan's actual effectiveness depends on the actions
of many 1ndividuals who may not behave as planners assume. Full-
scale exercises will reduce this uncertainty and demonstrate
whether a decentralized approach to federal planning and prepared-
neos can provide the level of coordination needed.

58



NRC also stated that while all responding federal agencies
have not participated in a single exercise, individual agencies
have exercised thelr plans 1n site exercises, We found only a few
1ncrdences of active participation by agenciles other than NRC,

The participation we found was generally limited to tests of com-
munications, without any mobilization of federal resources. We
bhelieve--as do many states—--that more [ederal i1nvolvement 15
needed to ensure a coordinated and effective response 1n an actual
cmergency.  Wisconsin commented that although FEMA and NRC had
developed reglonal response plans, they had not been adeguately
tested 1n Wisconsain through federal agency participation 1in
nuclear powerplant exerclses,

)
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APPENDIX T APPENDIX I

SCOPE OF GAO REVIEW

FEDERAL AGENCIES

Department of Agriculture
Headqguarters, Office of Emergency Planning and Defensce
Mobilization

Department of Commerce
Headquarters, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Weather Service
Office of the Federal Coordinator for
Meteorology
Regional offices
Central reglon
Meterological Services Division
Nata Acgulsition Division
Eastern region
Moterologilcal Services Division

Department of Enerqgy
Headquarters, Radiological Control Division
Regironal offices
Region 1, New York
Region V, Chicago

Department of Health and Human Services
Office of Assistant Secretary for Health

Headquarters, Public Health Service
Centers for Discase Control
Food and Drug Administration
Health Resources and Services Administration
National Tnstitutes of Health

Regilonal offices, Food and Drug Administration
Region I1, New York
Region IIT, Philadelphia
Region V, Chicago

Reqional offices, Public Health Service
Region T1, New York
Regron ITIT, Phaladelphia
Region V, Chicago

NDepartment of Housing and Urban Development
Headguarters, Of fice of Emergency Planning

Department of Tnterior
Headguarters, Off1ce of Hnvironmental Project Review

Department of Transportation
Headgudarters, Oftfice of Fmergency Transportation
Reglronal of frces
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Region 11, Boston - Coast Guard

Regron TIT, Philadelphia - Federal Highway
Administration

Region V, Chicago - Federal Highway Administration

Environmental Protection Agency
Headguarters, Offi1ce of Radiation Proyrams
Regironal offices, Air Management Division
Reglion 11, New York
Region [T, Philadelphia
Region V, Chicaqo

Federal Emerqgency Management Agency

Headguarters, Office of State and Local Programs and Support
Otfi1ce of Natural and Technological Hazards Programs
Otfice of Public Affairs
Emergency Management Tnstitute

Regironal offices, Technological Hazards Branch
Region 1T, New York
Region 11, Philadelphia
Regron TV, Atlanta
Regilion V, Chicaqgo
Regron TX, San Francisco
Regiron X, Seattle

Nuclear Requlatory Commission
Headguarters, Office of Inspection and Fnforcement,
Division of Tmergency Preparedness
Regional offices, Division of Emergency Preparedness and
Operations Support
Region T, King of Prussia, Pennsylvania
Reglon TIT, Glen Ellyn, Tllinois

PEMA_CONTRACTORS

Argonne National Laboratory
Idaho Nati1onal BEngineering Laboratory

STATED
I1T1no1s - bepartment of Nuclear Safety
Emergency Services and Disaster Agency
Minnesota — Department of Public Safety
New York = Department of Health, Radiological Emergency
Preparedness Group
Of fice of Disaster Preparedness, Division of Military
and Naval Affairs
Oh1o - Disaster Scrvices Agency
Pennsylvania - Emergency Management Agency
vVirginia - Oftfice of Emergency and Enerqgy Services
Wisconsin — Department of Health and Social Services

Division of Emergency Government
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LOCAL, GOVERNMENTS
Illinols
Lake County
City of Chicago
Cirty of Waukegan
City of 7Zion
New York
Orange County
Putnam County
Rockland County
Westchester County
New York City
Ponnsylvania
Allegheny County
Beaver County

Borough
Rorough
RBorough

of Aliquippa
of Industry
of Midland

City of Pittsburgh
Wisconsin

Kenosha County

City of Milwaukee

NUCLEAR POWERPLANTS!
Reaver Valley Power Station - Pennsylvanlia
Fdwin 1. Hatch Plant - Geonrglia
Indian Point Station - New York
l,aSalle County Nuclear Station - Illinois
Monticello Nuclear Generating Plant - Minnesota
Nine Mile Point Nuclear Station - New York
North Anna Power Station - Virginla
ODyster Creek Nuclear Power Plant - New Jersey
R.FE. Ginna Nuclear Power Plant - New York
Salem Nuclear Generating Station — New Jersey

Trhe following sites are not listed 1n this table because
coverage was limited to the discussion appearing 1n the
text, except at the Dresden Nuclear Power Plant at which we also
observed an exerclise: Callaway Plant - Missouri, Calvert Cliffs
Nuclear Power Plant - Maryland, Davis-Besse Nuclear Power
Stati1on - Ohio, Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant - California,
Donald ¢, Cook Plant - Michigan, Dresden Nuclear Power Station
I111no1s, James A. Fitzpatrick Nuclear Power Plant - New York,
Haddam Neck Generating Station - Connecticut, Maine Yankee
Atomic Power - Maine, Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station -
pennaylvania, Quad Cities Station - Illinois, Rancho Seco
Nuclear Power Plant - Californa, Shoreham Nuclear Power
Station - New York, St. Lucie Plant, Units 1 and 2 - Florida,
Three Mile Island Nuclear Station - Pennsylvania, and Yankee
Nuclear Power Station - Massachusetts.
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San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station - California
Seqguoyah Nucledar Power Plant - Tennessee

Surry Power Station - Virginla

Susguehanna Steam Electric Station - Pennsylvania
Trojan Nuclear Plant - Oregon

William H. Z2immer Nuclear Power Station - Ohio
7Z1on Nuclear Plant -~ Illinois

UTILITY COMPANIES

T Cincinnati Gas and Blectric Company - Ohlo
Commonwealth FEdison Company - Illinols
Consolidated Fdison Company of New York, Inc.?
Dugquesne Light Company - Pennsylvanla
Long Island Lighting Company - New vork3
Power Authority of the State of New York

PUBLIC INTEREST GROUPS, PROFESSIONAL
ASSOCIATIONS, AND MISCELLANEOUS CONTACTS
~ American Nuclear Society
American Red Cross
Aromic Industry Forum
Citi1zens Agalnst Nuclear Power
Cairizens Opposed to Radioactive Pollution
Critical Mass FEnergy Project
Interorganizational Advisory Committee
Natinonal Audubon Society
Nuclear Energy Information Service
Physiclans for Social Responsibility
Pollution and Environmental Problems, Tnc.
Si1nnissippl Alliance for the Environment
Union of Concerned Scientists

EXERCISES OBSERVED

T DbDresden Nuclear Power Station, Illinois
Indian Point Station, New York
Surry Power Station, Virginia

ZCovpraqv was limited to reviewingy testimony at Indian Point
Atomic Safety Licensing Board, Nuclear Regnlatory Commission,
and congressional hearings.

3see footnote 2 above,
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BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF STANDARDS CONTAINED IN THE

Source:

JOINT FEMA-NRC CRITERIA FOR PREPARATION AND

EVALUATION OF RADIOLOGICAI EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS

AND PREPAREDNESS IN SUPPORT OF NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

(1) Primary responsilities for emer
gency response by the nuelear facility
licensce, and by State and local organi
zations within the Emergency Plan
ning Zones have been assigned, the
emergency responsibihties of the var
1oUus  supporting  organizations  have
hoen speaifically establishied and each
principal response  organization  hes
stalf to respond to and aupment s
nitial responsce on a continuous basis

(2) On stuft faclity heensee respon
sibihities lor cmergency response  are
unambiguously defined adequate
statfing to provide mitial facility aca
dent response in kKey functional areas
1> mamtamed at all times timely aug
mentation of response capabihties s
avallable and the interfaces among
vartous onsite response activities and
offsite support and response activities
are specified  (This standard apphies
only to NRC hicensees but s included
here for completeness )

(3) Arrangements for requesting and
cffectively using assistance resourees
have been made arrangements to ac
commodate State and local staff at the
heensee’s near-site Emergency Oper
ations Facility have been made and
other organizations capable of aug
menting the planned response have
been dentified

(4) A standard emergency classifica-
tion and action level scheme, the bases
of which include facility system and
effluent parameters, 1s 1n use by the
nuclear facithity hicensee and State and
local response plans call for reliance
on information provided by facility h
censees for determinations of mini-
mum initial offsite response measures

t5) Procedures have been established
for notification, by the heensee, of
State and local response organizations
and for the notification of emergeney
personnel by all response organiza-
tions, the content of mnitial and follow
UP MEessages to response organizations
and the public has been estabhished,
and means to provide carly notifica
tion and clear instruction to the popu-
lace within the plume exposure path
way Emerpgency Planmng Zone have
boen estabhished

(6) Provistons exist for prompt com
munications among prineipal response
organizations to emergency porsonnel
and to the public

7y Information is made available to
the public on a periodic basis o how

44 Code of Federal Regulations
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they will be notified and wrat (hen
mitial actions <hould be inoan cner
gency (e g, hstening to a local brodd
cast station and rematnimg ndours),
the principal points of contact with
the news media for dissemination of
mformation during ar  .nergency On
ciuding the physica L tion o1 'ocad
ftonsy are establisthoe on advance and
procedures for coorda.ated dissemina
tion ol information to the pubidie ate
ostablished

(8) Adcequate emergency  facilities
and equipment to support the emer
gency response are provided and manm
tamed

(9) Adequate methods, systems and
cquipment for assessing and monitor
g actual or potential offsite conse
quences of a radrological emergency
condition are \n use

(10) A range of protective actions
has been developed for the plume ex
posure pathway EPZ for emergency
workers and the public Guidelines for
the choice of protectinve actions during
an emergoney consistent with Federal
guidance are developed and 1n place
and protectine actions for the inges
tion exposure pathway EPZ appropri
ate to the locale have been developed

(11> Means for controlling radiologt
cal « xposures, 1n an emergency, are ©s
tahnshd for emergency workers The
means for controlling radiological ex
posures shall inelude exposure grude
lines consistent with FPA Emergency
Worker and Lifesavinge Activity }ro-
tective Action Guides

(12) Arrangements are made for
medical services for contaminated 'n
Jured individuals

(13) General plans for recovery ard
reentry are developed

(14) Perniodte exer ises are «wiil he
conducted to evaluuats major vortions
ul emergency response capabilitie, | e
riodic dritls are catll be) conducted o
develop and mainrain kKry skills !
deficiencics identified a» & result of o s
rTCises o6 drills are (will be) correc vd

(15 Radiofogieal  emergency re
ponse tramning is provided to those
who may be called upon to assist in an
erergency

(16) Responsibilities for plan deve)
opment and roview and for distribu
tion ot emergency plans are estab-
hshied  anud  planners are  properiy
tramed
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, ) (0 20472

NGV 25 1983

Mr. 1. Dexter Peach
Director, Regources, Community

and Fconomic Development Division
1.5, General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C, 20548

Dear Mr., Peach:

The Federal Fmergency Management Agency (FEMA) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the draft General Accounting Office (GA0D) report, "Emergency
Preparedness Around Nuclear Power Plants: Further Actlons Needed,” The pri-
mary value of this report from FEMA's perspective 1s that it raises fundamental
quent fons that need to be addressed about the goals and objectives of FFMA's
(and of other Federal agencies') efforts to enhance State and local government

emergency planning and preparedness.

FEMA concurs with your general assessment of the Agency's radiological emer-
gency preparedness (REP) program that: “Although progress has been made since
the Three Mile Island Accident, GAO believes more can and should be done.”
Indeed, FEMA has already addressed and {s taking action on most of the concerns
raised In this report. With regard to the GAO's awsessment of specific aspects
of the RFP program, fundamental differences exlst between our respective evalu-
ations of this program, First of all, the GAQ advocates that the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) not issue operating licenses to utilities until
oftsite planning and preparedness {s evaluated and determined to be in com~
pliance with virtually all the criteria of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP~1, Rev 1. This
expectation does not represent a day-to-day, operational objective of the REP
program, nor of the NRC's licensing actions. While FEMA desires the fullest
possible compliance from State and local governments, our objective is to
tfoster the development and enhancement of radiological emergency planning and
preparedness as fully and rapidly as possible within the constraints of Federal,
State, and local capabilities and resources. Specifically, our objective 1is

to make determinations on the adequacy of offsite preparedness on the basis

of reasonable assurance, not abhsolute certainty.

Secondly, the GAO recommends the termination of FEMA's two—trdack (Memorandum

of lUnderstanding (MOU) and 44 CFR 350) evaluation and approval processes with

the adoption of a single, comprehensive approach for evaluating and approving
oftrite planning and preparedness, The two processes are, in fact, complementary
and are denigned to meet our program objective and to respond to NRC requests

for interim findings on an as—needed basis for licensing considerations.
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GAO Method. The principal method used by the GAO in appraising FEMA's REP
program 18 to analyze and compare different site-specific, “evaluation snapshote”
ot offsite preparedness based on our findings and determinations over a period

of three years. This method has utility for assessing the thoroughness of site-
specific evaluations per our established gutdance and for making comparisons
between these specific evaluations in order to determine the degree of uniformity
in the Agency's evaluations and determinations. However, the use of this method
does not address the more fundamental question of the degree of progress made by
State and local governments at the same site over a perfod of two to three years.

The “evaluation snapshots™ analysed by the GAO represent FEMA's findings at a
gpecific time In an ongoing, iterative process between State and local govern-
ment s and FEMA whereby offoite preparedness is continually assessed and reas-
sessed. As the state of preparedness at a particular site undergoes change
over a period of time, so will the FFMA "evaluatjon snapshots.” This being the
case, the critical element missing from the GAO analysis 1s the degree of pro-
gress made between one “snapshot™ to another at the same site and by the same
State and local jurisdictions,

Such an evaluation of our REP program would more accurately reflect the effec-
tiveness ot our eftorts over the last three years and would show that most or
all jurisdictions studied over a period of two or three years have demonstrated
signiticant progress in developing and enhancing their level of preparedness.

It would underscore FEMA's (and other Federal agencies') contribution to improv-
fng the quality ot offsite preparedness at particular sites across the Nation
and, thus, support the conclusion that State and local governments, for the

most part, have the capability to adequately protect the health and safety of
the public in the event of radliological emergenclies at commerc{ial nuclear power
plants,

Organization of FkMA's Response to Specific Concerns and Issues. FEMA's response
to specific concerns and {ssues presented in the GAO report are presented in

two ways., First, responses to five of the most significant i1ssues are addressed
in this letter, Secondly, attachments to this letter are grouped into two
categories——responses to specitic concerns and comments on Region- and site-
specific references in the GAQ report,

Signiticant Tssues and Recommendations. Almost all the GAO recommendations tn
this report pertain to the five significant issues which are discussed below.

1 swedure for approving otfsite emergency preparedness. Of all the

.«fons made in the report, the one which would probably have the most
. .t, 1t adopted, on our RFP program, 1s the one calling for the establish-
ment of a single procedure for evaluating and approving offsite emergency pre-
parcdness.  The general thrust of GAO comments supporting this recommendation
i{s that the NRC-FEMA MOIl process should be terminated and one process, similar
to the present 350 processes, adopted.
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Unfortunately, the fmpression given by the GAO in its discussion of the MOU and
3I%0 processes {5 that these represent two fundamentally different and unrelated
approaches for evaluating offsite preparedness. Such is not the case. Both
approaches are part ot FFMA's overall process of working with State and local
governments on oftsfte emergency planning and preparedness and making
determinations on the adequacy of these activities. Under both the MOU and

150 processes, these determinations are made at different times as needed to
meet NRC l{censing schedules for rew plants and regulatory requirements for
operating plants. The criteria (NUREG-0654/FRMA~REP-1, Rev. 1) used 1n making
evaluatfons ot State and local plans and prepdaredness are the same in both
cases. Finally, both processes are designed to further the same objective:

to provide reasonable agdgurance that the health and safety of the public Iiving
In the vicinity ot nuclear power plants can be protected through an enhanced
level of offsite preparedness,

The GAO recommendat fon that the two—track process should be terminated 1s at
odds with current NRC licensing requirements and practice and is contrary to

the expressed (1982/1983 NRC Appropriation Authorization, Section 5) intent of
the Congress to give NRC discretion in lssuing operating licenses to utilities
even without FFMA approved State and local government emergency plans. The
two~track approach currently employed by NRC and FFMA is, therefore, consistent
with the expredsed desire of the Congress and provides the flexibility necessary
to respond to the NRC licensing schedule requirements,

2. Minimum requirements for evaluating and approving offsite preparedness.

In r@:Ommvndinx that FEMA and NRC establish minfimum requirements for State and
local governmentd to meet hefore a determination of adequate offsite prepared-—
ness s made, Instances are clited showing inconsistencies 1n making such
determinatfons between varfous oftes,  FEMA {s awdare that different evaluations
and findings have been made between interim findings and 350 determinations,
but belleves these are more attributable to variations in the approach and
{nterpretation by FFMA Reglons and subjective judgements involved rather than
to differences between the two processes,  FEMA has already initiated actions
to assure a4 more unfform approach by our Regions in making such determinations
when 1t tssued fastruct fons on August 5, 1983, to its Regional Directors enti-
tled "Procedural Policy on Radiological Fmergency Preparedness Plan Reviews,
Observations and fvaluations, and Interfm Findings.” (Attachment B-1)

FEMA and NRC are jolntly examining the need for revising our guidance document,
NUREG-~0654 /FEMA-REP=1, Rev, 1. This review effort was initiated in May of 1983
and will result in the publication ot a revised document in January 1985 if the
NRC and FEMA decide to revise {t. Two concerns that are being addressed 1n
this review/revisfon effort include the priorit{fzatfon of criterfa into crit-
feal and less critlcal elements and the establishment of ceparate criteria for
evaluating emergency plans and exercises, An assumption underlying the priori~
tirzatfon of elements is that snch an eftort would help FEMA and NRC identify
and prescribe more definftively what constitutes adequate otfsite planning and
preparedness.  This assumpt fon will he considered in our joint effort with

NRC.
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3. Improvement In the quality of exercises, Two GAO recommendations concern
the adequacy of exercise scenarios. FEMA concurs with the general thrust of
these recommendations which are intended to improve the quality of exercises
through the development of better exerclse scenarios. FEMA and NRC have al-
ready fnitiated actions to {mprove the quality of exercise scenarios. FEMA

has contracted with the Tdaho National kngineering lLaboratory (INEL) to review
exercise objectives and scenarios prior to exercises being conducted to assure
that the scope of the exercise Is sufficient for testing and evaluating offsite
planning and preparedness, Also, FFMA has proposed to NRC that both the exercise
objectives and the scenario bhe approved by FEMA and NRC prior to the conduct of
the exercise, (See Attachment B.)

4. Tracking ot deficiencies. FEMA concurs with the need to establish a nation-
wide management system for tracking deffciencies. FEMA has authorized the
Arponne National Labordatory to assist us in establishing a computerized system
for tracking the correction of deticiencies fdentified in both emergency plans
and cxercises which Is incorporated into the Agency's Fxercise Evaluation and
Simulation Facllity. The disposition of such deficiencies will be monitored for
All {nvolved State and local governments for each site from initial identifica-
tion by FFMA to their correction by affected State and local governments. (See
Attachment B,)

The objective of establishing a system to track deficliencies for all sites and
wpecific juriedictions 1 to assure that all identified deficiencies are cor-
rected. Provisions are made in the final rule, 44 CFR 350, and the August 5,
1984, memorandum referenced above for FFMA to require remedial exercises and
other appropriate measures as well as to secure commitments from State and

local governments to correct deficlencies, both 1n plans and general preparedness.

9. Coordinated Federal response planning. 1In addressing FEMA's responsibilities
for establishing coordinated Federal response planning, the GAO states that our
ettorts provide "little assurance that the confusion and poor coordination that
existed among the Federal agenclies responding to the Three Mile Island accident
would not reoccur,” This statement ignores the greatly improved interagency
planning and exercising process that has taken place in the past three yedrs.
Activities such as the Interagency discussions that have occurred in the process
ot developing the Federal Radlological Fmergency Response Plan, the development
of the NRC-FEMA Operational Response Procedures and the planning for and partici-
pation In two major naclear weapon accident exercises have all contributed to a
bettoer overall understanding of the relative roles of all Federal agencies that
would respond to a radifological emergency. The Federal radiological emergency
response community {s much bhetter prepared to work together in responding to a
commercial nuclear power plant accident than at the time of the Three Mile

IToland accident.  (See Attachment AL)

In conclusfon, FEMA belleves this report correctly raises important questions
iv to how our REP program should be structured and carried out, particularly
with respect to the NRC licensing process and the Intent of the Congress. In
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the GAO towards specitic aspects of

splite of the ditferent perspective ot
ottsite preparedness evaluation and approval, we are {n agreement with the

to move forward to further enhance the level of State and
preparedness around commeraial
and will continue to work on matters contained

report, consistent with FEMA's 1ntegrated ap-

responsibility to NRC, the vol-
the

fundamental necd

local government planning and nue lear power
plants,  We have been working
in the recommendations of the
proach to emergency management, our special
untary ndature of State and local participation, and our interpretation of

dictates of Congress and the resources available to be applied to the REP

program,

Sincerely,

Giufft

Louis 0O,
Director

Fnclosures 9
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RAQ note:

L APPENDIX

ATTACHMENTS  (See GAO note)
A. Federal Response Planning

B. 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 lodide (KI)

F. Radiological Instrumentation

G. Training

H. Verification Analysis

1. Region— and Site-Specific Comments

FECW's attachments were supplemented by d

y detairled material (referred
to as attachments A-1, B-1, etc.). Due to their volume, they have
not been 1ncluded 1n this report. Chanaes have been 1ncoroorated
nto this report where appropriate based on this material.
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Federal Response Planning

1. Page vi, “Conclunions snd Recommendations™ Section

The General Account bug Otfice (LADY finding of "little assurance that the
confus{on and poot (oordiuat jon that exinted among the Federal agencies
responding to the Three Mile tnland acd fdent would not reoccur” overlooks
the fnterapency planafng and eaercising process that has occurred in recent
years. Activities nuch as the interagency distussions that have occurred in
the process of developing the bederal Radiological Emergency Response
Plan, the development of the Nuclear Regulatory Commissfon (NRC)-Federal
Fmergency Management Apency (FEMAY Operat tons Response Procedures, and

the plannfng for and partdcipation {n tw, mayor nuclear weapon accident
exercisnen, have all contributed to a better overall understanding of the
relative roles of all Federal agencies thit wounld respond to a radiological
emergency. In summary, the Federal radfological emergency response
community {s much hetter prepared to work together in responding to a
commercial nuclear power plant acoidenn

2. pPage 't} "REMA Hopeso to Have a Dratt Completed by September 30, 1983,

and a Final Plan Publfshed by Tuly 31, 19840

This statement does not recopnler an tmportant step leading to the publication
ot the rederal Radiological Fmergency Kesponse Plan in mid-1984. FEMA is
scheduled to fsnne o plan by December 30, 1983, tor fnterim use and

public comment. Ihao interim plan will thew be revised, 1f necessary,

based on lessons learned [row an exerolse schednled for March, 1984 at

the St. Lucie (Flortda) commerctal nuclear power ftacility. Tt will then

be published an the fiual plan fn mid 19484,

3. Page 4, "The bederal Response Plan Provides for Limited Cooperation”
Section

This section notes that  FFMA will coardinate but not control, Federal
activities, Similat wtatements are made elnewhere in the report. This is

an accurate and appropriate observation. However, we belleve the GAO report
should emphasfze that the Federal responue plan is being developed in this
manner becdune of mitations Jn the authoriry of FFMA. FEMA is the coordinator
for the response activities of other Federal agencies, not an authority

over these agencien,

4. Pages Y1 06, Partial Testing of the Federal Response has Revealed Problems”

Section

This section should be pat 1o propor perspective.  The overall process of
developing and testing the Federal Radlological Lmergency Response Plan
(FRERP) should flrst be outlined, Before the actual drafting of the FRERP
began, ao {oteragency tommittee bepan work on the Planning Guidance. The
procest of developing the Planuing Cofdanioe was used to resolve many
fnteragency fonues bhetween FEMA, the NRC, and other Federal agencies.
Before the planuing guldani e was {naued to other Federal agencies in
April, 1483, the October 1987 Headquattors Intertace Fxercise was held

for the purpose of disravering shortoombaps In the planning guidance.

GAL note  Paoe number s have been chanaed to yefer to the final report.

I



APPENDIX eI APPENDIA ITI

-2

The four major problems identified in this exercise (and as outlined on
pages 54-5b of the draft GAO report) were 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-1) serves as the basis
for FEMA and other Federal agencies to prepare or revise their radiological
emergency response plans. The FRERP, Including executive summaries of
each agency's plan, 1s scheduled for publication not later than

December 30, 1983, for interim use. It is being written to overcome the
problems identiffed in the October 1982 exercise.

5. Pages 2%-55  “A Headquarters Response Exercise Has Revealed Coordination
Problems™ Section

This section gtates that "coordination problems and differences of outlook
between FEMA 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 at the headquarters level,

at the regional level, and at the scene of an accident. They cover
notification schemes and a manner of activation, organizations at
headquarters and at the site, interface procedures and coordination of
onsite and offsite operations. These joint procedures have been formally
agreed upon by the two agencies and are now being printed. A copy of

these procedures is attached.

7/



APPENDIX 111 APPENDIX ITI

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

On August S, 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 tormat 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 Reglons 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 will
furnish two copies to NRC Headquarters. At this time, the Region will
provide two copies 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
action. 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. This represents the periodic status
reports recommended by GAO in Recommendation #5 to FEMA on page 22 of the
draft 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 deficiencles
and their corrections 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
wutually dependent Fedaeral, State, and local direction and control
functions and a more standard and meaningful way to evaluate periodic
exercises at all levels. FEESF wil! combine computerized evaluation of
exercise elements and performance, with analytical assessment of radiological
releases to the atmosphere, simulation of evacuation dynamics, and
estimation of dose to the population. These capabilities can be used to
assist State and local governments to develop better plans and exerclse
scenarios, to improve assessment techniques, and to standardize the
execution and evaluation of exercises. For example, a common decision
for emergency managers is whether to use evacuation or sheltering as a
protective response. This system would permit rapid assessment of the
consequences of either alternative.
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EESF 18 currently being developed and tested, and will be operational in
early FY 1984. It will be operated in conjunction with the FEMA Emergency
Information Coordinating Center, and will be used by the Agency to improve
exercising and response capabilities across the board.

Attached 18 a copy of the August 5, 1983, guidance on uniformity of

exercises entitled, "Procedural Policy on Radiological Emergency Preparedness
Plan Reviews, Exercise Observations and Evaluations, and Interim Findings”
(Attachment B-1) 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 1ssue

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has initiated efforts to
address the issue of radiological emergency preparedness vis—a-vis
Federally owned and controlled lands and facilities. 1In addition to our
ongoing work with the Departments of Defense and Energy concerning their
nuclear facilties, we have established a working relationship with the
Department of Interior concerning its role in radiological preparedness.

Specifically, at the request and recommendation of FEMA, the Federal
Radiological Preparedness Coordinating Committee (FRPCC) voted to invite

the Departwent of Interior to become a full member of the FRPCC. Accordingly,
FEMA has formally invited the Department of Interior to participate in FRPCC
and Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) activities (see Attachment C-2),
Also, staff from both FEMA 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-1) 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
ewmergency plans and procedures for assuring coordination between specific
Department of Interior lands and facilities and State and local governments,
licensees and other Federal agencies. Also, FEMA expects to involve the
Department of Interfor 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

As the report indicates, there were delays in issuing final guidance and
starting formal testing of alert and notificatfon systems for the 10-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 1, 1983, which should allow FEMA to issue the guidance in 1ts
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, l15-minute notification within 5S-miles of the site,
Emergency Broadcast System (EBS) activation and broadcasting) have been
observed during exercises and evaluated by FEMA. However, FEMA was not
able to conduct design reviews of entire systems in accordance with
NURLG-0654 /FEMA-REP~1, Appendix 3, criteria. This process entails a
technical engineering review of the alert and notification system {tself
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 guidance 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 3.o0f NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1,
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
questionnafire. In fact, as part of FEMA's June 9, 1981, survey approval
request, we stated that one of the survey's main purposes was to assess

the public awareness of the meaning of the notification message. However,
in OMB's disapproval of the information collection request, this assessment
was specifically cited as unnecessary.

First, OMB stated that since NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-~] 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 emergency information. It should not be necessary to ask ten
percent of the affected population what they know about actions they
should take Iin the event of nuclear emergencies.”
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OMB alao stated that " . . . as to FEMA's proposal to assess the level
of public understanding of the notification message, it could be argued
assyred that the warning gignal was audible,

that once the agency has

and that the licensee has provided the population with emergency information,
it has discharged its responsibility. FEMA should not be expected to make sure
the public has read the material it has been given; that is an individual
decision. Nor should it be required to expend scarce resources supplementing

the licensees' efforts.”

Based on this OMB response, FEMA decided that the alert and notification test
survey would assess only whether the public could promptly be notified of an
accident and whether planning information had been provided; it would not
assess the level of the public's understanding of those materials. FEMA
then modified the questionnaire, which was subsequently approved by OMB.

In order to make the information collection more efficient for the public
and FEMA, the written questionnaire was modified to a telephone survey
format. The telephone survey instrument has now been reapproved by OMB

for use by FEMA in FY 84 during alert and notification tests. This

approval has reaffirmed FEMA's original position and the earlier OMB

approvals.

FEMA has not neglected the area of public information. As part of the
standard planning review process, FEMA's Regional Offices review, agalnst
standard G of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, emergency information brochures,
pamphlets, etc., submitted by licensees and States. Also, a separate
contract {s to be let by FEMA in the next couple of months to review and
critique all existing brochures and set general guidelines for future
publications. The guidelines will attempt to assure that the emergency
information is 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 sytems and the crpiteria established

in Standard G (Public Education and Information) {n NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-]
provide an acceptable framework from which public alert, notification,
and education can be evaluated.
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Attachment [

Potassulm lodide (KI)

GAD recommends expanding Federal guidance on the use of potassium iodide
by the general public, including information on when the drug should be
uged, and how distribution decisions shoula be made.

Background

During the deliberations of the Federal Radiological Preparednens
Coordinating Committee (FRPCC) Subcommittee on Potassiuom Jodide and
Mechanical Respiratory Protection, this matter was discussed fully and
documented in the records of discussion. Fven when FEMA wdas examining
stockpiling options, there was no plan to go heyond the recommendation
of the Conference of Radiation Contro! Program Directors delivered

to FEMA in March of ]982.

The topic of additional guidance was referred to the full FRPCC

by the Subcommittee when it submitted the Draftt Federal Statement, The
Nuclear Regulatorv Commission (NRC) Subcommittee representative

maintained that additional Federal guidance wds needed, The majorir
disagreed, citing the full and complete review by the Food and Drug,
Administration (FDA) as sufficient., NE('s position was based on needing
assurance that a State plan was effective under all cfrcumstances, Including
a quick breaking accident. This involved the Subcommittee I apprateale

of the source term, an action clearly beyond fts woope,  Upon a poll ot

the entire FRPCC, directed by the FRP(( Chafrman, no suppart for additional
guidance beyond the medical gufdance of FDA was deemed necessary, and

FEMA did not pursue the matter. Pursuant to this poliing, the FRP((

adopted the FDA guidance and the FRPCC Chalrman formally requested agency
endorsements. Of the 9 agencien, 3 have endorsed the draft Federal statement
(see attachement E~1): FEMA, Environmental Protection Agency and the
Department of Health and Human Servicesr. 0Of the balance, Commerce/National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Unfted States Department of Agriculture
and Department of Transportation declined on the grounde of fnsuffycfent
expertise and agency involvement. Department of Fnergy and the Departrent
of Defense both took issue with the full Committee's action, (see attachment
E-2). The NR( has not responded to this date, although FFMA met with the
Commission staff on September 16th to discuss 3 pending NRC action,

As to the General Accounting Office’s (GAD) specific recommendation,
FEMA 18 in no position to write Federal guldance on technical and mediral
matters which override the responsibility of State Health Offficiale

short of a Presidential Disaster Declaration. FFEMA has gought to assiot
the States with technical recommendations concerning the packaging of
potassium {odide for general use.

These recommendat ions were not pursued becavse during the summer of
1982, the FDA withdrew 1ts limitation on the direct sale of potassiun
fodide to the general public. 1In effect a decision was redched to
allow market forces to determine the avallability of potasciun
iodide.
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Meanwhile, it remains the view of FEMA and the FRPCC itself that FDA
guidance 18 quite adequate as an aid for assisting those State officials
who desire to distribute KI to the public. It states the conditions of
use (25 REM projected dose to thyroid), the need for swift action (50%
effectiveness 1f taken four hours after exposure), and the technical
basis for the present tablet formulation,
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Attachment F

November 11, 1983

Radiological Instrumentation

Instrumentation for use by State and localities for radiological emergencies
assoclated with nuclear power plants s bdased on guidance developed in
accordance with conceptualizations of how emergency operations would be con-
ducted. Instrumentation s needed to detect radioactive releases offsite
that could endanger the atmosphere, water, and food. Contamfnation of miik
supplies by radiofodine s of specia) concern. For this reason simple rugged
field instruments for the detection and measurement of radioiodine are a
special requirement,

Guidance is developed by a subcommittee of the FRPCC supported by FEMA and NRC
contracts with the Idaho Nationa) Engineering Laboratory. The subcommittee has
been meeting about once 8 month with 1ts activities fully documented. The
contractor's- activities include research and development on instrumentation,
guidance development and support to States and localities through the Regiona!l
Asssistance Committees (RACs).

It is true that the instrumentation guidance development has suffered serious
delays. The reason for this 1s that the guidance must be based on supporting
research and development. The major problem {s the development of simple,
rugged field instruments that can accurately measure radioiodine in the pre-
sence of other radioactive gases (noble gases). This problem has affected the
usefulness of FEMA-REP.2 for the Airborne Plume Pathway. This 1s the only
guidance document published. It was published before the performance of the
radioiodine monitor described therein was validated by tests performed by
INEL. Research and development work by INEL completed 1in February 1983
(NUREG/CR-1599) gives evidence that this type of monitor might give false
indications of the presence of radioiodine under certain accident conditions
when the radioactive noble gas to radiofodine ratios are very high. This
could lead to erroneous decisions regarding the presence of radioiodine.

Research and development, as well as experience, have also shown that radio-
fodine monitoring systems other than that described in FEMA-REP-2 have similar
problems. As a matter of fact, to this date, no rugged field instrumentation
system has been fully demonstrated. For this reason the subcommittee requested
that the EPA's Eastern Environmental Radiation Facility in Montgomery, Alabama
undertake to provide a test capability for evaluating such systems. This capa-
bility is now being established. When completed it will be possible to test,
evaluate and compare the performance of all candidate Systems under realistic
field conditions. Having this capability will make 1t possible to develop and
fmprove the necessary instruments.

Simflar problems existed in the development of {instrumentation guidance for
food and water. It was first necessary to do the research and development,
This has been accomplished and new dates for completion of the remaining
ifnstrument guidance documents have been established as follows:

Milk POtIWEY .oveesecreccccscansnssssascssnsnssoosssnccensensss May 1984
Food and MWater Pathwdy.......cecececcecesocscnsssncecnnnseeseses June 1984
Update of Airborne Plume Pathway (FEMA-REP-2)............ September 1984
First Draft of Recovery and Reentry Guidance.....ceinveveeeaas July 1984
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These will be fssued fnitially as contractor’'s research reports to expedite
their avaflability.

The subcommittee recognized early that guidance would be delayed by the
necessity to do the supporting research and development. Therefore, in August
1981 the subcommittee commenced & program for providing for the closest possible
contact between the experts preparing the guidance and the users fn order to
be responsive to urgent user requirements. This 1s accomplished as follows

0 Technical assistance §s provided to the States, via the RACs, by experts
from ldaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) for planning ang
exercise,

© The same INEL experts participate in the planning and accident assess-
ment courses conducted by FEMA,

0 Members of the subcommittee and INEL experts participated in the annual
conferences of the Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors
(CRCPD) 1n 1982 and 1983,

o Close 1iaison 15 maintained with the CRCPD in a)) stages of guidance
development,

These activities serve to provide informally, to the users, the latest technical
guidance, and to odbtain fn return users reaction and technical f1nput to the
guidance development project. User experiences with instruments adapted to the
application are essential to the success of the project. Thus, the most up-to-
date information 1s made available to the field at the earliest possible time.
Documentation on the adove Initiatives s svailadble 1n the subcommittee files
and includes the minutes of subcommittee meetings,

Since technical assistance 1s availadle through the RACs upon request by the
States, there 13 no reason why any State cannot have the latest information on
fnstrumentation.

The document °“Guidance on Offsite Emergency Radiation Measurement Systems.
Phase ! - Airborne Relesse™ also known as FEMA.REP-2 {5 not regarded by the
subcommittee to dbe in conflict with NUREG-0654, Also, the section of FEMA-REP-2
which pertains to emergency worker gosimetry {3 regarded by the subcommittee
as accurate. The only problem with FEMA-REP-2 13 the fact, as described above,
that the radioiodine monitor described therein may not be useful under certan
accident conditions when the radioactive noble gas to radfoiodine ratios are
very high. This was not fully established until the necessary RED by NR(C was
tompleted and reported in NUREG/CR-1599 deted February 1983, This will be
corrected in the process of updating FEMA-REP-2,
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Attachment G

Response to Selected Portions of GAD Report on Radiologicsl Emergency
Preparedness Training

Federal, state, and local officisls need more and better training - Improve-
ment required

Although the "Radioclogical Emergency Preparedness Planning” course needs some
revision, other courses in the series (e.g., Radiological Accident Assessment
and Radiological Emergency Response) are current with available technology
on & widescale basis. Advanced technology such as computer modeling coming

on line will be included into courses as available (e.g., Exercise Evaluation

and Simulation Facility).

The "Radiological Emergency Preparedness Planning” course will be revised in

FY 1984. Revision 1s pending changes in NUREG 0654/FEMA REP-1 scheduled for

FY 1884.

FEMA offers only a limited range of training for nuclear power plant emcrgencies

The following is a list of courses conducted or funded by FEMA for response
to nuclear power plant emergencies as well as to other radiological incidents
(e.g., transportation, etc.). The nine training categories identified in

NUREG 0654 are listed adjacent to the course which applies to the category.

COURSE TRAINING CATEGORY IDENTIFIED IN NUREG 0654
* 1) Radiological Emergency © State radiological planners

Directors/coordinators for resp.

organizations
o Personnel responsible for emergency
management information

Planning Course o

% 2) Radiological Accident o State personnel responsible for
Assessment Course sccident assessment
o Directors/coordinators for response
organizations

* 3) Radiological Emergency Response © Rediological monitoring teams and
Course--conducted at the Nevada analysis personnel if part of organized
Test Site state and local response teawms
o Medical support personnel if part of
organized state and local response teans
o Directors/coordinators for response
organizations
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COURSE TRAINING CATEGORY IDENTIFIED 1IX NUREG 0654
4%4) Prehospital Response to © First aid and rescue personnel
Rediation Accddents ~ fielded © Local support services/emergency
in aid-FY 1984 services
o Police security and firefighting
®¢3) Bospital Management of © Medicsl support personnel
Radiation Accidents
I16) Radiological Monitoring © Police security and f’'-efighting
personnel
o First aid snd rescue personnel
#47) Vorkshops on Radiological © Directors and coordinators of response
Emergency Preparedness organizations
o Others

* Courses specific to nuclear pover plant accidents
*%Ceneric courses for general radiological emergencies

Attachment G-1 includes a 1isting of Radiological Emergency Preparedness
training requirements as identified by the Federal Radiological Preparedness
Coordinating Committee (FRPCC). Column No. 5 shows the current status of

courses. NROTE: The "Personnel Category” column includes all nine categories

of training identified in NUREG 0654.

As ssen from Attachment (-1, by year end FY 1984 will offer eight courses

relsated to Radiclogical Emergency Preparedness, not just three as stated

on pages 41-42 of the GAO report. All courses to Be deployed in FY 1984 wvere

under development at the time of the GAO review.

Although revisions, updates, and additions of courses are needed to some degree,
it is evident that an extensive amount of Radiological Emergency Preparedness
training is availsble to state and local officials. Greater and improved
recruitment efforts msy be required to assure full training of directors and

coordinators of response organizations as described on page 42 of the GAO

report.
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Attachsent No.G2 4s a series of charts and graphs showing the numbers of
individuals trained in the three "basic' courses in radiological emergency
preparedness and response which are given through NETC (i.e., Radiological
Emergency Planning Course, the Radiological Accident Assessment Course, and
the Radiclogical Emergency Response Course) from January 1981-February 1983.
Information on other radiological training is not included since it 1s not

possible to do this in the time allowed given the extensive rosters of these

students.

State and local personnel need more training

Radiological monitor training has been under revision for some time to correct

part of this problem. New materials will be fielded in mid-FY 1984 and will

address comprehensive radiological problems. Materials will be standardized

with a more uniform delivery nationwide.

A single off-site monitoring course for nuclear power plants has not been

fielded although developmental vork in this area is being done.
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Attachment H

Verification Analysis

The General Accounting Office (GAO) recommends on page 38 that a verification
program, similar to the one used by the Federal Emergency Management

Agency (FEMA) Region II at Indfan Point, be used to assess compliance

with all elements in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-~1, especially for those elements

not tested in exercises. 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
assertions regarding offsite preparedness. While some elements may

indeed have 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, costs 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, FEMA concludes that the GAO recommendation on this

issue should not be adopted.
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Attachment T

Region- and Site-Specific Comments

Belov are the Region- and site-specific comments on the General Accounting
Office (GAO) Report. Some are refinements of language., However, some are
substantive comments focused on the accuracy of s psrticular statement.

These include, in some cases, updates on individual problems or situations
which show thst the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has addressed
the 1ssue in question. In such cases, recent developments should be reflected
in the GAD report. 1In some aress, e¢.g., alert and notification, these
developments should substantially slter the report.

We have listed all comments under the report heading to which they relate.
We have also given page references.

Chapter | ~ Introduction
o EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AND PREPAREDNESS MITIGATION ACCIDENT EFFECTS.

0 Comment from FEMA, Region 1 on Page 4;
(Insert the underlined word to replace the word shown in the draft)
esseccpotassium jiodide.....one type of radionuclide.....

o FEMA AND NRC HAVE DEVELOPED CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING EMERGENCY PLANNING
AND PREPAREDNESS.

o Comment from FEMA, Region 1 on Page °

Paragranh 3 should be chanqged to read

“FEMA and NRC conduct exercises to test offsite and onsite emergency
preparedness, respectively.”

Chapter 2

© LACK OF UNIFORM APPROACH FOR OBTAINING
FUNDING DETERS PLANNING AND PREPAREDNESS

l. Page 10, paragraph ]

A principal reason that formal approvals under 44 CFR 350 have not been
coumpleted for two-thirds of the operating reactor sites is that the

plans have not reached their final fteration at the State and local

level or in the extensive Regional review process. Thus, a State may

not have requested a formal approval from FEMA for a particular site.
Since planning 1s a dynamic, iterative process, there should be no
presumption of significant deficiencies, simply because a formal approval
has not been issued.

2. Comment from FEMA Region V on page ).

This is not an accurate characterization of the situation. FEMA Region V's
understanding of this situation was that the City of Zion was using the
requirement to develop REP plans for the Zion Nuclear Power Station as

a vehicle to obtain wore tax dollars. It 1s suggested that the State

of 111inois be contacted to obtain more exact information.
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3. Comment from FEMA, Region V on page 15, naragraph 3.

Columbisna County has been provided financial assistance by the utility
such as funding for a county EOC, plan development and training. To our
knowledge, the utility has not complained about providing this support.

5. Comment from FEMA, Region 1 on page lb, paragraph 3-
Change the last two sentences to read:

In Monroe, Massachusetts, the town has refused to sign the approval
of the town plan. First, because they felt the town needed a new toad;
this problem was resolved by the utility purchase of a "snowfighter”

for the town, Carnnd tha tawn 1e nnvvnnr1u refusing to e1an the approval
for the towr Secongc, the town 1s currer refusing approval

page of the plan because of financial issues. The town has participated
in both off-gite exercises.

© SHOREHAM UTILITY OFFICIALS
ADVOCATE A GREATER INDUSTRY ROLE

1. Comments from FEMA, Region 11, on page 13, first paragraph:

Change the second sentence to: "The utility wants authority to prove
the plan is feasible through use of utility personnel in exercises when
Ctate and local government nersonnel are unavailable,”

scLars KUC a00as poOvest Ha XS -A%2

Page 13, first paragraph: Change the third sentence to: “They believe
it is important to show State and local officials that a utility plan
can be used s0 that State and/or local officials will not attempt to
thwart the planning process as a means of shutting down nuclear power

plants.”

o FEMA AND NRC HAVE NOT DEFINED MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS
FOR ADEQUATE OFFSITE SAFETY
1 Lammant fram FEMA Raginn 11 - {Sﬂe GAQ ngte\
2. voament ITrom FoMA, Region 11 8 (A v ;

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 11 under a new Regional Director,

2. Comment from FEMA Region V : (See GAD note)
At the time of the GAD interviews, Illinois had completed an evacuation
study while the Stone and Webster Consultants were still in the process

af davalanine o "madal v Phe NNAT Bacginnal Ascsictance Nammtosan fDAN)
Vi UT YT AVpLE © WUUT 4 e AT YUl RACERLVIIGL NDOLIDLGHLT LURUWILLET \ ALy

member did not, seemingly, accept the State study and wigshed to

obtain a more formal modeling process. FEMA Region V took into account

the comments and recommendations of the RAC member but made the determination
that adequate studies 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.

CANY e h e comts on e Mo A
LGHY nuLe | l|) S€C L1 Ul Idb pgen ae
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3. Comment from FEMA Region V on page 16, Ddaraqraph 4

In the past, based on plan reviews and exercises, findings of adequacy
were issued for offeite planning and preparedness at the Zimmer Nuclear
Power Station despite the absence of standard operating procedures
(SOP). These findings of adequacy were issued because the emphasis of
the FEMA Regional and RAC reviews at that time did not include a
requirement for SOP review or SOP's 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 FEMA, Region I, on Page 17; paragraph l

Change sentence beginning "Additionally, in 1983 FEMA noted failure.....”
to read:

Additionally, in 1983 FEMA identified five significant deficiencies which
led to & finding that off-site safety was inadequate at the Maine Yankee
site 1in Maine. One of those deficiencies was an inadequate demonstration

of radiological exposure control equipment and an inadequate supply of self-
reading and permanent record dosimeters,

o FEMA AND NRC DO NOT HAVE A FORMAL PROCEDURE FOR
MAKING NRC AWARE OF DEFICIENCIES

1. Comment on page 18, paragraph 2

FEMA has recently improved its internal procedures 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.

?. Comments on page 19, paragraph 3.

In connection with the Oyster Creek 1982 exercise, all significant
deficiencies were retested in the May 24, 1983, exercise. Most had been
remedied. FFMA Region 11 1s now in the process of arriving at a final
corrective action schedule with the State of New Jersey. When we receive
this final 1ist (which will include some May 1983 deficliencies 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
deficlencies in the 1982 and 1983 exercises. 1In 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 procedures 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 Rancho Seco facility was
originally targeted for April 1982. Since, as of that date, 8 draft plan
had not been submitted, nor an exercise held, it was agreed between FEMA
and NRC to delay any finding until a draft plan was submitted and reviewed,
an exercise 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 September 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 review. By February 1983 when the schedule of
corrective actions was formalized, a major problem of an operable EOF
(interim or permanent) 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 EXEFCISE

SCOPE 1S ADEQUATE TO TEST PREPAREDNESS

1. Comment from FEMA Region II:

Page 76, third paragraph, last sentence states: “FEMA 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 FEMA Region 11 during exercises, including

March 3, 1983 Indian Point exercise observed by GAO, there has been
significant free play of activities (surprises). This was accomplished

by introducing messages with unprogrammed events to the exercise participants
while the exercise was Iin 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 11 at Indian Point, Ginna, Salem, and Fitzpatrick. For over a
year, FEMA Region 11 has used considerable free play of activities
(surprises) during their exercises including bus evacuation routes,
traffic control points, evacuation of mobility-impaired, impediments to
evacuation, etc. This was accomplished by introducing free-play messages
with unprogrammed events to the exercise participants. This approach
assured that the State and local government more fully tested their
capability to respond to an actual incident,”
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FEMA Region V has informally in most instances réquested and on some
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 scenario

and the possibility that some participants would be able to pre-formulate

their responses.

Prumas LIAC MAT RECTIAMEN ARTAITATE
FLAA Ao UL VLT ANLU AVJLYUAILL
EXERCISE SCOPE

1. Comment from FEMA Region II, on page 27, “ourth paraqraph-

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 which it was based was not sufficiently comprehensive." Since the

tdma ~f eho {dntavim Fdndinag An Yo mo ot d amand w AN hncrnwaw avaliatdian
TAmT€ O1 tn@e anteram 2andang Oon Salem mentioned u] unu, nowever, €vVadaiuacaldn

procedures for planning and preparedness have been substantially improved
in Region 11.

2. Comment from FEMA, Region X on Exercise Scenario Adequacy (pp. 27 -

28)
Reference i< madc to the problem we encountered with the 1982 Trojan
exercise scenat.c (pp. 27-28). Reference is also made to Region X's minimum
exercige gtandard (n 29 . The report does not mention that FEMA Region X

and NRC Region V subsequently agreed that FEMA's interest and requirements
will be supported by NRC.

Recommendation: It is recommended that the last sentence of the first
paragraph on page 79 starting with the word "Also” and ending with
“utilities,” be changed to read as follows: “Also, Region X has established
minimum requirements for éiéTCuseb and NRC neglun V has ugleeu to Bupport an
sustain those recuirements as a part of their review and determination

of the adequacs cf the scenario,

EXERCISES TNCLUDY EXCESSIVE

SIMULATION (OF RESPONSE

General comment on FEMA Region V efforts to avoid exercise simulation,

.
oo N
ﬂ&!’ LR Y

FEMA's exercise evaluation instrument has been designed to be consistent
with both 44 CFR Part 350 and NUREG-Obsa/FEm—REP—l, Revision 1. This
evaluation tool, approved by FEMA, requires the demonstration of capability,
not the simulation of capability. FEMA Region V has attempted to develop

a record of capability through its evaluation of REP exercises to give

a reasonable basis to its findings. 1In this regard, FEMA Region V has
attempted to convince the States to design future REP exercise scenarios

to encompass areas not demonstrated previcusly N
1Compasts reas nol demonsirated previocusiy. UT

the State of Michigan.
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Some exercises conducted to date have not fully demonstrated the State and
local government's ability to alert, staff, and activate their emergency
operations centers (EOC) in a timely manner. 1In addition, Michigan has
preferred to simulate the use of vehicles and equipment to control access

to the plume exposure pathway. FEMA Region V has requested Michigan and
Berrien County demonstrate these capabilities at the next D. C. Cook exercise.
Initial feedback from Michigan indicates attempts will be made to

accommodate FEMA Region V on this matter. It must be kept in mind that

FEMA and NRC have the responsibility to review the exercise scenarios
developed by the utility and the State.

Comment regarding simulation during the 1981 Dresden (Illinois) exercise,
page 30 , paragraphb .

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

2. Comment frowm FEMA Region IX regarding page 30, paragraph 5,
~=-San Onofre:

Public notification around the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station {is
tested and evaluated annually as a separate event. The utilitv has
conducted two such tests——one in 1982 and one in 1983==includiny inquiries
of the public. A test of the alert and notification of the public was
conducted in September 1983, by FEMA, using the new criteria reflected

in the FEMA-43 Alert and Notification Publication. This was the first
formal dercr<tration of the new criteria. As part of the demonstration,
telephone surveys were conducted, using nationally accepted survey
techniques, to determine the effectiveness of the San Onofre A&N system.

3. Conmment from FEMA Region IX on page?9 , paragraph 4, fourth
sentence--Diablo Canyon:

The issue of protection for transients in & Federal wilderness area
within the 10-mile EPZ had been addressed in the planning elements;
however, it was evaluated as being an item for improvement in the
timelines< and handling of the alert and notification of the public in
that area. Corrective actions have been effected.

o EXERCISES DO NOT INCLUDE SURPRISES

1. Comment from FEMA Region 11 on page 31, paragraph I
See references to surprise events in Regions 11 and V.

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

See Region X comments above on pp. 2/-28.

91



APPENDIX III APPENDIX

[}

-7

FEMA DOES NOT VERIFY THAT ALL PLAN ELEMENTS
COMPLY WITH FEDERAL CRITERIA

1. Comment from FEMA Region X on page 31, 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 becn evaluated.

In view of the fact that the Reglion required several subsystem exercises
(November 15 and 17, 1981) and other drills before submitting the Region's
recommendation for 350 approval, we do not believe this statement to be
factual. 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
elements had been evaluated.”

2. Comments from FEMA Region V on page 3k third paragraph.

We are not able to determine how GAO came up with a comment that only
11 percent of the applicable NUREG-0654 elements had been evaluated on
planning and preparedness for La Salle., 1In one county alone (Grundy)
duriny t « first exercise (December 4, 1980), field 13 of the data base
indicates that more than 11 percent of the NUREG-0654 criteria were
evaluated, not to mention the plan review itself.

Regional Director's Evaluation approvals do not always reflect 100 percent
compliance with every NUREG criteria because 100 percent compliance is 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 deficlencies were not of a magnitude to preclude adequate protection
to the public.

3. Comment from FEMA Region IV on page 31, third paragraph:

An examination of the original data from the Hatch qualifying exercise in
19800 (which was conducted before NUREG-0654 became final) reveals that

the structure of the evaluation format used at that time does not permit
easy correlation with specific NUREG-0654 elements and subelements as they
are now designated, Therefore, it is not understood how the GAO arrived

ITI

at the statement that “only 11 percent of the applicable NUREG-0654 elements

had been evaluated”™. 1In 1981, the first year that the "Execrit” form
(based on NUREG-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
tested In an exercise (as {temized in the then-current Execrit evaluation
system) were evaluated during the course of each exercise. The October
1983 Hatch exercise demonstrated that all significant previously observel
deficiencies were corrected.
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4, Comment from FEMA Reglon 11 on page 33, first paragraph:

Th
0

"

-

parag
are Fe

auseo rina scheduleg of drills an
questing schedules Cri.ig 8or &

trai
sessions. Some of those drille were observed and feedbac k provided to
the State., The Westchester bus evacuation drill of August 23, 1983,
was formally evaluated by FEMA.
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FEMA Region 11 has been re

FEMA DOES NOT HAVE A SYSTEM FOR
TRACKING DEFICIENCIES

l. As GAO mentions later in the report, FEMA Region Il has an excellent
wanual tTaCiAug system for deficiencies which perm;ts them to include in
each exerclse report an easy—~to-read comparison table of deficiencies
and thef{r astatug from exercige to exercise.

2. Comment from FEMA Region X on pp. 33-35:

System for Tracking Deficiencies (pp. 33-35): FEMA Region X 1is referenced

on pp. 31 and 33 with regard to tracking deficiencies. This section

refern to exercise deficlencies. FEMA Region X's manual system, which

as been in operation since November 1979, tracks exercise deficiencies,

plan review deficlencies, and preparedness progran milestones and is

ﬁpuuLcd approximately on a monthly basis. The revised schedule is

forwarded to all appropriate parties. Even though Oregon's reply (p. 33)

did not contain proposed time frames for cgmn]pr{nn of corrective actions,
FEMA Region X initially requested those time frames. Followup correspondence
and the monthly significant schedule quickly established time frames for

all corrective action items.

In addition, reference 1s made on page 36 that most Regions take months

to develop and submit exercise reports to States 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.

Recommendation: It {5 recommended that Region X's record be added to
the comments on page 36 regarding timeliness of preparing the exercise
report. 1f that is done, the numbers would change from 23 to 26
evaluations, and 7 which met the 15-day deadline instead of 4.

Regarding tracking deficiencies, it 1is recommended that references to
Oregon and Trojan be deleted from the paragraph preceding "Conclusions”
on page 30, Further, it is recommended that the following sentence be
added to that paragraph: T“FEMA Region X has used a manual tracking
.............. O ooy Py P P Ry £a .1 PR, PP
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1. Comment from FEMA Region IX on page 33 paragraph 3--San Onofre:

The objectives of the 1982 exercise were developed to reflect the ability
to demonstrate 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 surrounding jurisdictions. A
finding and determination statement, developed by FE'MA, was prepared

and presented.

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

On pages 133and 34 it etates that officials in Region II1 said they did
not track deficiencies. This wag true in the past but it {s an issue
that has been addressed 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 deficlency 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 i1ssue; we cannot "guarantee” those time frames

will be met,

FEMA'S MANAGEMENT INFORMATION
SYSTEM HAS LIMITED CAPABILITY

1. Comment from FEMA Region V (See "AQ note)

III

FFMA Region V began tracking deficiencies prior to 1983. Computer Regional

Exercise (RX) reports indicating exercise deficiencies were usc.
in Regional Director's Evaluations, Exercise Reports, Interim Leports,
Scenario Reviews, etc,

2. Comment from FEMA Region II on page 35°

“Examples of numerous minor deficiencies that we believe are

significant but would not be tracked include:”™ The report then cites

the 1982 Fitzpatrick exercise, Please note that FEMA Region I1's remedial
action schedule tracks all deficiencies; significant and minor. 1In
addition, the Post Exercise Assessment has a chart regarding the status

of all deficiencies from previous exercises. We suggest that a statement
be inserted to clarify this.

CAD note Thrs naragraph has been deleted from the final report.
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3. Comment from FEMA Region V on page 3%, paragraph 2~-Zion:

The 60 deficiencies referred to in the GAO report represents 47 minor
deficiencies for Illinois and 13 for Wisconsin.

4. Comment from FEMA, Region 1 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 these noted deficiencies were significant.

o FEMA DOES NOT PROVIDE TIMELY FEEDBACK ON DEFICIENCIES,
OR RECEIVE ADEQUATE SCHEDULES OF CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

l. Comment from FEMA Region 11 on page 36, paragraph 2

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 1s that the State held the draft
report for more than two months as they attempted to implement corrective
actions so 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, relating to delays in the receipt of the
exercise report by Waukegan, Illinois,

Since the substantial delay resulted from the State's actions, this is not
FEMA's responsibility. However, during this period, FEMA pursued a course of
corrective action persistently with the State.

3. Comment from FEMA Region V:

Page 136, paragraph 2 - This is not accurate in that FEMA Region V has placed
a great deal of emphasis on receiving a "schedule of corrections” indicating
correction dates. In fact, State responses to Exercise Reports have been
returned requesting this schedule.

Page 136 paragraph 3:

The State of Illinois 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 36 :

In 1983 any schedule for corrective action concerning Plant Hatch will contain
proposed time frames for completion,
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S. Comment from FEMA Region I1 on page 3/, fourth paraqraph, sentence
starting on line 4 reads:

"PEMA has no system for ensuring that deficienciee identified in exercises
are retested or otherwise tracked until corrected.”

It has been FEMA Region II policy to test, to the fullest extent possible, the
implementation by the State and localities of remedial actions 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 EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

1. Comment of FEMA Region IV on page 33, recommerdation #2:

Regarding the Report's 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 fileld visits to accomplish verification. During the
course of these field visits the monitoring of training courses and the
assessment of the local public information program can also be accomplished,
4 suggested in the Report.

(hapter 4

o FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL OFFICIALS
NEED MORE AND BETTER TRAINING

1. Comment from FEMA Region IX (See GAO note)

While FEMA does not have formal approval authority regarding training courses,
FEMA Region IX has established a listing of training courses available for
attendance by emergency response personnel (for Nuclear Power Plant-related
event), as a recommended guide and such information i< taken under advisement
by most jurisdictions or agencies.

2. Comment from FEMA Region IT (See A0 note)

States that: T“FEMA officials in Regions 11, IV, V, and IX do not monitor the
quality of State and local training.” FEMA Region Il 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
POWER PLANT EMERGENCIES IS INCOMPLETE AND UNTESTED

o A FFDFRAL RESPONSE PLAN IS
STII1 BFING DEVELOPED

LAD note This section has been deleted 1n the final report
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l. Comment from FEMA, Region V (See GAO note)

The FEMA Regional Response Plan is 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 Emmet Counties. The response team was deployed from Chicago, Illinois,

and Battle Creek, Michigan, to field locations in the State of Michigan

EOC 1in Laneing and the County fairgrounds in Petoskey, 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 1s placed upon the lessons learned, no reference is made to the
corrective actions 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 rhe utility only to provide one telephone and
accommodation for one FEMA person at the EOF. Any additional accommodations
by the utility are voluntary. Therefore, wec believe the reference to the
utility's position on page56 , second paragraph, and the conclusion for
utility cooperation(Deleted) are {mapnropriate due te the fact that the rA0
did not recojnize ar consider the NRC guidance on this matter.

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

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

(p. “t) "FEMA official stated . . . at the emergency operations center."”

(p. ) "Exercise of Federal Response . . . indicates lack of cooperation
by utilities . . . coordination role.”

fAN note This section has been deleted in the final report.
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& o, UNITED STATES
S Y 4 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
:;%\ - / ; WASHINGTON, D C 20555
e, A K
” NOV 2 9 1983

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

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

Dear Mr., Peach:

Enclosed are comments from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission on the draft
General Accounting Office report “Emergency Preparedness Around Nuclear Power
Plants: Further Actions 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 actions regarding several emergency response issues. In particular, the
misperception 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 1ssue 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 offsite preparedness 1ssues
1n 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,

e Q >/ . !\

William J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations

Enclosures-

1. General Comments on the GAO Report
2. Specific Comments on the GAO Report
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General Comments on the GAQ Report

The NRC has permitted continued operation of nuclear power plants, and

has Ticensed new plants for operation, which have significant deficiencies

n offsite preparedness

The GAO report makes numerous references to the existence of significant
defrciencies 1n offsite emergency preparedness due to a variety of reasons
including o lack of funding for some State and Tocal governments, the
faiylure of FEMA and NRC to define minimum requirements for adequate off-
s1te prepdaredness, the lack of a formal procedure for FEMA to make NRC
aware of deficiencies, and weaknesses 1n exercise scenarios to fully test
the 1mplementation of offsite emergency plans. The report indicates that
the NRC has permitted continued operation of nuclear power plants, and

has licensed new plants for operation, which have significant deficiencies
in offsite preparedness. The report 1mplies that public health and safety
1s thus adversely affected.

The report fails to define "significant deficiency” or in any way attempt

to demonstrate how an alleged significant deficiency 1n offsite 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 1ncident at a nuclear power plant is precluded.
The report does not adequately differentiate between a deficiency 1n a
NUREG-0654 plan evaluation criterion (1.e., planning element) and a failure
to meet a basic planning standard of 10 CFR Part 50.47(b) of the Commission's
requlations.

The NRC relies on a defense-in-depth strategy to ensure that the public is
protected. Plants must be designed to the highest standards and sited 1n
surtable 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 1s designed to handle. For such design basis accidents,
the small 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 i1mprobable accidents,
emergency response pianning provides an added measure of safety and 1s an
mmportant way to reduce the consequences of a very serious nuclear accident
should one occur. It 1s the position of the NRC that for all operating
nuclear power plants, 1ncluding those that recently have been licensed to
operate, adequate protective measures can and will be taken to protect the
health and safety of the public in the event of a radiological emergency.

ENCLGSURE 1
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2. The farlure of FEMA to provide and the NRC to request final findings
has resulted in an inadequate Tevel of emergency preparedness

One of the basic premises of the GAO report 15 that the state of emergency
preparedness around nuclear power plant sites 1S 1nadequate because FEMA
has not provided the NRC final findings, that 1s, formally approved offsite
preparedness at most sites. We believe this premise 1s founded on a
misunderstanding of the NRC/FEMA review process for assessing the adequacy
of emergency preparedness at operating nuclear power plant sites and plants
which are 1n the operating license review stage.

Following the accrdent at TMI-2, the President 1ssued a directive on
December 7, 1979, which among other assignments directed that FEMA assume
the lead responsibility 1n offsite emergency planning and response. The
directive did not deal explicitly with FEMA's role in the NRC licensing
process. To 1mplement the President's directive, the NRC and FEMA signed
da Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on January 4, 1980 describing each
agency's responsibilities 1n 1mproving emergency preparedness at nuclear
plants. This MOU was revised and updated on November 1, 1980.

FEMA's responsibilities 1n the MOU 1nclude making findings and determina-
tions as to whether State and local emergency plans are adequate and capable
of implementation. The procedures for requesting and reaching a FEMA
adminmistrative approval of State and local plans are set forth in 44 CFR 350
which was 1ssued as a proposed rule for comment and 1nterim 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 FEMA administrative procedure outside of the NRC Ticensing process,
provisions were included in the MOU for obtaining timely submittals of FEMA
findings and determinations upon the request of the NRC to support NRC
Ircensing reviews. FEMA's view 1s 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.

FEMA also assists the States and local communities to upgrade their radio-
logical emergency preparedness. This 1s accomplished through formal training
programs and by direct involvement with the FEMA regional offices.

The NRC's upgraded rule on emergency planning, 10 CFR Part 50 and Appendix
b thereto, requires the NRC to make a finding as to whether the state of
onsite and offsite emergency preparedness provides reasonable assurance
that adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a
radiological emergency. The NRC bases its finding on a review of the FEMA
assessment on offsite preparedness and on the NRC assessment on onsite
preparedness.

ENCLOSURE 1
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for operating nuclear power plants, that 1s, plants which held a license

to operate at the time the NRC final rule on emergency planning became
effective (November 3, 1980), the NRC based 1ts reasonable assurance
finding oo (1) the submittal ot licensee and State and local government
emerqgency plans upgraded to meet the requirements of the final rule, (2) a
review of the onsite plans by the NRC, (3) a comprehensive appraisal
conducted by the NRC at each operating reactor site in 1981 and 1982 to
verify the mmplementation of the licensee plan, and (4) the evaluation of

d Joint exercise 1nvolving the licensee and State and local governmental
organizations conducted during 1981 and 1982. The onsite portion of the
exercise was observed by the NRC while the offsite portion was observed

by FEMA and other members of the Regional Assistance Committee (RAC). This
series of events wn effect constituted the means by which the NRC determined
that there was an adequate level of emergency preparedness at operating
nucledr power plants

fhe NRL did not routinely request, or receive, interim findings from FEMA

on operating plants. UOnly 1n a few cases of special interest or circum-
stances, such as Indian Point, did the NRC request interim findings for an
operating plant. Findings are normally only requested by the NRC for plants
1 the operating license review staqge where they are used to support the

NR( staff's judgments regarding the 1ssuance of a Ticense to operate. For
all plants Dicensed to operate since November 3, 1980, NRC has received

from FEMA findings and deteriminations that offsite plans and preparedness
are ddequate and capable of wmplementation, prior to full power operation.

Fanal FEMA findings, as discussed above, were provided as the result of a
FEMA adnministrative proucess and are not considered to be a requirement for
the purposes of NRC licensing reviews eivther for operating plants or plants
being Licensed.  The fact that a final FEMA fainding, that 1s, formal FEMA
approval, was not received for o particular facility does not mean that

an 1nadequate level ot emergency preparedness exists, as alleged 1n the GAC
report

Inadeqyuate prvgarodneﬁs ex15ts where FEMA has not formally approved
State and Tocal emergency plans

The report states that FEMA has 1dentified defticiencies 1n offsite planning
and preparedness for communities where plans have not been approved and

that as a4 result, emergency preparedness 1n the communities 1s questionable.
Further, the report indicates that these deficiencies exist without the
awareness of the NRC.

ENCLOSURE 1
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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 1ncludes

the conduct of a full-scale exercise to test licensee, State and local
plans. It 1s expected that significant deficiencies which may exist in
preparedness wi1ll 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 1nvolving 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 1n offsite preparedness.
Correction of the deficiencies 1s a cooperative effort involving all of

the concerned parties. In some cases, following a review of the i1ssues

and the schedule for corrective actions, the NRC has 1ssued a letter to

the licensee noti1fying them that 1f 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 1s
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 1nvolving offsite preparedness 1dentified
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 1nadequacies, 1denti1fied as the result of FEMA'sS ongoing
review of offsite 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 Ticensing boards

The report states that by deferring consideration of offsite emergency
preparedness to just prior to full power operation, 1ssues 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 1ssues and public participation i1n their review. This 1s an
incorrect interpretation of the Commission's regulations. Emergency
planning 1ssues are fully litigated 1n operating license hearings. The
degree to which an applicant satisfies the sixteen planning standards
specified 1n the final rule on emergency planning 1s an 1ssue which may be
and has been raised and litigated 1n hearings. In cases where emergency
planning 1ssues are 1n contention, both FEMA and NRC witnesses appear

as required before licensing boards at the public hearings. O0Offsite plans
must be sufficirently developed and available for examination 1n the

ENCLOSURE 1
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wn
.

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 1ssues during the hearing process. What has been deferred by an
amendment to the NRC reguiations 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 1ssuance of an operating license authorizing only fuel
loading and low power operation (up to 5% of rated power). (See GAO note)

o r‘nw response an £
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In several places 1n the report, the comment 1s made that the FRERP does
not provide for any one agency to direct the offsite radiological response
to a radiological emergency. The conclusion from this observation 15 that
Congress should consider stronger central control of the Federal response
to a nuclear power plant emergency. It 1s our view that the appropriate
response is for each agency to be coordinated in an emergency 1n order to
meet their legal responsibilities and authorities. The report fails to
recognize that the Federal agencies are supportive of the State and local
offsite authorities and the decisionmaker 1s the Governor. Furthermore,
we believe that the organization described 1n the Master Plan and the FRERP
Planning Guidance 1S reasonable, practical, and effective. The involved
agencies have agreed to thiys formulation and we do not believe that an
additional management layer would enhance the effectiveness and efficiency
of the Federal response.

While 1t 1s true that 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 w111
involve all appropriate Federal agencies has been 1n planning for some

time and could not take place unti1l the Planning Guidance had been agreed
to. This has been done.

GAO note: This section was deleted 1n the final report.

ENCLOSURE 1
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON GAO REPORT

1. Page 3 - The statement 15 made that after an offsite release, nuclear
power plant operators estimate the amount of radiation exposure to the popula-
tion and 1f the estimate indicates a potential health hazard, they must notirfy
State and local officials. In fact, nuclear power plant operators are required
to notify offsite authoritries within 15 minutes of the declaration of an
emergency regardless of the severity of the incident with the objective being
to 1mitiate protective actions for the public, 1f necessary, based on plant
conditions before a release has occurred.

2. Page 4 - The report discusses possible protective measures 1n response
to a radiological emergency, namely evacuation, sheltering, and administering
potassium 1odide. The report ignores a most effective protective measure for
severe core damage accidents which 15 relocation of the population following
plume passage from affected areas with high levels of ground contamination.
Studies have shown that a substantial part of the dose received by individuals

in postulated accidents 15 from ground contamination.

3. Page 7 - The report states that FEMA provides NRC interim findings on the
status of offsite emergency prepdaredness at plants already operating. In fact,
the NRC does not routinely request, or receive, FEMA interim findings for oper-
ating plants. Only 1n cases of special interest or circumstances does the NRC
request 1ntermm findings for an operating plant. In some few cases, FEMA has
provided 1nterim findings without a specific NRC request. The NRC relies upon
the performance of a full-scale exercise 1nvolving both onsite and offsite
organizations and FEMA's exercise report to verify the adequacy of offsite
preparedness at an operating plant.

4. Page 7/ - The report states that the NRC might authorize an Atomic Safety
[icensing Board to make a special 1nquiry regarding offsite emergency prepared-
ness conditions as part of an enforcement action. This would only be done 1n
extraordinary circumstances. The special Board established for Indian Point
was the first time such action was taken and the safety 1ssues considered were
much broader than just those concerning offsite emergency preparedness.

5. Page 4 - In the discussion of NUREG-0654, 1t should be noted that 15 of
the 16 planning standards relate to both onsite and offsite emergency prepared-
ness (not jJust 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 annexes and address the State
emergency role within the 10-mile radius plume exposure pathway EPZ not just 1n
the 50-mle radius 1ngestion exposure pathway EPZ as 1mplied 1n this section of
the report. The last sentence 1n this section should be corrected to state that
the plans are tested annually when the plant (not the NRC) conducts onsite
exercises and that State and local organizations may participate depending on
the scale of the exercise.

GAD note: Paqge numbers have been chanaed to refer to the final renort.

ENCLOSURE 2
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6. Page B - The report 1mplies that the FRPCC reviews interim reports before
submission to NRC.  This 15 not the case since only proposed final reports
where FEMA approval of a plan 1s anticipated are reviewed by the FRPCC.

/. Page 10 - The report states that the level of offsite preparedness 15 ques-
tionable because significant deficiencies exist where plans have not been
approved. The NRC has determined that for all operating nuclear power plants,
adequate protective measures can ana will be taken to protect the health and
safety of the public. This determination 15 the result of a comprehensive
emergency preparedness appraisal conducted at each site during 1981 and 1982
and the evaluatyon of an exercise involving the plant and State and local
governmental organizations. Subsequent yearly exercises validate this deter-
mination ot adequacy. Any significant deficiencies 1dentified by the NRC or
FEMA are brought to the attention of the appropriate organization for resolution
and correction,

The approval process 15 a Sseparate administrative function of FEMA under their
recently published rule, 44 CFR 350 (48FR44322 dated September 23, 1983),
"Review and Approval" of State and Local Radiological Emergency Plans and Pre-
paredness. The fact that some State and local governments have not received
tinal approval by FEMA under their rule does not 1mply that the state of
oftsite preparedness 1s 1nadequate or that the public health and safety 1s n
Jeopardy.

8. Page 10 - The first summary statement regard1n? the lack of funding 1s an

inaccurate representation of the material on page 14-15, The statement should
be revised to indicate that a uniform approach for obtaining funding does not

exist.

9. Page 11 - The report states that the NRC Commissioners decided on June 10,
1983, to allow the Indian Point site to operate despite continued significant
deficiencies 1n offsite preparedness. This characterization of the Commission's
decision 1s misleading,  The Indian Point case involved the persistence of two
major deficiencies: the availability of buses and drivers 1n one county and the
non-participation of another county 1n the pilanning process. After a careful
consideration of the 1ssues including oral and written presentations of the
interested parties and information provided by FEMA, the Commission concluded
"that adequate 1nterim compensatory actions have been taken or will be taken
promptly, and therefore the Indian Point plants should not be shut down at this
time,"

10. {See GAD note) L - The report states that current NRC
policy since July 1987 aTTows issuance of licenses without a FEMA review of
offsite preparedness, early consideration of offsite preparedness 15 precluded,

GAO note: This section was deleted 1n the final renort.
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and 1ssues related to the adequacy of offsite planning and preparedness are
effectively removed from the domain of NRC licensing boards. This conclusion
15 an erroneous 1nterpretation of the Commission's guidance and requlations.
Emergency planning 1ssues are fully litigated in adjudicatory proceedings
before hearing boards where NRC and FEMA witnesses provide testimony 1n re-
sponse to the admitted contentions. Offsite plans must be sufficiently de-
veloped and available for examination 'n the hearing process 1n order for
contentions to be prepared by potential intervenors and for FEMA to respond

to the 1ssues. A board decisicn 1s required before the Commission wrll take
action on the 1ssuance of a license. In an amendment to the emergency planning
requlations 1n July 1982, the Commission deferred the necessity of findings

on offsite emergency preparedness being produced, or for an exercise to be con-
ducted, prior to the 1ssuance of operating licenses authorizing only fuel
loading and low power operation (up to 5% of rated power).

11. Page 17 - The report states that FEMA and the NRC have not agreed on the
minimum requirements that must be met before a finding can be made that offsite
emergency planning and preparedness are adequate. The basic requirements to be
met to establish that an acceptable level of emergency preparedness exists are
the sixteen planning standards specified 1n 10 CFR 50.47(b) of the NRC's regu-
lations and 1n 44 CFR 350.5 of FEMA's regulations. Guidance and acceptance
criterida for use in determining the adequacy of State, local and nuclear power
plant l1rcensee emergency plans 1n meeting the planning standards are found 1n

the joint NRC/FEMA document NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1, "Criteria for
Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Prepared-
ness n Support of Nuclear Power Plants," dated November 1980.

12. ’ngg_}7 - The report states that the requirements under which FEMA pro-
vides interim and final findings differ. While there may be differences in

FEMA admimistrative procedures 1n producing interim and final findings, there
should be no difterences 1n the basic emergency planning requirements (discussed
n response number 11) which must be met 1n either case.

13. Page 18 - 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 1s drawn in the report that the lack of an
exercise report has prevented the NRC from acting on possible significant
deficiencies n offsite preparedness at these plants. The NRC position 1s

that the successful performance of a full-scale exercise 1nvolving 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
regulations, was an acceptable demonstration that the integrated level of

onsite and offsite emergency preparedness had been 1mproved.
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Recognizing the complex and dynamic nature of emergency preparedness and the
expanded 1nvolvement of Ticensee, State and local response organizations, 1t

was expected that deficiencies would be observed 1n these exercises. An exercise
was not thought of n terms of “"pass" or "far1." The exercises were understood

to be basically a learning and training experience for those involved. Identified
deticiencres were to be corrected 1n a cooperative and persuasive manner. If

the actual conduct of an exercise at a particular site did rdentify fundamental
defects 1n the way that the emergency plans were conceived or 1mplemented such
that 1t called 1nto question whether the regulatory requirements could be met,

1t was expected that follow-up corrective actions would be 1mmediately undertaken.
Such an occurrence would be apparent and made known to all participants and
observers 1nciuding the NRC through post-exercise critiques and meetings. It

was through this mechanism that the NRC maintained an awareness of the status of
otfsite preparedness. Lxperience to date 1n observing more than 100 exercises
mmvolving various levels of participation by licensee and State and local
governmental organizations has demonstrated that the overall level of emergency
preparedness at operating nuclear power plants has been substantially improved.

14. Page 31 - Reterence 1s made to the necessity for State and local governments
to comply with the elements 1n NUREG-0654. NUREG-0654 is a guidance document
which provades evaluation criteria, or elements, which are used by reviewers 1n
determining the adequdacy of State, local and Ticensee emergency plans and
preparedness.  The criteria 1n NUREG-0654 represent an acceptable method for
demonstrating compliance with the planning standards 1n the regulations but the
(riteria themselves are not binding legal requirements.

15. Page?6 - The report states that even though regulations and an 1nter-
agency dgreement state that FEMA and the NRC will prenare exercise scenarios
which States and utilities may use 1n testing emergency plans, they have not
done so. While the NRC/FEMA MOU does address this 1ssue, there 1s no
requlatory requirement for the NRC and FEMA to prepare exercise scenarios.
fhe requlations do contain requirements regarding the scope, participation
and trequency of exercises. Experience has shown that utilities and States
have more specific knowledge of plant systems and site characteristics and
thus are better able to develop more comprehensive scenarios. The NRC 1s
developing guidance 1n the preparation of exercise scenarios to ensure that
the various emergency response functions and organizations are adequately
tested during an exercise,

16. Page 37, Conclusion - The report concludes that as a result of weaknesses
1n the exercise process, FEMA has approved offsite preparedness and the NRC has
T1censed plants "when a large number of planning elements have not been verified
as 1n compliance with NUREG-0654 and significant deficiencies have not been
corrected.” The documentation presented in the report does not substantiate or

Justify this conclusion. The NRC's finding of reasonable assurance that
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adequate protective measures can and will be taken yn the event of an emergency

15 based on a review of FEMA findings and determinations as to whether State and
local plans are adequate and capable of being 1mplemented and on the NRC assessment
of onsite preparedness. The adequacy of State and local plans is determined by
FEMA by a review against the evaluation criteria of NUREG-0654. An exercise 1s
conducted to verify the implementabiltty of the plans. Deficiencies identified
during the review and exercise process are corrected on a schedule commensurate
with the significance of the deficiencies and the licensing schedule for the plant,
The Commission 1s not aware of any plant which has been Ticensed with significant
defrciencies 1n emergency preparedness, based on the NRC staff's overall assessment
ot the odequacy of onsite and offsite preparedness.

1/. Page 44 - The statement that the "NRC 1s delaying final action on the
[draft Federal policy] statement pending the results of a potassium 1odide
study" does not accurately describe the NRC's efforts to evaluate potassium
1odide.  The NRC recently has completed a cost/benefit analysis that shows that
the use of potassium 10odide as a planned emergency protective measure for the
general public offers an extremely small benefit 1n relation to 1ts cost and
thus 15 not considered a cost effective procedure. This analysis has been
reviewed and comments have been received from the Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safequards (ACRS) and from outside peer groups. This analysis and the results
of the ACRS and peer reviews are before the Commission for their consideration
alony with the staff recommendation that potassium 1odide not be stockpiled or
predistribututed to the general public.

18. Page 4 - The statement that "FEMA discovered that the method of measuring
radicactive 1odine prescribed 1n the guidance might not provide accurate

reading under realistic field conditions” should be viewed from the perspective
that the FRPCC subcommittee attempted to develop a simple, low cost, field
technique for measuring airborne radiorodine 1n the presence of radiocactive

noble gases and particulates. Very few systems of this type exist, they are
quite expensive, and some of them provide unreliable results under certain field
conditions. The work of Brookhaven National Laboratory under the direction of
the subcommittee was a proneering effort 1n application development. To ensure
that the developed system would perform properly under all field and radiological
conditions, NRC sponsored a design validation contract with Idaho National
tngineering laboratories. The results of these tests showed that the system
could not be used where the ratio of radioactive noble gases to radiotodines

1s high.  This condition 1s expected to be prevalent for many types of postulated
nuclear power plant accidents.

19. Page 49 - The statement that “the document's guidance on medasuring radio-
active exposure of emergency workers 1s technically inaccurate and conflicts
with NUREG-0654" 15 erroneous  The personnel dosimetry system recommended 1n
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FEMA-REP-2 15 a well devised and technically sound system. While 1t 3s more
prescriptive than the criteria provided 1n NUREG-0654, 1t 1s not n technical
apposition.

/0 Page %% last sentence - This sentence 15 1n error with regard to the

NRC Since the publication of the Master Plan in December 1980, the NRC has
published o revision to the NRC Incident Response Plan (NUREG-0728) and Agency
Procedures for the NRC Incident Response Plan (NUREG-0845). In addition, each
NRC regironal office and headquarters have developed and put in place detailed
notification and operating procedures which govern essentially all aspects of
responding to a radiological emergency. In addition, since TMI, the NRC has
had o vigorous program tor exercising both 1ts headquarters and regional
response teams,  tach regional office 1s required to conduct a full-scale
response 1n conjunction with a 1icensee full-scale exercise at least once each
year. Most of the regional offices also conduct numerous smaller scale exercises
or drilly for the purpose of training and procedure development. Over the past
three yedrs, the NRC headquarters has conducted more than 15 exercises, many of
which were 1n congunction with NRC regional exercises.

21, Page ©%, paragraph © - It should be noted that the FRPCC agreed that the
FRERP <hould be developed for all radiological emergencies as an expansion of
the Master Plan.  The FRERP Planning Guidance did maintain the primary concepts
developed 1n the Master Plan.  Therefore, the second sentence should be deleted
since 1t amplies that there 15 a significant difference between the Master Plan
and the FRERP or a statement added which indicates that the FRERP 15 an expan-
sion of the Master Plan,

/2. Payge Y3, third paragraph, last sentence - One of the NRC's primary roles
M gan emergency 1s to monitor the Ticensee to ensure that appropriate prctective
action 14 beang taken with respect to offsite recommendations. In addition, the
NRC will provide support to offsite authorities by confirming or commenting on
the Ticensee's recommendation to these offsite authorities. The subject sentence
wplies that NRC will be developing separate and yndependent protective action
yecommendations It 1s suggested that the last part of the sentence be changed
to "and evaluate with anput from theyr Federal agencies, as required, licensee
protective action recommendations for the offsite authorities.

?3. Page 4/, Limted Progress - (See GAO note)

?4. (See GAD note) - Federal agencies that have public health and
wafety statutory authority have a responsibility to respond when a threatening
pvent takes place.  This 15 not "intervention." Rather, 1t 15 a responsibility
to support the State authorities and assist 1n the protection of the public
health and satety.  In addition, 1n essentially all cases, there 3s coordination

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

25. Page 55, firstparagraph - This statement of the notification problems during
the Headquarters Interface Exercise 1s taken out of context and 1s inaccurate

and misleading. NRC did follow 1ts 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.

26. Page 55, last paragraph - Any delay in scheduling the large-scale
Federal response exercise was due to delays 1n finalizing the planning guidance.
The development of a scenario was not a factor in the delay.

27. Page 56, Regional response exercise have uncovered problems - The discus-
sion of the 1982 Trojan exercise provides some misleading information. The break-
down 1n 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 i1n no way delays development of
Federal resources during the exercise.

NRC regulatory requirements with respect to FEMA for nuclear power plant licensees
1s to provide one space for an agency representative. This NRC requirement 1s
consistent with FEMA agency policies and procedures.

28. (See GAO note) - The implication that there is a general
Tack of cooperation by power plant utilities should be corrected. One FEMA
regional evaluation concluded that the subject utility was uncooperative 1n
spite of the fact that the utility went further than required by NRC or FEMA
policy in accommodating FEMA and other Federal agencies. This 15 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) L - This sentence suggesting
further Federal response exercises is not consistent with the comments at the
bottom 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) 1n March 1984. This 1s 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 15 a glaring omission,

GAO note- This paragraph has been deleted from the final report.
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Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

Mr. J. Dexter Peach
Mrector, Resources, Community

and tconomic Development Division
U.S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C., 20548

Dear 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 Powerplants: Further Action Needed. DOE has provided substantial
data and information to your 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 1n the event of a
nuclear emergency and strongly supports efforts to improve the effectiveness
of emergency 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 1n cooperatively developing and mmplementing a workable emergency
pltan 1n the event of a serious accident at a nuclear powerplant has become
a significant 1ssue which this draft report does not fully address. No
legal authorities exist which can require local participation and no
substantive regulatory criteria have been established to specify limits to
the offsite financial or operational responsibilities of nuclear powerplant
operators. For example, 1t 15 possible for a State or local government to
withhold participation 1n emergency response planning until an affected
operator agrees to purchase unrelated equipment or to fund unrelated capital
mmprovements,

Second, the draft report suggests at severai points (e.q., page 4, first

title heading) that FFMA has ultimate responsibility for assessing offsite
safety. Although the NRC has delegated to FEMA the responsibility for making
an 1nitial assessment, neither FEMA's statutory authorities nor its November
1980 Memordndum of Understanding with NRC call for FEMA to exercise ultimate
authority 1n this regard, Instead, the NRC makes 1ts own determination, based
on 1ts review of FEMA's findings and determinations as to "whether state and
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local emergency plans are adequate and whether there 1s reasonable assurance
that they can be mmplemented.” NRC retains overall responsibility for
determining whether licenses should be 1ssued or operations suspended.

Third, the draft report recommends a stronger central authority for managing
the tederal response to a radiological emergency. DOE believes that such
action 1s not necessary, since FEMA has already dealt with this problem 1n 1ts
quidance for the federal Radiological Emergency Response Plan (FRERP). The
tederal agency that owns, authorizes, requlates, or 15 otherwise deemed
responsible for the affected facilities or transportation vehicles 1n a
radiological emergency, 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, 1t would be i1nappropriate to designate FIMA as the
controlling Federal agency for all radiological emergencies.

Fourth, the draft report does not assess the technical basis of the rules
for emergency planning around commercial nuclear powerplants. Specifically,
there 1s no technical basis for the 10 mile Emergency Planning Zone (EP7),
or the specified time 11mit of 15 minutes for notification and communication
to the public. These two planning assumptions create substantial difficulty
1n preparing and successfully exercising emergency plans and 1mpose Serious
constraints on emergency planners, The draft report appears to have
accepted the magnitude of the effort as unalterable, The position of DOE,
which was documented during the NRC rulemaking process 1n 1980, 1s that the
risk embedded 1n those rules 15 overstated and not based on scientifi¢ data.

Finally, although the draft report addresses many of the problems assoctated
with emergency preparedness around nuclear powerplants, some of the
recommendations of the draft report, particularly those 1n Chapter 3, could
unnecessarily exacerbate the problem of reqgulatory delay 1n 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 time
1nvolved, but more 1mportantly to emphasize 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 provide for the same constructive improvement in emergency
preparedness, without creating further delays in the 1icensing process.

The Department recommends that the draft report clarify one point with
respect to the interpretation of an 0ak Ridge National laboratory study.
tnclosed 1s a suggested change, with supporting comments,
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.S, Department of tnerqgy
Correction of Interpretation 1in
Draft of a Proposed Report

tmergency Preparedness Around Nuclear
Powerplants: Further Action Needed

The first paragraph on page ? of the draft report does not accurately
Characterize the referenced Nak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) study,
particularly when such reference 1s used 1n connection with the 1983 Salem
metdents,  tach nuclear powerplant 1s designed with the philosophy of
"detense 1n depth " that 15, there must be multiple failures, many in proper
sequence, for a given event to occur which could Create a potential for a
public hazard, In the case of TMI, there were several failures 1n the
accrdent sequence, but there were sti11l sufficient design features
incorporated 1n the reactor and containment structure which 1n fact
prevented the release of any radiocactivity beyond the boundary of the
tacrirty., The ORNl study found that during the eleven year period 1969-79,
involving a total of 432 years of commercial reactor operation, 169 events
occurred which, 1t the succeeding parts of the accident sequence alsn had
tarled, could have resulted 1n core damage and the potential for harmful
releases of radioactivity. Obviously, no such releases have ever occurred,
although enough of the accident sequence at TMI did progress to the point of
serious core damage,

In the case of the Salem 1ncidents, there was i1ndeed a failure of the
automati1c redctor shutdown system, hut even 1f there were not the so-called
"¢lert operators,” there were many other backup systems 1n the accident
sequence which would have prevented core damage or hazardous releases. It
should also be noted that the "alert operator™ 1n the first incident
actually acted a few seconds after the reactor shutdown system was supposed
to react, Because the manual action occurred at about the same time the
automatic action should have, no one realized that the mechanism was faulty.
When the second incrdent occurred, that same faulty mechanism did not work,
but because the operator was doing his job, which among other things
requires him to be alert, he took the action he 1s trained to take,
preventing faiture of that particular part of an accident sequence,

It 1s therefore recommended that the first paragraph on page ? of the
draft report be reworded as follows:-

“A Jdune 1987 (ak Ridge National laboratory studyg concluded that
between 1969 and 1979, 169 mishaps occurred at nuclear powerplants
which 1nvolved parts ot accident sequences leading to possible reactor
core damdaqge. In only one of these events (Three Mile [sland), core
damaqge dand a localrzed radiation release occurred, More recently, a
mechaniam designed to shut down the reactor was 1nvolved 1n two
incidents at the Salem plant in New Jersey. Although operators carried
out procedures which prevented further progression of the 1ncidents and
no other faitlures in the in-depth design protection system occurred,
some Nuclear Requlatory Commission officirals agreed there could have
been a major 1ncident 1 f additional faiylures had occurred which required
a faster shutdown than the operators were capable of rmplementing.”
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft report. The
Department hopes these comments will be helpful 1n preparing the final
report.

Sincerely,

/A
Martha 0. Hesse

Assistant Secretary
Management and Administration

Lnclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Office of Inspector General

Washington, D C 20201

G

e

NOV 1T

Mr. Phi1lip A. Bernstein

Director, Human Resources
Division

U.S. General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Bernstein:

The Secretary asked that I respond to your request for our
comments on your draft of a proposed report "Emergency
Preparedness 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 appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft report
before 1ts publication.

Sincerely yours,

}
oy
A:A, [ // ‘. —é\./.(.,’( L.

4w Richard P. Kusserow
'~ Inspector General

Enclosure
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COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (DHHS)
ON" THE GENERAU ACCOUNTING OFFICE DRAFT REPORT "EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS
ARGUND NUCLEAR POWERPLANTS: FURTHER ACTIONS NEEDED," DATED
OCTOBER 13, 1983 (CODE 301586)

General Comments

Alt hough the General Accounting Office (GAO) draft report does not
address any recommendat1ons to DHHS, the report contains comments which
directly impact U.S. Public health Service activities. Therefore, the
comment s helow are provided for GAG's consideration 1n preparing the
final report. The GAO report examines specific nuclear power plant
emergency plans and exercises and compares them to various planning
documents and 1ndividual 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 emergencies, and that
the Federal Govermnment 1s the second line of defense. However, we must
point out that the first line of defense for on-site effects of nuclear
powelr plant emergencies rests with the licensee.

The report presents no clear evidence that States and local communities
dare not adequately prepared to respond to nuclear power plant
emergencles, The key word 1s "adequately" -- what constitutes an
"adequat e" response to a situation which has not thus far occurred and
may never occur? The report correctly points out that serious nuclear
power plant accidents are unlikely, "but possible," and cites the Three
Mile Island accident as an example. However, the Three Mile Island
accident did not result 1n the release of radioactive materials which
posed any significant threat to public health.

We believe that the adequacy of nuclear power plant emergency plans can
only be assessed by taking 1nto consideration the likelihood of such
accildents and by placing radiological emergency planning 1n perspective
with other emergency planning (e.q., for natural disasters, toxic
chemical spills and releases, etc.) that the fFederal Government, States,
and local communities 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
nuclear power plants, such efforts i1nclude assuring that the plant, based
on desiqgn, construction, and operation, presents no danger to the

sut rounding community. In view of the comprehensive Federal reqgulation
of nuclear power plant design, construction and operation, and the
numerous safety mechanisms and procedures incorporated therein, we
believe that the risk of power plant accidents 1s extremely low.

We note the draft GAO report addresses only the health responsibilities
of DHHS. It does not mention the responsibilities of the Department to
assure the provision of emergency social services (emergency welfare
services) by 1ts support of State and local government emergency

operat 1ons. These services include the provision of temporary lodging,
assisti1ng the aged and handicapped, the provision of financial
assistance, aid to welfare 1nstitutions when needed, feeding and clothing
when required, etc.
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Page 2

The provision of emergency human or social services 1s an 1ntegral
element of emergency planning and should be so recognized by GAO 1n 1its
final report. Among other federal agencies having social services
responsibilities are the Departments of Housing and Urban Development and

Agriculture.

GAO Comment (Page 49 )

"--expand federal guidance on the use of potassium 1odide by the general
public, 1ncluding i1nformation on when the drug should be used and how

distribution decisions should be made,”

DHHS Comment

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has provided guidance to States
under 44 CFR 351 and 1ts precursor documents on the efficacy of potassium
10di1de (K1) as a thyroid blocking radioprotective drug and projected
thyroid doses at which 1ts use should be considered. However, KI 1s not
8 panacea. It does not, 1n particular, offer protection against
radiation exposure from other radionuclides, particularly radioactive
1nert gages that invariably would be released concurrently with

radiosact ive 10dine.

Distribution of KI to the population near nuclear power plants 1s a
complex 1ssue that involves judgments of the risk potentials, the actual
use of KI 1f distributed, and the expense not only of distribution, but
of periodic replacement of KI supplies when they have aged beyond their
expiration date. The guidance of DHHS, 1n consultation with Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 1s to present to States and local
govermments the technical considerations related to use of KI, but to
leave decisions on distribution to the State and local authorities.

An 1ssue that 1s undergoing current evaluation, and may have a
significant bearing on KI distribution, 1s that current assumptions over-
estimate the amount of radioactive 1odine released during a nuclear power
plant accident. [f the amounts of radioactive iodine are much less than
previously thought, then the use of KI may be seen 1n a different
perspective i1n view of the relatively larger projected whole body dose
that would be 1ncurred by the associated releases of 1nert radioactive

gases,

GAO Comment (Page 49)

"--update and expand emergency instrumentation guidance,..."

DHHS Comment

FDA represents DHHS on the Federal Radiological Preparedness Coordinating
Committee (FRPCC) Subcommittee on Emergency Instrumentation and of fers
the following observations on the delay of development of guidance
documents on radiation instruments for use 1n the field following

radiological accidents:

VI
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1. There 18 a lack of directly relevant studies of field

4.

1nstrumentation techniques for measurement of radioiodine 1in air.
Thus, the Subcommittee 13, to some extent, covering new ground 1n
making 1ts 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 (Radiological Emergency Preparedness)
(Guidance on Offsite Emergency Radiation Measurement Systems, Phase
I, Airborne Release) 1s i1n process. A qualifier 1s being added to
the effect that use of instrument systems discussed i1n the report 1s
only suggested, 18 not mandatory, and States are free to develop or
mod1fy suitable existing systems of their own choosing.

Priorities and resource allocations of the participating Federal
departments/agencies with regard to this task have been variable.
FEMA, for example, has reassigned 1ts principal contractor for
writing the reports, Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL),
from writing the guidance to observing exercises. 0On two occasions
of at least a year's duration each, the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) has failed to provide representation to the Emergency
Instrumentation Subcommitee.

We are not aware of the alleged technical 1naccuracies between the
Inst rumentation Subcommittee guidance and NUREG-0654 (Nuclear
Regulatory Commission Regulation-0654), but would appreciate being
fully i1nformed, so that corrective measures may be taken.

Two of the remaining i1nstrumentation quidance documents are
pregently in final draft.

Technical Comments

1.

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

of predistribution of potassium i1odide (KI) one would not expect
100 percent use by the public 1n the event of a nuclear emergency.

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

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

Page 45, paragraph 3: The criticism by the Conference of Radiation
Control Program Directors (CRCPD) Committee (consisting of
representatives from 50 States) largely involves a philosophical
difference with one member of the committee and a narrow
interpretation of the guidance published 1n FEMA REP-2., The
reference to one FEMA official's views should be either specified
fully or deleted as 1t appears to be an unsubstantiated allegation.

VI
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9. Page 46 : It should be noted that guidance on Protective Action

Guides for Food was assigned to FDA and draft guidance was published
December 15, 1978 (43 FR 58790) and final guidance was published 1n
the FEDERAL REGISTER (47 FR 47073) October 22, 1962.

The 1ssue of establishing site restoration criteria for

decont aminati1on 1s not actually a part of guidance for emergency
action. Site restoration criteria, 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 contamination, estimation of long term doses, and decisions
regarding restoration and reentry criteria. Further, such decisions
must necessarlly consider aspects specific to that situation
including area 1nvolved, value of contaminated property, costs,
feasibility of decontamination, political, social and economic
factors. While preexisting quidance may facilitate such restoration
decisions, such specific quidance 18 not essential.

Page 44 paragraph ?: The statement regarding i1nadequacy of
protect ive action guidance 1s 1n error since the uncompleted
guidance does not 1involve emergency decisions to protect the public
health.

(See GAO note): The report states (page 46, top paragraph) that
the DHHS (and FDA) off-site radiological monmitoring activities at
Three Mile Island (TMI) were not coordinated with State and Federal
agencies, under terms of the Interagency Radiological Assistance
Pian (IRAP). The Department of Enerqy (DOE), which manages IRAP,
did send a team of radiological experts to TMI on the first day of
the accident. [t was not until two days later, after the IRAP team
had departed, that concerns over 1nert gas releases developed.
Since both DHHS (FDA) and EPA had additional technical expertise to
offer and because both agencies are full participants i1n IRAP, they
sent teams of radiological experts to the scene with full knowledge
of the other i1nvolved agencies. DOE was also present on-site to
coordinate the off-gite environmental monitoring data.

IRAP 18 currently being revised as the Federal Radiological
Monitoring and Assistance Plan and thus will become an operating
entity, under DOE, of the entire Federal Radiological Emergency
Response Plan, which 1s scheduled for draft publication i1n the
FEDERAL REGISTER 1n December 1983.

GAO note- This paragraph has been deleted from the final report.
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8. Pages 52-57 : Although various groups and agencies have made
specific recommendations or findings 1indicating deficien-
cies, no data or evidence have been presented that shows the
inability of the Federal agencies to provide assistance to
States and local agencies.

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 i1mmediate onset of a radiological emergency
Federal assistance will be by telephone consultation in
assessing the situation and making preliminary recommend-
ations regarding protective actions.

9. Page 56, paragraph 2: The fundamental principle of good
emergency response 13 to put emergency response in the hands
of those technically qualified to make decisions and
implement emergency actions. The role of FEMA should be
that of a facilitator: removing any red tape and road blocks
and providing resources when and where needed.
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)

U S Department of ' 7‘
Transportation C . ‘

NoV 25 192C

Mr J Dexter Peach
Director, Resources, Communityv

and Fconomic Develouprenc Division
U S General Accounting Office
Washington, 0 C 20548

Dear Mr Peach

We have enclosed two copres of the Department of Transportation's (DOT) reply
to the General Accounting Office (GAD) draft report, "Emergency Preparedness
Around Nur lear Powerplants  Further Actions Needed (Code 3015826) "

Although the A0 report represents a broad review of Federal, State and local
emergency pldnning and preparedness to determine thelr respective adegquacy
for mtigating the conseauences of a nuclcar powerplant accrdent, Chapter 5 -
"Limited Progress Has Been Made In Revising Some Agency Plans," makes the
following observatrers roncernirg DAT ar part cular (See GAD note)

o In accordance with current Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) gurdance 00T nas not rev.cea 1t Federal Radiological
twergency  Re ponge Plan,  whion  rzA getermined  to be
Indadequate, and,

o BOT headquarters antends ‘o aosvyn ampertint coordinating roles
to 1ty reqg.ons relative to the amolementaticn of the Federal
Radroingrcal Frargen y Re s, 0 s Plan for Non-Detense
Emeraencres, but reqgronal ular have not heen developea for
Regrors T1 and ¥

The DOT federal Radivlogical fmergency Re,ponse Plan that FEMA considered
ynadequate wda< vretdared well Letore the FEMA Planning Gurdance Document of

Apral 1983 wa< finalized A ot Ortoner 31, 1983, the DOT response plan has
been complete ry roviced Lo contarmwith FtMA's 1pstructions

GAO notes  This section has been deleted in the final report.
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2

With regard to regional coordinating roles for 1mplementing 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 coordinating roles

If 1 can be of further assistance, please let me know

Sincerely,

S idp.

Robert L Fairman

Enclosures - (See GAO note)

GAO note: Enclosures not 1ncluded since they refer to section deleted 1n
final renort,
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"u‘ OF co‘,%
sf ‘.5-1{ % | UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
. [iﬁj . | The Assistant Secretary for Administration

% I 2 Washimgton 0 C 20230
»
Srargs O

NOV 21 1943

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. (See 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.

GAQ 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,
i Cone Sl
Arlene Tripletf

Assistant Secretary
for Administration
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AT
‘”l o,
N

J w United States Department of the Interior
v

T OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
3y WASHINGTON, DC 20240
N

Mr. J. Dexter Peach

Director

U.S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Peach:
Thank you for your letter of October 13, 1983, transmitting copies of the draft report

entitled Emergency Preparedness Around Nuclear Powerplants: Further Actions Needed
(Code 301586).

We have reviewed the draft report insofar as it relates to the interests of the
Department of the Interior and concur with the findings 1n the report.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the proposed report 1n its draft form.

Sincerely,

JEALYHE

Richard R. Hite
Deputy Assistant Secretary,
Policy, Budget and Administration
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d*‘“o ."‘"@
e n g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Q'M ? WASHINGTON, D.C 20460

s

A ottt

OFFICE OF
POLICY, PLANNING AND EVALUATION
NV | 6 1983

Mr. J. Dexter Peach

Director

Resources, Community and Economic
Development Division

U.S. General Accounting Office

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.

Sincerely yours,

Uobion /77 angplled? &
/' John M. Campbell, Jr,

Acting Assistant Administrator
for Policy, Planning and Evaluation
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91 NOV 1983

Mr. 1 Dexter Peach

Director, Resources, Community and Economice
Development Division, GAO

Ath and G Streets, NW

Washington, DC 20548

Dear Mr. Peach:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the recent GAO draft report entitled
Emergency Preparedness Around Nuclear Powerplants  Further Actions Needed

We have no subsgtantive comments to make at this time However, we look forward
to receiving a copy of the final report.

(Gl E’.{)

Richard £ Lyng
Acting Scc Lty
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AT 2 B o

PENNSYLVANIA EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
w‘ PO BOX 3321
HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17105

October 28, 1983

Mr. .J. Dexter Peach

Director

United States General
Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548
Dear Mr. Peach:

The GAQ Report, "Emergency Preparedness Around Nuclear Power
Plants Further Actions Needed (Code #301586),' cites the Pennsylvania-
Beaver Valley exercise held on February 17, 1982 included as participants
one risk county (Beaver), four risk municipalities, three support counties,
and Duquesne lLight Company's Beaver Valley Power Station. The FEMA report
was sent to PEMA under dateline of April 23, 1982 and PEMA's reply was

dated June 22, 1982.
The following comments on the topics indicated are submitted:

1. GAO Report, p. 17, 2nd paragraph

In nine imterim findings on operating sites, FEMA reported to
the NRC staff that offsite safety was adequate, but later reported to the
NRC Atomic Safety Licensing Board studying Indian Point that the emergency
preparedness plans for these same nine sites were inadequate. 1In 1982,
I'TMA Region 11 concluded that planning and preparedness werc adequatce at
the Beaver Valley site in Pennsylvania even though the exercise surfaced
20 significant and 45 minor deficiencies. At least one RAC member questioned
the reasonableness of this conclusion. After reviewing the exercise report,
FIMA headquarters reversed the Region's finding.

PEMA Comment
The author scems to have confused another report with the
Beaver Valley report. Our FIMA report shows ''81 recommendations which
call for improvements i training, resources (personnel and material), plan
development or operational readiness' (FEMA Report cover letter dated
Apral 23, 1982). Further, the exercise was judged adequate, except for
three areas - notification and alerting the public (Recommendations 7 and
8), coordination (R17, R21, R23), and protective actions (R52, RS5, R57).
A remedial tabletop exercise for these three areas was held on August 24, 1982.

The 1dentity of the RAC member 15 unknown.

This Agency has no record of the Region's finding, quoted
above, being reversed.

fAN note: Paae numbers have been chanaed to refer to the *final renort.
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M. JJL Dexter Peach
October "800 19873
Pape Two

'. GAO Report, p. 20, lst paragraph

We foumd that NRC was not nformed of deficiencies 1n the
lebruary 19872 Beaver Vallev exercise unti1l November 1982, at which time
FIMA conc Juded that emergency preparedness was not adequate to protect
public health and safetv,  TEMA records show that regional FEMA officials
wore rcluctant to even hold the excrcise because they believed State and
local governments would not be able to demonstrate required capabilities.
Fhe regronal RAC charrman recommended the exercise be considered a training
cessron rather than serve as an official qualifying exercise for which an
NRC 120 dav notice could be given.  He cited as precedent the 1980 exercises
At Three Mile 1hland and Calvert Cliffs (Maryland). [xercise deficiencies
at Beaver Vallev included

One county used radio operators who were unfamiliar with
technical data and as a result, passed 1t along 1naccur-
ately to decrsionmiakers.

-~ Another county naccurately relayed evacuation messages,
resulting n o some communtties not recerving the evacuation
order .

-tne state did not demonstrate capability to assess the
seriousness of the accident data in order to decide what
protective response should be ordered, such as cevacuation
or sheltering,

fwo states had monitoring and decontamimation teams at
mass care centers that lacked knowledge of their functions.

\leo, one county's performance was sti1ll nadequate after a July 1982 retest,
Among the deficiencies noted were the failure of 12 of 13 sirens to sound and
Lack ot radiological monitoring cquipment at the decontamination and re-
location centers,

PEMA has no record of FIMA's conclusion that Beaver Valley
preparedness was not adequate, nor have we had access to FEMA's 1nternal
discussions. We did recerve the FEMA report on the exercise dated
February 17, 1982 as discussed above.  When the tabletop to remedy
deficiencies noted an three arcas was completed, the Region 11T RAC
Charrman, Tim Asher, sent us a copy of his September 30, 1982 report which
stated noats concluston that the exercise achieved the required objectives
and that 1t effectively drilled the appropriate reactors in the proper
responses  The discussions that followed the <olution to cach situation
cleared up the misunderstandings and clavified channels of commmications.
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Mr. J. Dexter Peach
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Page Three

Both the federal and statepersonnel felt the exercise demonstrated the
enhanced proficiency that was necessary to resolve the previously
ment 1oned deficiencies.

Since the four deficiencies cited as examples were taken out
of context and their sources not cited, identification, and therefore
comment, 1s not possible. Note that West Virginia comments are not
separated from Pennsylvania comments, of concern to us since West Virginia
d1d experience considerably more difficulty 1n all phases than Pennsylvania
did,

3. GAO Report, p. 29, 3rd paragraph

Since FFMA and NRC rely on states and utilities to prepare
scenarios, FEMA has developed milestones providing for states to submit
offsite scenarios for review 45 days before exercises. We reviewed the
timeliness of scenario submission for 17 cxercises and noted that 7, or
41 percent, did not meet the 45-day submission deadline. For example,
FIMA did not receive part of the scenario for the 1982 Beaver Valley
site exercise until 4 days before the exercisc.

It should be first noted that the 45-day scenario submission
date was contained 1n a FEMA 1n-house guidance memorandum #17. PEMA was
not requested to submit any scenario 45 days in advance until after the
Beaver Valley exercise when Mr. Brucker requested the submission of the
scenario for the exercise with Peach Bottom be submitted 45 days prior
to the exercise date.

PFEMA records 1ndicate the entire Beaver Valley scenario was
ma1led on/about January 18, 1982 except that the Action Locations section
as submitted was not the complete list. The PEMA cover leter further
stated that the information needed to complete the 1ist would be forwarded
as soon as possible.  The last change to the action 1list was probably
submitted four days before the exercise as alleged since several additions
to the list were forwarded as the information became available.

4. GAO Report, p. 30 5thparagraph

Public notification was sumlated i1n many exercises, including
the 1982 exercise at Beaver Valley. In the 1982 Peach Bottom exercise 1n
Pennsylvania, FFMA reported 1n 1ts evaluation that numerous simulated
elements should have been exercised, such as protective actions and
exposure control, and in the future, morc demonstration and less simulation
should occur.
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Page Four

PIMA Comment

In the Beaver Valley exercise, sirens were siumulated.
However, the backup route alerting was performed although the FEMA
observers failled to observe 1t. They so noted, and further commented
that they had checked the logs, etc. Their recommendations werc based
on that procedure.

The Pcach Bottom comments are as quoted by GAO.

5. GAO Report, p. 34, 2nd paragraph

In 1982 FEMA concluded that planning and preparecdness were not
adequate at the Beaver Valley site, but concluded after the 1983 exercise
that they were adequate to protect public health and safety. However, we
found that the 1982 Beaver Valley cxercise evaluation noted deficiencics
that were not addressed 1n the 1983 exercise, ncluding lack of police
authority to close roads and control traffic, participation by the Hancock
County Commissioners, training of monitoring and decontamination personnel,
and demonstration of state public information functions.

PIMA Comment

The 1ssue of the FEMA finding for the 1982 exercise has
been discussed above, and PEMA does not agree with the accuracy of the
GAO statement.

Since the FEMA 1983 Beaver Valley exercise did not make any
observations on deficiencies 1n the police authority to close roads and
control traffic and since the same standard operating procedure for
establishing and operating access control and traffic control points was
used 1n both exercises, 1t 1s obvious that the corrective actions taken
after the first exercise were effective.

Agaan, traimming of monitoring teams 1s an ongoing process,
and since the 1983 report does not recommend any correction of deficiencies
noted 1n this area, the deficiency no longer existed.

In 1682 the <tate public imformation office exercised on a
limited basis, but the FIMA observer's comments were directed to a full
scale participation.  In 1983 the FIMA comments about [0 participation
were most satisfactory (see pp. 11 and 12 of the report). It can, therefore
be deduced that the GAO report writer did not take into account all the
facts upon which the FTMA observations and recommendations were based.
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October 28, 1983

Pape Five

6. General Comments

Chapter III devoted 1tself to arguing that FIEMA and NRC
should preparce the scenarios for annual exercises of state and local
plans and/or state and utilities plans. GAO further recommends no more
testing unti1l adequate scenario are available.

PEMA vetos the concept. The whole recommendation 1s predicated
on a federal view toward centralizing the exercise process. PEMA contends
that the present system of states and plants preparing a scenario jointly
and then submitting 1t to FEMA and NRC for review, comment and approval
1s practical and workable provided the two federal agencies establish
minimm requirements and do their homework 1n reviewing the scenarios
when submitted. Surprise elements thrown into the exercise have no place
In a4 scenario which 1s jammed with activity 1n a compressed time frame.

Cordially,

C. A. Williamson
Deputy Director

CAW.ss  (Tel 717/783%-8150)
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Anthony S. Earl

State of Wisconsin '
Department of Administration ==

DIVISION OF EMERGENCY GOVERNMENT Mol g Aditres

Pot Otfice Box 7864

November ] 5, ]983 AB0 Shetioyg e Avenae e Mairl son Wieenne n Mardioon Wi 3/07
Prraane bOK stk 4040

Mr. J. bexter Peach, Director

Resource Consulting & Economic Development Division
U.S. General Accounting Office - Room 4915

441 G Streeu

Washington, D.C. 20548

ATTENTION: Bill McGee
Dear Mr. Peach.

We have reviewed the General Accounting Office (GAO) draft report entitled
tmergency Preparedness Around Nuclear Power Plants: Further Actions
Needed (Code 301586). ATthough neither the State of Wisconsin nor any of
1ts affected Tocal governments have been directly referenced 1n this
report, 1 wish to offer the following comments:

1. | do not agree with the statement in the initial paragraph on
page 11 of the report, that ". . .emergency preparedness 1n
communities where plans have not been approved 1s questionable".
Approved state and county emergency response plans 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 (FEMA)-Region V and with the Regional Assistance Committee
(RAC). The draft plan has been revised to incorporate federally
suyggested changes and while under final federal review, the plan
1S now being used as the basis for all state and county emergency
response activities. Two or more exercises have been conducted
with each of the nuclear power plants affecting this state with
favorable results. Comments made by federal observers of these
exercises have led to further 1mprovements in both plans and
exercise procedures. FEMA and the State of Wisconsin are 1n
general agreement as to the plan content even though final
approval has not yet been obtained. [ am confident that
Wisconsin 15 prepared to deal effectively with a nuclear power
plant 1ncident, 1f 1t should ever occur.

2. In regdard to the GAO comment on page 111, questioning the

reliability of state and local response due to weaknesses 1in
exercise procedures, 1 would like to state that we are noting a
substantial mprovement by FEMA-Region V, in 1ts administration
of this program. Increased frequency of exercising throughout
the reglon 15 resulting 1n a better trained and more perceptive
core of federal observers. To date FEMA has not participated n

fAO note: Pace numbers have been chanoed to refer to the final report.
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November 15, 1983
Page 2

the development of the off-site scenari0os, but FEMA
representatives have attended pre-exercise scenario planning
meet1ngs and have provided necessary feedback at that time.
Further, FEMA comments have been selectively providea on both
exercise objectives (submitted 75 days 1n advance of the
exercise) and exercise scenarios (submitted 75 days 1n advance)
as appropriate.

3. I strongly disagree with the recommendation (page 38 ) that FEMA
and NRC be made entirely responsible for the development of
exercise scenarios. To date, at least, participation of state
and county governments 1n 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) 1s
clearly in no position to adeguately 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 1n the eyes of the media and the public,
serves no useful purpose 1n 1mproving state and local government
support of nuclear power and the development of effective
response capabilities. [ 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 page1v regarding FEMA's
verification of plan element compliance with federal criteria
(1.e., NUREG 0654), 1 would suggest that while this may have been
a problem 1n the past, our recent experience with the RAC review
of our State Plan would indicate that this 1s an area where
substantial progress 1s being made.

5. Regarding FEMA follow-up on correction of deficiencies noted 1in
previous exercises (page 1v), our feeling 1s that state and local
actyons 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 ndicated on page v, federal guidance on public alerting,

potassium 10dide, and instrumentation have been slow 1n coming.
This entire area 1s 1n need of considerable attention.
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7. We support your position (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
111 have developed regional response plans, 1n Wisconsin, these
have not been adequately tested through federal agency
participation in nuclear power plant exercises.

8. Finally, we agree with the conclusion on pages v and v1 that a
more definitive posture on coordination/control of the federal
response 1s needed 1n order that Wisconsin can coordinate 1ts
response appropriately with federal government. agencies.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the GAO draft
report. | will be most 1nterested 1n the congressional response to 1t.

Sincerely,

Cfi;;;;té7 zr‘925524u4u bacl

Carol /. Hemersbach
Administrator

CZH:GN:sr

cc: tdward J. Roche, FEMA-Region V, Chicago
t. Erie Jones, I1linors ESDA
Thomas Motherway, Minnesota DES
David Speerschneirder, UEG
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