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October 26, 1979

NOTE TO: SEMINAR PARTICIPANTS AND OBSERVERS:

The NRC is committed to cooperating with other Federal agencies on working

with State and local goveraments to improve their radiological emergency
response capabilities.

This training conference has demonstrated the type of cooperative spirit
that is necessary for us to accosplish the tasks that lay before us.

[ want to personally thank each of you for your thoughts and suggestions at
the conference.

Sincerely,

M~

Robert G. Ryan, Director
Office of State Programs



ABSTRACT

On July 24-25, 1979, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission sponsored a training
seminar for Federal officials involved in the review of State and local
radiological emergency response plans. The major purpose of the semina-*
was to discuss the methods used to review the State response plans for
accidents involving radioactive materials. The review criteria, as revised,
are found in Appendix E.
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INTRODUCT ION

As a result of the accident at Three Mile Island (TMI) Unit 2 in March 1979, the program of improving State
and local radiological emergency response plans (RERP) is receiving substantial attention. The increased
interest on this issue has centered on the preparedness of the State and local governments to respond effec-

tively o an accident in order to properly protect public health and safety.

The Federal Register Notice of December 24, 1975 published by the Federal Preparedness Agency describes the
responsibilities and assignments of Federal agencies in the field and outlines a program that includes training,
technical assistance, guidance, response plan review and concurrence, and response plan tests and exercises.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) was assigned iead agency responsibility for review and concurrence in
State and local plans for dealing with radiological emergencies. The Register Notice is presented as Appendix A,

On July 20, 1979, President Carter signed an executive order which merged the Federal Preparedness Agency
(GSA), the  afense Civil Preparedness Agency (DOD), and the Federal Disaster Assistance Administration (HUD)
into a new agency, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA); and on August 1, 1979, Mr. John Macy was
sworn in as FEMA's first Director. It is likely that the December 24, 1975 Federa! Register Notice will be
revised and updated in the immediate future to reflect FEMA's role as the single agency in the Federal govern-
ment responsible for policy matters and coordination in emergency planning and response. The program for
Federal interaction with states on their RERP's will change to reflect FEMA's new role, and further changes
can be expected soon both because of legisiation now pending in the Congress and as a result of forthcoming
recommendations from various investigations and assessments of the TMI accident.

THE CONCURRENCE PROCESS AS IT WORKS TODAY

The initial review of State and local Radiological Emergency Response Plans is conducted by a Regional Advisory
Committee (RAC). composed of regional representatives of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Department
of Transportation (0D0OT), Department of Energy (DGE), Department of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW),

federal Emergency Management Agency (formerly DCPA, FDAA and FPA), and NRC. The reviewers use NUREG-75/11)
(including Supplement No. !)* as a standard to measure whether or not a State or local government is adequately
addressing each of the |0 essential planning elements. Based on the review by each of the individual members,
the RAC makes a recommendation to NRC on whether a plan is adequate to receive concurrence from NRC. To date
the States of Alabama, Arkansas, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, lowa, Kansas, New Jersey, New
York, South Carolina and wWashington have concurrences in plans. (Note: Nebraska also received concurrence
relative to the fort Calhoun station on September 21, 1979 and the Virginia plan received a concurrence in
October 1979.)

The RACs' continuing efforts in critiquing tests and exercises is critical to assuring State and local prepared-
ness. Satisfactory field exercises of the plan must be conducted annually for a State to maintain concurrence.

-

U.5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, NUREG-75/111 (12-1-74); Supplement No 1 (3-15-77); Guide and Checklist for
Development and Evaluation of State and Local Government Radiolcgical Emergency Response Plans in Support of
Fixed Nuclear Facilities. Available at the Nuclear Regulatory (ommission.



A pian after all is a piece of paper; only an exercise will show whether or not it can really be expected to
work in an emergency.

Because of the key roles played by the RAC's and their headquarters counterparts, The NRC sponsored a training
conference in radiological emergency preparedness in Kansas City, Missouri on July 24-25, 1979. Representa-
tives of all of the RACs and their headquarters counterparts were present to discuss the methods used to
review Stateand local emergency response plans for accidents involving radiocactive materials. The letters of
invitation are found in Appendix B and the list of participants in Appendix C.

Representatives of the Intercrganizational Advisory Committee (IOAC) of the Conference of Radiation Control
of Program Directors (CRCPD) also participated. They were: Aubrey Godwin, Alabama; Betty McClelland,
Washington; and Howard Proctor, Decatur county, Alabama. [Curing the meeting there were formal presentatiions
on a variety of subjects relating to emergency preparedness. A copy of the agenda and reference material is
included as Appendix D.

In addition to the formal plenary session, time was allotted for each agency and each RAC to meet separately
to discuss draft criteria for reviewing a State RERP. An important aspect of this conference was to attempt
to get some uniformity in the quality and depth of reviews by all of the RACs. Each RAC has heretofore
operated independently, using its own judgment on criteria. This has resulted in some unevenness in the
review of State plans. By applying the same review criteria nationally, we hope to improve the capabilities
of the States to respond effectively to an emergency at a fixed nuclear facility. The review criteria,
revised by the comments and recommendations received from the participants, are found in Appendix E.

At the closing plenary session on July 25, 1979, all of the issues raised in the individual agency and RAC
meetings were discussed. The body of this report is a synopsis of this session.

The participants, by show of hands, generally agreed with the review criteria proposed. A big issue, however,
wis the perceived lack of support of the RACs by headquarters agencies. NRC, as lead agency, agreed to
discuss this with the Director of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the other involved
Federal agencies in order to make them aware of the situation and seek support for providing the necessary
resources for this program in the field. Chairman Hendrie of NRC wrote to each member agency asking for a
renewal of the RAC commitments and to stress the tight deadlines sugges':* in the version of the FY 80 NRC
authorization biil passed by tne Senate (S. 562,. Chairman Hendrie's lectter to Douglas Costle, Admiristrator
of the U.S. Envirconmental Protection Agency, is founc at Appendix E.

1575
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SYNOPSIS OF DISCUSSION OF
July 25, 1979

PLANNING GUIDANCE - REVIEW CRITERIA - CONCURRENCE

Emergency Preparedness for Other facilities

A number of points were made with respect to emergency planning for DOE and Uepartment of Defense (DOD)
facilities. The General Accounting Office (GAO) in its review of emergency planning® suggested that DOE
should upgrade its emergency planning posture and involve State and local governments in the planning
process. Both DOE and DOD generally accepted these recommendations.

While the current NRC emergency planning program with the State and loca) governments is structured to deal
only with licensed reactors, where the operator is required to have a plan, we should be looking towards

inclusion of other licensed facilities in State and local government planning.

Mode) Plans
Representatives of DCPA (now part of FEMA) suggested that Mode) Radiological Emergency Response Plans might

be prepared for use oy State and local governments. NRC opposed the notion of model plans because of previous
experience. A number of years ago, model emergency plans were published for use by State and local governments.
The experience indicates that once the blanks in the mode! plan were filled in, the plan went on the shelf,
never to be looked at again or understood by those who had a response role.

A suggestion for a better approach is to use the current guidance and, when a plan receives concurrence, make
that plan available as an example of how one State did its planning. An extension of the approach is to put
together a "library" of particularly well drawn elements from various concurred State plans.

It was generally accepted that, during the development of a plan, those who are responsible for responding
will have a better understanding of their role and the scope of their responsibility if they have the experi-
ence of actually writing the plan. FEMA plans to continue work on a model plan, taking these pitfalls into
account.

Continued Concurrence

As part of the criteria for maintaining continued concurrence, a State must exercise its plan annually,
Although a grace period may be allowed for extenuating circumstances, NRC is prepared to withdraw its
concurrence of a State plan if it is not exercised at least annually.

"
Report to the Congress by the Comptroller General of the United States: Areas Around Nu lear Facilities Should
Be Better Prepared for Radiological Emergencies, March 30, 1979,

]5'/5 ll'\l



Current Method of ~AC Evaluation

Discussion on how the RAC's evaluate a State plan raised a question as o whether or not to keep the current
system of four possible evaluations for any one plan element or to reduce it to only two i.e. 6 either accep-
table or unacceptable.

This issue was put to a vote and the participants decided Lo keep the evaluation system as it is.

State and Local Plans Prepared by Contractors

It should make little difference in the quality of the plan whether it is prepared by State individuals or by

a contractor. It is important, however, that all of the parties with responsibilities under the plan know

and understand their roles and scope of responsibility, and this is usually easier if State and local officials
actually draft the plan.

Role of DOT

Currently very little is being done in RERP's for transportation accidents. DOT is-involved in the RAC's and
the Headquarters Advisory Committee (HAC), but little guidance has been provided to the States on this issue.

NRC and DOT, as w~ell as the other involved Federal agencies, are aware of this, and it is an issue that needs
work. DOT and NRC, along with EPA and the States, will be working together to improve the guidance on trans-

portation accidents invelving radioactive materials. A task force approach is preferred.

Administrative Standards

wWhen a State plan is sent out Ly NRC for review to other Federal agencies, there needs to be greater specificity
on what the documents contain and as to the status of the plan (Revision? new draft? old document? etc.)

Alsc all reference material cited in the plan should be made available to the reviewers, along with a cross
check chart (developed bv the state) indicating where each of the elements of the Guide and Checklist
(NUREG-75/111, Supp. No. 1) is dealt with in the plau.

when a plan is reviewed by a RAC, written comments should be provided to the State by the RAC. Good docu-
mentation and records of meetings and formal plan reviews should be maintained by each RAC. States should be

asked to index pians ard supporting documents.

Site Specific Plans

State plans should be site specific and should include detailed planning for the locality contiguous to a
licensed facility. Each site shoula ! ‘ralt with separately in the overall State plan.

While NRC has concurred in State plans » = little information in county planning has been included, NRC
will not continue that practice. Conditional concurrence may be granted, however, to allow the State and
county a specified time to upgrade local planning. This appears compatible with the Senate language in
$.562.



Review Criteria

The review criteria for evaluating State and lecal RERP's were discussed at great length during individual
RAC and agency meetings. Specific comments and recommendations were included in the revised version included
as Appendix E of this report.

The participants agreed that, in order to minimize the unevenness of State plans, review criteria, applied
nationally, are necessary. By a show of hands, the participants agreed that, with minor modifications, the

criteria are useful and can be used by al) of the RACs in reviewing State plans.

Guide and Checklist (NUREG-75/111)

There was general agreement that NUREG-75/111 (including Supplement No. 1) was an excellent document. while
not perfect, it does provide a useful framework for State and local governments to use in devising a plan.

The participants recognized the document needs some revision which should take the form of perfecting a good
piece of business without tampering its basic fibre. Additional elements should probably be included in
future editions, drawn from the "recommended” iist in the 1975 Guide and Checklist.

All 154 elements should be considered in the review of State plans, but RACs should concen.rate their efforts

on reviewing the 70 essentia! elements required for concurrence.

Siting of Nuclear Facilities

Heavily Populated Areas

States with concurrence aiready will be faced serigus problems with sites in or near heavily populated areas
where a new facility is proposed or where an existing site may add new units. NRC must address this in its
siting policy now undergoing revision. The suggestions were made tha* the NRC convene a group of regulatory
feaeral officials to provide input to NRC siting policy and that NRC should include emergency planning in
developing its siting policy. Extraordinary measures may have to be taken at existing sites located r2ar
large population centers. Emergency preparedness at such sites must be given the highest priority.

Drills and Exercises

Testing Plans

The group agreed that testing the plans is extremely important. If a State does not conduct an annual exercise,
NRC should 1ift concurrence on the recommendation of the RAC.

Subcontracting

Should Federal agencies consider using contractors in exercises and critiques to ease the burden for RAC
members? NRC replied that it was a possibility for the long run, but not feasible or desirable for the
immediate future.



Unacceptsble Exercises

If an exercise were deemed unacceptable by the RAC, NRC should demand correction of the deficiencies by the
State. [f the State refused to make the necessary improvements, NRC should 1ift the concurrence.

Radiological Assistance Program Team Participation

The DOE Radiological Assistance Program (RAP) cannot participate in all State exercises. A DOE spokesman
noted that RAP personnel usually can participate in communications drills. The group consensus was that at
least some of the people from the RAP should be involved in every exercise. And more than that, the RAP
should participate in at least one exercise a year to test its capabilities

Training

General

There was a call for more training for State and local government personnel and the regional RAC's. NRC
funds a course at the Nevada Test site in radiological emergency response operations. Five slots in each
course are open for Federal observers. These are normally filled by Headquarters or RAC members. For the
long haul, NRC and FEMA might consider some certification program for State and local officials.

Regional Training

Several FAC's commented that they need coordinators and decision makers courses. New RAC members should
receive some training before they become heavily involved. One comment was *that the RAC from a specific
region should attend the same course together. NRC agreed to pursue this idea. |

Public Education
There was a suggestion that either NRC or FEMA should educate the public on the relative hazards of radiation.
NRC policy is not to get involved because it may appear to be promotional. FEMA does not presently see this

sort of education as a high priority item.

RAC Role, Membership

Role of RA(Cs

The role of the regional RAC is to be advisor, reviewer and observer to the State. Their role is not opera-

tional for a real emergency, although RAC members might participate in the Federal supportive response via
FEMA.

Manpower

Most RACs complain.d that they lacked support from the various headquarters supporting agencies. If Congress
passes legislation relating to emergency planning, the agencies should not have trouble making commitments to
this program. In the meantime, RAC VI offered a plan to pick up some of the increased work from the other
regions. NRC was urged to write strong letters to the agency heads requesting manpower and trave! mor

(See Appendix F.) )
!5175 i ’J



Role of FEMA

DCPA, FDAA, and FPA are now part of FEMA. The RAC members from these former agencies will now be FEMA members.

The role of the regiona! FEMA director is a strong one. If he decides that there should be more than one
representative to the RAC, then there will be.

Concurrence Schedule

The RAC's are concerned that the concurrence scheduie set by NRC can't be met. Quarterly schedules will be
started at once for the RAC efforts.

Transportation Accidents

There were suggestions from the floor that DOT has not been involved significantly in the planning process.
Also, the authorization bill (5.562) does not talk about transportation accident response. Should the RACs
deal with transportation accidents? For now, it probably does not need major emphasis, but one can count on
it needing attention in the near future. ([t is an area of major concern and cannot be neglected.

Miscellaneous

Funding Study

All participants encouraged continued efforts on the funding study Beyond Defense in Depth - NUREG-0553.

Federal Plan

There is need tor a Federal emergency response plan which might be tested along with the State plan. One
problem is the lack of a singular attitude within the Federal agencies. HEW's Emergency Medical Services
stresses an ad hoc approach and centralization for effectiveness. If enacted, S.562 would require FEMA to
devise a National Contingency Plan for dealing with radiological emergencies.

State Point of Contact

Who should the States talk to? The National Contingency Plan which FEMA is working on should provide clear
answers for this essential question of responsibility and coordination.

1375 1l
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RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCIES

GSA outlines responsibilities of various Federsl agencics
for planning for incidents involving radioactive materials 59494
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GENERAL SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION

Foderal Preparedness Agency

RADIOI OGICAL  INCIDENT EMERGENCY
RESPONSE PLANNING, FiXiD FACIL)
TIES AND TRANSPORIATION

Irtarey 2y Responsibilities
Ihis potlee 1o dssued by Lhe Federnl

Preparedness Agrney Cieneral Services

Administration (GSA» lo provide full

public informetion concerning the gen-

eril course and method by which certain
radiological incident emergency response
pia responsibilities are channecled

rmined (5 USC 552:a) (1) (B)),

It supersedes thie FEDERAI [LF(ISTER notice

of January 24 1873 38 FR 2.6 pub-

lished by the Office of Lmeiycnoy Pre-
paredness.

Purpose. To state the respousibilities
as agreed between certain Federal agen-
cies for radiological emergency response

planning covering fixed nuclear facllities
and w%pmm‘m involving
raclioactive meterials and for providing

assi.tance to State
and local

vernments ! their emer-
KEnCY res related to such
incidents Policy and planning guidance
w ral agencles fur assistance w
Btates wil! be directed toward those In-
cidents whose °fects extend beyond the
boundaries of the facility or site or the
immediate arex of an incident invoiving
the transportation of radloactive ma-
terial It is Intended that the plans and
arrangements developed by Federal
agencies and by the States {or responding
to the contingencies set forth in this
notice will be encompassed subsequently
in Feders] and State planning docu-
ments which provide [or the [ull spec-
trum of pearetime nuclenr: emergencies
It is also interded that this Statement
of Res<ponsibilities will provide a contin-
uing stimulus to State and local govern-
ment emergency planning for responding
to radiological moidents
Background--Formal ~tatement of the
roles of the Federal departments and
agencies, as set forth In this notice Is
made pursuant to Executive Orders 11051
and 11490 and In connection with the
responsibility of the Federal Prepared-
ness Agency to stimulate vigorous State
and local participation in emergency pre-
paredness measures and in achleving a
coordinated w rking relationship be-
tween the various elements of State gov-

ernments and the Federal agencies to
which specific emergency preparedness
functions have been assigned While

there is substantial assurance of an ex-
ceedingly low p obability of incidents in-

volving radioactive materiale i fixed nu-
clear facilities und in the tiansportation
of those materinls. the anticipated pro-
liferation of maclenr pouver plants and
materials 1 the near future requires
early consderntion of thy pmoblem and
ndequnte emerpcency plano Lo such
contingencies At the FPedoral level sev-
Cral agencles sie cooperatine o lend as-
sistance to State and local o oy ernments

In developing emergency plans for fixed
nuchar {actlitles and the tran portation

FEDERAL

REGISTER VOL

€
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of nurlear materials. Current pli LnIng
activities are taking piace at a.. levels of
government, e well as L. jprivate
industry

Responsilalities. The Nuclesr Regulu-
tory Commisslon (NRC) is the lead
ukency in radiologioal incident emer-
ey response planning, training and
olther assistance activities covered in this
notlce The Pederal Preparedness Agency,
(GSA, exercises general monitorship of
these activities. Responalbilities of NRC,
the Federal Preparedness Agency. GSA,
and other Federal agencles are detailed
below.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
‘NRC) 1s responsible for:

1 Issuance of guldance to other Fed-
ernl agencles concerning their responsi-
bilities and authorities in radiological in-
cident emergency response planning and
in providing planning assistance to State
and local governments.

2. Development and promulgation of
gulidance to State and local governments
in coordination with other Federal agen-
cles for the preparation of radiological
emergency response plans.

3. Review and concurrence in such
plans. (Proper correlation among State,
local government, licensee, and nationil
plans is an element of this review.)

4 Determination of the accident po-
tential at each licensed fixed nuclear
facility.

5. Issuance of guldance for establish-
ment of effective. systems of emergency
radiation detection and measurement.

The Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) {s responsible for:

1. Establishment of Protection Action
Culdes (PAQ) In coordination with ap-
propriate Federal agencies. These guldes
will be In terms of projected radiation
doses which might result from radiologi-
cnl incidents at fixed nuclear facilities
or in the transportation of radioactive
materials

2. Recommendations as to appropriate
protective actions which can be taken by
rovernmental authorities to ameliorate
the consequences of a radiological Inci-
dent at a fixed nuclear facili'y or from
an incident involving transportation of
radioactive materials.

3 Providing assistance, following the
puidance Issued by NRC, to State agen-
cies with radiological emergency response
responsibilities in the development of
their emergency plans relative to nuclear
facilities and transportation incidents
involving radloactive materials.

4 The establishment of emergency
rndiation detection and measurement
svstems guidelines in cooperation with
NRC

The Energy Research and Develop-
ment Administration (ERDA) w respon-
<ible for:

1 Providing guldance. consistent with
NRC guidance. to State and local gov-
ernments on the develepment of that
portion of their radlological inc:.dent
emergency response planning which s
related o ERDA-managed and o, e uted
facilities and ERDA-controlled 1rid.oac-
tive materjals In transit to assure (hat:
11 State and local planning are co-

9

ted withy ERDA and ERDA con-
respoli e

0.

tac. r oadwlogical  ncldent

plat e, andd (b State and lucal re-
so0use  capubilities and resouives e
fully courdinated with ERDA to ni -

gute the off:ite conscquences of radloivg -
icel Incidents

2 Cooperation with the invoived Fed-
eral agencles in the development and
impicmentation of radioclogical emer-
:ncy response planning assistance fo
State and local governments, consistent
with NRC guidance

3 Determination of the accident po-
tential at each non-licensed ERDA fixcd
nuclear {acility

4. Assisting other agencles in the de-
velopment and establishment of guide-
Lines on effective systems of emergency
radiation detection and measurement
including instrumentation, for State and
local governments, in cooperation with
NRC

The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare (DHEW) is responsible for:

1. Assisting State health departments,
State hospital associations, and other
professional organizations and ambu-
lance services in the development of
plans for the prevention of adverse ef-
fects from exposure to radiation, includ-
ing the use of prophylactic drugs to re-
duce radiation dose to specific organs.
This includes health and medical care
responses to radiological incidents,
consistent with guidelines issued by
NRC

2. Issuance of guidance on appropriate
planning actions necessary for evaluat-
ing and preventing radioactive contam:-
nation of foods and animal feeds, and
the control and use of such products
should they become contaminated.

3 Issuance of guidance on emergency
radiation doses related to the health
and safety of ambulance services, hos-
pital. and other health care personuel,
in cooperation with EPA.

4 Establishing and issuing guidelines
for radiation detection and measure-
ment systems for use by ambulance serv-
ices and hospital emergency depart-

ment.. in cooperation with NRC
The Departument of Transportation
«DOT ' 1s responsible for:

1 Providing guidelines, in cooperatidn
with NRC and other Federal agencies,
and consistent with NRC guidance, for
the development of that portion of State
and local emergency plans pertaining to
transportation incidents involving radio-
active 'orials as described in the Pur-
pose poi...n of this statement

2 Assistance to State and local go. -
ernments in emergency planning for
such transportation incidents.

‘ihe Defense Civil Preparedness
Agcency  DCPA) is responsible for:

1. Assiolance Lo State and local au-
thiorities . planning the emergency pre-
paredness actions required to provide
the mecianism for coordinating emer-
gency operations in response to radio-
logical 1ncldents, consistent with NRC
guidance

2 iswuance of guidance on the use of
civil . oluse resources inciuding warn-
My, comimnmunications, training, and ra-
diwologicul defense emergency respolse
systetns
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Pederal Disnster Assistunce Adminis-
travlon (PDAA) of the Department of
Housing and Urhan Development ia re-
sponsibie for

1. Providing puldunce to EBtate and
local suthorities. on the disuster pre-
paredness aspecis of Slite emergency
planning for fixed nuclear facllities and
transportation incidents involving radio-
nctive meterials. consistent with NRC
ruldance, for the preparation of radio-
.ogical emergency response plans.

2 Recommendations to NRC as to
anpropriate planning actions necessary
for evaluation and review of State and
Incal planning activities developed under
this notice

The PFederal Preparedness Agency
‘FPA) . GSA, will exercise general moni-
torship of Pederal radlological emergency
response planning and training activities
related to this notice Specifically, FPA
responsibfiities include:

1. Review and endorscment of NRC
guidance .o other Federal ngencies and
NRC guldance and planning assistance
to Btate tnd local governments.

2 Assisiance in resolving Federal in-
teragency or Federal-State problems
when necessary to the fulfillment of the
responsibilities to Federal agencles in
this notice

3 Encouragement of States to produce
plans related to this notice as part of
their general State emeryency planning

4 Assistance to NRC. ERDA and DOT
in developing priorities, when required,
for providing this planning assistance
to State and local governments.

5 Pacllitating State and local con-
t}acts for NRC. ERDA and DOT.

6 Maintaining an overview of plan-
ning activities and providing policy and
planning guidance when required.

Participating Federal agencles will sup-
port the development and conduct of
emergency response preparedness pro-
Krams, W include training, consistent
with their respeculve respunsibilities.

Other I'ederal ugencles will be involved
in specific instances of radiological inci-
denl emergency responce planning par-
ticipation and assistance in accordance
with their basic responsibilities and func-
tions. Detalls of such participation as
part of the coordinated Federal effort
will be a development of each localized
planning activity.

Dated: December 10. 1875

Lesuie W. Bray, Jr.,
Director, Federal Preparedness
dorncy General Services Ad-
ministration

FRODew 05 B3R PG 12 20 768 45 am)
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L APPENDIX B

:“ % UNITED STATES
SfYad s NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
5 N ; B WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555
Pran®
JUN 15 1979

Mr. John W. McConnell
Assistant Director

for Plans and Operations
Defense Civil Preparedness Agency
Washington, D.C. 2Q301

Dear_tir, rolopnadd.:

As you know, NRC's ORfAce of State Programs is conducting a meeting at the
Hilton Airport Plaza Inn (I-29 at N.W. 112 Street in Kansas City, Missouri,
(816) 891-8900) on July 24 and 25, 1979 to discuss the methods we use to
review State and local emergency response plans for accidents involving
radioactive materials. If this meeting is to be successful, we should have
all of the members of the Regional Advisory Com~‘ttees and the Headquarters
Advisory Committee present and participating.

I ask that you notify all of your agency's Regional and Headquarters Advisory
Committee members about this meeting and strongly encourage their participation
as part of the commitment under the Federal Register Notice of December 24, 1975.
The NRC has some limited funds to support individual travel and per diem where
it is impossible for an agency to support its own participation in the meeting.
If support is needed, please call Mrs. Shirley Welch on (301) 492-7210 to

make arrangements.

A draft agenda and hotel registration cards are enclosed. A block of rooms
has been reserved for July 23 and 24. Please note that the registration cards
must be returned to the hotel by July 13, 1979.

I believe that this meeting can be a major element in our program of improving
State and local government emergency response activities. Quality reviews

that use criteria we can all agree on are critical if we are to assure adequate
State and local response to a nuclear accident.

I look forward to meeting with you in Kansas City.

Sincerely,

Robert'G. Ryan, Director
Office of State Programs

Enclosures:
As stated.
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IDENTICAL LETTERS SENT TO:

Mr. Donald Carbone
Disaster Programs Officer
Federal Disaster Assistance Administrtion

Mr. Clarence G. Collins, Director
Department of Transportation

Mr. L. Joe Deal, Assistant Director
for Field Operations
U.S. Department of Eneragy

Mr. Floyd L. Galpin, Director
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Dr. Bernard Shleien, Assistant Director
for Scientific Affairs
Food & Drug Administration

Mr. James Thomas
Federal Preparedness Agency
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APPENDIX C

Radiological Emergency Preparedness Training Seminar
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EP&PS

DOE
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DOE
Washington, DC 20034
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P. 0. Box 202

Kansas City, MO 64141
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DOE

905 Koster Ave.

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402

Foster, David L.

DOE

P. 0. Box 5400
Albuquerque, NM 87115

Friess, Robert
Brookhaven Area Office
DOE
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Jascewsky, Edward J.
Chicago Office

DOE

9800 South Cass Ave.
Argonne, I1linois 60439
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Smalley, Wayne
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P.0. Box E

Oak Ridge, TN  3783C

Turner, Pat
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Box 550

Richland, WA 99336
444-7285

Webb, Robert C.

Savannah River Operations Office
DOE

P. 0. Box A

Aiken, SC 29801

Yessberger, Jerry

Region X, Richland Office
DOE

P. 0. Box 550
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Beneventi, John R,
FAA Reg. Office

DOT /FAA

P. 0. Box 1689

Ft. Worth, TX 76102

Darley, Vernon 0.
RETCO

DOT/FAA Reqgion 4
P. 0. Box 20636
Atlanta, GA 30320

Lutz, Paul

First Coast Guard District
DOT

150 Causeway St.

Boston, MA 02114

Olson, Peter L.
Office 1
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18209 Dixie Highway
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Stapleton, John R.
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DOT

400 Seventh St., SW
Washington, D. C.

Sullivan, J. Monroe
Region 9

DOT

630 Sansome St., Rm 1303
San Francisco, CA 94126
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Federal Highway Administration
00T
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Emergency Transportation Rep.
DOT
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Seattle, WA 98174

Whiteside, R. C.
Bldg. 40
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Denver Federal Center
Denver, CO 80225

Zahn, Tony
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ENVIKONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Brinck, William L.
Region VII

EPA

324 E. 11th St.

Kansas City, M0 04106

Cowan, Edward
Region Ten

EPA

1200 6th Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

Duncan, David L.

Region IX

EPA

215 Fremont St.

San Francisco, CA 94105

Giardina, Paul A.
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26 Federal Plaza
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Keene, Byron E.
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Washington, D. C.
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Region 6
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1201 EIm Street

Dallas, TX 75208

Payne, Richard
Region IV
EPA

345 Courtland St.
Atlanta, GA 30308

Tedeschi, Pete

Chicago Region 5
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230 S. Dearborn St.
Chicago, IL 60604
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Alley, N. Paul
FEMA

Bldg. 710, Denver Federal Center

Lakewood, Colorado 80228

Anthony, Rick J.

Region 1V, DCPA

Federal Center

Battle Creek, MI 49081

Bernacki, Ronald E.
Region II, FDA
830 3rd Avenue
Rraoklvn, NY 11232

Boyett, R. H.

Plans & Preparedness, Region 4

FEMA
FRC
Thomasville, GA 31792

Bozicas, William G.
Region I, DCPA

01d Marlboro Road
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Devlin, John
FEMA Hdqtrs.
Pentagon Building
Washington, D. C.

De La Garza, John, Jr.
FEMA, Region VI

1100 Commerce Street
Dallas, TX 75242
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Jonovan, Richard W.
FEMA-X (FPA)

686 Federal Bidg.
Seattle, WA 98174

Ferris, Stephen W.
FEMA

811 Grand St., Rm 132
Kansas City, MO 64106

Gammal, Albert A., Jr.
FEMA (FPA)

73 Sagamore Road
Worcester, MA 01609

Gibson, John M,

Plans & Preparedness
FEMA

1111 18th St., N.w.
Washington, D. C. 2C740
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Disaster Response & Recovery
FEMA, Region 3

6th & Walnut Sts.
Philadelphia, PA 19106

Hardy, Thomas E.

FEMA, Region 3 (FPA)
Federal Bldg., 600 Arch St.
Philadelphia, PA 19106

Heard, John C., Jr.
Plans & Preparedness
FEMA

1776 Peachtree St.
Atlanta, GA 30309
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY (continued)

Hensley, James C.
Region III

FEMA

Olney, MD

Junge, Ken
Region 5
FEMA

230 S. Dearborn St., Rm 3714

Kasparian, C. M.

Region I1I

FEMA
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FEMA
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McClanahan, James E.
Region 7, FEMA
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Kansas City, M0 64106
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Region 5, FEMA
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Chicago, IL 60515

McPhail, H.
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7908 E. Jefferson Ave.
Denver, CO 80237

Meade, Terry

FEMA, DR&R

211 Main Street

San Francicco, CA 94105

Mosier, Ken

FEMA (FPA Section)
Region 9, M/S 12

525 Market St.

San Francisco, CA 94105

Peyton, Leland E.
Region VI, FRC
FEMA
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Pickering, Harold R.
Region 7, FEMA
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FEMA
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY (concluded)

Richardson, Jarxk
Region 4

FEMA

308 Ridgecrest Drive
Thomasville, GA 31792

Thomas, James
FEMA (FPA)
18th & F St., N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20405

Vogel, Frank
FEMA
Pentagon Bldg.

Washington, D. C. 20031
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HEALTH, EDUCATION & WELFARE

Brennan, Joseph A. Jacobson, Gerald A.

Region IV, FDA Region 7, FDA

880 W. Peachtree St. Regional Radiological Health Rep.
Atlanta, GA 30109 1009 Cherry St.

Kansas City, MO 64108

Conway, William J., Jr. Kocol, Henry
Philadelphia Field Office FDA, Region III
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FDA
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FDA HEW/FDA
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Hallisey, Robert M.
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FDA HEW/FDA
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HEALTH, EDUCATION & WELFARE (concluded)
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FDA
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Emergency Services
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Alabama Dept. of Public Health
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Civil Defense
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NUS Corporation
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Rockville, MD 20852
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Region II, I&E 1013

101 Marietta Street

Atlanta, G/ 30303
Trojanowski, Robert E.
Region II, I&E
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DSE
Collins, Harold E.

SP
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PPPENDIX D

REVISED AGENDA
FOR
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS TRAINING CONFERENCE
JULY 24-25, 1979

HILTON AIRPORT PLAZA INN
KANSAS CITY, MISSOUnT

July 23 - Monday

7:00 - 9:00 P.M. Registration

July 24 - Tuesday

8:00 A.M. Registration - Litton North
8:30 A.M. Opening Plenary - Litton North
Welcome and Introduction - Robert G. Ryan, NRC
Principals from Federal Agencies
Charles Amato, EPA
L. Joe Deal, DOE
John Gibson, FDAA
John McConnel, DCPA
Bernard Shleien, FDA
John Stapleton, DOT
Jim Thomas, FPA
Status Report - Harold Collins, NRC
e Review of Licensee Plans
® Task Force on Emergency Planning
e Commission Advance Notice of Rulemaking

o NRC/EPA Task Force Recommendations

9:30 A.M. Field Assistance Eff -t - Harold Gaut, NRC
10:15 - 10:30 A.M. BREAK
10:30 A.M. Discussion - Harold Collins, NRC

® Review of Existing Concurrences - Robert Jaske, NRC
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e Status of States with Operating Plants and No
Concurrence - Richard Van Niel, NRC

e Status of other States without Concurrence -
Richard Cleveland

e Acceptance Criteria - Harold Gaut, NRC
11:30 - 1:00 P.M. LUNCH
1:00 - 3:15 P.M. Federal Agency Meetings (See Attachment 1)
e o Review Acceptance Criteria

e ¢ Surface and Document Problems (technical and
logistical)

e o Prepare and Submit written issues for Wednesday
Morning panel

3:15 - 3:30 P.M. BREAK
3:30 P.M. Discussion (cont.) - Harold Collins, NRC (Litton North)
e Exercise Scenarios - Kichard Starostecki (SAI)

@ Review and Critique of Exercises - John Heard (RAC IV)

Planning vs. Preparedness - Richard Donovan (RAC X)

Training - Robert DeFayette, NRC

e PRERAD - Jim Dukes, NRC

e Funding Study - Shelly Schwartz, NRC
5:00 - 7:30 P.M. DINNER
7:30 - 9:30 P.M. RAL Meetings {See Attachment 2)

e o Review Acceptance Criteria

e o Surface and Document Problems

o o Qutline Plan for Existing Concurrences

e o Prepare Floor Questions for Wednesday Morning
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July 25 - Wednesday

9:00 - 10:30 A.M. Panel on Issues - Robert Ryan, NRC chairs (Litton North)
10:30 - 10:45 A.M. BREAK
10:45 - 12:00 P.M. Closing Statements by Federal Agency Senior Staff

S0 ¥ 3 T ¥
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1:00 P.M. Federal Agency Work Sessions

Agency
NRC

EPA
00T
DOE
DCPA
FOAA
FPA

HEW

ATTACHMENT 1

Room No. NRC Liaison
109
118 R. Van Niel
119 R. DeFayette
123 T. Elsasser
208 J. Hufham
220 A. Robart
221 T. Essig
308 R. Cleveland

b33 155
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ATTACHMENT 2

7:30 P.M. Adivsory Committee Work Sessions

Committee Room No. NRC Representative
RAC 1 (Boston) 220 R. DeFayette
RAC 2 (New York) 221 R. Jaske
RAC 3 (Phildelphia) 208 T. Elsasser
RAC 4 (Atlanta) 308 J. Hufham
RAC 5 (Chicago) 109 T. Essig
PAC 6 (vallas) 118 G. Brown
RAC 7 (Kansas City) 119 S. Bajwa
RAC 8 (Denver) 123 R. Van Niel
RAC 9 (San Francisco) 320 A. Robart
RAC 10 (Seattle) 321 R. Cleveland
HAC 408 H. Gaut

1 4/ 5
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A LOOK AT TWELVE STATE RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY
RESPONSE PLANS HAVING NRC CONCURRENCE

Robert T. Jaske
Technical Advisor to the Director
Office of State Programs

For Presentation at the NRC Radiological Emergency
Training Conference, July 24, 1979, Kansas City, Missouri
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A LOOK AT TWELVE STATE RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY
RESPONSE PLANS HAVING NRC CONCURRENCE

In the months just before Three Mile Island, the Office of State Programs was able to concur
with the emergency preparedness plans of 12 States. This was accomplished in the face of a
number of obstacles by a lot of hard work on the part of the regional and headquarters
advisory committees, and by the States. With the experience of Three Mile Island behind us,
the office is now hopeful that all States involved directly or indirectly with fixed nuclear
facilities can reach concurrence during 1380. This wil® place additional burdens on the
established plan review system in the face of potential changes resuiting from legislation
and rulemaking.

As part of this new effort, we thought it would be useful to examine the 12 concurred-in
plans in order to help us find areas of interest which may need additional attention. This
examination was done in two parts. First, we looked at the reports of the regional advisory
committees seeking threads of concern for the treatment of specific elements in the existing
guide and checklist document, NUREG-75/111. Second, in the light of Three Mile Island, we
reviewed the individual plans in order to find elemen.s which might be better addressed.

Both of these ~xaminations revealed important lessons which I would like to share with you
today. In the discussion which follows, I would like to emphasize that we are looking for
ways to do the job better. Most of the judgments are highly subjective, and rest on con-
ceptual notions of events which might never take place. Specific elements of State plans
which 1 will mention may in fact mean different things to different people. 1 hope you will
join with me in the spirit of this undertaking, and if you disagree on a given judgment, try
to find why such a differing view can exist, and what we can do about it.

To begin with, I mentioned obstacles. I will preface this discussion with a brief list of
th-se as they relate to success and consisiency of the planning process. In my judgment

these obstacles are:
L There is no consensus on the nature of the accident to plan against.

2. NRC guidance in critical areas of early notice and accident assessment is imprecise and
unevenly administered.

3.  Response activities are hampered by lack of radiation instrumentation for early warning
and assessment.

4. Funding for training and support has not been adequate, and existing expenditures are
unevenly focused at differing levels of government.

1373 142
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5. Information gathering and assessment technology is insufficiently deployed at all
levels of government.

6. Federal guidance on protective action guides is slow in coming.

Three Mile Island has served to emphasize these obstacles, and all of these are currently

being addressed by a host of investigating bodies. Meanwhile, we must get on with the job and
do the best we can.

Turning now to the job at hand, I begin by listing the 12 States for which concurrence
exists.

Tab'e I - States with Concurred-in Plans

Original Plan Date Concurrence Date
A labama 2/16/78 2/9/79
Arkansas 5/78 5/3/79
California 8/78 8/15/78
Cornecticut 3/n 12/21/77
Delaware 6/6/78 7/24/78
Florida 6/78 8/4/78
Towa 6/30/78 2/27/79
Kansas 8/78 9/19/78
New Jersey 8/77 9/30/77
New York 12/78 1/23/79
South Carolina 9/77 11/23/77
wWashington 5/76 3/29/77

A1l of these achieved concurrence before Three Mile Island.

Observations of the Regional Advisory Committees

In reviewing plans, the regional committees are asked to seek the 154 elements listed in
NUREG-75/111 and make a judgment as to their existence, their strength and if uncertainties in
strength exist to flag these. If all of the 70 elements deemed essential by the Office of
State Programs are present, a plan is considered for concurrence pending a formal exercise.

The records of this plan evaluation process are important in determining if generic topics
which can be called consistent problem areas are identified. Such problem areas may well rest
with the NRC guidance documentation itself. The Office of State Programs has recently met
with a number of regional advisory committee people in order to work out a more consistent
basis for making judgments on plan content and strength. We will be talking about that later
on today.

The regional committee reports did identify some critical elements where there are either
weaknesses or reasons to withhold final judgment. 5 = e
1373 143
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Table II - Critical Elements Requiring Aaditional Attention

Element Element Name
204 Formal Intragovernmental Relations
246 Communications Plans
249 Public Communication
258 Medical Transportation
265 24 Hour Dosimetry Service
266 Radiological Exposure Control
281 Liaison for Radiological Response Training
291 Review and Update of Response Pian
311 Radioprotective Drug Administration
422 Accident Area Controls

Taken as a whole, thi. group implies a generic problem in mobilization of radiological informa-
tion and in command responsibility for knowing what is going on and what to do about it. This
generic problem was present at Three Mile Island with respact to early conditions and in the
assessment of those conditions which required formal actions by authorities.

The committees also noted weaknesses or unresolved matters in 29 additional elements not on
the present critical list. For brevity, I have grouped these into the four headings of the
guidance document NUREG-75/111

1. Radiological Emergency Response Elements
The 17 elements needing attention or clarification could be grouped into four key topics.

These are:

a. Functional descriptions of transportation and rescue activities including provision
for operation in inclement weather.

b. Means to integrate the Federal response in a timely and effective manner.

€. Means to deal with operations in the controlled area in authorities, communications,
information and records, and physical support.

d. Exercise scenarios which adequately test the response plan.

2. Implementing Instruction Elements
The three elements found here deal with the very important generic subject of accident
categories, the implementing of RAP/IRAP team responses to these categories and regional

arrangements for organizing general Federal assistance in response to the categories.

3. Operational Procedure Elements
Four relatively diverse elements were found to need attention. These were:

3



Operations in Controlled Areas
Medical Foilow-up
Equipment Testing
Provisions for Updating Plans

anoe

4. Resource Elements
The five elements in this category related to the generic problems of identification and

listing of consultative support, equipment inventories and distribution, meteorological
liaison and provisions for feeding people and animals.

Taken as a whole, the analysis of the regional advisory committee response suggests some
reevaluation of what is deemed critical in several important areas. These are:

General planning to integrate the Federal response

Radiological assessment and operation control in the controllied areas
Attention to exercises, scenarios and plan updating

Information analysis, records and data management in real time

General planning to better integrate communications, personnel and equipment
Clear guidance for evaluation of essential .icments

Personal Observations on Concurred-in Plans

With the data from the regional advisory groups available and Three Mile Island fresh in mind,
I reviewed the plans of the 12 States which had achieved concurrence. As a general obser-
vation, I found considerable variation in form and conceptual approach. In each of the 12
plans, there were some notable good points which I wil! cover briefly later on.

I also found what I think are some generic weak points which I have listed below. I stress
that these are personal judgments and impressions upon which reasonable persons can disagree,
but which | commend to your attention. The order of listing is not a priority but follows the
sequence from planning to dealing with an actual event.

1. The State plans are genera!ly weak in the formulation and testing of exercises and drills
and are uneven in the relative response of counties and the States. States are stronger
in those aspects of planning which reflect ongoing experience with natural disasters
which occur from time to time and give incentive to plan development.

2. Attention to formal training and the certification of persons with established credentials
is limited outside of police, fire and military operations. The designation of key deci-
sion makers is not ciearly related to the depth of knowledge and experience in emergency
management. This is especially evident at the local government level.

3. The relationship with the Federal government is not clear either in designation of respon-
sibilities or the use of Federal resources. Accident categories are not related to
Federal response in either time or severity. Also it is not clear that Federal agencies

| 5 /<5 n i 5
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have a site specific response plan which integrates witn State and utility accident
plans. For a severe accident which develops within 8 hours, with the present plan-

ning structure, it does not appear that Federal resources could be effectively used.
Those aspects of State plans which are derived from planning for general military attack
better address Federal response, perhaps reflecting longer term thinking and preparation
in conjunction with the Defense Civil Preparecness Agency.

The plans for utilization of radiation detection instruments, especially dosimeters, are
highly dependent on the ability to mobilize the appropriate response team. Only one
State, Connecticut, has a firm plan for overal dosimeter distribution. Of the lessons
learned at Three Mile Island, this one is very significant to response pianning It
appears time that we should pay more attention to radiation assessment and response over
short time .ntervals, and more attention needs to be focused on dosimetry and associated
record keeping. This impacts directly on the relationships of State and county command
functions.

The utilization of laboratories, the availability of instruments and the planning for
massive sampling is somewhat taken for granted. We have also learned from Three Mile
Island that sampling, timing, analysis and reporting are integral parts of the executive
management response and a highly organized, multiagency effort supported with good com-
munication needs to be in place when needed.

Notification arrangements with facility operators are not clear, and are not well
supported with formal agreements. The judgment on notification with respect to accident
categories is often convoluted by communication chains through local government. Such a
system is appropriate for lesser accidents (through Class 8), but could involve breakdown
of the system if major accidents are impending over a short time frame.

Many States have adopted nonuniform accident categories which differ from NRC guidance

such as Reg. Guide 1.101. Also, planning in some States (Florida, New York, Kansas and
New Jersey) is expressly limited to design basis accident (Class 8) scenarios required by
NRC licenses. Other States such as Connecticut and California implicitly accept the
design basis accident by reference to utility plars. It is clear that resolution of this
matter is of high priority and adoption of the Emergency Planning Zone concept (NUREG-0396)
and plausible scenarios as part of Federal guidance is necessary before States can act to
clarify this aspect of their plans.

With the exception of Connecticut, there is little evidence of planning for the retention
of essential public services or dealing with the curtailment of industrial operations
such as refineries or metal reduction plants. The limited evacuation plans are imprecise
in this regard and they do not account for sheltering of key workers at critical facili-
ties. This aspect of planning suggests a closer merging of thinking between a general
emergency from a fixed nuclear facility and that of limited nuclear attack.

, :S /'.5 i'; J
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9. Finally, the communication plans of most States, excepting California, rely heavily on the
commercial telephone. We know from Three Mile Island that the use of commercial tele-
phone is infeasible in a general or lesser emergency. Critical persons cannot be mobi-
lized or equipment dispatched because of overloading of circuits. The situation calls
for improvements especially for those aspects which involve mobilization, data gathering
and command decisions. Also, the wide range or radio frequencies employed in the United
States for normal activities enormously complicates command function in either real
emergencies or exercises.

On the positive side there is much good in the 12 concurred-in plans. In the aggregate

they represent a lot of hard work by a lot of dedicated people working with very limited
resources. At the risk of leaving some strong points out, I will make a brief comment on each
of the plans in order to put some perspective on the group as a whole.

Alabama
This plam emphasizes county responses from the ground up and is based in part on the use of
fixed monitors to supplement the early notice by operators. It has a well developed notifi-

cation chain for State and local government, but is less strong in planning for Federal
involvement.

Arkansas
This plan depends heavily on State officials and is relatively nonspecific about county

actions. The legislative basis is well defined, and much of the detail on individual actions
is specifically delegated by statute.

California

This State has a well developed communication plan based on an independent microwave network
and places minimum reliance on commercial telephones. The county plans are strong, but
uneven. The plan relies specifically on use of the military department to support evacua-
tions, and reflects the frequency of natural disasters which impact that State. Early notice
by facility operators is well organized and supported by specific memos of understanding.

Connecticut

More than any State, Connecticut has a very detailed command and response plan down to individ-
val officials of local government. It has express provisions for dosimeter distribution and
radiation assessment dowr to local government. The procedural checkiist is exhaustive. It
organizes resources efiectively and includes specific command functions for maintenance of
essential functions such as water supply and sewerage through the engineering staffs. It is
less well developed with respect to the operator/governmert interface and with Federa)
agencies.

Delaware

The State level plan is well balanced between planning and resources and is commendable for a
State without an operator facility. They pay a lot of attention to radiation control in the
impacted areas. As in Connecticut it deals with the engineering function for essential
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services very effectively. Delaware is, however, not strong in county response and training,
and depends heaily on coordination with Maryland and New Jersey for notifications.

Florida
Florida has a gooi balance between State and county responses and the administrative interties

are well developed. The county evacuation plans are detailed and the authorities are well
documented. Dosimeter distribution is planned from State Health Department stocks. Florida
has, however, limited its planning to design basis accidents which reflects; on its planning for
accident area contrnl and coordination with Federal agencies. The Stute plan reflects a
maturity gained from frequent exposure to natural disasters.

lowa

On paper, the Iowa plan is the tightest administrative package and is well detailed in
essential areas of authority and response control. The plan places heavy emphasis on the
national guard through the Military Division. The plan is unique in its emphasis on transpor-
tation planning including air traffic control. The coordination with Federal agencies is
clearly developed, including early notice. The State patrol is part of the radiation assess-
ment function. Less strong are its provisions for central control of the responses to

accident categories.

Kansas
Responsibilities are _learly indexed by a matrix and command authorities are strong and

specific. Like Florida, its plan is specifically limited to design basis accidents a~d the
State may have insufficient resources for a larger accident particularly with response to
radiation assessment in the control area. Since it has no operating reactors, it depends on
Nebraska for early notice. Accordingly, county plans are generic as to evacuation and popula-

tion controi

New Jersey
The New Jersey plan is technology forcing, based on the design basis accident data of the

operating facilities. Lines of authority are crisp and well defined. The evacuation plans
are specific, including a 6-hour time goal, and are carefully coordinated with county authori-
ties. Specific attention is given to the facility internals and the responses are clearly
tied to the stated accident categories. Advance provisicns for area wide monitoring and
sampling exist and the provisions for effective use of radiation control laboratories are
exceptional. As in many other States. however, provisions for integrating the Federal

response are not well developed.

New York
The basic planning is complete and well supported by legislative basis. Communicat’ons are

well developed and have extensive redundancy. As in the New Jersey plan, it is closely
related to design basis accident plans by utilities. There is « - -2ss provision for DOE/RAP
participation. Considerable attention is given to agricultural land controls. The plan is,
however, relatively weak in accident area controls, radiation assessment coordination and
evacuat®. . response. The categories of response differ from facility to fac’lity.
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South Carolina

This State plan is also well developed and has good administrative support. Response is
keyed to development of an ongoing incident through effective integration of radiation
assessment functions. Planning for evacuations is specific and supported by clear lines of
authority. The plan does not include specifics on county capabilities, and response depends
heavily on the State management function. The communication plan depends heavily on
commercial telephone ana could use additional resources.

Washington

The Washington plan emphasizes the role of counties to a great extent hecause of the practical
difficulties of mobilizing State response. It includes complete analyses of control room
functions of commercial facilities and carefully integrates operator response with potential
accident categoris . and evacuation response. The administrative function is well defined

and supported by legislative basis and memoranda of understanding. The State Patrol is
prepared to participate in radiation measurement and accident zrea control with local
government. Express provisions for interstate cooperation are in place. Washington relies
heavily on Federal assistance but the express provisions for integrating Federal response
could be strengthened.

It is clear that we ought to be doing somethiny to improve plans with an NRC concurrence.

We intend to work on a cooperative basis with these States and local governments during the
months ahead. I have consulted with the emergency preparedness staff and have the following
observations to offer.

First; our letters of concurrence sent to the lead agency officials in the State, responsible
for this kind of planning, identified scme essential planning elements which in the opinion
of the regional advisory committees were judged to be only "fair" in terms of adequacy Our
letters go on to say that the States should pay particular attention to the adequacy of

these planning elements in annual exercises of the emergency plans. Necessary improvements
in the p'ans should then be made based upon the results of these exercises. The Federal

team and the States should be paying particular attention to those “fair" planning elements,
and to the other generic weaknesses that I have just mentioned. The Federal team and the
States should work together to eliminate or minimize the weaknesses and upgradz the planning
elements judged to be "fair" in terms of quality of development.

Second; we need to have good exercises, testing as much of the emergency plans as we can.
The exercises should involve the entire response organization, right down to the local
government level. NRC will, with the help of Sandia Laboratories and its sub-contractors,
prepare standardi ed exercise scenarios that the States and local governments can use to
test emergency plans. "“Tabletop" exercises are of limited value and are useful as a
pre-exercise drill to work out the bugs prior to conducting a definitive exercise in the
field. "Tabletop" exerc:ses will not be acceptable to the Federal teams observing an
exercise to test a plan. We will be asking the States with concurred-in plans to advise us
of the specific aates for their next exercise so we can schedule Federal teams, assisted by
contractor personnel, to assist the States and local governments in conducting, observing
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and evaluating the exercises. We are making plans with the NRC Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation to have NRC teams observe, evaluate, and critique the licensee's portion of each
exercise. Licensee excercises and State and local exercises should be jointly conducted.

Third; we intend to look at the concurred-in plans from an acceptance criteria standpoint,
primarily as acceptance criteria relate to those plannirg elements judged to be “"fair" and to
the generic weakness which 1 have mentioned.

In closing, I wish to thank you for your continued assistance in the review and development
of these plans. My own review has been designed te assist your work by providing the
perspective of a new look by a previously noninvolved party in combination with my own view
of the problems posed by Three Mile Island. I hope this review has been useful. 1'd be
happy to answer any questions you may have.

R
L
(W
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Emergency Planning Around Nuclear
Faclliities

[10 CFR Part 50)

AGENCY: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

ACTION: Advance Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking.

suMMaRY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission is considering the adoption
of additional regulations which will
establish &s conditions of power reactor
operation increased emergency
readiness for public protection in the
vicinity of nuclear power reactors on the
part of both the licensee and local and
state authorities. The Commissior is
interested in receiving public comment
on objectives for effective plans,
acceptance criteria for State/local
emergency plans, NRC concurrence in
State and loca! plans as a requirement
for issuance of an operating license or

and to establish criteria to guide the
preparation of emergency plans.
However, the NRC has not made NRC
approva! of State and local emergency
plans & condition of nuclear power plant
operation.

The accident at Three Mile Island has
raised @ number of questions about the
aedequacy of radiological emergency
response plans. Even before the
acadent the GA " had recommended
that NRC not license new power plants
for operation unless cff-site emergency
plans have been approved by the NRC.
GAO, Report to the Congress, “Areas
Around Nuclear Facilities Should Be
Better Prepared For Radiological
Emergencies,” March 30, 1879, The
Commission is also considering new
guidance to State and local governments
on emergency planning, based on an
analysis of a joint NRC-EPA Task Force
Report. “Planning Basis for Development
of State and Local Government
Radiological Emergency Response Plans
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) —
for continued operation of a nuclear in Support of l‘.lghl Water Nuclear
facility, and coordination between the Power Plants,” NUREG-CJ96/EPA 520/
licensee plan and State and local plans.  1-78-0" 6, December 1978. See 43 Fed.
The Commission seeks written Reg. 52258 (December 15, 1678), see also
comments on what items should be 44 Fed. Reg. 23137 (April 18, 197?). .
included in the rule. Furthermore. 8 number of organizations,
e Commr o s, B e
August 31, 1878, 8,
rae and supplemented & petition for
ADDRESSES: Written comments rulemaking, previously by the
concerning these issues should be iy glung..i . Sonasms detbenhodpen tional
submitted to the Secretary of the details of evocunno’nmp" See 44
Commission, U.S. dieu Regulatory FR 32486 (June 6, ’m)'l‘m'
Coniminsiun, WArbingion. 1C. S0, The Commission has decided to
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: initiat ted rul :
Patricia A. Comella, Site Designation proc.edeu.r: :m 'ﬁlﬂ:" m ad
Branch, Office of Standards local emergency response plans and
Development, Nuclear Regulatory those of licensees. The Commission is
Commission, Washington, DC 20555 soliciting public coraments in this area,
301-443-5981. particularly on the following issues:
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The NRC 1. What should be the basic objectives
requires that power reactor license of emergency planning?
applicants plan for radiological a. To reduce public radiation
emergencies within the'r plant sites and  exposure?
makc arrangements with State and local b. To prevent public radiation
organizations to respond to accidents exposure?
thet might have consequenccs beyond c. To be able 10 evacuate the public?
the site boundary. In this way off-site To wikat asitest shoukd thoes
emergency planning has been related to obisciives be onsntifiedt
the nuclear licensing process. See 10 ; What conzu‘tutes an effective
CFR Part 50, _Adppendxxg (;97%). see also emérgency sespnsy Sius e St and
;‘:::3:::;]‘88;;:?;31 '.‘E.mr:rg%ncy loca! agencies? For licensees? What are
Planning for Nucl r Power Pl - the essential elements that must be
('R.ev. 1, 19;;)‘ FTEE O included in an effective plan? Do
To aid State and local governments in ‘;g'éﬁ'g gkfgq:mmm- for hgemes
the development and implementation of  (1° b dirks f.or Sl;tcfw;?/ui)
SSoquote ndrgmncy pieos. the IRC. In lxnmck any of these essential elements?
conjunction with seven other Federal - Sbg i s L R
agencies, has attempted. on a e Curre
coopednt{s've and _volum:ry basis. to ; :::g:;?gﬁ::;:’:d;q@ em:;"gtf’::y
g:::: :ndolrot:.al gove‘mnm:!:xstt;ﬁ:::n:l continued operation of any nuclear
Adequacy and Acceptance of power plant with an existing operating

license? If so. when should this general
requirement become effective?

4. Should prior NRC concurrence in
the associated State and local
emergency response plans be a
requirement for the issuance of any new
operating license for a nuclear power
plant? If so, when should this general
requirement become effective?

5. Should financial essistance be
provided to State and local governments
for radiological emergency response
planning and preparedness? If so, to
what extent and by what means? What
should be the source of the funds?

6. Should radiological emergency
response drills be & requirement? If so,
under whose authority: Federal, State or
local government? To what extent
should Federal, State, and local
governments, and licensees be required
to participate?

7. How and to what extent should ihe
public be informed, prior to any

.
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emergency, CONCerning emergency For the Commission
actions it might be called upon to take?  Samuel ). Chilk.

8. What ections should be taken in Secretary of the Commission.
response o the recommendations of the g Doc 752207 Pived 7-16-7% 848 am)
joint NRC/EPA Task Force Report BALING CODE 7590-01-4
(NUREG-0396/EPA 520/1-78-016)?

¢ Under what circumstances and .
using what criteria should a licensee
notfy State, local. and Federal agencies
of incidents, including emergencies?

When. how, to what extent, and by
whom should the public be notified of
these incidents?

The comments received will be
collected and evaluated by the NRC
staff. which will, in turn, submit
recommendations on proposed rules to
the Commission. Based on the comments ’ { /2

it receives from the public and the B
analysis of the problem presented by the

NRC Staff, the Commission will

determine whether to proceed with a

proposed rule for potice and comment

and/or whether to make such rule

immediately effective. The Commission

anticipates completion of this expedited

rulemaking in approximately six

months.

The NRC staff is presently conducting
e comprehensive review of all aspects of
the NRC emergency planning and
preparedness program. Therefore, the
Commission is also interested in
receiving comments on all other aspects
of emergency planning, including issues
raised in the Critical Mass/PIRG
petition for rulemaking and questions
such as the following:

10. How and to what extent should the
concerns of State and loce! governments
be incorporated into Federal
radiological emergency response
planning?

11. How should Federal agencies
interface witn State and local
governments and the licensee during
emergencies’

12 Should the licensees be required to
provide radiological emergency
response training for State and local
government personnel? If so, to what
extert? Should the Federal government
provide such training? If so, to what
extent'?

13. To what extent should reliance be
placed on licensees for the assessment
of the actual or potential consequences
of an accident with regard to initiation
of protective =ction? To what extent
should this respo..<ibility be borne by
Federal. State or loca' governments?

14. Would public participation in
radiological emergency response drills.
including evacuation. serve & useful
purpose? If so. what should be the
extent of the public participation? 39

Dated at Washingtoa. D C., this 12th dey of
July. 1978,




July 19, 1979

Some Notes on Acceptance Criteria

The original NRC auidance document "Guide and Checklist" was first
published in December 1974. The original 1ist of gui.ance elements was developed
as an all inclusive list of items that would be desirable in a comprehensive State
radiological emergency response plan.

When the States started using this guidance document, however, they
soon observed that many of the elements, although certainly desirable, did not
appear to be absolutely essential. There was a concensus that some items didn't
affect the ability of the State to protect the health and sa‘z2ty of the public
during the early phases of an emergency. Provisions for .ecovery, for example,
would not necessarily be part of the emergency plan alth..yn they would obviously
be a necessary component for after accident response. The original list of 154
elenents was after long review by interested parties narrowed in 1977 to 70 essen-
tial elements. Supplement 1 published in March 1977 said all of these would have
to be adequately addressed in the response plan before concurrence would be granted
by the NRC.

We moved then from a theoretical discussion to a practical ore. We must
now ask fundamental questions such as what constitutes an adequate discussion of
én element in the plan. During the two years that the "essential element" concept
has been used, the interpretation of "adequate" has been left to the individual
reviewers. Generally speaking, this has been satisfactory. But, now that the
State/local radiological emergency rosponse planning is becoming more formal,
we believe that the review process should be made as objective as possible. If
we do th.s, it will allow reviewers to evaluate all elements in the same way and
keep the subjectivity to a minimum. The attached document describes acceptance
criteria in objective terms for each of the elements. Mot only will it give the

Federal reviewers a baseline upon which to review a plan, but it will also give
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II.

ITI.

IV.

the plan writer a better understanding of what is required for concurrence. These

suggested criteria are not hard and fast; they must be reviewed and "field tested"

by all parties who will be using them.

Definition

Acceptance criteria are baseline or minimum criteria that must be addres-
sed before an element can be found to be satisfactory. We hope that each State
will not 1imit itself to simply satisfying them but they will use th: criteria as

the baseline to develop whatever further planning may be necessary for its own

situation.

Concurrence
As was stated earlier, Supplement 1 to NUREG-75/111, which was published

on March 15, 1977, describes the essential elements. The supplement also said
that the plan must be tested at least annually by the State in order to maintain
the concurrence. Wwe also believe and have said for sometime that a new plan must
be tested before concurrence is granted. Such an exercise must go beyond a "table
top" exercise. It must include, as a minimum, a limited field exercise. The
exercise should include participation by all parties described in the plan. We
also recommend that the exercise be conducted in conjunction with the annual
exercise conducted by licensees. The basic purpose of the exercising is to check

for capabilities in addition to determining of the plan itself is satisfactory.

Plan Review

During the review process, as reviewers evaluate the elements assigned
to them they should have only three choices: either to accept what is written or
to reject it or note that it is missing. In the past, there have been four choices;

a 1573
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1) missing; 2) unacceptable; 3) acceptable but needing improvement; 4) acceptable.
We think the time may have come to eliminate the third step, "acceptable but in
need of improvement." In addition, when an element is not accepted, the reasons
for the rejection should be stated in writing to the State or local government.
We will enccurage the States to submit a table or index listing each essential
element and where it can be found in the plan. Such a list will enable each
State to determine if it has forgotten any element and also make our review easier.
Finally, the concurrence process should not be considered static.
Rather, it must be dynamic. A plan should undergo continuous review and updating.
If at any time during the process one or more essential elements are found to be
inadequate, the State shall be notified and urged to correct the deficiency. If
this correction is not completed in a timely manner, concurrence can be withdrawn
by the NRC after consultation with other members of the Federal Interagency Central
Coordinating Committee (FICCC).
We have had many questions about the relationship of local plans
to State plans. Obviously, many of the essential elements pertain more to the
local level than to the State level. If local plans are submitted for review with
State plans, then the local plans are also reviewed. The 70 essential elements
must be found adequately addressed in the two plans. If local plans are not
submitted, then the 70 essential elements must be adequately addressed in the
State plan.
Finally, the question of tests or exercises for States with more than
one facility must be addressed. We recommend that the State be intimately
invy ved once a year with at least one facility and locality. For cther facilities
only the local aspects would be involved; in all cases the communications should be

checked out annually with the State.
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We intend that such concurrence be site specific. In other words,

it is quite possible that a State/local plan could be acceptable for one site

in 2 State but not for another. This could come about in several ways. For
exarple, a local plan could be acceptable for site A but the local plan for site
B may not be. Or, the State plan may not be required to address the elements of
contiguous planning for one site if there are no other States within 50 miles.
But there could be a second site in which contiguous planning is required. In
this case, the plan would receive concurrence for the first site but not for the
second. 1f there are any questions which cannot be resolved by the regional

reviewers, the questions will be resolved by the Headquarters Advisory Committee.

\_’ .
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Definitions and Acronyms in Attached Material

Category "A" States

Category "B" States

Category "“C" States

Category "D" States

Category "E" States

Stages of development that States
appear to be in:

PRERAD

RAC

Those with operating facilities and no
“"concurred in" plan.

Those (other than "A") contiguous to an
operating facility in an adjacent State.

Those (other than "A" or "B") with plants
under construction.

Those (other than “A," “B," or “C") contiguous

to a plant under construction in an adjacent
State.

Those who have already received NRC concurrence.

Stage I- Identification of principals,
determination of internal State priorities,
and assessment of the status of State planning
material.

Stage 1II- Development/compilation of planning
materials.

Stage I1I11- Evaluation/upgrading of planning
materials.

Stage IV- Critioue of exercises.

(Peacetime Radiological Emergency Response
Audit Device) A "PERT" type system for making
an objective and semi-quantitative evaluation
of a plan/exercise.

Regional Advisory Committee.

1373 157
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ATTACUMENT I

Starft Assignuwents

1. Hal Gaut will coordinate tlelud assistance, rLeviev b
concurrence Opciations and L[OLIUW Up On €xlstlng Cconcurrences.

2. Bob LeFayette will support ueveiopment of New kngland
regiounal plan, wanaye tralling ploglall and assist 1u covrdination
of overall ti1eld assistdnce elLiorts.

3. Fod Mason will interface with the public sector, assist in
coordination ol in-hLouse activity 1 support or tiela assistance
and deal witu speclal problem aircas as Legulred.

4. Dick Cievenyer will develop demoyraphic data in support ol
local & contiguous pianning ettorts, and specitic field needs and

priorities.

5. State progyrams Legyional start (ITowm Elsasser ¢ andy Rowart)

will retain ie€ad in NRC regyions 1 & S.

6. IE regionai statr will retain iead 1n NBC regions 2,3,& 4 as

time pecmits, Aeepliy coordinatur of rield operdations dvare of
any projectead short-tall.

7. Dick Van Niel will support efforts in the 16 category ‘A’
States & coolulnate perflodic State status reports ror all
cateyories.

8, Uick Cleveland will support erforts in the 1< category 'b‘
J'CY & '[' Statuse (And *A' as time ¢ scheduiing permit.)

Y. Singh vajwa wili support eftorts in category *E' States and
apply PRERAD analyses to 'pending' and *concucried 1n' plans.

10, Bob Jaske will provide quality conttol support on the
concurrence process, including a critical review orf the 12
€X1S5tlNny CONCULLEnCES.

11, Ben Harless ¢ Steve Salomon wiall edit exercise reports,
develop 1mproved methods Of exercCise evaluation, evaluate cost
LMpdCt Ol eXxelClse dctivity and plepale [L[eSponses to
conyressional and related enguirles tor detailed cimeryency
preparedness 1nlormation.

12. bob Jaske, Harshall Sanders, & Steve Salomon will pursue
speclal problem/states as heeded, Or noted Lelow.

13, Jim Dukes will implement PRERAL, instruct tield statf 1in 1ts
use and docuiment ALP systems regyuirenents in support of EP
plan/capability aunalyses, act as liaison to MrA, & provaide
Lrmediate ALP suppoit as reguired, (bemainder of ertort will be
applied to cverall 0O5P needs.)

14. MPA will develop tunctional systems in response to
regyuirenents €voived 1 Ltem 13 abOve and maintain active
invoiverent in the tleld test staje ot the FLEFAD system to
ensure Ats rtellabrlity as dan dppiled tesoulce dutlng the
accelerated FF tevaiew period,
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(Staff who have 'support' roles will tunction bLasically as a
headquarters project manageryconsultant, working closely with
both the appropriate regyional advisory comuittee chdaicrman (or
co-chaitman) and the NFC action OfLticer LOr a4 particular State,)
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July 17, 1917y ATTACHMENT II A
CATEGUERY *A' States (General FLOJeCt Byre = L1CK Van Niel)
State Facalities
(stage) (action otlicer) = commentsstatus
COLCRADO Ft. St. Vrain

(Stage III) (Paul Alley-DCPA)Revised plan due in Septemrer,
Begionai Advisory Conmittee review complete. FBEFALU administerea
5/21,22, Concutrence i1s projected for Octoker 19175,

GEORGIA Hatch 1¢2, Voytle 1&2

(Stage II) (Jim Hufham) New lead agyency 1s the Dept ot
Natural Fesources, Diatt plan is due Ly end ot July 1974.
Concurrence is projucted tor Decemter 1979.

ILLINOIS Dresden 1,3, Juad cities, Zion 182,

Braidwood 162, Bryon 1oz, Ciinton 162, lasalle 62,

Carroll 162

(Staye II) (Bob Jasae) High praority ertort cegan 6,12/79
with goal ot submission to NGC by 12,31,75, Funding assured Ly
€Xecutive allocation. State legyislature moving to establish a
Lund Lrom iiacensiny fees. Concurrence is ptoujected ror mid 19480,

HAINE Maine Yankee

(Stage 1I) (bob DeFayette)Plan 1s part of regional plan
effort. (See VI) State 15 also ptocecdiny independently. Cratt
vlan due i1n hujyust. No projection i1s avallable for corncurrence,

MARYLAND Calvert Clifts 182
(Stage III) (Dack Van Niel) Flan is under review by EKAC.
Concurrence is projected tor Decemier 1979,

MASSACHUSETTS Pilgrim 162, fankee-Fowe, Montaygue 162

(Staye II) (Uob Lefayette) Part ot tejional plan etfort. (Sec
VT) Also proceediny independently, Lrate rlan due 1n November, ko
projection 1s availawvle fcr concurrence.

HICHIGAN Falisdades, w1y Rock Foint, Cook 1&2,
Fermi 2, Midland 162, Greenwood <ol
(Stage II) (Daca Van Niel)vlan 1s 1in preparation. Expected to
be submitted ror HFAC ceview in Auyust, Exercise scheduled in
August with Palisades. NO projection availacvle for concurrence.

MINNESOTA donticelle, Fraire Island 1e¢2

(Stagye II) (Ball Axelson)Fevised plan 1s due to EAC for
review in Juky 1979. Lbxercise planned with Prairie 1sland.
Concurtence projected rtor Octower 1979y,

NEBRASKA Ft. Calhoun 1, Cooper Station

(Stage 1V) (Harold Pickering=§PA)Plan accejptable. Exercise
with FPort Calhoun scheduled 7/31. Concurrence 1is projected for
August 197y,

NORTH CAROLTNA Biunsvick 162, Harris 1,4, McGuire 162,
Perkins 1,3
(Stage 111) (Jinm Hutham) Plan 1s alwost completued, RAC review
complete. Concutience 1s plojected Lot Fall 1979,

e TN\ T
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July 17, 1479y ATTACHMENT 11 b
CATEGORY 'b' States (Generas prLoject myte = Lick Cleveland)
State Facilities
(staye) (action otticer) = compenty/status
HISSOURI Callaway lec,Cooper (1n NE)

(Stage II) (Dick Cleveland)dlan 1s belny written as priorcaty
effort. Draft due tu EAC tor review 9/10,/79. 4C targyets
concurrence, i1ncluding exercise, by 1,00,

NEW HAMPSHIEKE Seavrook 1&2

(Stage I) (Bob LeFayette) patt of re.onal plan ettort. =-see
Vermont) ALlso proceediny vwith independent action. MuC meeting with
NU set tor 6/13/7%. Plan concuitence projected tcr 5/80,

RHODE ISLAND Milistone, Connecticut Yankee(in C1) &
Frlgraim(in dA)

(Stagye 1) (Lick Cleveland) 6/1,73 plan exists tor nuclear
accidents. 9/78 plan c¢xists tor Ulsaster fFrepdaredness. bBoth
plans need major work and a4 new pldan 1s under active development.
Ho date yet set (Oor submattal to NRC EaC, Lut expected withan 2

mwonths. Fl1 i1s beiny considered Lor inclusion in the New England
tegronal plan,

wEST VIRGINIA

(Staye 1) (LDick Cleveland) 4/15/69 reacetinme badioloyical
Incidents Control kian 1s in efrect, Adroe (Rad Health) ana
Anderson (Civii Derense) have both asked for NEC assistance in
making a new plan, deetanyg ot NEC with eV tentatively taryeted

tor 8/79. Supmittal ol plan for NEFC,/EAC review targeted tor
1,80,

POOR ORIGINAL
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OHIO Cavis vbessie 1/3, <immer, Perry 182,

Ecie 1u2
(Stagye 4II) (Dick Vvau Niel) fFevised plan out tor RAC review,
Fesponse due py 7/31. Concurience pLcjected tor Fall 1979.

ORZGON Trojan, Pebilde Spranygs 162

(Stage 1II) (Andy Kowart) Partial Rejionual Advisory Committee
review completed. Plan needs work. State Leplesentatives are in 4
stdate Ot flux das lead ayency changying, NO pLOjeCtion avdallabie
tor concurrLence.

PENNSYLVANIA Deaver Valley 162, Feachobottom 283,

Tl 12, Limerick 162, Susyuehanna 164

(Staye 1I1) (Towm cisasser) Cevelogmentysactive review 1in
proyress. This will be a jJoant <ttort or NEC and LCPA during the
next tew wonths, No prujection dvalldule on concurrence,

VERMONT Vermont Yankee

(Stage 1II) (Bbou DeFayette) EFlaen 1s part of regional plan
effort, Meeting uneld 6/11/79 1n Montpelier (DeFayette) to help
state get started on a re-write of 1ts plan. Governor Snellings
LS pushing the regyionai planning concept. borderiny States are
supporting 1t, State plan Jdue by Lecembet 1979, NC (LOjection
dvalldble on concurrence.

VIEGINIA Nortu Amna 1,4, Surry 16<, Central

Virgyinia 12
(Stage IV) (Lowm Elsasser) IAC review essentially complete.
Good exerclse history. Concurrence projected for August 1979,

WISCONSIN Kewaunee, Polnt teach 162, laCrosse,

Tyronne, Haven

(Staye 1YT) (brll Axelson) hAC review complete. State
informed of areas neediny revision, Iwpendiny shaft to
sontractor operated lLabs could cause problems., Exercise
anticipated witu Lacross an July 157%. Concurrence projected ror

Fall 1979.

PUOR ORIGINAL
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July 17, 1979 ATTACHAENT II C
CATEGCRY *C* States (uUeneral project myre = Liaick Cleveland
State Facilities
(stage) (action ofticer) - comment/status
OKLAHOMA Black Fox 182

(Staye II) (Dicx Clevelanud) New start, no previovus ertort.
Prelaminacy dratt has been mailed Ly the State on day <9, 1979
for internal State review. NO projection yet tor submattal ror
RAC revicew, 15t vperating plant scheduled tot late 1942,

TENNESSEL Hartsvaille 1,2,304, Seqyuoyah 182,

Watts Lar 162, Phipps Bend 162,

(Stage III) (Jam Hutham) 1st operatiny plant scheduled for
10/79 Plan unuer RAC review anua KAC concurrence (Seyuoyah aspects
only) expected to be completed by 7,31/79.

ARIZONA Palo verde 1,2,3
(Staye II) (Dica Cleveldnd) New start. Previous plans of
about 1974 ¢ 1976 are out-uated. 1st operating plant 1is

sCheduled for 1985 startup, NO schedule yet tor planm submittal
tor EAC review.

MISSISS1PPI Grand Gult Tue, Yellow Creek 182
(Staye III) (Dick Cleveland) Pian i1s under deveiopment by

State. FAC 1s monitoring pLOyless dnd submittal ror review 1s

expected 10,79, 15t operating piaunut scheduled for J/di.

LOUISIANA hiver Fend 12, wWaterford 3, Grand Gulr
162 (in MS)

(Staye I1I) (Dicx Cleveland) Plan under actual development
wa. reviewed by KAC 1/79. FResutbmittal estimated for 1,80, 1Ist
operating plant 1s scheduled tor Y,/61.

TEXAS
(Stage I1I) (Dick Cleveland) 1970 dratt plan under kAC

reviev, 5AC met witu State 5/24/79, Pldan revisions expected
10/79., Much work still needed un glan.

INDIANA Bailly Station, Marcle Hill 182

(Stage II) (Dick Clevelanu) New start to revise 1974 plan
which was not clearly derined. 1st operating plant scheduled tor
7/83 though 1s withine 59 o ., of operating plant (Cook). NEC met
with IN state staff o/18/79, New dratt plan needs ma Jor work
betore subnmittal Lor LAC Leview. IN plans to sucmit dratt plan
vy 10/73.

POOR ORIGINAL 1373 143
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July 17, 1979 ATTACHAENT II D
CATEGCFRY *L' States (veneral project myr. = Lick Cleveland)
State Faclilities
(staye) (action ofticer) = comment/status
KENTUCKY Macrble Hall (an IN), Zawsmer (in OH)

(Staje IT) (Laca Cleveland) FAL Health working to update glan
(Current version is circa 19b2) Peter Conn, Sec'y of aY bept ot
Human Resources, asked at szammecr beacring 5,/23,79 for Federal
dssistance ror af and no license Lot Zimmer until ettective plan
is 1n place. Judye Greenwoud of Trimbae County has asked Fublac
Service of Indidna Lor specitic help tor local piau at Marble
Hidl. Zauimer (in Ohao) 1s scheduled tor operation in 3/80.

OSP/EP was brieieu 6/21/79 at meeting in Frankfort.
Adininastrdative part or new plan sent out tor RAC review
b/28/79 (due to Le coumpleted B/17/79). Fest of plan expected Y,7v.

POOR ORIBINAL
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July 17, 1979 ATIACHAENT II E
CATEGCERY 'E' States (General project myre = Singh Bajva
State Current State plans of record an EP/USF
Alavama 2716/78 AlLabamra Energency Fklan (Aunex Ub)
Ackansas S/76 Emecr, Cperations Plan (Annex )
Californ.a d770 Nuclear Power klant bmer, hkesp, Plan
Connecticut 3778 FNF REEP (Annex V to St. E.OQ.P.)

Delaware (¢dj).) ov/b/74 RKadioloyical Emer. hesponse Plan
Florida 1978 FRadiological Evm«c. Flan tor FENF

Towa b/30/78 Iowa Emergency Plan

Kansas (ad},) 11 /1776 Annex A - FNF Nuc. Inc. Resp. Flan
New Jersey 11/1/77 State PIPAG manual w/dpge

New Yora 14/78 State Emer, Plan for hkadiation Acci,

South Carolina 12730/7d Peacetime RELP

:
Washinyton 4711 State Imergyency Flan for ENF.

~’
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ALABAMA a1,
ALASKA #2

ARLZONA al.
ARKANSAS a4,
CALIFCENIA dd5.
COLORADC ab.
CONNECTICUT @7,
DELAWARZ #d.
DIST/COLUABIA #Y9.
FLOKIDA 210.
GEORGIA 211,
HAWAII #1<&.

IDAHC @13
ILLINOIS #14.
IEDIANA #15.

IOWA #l1b.

KANSAS al7.
KENTUCKY a18.
LOUISIANA al9.
MAINE #.20.
MARYLAND a@21.
MASSACHUSETTS #22.
MICHIGAN #23.
MINNESOTA #l4.
MISSISSIFPT wi5.
MISSOURI #2¢€.
MONTANA 827
NEURASKA a28.
NEVADA a29.

NEW HAMPSHIERE @30.
NEW JERSEY #31,
NEW MEXICO @32
NEw YORK ali.
NOETH CAROLLINA 434,
NORTH DAKOTA a35.
OHIO #36.
OKLAHUMA 037
OREGON a@3b.
PENNSYLVANIA #39.
PUERTO RICO #4490,
FHODE TSLAND #4171,
SOUTH CAROLINA al42.
SOUTH DAnOTA 843
TENNESSEE ollu.
TEXAS al45.

UTAH #4606

VERMONT 847,
VIRGINIA slU.
RASHINGTION a4y,
dEST VIRGINIA 850.
WNISCONSIN #51.
WYOMING #52

EXERCISE
EXERCISE
LXERCL1SE
CLXLRCISE
LXERCISF
EXERCISE
EXERCISE
FXERCISE
EXERCISE
:XERCISE
EAEECISE
EXERCISE
EXERCISL
EXERCISE
EXLECISE
EALRCISE
EXERCISL
EXLECISE
EXERCISE
EAERCISE
EXERCISE
EAERCISE
EXERCISE
EXERCISE
LXEFCISE
EXERCISE
EAERCISL
EXZERCISE
EAERCISE
LAERCISE
EXERCISE
EXERCISE
EXERCISE
L¥i RCISE
LXERCISE
EXERCISE
EXEECTSE
EXERCISE
EXERCISE
RXERCISE
EXEECYISE
EXEUCISE
LAEFCISE
LXERCISE
EXERCISE
EXERCISE
ELAERCISE
LXERCISE
EXERCISE
LXERCISZ
LXERCISE
BXEKCISE

*"C" indicates completed.

POOR ORI
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SCHEDULE OF EXERCISES

Attachment 111

7/12/79

Required Projected

for by
Concurrence _State Scheduled
DUE 1,40 8/79 bs30,76L*
DUE 4s80 1/V6/79¢C
VDUE 8,80 . S5/2/719C
. 7/79 11/6/78
DUE V1,79 o 12,79 S/12,179C
DUE uyz719 8137179 9/26,178C
DUz 7,80 NLT 10/79 823719
- s -
DUE 1,81 . 5/15,79¢
DUE 10/179 . 6,/4,179C
o - .
. . 10/18/70
. . 6/¢1,776C
. ° 10,21/75
o . /79
o . b/4,75C
- - -
. K .
. 1,731,178
- - -
. . 10/21,175¢C
DUE d/719 9/31,19 S,26/77u6C
DUE 12,179
. S/1% .
e 10/79 y
. 8/79 y/18,/786C
. . t/247176C
DUE 5,719 8,19 11214,178¢C
- L] a
. . 176/758C
- . .
. . 1,75,778C
. . 11747786C
wUE 47719 80 ez18,717C
- - -
. . 1,212,175

1373 146



PTTACHMINT 1Y
STAFF AUIDAICFE QAESIHUNCFES
HURES 75/111 = fdulde and chechlist for FiP's,

Supnlement #1 to HUREG 75/111 - Fssential alansnts to
concurrencea,

HUREG UUdJ = Handbook for ficld assistance to Stats % lec=al
sovts.

NUREG v336 = Planning Basis for luclear Acclident AF3iP's,

isc, Technical documents, (ES fundinz study, PASS, KI suldance,
etc,)

RERP Informaticn sheets (both State and subject orientad),
Field activities calendar (uudated every fow Zays),

Localities file (deiuographic data undar developiont),

License Status Report (compilad fror the rainbew Lock sering),
Library of State nlans of rccord (master reforencs files),
Status reports (detailed) on plans under raview by R20's,
Exercise avaluation reports of record,

Capablility reports (as provided to NRQ by 5P),

Genaral State correspondence files,

Rosters of particioants In HQC sponscred N ccursas,

Rosters of RAC, HAC, FiCCC members from all participatine-
agencies,

Rosters of State CD and RAD Yealth directors,

POOR ORIGNAL 5 1.:
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STUDY OBJECTIVES

o HISTORICAL COSTS AWD FUNDING OF

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERAMEWT
RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPOINSF PLANS AHD PREPAREDHESS

I SUPPORT OF
COMMERCIAL HUCLEAR POWER STATIONS

o FUTURE COSTS

o COST IMPACTS OF EMERGENCY PLANNING ZOMHES

e FUTURE ALTERNATIVE FUNDIAG MECHANISMS

MARCH 27, 1979

MAHUSCRIPT COMPLETED:
MARCH 30, 1979

HUREG-0553
DRAFT REPORT MANUSCRIPT PRIWTED:
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STAIES HRC_CONCURREHCE
ALABAMA X
ARKANSAS

CALIFORNIA X
CORORADO

CONNECTICUT X
DELAWARE

FLORIDA

ILLINOIS

WEW JERSEY

WEW YORK

OREGON

v ~NESSEE

- = 'GTON X
WiSCUie (N

TOTAL: 14 8

STATES STUDIED

COSTS
X

> X X X X X D X X XX X > >%

—
-~

FUNDING ~ LOCAL GOVERMMENT

X 3 SITES
X 4

X 2

X 1 (N)

X 3

X 2

X 2

X 2

X 1

X 2

X 2 (1 0R)
X 3 Q1D
12 24 SITES
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e OHE STATE PLAMNING

BROWNS FERRY
HUMBOLDT BAY
RANCHO SECO
SAN ONOFRE
HADDAM HECK
MILLSTONE
CRYSTAL RIVER

FARLEY
QUAD CITIES
10N

TWO STATE PLAANING

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS STUDIED

o STATIONS UdDER COWSTRUCTIOHN

BELLEFONTE
DIABLO CANYON
SEQUOYAH

(AL) ST LUCIE
(CA) TURKEY POINT
(CA) OYSTER CREEK
(CA) FITZPATRICK & NINE MILE POINT
(CT) [HDIAN POINT
(CT) KEWAUNEE
(FL) POINT BEACH
(AL & GA) SALEM

(IL & TA) TROJAN

(IL & WD)

(AL) WATTS BAR
(CA) WHP

(TH)

(FL)
(FL)
(NJ)
(NY)
(NY)
(WD)
(WD)

(WJ & DE)
(OR & WA)

(TN)
(WA)
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SOME IMPORTANT COHSIDERATIONS THAT AFFECT COSTS

e PLANS
MAHPOWER, TRAINING, TRAVEL, SECRETARIAL SUPPORT, MAPS, PRINTING
® PREPAREDNESS
EXERCISES: TABLE TOP TO FULL SCALE
TRAINING:  WHRC - OPERATIONWS MANAGEMENT & EMERGENCY RESPONSE
RESOURCES: COMMUIIICATIONS - NOTIFICATION, COMMAND, TACTICAL, WARNIWG
DOSE ASSESSMENT - SURVEY, COMPUTER, RING
PROTECTIVE MEASURES - DOSIMETERS

e OTHER: UTILITY ASSISSTANCE
EMERGENCY PLA/NING ZONES - 10 MILE EPZ - LOCAL EFFORT
- 50 MILE EPZ - STATE & REGIOHAL EFFORT
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* PLAN
INITIAL
UPDATL
® PREPAREDNESS
o EXERCISES

o TRAINING
INITIAL
UPDATE

o RESOURCES
INITIAL
UPDATE

COSTS OF PLANS AND PREPAREDIESS FOR A TYPICAL STATE

HRC_CONCURRENCE

$50,000
5,000 PER YEAR

10,000 PER YEAR
PER SITE

10,000
2,000 PER YEAR

100,000
19,000 PER YEAR

EP

$100,000
10,000 PER YEAR

20,000 PER YEAR
PER SITE

20,000
4,000 PER YEAR

100,000
10,000 PER YEAR



COSTS OF PLANS AND PREPAREDNESS FOR TYPICAL LOCAL GOVERHMENT

INITIAL
UPDATE
o PREPAREDNESS
o EXERCISES

o TRAINIHG
NITIAL

UPDATE

RESOURCES
WITIAL

UPDATE

09

$ /¢

NRC CONCURRENCE

$20,000 (2 JURISDICTIONS)
2,000 PER YEAR

10,000 PER YEAR

HONE - USUALLY DOWE BY STATE

30,000 (COMMUNICATIONS)
3,000 PER YEAR

EPZ

$40,000 (4 JURISDICTIONS)
4,000 PER YEAR

20,000 PER YEAR

CONDUCTED BY STATE

60,000 (COMMUNICATIONS)
6,000 PER YEAR



SITES REQUIRING SPECIAL ATTENTION
(THOSE WITH POPULATION GRZATER THAN 100,000 WITHIN 10 MILES)

BAILLEY - INDIANA - 103,000 PEOPLE

BEAVER VALLEY - PEMN!NSYLVANIA - 154,000
ENRICO FERMI - MICHIGAN - 185,000

INDIAN POINT - NEW YORK - 329,000

LIMERICK - PENHSYLVAWIA - 281,000
MILLSTONE - COWWECTICUT - 119,000

THREE MILE TSLAND - PENNSYLVAWIA - 121,000
ZI10M - TLLINOIS - 282,000

NORTH COAST - PUERTO RICO - 115,000 PEOPLE

)

(SN

BASIS: 1970 CENSUS
SOURCC: NUREG - 0348
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FUNDING STATC GOVERWMENTS

o CIVIL DEFENSE/EMERGENCY SERVICES
o APPROPRIATIONS
o DEFENSE CIVIL PREPAREDNESS AGEWCY (DCPA)
o FEDERAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE ADMINIS. :ATIOW (PL 93-288)

o RADIATION HEALTH
o APPROFRIATIONS
o OCCASIONAL UTILITY ASSISTANCE

o PRIORITY SETTING

¢ CONCLUSTONS::
o OVERALL STREWGTH BASED O HIGH FREQUENCY NATURAL OR MAN MADE INCIDENTS

o FUNDING LEVELS CONSTANT WITH DEMANDS INCREASING
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FUADING LOCAL GOVERJMCNTS

CIVIL DEFENSE/EMERGEACY SCRVICES
o APPROPRIATIONS
o UEFENSE CIVIL PREPAREDHESS AGENCY

PRIORITY SETTING
o BUUGETS LESS THAW 1% OF COUNTY BUDGETS
¢ SOME JURISDICTIONS HAVE ONLY VOLUNTECR OR PART TIME DIRECTOR
® ALL RISK COHCEPT - NUCLEAR IS Q4LY OWE OF MANY RISKS

UTILITY TAXES

MAJOR FINDIHGS
o NOT ALWAYS ADEQUATE FU:IDS IH HOST JURISDICTIONS
o RARELY ADEQUATE FUADS I WEIGHBORING JURISDICTIONS
o 0 ASSURANCE OF CONTIWUITY OF FUADIG
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FUTURE ALTERNATIVE FUNDING MECHANISMS

CURRENT HYBRID APPROACH
o [IIADEQUATE, SPORADIC, UACERTAIN, FRUSTRATING
NOT REQUIRING ADDITIOWAL FEDERAL FUNDS
o STATE TAX, LOCAL TAX, EXTEHSION OF SOCIOECONOMIC FUiD, STATEWIDE FURD
FROM LGCAL TAX REVEWUES, EHERCY TAX, APPLICANT FEE, EXECUTIVE BUDGET
FUND, JGINT UTILITY/STATE/LOCAL EFFORT, UTILITY FUADING BY McAnS OF
NRC LICENSING REQUIRCMENTS

REQUIRLHG ADDITIONAL FEDERAL FUNDS
o COASTAL ENERGY IMPACT PROGRAM, EXTENSION OF FEMA P & A FUDS TO ALL RISKS,
COST SHARING & 75/25, FEDERAL COMSULTANTS, FEDERAL TRAINING & QUANTITY
PURCHASING OF EQUIPMENT, LEAA FUNDING OF COMMUNICATIONS, NOAA FUHDING OF

REPEATER STATIONS

REQUIRING HRC FUNDS
o LICENSE FEE Oif UTILITY APPLICANTS, RESEARCH FUNDS, GEWERAL TAX REVEWUES,

OFFICE OF STATE PROGRAMS COHSULTANTS ON LOAN TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERAMEATS

PREFERRED APPROACH: RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPOWSE PLANS AND PREPAREDHESS
FEE OF $1 MILLION PER SITE



59

NATIONAL PROGRAM FOR 40 STATES, 113 SITES
PRESENT WORTH COSTS 1980 - 2000: $147 MILLION

$35 MILLION FOR HRC CO.CURRLICE OF ALL IMPACTED STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMEWTS;
$27 MILLION FOR IMPLEMEATING EPZ'S FOR MOST SITES;

$15 MILLION FOR 24 HIGHER RISK SITES;
$20 MILLIOW FOR UPGRADED PLANS AND PREPAREDNESS INVOLVING ARAC AND RING SYSTEMS;

$5 MILLION FOR 10 OFFICE OF STATE PROGRAMS CONSULTANTS ON LOA: TO STATE AND
LOCAL GOVERAMENTS;

$5 MILLION FOR TRAINING, RESEARCH, REGIONAL PLAWS FOR NRC/EPA 50-MILE EPZ, AWD
OTHER MISCELLAUEOUS ITEMS; AilD

$40 MILLION FOR FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY PERSONHEL AND ADMINISTRATION
FUNDING OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AT 100 PERCENT SUPPORT.

PRINCIPAL FUNDING MECHANISM

FEE OF $1 MILLION PER SITE PAID BY NUCLEAR POWER STATION OWNER TO NRC RADIOLOGICAL
EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS AND PREPAREDHESS FUMD FOR STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT



APPENDIX E
ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF
REVIEW CRITERIA FOR STATE/LOCAL
RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS

FOREWORD

In order to maintain quality and c>rsistency in the reviews of State and local radiclogical emergency response
plans, criteria have been developed against which to judge the plans in the determination as to NRC's concurrence
with them. Draft criteria were presented at the Kansas City meeting in July 1979. Comments on that draft

and on a subsequent draft dated August 13, 1979 have been considered in this present formulation of review
criteria.

These criteri: are based on the 70 essential elements identified in Suppiement No. 1 to NUREG-75/111. These
criteria basically clarify and amplify the guidance given in NUREG-75/111. There are many ongoing reviews of
emergency preparedness as a consequence of the TMI accident in March 1979, including specific consideration
of revision of HUREG-75/11)1 and the essential elements. Consideration of the results of these reviews and
implementation of their recommendations wiil be conducted over the next year or more. Meanwhile, NRC has
indicatea it will continue to use the current criteria for at least the next six months. This is consistent
with the guidance from the Congress as expressed in $.562, the Senate passed version of NRC FY 1980 Autho-
rization Bill.

All comments on the draft criteria were not incorporated. Those comments which relate to revision, deletion,
or addition of criteria generally have been set aside for consideration in a full revision of NUREG-75/111,
It is appropriate, therefore, to regard these current review criteria as interim criteria for which there
will be continuing assessment and revision as new information and policy decisions are developed.



REVIEW CRITERIA FOR ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF
STATE/LOCAL RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS
Reference: NUREG 75/111
Supplement No. 1 (70 checklist essenti~] elements)

DESIGNATED STATE/LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY Al 201

The Plan shall specify overall authority and responsibility for radio’-gical emergency response planning as
assigned by the governor, head of local government, or appropriate legislation.

DESIGNATED STATE/LOCAL PLANNING EXECUTIVE A2 202

1 e Plan shall desigrnate, by position, a specific individual in each State or local jurisdiction who is

responsihle for radiological emergency response planning.
FORMAL INTRAGOVERNMENT AGREEMENTS A3 204
The Plan shall include written agreements, delegations of authority, and other formal understandings among

State and local agencies involved in radiological emergency response. If not part of the plan, they should
be referenced to appropriate legislation, executive orders, or other legal instruments.

RESOLUTION OF LEGAL LIABILITIES A3 288

The Plan shall identif; provisions for addressing any legal liabilities incurred by emergency operations
personnel in pursuit of their duties in carrying out the radiological emergency response plan.

SPECIFIC FACILITY/GOVERNMENT AGREEMENTS A4 244

The Plan shall includa written emergency planning agreements, or abstracts thereof, among the facilities and

State and local governments,
PROCEDURES FOR FACILITY/GOVERNMENT INTERACTION A4 428

Facility/government agreements shall set forth detailed procedural relationships governing emergency response
operations and general exchange of information before, during anu after incidents.

AUTHORITIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES AS 205/207/209/223/231/233/235
The Plan shall specify authorities and responsibilities for major functions of emergency response, including
the following: Command and Control, Warning and Evacuation, Communications, Public Information, Accident

Assessment, Protective Response (fincluding authority to request Federal assistance), and to initiate other
protective actions and Radiological Exposure Control. Legal bases for such authorities shall be indentified.

67 f5/5 182



CONCEFT OF OPERATIONS B1 203

The Plan shall set forth a concept of operations that describes the operational interrelationships of all
organizations with emergency rcles.

ORGANIZATIONAL LISTING B2 239

The Plan shall contain a list of State and local government agencies and private sector organizations that
are elements of the overall emergency response organization.

FUNCTIONS AND RESPONSIBILITIES B4 206/208/210/244/232/234/236

The Plan shall describe the functions and responsibilities of all State and local government agencies and
organizations with emergency support roles. The description of these functions shall include a clear, concise
summary, such as a table of primary and support responsibilities using the agency as one axis and the function
as the other. The described functions shall include the following: Command and Control, Warning and Evacuation,
Communications, Public Information, Accident Assessment, Protective Response, and Radiological Exposure

Control.

EMERGENCY OPERATING CENTERS B6 237

The Plan shall designate the primary and secondary locations from which activities of supporting organizations
can be directed. It shall include provisions for implementing and staffing these centers in a timely manner.
The Plan shouid also include specific plans for communicating with the NRC EOC and the command center for
IRAP when established.

LOCAL/STATE RELATIONSHIPS B7 245

The Plan shall inciude local plans and clearly identify the relationship and interface between State and
'ocal emergency response plans.

COMPATIBLE PROTECTIVE ACTION GUIDES C2 313

The Plan shal! provide that mutually acceptable protective action guides and protective measures are established
by agreements among government bodies in States containing or contiguous to the nuclear facility. Bases for
any deviation from Federal guidance shall be explained.

INTERGOVERNMENT JURISDICTIONAL AGREEMENTS C3 243

The Plan shall describe or reference jurisdicticnal agreements which are the basis for coordinating the
efforts of Federal, State and local bodies with contiguous jurisdictions during an emergency. Areas
addressed must include communications, accident assessment, protective actions, decisionmaking, and
resolution of legal problems. Such agreements shall assure that coordination will exist during emergency
response operations.

1573 1o

68



RAP/IRAF LIAISON D1 276

The Plan shall describe the liaison with the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Regional Coorinating Office
responsible for implementing the DOE Radiological Assistance Plan (RAP) and the Interagency Radiological
Assistance Plan (IRAP). The Plan shall set forth current telephone numbers of the RAP regional coordinator

office and reference the resources available through RAP/IRAP. The command interaction with RAP/IRAP should

be specifically described, including provisions for making use of RAP/IRAP resources, specification of persons
authorized to request RAP/IRAP assistance, and assignment of operational control of RAP/IRAP teams and equipment.

NUCLEAR FACILITIES LIAISON D2 278

The Plan shall describe the liaison among the State, licensed nuclear facility operators and other nuclear or
non-nuclear establishments within 100 miles of the facility capable of rendering assistance in an emergency.
The Plan shall include contacts and procedures which will be used in obtaining such assistance, including

those involving the Federal Government.

BASIS FOR STATE/LOCAL NOTIFICATION E.1.a 302

The Plan shall describe notification procedures that include mutually agreeable bases for notifications for
each facility to which the Plan is applicable. They should be consistent with emergency action levels and
other provisions of 10 CFR 50 Appendix E and NRC Regulatory Guide 1.101 or spelled cut in separate memoranda
of understanding among parties to the notification steps.

FACILITIES' GOVERNMENT CALL LISTS E.1.c 406

Notification procedures shall include the call lists of those responsible authorities (by position) to be
notified by the operator of each facility to which the Plan is applicable. Lists should include alternates

and should specify the communication pathways to key personnel.
CONTENT OF NOTIFICATION TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS E.1.f. 402

Notification procedures shall list the specific information to be reported by the operator of each facility
to which the Plan is applicable. This information shall include at least those items which are set forth in
Section E.1.f. on pages 14 and 15 of NUREG-75/111 (12-1-74). Methods of message verification should be
included. Notification item E.1.f. (11) should include need (if any) f r Federal assistance.

POPULATION NOTIFICATION E.2 275

The Plan shall set forth procedures for rapid notification of the populace near each nuclear facility to
which the Plan is applicable. These procedures shall include: Identification of the specific organizations
or individuals who will be responsible for notifying the affected population, the methods that will be used,
the bases (i.e. , emergency action levels) for notification, a capability for 24-hour-day notification, and a
description of the information that would be communicated to the public under given circumstances.

13575
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PROCEDURES FOR NOTIFICATION OF CONTIGUOUS STATES E.3 403

The Plan shall set forth procedures for notification and exchange of information between State and local
governments in the State in which the nuclear facility is located and those in contiguous States. The Plan
shall reflect that the procedures are mutually agreeable to the responsible government authorities involved
and should reference appropriate instruments of understanding.

CONTENTS OF NOTIFICATION TO CONTIGUOUS STATES E.3 404

The Plan shall provide that notifications to State and loczl governments in contiguous States shall be patterned
after an established format and shall include at least those itmes included in Criterion E.)1.f. 402 (Content
of Notification to State and Local Governments).

COMMUNICATIONS PLAN F.1. 246

The Plan shall include a communications plan for emergencies, specifying 24-hour-day primary and backup
communications links among the nuclear facilities, State offices, Federal agencies and local governments. It
should be assumed that the commercial telephone may not be available for incidents involving PAG level releases
to the public.

PROVISION FOR COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE PUBLIC F.2. 249

The Plan shall provide for use of public communications media or other methods for issuing emergency instruc-
tions to members of the public. The Plan shall provide for prompt alerting of the public after such need is
determined and for continuing instructions as to emergency actions to follow and updating of information
about the emergency.

PUBLLC INFORMATION CONTROL POINT G.1. 273

The Plan shall describe the management control of post-accident public information matters. This shall
include central control and governing authoricies over issuance of posteaccident public announcements within
State and loc>1 governments.

DESIGNATED PUBLIC INFORMATION OFFICER G.2 272

The Plan shall identify the specific position in the State and local government (and alternates) responsible
for pubiic announcements for the categories of incidents used in the notification basis (E.1.a. of NUREG-75/111
(12-1-74).

PUBLIC WARNING PROCEDURES G.3. 412

The Plan shall describe the spe . ific information which shall be given to the public. In particular, messages
to the public giving instruction with regard to specific protective actions to be taken by occupants of
affected areas shall be preplanned and included as part of the State Plan. All planned announcements shall

be consistent with operational authorities and protective action guides specified in the State response plan.
The Plan shall provide for continuing transmittal of information to the public over the course of the emergency.
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AVAILABILITY OF RADIOLOGICAL LABORATORIES H.4 50)

The Plan shall provide an inventory of radiological laboratories or other facilities (both government and
non-government) and their capabilities, whose assistance can be acquired on a timely basis. Federal faci-
lities available in conjunction with mobilizaticn of RAP/IRAP teams should be referenced.

ACCIDENT CATEGORIZATION DEFINITIONS 1.1 238

The Plan shall identify classes of emergency situations which conform to those of the nuclear facility. Such

classes shall be identified by succinct verbal designations which are compatible with NRC Regulatory Guide 1.101
classification categories. Where more than one facility or more than one State is involved, all parties

shall use the same system.

ACCIDENT ASSESSMENT McTHOOS 1.2 415

The Plan shall include the State methodology for performing accident assessment and the specific arrangements
to involve Federal assistance. The methodology shal’ permit rapid assessment by cognizant individuals.

PROVISION FOR FIELD/MOBILE RESOUCES 1.3 260

The Plan shal) provide for deployment of field and mobile radiological assessment resources. It shall include,
as a minimum, details of who activates the system, field team composition and transportation, communication,
monitoring equipment, and notification and deployment times. Any dependence on Federal response resources

shall be identified.
PROVISIONS FOR RADIOLOGICAL TEAM COMMUNICATIONS 1.6 251

The Plan shall provide for a multiple level communications system to be used for the rapid transfer of infor-
mation from field survey teams to State and local EOC's. It should be assumed that commercial telephone may
not be available for incidents invelving radiation at PAG levels. The Plan shall include the locations of
radios and means by which they may be procured. In the absence of radios, an estimate shall be provided for
the time required from data collection to avaiiability at the central control point.

FACILITY ENVIRONS MAPS [.7. 437
The Plan shail include maps of the environs of each facility to which the Plan applies. These maps shall
identify evacuation routes and reception centers. These maps shall show key points for collection of survey

and monitoring data, plus key land use data sich as farms, food processing plants, watersheds, water supply
intake and treatment plants and reservoirs. Adequate supplies of maps shall be maintained at key iocations.

PROTECTIVE ACTIONS GUIDES (FOODSTUFFS) J.2. 308

The Plan shall include PAGs and associated protective actions for the ingestion pathway. Bases for any
deviation from Federal guidance shall be explained.
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METHOOS> FUR CONTROL OF FOODSTUFFS J.3 425

The Plan shall list all critical ingestion pathways around each facility to which the Plan applies. It shall
specify procedures for detecting contamination, for estimating the dose commitment consequences of eating
contaminated foods, and for imposing protection procedures such as impoundment, decontamination, processing,
decay, product diversion, and preservation.

PROTECTIVE ACTION GUIDES (CONTAMINATION) J.4 309

The Plan shall include PAGs and associated protective actions for ground deposition contamination which poses
potential for radiation exposure to persons. Bases vor deviation from Federal guidance shall be explained.

EVACUATION PLANS AND PROCEDURES J.7 417

The Plan shall include evacuation and relocation procedures within the low population zone (LPZ) and beyond as
appropriate. Such procedures shall be coordinated with a standard description and sequence of sectors in
projected piume pathways.

ALTERNATIVE PROTECTIVE MEASURES J.8. 312

The Plan shall discuss alternative measures to evacuation, including sheltering in private homes, and the
bases for taking such alternative measures.

RADIOPROTECTIVE DRJG ADMINISTRATION J.9 311

The Plan sha’! describe the policy and procedures for administering and distributing radioprotective drugs to
members of the populace and emergency workers This shall include storage locations, organizations involved,
and methods of distribution for various accident categories.

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA J.10. 240

The Plan shall contain population distribution maps for a 50 mile adius surrounding each facility to wnich
the Plan applies. Updating shall occur at least during the year following each U.S. census.

ACCIDENT AREA CONTROLS J.12 422

The Plan shall provide for establishing control of access into areas by all transportation modes within
10 miles of each facility to which the Plan applies; shall specifically identify the Federal/State/local
chain of command responsibilities, and the authorities for such controls.

PERSONNEL ACCOUNTING [N AFFECTED AREAS J.13. 420

The Plan shall specify procedures for accounting for persons invoived in the accident and/or evacuated from
the accident environs.
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RADIOLOGICAL EXPOSURE CONTROL K.1. 266

The Plan shall specify criteria and bases which govern radiation exposure of emergency workers and the general
public. A basis for estimating tota) population expasure shall be part of the exposure control plan. Any
deviation from applicable EPA/FDA PAGs shall be justified.

24-HOUR DOSIMETRY SERVICE K.2. 265

The Plan shall include provisions for 24 hour-per-day capability to determine the doses received by emergency
personne]l involveZ in any nuclear incident, including volunteers such as the Red Cross. Locations and means
for distribution of dosimeters shall be included. Such services shall include both selfreading and permanent

record devices.
RADIOLOGICAL MONITORING OF EVACUEES K.5. 262

The Plan shall provide for the systemati. monitoring cf evacuees as appropricte and the recerding of their

measured or estimated radiation exposures. It shall also describe the methods for such monitoring.

DECONTAMINATION OF PERSONNEL K.6. 261

The Plan shall provide for radioiogicai decontamination of emergency personnel, evacuees, supplies, instruments,

an¢ equipment. Tt shall provide for necessary eguipment and waste disposal to perform decontamination. It
shall contain instructions and action leveis for advising personnel who may be contaminated to report to a

screening area.
LOCATIONS OF MEDICAL FACILITIES L.3. 513

The Plan shall include maps showing the locations of hospitals and other medical facilities capable of treat-

ing radicactively-contaminated patients out to a radius of 50 mi'2s. These facilities should be covered by

appropriate Qgreenents to receive patients.

TRANSPORTATION TO MEDICAL FACILITIES L.4. 258

The Plan shall identify medical services organizations (ambulance service, rescue squad or fire department)
within 50 miles of each facility to which the Plan applies which can transport offsite victims of radiclogical

accidents to a medical facility.

STATE ANC LOCAL DRILLS AND EXERCISES N.1. 284

The Plan shall provide that an emergency response exercise will be conducted prior to adoption of the Plan
and at least once per year thereafter to demonstrate the viability of the Plan. An exercise must include
mobilization of State and local personnel and resources adequate to verify the capability to respond to the

given accident scenario.
CRITIQUE AND IMPROVEMENTS OF DRILL AND EXCERCISES N.3. 285
The Plan shall provide for a critique of the annual exercise by Federal and State observers/evaluators.
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EQUIPMENT AND SYSTEMS TESTING N.4. 286

The Plan shall provide that communications systems and other emergency equipment will be tested as part of
annual field exercises.

RADIOLOGICAL RESPONSE TRAINING 0.1. 280

The Plan shall include a radiological response training program for instructing and qualifying the personnel
who will implement the Plan.

LIAISON FOR RADIOLOGICAL RESPONSE TRAINING 0.2. 28]

The Plan shall identify the responsibility of each facility to which the Plan applies to provide site specific
radiological response training for those off-site emergency organizations who may be called upon to provide
assistance to the facility in the event of an emergency.

PROVISIONS FOR PERIODIC TRAINING 0.3 283

The Plan shall provide for annual retraining of persunnel with emergency response responsibilities.

ANNUAL REVIEW AND UPDATE OF RESPONSE PLAN P.1. 291

The Plan shall be reviewed and updated on an annual basis. frovisions for incorporating improvements found
needed by exercises shall be identified. The position responsible for this effort shall be specified.

PROVISIONS FOR PROMULGATION OF PLAN CHANGES P.2. 290

The Plan shall provide that approved changes to the Plan will be forwarded to all of the users of the Plan.
The change procedure shall provide that change pages are dated and marked to show where changes have been
made .

PROVISIONS FOR PLAN DISTRIBUTION P.4. 292

The Plan shail provide a distribution list for the Plan, which will include all of those emergency support
organizations who have a response role in implementing the Plan.

All agreements and procedures not integral to the plan must be available for review upon request.

'5/5 'l‘;a/
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S September 4, 1979
OFFICE OF THE
CHAIRMAN

The Honorable Douglas M. Costle
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Mr.lpdglle: EEZE)LKL\Q

Because of the accident at Three Mile Island, there has been “increased
attention by the Federal government and the States on the whoile question
of State and local radiological emergency response plans for ffixed
nuclear facilities. I am writing to ask for your support of our increased
efforts in this area.

Tne Federal Preparedness Agency's Federal Register Notice of [lecember

24, 1975 assigned various responsibilities to the Environmentail Protection
Agency as well as the Department of Energy, the Department of Transportation,
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the agericies which

are now consolidated as the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).

Under the notice, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has lead cigency
responsibility for review and concurrence in State plans, but this is a
responsibility which we have never carried out alone.

In the past, we have relied on the efforts and technical competence of
EPA individuals at the regional and headquarters levels in carrying out
this task. It has been the collective expertise and hard wori< of all
Federal agency participants, particularly at the regional leve:l, which
to date has allowed us to concur in the plans of twelve States;. 3ut,
much work remains to be done.

Legislation is now pending in the Congress which would, if enacted, make
concurrence in State plans a condition precedent to the operation of new
commercial nucle: ~nwer plants. Under S.562, the Senate"s version of NRC's
1980 Authorizat® - 8111, unless States have concurred-in plans for dealing
with radiologica’ emergencies at nuclear power stations by Jumne 1, 1980,

NRC must close the facilities down. Under the Senate bill, NRC may not
issue operating licenses for new facilities unless the application contains
a copy of the concurred-in State plan.

Concurrence has not been achieved in sixteen States with operating
nuclear power stations and there are twelve States where such stations

are under construction or which are adjacent to nuclear power stations
already operating or under construction. (See enclosed lists.)
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As you may know, NRC chairs the Federal Interagency Central Coordinating
Committee on Radiological Emergency Response Planning. At the June
meeting of this group, the members, including your representative,

Mr. Floyd L. Galpin, again pledged support for the continuing Federal
effort in this field, but they were quick to pcint out that they were

not in a position to do anything more than exhort their regional offices
to cooperate.

I should say that the cooperation we have had to date frcin the EPA
regional staff has been very encouraging. But I would 1ike to ask you
now to underscore to your regional and headquarters management and staff
who work in this area the urgency of this matter during the next year.
Modest funding may also be required to support increased efforts and
travel by regional personnel of EPA through *the spring of 1980. Their
participation in field assistance visits, plan reviews and critiques of
exercises will be needed to an even greater degree than before to achieve
final concurrence in the plans for the States not yet having concurrence.

I earnestly ask for your personal support and the support of yocur
Agency for this important work.

Sincerely,
o s
- Joseph M. Hendrie
Chairman
Enclosure:
As stated
‘_/)/5 /’
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12 STATES WITH PLANS HAVING NRC CONCU!'RENCE

Alabama
Arkansas
California
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Iowa

¥ansas

Hew Jersey
New York
South Carolina
Washington

16 STATES WITH OPERATING NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS - DO NOT HAVE PLANS
WITH HRC CONCURRENCE

Zolorado
Seorgia
1linois
Maine
laryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
“innesota
nebraska
iiorth Carolina
Ohio

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Vermont
Virginia
Wisconsin

12 STATES WITH NUCLEAR POWER STATICNS UNDER CONSTRUCTION ©OR ADJACENT
TO STATES WITH STATIONS UNDER CONSTRUCTION OR OPERATING - DO NOT HAVE
PLANS WITH NRC CONCURRENCE

Missouri

lvew Hampshire
Rhode Island
West Virginia
Oklahoma

e, POOR ORIGINAL 1373

Louisiena
Texas
Inciane
Kentucky
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(/A.:oquocy and Acceptance of
Emergency Planning Arcund Nuciear
Facllities

[10 CFR Part 50)

AGE~NCY: US Nuclear Regulatory
Commussion.

ACTION: Advance Notice of Proposed
Ri'emaking

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission is considering the adoption
¢f edditional regulations which will
establish as conditions of power reactor
operatior increased emergency
rexdiness for public protection in the
vicinity of nuclear power reactors on the
par of both the licensee and local and
stéte authonties. The Commissiorn is
iwierested in receiving public comment
on object.ves for effective plans,
acceptance critena for State/local
emergency plans, NRC concurrence in
State and local plans as & requirement
for iesuance of an operating License or

POOR ORIGINAL
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for continued operation of a nuclear
facility. and coordination between the
licensee plan and State and local plans.
The Commussion seeks written
comments on what items sheuld be
included in the rule.

DATES: Comments are due no later than
August 31, 1979

ADDRESSES: Written comments
concerning these issues should be
submitted to the Secretary of the
Commission, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Patricia A. Comella, Site Designation
Branch, Office of Standards
Development, Nuclear Reguletory
Commission, Washington. DC 20555,
301-443-5981.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The NRC
requires that power reactor license
applicants plan for radiological
emergencies within their plant sites and
make arrangements with State and local
organizetions to respond to accidents
thet might have consequences beyond
the site boundary. In this way off-site
emergency planning has been related to
the nuclear Licensing process. See 10
CFR Part 50, Appendix E (1978), see also
sdditiunal guidance in U.S. NRC,
Regulatory Guide 1101, “Emergency
Planmung for Nuclear Power Plants,”
(Rev. 1,1977).

To aid State and local governments in
the development and implementation of
adequate emergency plans, the NRC, in
conjunction with seven other Federal
agencies. has uttempted. on a
cooperative and voluntary basis, to
provide for training and instruction of
State and local government personnel
and to establish cniteria to guide the
preparation of emergency plans.
However, the NkC has not made NRC
approval of State and local emergency
plans a condition of nuclear power plant
operation

The accident at Three Mile Island has
raised & number of qurstions about the
adequacy of radiological emergency
response plans. Even before the
accdent the GAO bad recommended
that NRC not license new power plants
for operation unless off-site emergency
plans have been approved by the NRC.
CAOQ. Report to the Congress, “Areas
Around Nuclear Facilities Should Be
Better Prepared For Radiological
Emergencies,” March 30, 1879. The
Commission is also considering new
guidance to State and local governments
on emergency planning, based on an
analysis of a joint NRC-EPA Task Force
Report. “Planning Basis for Development
of State and Local Government
Rediological Emergency Response Plans
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in Support of Light Water Nuclear
Power Plants,” NUREG-0386/EPA 520/
1-78-016, December 1978. See 43 Fed.
Reg. 58658 (December 15, 1878), see also
44 Fed. Reg. 23137 (Apnl 18, 1879).
Furthermore, 8 number of organizations,
including Critical Mass and Public
Interest Research Groups, have renewed
and supplemented a petition for
rulemaking, previously denied by the
Commission, concerning the operational
details of evacuation planning. See 44
FR 32486 (June 6, 1879).

The Commission has decided to
initiate an expedited rulemaking
procedure on the subject of State and
local emergency response plans and
those of licensees. The Commussion is
soliciting public comments ix: this area,
particularly on the following issues:

1. What should be the basic objectives
of emergency planning?

8. To reduce public radiation
exposure?

b. To prevent public radiation
exposure?

c. To be able to evacuate the public?

To what extent should these
objectives be quantified?

2. What constitutes an effective
emergency response plan for State and
local agencies? For icensees? What are
the essential elements that must be
included in an effective plan? Do
existing NRC requirements for licensees
(10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E) and
guidance for States (NUREG-75/111)
lack any of these essential elements?

3. Should NRC concurrence in the
associated State and local emergency
response plans be & requirement for
continued operation of any nuclear
power plant with an existing operating
license? If so, when should this general
requirement become effective?

4. Should prior NRC concurrence in
the associated State and local
emergency response plans be a
requirement for the issuance of any new
operating license for & nuclear power
plant? If so, when should this general
requirement become effective?

5. Should financial assistance be
provided to State and local gnvernments
for radiological emergency response
planning and preparedness? If so, to
what extent and by what means? What
should be the source of the funds?

6. Should radiological emergency
response drills be a requirement? If so,
under whose authority: Federal, State or
loca! government? To what extent
should Federal, State, and local
governments, and licensees be required
to participate?

7. How and to what extent should the
public be informed, prior to any
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emergency. concerning emergency For the Commission
-cuz it might be called upon to take? Sameal |. Chilk,

8. What actions should be taken in Secretary of the Commission.
response to the recommendations of the g poc. 75-2200 Pibed 7-16-7% 048 am)
foint NRC/EPA Task Force Report BULING CODE PS8S-04-4
(NUREG-0396/ EPA 520/1-78-016)?

8. Under what circumstances and —
using what criteria should s licensee
notfy State, local. and Federal agencies
of incidents, includir 2 emergencies?
When. how., to what extwnt, and by
whom should the public be notified of
these incidents?

The com.aents received will be
collected and evaluated by the NRC
staff. which will. in turn, submit
recommendations on proposed rules to
the Commuission. Based on the comments
it receives from the public and the
analysis of the problem presented by the
NRC Staff, the Commission will
determine whether to proceed with a
proposed rule for notice and comment
and/or whether to make such rule
immediately effective. The Commission
anticipates completion of this expedited
rulemaking in approximately six
months.

The NRC staff is presently conducting
a comprehensive review of sll aspects of
the NRC emergency planning and
preparedness program. Therefore, the
Commission is also interested in
receiving comments on all other aspects
of emergency planning. including issues
rmised in the Cnitical Mass/PIRG
petition for rulemaking and questions
such as the following:

10. How and to what extent should the
concerns of State and local governments
be incorporated into Federal
rediological emergency response
planning?

11 How should Federal agencies
interface with State and local
governments and the licensee during
emergencies? . ,

12 Should the licensees be required to 1 575
provide radiological emergency
response training for State and local
government personnel? If so, to what
extent? Should the Federal government
provide such training? If so, to what
extent?

13 To what extent should reliance be
pirced on licensees for the assessment
of the actua! or potential consequences
of an accident with regard to initiation
of protective action? To what extent
should this responsibulity be borne by
Federal. State or local governments?

14 Would public participation in
radiological emergency response drills.
including evacuetion, serve a useful

purpose? If so. what should be the
extent of the public participation? 79
Dated at Washington. D C., this 12th day of
July 1979
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