
NUREG 0553

Beyond Defense-In-Depth
Cost and Funding of
State and Local Government
Radiological Emergency Response
Plans and Preparedness in Support of
Commercial Nuclear Power Stations

.-

Stephen N. Salomon

office of State Programs

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

1291 166
,, - % ,,

,
''[ sh j

5-

e

.....

7911 070 0 @



Available from

GP0 Sales Program
Division of Technical Information and Dccument Control

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washington, D.C. 20555

and

National Technical Information Service
Springfield, Virginia 22161

3 , ca 3 16'7*14./6

N

.+



NUREGWE3

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .__ _

_

Beyond Defense-In-Depth
Cost and Funding of
State and Local Govemment
Radiological Emergency Response
Plans and Preparedness in Support of
Commercial Nuclear Power Stations

. . _ - _ _ _ . _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ .

Manuscript Completed: october 1979
Date Published: October 1CS

Stephen N. Sciomon

Office of State Programs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

, . . . . . .

\Yi'i% .....- l29i i68



ABSTRACT

Inadequate, sporadic, uncertain and frustrating are words local, State and Federal officials
use to describe the current hodgepodge funding approach to State and local government radio-
logical emergency response plans and preparedness in support of commercial nuclear power
stations. The creation of a " Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness Fund for
State and Local Government" is offered as a preferred solution. Monies for the Fund could be
derived from a one time Fee of $1 million levied on the operator of each nuclear power station.
Every five years, adjustments could be made in the Fee to assure full recovery of costs because
of inflation, revised criteria and other cost related factors. Any surplus would be refunded
to the utilities. Any State that has obtained NRC concurrence or is in the process could be
reimbursed for previous expenditures up to two years prior to NRC concurrence. Concurrence in
all State and local government plans is the objective of the funding program. The Fund should
be administered by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. For 40 States and 101 sites, the
estimated national present value cost * is $100 million to State and local governments for the
period 1980 to .000, assuming a discount rate of 10 percent and no inflation. Major component
costs are f s

NRC concurrence in plans and preparedness (exercises, training and resources) of-

all impacted State and local governments;

Implementation of the 10- and 50-mile Emergency Planning Zones for all sites;-

The 2.' hin'1 population density (and growth) sites, such as Indian Point (New York)-

n (Illinois);

Enhan: ins a..d preparedness involving Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability,-
,,

tnd ri n monitoring or some other offsite monitoring system; and
Fundfug dirr * -s of local government radiological emergency response plans and-

pry us.

Some related Federal costs include:
Federal consultants to State and local governments; and-

Training, research (e.g., NOAA storm alert radio), regional plans for the 50-mile-

EPl ingestion pathway, and public information.

The report also discusses actions by Federal and State agencies and points to long range
considerations, such as a training institute, including transportation and non-commercial and
other fixed nuclear facilities, where preparedness could be enhanced by a coherent funding
trechani sm. All recommendations are based on an inquiry by the Office of State Programs, NRC,
into the historical and future costs and funding M rfiological emergency response plans and
preparedness at the State and local government 'E is an.d are derived from discussions with
many local, State and Federal officials.
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PART I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

I. INTRODUCTION

Inadequate, sporadic, uncertain and frustrating are words local, State and federal officials
use to describe the current hodgepodge fundirg approach to State and local government radio-
logical emergency response plans and preparedness in support of commercial nuclear power
stations. Hampered by the lack of adequate funding, none of these officials would venture to
say that all State and local governments would be completely responsive in the event plans and
preparedness had to be tested in an accident.

"Beyond Defense-in-Depth" emphasizes the fact that many gaps remain in both plans and prepared-
ness in spite of nearly a decade of effort and proposes a program of funding that brings State
and local government radiological emergency response plans ar.d preparedness into the concept
of defense-in-depth, the basic safety philosphy of commercial nuclear power. Indicative of
the lack of adequate plans and preparedness is the fact that only 14 States to date have NRC
concurrer.ce whereas another " States need it right now because they have an operating nuclear
power station within their boundaries or are adjacent to a State with one nearby. Even those
States with concurrence relate that there are many areas for improvement, especially at the
local government level. Adequate funding is 'she main constraint because of the low priority
assigned to plans and preparedness.

This report, begun in June 1978, looks into the future cost and funding of State and local
governments; implications of NRC concurrence; the 10- and 50-mile Emergency Planning Zones
proposed by a Nuclear Regalatory Commission / Environmental Protection Agency Task Force; the
unique problems of 21 high population der.sity (and growth) sites, such as Indian Point and
Zion; the enhancement of State and local plans and preparedness by t.* use of the Atmospreric

Release Advisory Capability (ARAC) and/or a system of monitor rings around the nuclear power
station; and some of ti.e implications of the Three Mile Island accident. The Findings and
Aralyses are presented in Part II. A preferred approach by the author is present?d in Part III.

II. COSTS

A. State Governments

The costs of plans and preparedness to State governments was derived from a study of
14 States, nine of which have NRC concurrence. On this basis, a typical State with a
complete plan and having NRC concurrence is estimated to incur the following costs:

1291 179
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Plan

Initial $50,000

Update 5,000 per year
Preparedness

Exercises $10,000 per year
Training

Initial $10,000

Update 2,000 per year
Resources

Initial $100,000 (for radiologial instrumentation and communications)
Update 10,000 per year

The initial costs for a plan, exercise, training and resources (radiological instrumenta-
tion and communications) are estimated at $170,000. Update costs are estimateo at
$27,000 per year.

B. Local Governments

The costs of plans and preparedness to local governments are derived from a study of
24 sites. Nineteen of the sites have nuclear power stations in operation, fourteen that
involve one-State planning and five that involve two-State planning. Five sites have
nuclear power stations under construction and involve one-State planning.

On this basis, typically local government, with two jurisdictions and aa adequate infra-
structure, for a cor..,.lete plan and having NRC concurrence is estimated to incur the
following incremental costs:

Plan

Initial $20,000 s510,000 per jurisdiction)
Update 2,000 per year

Preparedness

Exercises $10,000 per year
Training None usually done by State
Resources

Initial $30,000 (for communications)
Update 3,000 per year

The initial costs for a plan, exercise, training and resources (for communications) are
estimated at $60,000. Update costs are estimated at $15,000.

C. Some Important Considerations that Affect Costs

The cost estimates for State and local government plans and preparedness, while not the
last word, d. repres.!nt reasonable approximations to t.'.e real costs in view of the
uncertainties involved. These costs are low in comparison to the $2 billion dollar cost
of a modern, 2 unit nuclear power station.

1291 180,,



w
Important considerations include:

1. Exercises,
2. Communications,

3. Radiation Monitoring,
4. Warning Systems,

5. Emergency Dianning Zones, and
6. Local Technical Directors.

1. Exercises

An example of the variation in costs is illustrated by exercises. There is consensus
of the essential values of exercises, i.e., verification of the operation of the

plan, but not on the scope. The costs increase with the scope of the exercises.
Those exercises that are limited to testing communications are the least expensive.
Typical costs for full-scale field exercise based on historical costs may be as
much as $25,000 each for both State and local governments when vehicle operation and
depreciation costs are taken into account. Because of the large cost and political
considerations, some local governments have a policy of rotating full-scale exercises
since most of the same emergency personnel are used to respond to any of the disasters
envisioned, e.g., tornado, flood, fire, plane wreck, transportation spill, or nuclear
power station accident. Economy in volunteer participation, such as the Red Cross,
Civil Defense, and fire personnel, is important. Many local governments have found
this method of cost spreading to be a reasonable cost-benefit compromise. To what
extent the public should be involved in extacises is a highly debated subject. The
annual cost to States for exercises could reach rather high amounts for States that
expect to have a large number of nuclear power stations in the future, such as
Alabama, California, Illinois and New York. Because of the anticipated high level
of costs, State planners are seeking ways to limit the costs without impairing the
quality of the annual exercise per nuclear power station.

2. Communications

Good communications are pointed out by many State and local emergency personnel as
the most important and cost-effective element of emergency preparedness. Other than
management intervention causing delay before prompt notification of the proper
authorities, the greatest weakness in any of the noti'ication systems reviewed is
the off-duty notificaticn. Basic communication systems are a necessity and cost
about $30,000. They contribute substantially to the costs for both State and local
government.

3. Radiological Monitoring

States have reported historically a cost of $70,000 to field a radiological assess-
ment team with hand held instruments. Of growing interest is the possible use of

1291 181
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the Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability (ARAC). This U. S. Department of Energy
computer service is a real-time capability to predict accurately and swiftly the
effects on the population and the environment of an accidental release of radio-
nuclides from a nuclear power station. It can provide the data base on which response
plans could be developed, training could be based, and decisions by local, State,
Federal and utility officials could be made during an actual emergency. Initial
costs to State and local governments per station are estimated by the Lawrence
Livermore Laboratories to be about $100,000 and $10,000 per year for maintenance. A

ring system of monitors, proposed by Alabama and Illinois, is another system worthy
of further study and could cost about the same as ARAC. This dual purpose system
creates an historical record for environmental monitoring and immediately alerts the

State when a nonroutine release is measured.

4. Warning Systems

Many types of warning systems are used for alerting the impacted population in the
event of an emergency because a universal warning system is lacking. Costs are
going to vary considsrably from relatively highly populated areas to relatively low
populated ones. Since there is vsning interest by State and local officials in the
traditional siren warning system, the NOAA storm alert radio may become prominent in
the future, especially in sparsely populated areas. A warning tone transmitted by
the National Weather Service will trigger those radios into making an attention-
getting signal and then warn and instruct the listener on the protective actions to
be taken. The Tennessee Valley Authority is investigating this mode of warning in
the vicinity of its nuclear power stations.

5. Emergency Planning Zones

Future cost impacts of the proposed Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) concept is a
central issue of State and local government radiological emergency response plans

and preparedness in support of commercial nuclear power stations. Because of the
r,olitical climate created af ter the lhree Mile Island accident where there is higher
priority attention to plans and preparedness, pressure is mounting for rapid
implementation of the EPZs, and at the same time State and local governments are
being squeezed financially.

For State government, there are four major factors that tend to increase costs:
perceptions of the danger of nuclear power, need for multi-State planning and
regional coordination, additional personnel requirements, and increased planning and
preparedness requirements. Factors that tend to limit costs to States are the use
of crisis relocation planners, integration of existing programs to measure routine
emissions and weapons fallout, the use of capabilities derived from the Safe
Orinking Water Act, and whatever capabilities derived from recommendations of the
Federal Toxic Substances Strategy Committee. In the context of these uncertainties,
the following cost estimates can be made for plans and preparedness:

|70) )O}O
c/
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State Government-

Plan

Initial $100,000

Update 10,000 per year
Pr'paredness

Exercises $20,000 per year
Training

Initial $20,000

Update 4,000 per year
Resources

Initia? $100,000 (radiological instrumentation and communications)
Update 10,000 per year

The initial costs for the plan, exercise, training and resources total $240,000.
Annual updating costs total $44,000.

Local Government (4 jurisdictions)-

Plan

Initial $40,000 @ $10,000 per jursidiction
Update 4,000 per year

Preparedness

Exercises $20,000 per year
Training None - Done by State
Resources

Initial $60,000 (communications for 2 jurisdictions)
Update 6,000 per year

The initial costs for the plan, exercise, training and resources total $120,000.
Annu:1 updating costs total $30,000.

High Population Density (and Growth) Sites-

Because high population e'*nsity sites, those with population densities greater than
100,000 people within 10 miles, require a great deal more planning and preparedness
compared to the typical site, the associated costs should be considerably greater.
There are eight such sites:

1291 183
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High P qulation 0,oerating Status State Population within 10 miles

Oent ,_ Sites 1970 2000

1. Indiaq Point Operating New York 329,000 444,000

2. Zion Operating Illinois 282,000 441,000

3. Limerick 1982 Pennsylvania 281,000 420,000

4. Enrico Fermi 1981 Michiga.i 185,000 326,000

5. Beaver Valley Operating Pennsylvania 154,000 184,000

6. Three Mile Island Operating * Pennsylvania 121,000 183,000

7. Hillstone Operating Connecticut 119,000 170,000

8. Bailley 1983 Indiana 103,000 166,000

* Unit 2 is not operating because of the accident.

This report flags another 13 sites that warrant special attention because of their
rapidly growing populations within the 10 mile EPZ. The high growth population
density sites are:

Hinh Growth Population Operating Status State Population within 10 miles

Density Sites 1970 2000

1. Turkey Point Operating Florida 99,000 269,000

2. Seabrook 1983 New Hampshire 99,000 185,000

3. Shoreham 1984 New York 95,000 182,000

4. Oyster Creek Operating New Jersey 83,000 164,000

5. Perry 1982 Ohio 94,000 146,000

6. Midland 1980 Michigan 90,000 141,000

7. Duane Arnold Oper4. ting lowa 79,000 120,000

8. Haddam Neck Operating Connecticut 57,000 117,000

9. St. Lucie Operating Florida 47,000 114,000

10. Salem Operating New Jersey 78,000 111,000

11. Trojan Operating Oregon 71,000 108,000

12. San Onofre Operating California 67,000 105,000

13. Catawba 1981 South Carolina 66,000 100,000

Based on experience gained to date, the costs for the high population density (and
growth) sites should be considerably higher than the costa for the typical site to
cover planning items; such as dynamic evacuation analyses and shelter surveys; and
resources, such as communications and warning systems. A fair estimate for the
additional present value cost of the eight high population sites is $500,000 each.
The present value cost of the high growth sites is $250,000 per site.

6. Local Technical Directors

For the tasks described above, such as leading the planning; cone cting exercises;
and specifying, purchasing, and maintaining resources; local civil defense / emergency

1291 184
I-6



services directors and their limited staff find the tasks very burdensome under
current funding programs. This situation would be even more so for implementing the
EPZs. To have more effective plans and preparedness, there should be a local technical
director designated for local radiological emergency response plans and preparedness.
This local technical director should receive training in all the NRC sponsored
courses. Consideration should be given to have the technical director under the
State civil service merit system. A salary range of $10,000 to $20,000 per year
should be adequate to attract qualified people except in high living expense areas,
such as New York City and Chicago, where a more scitable salary would be about
$30,000.

D. National Costs

For a variety of reasons, it is useful to gain a national perspective with regard to the
costs to State and local governments for adequate radiological emergency response plans
and preparedness in support of commercial nuclear power stations. The national costs are
estimited for NRC concurrence, the EFZs, ARAC and/or offsite monitoring systems, the high
pooulation density (and growth) sites, and local technical directors of radiological
plans and preparedness.

1. NRC concurrence

By the end of 1980, 36 States may be required to have concurrence. Assuming the
above estimated costs for plans and preparedness based on current criteria, the

initial costs for the 36 States is estimated ta be ab9et $6.1 million and the annual
costs to be about $970,000. Three additional States are forecast to require concur-
rence by 1982 and one by 1987. For all 40 States, the national present value cost
to State governments for the time frame 1980-2000 is $16 million assuming a 10 percent
discount rate and no adjustment for inflation.

The national cost to local governmer.t for plans and pre; 3 redness is estimated in a
similar way. For the 58 sites in operation by the end of 1980, initial costs total
$3.5 million and the annual costs total $6 D ,000. The national present value cost
to local government for the time frame 1980-2000 is $16 million (a+. a 10 percent
discount rate) for the 101 sites forecast to be in operation.

The combined national present value cost to ; tate and local governments is $32
million. Note that from this combined total, the initial cost of 19.6 million is a
substantial fraction (30 percent). This means that the front end costs are great
compared to the combined national present value cost and results in difficult funding
because a great deal of money has to be raised initially. Note that 14 States have
received NRC concurrence and much of the cost has already been expended.

1291 185
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2. The Emergency Planning Zones

The national present value cost for EPZs to State governments (40 States) is $24
million over the period 1980-2000 at a 10 percent discount rate. For all 101 sites,
the national present value cost to local governments is $32 million over the period
1980-2000 at a 10 percent discount rate. [High population density (and growth)
sites are only partially included.] The combined present value cost u State and
local governments is $56 million. The incremental present value cost to State and
local governments for implementing the EPZs is $24 villion, assuming all States and
local governments have concurrence based on current criteria.

3. ARAC and/or Offsite Monitoring Systens

The Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability (ARAC) or the ring system enhances plans
and preparedness for State and local governments, especially for EPZs. The national
present value cost tc State and local governments is $16 million. Therefore, the
total present value cost for 1980-2000 to State and local governments for the enhanced
system is $72 million.

4. High Population Density (and Growth) Sites

A fair estimate for the present value cost of all 21 high population (and growth)
sites is $8 million for the time period 1980-2000 at a 10 percent discount rate.

5. Local Technical Directors

Assuming a salary range of $10,000 to $20,000 per year, the national present value
cost for 101 local directors is $8 million to $1C million for the time period

1980-2000. Assuming two 1ccal technical director for the eight high population
density sites, at $30,000 per year each, the present value cost would be increased
by nearly $3 million for a total of about $20 million.

6. Summary

The following table summarizes the above national present value costs (millic,ns of

dollars):

Total = NRC Concurrence + EPZ" + ARAC or + High Population + Local

Ring Density and Technical

System Crowth Sites Directors

State Government 16 8

}l6 }8
Local Government 16 16 20

Total. 100 = 32 + 24 + 16 +8 +20

j}gj*The incremental o .. for EPZs.
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III. FUNDING

A. State Governments

Emergency personnel in Civil Defense / Emergency Services, Divisions of Radiological Health
and other State agencies are very much concerned with priority setting. This means how
much money should be allocated for radiological emergency response plans and preparedness
in support of commercial nuclear power stations and how quickly should the job be completed
compared to the wide range of other activities in which the public's health, safety and
welfare has to be protected. During the last few years, funding is flattening out for
both Civil Defense / Emergency Services and Radiation Health. As a consequence, most
States report that they are strapped for funds, yet are having to fulfill more
requirements.

Because of the Three Mile Island accident, plans and preparedness are receiving higher
priority treatment in many States. For example, Oregon and Illinois signed into laws, in
July and September 1979 respectively, funding programs for radiological emergency response
plans and preparedness. Monies are raised by assessing fees on the operating utilities.
Illinois is creating a " Nuclear Safety Emergency Preparedness Fund " Some other States,
such as California and New Jersey, are trying to get similar legislation passed.

B. Local Governments

Local governments are recognized by the States as having the first line of official
public responsibility to prepare for and to respond to most emergencies. Nevertheless,
many local governments, but not all, are finding themselves in a funding squeeze similar
to or greater than State governments. Some major findings are:

For the majority of jurisdictions, there appear to be adequate tax revenues
generated from a nuclear power station in the host jurisdiction. Budget
n.anagers prefer to allocate most funds to other projects perceived to have
higher priority than local radio ~ogical erergency response plans and
preparedness. The consequence is that local Civil Defense / Emergency Services
are not always completely funded for plans and preparedness.

The assurance of adequate funds to local Civil Defense / Emergency Services for
radiological emergency response plans and preparedness for neighboring impacted
jurisdictions is considerably less secure. InsecLrity prevails even though
some tax benefit is derived indirectly by means of taxes on wages spent and
business transactions that result from the construction and operation of a
nuclear power station. As in the case of the host jurisdiction, the main
problem is the setting of priorities.

The assurance of continuity in funding local Civil Defense / Emergency Services
for plans and preparedness is open to question because in the long ru,, over a
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r, umber of years, tax revenues and indirect sources of public funds derived
directly or indirectly from the nuclear power station may begin to decline. As
a consequence, local budgets would become stretched and radiological emergency
response plans and preparedness may suffer an even lower priority than they
currently enjoy.

The recently passed Oregon Act assures funding for Columbia County government in Oregon
but not for Cowlitz County, Washington, that is equally impacted by the Trojan nuclear
power station sited in Oregon. The Illinois Act seeks to recover State costs. Couray
government is not assured of any funds. However, Illinois officials intend to address
local government funding in 1980.

C. Future Alternative Funding Mechanisms

The aftermath of Proposition 13 in California proved that there was not a tax rebellion
across the country but rather a heightened awareness that local, State and Federal
government officials must use taxpayer dollars more efficiently and effectively in the
future. As a consequence, to survive inflation and spending restrictions, budget
managers in the local, State and Federal government are scrutinizing ever more closely
funding for radiological emergency response plans and preparedness in support of
commercial nuclear power stations. Three Mile Island is heightening this awareness.
Even though plans and preparedness appear to be gaining higher priority attention, this
activity may still be eliminated because of the lack of funds. This report reviews a
large number of future alternative funding mechanisms. In addition to the current
hodgepodge approacn which is unsatisfactory, the most helpful ones exg'ored are
mernanisms not requiring additional Federal funds; ones that would require some
additional Federal funds; ari i mechansims requiring NRC funding. An approach that the
author prefers is cresented below. (Part III of this report provides a fuller

explanation.)

IV. A PREFERRED APPROACH

A. Rationale

1. Risk

Risk on a relati',e basis provides the reason for determining the governmental entity
that should receive priority funding. Local governments are recognized by the
States as having the first line of official public responsibility for and to respond
to most emergencies because of the proximity to nuclear power stations.

In general, the high population density and grcwth sites, such as Indian Point, New
York, and Zion, Illinois, deserve higher priority funding compared to low population
density and growth sites. However, those low population densitv sites which lack
adequate infrastructure should receive rather high priority f ng as w 1 .
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For those States without NRC concurrence, adequate plans and preparedness are not
demonstrated. For this reason, the local populations nearby nuclear power stations
it those States without NRC concurrence could be at greater risk compared to those
States with concurrence. Therefore, another priority should be to fund those States
without concurrence. Concurred States may require a lower priority of funding in
order to retain concurrence. All States that have concurrence should be compensated.

2. Efficiency

A proper funding balance should be achieved between prevention of an accidental
release of radioactive mWrials by means of defense-in-depth inside the fence and
radio'ogical emergency response plans and preparedness outside the fence, "beyond
defense-in-depth." Currently, the primary objective of defense-in-depth is the
prevention of accidental releases of radioactive materials from the site by means of
careful design, construction and operation of the nuclear power station and thoughtful
selection of its site. The basic safety philosophy of commercial nuclear power
stations, defense-in-depth, should be enlarged to include State and local government
radiological emergency respo r plans and preparedness. The keys to this are
enforceable regulation and fu: ding.

Ideally, the Congress must make a finding and declaration that the national interest
requires adequate local and State government radiological emergency response plans
and preparedness otherwise the NRC operating license held by the licensee of the
nuclear power station would be withdrawn for the case of an operating station or the
license would not be issued for the case of a new station. The Congress should
assure that the funds are available to accomplish this task. A preferred approach
is the establishment of a trust fund for State and local government radiological
emergency response plans and preparedness as described in this report. Alternatively,
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission could make such a similar finding and declaration
for the purpose of assuring the health and safety of the people in the vicinity of
nuclear power stations and protecting tne environment. This could be accomplished
by means of the expedited rulemaking procedure that is now in progress.* Such a
finding and declaration by either Congress or NRC are needed in view of the
atmosphere of uncertainty that shrouds the safety of nuclear power stations.

3. Equity

The funding mechanism should have the objective to internalize the external costs of
local and State governments. Costs for plans and preparedness should be paid
ultimately by the consumer of electricity which is viewed as the most equitable way
of doing business. This can be accomplished by levying a fee on the operator of the

*" Adequacy and Acceptance of Emergency Planning Around Nuclear Facilities, Advance Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking," Federal Register, Vol. 44, No. 138, Tuesday, July 17, 1979,
pp. 4183-4184.
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nuclear power station, who in turn raises the money from the utility owners who in
turn oass it on to the consumers after being approved by a public utility commission.
The estimated cost for the average residental customer would be approximately one
cent per month. The fee method is already used by Oregon and Illinois in their laws
and is in concert with the fees paid by the licensee to NRC for Construction Permits
and Operating Licenses. Furthermore, this type of funding is embedded in various
laws for liability, such as the Price-Anderson Act for nuclear accident liability
and section 311 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972
(Public Law 92-500) for recovery of clean up costs from accidents involving oil and
designated hazardous substances.

To assure that States that have' earned or are in the process of earning NRC concur-
rence are treated fairly, State and local governments should be reimbursed far their
funds disbursed for plans and preparedness. The earliest time frare for abursement

could commence from two years prior to the date of NRC concurrence. The principle
of reimbursement allows the Faderal program to parallel programs of the State without
any impediment. This principle is established in the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act Amendments of 1972 (Public Law 92-500) in section 206 that deals with reimbursement
grants to State and local governments for construction of treatment works.

Funding to State and local government should be conducted on a cost recovery basis.
If additional funds are needed, they should be recovered from the operating utilities.
Any surplus funding should be redistributed to the operating utilities. Cost should
be determined by the impacted State and local governments. For example, the 10- and
50-mile Emergency Planning Zones would provide the basis for identifying the impacted
governments. In no case, should a situation occur that western utility operators
would be paying for plans and preparedness in the East.

B. Funding Legislation

NRC should draft and propose legislation that would create the Radiological Emergency
Response Plans and Preparedness Fund for State and Local Governments. The main provisions

should include the following:

1. A Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness Fee of $1 million per
nuclear power station should be charged to the operator of the station. All
operating stations should be charged initially. Others should be charged
2 years before operation. The Fund would total $75 million by the end of 1980.
Alternative arrangements on the fee schedule should bo made when it is known
what the nitial ccsts for plans and preparedness are for particular nuclear
power stations.

2. The Fees should be deposited in the U.S. Treasury in an interest bearing account.
The details of the account would be worked out by the Secretary of the Treasury
in consultation with the Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The

P
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required money for State and local plans and preparedness should be withdrawn
by NRC by means of the Congressional appropriations procedures. A detailed
annual report should assist in Congressional oversight of the funds. State and
local governments should report annually to make full account of their
expenditures.

3. Every 5 years, adjustments should be made in the Fee to assure full recovery of
costs because of inflation, revised criteria, and other cost related factors.

The Fee would be specific to each nuclear power station. Any surplus should be
refunded to the operating utilities at 5 year intervals.

4. Those States that have NRC qualified programs of their own, i.e., similar in

effectiveness to the national program, should not have to participate.
Therefore, the operators of the stations located in those States should not
have to pay two fees. Such a provision should be an incentive for States to
create and manage their own programs.

5. Any State that has obtained concurrence or is in the process of obtaining
concurrence should be reimbursed for previous expenditures up to two years
prior to NRC concurrence. The rebate should be to the source, such as the
State or local government.

6. Rules should describe how much State and local government can request in any
one year. The limits are initially determined by the costs in this report

above and must cor. form to the guidance for State and local governm2nt plans and
preparedness as described in the principal NRC planning document, NUREG 75/111

or any subsequent dacument or regulation.

7. The objective of any organization that administers the Fund should be the
timely distribution of funds to qualified local and State governments without
placing burdensome requirements on any partv, especially on local and State
governments. Among the many candidate organizations that could meet this
reouireent, NRC, Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the boards of

the interstate compacts seem to be th. iost promising. Based on a review of
the principal advantages and disadvantages of each, NRC offers the most
advantages.

8. The Federal Grant and Cooperative Act of 1977 (Public Law 95-224) must be
followed to distinguish Federal grant and cooperative agreement relationships
from Federal procurement relationships. Pursuant to this act, the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget shall be making recommendations to the

Congress by no later than February 3, 1980, on the most desireable means of
implementing Federal assistance.
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C. Other Actions to Enhance Plans and Preparedness

There are a number of actions that NRC, FEMA, EPA and FDA can take to improve local and

State plans and preparedness. They are described in Part III. Some long range
considerations worthy of note are:

1. Training Institute

The creation of an Institute for Radiological Emergency Response Planning and
Preparedness that could provide a single coordinated curriculum for State and local
officials should be considered for the long range.

2. Including Transportation and Other Facilities in the Fund

An appropriate addition to the " Radiological Emergency Response Plans and
Preparedness Fund for State and Local Governments" may be the inclusion of spent fuel
shipments, away-from-reactor storage, and other non-commercial and fixed nuclear
facilities.

3. Addition of Federal Costs

The primary objective of this report is to address the cost and funding of State and
local government radiological emergency response plans 'nd preparedness in support
of commercial nuclear power stations. State and local government costs over a
period of 20 years are proposed to be recovered by a Fee of $1 million that is
levied on the owner of the nuclear power station. However, future consideration
should be given to the possibility of recovering costs incurred by the Federal
government for training, plan and exercise review, and other Federal costs related
to State and local costs.

1291 192
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PART II. FINDINGS AND ANALYSES

CHAPTER 1. METHODOLOGY

Over the years, r,umerous local government officials asked the Office of State Programs about
the possibility of NRC funding of local government activities related to radiological emer-
gency response plans and preparedness that are necessary for the protection of the public
health and safety in the vicinity of commercial nuclear power stations. According to these
officials, they are unable to raise the required funds at either the lo:al or State levels of
government, or from the operating utility. The issue of funding local jovernment primarily,
and State government to a lesser extent, was flagged a couple of years ago by the Interorga-
nizational Advisory Committee on Radiological Emergency Response Planning and Preparedness of
the Conference of (State) Radiation Control Program Directo s. This committee has representatives
from the Conference of Radiation Control Program Directore, the National Association of State
Directors of Disaster Preparedness and the U.S. Civil Defense Council. Also, the U.S. General
Accounting Office recognized the importance of funding in a 1976 report (Ref. 1). Another

asoact of growing importance is the awareness of the funding difficulties related to the
Emergency Planning Zones concept advanced by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission / Environmental

Protection Agency Task Force (Ref. 2).

To better appraise the funding issue, the Office of State Programs decided tha*, a grass roots
approach of visits with local and State officials engaged in planning and preparedness activities
would be the most fruitful way to proceed. Dr. Stephen N. Salomon, Office of State Programs,
accepted the assignment and rcsponsibility for traveling to the various State and local
officials, writing a report and submitting his findings and recommendations.

Accordingly, contact was made with the person in representative States responsible fo- radio-
logical emergency response activities - either the civil defense / emergency services or radio-
logical health officer. In addition, the person in each State appointed by the governor to

represent the State in NRC activities, the State Liaison Officer, was consulted. As a result,

key State and local government officials (such as county commissioner, police, fire, and
health personnel) were ider.tified who were willing to participate in meetings set up at the
State and local levels. Sometimes utility representatives participated. The time frame for

field meetings was July 1978 through January 1979.

The main thrust of these meetings in State capitals and local communities was to explore the
historical and future costs of radiological emergency resporse plans and preparedness, to
identify any deficiencies in current programs, to discuss cu, rent funding problems and successes,
and to investigate future alternative funding mechanisms. (A guide for the inquiry on which
this report is primarily based is found in Appendix A). Because of NRC travel budget limitations,
California was not visited. Instead, written responses to the guide were supplied by State
and local officials and were supplemented by telephone conversations.
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The States selected were chosen on the basis of regional diversity to illuminate particular
known planning issues, stch as the high population densities nearby Indian Point close to New
York City and Zion near both Chicago and Milwaukee, interstate coordination, and investor-owned,
public, and Federal utility system cooperation with State and local governments. The selected
States represent both those that have received NRC concurrence as well as others that have

not. More attention was focused on NRC concurrence States * - California, Connecticut, Delaware,
Florida, New Jersey, New York and Washington since it is generally regarded that these
States have more complete State and local plans and preparedness. These States might serve
as models for States that have not yet received concurrence, perhaps for the reason that they
h-se somewhat less developed plans and preparedness. (An explanation of the concurrence
process is provided in Appendix B.) The study of both kinds of States allows some testing of
the above stated beliet. The nonconcurrence States that were visited include: Alabama,
Illinois, Oregon, Tennessee and kisconsin. In all, 12 States were studied at both State and
local levels. Less intensive study was conducted with some representatives of four other
states - Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, and Iowa.

At the local government level, officials were contacted who represent the communities supporting
the radiological emergency r'ans and preparedness related to the commercial nuclear power
stations located on 24 sites throughout the country. These contacts are believed to be a
fairly representative sample out of the 64 sites that have nuclear power stations either in
operation or under construction and will require plans and preparedness by the end of 1981.
(See Appendix C, Table C-1, for details.)

The draft report was completed on Tuesday, March 27, 1979, the day before the accident at
Three Mile Island Nuclear Power Station - Unit 2, near Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. No changes
were made in the draft report as a result of the accident on the assumption that any changes
would be , emature and that a baseline study would be mosc useful. Accordingly, the printing
schedule ice March 30, 1979 was not interrupted.

In view of the accident and related events at Three Mile Island, timely review of the draft
report was requested from a number 's p iles including:

Office Directors, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission;-

Federal Interagency Central Coordinating Committee-

(Radiological Emergency Preparedness);

Interorganizational Advisory Committee on Radiological Emergency Response Planning-

and Preparedness of the Conference of (State) Radiation Control Program Directors;
Mr. Gordon Vickery, Acting Director, U.S. Federal Emergency Management Agancy-

(FEMA);

Mr. J. Dexter Peach, Director, Energy and Minerals Division, U.S. General Accounting-

Office;

" South Carolina and Kansas have concurrence but were not studied. Alabama, Iowa and
Arkan:;as received concurrence on February 9 and 27, and May 3,1979, respectively,
which is after field meetings were completed. Nebraska received concurrence on
September 21, 1979, and Virginia in October 1979.
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All State and local governments participating in the study;-

Various government associations;-

Utility industry;-

Public interest groups; and-

Anyone requesting a copy.-

Altogther, almost 400 copies were distributed.

The written comments received are displayed in Appendix E. This final report attempts to

revise, clarify, *tsolve and highlight the issues of most concern.

In addition, this repart updates information where possible. The impact of the Three Mile
Island accident of March 28, 1979 is addressed to the greatest extent. Supplemental infor-
mation that could enhance plans and preparedness should become available in time from the
President's Commission ce the Accident at Three Mile Island (called the Kemeny Commission
after its chairman, John G. Kemeny, President, Dartmouth College), and investigationt by
Congress, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, States, industry and ott.ar parties.
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CHAPTER 2. COSTS TO STATE GOVERNMENTS

BACKGROUND

The historical costs to State governments for radiological emergency response plans and
preparedness in support of commercial nuclear power stations are not well known. They may
be characterized overall as approximations and well educated guesses, with some costs based
on hard numbers and others on soft numbers. Furthermore, the existing literature on the

subject is sparse.

The U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO), in support of its report, " Areas Around Nuclear
Facilities Should Be Better Prepared for Radiological Emergencies," March 30, 1979 (Ref. 3),
used questionnaires to try to ascertain State budgets on peacetime radiological emergency
response planning. Twelve States of the 45 States responding to the questionnaire (50
States plus the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico were queried) stated that more than
$500,000 is spent annually for all types of emergency planning. Twenty-nine States spend
less than $250,000 annually. These monies include State contributions in addition to Federal
monies from agencies, principally the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency and the Federal
Disaster Assistance Administration. Thirty-nine States spend less than 20 percent of their
State's emergency planning resources on peacetime radiological emergency response planning.
Generally speaking, the GAO found that States could not easily give an exact breakdown of
the amount Jf their budgets going for peacetime radiological emergencies.

The Defense Civil Preparedness Agency, whose main objective has been preparing for civil
defense activities related to nuclear wartime emergencies, has contributed heavily to the
States and local governments that rely in part on these resources for radiological emergency
response plans and preparedness in support of commercial nuclear power stations. Estimated
costs of programs for FY 1979 are shown in Table 1.

Even though the Federal government has supportea the States since 1950, the Civil Defense
program is far from complete. Indicative of this status is the fact that only 19 States

have full-time State Radiological Defense Officers whose main function is to administer the

wartime radiological emergency planning and preparedness functions in the State.

Preparedness Cevelopment and Impro/ement Grants have been awarded to States by the Federal

Disaster Assistance Administration under enactment of the Disaster Relief Act of 1974
(Public Law 93-288). Some $13.8 million have been obligated to 56 States, commonwealths,
and territories as of June 30, 1979. Abou. $11.8 million has been disbursed. Generally,
there is an award up to $250,000 per State to plan for peacetime man-made and natural
disasters. There is a grant of up to $25,000 for improving, maintaining and updating State
disaster assistance plans. The $25,000 grants are to be matched by the Stater These

Federal funds have been used by States only for indirect support of the planning effort
related to radiological emergency response plans and preparedness.
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TABLE 1. ESTIMATED COSTS OF PROGRAMS FOR DCPA - FY 1979.

Progr q Cost
1Warning and Detection $12.0 mill;on

2Emergency Operations 3,4

Financial Assistance to States 36.8
Management 22.8
Shelters 10.5

6Emergency Operating Centers 3,g

Research and Development 5.2
Total Obligatior.s: $56.5 million
Source: The Budget of the U.S. Goveyn:r+nt, Fiscal Year 1979

See footnotes for definitions of programs.

1. Warning and dE ection - Provides for the operation, maintenance, and con-
tinuing development of the nationwide em*>gency warning system and the
afstribution of radiological defense equipmett. to develop and maintain an
effective detection and monitoring system.

2. Emergency operations - Provides for the support of those activities which
are required to develop and maintain an optimum capability to perform
essential actions in emergency periods to enhance survival probabilities.

3. Financial assistance to States - Provides grants to State and local
governments to assist them in meeting their responsibilities under the
Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended.

4. Management - Provides for the administratipe expenses; that is, salaries,
travel, and supporting costs for the manAgoment and sc(<.inistration of the
national civil defense program.

5. Shelters - Provides for the development of a nationwide inventory of
fallout shelters and plans for their use in tmergei.?y periods to enhance
survival; planning for the crisis relocatier,of people and attendant care
and protection.

6. Emergency operating centers - Provides matching grants to State and local
governments as authorized by section 201(i) of the Federal Civil Defense
Act for the design, construction, and equipping of State and local emergency
operating centers and the procurement and installation of related capital
equipment for such civil defense supporting systems as warning and
communications.

7. Research and development - Provides for improvements of the technical
basis for ongoing and potential civil defense programs and operations.
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The Federal Preparedness Agency has advised and assisted in the formulation, development and
coordination of national civil preparedness policies, including civil crisis preparedness;

conflict preparedness; research, development, and program coordination; and stockpile acquisi-
tions and disposals. Assistance to State and local governments is limited to fostering

participating in preparedness programs. No funds have been identified that are awarded to
State and local governments.

The States' ability to manage disaster situations has been hampered because of a lack of
comprehensive national policy for the management of natural, man-made, and attack emer-
gencies along with a dispersion of Federal responsibilities among numerous Federal agencies.
As a result, the National Governor's Association adopted a policy statement calling for a

national policy and consolidation of Federal emergency preparedness and response services.
Accordingly, with Presidential support, the Disaster-Preparedness Reorganization Plan was
passed. The new Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) came into existence on April 1,

1979 on orders of the President.

Of primary interest from the point of view of costs to State governments of radiological

emergency response plans and preparedness for commercial nuclear power stations, the following
agencies have been transferred to FEMA:

Defense Civil Preparedness (from 000);-

Federal Disaster Assistance Administration (from HUD); and-

Federal Preparedness Agency (from GSA).-

Although the only agencies that began operation under FEMA as of April 1, 1979 were the U.S.

National Fire Prevention and Control Administration (from Commerce) and the Federal Insurance
Administration (from HUD), the other agencies that began operation in July 1979 are DCPA,
FDAA, FPA; the Dam Safety Coordination, Earthquake Hazard Raduction Program, the Consequences

Management in Terrorism, and the Warning and Emergency Broadcast - all from the Executive
Office of the President; and the National Weather Service Community Preparedness Program

(from Commerce) (Pef. 4).

With FEMA, a better accounting of costs to States for radiological emergency response plans
and preparedness may become feasible.

OFFICE OF STATE PROGRAMS INQUIRY

Because of the lack of existing cost data, the Office of State Programs is conducting an

inquiry into the costs to the States for radiological emergency response plans and prepared-
ness in support of commercial nuclear power stations. This is of special importance in view

of the NRC-EPA Task Force proposal to implement the Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) concept.

The costs to State governments are most conveniently separated into two categories plans

and preparedness. Planning costs include manpower, travel, secretarial support, printing of
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maps and copies, training and education, and miscellaneous costs such as postage and tele-
phone calls. Preparedress costs include the costs of exercises, training, and emergency
resources. The components of these vary considerably and are discussed on a case-by-case
basis. Both planning and preparedness have initial costs and updating costs in order to
keep planning and preparedness at maximum effectiveness. The following dis.cussion first
deals with historical costs that the States have incurred and is followed by estimates of
some of the costs that the States anticipate for the near future.

PLANS - HISTORICAL COSTS

The historical costs to the States for plans is summarized in Table 2 and are given in
detail in Exhibit 1 at the end of this chapter. Most States do not keep good records on

manpower and other costs involved in such activities so a good deal of estimating is done.
The costs for initial plans vary from a low walue of about $20,000 for Alabama, Connecticut,
Florida, Illinois, Oregon and Wisconsin to a high of about $100,000 for California. Arkansas,
Colorado, New York, Washington and maybe Delaware, New Jersey and Tennessee have each incurred

costs of about $40,000. The primary component of cost is manpower of the lead agency,
either the health department or civil defense / emergency services department. State costs
are heavier if the State government contributes suustantially to the local effort. Examries
of such States are . Alabama, Colorado, New York, and Washington.

The updating costs are usually smaller than initial planning costs. For the States of
Alabama and Washington, updating costs are a significant part of the initial cost. The
apparent reason is that new power stations are being added to the plans.

Time did not permit the development of detailed estimates of the planning costs for the
States of Connecticut, Delaware, New Jersey and Wisconsin. (Note that Connecticut had
considerable planning assistance from Northeast Utilities.) Nevertheless, conversations
with representatives of these States reveal that considerable manpower was put forth in the
various departments of civil defense, health and environmental protection. It is reasonable
to assume that these States have expended at least $20,000 each in the planr.ing effort.
More than likely, Delaware and New Jersey have expended $30,000 each.

PREPAREDNESS - HISTORICAL COSTS

There are three main categories of preparedness - exercises, training and resources. Estimates
of the historical costs to date for 14 States are given in Exhibit 2. Table 2 summarizes

the main categories. The amount of detail provided by the States varies considerably.
Since the estimates are not comprehensive, they may be viewed as somewhat on the low side.
Nevertheless, most likely no major item was omitted.

1. Exercises

From a review of the various States, it appears that an exercise costs the States
from $5,000 to $15,000. The variance seems to depend mostly on the scale of the
exercise and the number of State agencies involved.
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TABLE 2. HISTORICAL COSTS TO THE STATES FOR RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS AND
PREPAREDNESS IN SUPPORT OF COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS (thousands of dollars)

Ala.a Ark.a Calif.a Colo. Conn.' Del.a p),,a Ill. N.J.a N.Y.a Ore. Tenn. Wash.a 99$,

Plan
Initial 22 42 100 42 20 30 20 20 30 45 25 30 41 20
Update 18 1.4 6 5.1 4 19

Preparedness
b c D d

Exercises 12 4.6 40.5 5.8 25 25 25 26 35 See

(annual) 50' Oregon

Training
Initial 48 18 1 30 23 8

Update 5 1 2.3

Resources
Initial 115 2 23 2.2 70 70 68 10 10

f Update 10 1.1 0.3 10 0.6 9

a>

'NRC concurrence

For 2 sites
c
For 3 sites

dTrojan-1975
' Trojan-1977 include Washington Federal and local

-

W
__

CD
CD



New Jersey reported a high of $25,000 for the exercise at Salem, when amortization
of equipment was included. Connecticut estimated $25,000 for a comprehensive
exercise at Millstone 1 and 2. Note that Washington's and Oregon's estimate are
combined and include Federal and local government participation.

2. Training

The cost to States for training varies considerably with the scope of the program.
It appears that only Arkansas, California, Illinois and New York incurred relatively
substantial costs for their programs (in the tens of thousands of dollars). The
other Statet either do not have their own programs, or they are relatively modest.

3. Resources

The cost to States for resources varies depending upon their individual require-
ments. Only Arkansas, Florida, Illinois and New Jersey reported relatively sub-
stantial costs (i.e., above about $70,000).

REMARKS

This review of historical costs to the States for radiological emergency response plaas and
preparedness provides a guideline to the cost for a State to have 3 complete plan and pre-
paredness. One way of evaluating this cost is to compare the States with NRC concurrence to

those without. The States with low levels of cost, especially in the planning area, generally
are those without concurrence. These include Illinois, Oregon, Tennessee and Wisconsin. On
the basis of the costs, it would appear that Colorado should be close to concurrence, which
is indeed the case. Arkansas received concurrence on May 3, 1979 after the study was completed.
For Colorado, concurrence is projected for the near future.

It should be also noted that States without operating nuclear power stations incur costs c#
about the same amount as contiguous States with operating power stations. The two examples
are Washington and Delaware, for Trojan and Salem respectively.

On the basis of historical estimates, a typical State might incur the following costs for
NRC concurrence:
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Plan

Initial $50,000

Update $ 5,000 per year

Preparedness

Exercises $10,000 per site-

Training-

Initial $10,000

Update 5 2,000 per year

Resources-

Initial $70,000

Update $ 7,000 per year

Thest. Costs are further investigated in subsequent sections.

PLANS - F'TURE COSTSJ

Future costs for radiological emergency response plans were explored with the States before

the accident at Three Mile Island and are summarized in Exhibit 3. These future costs

represent a sampling of the thinking goir.g on in the States at the time and provide a base-
line for the reevaluation that is presently taking place in many States. Note that the
future costs do not include the proposed Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) because they are

yet to be adopted by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and Environmental Protection
Agency as guidance. The anticipated cost impacts of the EPZs are treated separately in
Chapter 5.

For most States that already completed their plans, large future costs are not envisioned
even when additional nuclear power stations are incorporated. Basically, there is a certain
amount of economy of scale. This means that the incremental costs for an additional nuclear
power station becomes progressively smaller. If an additional unit is added to an already
established site, the incremental costs are viewed to be smaller.

For States actively supporting local governments, the costs incurred for additional stations
will increas. substantially because of the costs for planning on the local level. On the
other hand, incremental costs at the State level should be small.

Future planning costs for Illinois estimated to be over $250,000 should be substantial for
two reasons. First, Illinois is not starting from a plan that meets NRC concurrence and
second, the plans must incorporate eight sites eventually.

PREPAREDNESS - FUTURE COSTS

The future costs to States for radiological emergency response preparedness in support of
commercial nuclear power stations are summarized in Exhibt' 4. As in the case of estimates
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for plans, theste costs represent the views of the States before the Three Mile Island accident.

Variety of cost and requirements is evident in all three categories of preparedness - exercises,

training and resources.

The annual cost for exercises could reach rather high amounts for States that expect to have
a large number of facilities in the future, such as Alabama ($24,000), California ($67,500),

Illinois ($40,000), and New York ($117,000). These costs are predicated on the assumption

that the State participates fully in each local exercise. This level of involverr.ent reflects

current State thinking on the matter in some States. Because of the anticipated high level

of costs, State planners are seeking ways to limit them without impairing the quality of the

exercises.

Future costs for training are substantial in many States. Illinois sees the necessity to

hire a full-time instructor with total annual costs estimated at $55,000. Washington has

also estimated a large outlay for training - $34,000 initially with $28,000 for periodic

retraining. Both States expect to have many sites in the future, eventually eight sites in

Illinois and five in Washington. Alabama, with eventual plans for four sites, does not give

credit radiation training developed for wartime to the peacetime activities at nuclear power
stations. In addition, some training is luinped into the exercise category. On an equivalent

basis, Alabama's future costs might be expected to be almost as high as those reported by
Washington and Illinois. States without additional sites should not experience much growth

'n sneir training costs after initial requirements are fulfillcd. Only retraining costs

should be incurred in, for example, Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida and

New Jersey. Some States do not view themselves having future training programs. Such
States include California, Florida, New York, Oregon, Tennessee and Wisconsin.

Future costs to States for resources depend to a great extent on how well equipped they are

currently. States considered to be under equipped now are Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois,

New York, Tennessee, Washington and Wisconsin. However, requirements may vary. Illinois
has the highest requirements that are estimated at about $107,000. A number of States with
an increasing number of nuclear power stations becoming operational need additional personnel

to ' elp plan, conduct exercises, aid in training and man emergency resources.

States that consider themselves to be adequately equipped include Alabama, Arkansas, California,
Colorado, Florida, New Jersey and Oregon. Nevertheless, Alabama, Florida and Oregon have
pointed to specific areas that need improvement.

It is important to note that there is some economy of scale in resources. Once a State is

fully equipped an additional site only adds a small increment to the cost. On the other

hand, exercises and training do not follow economies of scale to the same extent. Each

additional site requires another team of response personnel to be trained and another

exercise to be performed. Although there is some transfer of knowledge within the State

from one site to another, it appears to have only small impact.

}s70f _)/
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THE FUTURE COST IMPACT OF THREE MILE ISLAND - CASE STUDIES: ILLIN0IS AND NEW YORK

Although it is diff cult to track the fast pacec reevaluation going on in the States in the

wake of Three Mi;) Island, two case studies are worthwhile citing as examples of the planning
now envisioned - Illinois and New York. The future planning costs for Illinois, pre Three

Mile Island, were estimated to be over $250,000. Currently thinking is that these earlier

statements are too small in view of the expanded planning criteria that are now being addressed.
Future preparedness costs of $40,000 for exercises, $55,000 for training, and $107,000 for
resources are also viewed to be too small. The largest increase anticipated in view of

Three Mile Island is for continuous on site and off site monitoring devices on each nuclear

power station with telemetry and automatic alerting to the Springfield office of the Emergency
Services and Disaster Agency. The estimated cost for the first unit at LaSalle is $723,000.
After the bugs are ironed out, the intention is to outfit the other nuclear power stations
with similar monitoring devices. Cost estimates are not available for full deployment.

Recommendations for program revision for New York following the review of the Three Mile
Island a' :ent by the Bureau of Radiological Health, New York State Department of Health,
working in conjunction with the Disaster Preparedness Programs, New York State Division of
Military and Naval Affairs, include the following 15 items:

1. Acquisition and distribution of stable iodine and development of guidance for use

of stable iodine by:

a. Emergency workers

b. Institutionalized individuals

c. General public

2. Develop and maintain survey reports for each nuclear power reactor s te similar to
the Environmental Survey Reports of April 1962 for Indian Point, Atjust 1964 for
the Brookhaven National Laboratory and September 1964 for Niagara Mohawk. Current
survey reports would include information permitting the rapid assessment of potential
vectors of exposure following an accidental release of radioactive material.
Estimated cost is $50,000 per site.

3. Evacuation analysis including the time frame and evacuation routes within 5, 10
and possibly 20 miles of nuclear power reactor sites for the general public and
institutionalized individuals in hospitals, prisons, etc.

4. Provide for the following in evacuation planning:

a. Notification methods to acti te patterns of evacuation.

b. Designation of reception centers.
c. Security for the evacuated areas.

S. Review procedures for providing information to the media and the general public:
a. Provide additional telephone lines plus stcff assistance for round-the-clock

coverage by the Health Department's Public Information Officer.

ffE)f )~11-12
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b. Institute the Hr11th Department's toll free hotline at an early time for

public inquiry calls.

6. Develop procedures for collecting, reporting and evaluating monitoring and surveil-
lance data. Provide for transition from precise, " low level" environmental sur-

veillance to rapid, less sensitive techniques and procedures during the emergency
phase.

7. Select the location of monitoring locations and sampling points around each nuclear
power plant site. Recruit and provide training for CD monitors.

8. Provide funding for additional radiation emergency response kits. Upgrade present
emergency kits and for mobile communications for radiological response teams.

*

9. Provide funding for training emergency personnel and conducting drills and exercises.

10. Develop a generic plan for research and training reactors and other facilities
possessing "large" radiation sources.

11. Extend response planning activities within 20 miles of nuclear power reactor sites
to include contiguous counties, States and Canada.

12. Provide site specific meteorological information and a real time basis at the EOC.

13. Promote uniform application of protective action guides by Federal agencies and
all States.

14. Revise the response procedures for nuclear facility accidents at locations outside
of New York State potentially impacting on this State (e.g., fresh vegetables
produced in California or products produced in Wisconsin that may be contaminated
from a nuclear facility accident.)

15. The following internal Health Department actions are also intended:
a. Provide definitive instructions for coordination and coverage of Distric

E0C's by the Regional Health Directors,
b. Identify access points for information and materials from Health Systems

Management.

c. Provide for the Public Health and Health Systems Management duty officers
support to the Disaster Coordinator upon activation of the E0C.

No overall cost estimate for this revised program is currently available.
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EXHIBIT 1. HISTORICAL COSTS TO STATES FOR RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY
PLANS IN SUPPORT OF COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWER STATION)

Example 1. Alabama

PLAN (Browns Ferry and Farley)

Manpower $21,400
- Dept. of Public Health $15,400
- Dept. of Civil Defense 2,500
- Dept. of Pensions and Security 3,500

Printing 500
$21,900

PLAN UPDATE (Browns Ferry, Farley, and Bellefonte)

Manpower $15,000
- Dept. of Public Health

90 workdays @ $100 per day $9,000
- Other agencies

60 workdays @ $100 per day 6,000

Travel
- For three sites 3,000

Total: $18,000

Note: Total cost estimates should be viewed as somewhat low since all items are
not included. Bellefonte is not included into the plan yet but some work has been
completed to include it.

Example 2. Arkansas

F LAN (Arkansas)

Manpower (3 man years) $42,000
- Dept. of Health
- Other agencies

PLAN UPDATE

Manpower $ 1,400

Note: Total cost estimates should be viewed as approximately correct.

Example 3. California

PLAN (Humboldt Bay, Rancho Seco, and San Onofre)

Manpower $102,000
- Office of Emergency Services

340 working days @ $100 per day $34,000
- Supporting agencies - Health, Transportation, Military,

and Parks and Recreation
680 workdays @ $100 per day $68,000

Travel
Small item

Secretarial support - included in manpower

Printing and postage 3,700
Total: $105,700
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EXHIBIT 1 (Continued)

PLAN UPDATE (Oiablo Canyon, Humboldt Bay, Rancho Seco, and San Cnofre)

Manpower $ 6,000
- Office of Emergency Services plus supporting agencies

60 workdays @ $100 per day

Total: $ 6,000

Note: Total cost estimates should be viewed as approximately correct.

Example 4. Colorado

PLAN (Ft. St. Vrain)

Manpower $40,000
- All agencies

2 man years

Printing and miscellaneous 2,500

Total: $42,500

PLAN UPDATE

Manpower $2,600
- All agencies

Secretarial, printing and miscellaneous 2,500
Total: $ 5,100

Note: Includes local governmert costs.

Example 5. Connecticut

PLAN (Haddam Neck and Millstone)

Manpower $20,000
- All agencies

Example 6. Delaware

PLAN (Salem-located in New Jersey)

Manpower $30,000
- All agencies

1 man year

Example 7. Florida

PLAN (Crystal River, St. Lucie and Turkey Point)

Manpower $20,000
- Division of Disaster Preparedness

120 workdays @ $100 per day $12,000
- Department of Health and Rehabilitative

Services - Radiological Laboratory
80 workdays @ $100 per day $ 8,000

Total: $20,000

Note: Total cost should be viewed as low because estimates for travel, secretarial

support and printing were not available.
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EXHIBIT 1 (Continued)

E_tmple 8. Illinois

PLAN (Oresden, Quad Cities and Zion)

Manpower $13,000
- Dept. of Health

6 man months @ $100 per day

Total: less than $20,000

Note: This estimate is somewhat low because input from other agencies is not
considered. However, it is unlikely that the total would exceed $20,000.

Example 9f New Jersey

PLAN (0yster Creek and Salem)

Manpower $30,000
- All agencies

1 man year

Example 10. New York

PLAN (FitzPatrick, Ginna, Indian Point, and Nine Mile Point)

Manpower $40,500
- Dept. of Health

300 workdays (1970-1971) @ $100 per day $30,000
30 workdays per site for specific operating procedures

@ $115 per day for all three sites 10,500

Travel 4,500
- For all sites - $1500 per site

Total: $45,000

PLAN UPDATE

Manpower $ 4,000
- Dept. of Health

40 workdays @ $100 per day
Total: $ 4,000

Note: Other agency participation is not included in estimate of total. Also,
some other items are not included. Total cost estimates should be viewed as
somewhat low.

Example 11. Oregon

PLAN (Trojan)

Manpower $25,000
- Dept. of Health

1 man year

PLAN UPDATE

Manpower $ 7,000
- Dept. of Health and other 3gencies

70 workdays @ $100 per day

.
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EXHIBIT 1 (Continued)

Example 12. Tenneseee

PLAN (Sequoyah and Watts Bar)

Manpower $30,000
- Dept. of Health

One year effort of two persons over a 10 year period.

Total: $30,000

Note: Other agency contributions are nct '' 'uded. Nevertheless, the total
vt been included into plan althoughrepresents a realistic estimate. Watts b 2

work to include it has been completed.

Example 13. Washington

PLAN (Trojan and Washington Nuclear Plant 1, 2 and 4)

Dept. of Emergency Services (April 1975-1977)

Manpower $4,875
- 75 workdays (minimum) @ $65 per day

Travel 850
- 22 days per diem @ $25 per day
- 2,300 miles 13C per mile

Secretarial support 2,000
- 50 days @ $40 per day

Printing 1,000
- Copies of plan, maps, etc.

Miscellaneous 500
- Fostage. ; ele,none calls, etc.

Training and education 400

Subtotal: $9,775

Dept. of Social and Health Services (for supporting document)

Manpower $4,900

Travel 500

Miscellaneous
- Printing and telephone 100

Subtotal: $5,500

Other agencies

Manpower $1,650

Total: (State portion of Plan) $16,925

Note: The following costs for the local plan were borne by the State.

Cowiftz County Plan (for Trojan) (1974-77)

Manpower $6,500 -) qc , f (q (.) h- 100 workdays (minimum) @ $65 per day
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EXHIBIT 1 (Continued)

Travel 3,300
- 80 days par diem @ $25 per day
- 10,000 miles @ 13C per mile

Secretarial support 3,000
- 75 workdays @ $40 per day

Printing and miscellaneous 1,530

Total: $14,300

Benton/ Franklin County Plan (for WNP 1, 2 and 4) (April 1975-77)

Manpower
- 65 workdays @ $65 per day $4,225

Travel 1,575
- 35 days per diem @ $25 per day
- 5,400 miles @ 13C per mile

Secretarial support 1,600
- 40 days @ $40 per day

Printing
- Copies of plans, maps, etc.

Miscellaneous
- Postage, telephone calls, etc.

Total: $10,000

Total: (State portion of local plans) $24,300

Total: (State and local plans) $41,225

PLAN UPDATE

Department of Emergency Services $ 7,500

Radiation Control, Social and Health Services 2,800

Other State agencies 2,500

Two local plans 6,500

Total: $19,300

Example 14. Wisconsin

PLAN (La Crosse, Kewaunee, and Point Beach)

Manpower $20,000
- All agencies

1 man year

1291 210

II-18



EXHIBIT 2. HISTORICAL COSTS TO STATES FOR RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY
PREPAREDNESS IN SUPPORT OF COMMERCIAL NVCLEAR POWER STATIONS

Example 1. Alabama

EXERCISES

Manpower of all State agencies plus transportation - $6,000 per site.

Total for 2 sites $12,000

TRAINING

Briefings at exercises are considered part of training.

RESOURCES

No special dedicated resources were purchased.

Example 2. Arkansas

EXERCISES

Semiannual exercises $ 4,600

TRAINING

Initial. State and local officials, Response Team Members.
(2.5 man years) $47,500

Update. 0.3 man years. $ 5,000

RESOURCES
.

Initial. Communications, vehicles, monitoring, dosimetry,
miscellaneous. $115,000

Update. 10% replacement, excluding vehicle $10,000

Example 3. California

EXERCISES

For all agencies - 135 workdays per site - $13,500.

Total for three sites. $40,500 *P;
e

TRAINING

Initial. For Peacetime Radiological Instrument Training (PRIT)
and Radiological Defense Officer (R00) courses 4 persons @
$4,000 per person. On job training - $2,000. $18,000

Update. 10 workdays. $ 1,000

RESOURCES

Dept. of Health has purchased response kits containing detectors,
decontamination equipment, etc. $ 2,000

ff
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EXHIBIT 2 (Continued)

Example 4. Colorado

EXERCISES

Total personnel costs based on time spent during exercise. $ 5,800

TRAINING

Initial. Meetings with all agencies named in plan
comprised 8 days. Does not include radiological health
training related to plan. $ 1,000

Update. Emergency response team and department staff
training = $1,700. Radiological response training course =
$600. $ 2,300

RESOURCES

Initial. Emergency instrumentation, protective clothing,
respirators, decontamination equipment, emergency generators,
air samplers and communications equipment for Dept. of Health. $23,350

Update. Instrument calibration and repair costs. $ 1,100

Example 5. Connecticut

EXERCISES

Manpower of all State agencies, transportation, plus per
diem. $25,000

TRAINING

Initial. 6 months.

RESOURCES

No special dedicated resources were purchased.

Example 6. Delaware

EXERCISES

Should be no greater than New Jersey experience for Salem. $25,000

TRAINING

Initial. Only NRC supplied trianing.

RESOURCES

Initial. Installation for drop for National Warning System
(NAWAS) from Salem nuclear power station to Delssare State
Police - $600. Two surplus vans - $600. Associated
equipment for survey instruments - Stabilized Assay Monitors
(SAMs) - $1,000. (Note: 2 SAMs $3,300 ear.h were
provided by utility to State.) $ 2,200

Update. NAWAS operating charge. $ 300
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EXHIBIT 2 (Continued)

Example 7. Florida

EXERCISES

Exercises take place at all three sites but no cost estimates are available.

TRAINING

State training takes place at all three sites but no cost estimates
are available.

RESOURCES

Initial. Mobile Emergency Radiological Laboratory (MERL) 070,000
(Note: Funding supplied by utilities.)

Update. Jelly analyzer to replace sodium iodide detector
for MERL. $10,000

Example 8. Illinois

EXERCISES

Not available. Probably low cost because limited to communications.

TRAINING

1977. Twelve Illinois State persons for radiation health
emergencies. $30,000

RESOURCES

Initial. Mobile laboratory. $70,000

Example 9. New Jersey

EXERCISES

Dept. of Envirnnmental Protection - $15,000 per drill inclusive
of salaries and amortization of equipment, State Police plus $25,000
Civil Defense - $10,000

TRAINING

Not available.

RESOURCES

Dept. of Environmental Protection - 3 Stabilized Assay Monitors
(SAMs) @ $6,000
Civil Defense and Disaster Control - 3 base stations, 1 generator,
24 walkie talkies - $50,000 (partial utility contribution.) $68,000

Example 10. New York

EXERCISES

During 1977, emergency simulations were conducted for two count us
(for two sites). Each training session / exercise required:
planning - 25 workdays $ 2,500
County / state participants - 100 workdays $ 7,900
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EXHIBIT 2 (Continusd)

Meals / lodging for participants $ 2,500

Total per site: $12,900
Note: These estimates do not include transportation and
assistance provided by the nuclear facility statf.

Total: $25,800

TRAINING

Initial. In 1958-1962, about 50 State and local officials received
the U.S. Public Health Service Management of Radiation Accidents
course. There was no tuition charge. Cost - 250 workdays - $21,250.

1976 radiological response training course. No tuition charges.
Cost - 20 students for 4 days - $1,850.

Total: $23,100
Note: These estimates do not include trevel and per diem.

Update. Not available.

RESOURCES

Initial. Four dedicated emergency kits with survey instrumentation @
$2,500. $10,000

Update. Annual costs for emergency survey equipment / kits maintenance
and calibration. $ 600

Example 11. Oregon

EXERCISES

1975. Initial Trojan power station exercise.
Preparation and conduct by Oregon Civil Preparedness Instrumentation
Program personnel.
Manpower - 80 workdays for 4 persons $22,400
Travel - 500 miles x 4 persons x 15 days @ 13C/ mile 3,900
Per Diem - 4 persons 15 days @ $25 per day 1,500
Publications, printing and miscellaneous 250
Subtotal: $27,950

Oregon / Washington / local costs $ 7,000

Total: $35,000

1977. Trojan power station exercise.
Costs for exercise involvement for PGE (Trojan), Washington
State agencies, Cowlitz County, Columbia County,
Oregon State agencies and Fedr al agencies. $10,000

Costs for exercise development and conduct
involving PGE (Trojan), contract personnel,
Federal / State / local agencies $32,500

Manpower, travel, per diem extras. 5 7,000

Total: $49,500

Note: See Example 13. Washington.

TRAINING

Not available.
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EXHIBIT 2 (Continued)

RESOURCES

Initial. Computer and related hardware for dose assessment
Projection. $10,000

Update. Equipment and pagers. $ 5,000

Example 12. Tennessee

EXERCISES

All State agencies. $ 600

TRAINING

None to date.

RESOURCES

Not available.

Example 13. Washington

EXERCISES

See Example 11. Oregon for Trojan. No exercise yet for Benton/ Franklin

Counties (WPPSS Unit 2)

TRAINING

Initial training of response personnel not provided by Federal
governoent. $ 8,000

RESOURCES

None to date.

Example 14. Wisconsin

EXERCISES

Transportation and manpower costs for two persons for one day per
exercise.

TRAINING

Some familiarization training for fire, police and ether local officials.

RESOURCES

None to date.
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EXHIBIT 3. FUTURE COS"S TO STATES FOR RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY
PLANS IN SUPPORT OF COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS

Example 1. Alabama

Continued annual costs of approximately $18,000 with current focus on completion
of the Jackson County plan for Bellefonte. In addition, State support of the revision
of the Limestone / Lawrence / Morgan Counties' plans for Browns Ferry and the Houston / Henry
Counties' plans for Farley. In 1983, the annual costs should increase with the beginning
of State support of the local effort for Lauderdale County plan foe Yellow Creek, although
sited in Mississippi.

Example 2. Arkansas

Continued annual costs of epproximately $1,400 for update of planning and review. No
additional nuclear power stations are anticipated.

Example 3. California

Continued annual costs of approximately $6,000 for maintenance of the. plan and the
inclusion of the San Luis Obispo County plan for Diablo Canyor,into the State plan.
Additional nuclear power stations, such as the one planned, Stanislaus, could be
incorporated at little additional cost.

Example 4. Colorado

Continued annual costs of approximately $5,100 for critique of exercise and plan revision.
No additional nuclear power stations are anticipated.

Example 5. Connecticut

Annual costs would depend on the nature and amount of the changes to be made. This would
include the changes to ell facility plans. A rough estimate of this cost is $2,000.

Example 6. Delaware

Continued annual costs at current level for maintenance of State plan. No estimate is
available. State may need to support New Castle County for local planning effort related
to Salem and Hope Creek (located on the same site in New Jersey). A plan for Summit would
eventually have to be included if the project is ever resumed.

Example 7. Florida

Continued annual costs at current level. No estimate is available. No additional nuclea"
power stations are anticipated.

Example 8. Illinois

Illinois wants to update the existing State plan to achieve NRC concurrence. Estimated
costs to do this are:

One full time planner to write and update State operations plan - $26,000-

Secretary - 11,000-

Additional costs (travel, printing, etc.) - 13,000-

Total: $50,000

These costs would be incurred annually for approximately the next five years until the
plans are completed at all sites. The strategy fc. developing plans is to first do the
new sites, La Salle, Byron and Braidwood. After these have been completed adequately,
apply the experience onto the already estabished sites, Zion, Quad Cities and Dresden.
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EXHIBIT 3 (Continued)

After the five year period, a lower level maintenance cost will be incurred. Clinton and
Carroll must eventually be incorporated into the plan. Clinton is now under construction and
Carroll is being planned.

Example 9. New Jersey

Continued annual costs at current level. No estimate is available. Additional power
stations, such as Hope Creek and Forked River, could be incorporated at little additional
Cost.

Example 10. New York

Continued annual costs at current level of approximately $4,000 for maintenance of the plan.
As each new site is added, an estimated cost of $3,000 is incurred for developing specific
operating procedures. These costs will apply to Shoreham and Ster 1Ing which are under con-
struction. Also, to New Haven and Jamesport which are in the planning stage.

Example 11. Oregon

Continued annual costs at current level of 'pproximately $7,000 for all agencies. When
Pebble Springs is approved, annual costs shcald begin to increase. Increases are currently
forecast for 1986 and would have to include a full-time planner plus additional transporta-
tion allowance because of the considerable distance. Cost would exceed $12,000 per year
beyond current level.

Example 12. Tennesseee

Annual costs should increase slowly as additional nuclear power sta*.ians are added. This
would include completion of the Watts Bar and the Hartsville and Phipps Bend nuclear
power stations as they approach the operating stage. Also, there will have to be some
work on the Hardin County plan for the Yellow Creek nuclear power station located nearby
in Mississippi. Clinch River will have to be included if it is ever approved.

Example 13. Washington

For the near term, annual costs are anticipated to continue at about the current level of
$19,000 per year. D e Benton/ Franklin Counties plan will eventually have to be modified
to include the WPSS 1 E 4 units in addition to the WPSS 2 that is scheduled to become
operational in 1981. Also, WPSS 3 and 5 (Satsop) will require plans for Grays Harbor / Mason /
Pacific Counties. Finally, Skagit 1 and 2, which is in the planning stage now, will require
a plan for Skagit County. In conclusion, planning costs should continually increase
substantially under the assumption that the State continues to do the bulk of the local
planning.

Example 14. Wisconsin

Annual costs should increase especially if Wisconsin wants NRC concurrence. No estimate
available. Costs shnuld increase somewhat with the inclusion of the Tyrone and Haven
nuclear power stations.
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EXHIBIT 4. FUTURE COSTS TO STATES FOR RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE
PREPAREDNESS IN SUPPORT OF COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS

Example 1. Alabama

EXERCISES

Continued annual costs of $12,000 per year for two sites. When the plan for Bellefonte
is exercised, an additional cost of $6,000 will be incurred. In about six years when
Yellow Creek becomes operational, another $6,000 will be added. Annual costs should then
remain constant at $24,000 per year.

TRAINING

The planning philosophy of the State is to keep emergency personnel doing what they are usually
doing anyway, e.g., the police enforce the law. Therefore, the State does no special
training beyond the briefings at the exercises. Perhaps a portion of the costs assigned
to exercises should be considered training. Radiation munitoring courses for wartime
organized by the State could also be given credit for peacetime at nuclear power stations.
There is no concensus on this matter.

RESOURCES

Current equipment is adequate. However, a mobile laboratory would facilitate deployment.
The current practice is to ioad equipment into State vehicles for response. There is an
inadequate number of monitors in the State. Estimates are less than 200. A larger number
may be needed for monitoring evacuees if contamination is considered in the planning. Two
people should be added to the staffs of the Department of Health and Civil Defense because
of the increased load in planning and preparedness not only with regard to nuclear power
stations but transportation of radioactive materials and radiography.

Example 2. Arkansas

EXERCISES

Continued annual costs of approximately $4,600 are expected f or the near future.

TRAINING

Continued annual costs of about $5,000 to update emergency personnel is expected.

RESOURCES

Continued annual costs of $10,000 for replacement of equipment is expected. Assuming that
the converted X-ray van that is used for a mobile radiological lab needs replacement within
the next five to ten years, a lump sum will be needed of perhaps $20,000.

Example 3. California

EXERCISES

Continued annual costs of about $40,500 is expected for the three existing sites. An
additional $13,500 will be needed for Diablo Canyon. If the planned Stanislaus station
goes forward, the annual exercising cost will rise to approximately $67,500 per year assuming
that the State plan is fully exercised each time there is an exercise related to a particular
nuclear power station.

TRAINING

Continued annual costs of about $1,000. Since the Office of Emergency Services does not
have a large turnover in personnel, re-training would require a minimum of time and funds;
perhaps no more than one person per year.
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EXHIBIT 4 (Continued)

RESOURCES

Principal reliance for equipment is on other agencies and sources. However, an inventory
of resources is not currently available. If more stations than are presently foreseen go
on line, a need would develop to have a full-time coordinator and staff. This is because
there would be another plan to review, conduct exercises, etc.

Example 4. Colorado

EXERCISES

Continued annual costs of about $5,800. No additional nuclear power stations are er rently
planned.

TRAINING

Continued annual costs of about $2,300.

RESOURCES

Continued annual costs of about $1,000.

Example 5. Connecticut

EXERCISES

Continued annual costs of about $25,000 would be incurred for full exercises, such as
the one at Millstone. Haddam Neck would incur similar costs. No other sites are planned.

TRAINING

No detailed estimates. Apparently $8,750 would be sufficient for the first year and $4,500
for subsequent years.

RESOURCES

Equipment is needed for three teams to measure both the forward and lateral spread of
radiation and the necessary equipment to detect and communicate data to an emergency
operating center. Communications equipment needed:

3 mobile radios $5,400
6 walkie-talkies 4,800
antennas and installation 400
Total: $10,600

This is a minimum requirement.
Miscellaneous equipment including closed-circuit air pack, air samplers, decon equipment =
$3,800.

Example 6. Delaware

EXERCISES

Continued annual costs of about $25,000 to exercise Salem.

TRAINING

Some training on monitoring.

RESOURCES

Capability to measure gross alpha and beta needed. Estimated cost $20,000. Gamma scanning
would be desirable. Estimated cost $40,000. This equipment would allow the State to have
a fast response. Current capability is very limited.
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EXHIBIT 4 (Continued)

Example 7. Florida

EXERCISES

Continued ann,*al cost for al three sites, ho additional sites are planned.

TRAINING

Continued annual costs for all three sites.

RESOURCES

Need a better system for notifying off duty personnel than the currently used call ahead
system. Low level radiation instruments are needed. Additional personnel needed. Currently,
the State has only four people that could evaluate a reactor accident. Additional upgrading
of the Mobile Emergency Radiological Laboratory is warranted. No cost estimates available.

Example 8. Illinois

EXERCISES

Illinois wants to conduct exercises at the level of about $5,000 per site. This would
involve a few people in addition to one day of planning. With the three existing sites,
annual costs will be about $15,000. Since there will be eventually 8 sites, the cost
will rise to about $40,000 per year.

TRAINING

Illinois wants one full-time instructor to train local organizations. Cost is $22,000
per year. Annual training costs will be about $33,000.

RESOURCES

The following types of equipment are wanted by Illinois:
Radiological equipment

Local (for decontamination, personnel monitoring, etc.)-

$5,000 per site x 7 sites $35,000
State-

Emergency Services and Disaster Agency 15,000
Dept. of Health-primarily for ingestion pathway control 30,000

Subtotal: $80,000

Protective equipment
Respirators $ 4,000-

Anti-C clothing, miscellaneous 3,000-

Subtotal: $ 7,000

Communications equipment
Walkie-Talkies $20,000-

Total: $107,000

Example 9. New Jersey

EXERCISES

Continued annual costs of about $25,000 for large scale exercises at Salem. This cost
may decrease as interest in the large scale exercise decreases. This has been the case
for Oyster Creek.
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EXHIBIT 4 (Continued)

TRAINING

Information not available.

RESOURCES

Current resources judged to be adequate.

Example 10. New York

EXERCISES

Continued annual costs of about $13,000 per site. There are currently three sites. Two
additional sites are under construction and four more are in the planning stage. Assuming
a cost of $13,000 per site, exercise costs woulo eventually rJn to $117,000 per year.

TRAINING

No estimate available.

RESOURCES

Three additionel emergency kits plus upgraded equipment for current kits. Cost is approximately
$21,000.

Example 11. Oregon

EXERCISES

Continued annual cost at current level is anticipated. Exercise costs for Pebble Springs
will present greater cost because of the distance factor.

This wiil occur in about leg 4 86.

TRAINING

Not available.

RESOURCES

New pager system is needed for Department of Health. Also, $50,000 to $100,000 for a superior
dose assessment mini computer would be desirable. This would replace the current one which
is valued at about $10,000.

Example 12. Tennessee

EXERCISES

Continued onnual costs borne by State is expected to grow with the number sites. Currently
there is one-Sequoyah. Eventually, there will be fcur additional sites. The Clinch River,
if constructed, will probably present still more cost.

TRAINING

Information not available.

RESOURCES

Walkie-talkies with repeaters for Department of Health. For two teams with three persons
per team, total cost is $15,000. Another person, at least part time, is needed for
emergency activities.

h, f f
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EXHIBIT 4 (Continued)

Example 13. Washington

EXERCISES

Continued annual a sts for Trojan. Additional costs will be incurred soon as WPSS 2 becomes
operational by 1980. Thereafter, WPSS 3 & 5 at Satsop will require exercises that will incur
additional costs. Further into the future, Skagit and Pebble Springs (Oregon) v811 require
exercises.

TRAINING

Estimated costs for initial training of response personnel beyond what has been incurred
to date - $34,000. Annual periodic retraining of personnel is estimated to be about
$28,000.

RESOURCES

Estimated costs for Department of Social and Health Services-Radiation Control:
4 Portable high volume air sampler with flow control $2,400-

2 self-contained breathing apparatus 2,600*

2 portable alpha survey meter with air-

proportional probe 900
Miscellaneous 3,100-

Subtotal $9,000

CommJnications capability for either in Department of Social and Health Services or
Department of Emergency Services

7 transcievers and I base station $2,000-

Total: $11,000

Annual equipment repair or replacement $2,000

Example 14. Wisconsin

EXERCISES

Annual costs should continue about the same level. Costs will increase with Tyrone and
Haven becoming operational but this is some time to come. Tyrone is under construction
now. Haven is still in the planning stage.

TRAINING

Continuation of familiarization sem.aars dealing with transportation and nuclear power
stations. This is part of DOT Safe Streets program. Cost is $80,000 for all seminars.

RESOURCES

Division of Health requirements.
Low level survey meters $3,000. Additional equipment needed includes portable air monitors
and spectrometer. Two additional staff members are needed to adequately do work.
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CHAPTER 3. COSTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

The inquiry into costs to local governments for radiological emer<gncy response plans and
preparedness in support of commercial nuclear power stations co'sisted primarily of visits
to and/or d::cussions with a rumber of local officials. This ,as supplemented by a review

of Office of State Programs' files. Much of the information gathered could be described as
judgmental. Very few local officials have kept good records of manpower expended in ptt-
paring plans and time involved in exercises and training. If large items were bought for
emergency resources, a hard cost could be obtained from tha nurchase receipt. Local
officials' estimates were compared with those of State officials where possible. Overall,
the estimates should be viwed as best guesses. Note that the informatic' contained in this
chapter is based on data gcthered before the accident at Three Mile Island.

The inquiry considers cost to local governments for two types of sites. The first type of
site has an operating nuclear power station. There are historical costs to report for this
tine of site. In some cases, there is an adjacent uni- der construction on the same site
nearby an operating unit. For these sites, the incremental costs will be explored. The

second type of site has a nuclear power station under construction. The full range of costs
related to plans and preparedness has not yet been experienced. Therefore, there may be
more future costs ir,volved.

All sites are classified on the basis of either one-State planning or two-State planning.

The reason for this classification is that a considerable number of sites require two-State

planning which in turn demands extra coordination and cooperation that may lead to added

costs.

COSTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN SUPPORT OF OPERATING NUCLEJ.R POWER STATIONS: ONE-STATE

PLANNING

The costs to local governments for radiological emergency response plans and preparedness in
support of operating nuclear power stations for sites involving only one State are summarized
in Exhibit 5.

For the 14 examples reviewed, all have plans - some simple and others elaborate. The costs

for putting the plan together result from the manpower required for liaison meetings,

analysis, writing, ar.J reviewing. Many government entities may be involved that require
input and review. The highest estimate is for the Tri-county plan for Browns Ferry,

Alabama - $50,000. More typically, a local plan costs about $10,000 when only one

jurisdiction is involved. The Tri-county plan for Browns Ferry is so high because three

jurisdictions have to do planning.
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Lacey Towriship, 'vithin Ocean County, believes that it needs a more detailed plan - one that
goes beyond the one supplied by New Jersey and Ocean County. ihe estimated cost for this
plan is $55,410.

There is no rule of thumb for determining the cost of plan maintenance with respect to
initial cost. Nonetheless, 10 percent of initial cost seems to be a reasonable estimate
based on reported costs.

For the 14 examples reviewed in Exhibit ., all governments conducted either table-top or
full-scale exercises except for:

Twelve Towns (Haddam Neck), Connecticut;-

Westchester, Rockland, and Putnam Counties (Indian Peint 2 and 3), New York; anda

Manitowoc County (Point Beach 1 and 2), Wisconsin.-

The governments responsible for these three sites expect to conduct exercises in the h.wre.
Costs for full-scale exercises run higher than table-top exercises. Some examples of full-
scale exercises are Humboldt County (Humboldt Bey), $21,000; Tri-Town (Millstone I and 2),
$10,000; and Tri-County (Browns Ferry 1, 2 and 3), $6,500. Costs for table-top exercises

are lower. Typically, they cost only a few thousand dollars.

Costs to local governments for training depends to a great extent on the needs and resources
of the local governments. Sometimes the State does all the training, especially when it has
assumed all responsibility in the radiological area. Many times, training is considered an
integral part of the exercises.

No local government has incurred any substantive cost for resources that is directly attribut-
able to the nuclear power station. Sometimes, local governments have purchased, or are
purchasing, items such as communications equipment, using the necessity for response to an
accident at the nuclear pcwer station as an additional reason for ju:,tification. This
appears to be the case for Tri-County (Browns Fcery), Tri-Town (Millstone 1 and 2), Citrus
County (Crystal River 3), and Westchester County (Indian Point 2 and 3).

Most governments have indicated a desire to purchase resources in three basic areas: improved
communications, improved warning, and improved radiological monitoring. Twelve Towns (Haddam
Neck) do not know what they really need and would like NRC to make the necessary assessment.
Many believe that good communications systems are the most cost-effective.

A number of local governments depend to a great extent on mutual aid agreements to get what
is needed from other local counties or municipalities, from the Federal Government, and from
private industry. Mutual aid agreements in California and northern Alabama are notable
examples.
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11-32



The problems associated with plan writing and maintenance, training, exercising and over-
seeing equipment purchasing and maintenance have Lecome 50 burdensome, in the view of a
number of local governments, that a full-time person is needed to fulfill local government

responsibilities with regard to this activity. Specifically, Tri-Town (Millstone 1 and 2),

Oswego County (FitzPetrick and Nine Mile Point 1) and Westchester County (Indian Point 2 and
3) indicate such a need.

The incremental costs required of local governr..ents for additional nuclear power station
units that are constructed on existing sites appear to be small. Small modifications in the

plan, some additional exercise costs, and additional costs for communications from the

additional unit to the emergency operations center may be the only costs local governments
may have to incur. Overall, there appears to be great economy of scale in this regard.

COSTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN SUPPORT OF OPERATING NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS: TWO-STATE

PLANNING

The costs to local governments for radiological emergency response plans ano preparedness in
support of operating nuclear power stations for sites involving two-State planning are
summarized in Exhibit 6.

For the five sites reviewed, all of the impacteo jurisdictions appear to have some kind of

plan. The costs to local government for planning vary considerably depending on the degree
of State involvement. For example, where State participation is great, such as in Columbia
and Cowlitz Counties (Trojan), local government costs for the plans are small ($4,000).
Comprehensive plans for Houston, Henry and Early Counties (Farley) have costs in excess of
$20,000. For this case, local officials appear to have played a more active role. The

sample is too small to make accurate general cost estimates. However. manpower cost is the
primary cost component.

Some cost estimates for more comprehensive plans than currently exist give additional insight

into the cost issue. Comprehensive plans for Lake County including Zion and Waukegan (Zion)
are estimated to cost about $20,000 to $30,000. For New Castle County including Port Penn

(Salem), a cost estimate as high as $63,000 was reported, but this estimate would include

other factors as well, such as costs for an oil refinery, oil pipelines and LNG tankers.

Overall, the earlier cost estimate of $10,000 per impacted jurisdiction would seem to holo

for giving a rule of thumb for the cost of planning. An impacted jurisdiction could be a

city or town in addition to a county. So Lake County, Zion and Waukegan estimates to
$30,000 usirJ the rule of thumb.

For the five sites reviewed, most of the impacted jurisdictions have conducted either
table-top or fuller scale exercises. Notable exceptions of very limited participation

include:
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Early County (Farley 1), Georgia,-

Kenosha County (Zion 1 and 2), Wisconsin, and-

- New Castle County (Salem 1), Delaware.

The interesting fact regarding these three counties is that they are not located in the

States where a nuclear power station is sited.

The sample for the cost of exercises is too small to generalize. Nevertheless, based on the

information at hand, if all the impacted jurisdictions were to conduct rather full-scale

exercises, $10,000 appears to be a reasonable cost. Manpower is the primary cost factor.
Lake County, with its greater population and more complex plans, would incur considerably
higher costs for exercises.

Costs to local governments for training, whether one or two States are involved, are minimal
'ecause training appears to be primarily a State responsibility or is limited to what local

government does in connection with civil defense radiological training.

Only Lower Alloways Creek an1 Port Penn (Salem 1) have incurred substantive costs for
resources: over $5,000 for radios, telephones and posters for the case of Lower Alloways

Creek; and $2,000 for a pole and installation of a siren for the case of Port Penn.

Nevertheless, almost all impacted jurisdictions, except for Lower Alloways Creek (Salem 1),
Kenosha County (Zion) anr; Houston, tenry and Early Counties (Farley 1), believe they lack
adequate resources. As in the case of sites involving one-State planning, needed resources
include improved communications, improved warning, improved radiological monitoring, improved
educational programs and additional paid support personnel.

The inital cost estimate for the above items applied to the Zion area total at least $106,000.

This may represent a higher cost than other areas because of the relatively high population

surrounding the Zion nuclear power station as well as the relatively lower level of plans
and preparedness in relation to the population at risk.

Contiguous States have various memoranda of understanding and mutual aid agreements that
help contiguous counties across State boundaries to plan and to be assured of more adequate
resources than a single county has at its disposal. Costs and benefits in this area in

terms of dollars have not yet been identified.

The Salem station represents the epitome in terms of economy of scale for costs for plans
and preparedness. Salem 2 and Hope Creek 1 and 2 are all under construction. Eventually,
there will be four operating nuclear unit. on one site. The incremental costs to local

governments for the three additional units should be small: minor modifications in the

plan, some additional exercise costs, and some additional communications costs for the

emergency operations center. The major costs for planning, communicatior.s, warning and
radiological monitoring should have all been incurred with the operation of Salem 1. On the

basis of economy of scale and the fact that the risP is four times greater compared to only
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one unit operating, more complete and comprehensive plans and preparedness at the local
government level appear to be justifiable.

COSTS TO LOCAL COVERNMENTS IN SUPPORT OF NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS THAT ARE UNDER CONSTRUCTION

The costs to local governments for radiological emergency response plans and praparedness it.
support of nuclear power stations that are under construction are summarized in Exhibit 7.
For the five sites reviewed, all of the impacted jurisdictions have completed or are in the
process of developing plans. Costs to local governments for planning seem to vary consider-
ably. Jackson County (Bellefonte 1 and 2) and San Luis Obispo County (Diablo Canyon 1 and
2) report $20,000 and $22,400 respectively for plans involving a larger number of government
officials compared to Chattanooga-Hamilton County (Sequoyah 1 and 2) and Rhea County (Watts
Bar 1 and 2) which appear to have put forth a smaller planning effort. The Benton and
Franklin Counties plan (WNP 1, 2 and 4) relied mostly on State help. The local costs
amounted te several thousand dollars.

The planners for Rhea and Meigs Counties face rather unique problems since the infrastruc-
ture for these counties is not adequately developed. How these problems will be resolved
may set a precedent as more nuclear power stations are constructed in very sparsely popu-
lated areas.

Good cost estimates for exercises are not available since in this sample the exercises have

been of a pre-operational nature or have not yet taken place. The exercise cost of $5,000
for San Luis Obispo County (Diablo Canyon 1 and 2) is consistent with the costs reported by
other counties in Exhibits 5 and 6 for exercises of the same scale. Manpower is the main

constituent.

San Luis Obispo County is exception 61 in the amount of local money spent in training -
$18,0C0. In fact, this county has spent the most of the 24 examples reviewed in this study.
In general, California counties incur most of the costs for local training whereas, in most
cases, the States take primary responsiblity for training.

Generally speaking, local governments have spent very little for emergency resources. San
Luis Obispo County is an exception because their planners viewed a strong radiation measuring
capability as important and incurred costs totalling $9,200 for ion chamber, air samplers
and field response kits.

Jackson County identified a need for communication capabilities at $22,000, and Benton and
' ranklin Counties identified a need for a plektron warning system at $750 Rhea and Meigsr

Counties admit that they are almost totally unequipped. Rhea County identified deficiencies
in communications and warning whereas Meigs desires a total law enforcement, emergency
operations, communications and highway system amounting to $595,000 initially. Annual
costs would recur at $183,000. The primary reason stated for this relatively high level

of resources is the undeveloped infrastructure.
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Benton and Franklin Counties have mutual aid agreements and memoranda of understanding so
that planning can be conducted in a coordinated fashion. In contract, Rhea and Meigs

Counties C not have such an arrrangement. Based on the beneficial experience of others, it

appears that hese counties could have more effective and efficient plans and preparedness,

and therefore less costly, if they were to adopt the mutual aid approach.

There is economy of scale in plans and preparedness in all multi unit sites. The economy is

especially evident for the case of Benton ana Franklin Counties. Not only are there three

nuclear power stations under construction, but there are also a number of other fixed

facilities on the Hanford Works as well.
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EXHIBIT 5. COSTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT FOR RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS
AND PREPAREDNESS IN SUPPORT OF 0FEDATINC NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS

Sites with One-State Planning

Examole 1. Browns Ferry 1, 2 and 3 - Alabama - Morgan, Lawrence and Limestone Counties

PLANS

All impacted counties have plans. Overall estimate for the Tri-county plans is $50,000.
This is based on twice the Morgan County plan of approximately $26,000. Manpower require-
ments were 13 persons over a 7-month period, Oct. 71 through -April 72. This accounted
for the bulk of the expense. Travel was estimated at $700 and briefings $500. The
primary Emergency Operating Center is located in Morgan County.

EXERCISES

Estimated total cost, $6,500, for full scale exercise of February 28, 1976 that involved
185 officials. Four were from the State. Sixty-one vehicles were used. The exercise
lasted for about 6 bau-s. Assuming an average cost of $5 per person per hour and $10
per vehicle, costs come to $6,500. About 10,000 leaflets were printea explaining to
citizens the purpose of the exercise. Cost at 2C each was $200. Telephone calls and
miscellaneous costs were $100. Related exercises include in 1978 a tornado / plane crash
and in 1977 a tornado. Many of the same government officials were involved in these
exercises. No cost estimates available.

TRAINING

No direct costs. Considered to be a part of exercising.

RESOURCES

The Emergency Operation Center was built in Decatur, Morgan County, in 1975 at a cost of
over $200,000 with resources worth over $500,000. Roughly one-hali was paid by the city of
Decatur and Morgan County. The construction of the EOC is only indirectly attributable to
Browns Ferry. Some warning systems funded by local government include a three radio station
override for emergency announcements and a TV interrupt. Initial cost to local govern-
ment was $7,500. Maintenance cost estimated at $48 per year.

Improvement in warning to local residents, about 1500 families within a 7-mile radius
of Browns Ferry, is needed between the hours of 10 PM and 6 AM when radio and TV are
not on the air. For that time frame, current reliance is on warning using door-to-door
procedures. This method takes about two hours according to experience from the 1976
exercise. Discussion of using the NOAA storm alert system is in progress.

There are no local radiological instruments other than Civil Defense meters and dosim-
eters. The county desires some capability in this area.

The Tri-Counties ara part of a 13-county mutual aid agreement of northern Alabama. A
computerized catalog of resources is maintained for use in mutual support in the event
of an emergency. Jackson County, where Bellefonte is located, and Lauderdale County,
across the river from Yellow Creek in Mississippi, both participate in the same mutual
aid agreement and could be used to support the Tri-Counties.

Example 2. Humboldt Bay - California - Humboldt County

PLANS

Overall estimate for Humboldt plan is $13,000. Based on manpower requirements of 5
workdays for the local coordinator, 90 workdays for analysts and 10 workdays for clerical
and administrative. Humboldt is the only impacted jurisdiction. Plan maintenance
estimated to cost $1,000 annually. Based on 10 workdays.
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EXHIBIT 5 (Continued)

EXERCISES

Estimated cost for June 30, 1977 full scale exercise - $21,200. Based on 190 workdays @
$100 per workday. Included about two months of Humboldt Office of Emergency Services in
developing the scenario. Other participants included the sheriff and police. Printing
and distribution costs considered to be minor. Generally, there is o11y a desk top
exercise once or twice per year. This requires about 6 workdays. Eve;y year there is
one full scale exercise to drill the whole emergency organization. In 1978, a plane
crash exercise was conducted. Other types under study are for floods, high winds, and
chlorine spill. The Humboldt Bay nuclear power station exercise will not be conducted
again until after it becomes operational again. It is currently shut down because of
seismic difficulties.

TRAINING

Initial training of 20 people @ $600 each amounted to $12,000. Additional on-job train-
ing cost $1,000 for 40 workdays. Annual retraining estimated as $4,000 for 40 workdays.

RESOURCES

No cost to date. More reliable monitoring instruments and better communications with
deployed monitors are needed. Reliance is on mutual aid from State and Federal agencies
in the areas of health physics, assessment of dairy products and pasture land and in any
required decontamination.

Example 3. Rancho Seco 1 - California - Sacramento County

PLANS

Cost of Sacramento County plan - $6,400. Based on 20 workdays for local coordinator and
30 workdays for analysts. Annual plan maintenance costs - $2,100 for 20 workdays.
Planning costs for Rancho Seco 2, which is in the planning stage, are not viewed as
significant.

Multi-county actions and mutual aid if needed are coordinated by the State under the
California Master Mutual Aid Agreement.

EXERCISES

Cost of exercises on an annual basis - $2,100. Based on 20 workdays. Exercises have
been conducted at a rate greater than once per year. About five or six to date.

TRAINING

Cost of on-job training - $1,050. Annual retraining cost - $1,050. There are enuugh
trained monitors and radiological defense officers.

RESOURCES

No costs to date. Overall response capabilities are adequate for an accident that
affects only the low population zone of 5 miles radius in which 350 pcrsons reside. The
rest is pasturage. Capabilities to deal with larger events are difficult to evaluate.
Major problem is inadequate accident base on which to base plans and exercises.
Therefore, it is difficult to select appropriate protective action measures particularly
in early stages of a major accident. This problem could potentially be alleviated if
ARAC services were made available. These are under development with Lawrence Livermore
Labs. (Note: Discussed in a later section.)
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EXHIBIT 5 (Continued)

EXERCISES

Cost of June 1977 table top exercise - approximately $13,000 as noted in Example 10 of
Exhibit 2 for New York. Includes cost of manpower for both county and State officials but
not transportation. Another exercise in which everything is simulated is being planned
for the future.

TRAINING

One person for 2 week course in Radef - cost $700. Could use a person to do some
training.

RESOURCES

NAWAS drop installed at initial cost of $300. Maintenance cost is $160 per year.
Current communications system is very limited. Need microwave link to fire, law enforce-
ment, highway, etc. Estimated cost - $20,000. County may have to pay only 50%. Because
State response time is so slow, 3-4 hours, need a full time radiological staff. Current
volunteers with radiation experience are not adequately qualified. County is completely
dependent on the utility until the State arrives. Estimated salary for this
person - $18,000. Mutual aid appears to be limited to New York State fire.

Example 12. Indian Point 2 and 3 - New York - Westchester, Rockland, and Putnam Counties

PLANS

Indian Point 2&3 are located in Westchester County. Indian Point 1 is not currently
in operation and is unlikely to resume operation. Impacted jurisdictions are Westchester,
Rockland and, to a lesser extent, Putnam Counties. Westchester County has a plan. Both
Rockland and Putnam are depending primarily on general disaster plans. Rockland is
developing a specific plan. Putnam has only some special procedures. There is no plan
for the village of Peekskill. The low ?opulation zone is 1100 meters radius. There are
33 families and businesses in the impact area which has a radius of about 1 mile. For this
area, detailed plans are available. Planning to a lesser extent is carried out to 5 miles.
As many as 35,000 people may become involved, depending on the nature of the accident and
the direction the wind is blowing. No estimate is available for the cost of the Westchester
County plan. Local officials believe current plan is seriously out of date. Updating cost
estimated at $10,000. Greater participation of loc 4 government is needed.

EXERCISES

Exercises to date have been limited to testing of communications First simulation type of

exercise comparable to the one conducted in Oswego County is being planned for April 1979.
State estimate of total cost - approximately $13,000 excluding transportation. County
estim3te of its own cost - $5,000.

TRAINING

Some training of firemen by Westchester County.

RESOURCES

Westchester County purchased fully equipped communications van 2 years ago for alternace
seat of government. Total cost - $31,000. Van - $16,000 and communicatior.s - $15,000. Can
have radio contact with fire, police, sheriff. Lacks radio with emergency medical service.
Existence of Indian Point was a se''ing point to budget officials. Radiation equipment is
limited to civil defense type. A ball park, modest estimate for equipment needs is
initially $50,000, and annual maintenance cost of $25,000. This would include protective
equipment for firemen in addition to radiation monitoring apparatus. Brochures are needed
for public information purposes. Estimated cost - $1,200 for 40,000 copies. Full time
person is needed for coordination of all activities related to Indian Point because staff of
Westchester County Office of Disaster and Emergency Services has been reduced from 18
persons to four during the last 3 years.
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EXHIBIT 5 (Continued)

Example 13. Kewaunee - Wisconsin - Kewaunee County

PLANS

Local plan exists. Limited to map showing residences to be contacted, positions for road
blocks; and to a call out list. Utility helped put plan together. No cost estimate
available. Evacuation of residents within one-ouarter mile radius from nuclear power
station is carried out by unpaid volunteers who are organized into teams. This is done on a
door-to-door basis.

EXERCISES

Exercises were conducted twice per year initially until reasonably perfected. Now,
exercises are conducted once per year. Main objective is to notify all residences within 30
minutes af ter activation of teams.

TRAINING

No training or costs incurred other than related to exercises.

RESOURCES

No cost incurred. Local government relies on utility and State for radiological monitoring
capability.

Example 14. Point Beach 1 and 2 - Wisconsin - Manitowoc County

PLANS

No cost estimate available. Plan should be updated every two years.

EXERCISES

No exercises have been held because of past view of local emergency government. Because
of change in local government and the search for a new director of emergency govern-
ment, exercises will be held in the future.

TRAINING

1;!91 23ilNone.

RESOURCES

No costs incorred.
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EXHIBIT 6. COSTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS FOR RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS
AND PREPAREDNFSS IN SUPPORT OF OPERATING Nur! EAR POWER STATIONS

Sites With Twc state Planning

Example 1. Farley 1 - Alabama / Houston and Henry Counties and Georgia /Early County

PLANS

Houston and Henry Counties. Farley 1 and Farley 2 (under construction) are located in
Houston County. Both units are covered in the plans for the two counties. Manpower
required: Effort of 25 workdays for person in jeep to make estimate of impacted popula-
tion which is 5,405 people within a 7-mile radius. The surve'y was also used for tornado
warning purposes. Public meetings held by Civil Defense, sometimes in conjunction with
other objectives. Writing, editing, etc. , took 80 workdays. Overall local effort
estimated to be 265 workdays. Main effort was by Houston County. Henry County Effort
was smaller since it i. impacted to a lesser degree. Overall cost estimated at $20,000
based on a workday of $70 for 1973. Houston and Henry Counties work together without
the benefit of memos of understanding or mutual aid.

Early County. Oraft plan is in force which details the warning evacuation, sheltering,
and human aid for the some 600 people within the 7-mile impact radius. No cost estimate
available for preparation of the plan. The local plan is supported by the Georgia
plan. Early County plan will be finalized after Georgia receives NRC concurrance.

EXERCISES

Manpower costs for Civil Defense, Sheriff, Pensions and Security, National Guard, etc.,
are incurred in four stages. Orientation / preliminary planning meeting--40 to 50 people
for one day--50 workdays. Planning meeting--10 people for one-half day--5 workdays.
Exercise--10 people one day--10 workdays. Critique meeting--10 people for one-half
day--5 workdays. Total: 70 workdays @ $100 per workday--$7,000. $100 per day includes
salary, fuel, and incidental costs. Publication costs are incidental. Exercises are

conducted annually. Costs are incurred primarily by Houston County, although Henry
County participated to a limited extent. Early County has observed exercises of the
Houston / Henry Counties. No exercise of its plan has been conducted to date because
Early County is waiting for NRC concurrence of Georgia plan.

TRAINING

Any training by Houston and Henry Counties is included as par'. of exercises. Training in
Early County is limited to practice runs by rescue team. Raciological monitoring courses
related to war conducted at the local level is also considere I training for the nuclear
power station.

RESOURCES

No costs were incurred by any of the three counties. No need for local government to
have any special equipment beyond the civil defense equipment that is available.

Example 2. Quad Cities 1 and 2 - Illinois /Whiteside and Rock Island
Counties and Iowa /Clinton and Scott Counties

PLANS

Quad Cities 1 and 2 are located in Whiteside County. Other impacted counties are Rock
Island, Clinton and Scott because of their close proximity. The evacuation plan dated
January 1976, has a 5-mile radius in Illinois and a 3-mile radius in Iowa. Irpacted
population is roughly 2,500. Plan was joint effort of Emergency Services ann Disaster
Agency / Civil Defense, police, Red Cross and the utility, Commonwealth Edison. Plan
has been updated on a continual basis. No cost estimate is available.

.
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EXHIBIT 6 (Continued)

EXERCISES

Exercising of plan has been limited to testing of communications and some table top exercises.
No cost estimate is available.

TRAINING

Limited training related to use of civil defense shelter and monitoring kits.

RESOURCES

Warning systems limited to use of police PA systems. Public means of warning such as radio,
TV and sirens wuuld supplement existing system. Full time coordinator needed for updating
planning. For example, in 1978 there were 25 changes in personnel and telephone numbers
alone. All counties are dependent on volunteers to a great extent. Instrumentation for
emergency workers is needed.

Example 3. Zion 1 and 2 - Illinois / Lake County and Wisconsin /Kenosha County

PLAN $

Zion 1 and 2 are located in Lake County. There are approximately 50,000 people within a
5-mile radius of the nuclear power station. About 25,000 live in the City of Zion. The
City of Zion Police Department put together a plan at a cost of $1,000. The plan is not

viewed as being complete, especially with regard to detail in evacuation. Waukegan, which
is situated south of Zion, also has a plan. Winthrop Harbor, to the north of Zion, does not
have a plan. Any **sponse would be handled rather through the Lake County general disaster
response plan. Lt - County itself does not have a particular plan for the nuclear power
station. Kenosha ~c Jnty, Wisconsin is located about 3 miles north of the nuclear power
station. It has a clan to (1) either host the evacuees from Zion, and/or (2) to evacuate
and shelter the peor e within Kenosha County that may be affected. The effort for the
Kenosha County plan was about two workdays. Special features for all plans that need
additional planning attention include ways of evacuating large populations at recreational
areas, improving the warning system, and coordinating jurisdictions. Estimated cost for a
comprehensive Lake County and Zion Emergency Plan--520,000 to $30,000.

EXERCISES

First exercise conducted in 1978. Limited to testing of notification and cowmunications.
Zion Police Department was the lead agency. No cost estimate available. Cost estimate for
an exercise that would involve 100 police and 100 firemen in addition to vehicles--$25,000.
Could be implemented during a tornado alert.

TRAINING

Kenosha County plan not exercised. No costs incurred by local government for training that
is relevant to nuclear power station. There is a m ed to train police, fire and paramedical
personnel. Special provisions are needed to limit looting during an evacuation.

RESOURCES

The following apply mainly to the City of Zion. Communications systeu needs upgrading by
locating in basement of eme.rgency operations center instead of top floor of police building
because of close proximity to power station--2 miles. Estimated cost--$20,000. New Motorola
System--$30,000. Current warning system consists of one siren located on top of Municipal
Building of Zion City Hall. Many areas are not covered, especially when the wind blows in
certain directions. Effectiveness is limited in winter because of the blanket effect of
snow. Four additional sirens @ $4,000 each estimated to cost $1b,000. Currently, all radio
and TV stations have to be called individually for warning announcements. Desirable to
prepare radio and TV tapes in advance. No cost estimate available for this. Radio alerters
and block wardens suggested to supplement warning by sirens, radio, TV and police PA systems.
No cost estimate available for these. Evacuation signs required--150 signs for $5,000.
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EXHIBIT 5 (Continued)

Example 4. San Onofre 1 - California - Orange and San Diego Counties

PLANS

Major impacted jurisdictions are Orange and San Diego Counties and Camp Pendleton.
Initial plan cost to Orange County - $6,200. Based on 50 workdays for local coordinator
and 15 workdays for analysts. Annual plan maintenance - $450. Based on 5 workdays per
year. These estimates should be judged as low.

Initial plan cost to San Diego County - $12,000. Plan maintenance - $800 annually.
Camp Pendleton costs are not included. However, there is a plan.

Total plan costs - $18,200. Plan maintenance - $1,250 annually.

Additional planning costs for San Onofre 2&3 are not viewec as significant.

EXERCISES

Orange County - $3,000. Based on 42 workdays.

San Diego County - $1,500.

Any possibility of conducting other than Command Post exercises have been eliminated
because of financial constraints.

TRAINING

Orange County. Formal training of two persons @ $1,300 each - $2, fps. Training
maintenance - 5 workdays per year.

San Diego County. Formal training - $8,000. Training mainter.rcice - $500.

Orange County conducts formal radiological monitor trainiri sonthly. To date 400
radiological monitors from hospitals, fire, police, school and ir.dustrial organizations
have been trained and certified. Retraining is incorporated into the exercise schedule.

San Diego County training program ceased in May 1976 because of reduction of staff.
Additional staff is required to resume training.

RESOURCES

No costs have been incurred by either Orange or San Diego Counties. Ress. es are based
on mutual aid requests. For Orange County, the 26 cities in the countf, as well as
those of numerous outside agencies, county, State and Federal, are included as resources
for the county.

Example 5. Haddam Neck (Connecticut Yankee) - Connecticut - Twelve Towns

PLANS

C--t of plan borne by State with a heavy subsidy by Northeast Utilities. Planning
.equires organization of 11 towns and one city. There are no counties in Connecticut.
In general, civil preparedness in the area is censidered to be weak. Towns do not have
the interest to develop basic e1ergency preparedness. Apathy is claimed to be the
reason. Also, the good operating record of Haddam Neck seems to be important.

EXERCISES

Existing plans have not been exercised.

TRAINING

Towns have not taken advantage of training offered by the State or NRC.
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EXHIBIT 5 (Continued)

RESOURCES

Towns have not purchased any equipment. There is a general lack of understanding of
what is needed. Towr~ want NRC to make necessary assessment of equipment requirements.

Example 6. Millstone 1 and 2 - Connecticut - Tri-Town

PLANS

Tri-Town plan exists for three impacted jurisdictions, Waterford, New London and East
Lyme. Northeast Utilities put in a 9-month effort to assembla olan paying many costs
amounting to $8,000. There is heavy reliance on Northeast Utilit; : for technical
advice concerning recommendation for evacuation. No independent capability exists.
Additional cost for planning for Millstone 3 not judged to be significant.

EXERCISES

Full scale multiple exercise was conducted on June 15, 1978. Simultaneous exercise of
the radiological emergency f'r Mislstone, hurricane, train wreck, and hospital 'ans.

About 420 people were involved including 150 firemen, 120 town employees and 250 volun-
teer civilians who acted as evacuees. Cost of food for persons evacuated estimated at
$600 and raid for by State. Overall cost is not estimated by Tri-Town. However, based
on comparison with other governments that have had large scale exercises, costs could be
approximately $10,000.

TRAINING

Thirty-nine people were trained for decontamir.stion in connection with exercise.
Tri-Town wants to train radiation monitoring teams. Would like NRC to come through on
promises fnr training.

RESOURCES

Because telephone communicatio.'s are inadequate, Tri-Town decided to purchase a General
Electric communications system wc th $28,000. Northeast Utilities will supply the antenna.
Tri-Town is lacking in emergency equkpment, such as survey instruments, charcoal masks,
etc. There is no good Emergency Operations Center. Would like to have Federal funding,
$1.2 million, for one in the local high school. Evacuation signs are needed. Waterford
has a part time civil preparedness director. There is a need for a full time person.
Example 7. Crystal River 3 - Florida - Citrus and Levy Counties

PLANS

Impacted jarsidictions are Citrus and Levy Counties. Both have plans that are related
by mutual aid agreements. Total cost - $2,000. Based on reported cost of $1,000 for
Citrus County. Annual updating cost - $1,000. Based on reported cost of Citrus County.
Overall, Citrus County, where Crystal River is located, carries the main burden.

EXERCISES

Citrus County annual costs - $500. This includes leaflets and public relations with
residents near Crystal River nuclear power station.

TRAINING

Initial radiological training expected for Citrus County - $2,000. Training for response
personnel for response team that would also be used for transportation accidents -
expected costs $20,000. (Some ray be paid for by NRC.) Expected annual
retraining - $2,000.

)
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EXHIBIT 5 (Continued)

RESOURCES

Expected Citrus County radiological instrumentation $5,000
Expected initial costs: communications 1,000

van 6,000 (already purchased)
protective gear, clothing, misc. 1,000
Total: $13,000

Annual updating estimated at $1,400 for radiological instrumentation. To be used for
transportation accidents also.

Warning viewed as inadequate. A siren system within the low population zone may be
needed. Primary reliance is on the State Mobile Emergency Radiological Laboratory
(MERL) for radiological surveillance and monitoring functions. Because of concern for
the long time of 2-1/2 hours for the MERL to reach Crystal River vicinity from Orlando,
even though it is in constant radio communication with Citrus County EOC, locals want
some independent capability.

Example 8. St. Lucie 1 - Florida - St. Lucie and Martin Counties

PLANS

Impacted jurisdiction are St. Lucie and Martin Counties. Both have plans that are
related by mutual aid agreements. No cost estimates reported but effort judged at
roughly $3,000. St. Lucie, where the nuclear power station is located, carries the main
burden. No signifie. ant cost to incorporate St. Lucie 2 when it becomes operational.

CXERCISES

Cost estimated at $3,000. About 20 persons involved, mostly deputies, local Division of
Disaster Preparedness personnel, and a few volunteers.

TRAINING

No costs incurred. Training done by State.

RESOURCES

No costs incurred by counties. Direct phone line installed from St. Lucie nuclear power
station to St. Lucie Emergency Operations Center by Florida Power and Light as backup
for NAWAS that is used for initial notification. Martin County has radio actuated
sirens. St. Lucie does not. Some local citizen groups would like supplemental sirens
along Indian River to enhance warning by radio, TV and police mobile PA systems.

Because of very limited local radiological surveillance and monitoring capability, the
counties are mainly dependent on the Mobile Emergency Radiological Laboratory to fulfill
this function, which takes about two hours to arrive on the scene. Local vies is that
this is adequate.

Example 9. Turkey Point 3 and 4 - Florida - Dade County

PLANS

Rough estimate of cost - $3,000. Primary component is manpower for meetings, coordi-
nation, etc. Printing costs were paid by Florida Power and Light.

EXERCISES

No cost estimate available. OSny people are involved in exercises which are performed
ann'Jally.
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EXHIBIT 5 (Continued)

TRAINING

No costs incurred. Manpower in support of State.

RESOURCES

The one coded siren in the vicinity of Turkey Point reaches only about 30% of the
affected population. Police cars with PA systems are used to supplement the siren.
Also, helicopters may be used. Because houses are closed and air conditioned, these
sound warning systems are not effective. There is no current technology now available
that is better than the current system. Perhaps the NOAA storm alert system would be
useful. NRC should provide technical expertise to improve this situation.

Civil defense instruments are of limited value. Local authcrities are dependent on the
utility and Dade County Health Department until the MERL ar~ives from Orlando. This
takes about 6 hours. MERL makes dose assessments and recornends action by radio while on
route. More local response is desirable in this area.

Example 10. Oyster Creek - New Jersey - Ocean County

PLANS

General proc?dures for local level outlined in State plan. Lore detailed planning still
in development stage. Work has been going on over a 3 year period on a time available
basis. No cost estimates available. Evacuation route sigring and identification
of nonambulatory people is still needed. No significant tJditional cost to incorporate
Forked River, which is under construction, into plan bece ase it is adj tent to Oyster
Creek.

Lacey Township, where Oyster Creek and Forked River are located, would like detailed
planning that includes preparing a map delineating evacuation routes, compiling a roster
of non-ar.bulatory persons that would need transportation; preparing printed information
for distribution to the public explaining the evacuation plan; posting highway markers
delineating evacuation routes; and reducing above data to uscble form for police, civil
defense and disaster control personnel. This plan would require the cooperation of 12
adjacent municipalities. Cost estimate - $55,410.

EXERCISES

Exercises are conducted. No estimate available of costs to local government.

TRAINING

None being carried out.

RESOURCES

No costs incurred to date. Good communications system is needed, especially for other
types of disasters, such as hurricanes and forest fires. Any system should be able to
communicate with five hospitals in area and shelters for people. Cost estimate - $20,000.

Example 11. FitzPatrick and Nine Mile Point 1 - New York - Oswero County

PLANS

Local plan development took a period of 2 years. Coordinated by director of Oswego
County Office of Emergency Preparedness / Civil Defense. Involved a number of drafts and
ircorporated local and State government review. Nine Mile Point 2, which is under
construction, is a part of the plan.

1291 2!38
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EXHIBIT 7 (Continued)

EXERCISES

The first exercise will be conducted in 1979. No forecast cost estimate is available.
Volunteers are difficult to get because not too many people balieve this is a worthwhile
activity.

TRAINING

No local training is conducted. Reliance is place on volunteers from the Hanford
Works.

RESOURCES

No costs incurred to date. Needed equipment includes dosimeters for er.ergency workers
and Plektron radio system for warning estimated at $750. Benton Coun'.y director does
planning for both Benton and Franklin Counties without secretarial support. One half-time
person would help with the increasing work load. Heavy reliance is placed on the mutual
aid agreements with the U.S. Department of Energy Hanford Works and the utility--Washington
Public Power Supply System.

.
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CHAPTER 4. SOME IMPORTANT CONSIDERATIONS THAT AFFECT COSTS

There are a number of important considerations affecting costs at both the State and local
government levels that merit discussion so that future costs these governments may incur
may be better understood. Tho following discussion describes the cost situation for plans
and preparedness at both the State and local government levels. Some additional overriding
considerations that affect both levels of government are discussed. Finally, a model is
developed of the costs for States and local governments that gives an estimate of the costs
on a nationwide basis.

PLANS - STATES

The amount of manpower is the most important consideration in the cost of planning. In
general, this cost is the product of the number of workdays involved in the planning effort
and the cost per workday. The larger the scope of government involvement, namely, the more
agencies involved, the greater the costs. Typically, Srencies involved include civil defense /
emergency services, radiation health division, environmental protection, highway patrol,
public works, human welfare and agriculture. The time spent at meetings, writing drafts,
and review can consume a considerable number of workdays. If a State chooses to write a

local plan, the number of workdcys can be expected to be increased considerably. A typical
cost per workday for States is 5.00, which includes salary and overhead.

Additional manpower planning costs are incurred annually with updating efforts. Costs may
be larger when significant issues, such as Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs), the new protective
action guides (PAGs) or thyroid blocking agents like potassium iodide, might be incorporated

ito the plans. Routine planning updates should not constitute large costs. On the other
hand, a number of State personnel thought that the entire State plan would require a major
review and overhaul every five to ten years because M important policy changes and
government reorganization at the Federal, State and local levels. Finally, manpower costs
involved in planning may be considerably affected by the use of consultants and the degree
to which the utilities help out the State.

Some State and local government officials have commented that these government manpower
costs should not be viewed as real costs but rather as costs of doing government business -
plannin. *nr one of the many risks to society. Others believe that the manpower costs are
real, espec... nen the planning burden may require the hiring of an additional staff
member.

Training costs associated with the planning function can be important for some States that
may find it helpful to have more trained personnel. To a great extent, NRC-organized
emergency planning courses decrease the costs that States would have had to incur. These

courses, which are conducted at DCPA Staff College, Battle Creek, Michigan, and in the
field, provide the following for the students:
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Information and training required to lead and to coordinate the development of-

State and local radiological emergency response plans;
Techniques for evaluating their own radiological emergency response plan (if they-

have one) or one that is provided; and
- Basics of nuclear reactor technology, postulated releases from reactor accidents,

detection of releases, biological consequences, protective action guides, fixed
nuclear facility planning needs, the planning process and planning concepts,
essential elements of a radiological emergency response plan, tests and exercises,
and workshops.

Generally speaking, State and local emergency personnel believe that the planning course
broadens their perspectives considerably and is considered to be an important part in plan
preparation.

The one-week ttition-free NRC-organized course was presented 12 times between 1975 and 1978

and is now given as needed or requested by State and local governmen' personnel. The need
for a course could result from turnover of pe sonnel or the construction of new nuclear

power stations in a region.

State and local government participation in the cours 5 from 1975 through 1978 is shown in
Exhibit 8. Two hundred State and 179 local government officials participated. All States
having nuclear power stations in operation, under construction, or in planning also have
participated. Nevertheless, on the basis of the inquiry local government emergency
personnel could benefit considerably from the planning course. States not yet receiving NRC
concurrence could benefit in most instances.

The latest planning course offered was in Jackson, Mississippi, conducted in cooperation with
the Mississippi State Board of Healtr., Division of Radiological Health and the Mississippi
Civil Defense Council, March 19-23, 1979. Twenty-two State and local officials participated
from Mississippi, 3 from Louisiana and 1 local official from Florida. The next course is

scheduled for Illinois in September 1979.

Costs incurred by NRC for travel and per diem reimbursement of State and local government
participation amounted to $91,000 for the period 1975-1978. The average cost per student
for travel and per diem is approximately $220. The range is from $140 to $400 depending on
the location of the course and travel distance. The costs to State governments would be
limited to salaries paid during the one-week course.

There is an attempt in some States to pass the information acquired in these courses to
other State and local emergency workers by means of State organized training sessions. The
extent to which this is practiced has not been ascertained.

Travel from the State capital to the local governments may constitute another large portion
of the costs of planning. For large States with many sites, the travel costs could become
considerab' Also, the occasional costs associated with travel to national and regional
meetings shoued also be incl"ded.

q m
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Secretarial support for typing draft and final plans and related documerits adds up to

another item of some impcetance.

Printing, postage and telephone calls may accumulate to a sizeable amount. Several States
reported printing costs of almost $1,000. Florida reported mailing costs in excess of $500

for sending out copies of the Florida plan to other States and to interested parties who

made requests. The large volume of request's occurred because the Florida plan is viewed to

be one of the better plans that received NRC concurrence.

There must be a cost associated with the extra planning needed to achieve NRC concurrence
and the work involved with the regional interagency advisory committees. No estimated cost
is available for this.

Al e :, , State governments work with citizen groups which help to improve planning by lending
their particular perspective and expertise. Sometimes the extra coordination neeeded adds
to the cost of the final product. The benefits in many cases may be worth the additional

cost.

Taking all these considerations into account, an initial cost of $50,000 for the State plan

and $5,000 for an annual update appear to be reasonable for a typical State. As the
historical costs illustrated in Chapter 2, wide variation can be expected from one State to
another.

PLANS - LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

As in the case of States, manpower is the most important factor in the cost of local planning.
The larger the scope of involvement, the greater the cost. In general, tb? lead agency is

civil defense. Other agency involvement includes police, fire, health anc, a number of

volunteer organizations. The time spent at meetings, writing drafts, and review can consume
a considerable number of workdays. It is difficult to estimate a good dollar cost per
workday. Some local civil defense officials have chosen to write the plan themselves and
circulate the draft around by mail for comment, and then incorporate the comments into a
final plan. Although this lowers the cost for the plan, representatives of the various

impacted agencies do not have the opportunity to interact with each other and may have less
of a sense of participation and communication. By using this procedure, the <iuality of the
plan cannot help but suffer. Some of these deficiencies may be removed by subsequent
exercises and updating.

Heavy State involvement in writing local plans may reduce costs to local covernments.
Likewise, a substantial amount of utility assistance tends to reduce costs incurred. In
addition, the experience in writing other types of plans, such as for transportation-related
accidents, may help to reduce costs.

Local governments have incurred little training cost for planning because of the NRC-organized
courses. Some 179 local government emergency personnel have taken advantage of the courses
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EXHIBIT 6 (Continued)

Educational pamphlet for residents in area explaining procedures and updating. Estimated
cost for one printing and mailing--$3,0000 for 5,000 copies. One full time planner is
needed to write and implement plan. Cost--$22,000 per year. Secreterial support
staff-$10,000 per year. Total initial cost estimate--at least $106,000. Kenosha County
appearr. to be adequately equipped in terms of plans, warning, and communications.

Example 4. Salem 1 - New Jersey / Salem County and Delaware /New Castle County

PLANS

Salem 1 is located in Lower Alloways Creek Township, Salem County. The low iopulation zone
of 5 miles has a 1980 population forecast of about 4,700 persons. More than half of this
population is in New Castle County, Delaware. Salem County, Lower Alloways Creek, Elsinboro,
cnd Cumberland County all have contingency plans that are annexes to the New Jersey Plan.
In addition, Lower Alloways Creek, which carries the main burden at the local level, has a
special police directive for nuclear emergency incidents. No cost estimates are available
for the preparation of these plans.

New Castle County planning is limited to the emergency operations plan that applies to any
kind of emergency. Port Penn, which is the community that would be most heavily impacted,
has an evacuation plan under davelopment by Delaware. Currently, Port Penn and New Castle
County are relying on State support from nearby Delaware City and Wilmington. Estimated
cost for a New Castle County plon that would include Port Penn is about $63,000.

No significant cost increases a e . sioned for including Salem 2 and Hope Creek 1 and 2,
all under construction, into the plans.

EXERCISES

Full scale and table top exercises have been conducted in Salem County. No estimate of
local costs. Table top and limited field exercises have been conducted in New Castle County.
Local involvement was small. No estimate available for local costs.

TRAINING

No costs incurred. Primary reliance on State for any training for both Salem and New Castle
Counties.

RESOURCES

Lower Alloways Creek Township incurred costs for 4 portable radios--$4,0CC, 17 telephones,
2,100 posters for $550 and survey of township. Communications, warning, and overall
preparedness are generally considered as adequate.

Port Penn. Volunteer Fire Department paid $1,920 to install siren that was supplied by
Delaware. Perceived needs are evacuation system, warning system to supplement existing
siren, census survey of entire area in order to identify impacted persons, educational
program, direct phone connection to New Castle County Call Board from Salem nuclear power
station, prominently located radiation monitoring device, and portable equipment for
volunteer firemen. To implement this, a County Public Safety advisor knowledgeable in this
area is required. No estimate of cost is available for implementation.

Example 5. Trojan - Oregon / Columbia County and Washington /Cowlitz County

PLANS

Trojan is located in Columbia County. The low population zone with a radius of 2 miles is
about one-half in Columbia' County and one-half in Cowli;z County. Warning sectors extend
out to 2 miles in both counties. There are almost 8,000 people within a radius of 5 miles
from Trojan. Estimated cost of Columbia County plan about $15,000 ($3,000 contributec oy
Portland General Electric). Estimated cost of Cowlitz County plan--$14,300 of which about
10 percent came from local sources with the remainder from Washis1 ton State. See Exhibit 1,
Example 13. No estimates are available for updating.
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EAHIBIT 6 (Continued)

EXERCISES

1975 exercise--57,000 for Washington, Oregon and local governments.
1977 exercise--roughly $5,000 for local governments. See Exhibit 2, Example 11.

TRAINING

No costs incurred other than civil defense training at local level.

RESOURCES

Columbia County. Need $36,000 for radio, communications systems including pagers. Half-time
secretary needed to assist emergency services director. Cowlitz County. Sirens needed to
improve warning system. Pagers and radios needed for Emergency Services personnel.

1291 244
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EXHIBIT 7. COSTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS FOR RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY
RESPONSE PLANS AND PREPAREDNESS IN SUPPORT OF NUCLEAR
POWER STATIONS THAT ARE UNDER CONSTRUCTION

Example 1. Bellefonte 1 and 2 - Alabama - Jackson County

PLANS

Overall cost of plan from April 1978 to January 1979 estimated at about $20,000 to the
county and cities. Effort involved 14 people over this period. Also included in the cost
was $600 for briefings, $1,050 for travel, and $600 for printing. The plan extends out
5 miles and includes 5,000 people. Plan should be completed by March 1980.

EXERCISES

No exercises conducted to date since fuel loading is not scheduled until March 1981 for
Unit 1. Cost estimates assumed to be approximately similar to those of Houston and Henry
Counties (Farley) - $7,000.

TRAINING

Limited to civil defense monitoring capability.

RESOURCES

No costs for resources incurred to date. Current communications capability is limited to
telephone. Need radio communications for sheriff's radio net and highway patrol- estimated
cost of $22,000. Improved warning needed, such as plektron system for schools and industry.
No estimate available. Jackson County is a member of the 13 county rutual aid agreement of
northern Alabama and therefore could count on support from the Tri-counties (Browns Ferry 1,
2 and 3) and Lauderdale County (Yellow Creek). See Exhibit 5, Example 1.

Example 2. Diablo Canyon 1 and 2 - California - San Luis Obispo County

PLANS

Initial cost--$22,400. Based on Manpower--144 workdays for local coordinator and 80 workdays
for analysts @ $100 per workday.
Update cost--$1,000 per year. Based on manpower of 10 workdays @ 100 per workday. Fuel
loading for Unit 1 is estimated for June 1979 at the earliest.

EXERCISES

Cost--$5,000 for preoperational exercise. Based on 50 worktays for a few people for scenario
writing and the staff time of various government officials.

TRAINING

Formal training of four persons in environmental health @ $4,000 each--$16,000. On-the-job
training--$2,000 for 20 workdays. Maintenance--$1,000 for 10 workdays per year.

RESOURCES

Equipment--total cost $9,200. 3 ion chambers for counting @ $4,200, air samplers @ $4,000,
and 2 field response kits @ $1,000.

Example 3. Sequoyah 1 and 2 - Tennessee - Chattanooga - unmilton County

PLANS

The plan extends out to three miles from the nuclear power station. Impacted populatior in
1980 is estimated at about 3,310 in 945 families. No overall cost estimate is available.
Mailing of questiennaires to specifically identify the needs of families within the 3-mile
radius cost $500. Analysis conducted by county computer processing center. Sequoyah 1 is
forecast to have fuel loaded in 1979.
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EXHIBIT 7 (Continued)

EXERCISES

Manpower estimate for exercises--120 manhours. Forty government people for 3 hours at
emergency operations center. Volunteer effort--180 manhours--60 people for 3 hours.

TRAINING

None. All radiation monitoring is being conducted by Tennessee. Any indirect training is
accomplished during the exercises.

RES2 ',

None incurred to date. Two ambulances needed to evacuate non-ambulatory persons.

Example 4. Watts Bar I and 2 - Tennessee - Rhea and Meigs Counties

PLANS

Impacted counties are Rhea and Meigs. Watts Bar 1 and 2 are located in Rhea County. The
impacted resident population within a 5-mile radius of Lie nuclear power station is less
than 2,000 persons. In addition, there is a substantial recreational population that would
be impacted because of the recreational amenities surrounding Watts Bar Dam. Fuel loading
for Watts Bar 1 is forecast for December 1979 at the earliest. To date, only Rhea County
has formult.ted a plan. This was completed over an 8 week period by the volunteer civil
defense director working during the evenings. A local bank permitted the plan to be
duplicated for free on its mimeograph machine. Meigs County has not formulated a plan. It

is currently working with the utility, the Tennessee Valley Authority, to develop a plan.
However, there is not yet agreement on the level of resources that are necessary to develop
the plan. Meigs County has a part time civil defense director. Rhea and Meigs Counties are
not linked by mutual aid agreements.

EXERCISES

Exercise program has not yet been developed.

TRAININC

Training ptogram has not been developed.

RESOURCES

Although Rhea County has approved a plan which is similar to the Chattanooga-Hamilton County
Plan, it feels that at the current time it lacks adequate resources to implement the plan.
This lack is in the area of communications, warning, and radiological instrumentation if
needed. Of special concern is the warning and communications capability. No cost estimate
is available. Rhea County is looking to TVA to determine these needs on a joint basis with
the county. Meigs County has tentatively submitted its resource needs to TVA. Eecause of
its undeveloped infrastructure, it has proposed a system that includes components of law
enforcement ($80,000), emergency operation ($46,000), communications ($45,000), and highway
($2,500). The total initial cost is $595,000. Annual costs are estimated at about $183,000.
It is currently unclear how TVA will respond to these requests.

Example 5. WNP 1, 2 and A - Washington - Benton and Franklin Counties

_ANS

WNP 1, 2 and 4 are located on the Hanford Works of the U.S. Department of Energy. Impacted
counties are both Benton and Franklin. WNP 2, the first unit to become operational, is
forecast to have fuel loading in March 1980 at the earliest. The others are forecast to

have fuel loaded in June 1982 (Unit 1) and December 1982 (Unit 4). The cost of the
;lenton/rranklin Counties plan is estimated at $10,000. The local cost portion could be as
high as several thousand dollars, mainly in manpower. See Exhibit 1, Example 13. The plan
also includes other fixed facilities on the Hanford Works. About 1,500 people reside within
the 6-mile low population zone. Another 2,000 people are transient agricultural workers.
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offered between 1975 and 1978 at an average cost of $220 per student. Although travel and
per diem costs were reimbursed by NRC and tuition was free, local governments still had to
pay salaries. A summary by State is shown in Exhibit 8. There are a number of local govern-
ment emergency personnel who could still benefit from the course even though their community
already has a plan. It would be especially helpful in achieving NRC concurrence.

Other important cost items include use of consultants, travel, secretarial support, printing,
postage and telephone calls.

Maps have been singled out as an item of substantial cost, however, sometimes th*y are
supplied by the utilities. The cost of surveys can reach into the thousand dollar range.

Overflight photographs of the site as an aid to planning can be another costly effort. Some
available sources are NRC, the State, the utility and the U.S. G ulogical Survey. The most
useful photographs, in terms of planning, should be those that the Office of Inspection and
Enforcement, NRC, is having completed under contract with EG&G. Of special interest is a
40 inch by 40 inch color photograph taken by h selblad cameras at an elevation of 23,000
feet showing the nuclear power station and the surrounding area. This photograph represents
distances 8 by 8 miles. An automobile can easily be distinguished. One photograph and one
negative per site is available at no cost to the State or the adjacent State where the
nuclear power station is near the burder. Local governments can obtain copies from the
State for use in emergency plannino. The State and local governments must work out their

own cost sharing arrangements. Since the photos are to be taken on a periodic basis, they
should be helpful in updating impacted communities, delineating evacuation routes and the
like.

Some local officials believe that additional costs will be incurred if local plans are to be
reviewed to achieve NRC concurrence in the same way that States receive concurrence.

Public information and information relating to active citizen groups are two additional
items of cost that are highlighted by some local officials. Three dif ferent approaches to
public information are illustrated by Exhibits 9, 10 and 11. This information is important
because it is what the public sees in advance of any actual emergency. Exhibit 9 shows a
poster that gives planning and preparedness information for citizen response in the event of
a nuclear accident for the nearby Salem nuclear power station located in Lower Alloways
Creek Township, Salem County, New Jersey. The Township printed 2,100 for $550 for a unit

cost of 26 cents. The poster exhibits black printing on a green pastel paper measuring
& inches by 14 inches. (The exhibit is reduced in size.) Additional teatures include a
hole in the poster for mounting near a telephone or other prominent p17a in a residence, or
public building, and a gummed back with protective paper that is peeled so that it can

easily be placed in the front of the citizen's household. The project was a joint project
of the Civil Defense of Lower Alloways Creek and the State of New Jersey. Exhibit 10 illus-
trates public information that was distributed during the course of an exercise to the
citizens of Morgan County, Alabama, nearby the Browns Ferry nuclear power station. The
residents of Limestone and Lawrence Counties received similar leaflets. About 10,000 leaflets
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were printed at a total cost of $200, or 2 cents each. This project was completed by the
Alabama Civil Defense Department. Exhibit 11 shows an approach used by the towns of East
Lyme and Waterford, and the City of New London, Connecticut, for the Millstone nuclear power
station. The emergency information poster was printed in the local newspapers which is
usually a public service.

One important cost-saving feature used by a small number of counties is ir.terlocal cooperation.
This can take the form of an informal agreement or a formal memorandum of understanding. In
this way, when more than one jurisdiction is involved, one person can do the organization
and other related work for all of them. This procedure can eliminate much unnecessary

duplication. Many States have laws that permit this type of cooperation (Ref. 5).

Based on these considerations, in addition to the historical review of Chapter 3, the cost
of local plans for a typical jurisdiction is estimated to be $10,000. More elaborate planning
may come to $20,000 per jurisdiction. For example, a nuclear power station that impacts
three counties may require a plan that costs $30,000 to $60,000. Another example is wo
contiguous jurisdictions in two contiguous States. For this example, the total cost for the
local plans is $20,000 to $40,000.

Although historical costs are sparse, it would appear that annual updating of the local
i!ans should not exceed 10 percent or $1,000 to $2,000 per jurisdiction, and would be related
to exercises. Major changes in local government may require correspondingly larger changes
in the plan with attendant costs every five years or so.

PREPAREDNESS

Exercises
The costs of exercises involve both State and local governments. There is consensus on the

essential value of exercises but not on the scope. The main area of contention is whether
or not the public should be involved. Another important consideration is cost. The costs
increase with the scope of the exercises. Those that are limited to testing communicatio7s
are the least expensive. Table-top and full-scale exercises are correspondingly more costly.
The final cost will depend on the number of persons involved, travel, and the amount of time
spent in preparing, carrying out and critiqing the exercise. If vehicles and emergency
equipment are used, their depreciation should be factored into exercise costs. Typical
costs for a full-scale exercise based on historical costs may be as much as $25,000 each for

both State and local governments. This would include the cost to run the vehicles used and
their depreciat. ion.

Because of the large cost to local governments, in add? tion to political considerations,
full-scale exercises are seldomly planned - more reliance is focussed on the table-top
exercise, which has a cost limited probably to several thousand dollars. Some local govern-
ments have adopted a policy of rotating full-scale exercises. The logic for rotation is
that most of the same emergency personnel are used to respond to any of the disasters
envisioned; e.g., tornado, flood, fire, plane wreck, transportation spill, or nuclear power
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station accident. There is also economy in volunteer participation, such as Red Cross,
Hennonite Disaster Service, and the Civil Air Patrol. Low-cost communications and table top
exercises are still done on an annual, basis except in the year when the full-scale exercise
is conducted. This method of cost spreading appears to be a reasonable cost-benefit
compromise.

Training

There are two other rCre emergency response courses organized by NRC that State and local
government people consider very worthwhile:

Technical Operations Management Course for Radiological Emergency Response-

Coordinators and Staff, and
Radiological Emergency Response Operations Course.-

The objective of the Technical Management b urse (Exhibit 12) is to prepare students to
solve problems and to make decisions on prote tive response that would be the responsibility
of the State or local emergency coordinator. Of fered in many regions of the country, the
one week course concentrates on the plume exposure pathway. (An additional two-day course
that highlights the food ingestion pathway is under development.) Tuition is free and NRC
reimburses State and local officials for travel and per diem.

The total cost for travel and per diem for the five courses conducted in 1976 and 1977 was
$26,000, with an average expenditure of $296 per student. Although 95 State personnel have
participated to date, conversations with a number of State people indicate that still more
can be done in this area. Especially highlighted was the delay of the Federal government in
organizing the food ingestion pathway course in conjuction with the one-week plume pathway

The next Technical Management Courses will be held in New England the week ofcourse.

October 29, 1979 and in Florida the week of December 3, 1979.

Participation at the local government level has been especially light, with only 10 persons
participating through 1978. No course is currently scheduled for 1979. A few local
coordinators, who do not want to rely heavily on the utilities or the State fcr judgment in
this area, have expressed keen interest in developing the kind of capability offered by this
course. For most States, decisionmaking control is held at the State level. Therefore, it
would appear the.t there would be little need to educate the local coordinator in these

matters. California seems to be exceptional in permitting a great deal of local autonomy in
decisionmaking. One explanation may be the sheer size of California. For many States, the
capital is so close to the local government that the State can easily assume total responsi-
bility in this area.

The objective of the Radiological Emergency Response Operations Course (Exhibit 13) is to
provide training to respond to radiological emergencies. It is especially designed for
State and local government radiological emergency response personnel. The course is

conducted at the U.S. Department of Energy's Nevada Test Site by the Reynolds Electric and
Engineering Company under contract to NRC and lasts 8 days. There are 20 students per
course.
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Participation at the State level has been adequate with 283 participants from January 1977
through February 9, 1979 attending. Local govcrnment p rticipation has Oeen reasonable in
only a handful of States with 97. One reason may be that a considerable number of States
want to retain control over radiological matters for the same reasons previously mentioned

(for example, Delaware. New Jersey, and Tennessee). Others share the responsibility with
Alabama, California, Florida, New York and Washington as some examples of the other point of
view. The most outstanding complaint of the students is that they become frustrated when
they return home and have to contend with comparatively antiquated equipment or no equipment
at all. Without hands-on practice as developed at the Nevada site, they believe that their

newly acquired skills will atrophy quickly. From February 9 through July 31, 1979, seven
additional courses were neld with attendance limited to 20 State and local officials per
course plus a small number of Federal observers. States from all over the country were

represented. Additional courses are scheduled throughout the remainder of the year.

The total cost for the 20 courses offered from January 1977 through February 9, 1979, was
$735,000. Of this, $500,000 was included for tuition and $235,000 for travel and per diem.
Average tuition per student was $1250. .aerage travel and per diem was $618. Average total
cost per student was $1,868.

The development of a single comprehensive curriculum for all radiological emergency planning
and preparedness training courses is viewed as extremely important by the Interorganizational
Advisory Committee (I0AC). The Committee points out that there is a real need for coordina-
tion of the training for the first-at-the-scene (fire, police, rescue, medical, etc.) with

other plans and preparedness training for local and State and government officials. A
comprehensive approach would train for transportation related accidents in addition to those

associated with fixed facilities, such as nuclear power stations. The various levels of
personnel requiring training in planning and preparedness is indicated in Figure 1.

In addition to training, there is a need for a basic manual to guide and assist State and
local officials. This manual should be written in non-technical terms and cover the basic
topics, such as the nature of the threat and measures to protect the public, operational
planning, capability development, evacuation concept, shelter, warning and communications,
and public information. Additional information should include the use of civil defense

detection equipment, emergency protective measures and operational readiness criteria.

Some States try to pass onto other State and local officials some of the lessons acquired by
attending NRC sponsored courses. This inquiry was limited to attending courses in Florida
and Connecticut. The Florida course in Dade County (Turkey Point 3 and 4) allowed the
relevant State, local, and Florida Power and Light Company personnel to meet and discuss the
various emergency responsc issues. The first day's curriculum included:

Basic health physics;-

! hf }}Reactor fundament ~als;-

Possible reactor malfunctions;-

Utility efgergency procedures; and-

Florida Radiological Emergency Plan.-
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FIGURE 1. OVERALL TRAINING REQUIREMENTS

L L
T N ORGANIZATION REQOliED TO BE TRAINED T NING

PREPAREDNESSpggy,gg
FEDERAL REPRESENTATIVES Or' AGENCIES INVOLVED IN NUCLEAR (OPERATIONS)

INCIDENT EMERGENCY PLANNING ASSISTANCE ANC REVIEW

CIVIL DEFENSE, HEALTH,
STATE ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES, X X

PLANNING AGENCY, ETC.

_

LOCAL COMMUNITIES (HE ALTH, OTHER
GOVT" civil DEFENSE, HOSPITAL, SHERIFFS LOCAL X X

PUBLIC SAFETY ETC.) AGENC!ES

FIRE N ICE RESCUE MEDICAL XTHE SC NE

Source: "U.S. Radiological Emergency Response Planning and
Preparectness Training Programs (Fixed Nuclear Facilities
and Transportation)," H. E. Collins, Office of State
Programs, U.S. Nuclear Regulatery Commission, p. 353 in
" Handling of Radiation Accidents 1977," International
Atomic Energy Agency, IAEA-SM-215/19, Vienna, 1977.
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The second day's curriculum included:

Health effects;-

Instrumentation fundamentals, readings, and limitations;-

Civil defense instruments;-

Instrument exercise;*

Protective action guides;-

Dosimetry and use of existing, environmental monitoring network;-

Dose projections, safety considerations, decontamination, protective-

measures, reentry;

Local civil defense procedures; and-

Division of Disaster Preparedness, communications and warning.-

In addition, visitors from Sweden and Switzerland (Ref. 6) spoke abcut radiological emergency

response plans and preparedness in their respective countries. A film on the U.S. Army SL-2
experimental reactor accident was shown. According to Florida authorities, three two-day

courses are given annually. They are conducted in the region impacted by the three nuclear
power stations in Florida with the utilities always participating.

The Connecticut one-day course was not as ambitious as Florida's. Talks directly relevant
to locai emergency response planning and preparedness included:

A slide show of the Tri-Town exercise dealing with Millstone 1 and 2-

by the First Selectman of Waterford, and

A description of light water reactors by a Combustion Engineering spokesman; and-

Connecticut Radiological Defense (RADEF) status.-

Invited Federal speakers discussed the future of radioloaical defense and the status of

Federal response. Combustion Engineering, as a good neighbor and public spirited corporation,
offered its cafeteria for a meeting place and supplied lunches for the approximately 50 people

in attenda ce.

It is difficult to estimate the costs to State and local governments for these traini ,

activities. They vary considerably from ont State to another and would depend on t authoer

of nuclear power stations in the State. Utility participation in . raining sessions is

sputty - some utilities do sorrething and others do not. An estimate of the costs might

include hazardous material and transportation institute costs, as related historically by

State and local governments. Based on the above, an upper bound of $10,000 per year seems
reasonable.
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RFSOURCES

State Government

Communications Systems

Good communications systerns have been pointed out by many State and local emergency personnel
as the most cost-effective element of emergency preparedness. There are three basic sub-
systems in comunications: notification, command, and tactical.

Notification of the State government of an emergency condition by the operator of the nuclear
power station can be made by specially dedicated phone lines (hot lines), by use of the
National Warning System (NAWAS), or by commercial telephone. When a hot line or NAWAS is
used, the regular telephone lines are used as a back up. Prompt notification of State and

local civil defense / emergency services and/or radiation health personnel by the operatir>g
utility is of much concern, even before Three Mile Island. In general, most State and local
officials complain that there is too much utility management intervention causing delay
before the proper authorities are notified. At least ona State, Oregon, has automatic
notification of the Radiation Control Section of the f State Health Division; Anytime
any of five monitors is actuated at the Trojan nuclear station, the Oregen State
Police at Salem is alerted. The duty officer in turn notnies the Radiation Control Section
f7r decisionmaking purposes. Oregon paid for this installation.

The greatest weakness in any of the notification systems is the off-duty notification
capability; i.e., from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m., Monday through Friday and all day Saturday
and Sunday. Many civil defense and radiation health personnel are completely dependent on
the phone ahead system which is considered to have a number of gaps which could be
considerably reduced by pagers, or tone alert walkie-talkies. These systems are not viewed
as very expensive. A simple pager costs a few hundred dollars. A tone alert walkie-talkie
with a repeater to a car radio may cost as much as $1,500. For example, the Tennessee Civil
Defense and Emergency Preparedness personnel have four-channel two way pagers with a repeater
to a car that may represent the ultimum system at a cost of $2,000.

Command systems include the communication system at emergency operation centers (EOCs) and

mobile communications systems, such as automobiles and vans, that can be deployed to the
site. Generally speaking, civil 4nse authorities are better aquipped than radiation
health personnel. There are some notable exceptions, such as the Florida Mobile Emergency
Radiological Laboratory (MERL) which acts as a communications center as well as a 160.

Strength in communications has been recognized in a number of States. For example, newly
passed disaster legislation in New York, effective April 1, 1979, will have the objectiva of
providing State and local governments the communications capability of wartime except in
peacetime. Alabama has plans for a $250,000 improvement in communications at the State

level that will become effective in 1980. The objective is to eliminate many of the dead
spots and delays in notification throughout the State. Counties, however, will be obligated
to buy their own transmitters and receivers. In spite of this upgrading, Alabama Radiation

nr .
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Health will continue to rely on Civil Defense and State Police for communications. For many

other States, communication dead spots will not be eliminated until the FEMA communications

satellite becomes operational during the 1960s.

The FEMA Emergency Satellite Communications System is used for quickiy setting up communica-
tions after any kind of peacetime natural or man-made disaster. System features include the

use of small ground stations which could be brought into a disaster area and set up within

about 2 hours after notification of the disaster. The ground stations would provide opera-

tional communications via satellite to other ground stations located in State capitals and

Washington, D.C. The system can be set up for about $4 million a year for the first 5 years.

Perhaps such a system could have alleviated some of the communications overloading at Three

Mile Island. Future use of the FEMA satellite for such emergencies should be explored.

Tactical communications systems are usually considered to be walkie-talkies and are required
by State and/or local radiation health response team personnel to rapidly report back radia-

tion measurements to the command EOC. Very few State radiation health divisions have such
instruments. They are usually dependent upon other agencies, which are usually civil defense
and State police. With a number of States building up a response capability to deal with

transportation accidents involving hazardous materials, tactical communications associated

with this capability may become rapidly deployed in support of the State radiation health

division. Thus, an independent tactical communications capability may not be necessary.

For example, Tennessee is in the process of purchasing and deploying 12 vans that are fully
equipped for response to hazardous materialr., mainly of a chemical nature. Each van is
equipped with five-channel communications as well as walkie-talkies. Over $300,000 of State

money is being used to pay for this system which is matched by Federal Highway Trust Funds.

Dose Assessment Systems

Of som? concern is the relative cost of alternative dose assessment systems, and which

governmental entity should pay for them. There are basically three approaches: survey

teams, computer systems, and ring systems. Available cost estimates for the three kinds are

scarce. Nonetheless, some attempt is made here to estimate the costs.

Eight to 16 survey teams of two members each are proposed by the Federal Interagency Task
Force on Offsite Emergency Instrumentation for Nuclear Incidents (Ref. 7). Sixteen teams

wou'd allow one team per 22.5* sector around the facility. A 100 percent replacement of
survey team personnel should be available as backup in case the release lasts longer than
12 hours. Therefore, training would be necessary for preferably 32 teams, or 64 persons.

Assuming that the State has the people and all emergency personnel take the NRC radiological
emergency operations course, total training costs would amount to about $120,000 at $1,868
each. This does not include salaries paid by the State during the course. The Ts * Force

assumes that Civil Defense instrumentation is used at a minimum. More sophisticam '-

ment could be used if available. NRC has a developmental contract with Brookhaven Ns, onal

Labs to modify some civil defense instruments so that they can be used for radiciodine
detection (Ref. 8, 9). The field monitors are being field tested by Idaho National
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Engineering Laboratories and some were tested out at Three Mile Island. The total purchase
cost for the States is $200,000 for '.,000 monitors. Maintenance costs are $20,000 per year.
The cost per monitor of $200 is borne by the NRC. Maintenance will be paid h NRC. Ownership
is retained by NRC. Therefore, the assumption is made here that no costs are assigned to
the S*r.tes for instrumentation. Annual costs for exercises and training are assumed to be
10 percent of the initial cost or $12,000. The principal drawback of the survey team approach
is the long time required to deploy the survey teams, acquire the uata to delineate the
contaminated area, and to determine the dose. Rapid mobilization and involvement of the
Federal government, for example by activation of the Interagency Radiological Assistance
Plan (IRAP) (Ref. 10), could possibly eliminate the need for the training of a backup team
and some instrument costs. However, in the spirit of scoping out the costs to the States.
no Federal government cost credit is assigned to the States.

Computer systems vary according to increased sophistication from isopleths, tables, and
minicomputers to the Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability (ARAC). Some States use
isopleths to forecast dose until some kind of survey team can confirm the mathematical
projections. Most utilities use the same system. Tennessee has developed a system of
tables that it claims is more reliable to use under stress conditions, since it is easy to
make a mistake with the isopleths.

Florida took the table concept a step further without much cost, by using hand-held program-
mable computers to estimate dose at various distances before a confirmatory survey team is
sent around the site. This development costs less than $500, including the cost of the
computer and the programs, which is tailored for the meteorology at each site.

Oregon adapted a computer program (Sub-dose) from Hanford to use at Trojan to project dose.
This system provides a TV screen display and hard copy output. The Oregon system is consi-
dered to be the most advanced of any State. Devalopmental cost is estimated at $10,000.
The Oregon group believes that a superior version in terms of speed and accuracy would cost
from $50,000 to $100,000.

Finally, ARAC is under development at the Rancho Seco facility of the Sacramer.to Municipality
Utility District (SMUD) by Lawrence Livermore Labs (LLL). This feasibility study is funded
by NRC. The Office of State Programs, NRC, contribution for completing the study by the end
of FY 1980 is $100,000. (See Appendix D 'or a rief description of ARAC.) According to
State and local emergency personnel, as well as representatives of SMUD, LLL dnd NRC, ARAC
can provide the data base on which re:ponse plans could be daveloped, training could be
base 1, and decisions could be made during an ictual emergency. Several series of event
parameters could be developed and initial protective measures indicated that could be
implemented early in a major event, the period during which hard data from survey teams will
not be readily available. Also, ARAC could provide a basis for selecting the recovery
procedures to be used. According to people currently working with the system, the principal
technical we:kness is the lack of adequate weather input information into the complex mete-
orol~!ical computer model. Because of the lack of data, simplifying assumptions are ma'3
and ARAC reduces to souething similar to the system currently being used by Oregon and
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Florida. The one-time initial costs of implementing ARAC at Rancho Seco are estimated to be
about $125,000 ($50,000 for hardware, $55,000 for sof tware customization, and $20,000 for
training and familiarization of personnel). Site facility operating costs should not exceed
$7,500 per year. Rancho Seco's share of the central facility operating costs remains an
open question, but should not exceed $25,000 per year. All of the above dose projection
methods by computer still need some level of surveying to verify the mathematical calcula-
tions.

A ring system with an immediate automatic State alerting function is proposed by Alabama.
The system would place eight gamma measuring stations within two miles of each nuclear power
station in Alabama. Each gamma measuring station would consist of a pressurized ion chamber
and regular ion chamber with associated electronics. Readings would be transmitted to a
central processor. An historical record would be kept for envircnmental r:anitoring. If
high level nonroutine releases are measured, State authorities are automatically and imme-
diately alerted. This dual purpose system is estimated to cost from $325,000 to $400,000
for the three nuclear power stations in Alabama. Annual maintenance should cost about

$40,000 or less. If a central processor is not used, the cost would be approximately $70,000
per nuclear power station. Alabxma believes that this is the method in which future programs
should operate to assure public confidence. The current view of some NRC staff on this
matter is that the system is too expensive in view of the benefits.

As discussed in Chapter 2, Illinois is planning to install an offsite monitoring system at
LaSalle Nuclear Power Station as a prototype. After the system is perfected, the system
will be deployed to the other stations.

The relative merits of the three competing systems (i.e., survey teams, ARAC and rings) have
not been fully established. Nevertheless, for a State having one nuclear power station,
they all have one feature in common - they all cost very roughly $100,000 with annual main-
tenance costs of roughly $10,000. For States with more than one nuclear power station, the
survey teams seem to exhibit the strongest economy of scale since the instrumentation is
portable. The system beyond current capability that will finally be adopted by individual
States is not clear at the present time. If NRC continues to pay $1868 per person for
radiological operation training courses, it is most likely that States will cpt for the
survey team system. On the other hand, if the training mon' were put into ARAC or ring
systems, the same objective may be accomplished at roughly the same cost, and the States
would adopt this method. Some kind of mixture of the three systems may be a desirable
approach.,

Local Government

Communications Systems

Notification of local government emergency personnel by the operators of the nuclear power
station in the event of an emergency condition is accomplished either directly or indirectly.
Some States require that the State be contacted first. The State then notifies the local
government. Other States have essentially simultaneous notification procedures. Sites that
require twa-State planning sometimes have problems in coordinated notification. A system
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involving simultaneous notifications would be better. Commercial phones, dedicated phones,
and National Warning System (NAWAS) are all used for direct contact, depending on the site.
As in the case of States, whichever system is used, notification during of'-duty ti'es is
the weakest link assuming that there is no utility management hangups in prompt notification.
An improved capability in off-duty notification would be very helpful. This could be acccn-
piished by pagers or tone alert walkie-talkies as previously ' cribed for States. The
costs would be similar.

An independent ard redundart system that is being deployed for security reasons can also be
used for emergency communications at no additional cost to local government. The system can
fulfill the requirement for continuous radio or microwave two way voice communication betw 'n

local law enforcement authorities and the nuclear power station. [See 10 CFR 73.55 (f)(3).;
Put into effect in 1977, this system, ir addition to redundant notification, has the added
advantage of supplying feedback information to the nuclear power station. From conversations
on the local Sheriff or police radio, the operators at the nuclear power station should be
able to determine the status of the required action at the local level, and take additional
steps if necessary.

Generally speaking, local governments -ituated in areas with reasonably developed infra-
structures have adequate ccmmand systems - EOCs or communications vans. However, they still
seem to be sparsely equipped in terms of tactical communications, such as walkie-talkies.
Some local civil defense divisions are under-equipped or lack radio communications entirely.
Of the 24 sites sampled, there are 10 outstanding examples in Exhibits 5, 6, and 7: Twelve
Towns (Hadoom Neck), Tri-Town (Millstone 1 and 2), Citrus and Levy Counties (Crystal River 3),
Ocean County (0yster Creek), Oswego County (FitzPatrick and Nine Mile Point 1), Lake County
(Zion 1 and 2), New Castle County (Salem 1), Columbia County (Trojan), Jackson County
(Dellefonte 1 and 2), and Rhea and Meigs County (Watts Bar 1 and 2). Installation of adequate

command and tactical communications systems should initially add approximately $30,000 to

local government costs.

There are many types of warning systems that are currently used for alerting the impacted
population in the event of an emergency. It is generally accepted that a universal warning
system is lacking. Therefore, emergency planners depend on many warning modes, some of
which may be redundant. They include door-to-door, telephone, mobile public address, (e.g.,
police cruiser, fire truck, boat, snowmobile, and helicopter), radio-TV, Emergency Broadcast
System, sirens, and tone alert systems.

There is little enthusiasm for =irens. Some emergency personnel believe that they are

ebsolete warning systems even though they are central ,Rms in civil defense warning of the
public. Major disadvantages include: (1) the difficulty of hearing in residences during
the winter because of sound absorption by snow and well-insulated houses (a negative spin
off from the government weatherization program) and during the summer because of sealed up
homes and air-conditioning; and (2) the high cost per residence when used in relatively
sparsely populated areas.

An alternative to sirens, or other traditional ways of warning, may be the NOAA storm alert
radio. This is a method for the swift alerting of entire populations of metropolitan areas
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to fast-breaking weather, such as tornadoes and flash floods. NOAA Weather Radio has grown
into the primary means by which the National Weather Service (NWS) plans to spread storm and

flood warnings rapidly throughout the nation. By 1980, well over 300 stations will be
capable of serving about 90 percent of the U. S. population. The NOAA storm alert radio is
specialized to pick up only NWS stations. A warning tone transmitted by NWS will provoke
those radios into making some sort of attention getting signal, even when they are not
playing. Under a January 1975 White House policy statement, NOAA Weather Radio was

designated the sole Government-operated radio system to provide direct warnings into private
homes for both natural disasters and nuclear attack. Various NOAA storm alert models range
in price from $25 to $70 (Ref. 11). Over one million are reported to be already purchased.

In cooperation with NOAA, the Tennessee Valley Authority is considering using these devices
in the vicinity of Watts Bar in Rhea and Meigs Counties, Tennessee. There is also some talk
about using it at various other sites throughout the TVA system and also as a dam failure
warning system. The storm alert radios are especially tailored for sparsely populated areas
with little in the way of traditional warning systems, such as by PA systems or police
cruisers. NOAA tests indicate full coverage within 5 miles of Watts Bar. Flat terrain

coverage is 40 miles. Costs for 500 units at quantity prices of $30 would be $6,000.
Annual maintenance and reple. cement costs are estimated at about $1,000 to $2,000. TVA would

make the storm alert radios available to people and businesses in the area. However, they
would remain the property of TVA. Tennessee State government and local officials have not
yet come to any final decision as to its acceptability. Further research into this method
of warning appears to be justified since there is a nationwide trend to site future nuclear
power stations in less populated areas than in the past.

Dose Assessment Systems

Most States have adopted the policy that local governments should not concern theeselves

with dose assessments. This seems to be acceptable for those local governments where the
State personnel are so near that they act as if they wers local government. When it takes
several hours for the State to arrive with their survey teams, local governments feel uneasy
during the interim in relying so much either on utility estimates and/or State computations.
Some would like to establish their own survey teams.

For those States where there is some kind of shared responsibility in this regard, it does
not seem clear what level of capability is necessary, short of duplicating the State effort.
Cost data in this area is sparse. Exhibits 5, 6, and 7 review this situation at the local
government level. (See Resources in the Exhibits for the 24 examples.)

Protective Measures for Emergency Workers

There is no concensus within Federal, State and local governments regarding self-reading
dosimetry. Some States (for example, Tennessee) are not requiring dosixetry for certain
emergency workers, such as police directing traffic. Other States, such as Florida, are
requesting that all emergency personnel use self reading dosimeters with a range of 0 to
200 mR. The objective is to limit exposure to 100 mR. Other States are using self-reading
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dosimeters with a range of 0 to 200 R. The Federal interagency instrument task force recom-
mends wearing two self-reading dosimeters, one with a range of 0 to 20 R and another with a
range of 0 to 200 R (Ref. 12). In this way a range from about 0.4 R to 200 R would be
covered. The objective in this case is to limit exposure to 25 R.

The instrument task force believes that the Civil Defense dosimeters having a range of 0 to

200 mR are not suitable for field use because they are not sufficiently rugged. Furthermore,

there are no more of the:;e dosimeters available beyond those used in training kits. Total

supply in the United States is estimated to be about 30,000. Commercially available ones

cost roughly $50 On the other hand, those with a range of 0 to 20 R and 0 to 200 R are in
plentiful supply at no cost to State and local governments. The Interorganizational
Committee (10AC) takes issue with the recommended nonuse of the low range dosimeters.

The 10AC recommends that FEMA should inventory the CDV-138 (0 to 200 mR) dosimeters and have
any excess or surplus distributed to jurisdictions involved in emergency response at nuclear
power stations.

A more commonly agreed on policy in this area may result in additional costs or savings to
local governments. Although no overall cost estimate is available, the equipping, for

example, of 100 personnel per site with reliable self-reading 0 to 200 mR dosimeters at $50

per unit could result in an additional cost of 55,000 for local governments in the area of a

nuclear power station site.

Other issues highlighted by State and local governments having cost impacts include:
breathing apparatus, such as Scott airpacks; face masks with filters for radioactive iodine;

thermoluminescence dosimeters (TLD); and potassium iodide (KI) pills for thyroid blocking

agents. The levels of these costs do not seem to be too high.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Utility Assistance

The amount of utility assistanc* to State and local governments can offset to some degree
the costs that these governments have to incur for plans and preparedness Although an

exhaustive tabulation was not attempted, a summary of 12 States presented in Exhibit 14

should indicate the level and the variation that exists.

Northeast Utilities is the only utility that helped State and local governments in their

plans to a significant extent. Florida Fower a-d Light Company and Florida Power Corporation

are the two utilities that aided a St:te in a major way in terms of funding by means of

annual grants of 5100,000 per year for four Florida radiation health emergency personnel and
funds for radiological equipment - $70,000 for the Mobile Radiological Emergency Laboratory.
To a lesser extent, Public Service Electric and Gas supplied New Jersey and Delaware with
some communications and radiological ensergency equipment and Portland General Electric
helped fund the Columbia County plan and equip it with communications.

I9Q*l 7Co9ce
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Training by utilities of State and local government emergency personnel has been very spotty.
This is in spite of the fact that 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E, Section II(F) requires as a
minimum, "The training program for employees and for other persons, not employees of the
licensee, whose services may be required in coping with an emergency." One cause for the
lack of utility response may be the lack of adequate NRC guidance.

NRC Concurrence

if a State wants to qualify for NRC concurrence, more than likely both State and local
governments will have to improve their plans and preparedness to comply with the minimum
requirements as presented by the 70 essential " associated checklist elements" of Supplement
No. 1 of NUREG-75/lli. This will result in additional costs.

Defense Civil Preparedness Agency (DCPA)

The capacity of DCPA to maintain its matching Petsonnel and Administration Funds at current
levels is coming into question. The national $55 million ceiling is certainly one constraint.
Another limiting factor is the restriction of matching grants for the design, construction,
and e- sing of State and local emergency operating centers and the procurement and Instal-
lauon of related capital equipment for such civil defense supporting systems as warning and
communications. For these reasons, a State and local dollar in the future will not go as
far as it has in the past. The result is increased State and local government costs.

Department of Enerqy/ Department of Defense Installations and Privately Owned
Radiation Facilities

State and local governments are just beginn|ng to appraise radiological emergency plans and
preparedness of DOE facilities, such as the Hanford Works and Oak Ridge, and D00 facilities,
such as the Trident and New London submarine bases in addition to privately owned radiation
facilities. The overall situation is apparently lagging far behind what has been done to
date in support of commercial nuclear power stations at all levels of government. Costs to
State and local governments are bound to increase if these governments are to fulfill their
responsibilities to protect the health and safety of the people. Some funds from DOE, D0D
and private facilities could be very helpful in these cases and could have a beneficial
spinoff to bet:er prepare State and local governments in their planning and preparedness
activities re ated to commercial nuclear power stations.

From the perspective of the Interorganization1 Committee (IOAC), the entire picture of
000/00E facilities and large privately owned radiation facilities should be addressed in a
coherent fashion. The probability of various occurrer.ces at these facilities and their
ultimate impact should be appraised. The 10AC recommends that Federal funding be made

available to State and local communities to develop the necessary radiological emergency
response plans and preparedness.

1291 260

II-68



Transportation

Radiological emergency planning and preparedness for transportation accidents have some
points of commonality in relation to fixed facilities, such as nuclear power stations. One
view is that there is basically little difference, except in the case of a nuclear power
station, since you know in advance where the accident is going to occur. Some of the
significant differences in addition to unknown location, for transportation accidents are:

Smaller source terms and attendant lower risks;-

Greater frequency of occurrence of minor consequenc.e incidents that will draw-

public interest and concern;

All States and many local governments within the States need coordinated plans;-

There is seldom any radiological expertise on the scene until some time after most-

incidents occur; and

- Effective plans and preparedness within a State will result in shallow capabilities
of broad geographic coverage that can readily draw on in-depth capabilities from
strategic locations within the State.

The radiological emergency response plans and preparedness for transportation accidents must
be closely integrated with the system for nuclear power stations, at least at the top levels
in a State. Exploitation of these facts should help reduce costs to governments for both
activities while better protecting the health and safety of the people.

Independent Capability

Because the public lacks confidence to a certain extent in utilities, Federal, State, and
local governments, there is a tendency toward duplication of functions. An example is that
a local government wants to have radiological surveying capability that is independent of
the State aad the Federal governments ari that can verify what the utility says. Costs are

bound to increase in this situation as a third layer of protection is added on. Whether the

resulting increase in public confidence is worth the cost seems to remain an open question
which is being debated at various levels of government.

Inflation

Almost all State and local government officials point out that inflation impacts cost

estimates considerably. The result is that inflation contributes to uncertainty in

attempting to estimate costs. Some attempt has been made to make reasonable adjustments.
However, little attempt was made to adjust historical costs to current dollars. It is not

expected that any errors due to inflation that are not accounted for in this report should

alter any of the conclusions.
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H0 DEL COSTS

For a variety of reasons, it is useful to gain a national perspective with regard to the
costs to State and local governments for adequate radiological emergency response plans and

7 * redness in support of nuclear power stations. Fcr the purposes of the estimation,
adequacy is equated with NRC concurrence in a State and local plan. More of the details are
given in Appendix C. An estimate is achieved by using as a basis the historical costs to
date and revising them in view of the various analyses and findings made in this report.

A typical State would incur the following costs:

Plan

Initial $50,000

Update $ 5,000 per year
Preparedness

Exercises $10,000 per year-

Training-

Initial $10,000

Update $ 2,000 per year
Resources-

Initial $100,000

Update $ 10,000 per year.

The estimated costs cited above differ only from the historical costs reported in Chapter 2
in one respect - Resources. Here, an additional $30,000 is allocated for communications
initially and $3,000 per year for update.

There are 25 States with operating nuclear power stations and 6 Stats , contiguous to these.
By the end of 1980, an additional 3 States are forecast to have operating nuclear power
stations with an additional 2 contiguous States. Thus, 36 States require concurrence by the
end of 1980. Assuming the above estimated costs for plans and preparedness, the initial
costs for the 36 States is estimated to be about $6.1 million and the annual costs to be
about $970,000. A comparison of the figures show that the initial costs are substantially
higher (6.3 times) than the annual costs.

Three additional States are forecast to require concurrence by 1982 and one by 1987. No
other States should require concurrence through the year 2000. The national present value
costs * to State governments for the time frame 1980-2000 is estimated using the time schedule

*Present Value (or Present Worth)--The worth of a sum of money in hand today, which is
considered to be equivalent to a larger amount available at some date in the future. The
calculation of the "present value" of those expenditures or benefits (incomes or savings)
that are expected to occur in Qe future it used in a comparison between variously timed
future expenditures and immediate expenditures required to produce certain benefits--a
comparison made in order to estimate whether or not the expenditures are justifiable, and
to evaluate relative enerits of a~.ternatives ha,ing different expenditure-time patterns.
For example, the present value of annual payments of $1 over a 20 year period is $8.51 at
a discount rate of 10 percent. The present value of $1 paid in the 20th year is 14.9 cents
at a 10 percent discount rate.

-In/' 62i /
i-II-70



shown in Appendix C and a 10 percent discount rate. The national present value cost to
States is $16 million.

The national cost to local government for 'ans and preparedness is estimated in a similar

way and this is shown in Appendix C. Tht are 53 sites in operation in 1979. Five ore

are forecast to be operational in 1980. smaller number of sites require plans and

preparedness on a yearly basis from 1980 through 1990. The total number of sites fo ; cast
is 101 for the time frame 1979-2000.

Tvpically, local government cost involves two jurisdictions per site and is:

Plans

Initial $20,000

Update 2,000 per year
Preparedness

Exercises $10,000 per year-

Training None. Training is assumed to be done by State.-

Resources-

Initial $30,000

Update 3,000 per year

For the 58 sites for 1975-1980, initial costs total $3.5 million and tha ant .al costs total

$870,000. As in the case of the States, the initial costs are four times greater than the
annual ccsts. The national present value cost to local government for the time frame
1980-2000 for the 101 sites is $16 million. The combined national present value cost to
State and local governments is $32 million. Note that from this combined total, the initial
cost of $9.6 million is a substantial fraction (30 percent). This means that the front end
co s t:, are great compared to the total cost.
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EXHIBIT 8. RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANNING COURSE IN SUPPORT OF FIXED
NUCLEAR FACILITIES - STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT PARTICIPATION AND COSTS

Government Participants
State State Local

Alabama 3 2
Alaska - -

Arizona 4 1

Arkansas 2 1

California 7 29
Colorado 1 5
Connecticut 2 5
Delaware 7 1

District of Columbia * 4 -

Florida 6 4
Georgia 2 2
Hawaii - -

Idaho 3 -

Illinois 5 5
Indiana 4 4
Iowa 1 5
Kansas 2 1

Kentucky 3 7
Louisiana 5 5
Maine 3 1

Maryland 4 3
Massachusetts 2 2
Michigan 4 7
Minnesota 1 3
Mississippi 3 -

Missouri 4 2
Montana 4 -

Nebraska 3 1

Nevada 3 2
New Hampshire 4 1

New Jersey 4 1

New Mexico 2 -

New York 12 35
North Carolina 4 3
North Dakota 4 i
Ohio 2 4
Oklahoma 4 1

Oregon 1 ,

Pennsylvania 8 #1
Puerto Rico* 3 1

Rhode Island 1 -

South Carolina 4 1

South Dakota 2 -

Tennessee 4 2
Texas 23 3
Utah 3 -

Vermont 3 3
Virginia 4 2
Washington 7 4
West Virginia 2 2
Wisconsin 3 3
Wyoming 4 -

Totals: 200 179

Total travel and per diem ccst for the 12 courses conducted from 1975 through 1978:
$91,000.
Average travel and per diem cost per participant: $220.
Note: A few State employees working at the regional level were considered to be local

government participants.

* District of Columbia and Puerto Rico are included as States.
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EXHIBIT 9. CITIZENS EHERGENCY PLANS FOR SALEM NUCLEAR POWER STATION

WHAT TO DO WHERE TO GO

IN CASE OF A
====Ais

M K K li ACCIDEXT
=;nm

ALERT SIGNAL KNOW MS SIGNAL!
-

b A STEADY BLAST LASTING 3 - 5 MINUTES ON SIRENS AND HORNS

IN AREAS WHERE THE ALERT SIGNAL CANNOT BE HEARD, OTHER MEANS
OF NOTIFICATION WILL BE BY MOBIL PATROLS AND HELICOPTERS WITH PUBLIC ADDRESS SYSTEMS.

WHEN YOU HEAR THIS SIGNAL: GO INDOORS AND CLOSE ALLWINDOWS AND DOORS.

TUNE IN TO ONE OF THE FOLLOWING RADIO STATIONS AND LISTEN FOR INSTRUCTl0N9

WMVB-FM 37.3 (Millville 24 Hour Coverage) WJIC .1510 (Salem) 24 Hour Coverage
WMVB 1440 (Millville) WNNN-FM (Canton) in Event Of Accident
WSNJ 1240 (Bridgeton) WWBZ .1360 (Vineland)
WSNG-FM 107.7 (Bridgeton)

IF YOU ARE ORDERED TO EVACUATE: USE THIS CHECK LIST.

* SHUT OFF WATER, GAS, LIGHTS, AND HOUSEHOLD APPLIANCES.

* KEEPYOUR TELEPHONE FREE FOR EMERGENCY USE.

* PUT HOUSE DETS INDOORS OR BRING THEM WITH YOU.

* BRING ANY MEDICATIONS YOU MAY NEED -SPECIAL FOCD, PERSONAL ITEMS.

* SECURE YOUR HOME. MEASURESWILL BE TAKEN TO PROTECT YOUR HOME.

IF YOU ARE HANDICAPPED OR NEED TRANSPORTATION TELEPHONE 935-7302 AND YOU
WILL BE EVACUATED BY EMERGENCY WORKERS.

IF YOU NEED PUBLIC ACCOMODATIONS, PROCEED TO THE VINELAND NATIONAL GUARD AHidORY.

DEPART AS S00N AS POSSIBLE. FOLLOW THE SHORTEST ROUTE TO MAIN HIGHWAY. KEEP CAR
WINDOWS AND VENTS CLOSED WHILE TRAVELING. DRIVE SLOWLY '';D CAREFULLY.

IF YOU HAVE CHILDREN ATTENDING SCHOOL THEY WILL BE TRAV: ORTED TO THE VINELAND
NATIONAL GUARD ARMOHY. DO NOT ATTEMPT TO GO TO THE SChdOL.

EP/ERGENCY INFORMATION MAY BE OBTAINED BY CALLING 9354177.

* BEFORE YOU LEAVE DISPLAY THIS CARD IN A PRO' AT PLACE ON FRONT OF YOUR HOUSE
TO ADVISE ALERTING PATROLS THAT YCU HAVE DEPa.a ED.

FOR REENTRY INSTRUCTIONS- LISTEN TO RADIO.
_s

PUBLISHED & DISTRIBUTED BY LOWER ALLOWAYS CREEK TOWNSHIP,NJ. 4/1/77
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EXHIBIT 10. CITIZEN EMERGENCY PL/NS FOR BROWNS FERRY t:UCLEAR POWER STATION

ATTENTION ALL CITIZENS IN MORGAN, LAWRENCE, AND LIMESTONE COUNTIES

(ESPECIALLY THOSE IN THE CIRCLED AREA ON THE MAP BELOW)
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The State will be testing an Evacuation Plan for those residents near the Brown's

Ferry Nuclear Plant. The dates for the test exercise will be February 28, 1976.

This test exercise will involve city, county and r.everal State agencies. There is

no cause for alarm, this is a TEST exercise. Instructions for the people who would

be required to evacuate in the event of an actual emergency are attached. Please

read carefully and file for future reference. You will not evacuate for this Test

Exercise. Thank you for your cooperation.

Alabama Civil Defense Department
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EXHIBIT 10 (Continued)

MORGAN COUNTY CIVIL DEFENSE

for the evacuation of Morgan County residents due to disasters of all types includ-
ing chemicals, explosions, or releases from the Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant.

A. Begin evacuation when you hear the warr,ing sound from the Sheriff's cars
or other Civil Defense Officials in your area.

B. Follow evacuation routes nearest you. DO NOT move against directional
arrows or cross evacuation routes. Pick up pedestrians as you leave
your area.

C. If you do not have your own transportation, make plans to riJe with a
neighbor. Let your Civil Defense Office know now if you have no trans-
porta ti on. If you du not, transportation will be furnished for you and
your family.

D. If you have an invalid or some person needing special care or transpor-
tation, notify the Morgan County Civil Defense Office as soon as you read
these instructions so that special arrangements can be planned for in
advance.

E. Items to take with you:

A. Change of clothes.
B. Important papers you have at home.
C. Medicine. Ariy special medication.
D. DO NOT CARRY FOOD OR PETS.

F. LOCK YOUR HOME. TURN OFF THE GAS AND ELECTRICITY.

G. When you have secured your home, tie a white cloth or towel on your front
door so that Civil Defense Officials will know that you have gone.

H. WHERE TO G0:

You will go to the New National Guard Armory Building, Beltline Highway,
State Highway 67, on the By-Pass Decatur. You will report to the re-
ception center personnel for registratior and further assignments. Make
sura that all your family knows where to go and when. If you are sepa-
rated from'your family, the reception center will have a record of your
location so family may reunite.

I. Study the map on the reverse side. Find where you are now and where the
reception center is located.

J. For any additional information, contact your local Civil Defense Office.
Basement, Morgan County Courthouse, Decatur, Alabama, telephone: 353-1502.

K. TIME IS IMPORTANT------ --------------------------MOVE FAST, BUT SAFELY.

DO NOT leave home or alter your plans during the Exercise on Feb. 28,1976.

In the event of a real "* aster requiring an evacuation of this area these are your instructions
unless otherwise instructed at that time.
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EXHIBIT 11. CITIZEN EMERGENCY PLANS FOR HILLSTONE NUCLEAR POWER STATION

,________________________________________

iTOWNS OF EAST LYME &WATERFORD,

| CITY OF NEW LONDON |
i ,
| EMERGENCY INFORMATION iI II IN THE EVENT OF i
! A NATURAi. OR MANMADE EMERGENCY SITUATION |I II Our community may never face a natural or manmade disaster. However, we must not forget that |
E advance preparation is the only true insurance against the consequences of such calamities. This gI pamphlet will provide you and your family with the information necessary to take correct ap- gI gip,priate actions. The information contained here is generally applicable to the following types of

gg emergencies-hurricanes, tornadoes, chemical spills, nuclear power plant accidents, large fires, etc.
gI Officials of the Town have prepared a detailed emergency plan specifically designed to protect local

| residents. The plan contains descriptions of various protective actions and identifies evacuation y

g routes, relocation and evacuation centers and emergency social services. g

g

g HOW YOU WILL BE WARNED I
g The siren system will sound an alert signal, which is a three to five minute steady wail. Police, fire I
g and civil prmredness volunteers will make street by street notifications, utilizirg mobile public lm
g address systems. Local television and radio stations will also broadca: ' .smergenc / warning infor- gImation.g ml

@|II WHEN WARNED OF AN EMERGENCY <
1. Tune to your local radio or television station for official information and instructions: $1
Radio AM FM Television "I
WT!C 1080 E0 Channel No. 3, Hartford I
WSUB 980 105.5 Channel No. 8, New Haven Ig
WNLC 510 100.9 Channel No.10, Providence II WLIS 1420 - Channel No.13, Public Information Connecticut College 1

Emergency broaoe;,:,cg services during off hours will occur,
g 2. If your neighborhood is affected, police and fire mobile address systems will be making
g announcements and providing information.
g 3. DO NOT CALL the local town office, fire or police departments except in emegencies,
g The Town's generalinformation telephone numbers are:

| in WATERFORD 442-9364 in NIANTIC 739-6931 and in NEW LONDON 443-2861

.I
4. Stay tuned to your local radio or television station for details, g

-

g

ICALM, ORDERLY FASHION, AND FOLLOW THE DIRECTIONS OF YOUR LOCAL OFFICIALS.I
REMEMBER, WHATEVER ACTION MUST BE TAKEN - DO NOT PANIC. PROCEED IN A .I

I .I

"-"
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EXHIBIT 11 (Continued)
e g

I I
Ig Do not discard this instruction sheet-Please place in your telephone directory, or in some other

handy location. I
I I
I IF YOU ARE IN AN AREA WHERE PEOPLE ARE DIRECTED TO THE SHELTER |I 1. Go indoors and close all doors and windows. I

2. Turn off air conditioners or fans, it circulating outside air. I
g 3. Use the telephone only in emergencies. g
g 4. The food, water r.nd milk supplies in your homes are safe for consumption. g
| 5. An outside vegetable garden may become contaminated in the event of a chemical or r,

| radioactive release. Do not eat any of this produce, until advised. g

| 6. Remain indoors until notified the emergency has passed. |
| 7. Stay tuned to your local radio or television station for emergency information. |
I I
| IF YOU H AVE BEEN ADVISED TO EVACU ATE YOUR AREA g

I 1. Turn off all appliances. |
12. If possible, take blankets and extra clothing, also eye glasses, .;tc. I
I 3. Bring special or prescribed medicines, infant needs, etc. I

4. Secure your home of office.

g 5. Farm families-get livestock under cover, provide stored feed and water, secure to a..igs.
| 6. If you need transportation, call the telephone number given over the radio or television. g
| 7. Kt ;p car windows and vents closed. g

I 8. Proceed in a calm, orderly fashion along designated evacuation routes to the designated |
| registration or evacuation center. g
I mg
| KEEP THE FOLLOWING EMERGENCY SUPPLIES ON HAND gg
| 1. Flashlight yg
I 2. Battery operated portable radio (g
I 3. First Aid Kit 9:|I dl
! . Tool kit

4
i

d I
I I
I I

| 0.6 : TLt SLa |n
| C. FRANCIS DRisCoLL LAWREP BETTENCoURT THOMAS J. DEMBEK g
g City Manager - New London Firs. selectman - Waterford Dir. of Cml Preparedness g

Water'ord u

|
I R

| } t'A' k hs/bh k) ~ b. || GEoHGE J. sEE8ECK FREDERICK H. PHttoPENA ROBEF T D HUGHEs. JR g

I First selectman-East Lyme D1r Cml Preparedness Dir Cml Preparedness
New East Lyme |

5 - - .a. - . Londonc.:m - - --- -- e

Source: "The Day." New Iondon, Connecticut, )bnday, June 12, 1978, p. 22.
(Type reset for clarity.)
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EXH: BIT 12. TECHNICAL MANAGEMENT COURSE FOR RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE COCRDINATOR
AND STAFF - STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT PARTICIPATION AND COSTS

Goverraent Participants
State State Local

Alabama 3 -

Alaska - -

Arizona - -

Arkansas 1 -

California 2 4
Colorado 2 2
Connecticut 1 -

(,elaware 2 -

District of Columbia * 2 -

Florida 2 1
Georgia 3 -

Hawaii - -

Idaho - -

Illinois 2 -

Indiana 2 -

Iowa 2 -

Kansas - -

Kentucky 1 -

Louisiana 4 -

Maine 2 -

Maryland 2 -

Massachusetts 1 -

Michigan - -

Minnesota 4 -

Mississippi 2 -

Missouri 2 -

Montana - -

Nebraska 1 -

Nevada - -

New Hampshire - -

New Jersey 3 -

New Mexico - -

New York 7 1
North Carolina 2 -

North Dakota - -

Ohio 2 1
Oklahoma 4 -

Oregon 3 -

Pennsylvania 3 1
Puerto Rico* 1 -

Rhode Island 1 -

South Carolina 3 -

South Dakota - -

Tennessee 4 -

Texas 2 -

Utah - -

Vermont 2 -

Virginia 7 -

Washington 4 -

West Virginia 2 -

Wisconsin 2 -

Wyoming - -

Totals: 95 10

Total cost of travel and per diem cost for the five courses conducted in 1976 and 1977:
$26,000.
Average cost of travel and per diem per participant: $296.

* District of Columbia and Puerto Rico are included as States here.
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EXHIBIT 13. RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE OPERATIONS COURSE -
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT PARTICIPATION AND COSTS

Government Participants
State State Local

Alabama 7 5
Alaska 1 -

Arizona 6 3
Arkansas - -

California 2 8
Colorado 10 5
Connecticut 10 1

Delaware 14 4
District of Columbia * 5 -

Florida 9 8
Georgia 13 -

Hawaii - -

Idaho -
1

Illinois 16 -

Indiana 5 2
Iowa 2 10
Kansas 5 -

Kentucky 9 15
Louisiana 8 1

Maine 1 -

Maryland 5 1

Massachusetts 3 -

Michigan 6 -

Minnesota 4 -

Mississippi 5 -

Missouri 6 4
Montana 9 -

Nebraska - -

Nevada 1 1

New Hampshire 8 -

New Jersey 6 -

New Mexico - -

New York 5 5
North Carolina 20 1

North Dakota - -

Ohio 5 -

Oklahoma - -

Oregon 12 -

Pennsylvania 1 -

Puerto Rico* 1 -

Rhode Island 5 -

South Carolina 7 3
South Dakota - -

Tennessee 10 -

Texas 13 3
Utah 2 -

Vermont 5 -

Virfnia 2 3
Washington 15 9
West Virginia - -

Wisconsin 4 4
Wyoming - -

#
Totals: 283 97

Total tuition cost for 20 courses from January 1977
through February 9,1979: $500,000.
Total travel and per diem cost for 380 State and
local governtpent participants: $235,000.
Total costs: 5735,000.
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EXHIBIT 13 (Continued)

Average tuition per student: $1250
Average travel and per diem: $ 618
Average total cost per student: $1868

Note: The several regional State personnel were classified as
local government participants.

* District of Columbia and Puerto Rico are included as States.
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EXHIBIT 14. UTILITY ASSISTANCE TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS FOR
RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS AND PREPAREDNESS

Example 1. Alabama

The Tennessee Valley Authority and Alabama Power Company have provided many briefings but no
training at the State level. Alabama Power Company has conducted some training in hospitals
in Houston County. TVA has provided some training in fire, medical and hospital in support
of Browns Ferry. TVA assistance to Jackson County (Bellefonte 1 and 2) has been limited to
supplying some maps.

Example 2. California

Utilities have not assisted State and local governments in terms of training, resources, or
direct funding. Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) is cooperating with State and
local authorities in the development of ARAC at Rancho Seco.

Example 3. Connecticut

Northeast Utilities assisted State and local governments, Tri-Town (Millstone 1 and 2) and
Twelve Towns (H M dam Neck), in the development of their plans. Also, training has been
conducted for fire department and emergency room pe*sonnel. The utility developed the
hospital plan.

Example 4. Delaware

Public Service Electric and Gas of New Jersey (Salem 1 and 2) supplied Delaware with two
Stabilized Assay Monitors (SAMs) worth $3,300 each. The utility also arranged for a consult-
ant, Porter and Goertz, to train State personnel.

Example 5. Florida

Florida Power and Light (Turkey Point 3 and 4 and St. Lucie 1 and 2) and Florida Power
Corporation (Crystal River 3) assist the State and local governments in training emergency
personnel. They have funded the Mobile Emergency Radiological Laboratory (MERL) at $70,000
on a basis of FPL two parts and FPC one part. Grants are given to the State at $100,000 per
year in support of four positions in Radiation Health for environmental surveillance with

the understanding that the four people are available for emergencies at the nuclear power
stations.

Example 6. Illinois

Commonwealth Edison has assisted the State in writing the State plan. Some training has
been provided. The utility assisted Whiteside and Rock Island Counties in Illinois and
Clinton and Scott Counties in Iowa in writing their plans for the Quad Cities 1 and 2
station. Fire and police have received some training in the city of Zion in support of
the Zion 1 and 2 station.

Example 7. New Jersey

No training has been conducted by either Public Services Electric and Gas (Salem 1 and 2) nor
Jersey Central Power and Light (Oyster Creek) because the State views it as its sole responsi-
bility. PSE&G contributed an unstated part of $50,000 to communications system consisting
of 3 base stations, 1 generator and 24 walkie talkies.

Example 8. New Yoj

Utilities have limited themselves to training associated with drills of fire and ambulance
crews with the focus primarily within the fence. Hospital and police personnel have not
been trained by utilities. No major resources have been supplied to State and local
governments.



EXHIBIT 14 (Continued)

Exemple 9. Oregon

Portland General Electric (Trojan) contributed $3,000 initially for the Columbia County plan
and $5,000 as partial contribution to a $36,000 communications system.

Example 10. Tennessee

Tennessee Valley Authority has given some planning assistance to Hamilton County (Sequoyah 1
and 2). Training has bee- ? Sited to onsite activities of fire, medical and other emergency
personnel.

Example 11. Washington

No training or other types of resources have been tupplied to Washington or local governments
by utilities.

Example 12. Wisconsin

No training or other types of resources have been supplied to Wisconsin or local governments
by utilities.
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CHAPTER 5. COST IMPACTS OF THE EMERGENCY PLANNING ZONES CONCEPT

Future cost impacts of the proposed emergency planning zones concept is a central issue of
the cost to State and local governments of radiological emergency response plans and pre-
paredness in support of commercial nuclear power stations. Both State and local officials
were asked what would be the incremental cost to implement the recommendations of the joint
NRC-EPA Task Force report, " Planning Basis for the Development of State and Local Government

Radiological Emergency Response Plans in Support of Light Water Nuclear Power Plants,"
NUREG-0396 EPA 520/1-78-016, December 1978. Although the document was not quite in its

final form at the time, at the visits with officials, the statements made here are essentially
independent of this fact. Additional comments that were received a. a result of the Federal
Register notice related to this report are also incorporated (Ref.13,14).

There are two zones. The smaller zone is a single Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) of about 10
miles in radius and includes whatever low population zone may be already in place. Protective
action is primarily targeted at reducing whole body exposure from the plume and from deposited
material, and deals primarily with evacuation and sheltering in some combination, although
there is also concern about exposure from inhalation and the use of thyroid blocking agents.
The larger Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) is about 50 miles in radius and encompasses the
10-mile EPZ. Protective action is concerned with reducing exposure from ingestion and deals
specifically with interdiction of the milk, water and agricultural products pathways. The
concept is illustrated in Figure 2.

Cost impacts of implementing the EPZs are considered from the point of view of factors that
would tend to increase costs over the current level and factors that would help to limit the
incremental costs. There is some attempt to bound the costs at both State and local govern-
ment levels.

STATE GOVERNMENT

Factors That Increase Cost

There are four major factors that are identified by State emergency personnel with regard to
EPZs that would tend to increase the costs of radiological emergency response plans and
preparedness over the current level:

p91 276Perceptions,-

Multi-state,-

Personnel, and-

Planning and preparedness.-
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Th'. EPZ concept, in the view of a number of State emergency personnel, is another ites that
indicates that nuclear power is more dangerous than previously thought, and therefore may be
enough to prohibit expansion of nuclear power in certain States. State officials envision
auch time being taken up in public hearings trying to clarify the EPZ concept especially in
the context of reduced credibility of certain aspects of the Rasmussen Report (Ref.15) and
the increased uncertainty advanced by the Lewis Report (Ref. 16). Furthermore, there is a
belief that the EPZs are not the end. Based on history, some State emergency personnel
reluctantly think that in the next few years there may be still larger zones than the 10-
and 50-mile EPZs.

Multi-state considerations in planning and preparedness for the 50-mile EPZ especially, and
in fewer cases for the 10-mile EPZ, are considerable according to numerous State planners.
In fact, for many parts of the country it would appear to make more sense to have regional
planning and preparedness with regard to protec;ive action related to ingestion. This is
obvious from consulting Figure 3 which shows the high degree of overlapping of 50-mile EPZs.
Regions requiring special attention include:

Most of New England;-

Most of the entire Atlantic seaboard from New York to North Carolina;-

Most of the Carolinas;-

Tennessee Valley Authority system;-

Lower Great Lakes - Ontario, Erie, and Michigan-

Upper Mississippi River valley;-

Lower Mississippi River valley; and-

Columbia River valley.-

For isolated nuclear power stations, the 50-mile EPZ by itself presents less of a problem
with regard to multi-state considerations.

The resulting greater costs would come primarily in additional manpower for planning, more
elaborate exercises, and additional training. Substantial additional resources are not

envisioned provided that the States within a particular region are adequately equipped under
the guidance currently in force, in other words, the State has NRC concurrence.

Personnel impacts is another factor of important consideration especially in the area of
agriculture. Here, apparently, trained manpower is limited since the U.S. Department of
Agriculture has curtailed its program in civil defense. Therefore, there is resulting
dimunition of related programs in various States.

State emergency personnel have pointed out that without adequate protective action guides
(PAGs) for milk, water and foodstuffs, the health and safety of the population is not
protected - even under the NRC guidance as presented in the principal planning and prepared-
ness document, NUREG-75/111. (Note: The U.S. Department of Health, Educatio'i, and Welfare -
Food and Drug Administration is proposing recommendations for accidental radioactive contam-
ination of human food and animal feeds. Federal Register, Vol. 43, No. 242-Friday, December
15,1978.) Swift action in this area is strongly encouraged.
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NUCLEAR POWER REACTORS IN THE UNITED STATES
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There is concern over the cost impacts of the proposed thyroid-blocking agent, potassium
iodide. (Note: HEW-FDA is requesting submissions of new drug applications for potassium
iodide as a thyroid-blocking agent in a radiation emergency. Federal Register, Vol. 43. No.
242-Friday, December 15, 1978.) The cost will be small if its use is limited to emergency
workers. Although a number of utilities and nuclear industries have stockpiles of potassium
iodide or potassium iodate (the kind used in Great Britain), some radiation health personnel,
such as from Florida and Oregon, believe that there is no need for it. Emergency workers

can wear appropriate masks and the expense for the general public is viewed as too high in
light of the perceived risks from nuclear power.

If it is authorized for use by the affected public, States are concerned over purchase
costs, administration costs, and other costs that may accrue from legal liabilities. Some

indicati(a of the production coct in pill form is given in a 1972 Defense Civil Preparedness
Agency sponsored study -- about $1 million for the entire U.S. (Ref. 17). The Food and Drug

Administration employed Malinkrot, Inc. to produce liquid potassium iodide for use at Three
Mile Island on an overnight basis at a production cost of 25 cents per dose. The Inter-
organizational Advisory Committee (ICAC) recommends that the NRC, or some other appropriate
Federal agency, procure and stockpile potassium iodide that is approved by the Food and Drug
Administration for use in an emergcncy. The blocking agent, for example, could be stored at
the Federal regional offices which could make it available in rapid fashion in the event of

an accident. Some of the blocking agent could be distributed before any emergency to all

local jurisdictions immediately adjacent to a nuclear facility that had the potential for

releasing quantities of radioiodine.

The views on the incremental costs to States for general plans and preparedness vary depending
on their current status. In Florida, for example, plans are not limited to any particular

distance. Nonetheless, Florida emergency personnel estimate that their planning costs would
be triple due to increased costs in manpower, public notification, information, and education.

Exercises are also cited as being more expensive. This is for a State believed by many
practitioners to have one of the best programs in the U.S.

A smaller cost factor is international cooperation with Canada, perhaps through the International
Joint Commission, which would be required on account of the 50-mile EPZ. Impacted provinces

are British Columbia, from Skagit 1 and 2 in Washington, and Ontario from nuclear power
stations near Lake Ontario, Lake Erie and Lake Huron. Resulting increased costs would be
smaller in scale compared to those of t a multi-state factor. If similar zones were adopted

by Canada around their nuclear power stations, the U.S. would be impacted also.

Factors That Limit Costs

There are a number of joint State / Federal programs that may help to limit the incremental
costs of implementing the EPZs. State emergency personnel identified:

Risk / host specialists in crisis relocation;-

Mi a surve;11ance from rou+ine emission and weapons fallout;-

Monitoring capability related to Safe Drinking Water Act; and-

Capabilities developing from Federal Toxic Substances Strategy Committee.-
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The primary function of the crisis relocation specialists from States and FEMA is to plan to
evacuate in the event of the threat of nuclear war those people living and working in risk
areas to areas considered to be host areas. For peacetime purposes, these specialists
could be used for evaluating and planning in areas of the country with unique problems, such
as high population, and where the scope of the problem is beyond the capabilities for local
planners, or is more of a State-wide problem. Already, FEMA has hired 264 planners for
crisis relocation in the States with authorization that they can be used for planning related
to nuclear power stations. Some people think that the impact of this manpower resource
could be substantial.

Nuclear power stations having cumulative populations in 1970 in excess of 100,000 within 10
miles are candidates for such attention. The eight sites in order of population density are

given below with their 1970 and year 2000 population estimates (Ref. 18):

High Population Operating Status State Population within 10 miles

Density Sites 1970 2000

1. Indian Point Operating New York 329,000 444,000

2. Zion Operating Illinois 282,000 441,000

3. Limerick 1982 Pennsylvania 281,000 420,000

4. Enrico Fermi 1981 Michigan 185,000 326,000

5. Beaver Valley Operating Pennsylvania 154,000 184,000

6. Three Mile Island Operating * Pennsylvania 121,000 183,000

7. Millstone Operating Connecticut 119,000 170,000

8. Bailley 1983 Indiana 103,000 166,000

" Unit 2 is not operating because of the accident.

The cutoff of 100,000 is used because there is very little experience in evacuating larger
number of persons according to an Environmental Protection Agency study on evacuation (Ref.

19). This study describes a number of evacuations that occurred in the U. S. from 1960 to
1974 which were caused by floods, hurricanes, explosions, toxic substances etc., all of
which are analagous to some degree with potential hazards posed by a release of radiation.
Studies by MITRE and Sandia flag Indian Point and Zion as the sites of highest risk in the
event of an accident because of their large populations nearby (Ref. 20). A comprehensive
planning strategy could include sheltering and use of thyroid-blocking agents in addition to
evacuation and therefore could lower the risk substantially.

A step in this direction is that New York State has developed in draft form a dynamic evacuation
analysis out to 3 and 5 miles for Indian Point. The objective of this analysis is to yield
theoretical yet practical times for evacuation (Ref. 20a).

The monitoring capability established by EPA to survey dairies for contamination from radio-
active fallout, such as the one as being conducted in Delaware, may serve as a basis for
building such a capability for the 50-mile EPZ, or for a region. Some States think that
this program is too weak to be of much benefit. Nevertheless, this program would supplement
whatever capability the State and utility already have for monitoring emissions from nuclear
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power stations during normal operations. In fact, Wisconsin proposed that consultants for

the utilities would be in the best position to identify sources and present a program for

government decisionmaking. The argument in favor of the utility approach is that the work
would just be a natural extension of what the utilities are already doing. For ex6mple, the

extension would be from 20 miles to 50 milas. The State Radiation H?alth Division would
oversee the utility, as is the current case in some of the States.

A number of States such as New Jersey, are monitoring drinking water fcr radioactivity in
compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act. Identification u. <euru . and monitoring
capability as well as other planning and preparedness spinoffs may tend to limit costs of
implementing 50-mile EPZs.

The 17-agency Toxic Substances Strategy Committee (chaired by Council on Evironmental Quality
and including NRC) has as an objective the development of a plan of action for handling
spills and other emergencies involving toxic substa: -< (Ref. 21). Important roles of State
and local governments and industry are being given significant attent' m. Federal measures

to support State efforts is under consideration. To what extent this work will help to

limit the incremental costs for inplementing the EPZs is uncertain.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Local government emergency personnel are con % rned with the 10-mile EPZ. The general belief
is that the State would have the primary role for the 50-mile EPZ in coordinating the various
iapacted jurisdictions. Local government would play a supporting function with their more
limited resources. Therefore, most of the following discussion is related to the 10-mile
EPZ.

Factors That Increase Costs

The historical costs for plans is shown in Chapter 3 to be about $10,000 par jurisdiction.
If the expansion from the current zone to the 10-mile EPZ includes another jurisdiction,
such as a county or a town of good size, then another $10,000 must be added. A quadrupling
of the area as presented in the example above could easily include some additional jurisdic-

,

tions.

Generally speaking, preparedness costs associated with the 10-mile EPZ are estimated to be
roughly proportional to the area when compared to the zone that is currently used. For
example, if the current zone has a radii:s of 5 miles, the costs for preparedness for the
10-mile EPZ would be expected to be foer times greater. More specifically, some of the
items highlighted for increased costs are manpower, maps, warning systems, exercises and
education programs for the public.

Although the inquiry into costs depends on informed judgment, there are a number of nuclear
power stations where the costs are sure to be considerably higher than the level of costs
indicated above, and will take detailed examination to better understand the problems and
the resultant costs. See, for example, the eight nuclear power stations previously discussed.
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As populations grow around the sites, there may eventually be additional 13 sites with
populations in excess of 100,000 people within the 10-mile EPZ. The only forecasts available
are derived from the year 2000 projections from the 1970 Census of Population, by the Bureau
of Census, U.S. Department of Commerce. There is some likelihood that these populations
will not be reached on account of declining birth rates. Nonetheless, these sites are
flagged as requiring special attention. The projected populations are (Ref. 22):

High Growth Population Operating Status State Population within 10 miles

Density Sites 1970 2000

1. Turkey Point Operating Florida 99,000 269,000

2. Seabrook 1983 New Hampshire 99,000 185,000

3. Shoreham 1984 New York 95,000 182,000

4. Oyst(r Creek Operating New Jersey 83,000 164,000

5. Perry 1982 Ohio 94,000 146,000

6. Midland 1980 Michigan 90,000 141,000

7. Duane Arnold Operating Iowa 79,000 120,000

8. Haddam Neck Operating Connecticut 57,000 117,000

9. St. Lucie Operating Florida 47,;U0 114,000

10. Salem Operating New Jersey 78,000 111,000

11. Trojan Operating Oregon 71,000 108,000

12. San Onofre Operating California 67,000 105,000

13. Catawba 1981 South Carolina 66,000 100,000

Decause of the high population densities surrounding Haddam Neck and Millstone, Northeast
Utilities (NEU) estimates that implementation of the EPZs could cost from $500,000 to
$1 million per site for planning alote. Furthermore, NEU believes that maintenance of the
plan and preparedness could be well beyond current financial and other resources of the
impacted towns that is available for civil preparedness.

Other Factors of Interest

The size of the EPZ involving plume protective action is questioned ir terms of the 10-mile
radius and its circular nature. For small nuclear power stations, such as the 63 megawatts
electric Humboldt Bay nuclear power station, the issue is the' reduction from 10 miles to a
smaller radius, such as 3 miles, because of the smaller inventory of radioactive materials
present in the reactor compared to current 1000 MWe ones. Other small nuclear power stations
are Big Rock Point, Michigan and La Crosse, Wisconsin.

Another factor of importance is the shape. For nuclear power stations situated in river

valleys with canyon walls, such as Trojan in the Columbia River valley, a cigar-shaped EPZ
up and down the river valley would seem to be more reasonable.

f,nother factor related to small nuclear power stations is the size of the 50-mile EPZ. For

example, at Humboldt Bay, local planners believe that a 10-mile radius should be adequate
for the milk pathway.

1901 7 4
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The issue of including a town that lies on the 10-mile EPZ is highlighted by the case of
Oswego on Lake Ontario in upstate New York. This town lies about 10 miles from the Nine
Mile Point facilities. Local emergency planners are not certain, in cost / benefit terms,

that Oswego should be included. Certainty to them means defensible in public hearings.

These cases illustrate the fact that local emergency planners lack the technical expertise
to make these decisions. They look forward to additional NRC guidance in such matters. The
alternative is to hire technical consultants with a resultirg cost burden to local govern-

ment for planning.

Some additional factors that would increase costs ta local governments include:

Extra manpower - Full-time people may be needed for at least a year to implement the
10-mile EPZ;

Credibility - Changing the rules to a 10-mile EPZ just after an LPZ of several miles
was instituted, will lead to a reduction in credit'lity;

Legalities - Emergency plans have legal status and a number of local planners would
tend to be overly conservative in order to properly protect themselves unless adequate
technical expertise is made available to them;

Jurisdictional - More government entities would be involved with resulting complexities.

This is especially true in small States, like in New England, than in larger States in

the South and West;

Land use planning - Zoning to inhibit population growth within the 10-mile EPZ is under

consideration and may lead to additional local cost burdens.

Status

The Interorganizational Committee (10AC) recognizes many of the problems, such as the ones
illustrated above. Nonetheless, the 10AC recommends that the concept of Emergency Planning
Zones as described in this chapter be implemented ar soon as possible to provide needed

improvements in most radiological emergency response plans. Already, at least Arkansas,
Georgia, Kentucky, Oregon, and Washington endorse the 10-mile and 50-nile EPZs. The Tennessee
Valley Authority intends to incorporate the 10-mile EPZ into its emergency planning effort.

The GAO recomends the 10-mile EPZ. The NRC Siting Policy Task Force included provisions
for a 10-mile EPZ in siting decision making. The NRC-EPA Task Force recommendation was
approved by the Commission in October 1979. The EPA Administrator is considering approval.

MODEL COSTS

In this section, the following estimates attempt to place upper bounds to the costs at both
State and local government levels and is based on the preceding discussion for Emergency
Planning Zones:
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A typical State might incur the following costs:

Plan

Initial $100,000

Update $ 10,000 per year

Preparedness

Exercises 5 20,000 per year-

Training-

Initial 5 20,000

Update $ 4,000 per year

Resources-

Initial $100,000

Update $ 10,000 :r year

Typically, Iccal government has four jurisdictions involved. This is ascertained from
examining a nap with 10-mile circles drawn around the sites d3 scribed in this inquiry. Cn
this basis, !ocal government might incur the following costs:

Plan

Initial (4 jurisdictions) $40,000 @ $10,000 per jurisdiction
Update $ 4,000 per year

Preparedness

Exercises $20,000 per year-

Training none-

Resources-

Initial (primarily for com- $60,000

munications)
Update $ 6,000 per year

The above estimated costs do not include all of the costs associated with the eight sites
discussed above that require special attention, nor the 13 additional ones that may require
special attention.

A simplified national model is developed along the same lines as shown in Chapter 4. The

details are worked out in App.endix C. Based on the above, for a typical State, the initial

costs for the plan, exercise, training and resources total s240,000. Annual updating costs
total $44,000. For all 40 States, from 1980-2000, the national present value cost to State
governments is $24 million.

At the local government level, for a typical site, initial costs for the plan, exercise,
training and resources total $120,000. Annual updating costs total $30,000. For atl 101
sites, the national present value cost to local governments is $32 million. The combined
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national present value cost to State and local governments is $56 million. The incremental
present value cost to State and local governments for implementing the EPZs, assuming all
States and local governments are already concurred, is $24 million.

The addition of the Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability (ARAC) or the ring system can
considerably enhance plans and preparedness for State and local governments as described in
Chapter 4. This enhancement is especially important for the EPZ concept. As shown in
Appendix C, the national present value cost to State and local governments for ARAC or ring
systems is $16 million. Therefore, the total present value cost to State and local governments

for the enhanced system is $72 millicn.

The 21 high population (and growth) density sites present difficulties in estimation of the
costs for plans and preparedness. An additional present value cost of $500,000 per site for
the 8 high populat.on density sites and $250,000 per site for the 13 high growth population
density sites is a rough estimate that should purchase considerable extra plans and prepared-
ness required by the nature of the large populations within the lu-mile EPZ. On this basis,
the total present value cost is about $8 million for the 21 high population (and growth)
density sites.

Local civil defense / emergency services directors and their limited staff would find the tasks

of plans and preparedness for the EPZs very burdensome. Therefore, there should be a local
technical director designated for local radiological emergency response plans and preparedness
who would receive training in all the NRC-sponsored courses. Consideration should be given to
have the technical director under State civil service merit system. A salary range of $10,000
to $20,000 per year (Ref. 22a) should be adequate except in high living expense areas where a

more suitable salary would be $30,000 per year. The national present value cost for 101
local technical directors is $8 million to $16 million for the time period 1980-2000. Assuming
a salary of $30,000 and two directors for each of the eight high population density sites,
the present value cost would be increased by nearly $3 million to a total of about $20 million.

When the $100 million present value cost for all plans and preparedness is allocated to a

site, as shown in Chapter 8, the cost is $1 million. The cost of plans and preparedness is

0.0011 C per kilowatt-hour (kWh) for a 2-unit, 1,000 megawatt electric station, assuming a
capacity factor of 0.6. The average cost of plans and preparedness per residental customer
is about it per month. For comparison, the average monthly residential bill was about $33
for 730 kWh in 1978.

l')91 287
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CHAPTER 6. FUNDING STATE GOVERNMENTS

For all emergencies, the State's role is to develop and maintain a comprehensive program of
emergency management that supplements those of the facilities and provides leadership when
needed to local efforts before, during and after emergencies. Accordingly, a comprehensive
historical review of the funding of State governments for radiological emergency respor p
plans and preparedness in support of commercial nuclear power stations should incl";<
numerous State agencies. However, the following disension will primarily focus on the lead
and principal supporting agency in plans and preparedness. These are the State Civil Defense /
Emergency Services and the State Divisions of Radiation Health. In two States, Maine and
Michigan, planning is the responsibility of the State Police.

CIVIL DEFENSE / EMERGENCY SERVICES

In general, Civil Defense / Emergency Services departments are funded partly through general
appropriations from State government and partly through Federal funding from the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) formerly DCPA. The funding level of DCPA to the States
is discussed in Chapter 2.

All States indicate some funaing from DCPA in both radiological emergency response planning
and preparedness in support of commercial nuclear power stations. Washington reported that
both State and local plans were funded almost entirely by DCPA. In addition, the first

exercise involving Trojan in 1975 was funded to a high level by DCPA's Civil Preparedness
Instruction Program (CPIP) which was discontinued in 1978.

On a regional basis, DCPA has fluctuated between funding only war-caused emergency planning
and allowing certain peacetime emergency planning in conjunction with war emergencies.
Indirectly, the radiological defense instruments provided and maintained by DCPA are a
source of radiation detection instruments for use in radiological preparedness for accidents
at nuclear power stations. In addition, through the Radiological Defense Officer courses
and the Peacetime Radiation ident Training (PRIT), valuable training has been provided at
the State and local levels by DCPA. Preparedness resources, such as warning and communica-
tions systems, shelters and emergency operating centers have been funded wholly by DCPA or
jointly with State government. These resources add to the overall strength of States to
respond to an emergency involving a commercial nuclear power station.

Another source of funding that has played a less direct role in this regard are grants from
the Federal Disaster Assistance Administration (FDAA, now FEMA), (PL 93-288) for peacetime
man-made and natural disasters (see Chapter 2). In general, these funds are used to develop
and maintain peacetime emergency plans, provisions of which would be implemer.ted if a nuclear
power station accident escalated into a major disaster. Since the accident at Three Mile
Island, CEMA has allowed any surplus planning funds to be used for plans in support of
nuclear power stations. Generally, the amounts are small.
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Although not considered as funding, utility assistance in a few cases has helped to aid in
planning. Apparently, Northeast Utilities is the only utility tt.at has helped a State
government in their plan to a significant extent - after being urged strongly by Governor
Grasso. Most States have specifically not asked for heavy utility assistance to remain as
independent as possiL'e from the utility. As viewed by many citizens in most States,
independence helps to make the States more credible regulators for the most part.

NRC sponsored training and review of plans and preparedness as discussed in earlier chapters
also helps the States in lieu of funding.

RADIATION HEALTH

Radiation health divisions are principally funded by State governments (Ref. 23). In fiscal

year 1977, State funds constituted $10.5 million or about 81 percent of total expenditures
for all State and local radiological health activities. Federal funding was limited to
$1.6 million, or about 12 percent of the total expenditures. The remaining $0.8 million, or
7 percent, came principally from fees

Generally, radiological emergency response plans and preparedness activities are funded by
means of general appropriations fron the States. In Florida, there is a contract of $100,000
per year between the State and the two utilities, Florida Power and Light Company and Florida
ower Corporation, to do primarily environmental surveillance but also to support radio-r

logical emergency response plans and areparedness activities. Apparently, Florida is the
only State with this type of arrangement. There are limited number of instances where
utilities supplied radiation health divisions with some equipment in lieu of funding (see

Exhibit 14).

NRC sponsored training and review of plans and preparedness helps the State divisions of
radiatio- health in lieu of funding.

PRIORITY SETTING

Emergency personnel in Civil Defense / Emergency Services, Divisions of Radiation Health and
other State agencies are very much concerned with priority setting. That is to say, how
much money should be allocated for radiological emergency response plans and preparedness in
support of commercial nuclear power stations and how quickly should the job be completed
con, pared to the wide ranga of other activities in which the public's health, safety c.nd
welfare has to be protected? Some indication of this range is shown in Table 3. Radiation

incidents of any kind comprise only 7 percent of the 1242 natural and man-made events for
tLe period January to June 1978. Not included in Table 3 is the basic wartime civil defense
effort, nor included are the efforts of the Divisions of Radiation Health in environmental

surveillance, X-ray survey and control, regulation of radioactive materials and non-ionizing
radiation, and other programs.

Some States have attempted to use the innovative zero-base budgeting (ZBB) technique to try
to establish funding priorities. Based on the inquiry, only Oregon Radiation Health has
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TABLE 3. EMERGENC' INCIDENCE TRENDS *

1978

Natural Events 1973-1977 (Jan.-June)

Wind 633 130

Flood 313 124

Rural fire 50 17

Snow and ice 86 60

Drought 69 77

Land movement 19 6

Range infestation -- __l
1170 423

Man-Made Events

Urban fires 75 38

Radiation 102 87

Utilities failures 70 36

Pollution, Epidemics 37 51

Terrorism, Civil Disorders 7 25

Hazardous train derailments -- 269

Hazardous materials accidents -- 281

Explosions -- 19

Air crashes -- 7

011 spills -- 3

Coal shortage -- 3

291 891

Total: 1461 1242

SOURCE: "1978 Emergency Preparedness Project, Final Report,"
National Governors' Association, Washington, D.C.,
December 31, 1978, p. 10.

"As reported by State Emergency Offices.
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been moderately successful in using a modification of ZBB to keep their emergency response
capability funded at a skeleton level - $21,000 annually for the next two fiscal years.

Other States have used more traditional budget procedures. Of course, all are subject to
political pressures. These are usually generated at the time of an accident. Since radio-
logical emergency response in support of commercial nuclear power stations is based to a
great extent on overall respoase strength, those States which are subject to events, such a'
hurricanes, tornadoes, snow storms, or hazardous spills, will have a greaur capability than
would otherwise be the case. Therefore, for example, Florida Division of fisaster Prepared-
ness is having difficulty in maintaining its overall strength since the mid-sixties because
of a lack of hurricanes. The impact of Hurricane David in September 1979 may change the
funding situation. Most States are having difficulty in terms of decreasing funding for
manpower and resources since the Cuban missile crisis in 1962.

During the last few years, funding is flattening out for both Civil Defense / Emergency Services
and Radiation Health. As a consequence, most States report that they are strapped for funds,
yet are having to fulfill more requirements. These strong funding trends and political
facts of life are important factors to take into consideration in future proposals.

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE INTER 0RGANIZATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Over the past several years, the Interorganizational Advisory Committee (I0AC) has made a
number of Federal funding recommendations. They include the following:

Funds for the initial staff training and the development publication of State and
local radiological emergency response plans;

Funds for Federal assistance to State and local governments in support of radiological-

emergency response plans;

Funds for providing specific and unique resources not normally available to State-

and local governments;

Funds for training personnel as identified by the Radiological Emergency Response-

Plan of the particular State; and

Funds for assisting State and local governments in the testing and exercise of the-

Radiological Emergency Response Plan of the particular State.

Because of inadequate funding for most of the items cited, current plans and preparedness
for most sites and States are inadequate.

j90j 7Q*./ L. /
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CHAPTER 7. FUNDING LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Local governments are recognized by the States as having the first line of official public

responsibility to prepare for and to respond to most emergencies. Nevertheless, many local

governments, but not all, are finding themselves in a funding squeeze similar to or greater

than State governments. Local governments also enjoy a wide range of autonomy in running
their local affairs, and for that reason a discussion of funding at the local government

level is essential.

As in the case of States, a comprehensive historical review of the funding of local govern-

ments for radiological emergency response plans and preparedness in support of commercial
nuclear power stations should include numerous agencies. The following discussion will
focus primar'ly on the lead agency, whict. is generally Civil Defense / Emergency Services.
There are basically three central issues:

The assurance of adequate funds to the local Civil Defense /Er.iergency Services in-

the jurisdiction that is hosting the nuclear power station and receiving taxes, or

the equivalent, from the operating utility.

The assurance of adequate funds to local Civil Defense / Emergency Services in-

jurisdictions neighboring the host jurisdiction that are not receiving taxes, or

the equivalent, from the operating utility.

- The assurance of continuity over time of adequate funds to the local Civil Defense /
Emergency Services of all impacted jurisdictions.

CIVIL DEFENSE / EMERGENCY SERVICES

Some funding data for local Civil Defense /Emergen;y Services relevant to radioactive emergency
response plans and preparedness in support of commercial nuclear powar stations is given in
Exhioits 15, 16 and 17. The breakdown is similar to that used for previous cost data.

Exhibit 15 highlights operating stations having sites with one-Stato planning whereas
Exhibit 16 summarizes funding data for sita' with two-State planning. Finally, Exhibit 17

highlights stations that are under constraction.

In general, current staffing is small, usually with a director and one or two staff members

and sometimes an additional secretary. Many times a staff person is officially listed as a

secretary but is quite versatile with communications and other equipment so is listed here
as staff if that seems to be the case. Out of the 24 examples studied, there are five cases

where a full-time director is lacking. These include Twelve Towns (Haddam Neck) -
Connecticut; Tri-Town (Millstone), Connecticut; New Castle County (Salem), Delaware;
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San Luis Obispo County (Diablo Canyon), California; and Rhea and Meigs Counties (Watts Bar),
Tennessee. Kewaunee County (Kewaunee), Wisconsin filled the position since the field visit
in 1978.

For most of the five, inadequate funding appears to be the reason that there are not any
full time directors. For the case of ~,i-fown, ; cording to the First Selectman, the
Waterford citizens will not support the concept of a full time director for political
patronage reasons since they believe that there is no need for one. This means the people
believe that the First Select..ian will be putting a friend or relative on the payroll for a
do-nothing job. For San Luis Obispo County, the problem is to find a new director. Trying
to find a local civil defense / emergency services director to coordinate planning is a problem
that is dif ficult to overcome and may rec; iire Federal incentives of some kind that are more
effective than they have been in the past.

The local Civil Defense / Emergency Services that appear to be having difficulty in obtaining
funding to set up or stay functioning are Twelve Towns (Haddam Neck), Connecticut; Westchester
County (Indian Point), New York; Jackson County (Bellefonte), Alabama; and Rhea and Meigs
Counties (Watts Bar), Tennessee.

The reasons for the lack of f anding vary. Twelve Towns sufiers from disorganization.
Westchester County is being swept over by the overall New York City financial crunch
resulting in budget ceilings and lay offs (even the communicable disease and VD programs are
being eliminated). Jackson County and Rhea and Neigs Counties lack adequate political power
to present budget requests to compete for the very limited financial resources available.

On the other extreme, Lower Alloways Creek Townsh'p in Salem County, New Jersey is adequately
funded primarily because of a budget urplus of $16 million. This surplus has accamulated
as a result of taxes on the construction of the Salem and Hope Creek nuclear power stations
(Ref. 24).

In general, most local Civil Defense / Emergency Services have receivad DCPA, r.ow FEMA, Personnel

and Administrative (P&A) funds at about the 50 percent matching level. In addition, other
DCPA matching funds have been received. There is some indication that FEMA P&A funds are

becoring more dif ficult to obtair t;ecause of the great competition for them. Also, because
of elaborate paperwork requirements Ocean County (Oyster Creek), New Jersey has refused to

participate. Twelve Towns has not applied for them at all. Under current FEMA require-
ments, P&A funds must be matched. As a c(nsequence, if the local government does not put up
local dollars, then no Federal money is available.

A cozparison of the budgets for local Civil Defense / Emergency Services with the c:ty/ county
budgets where the data are available indicate that the former budgets are very small, only a
fraction of one percent. Nevertheless, there are a number of jurisdictions that continually
have to justify their very existence to budget managers, such as county commissioners.
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PRIORITY 'cTTi1G

Local governments face the same problems as State and Federal governments with regard to
setting priorities. Zero-Lise budgeting and other budget techniques seem to be ineffective
ct m ared to classical politisal pressure in assuring that apprcpriate amounts of money are
allocated to whatever job has to be accomplished. In particular, the budgets of local Civil

Defense / Emergency Services will be maintained provided that county commissioners are reminded,
for example, how many people were rescued from snow storms last year, or saved from tornadoes.
Civil defense activities related to nuclear attack are held in low esteem by many local
communities and therefore make it difficult for the director to present a case for much

local money. The fact that the Federal and State goveraments have civil defense / emergency
services programs enhances the chances for having local monies, espec: ally when they are
matched by FEMA. A number of local officials have stated that a detracting statement
regarding civil defense by the Secretary of Defense, especially arcx ! budget time, does
little to bolster murale and the local civil defense budget. How t a Three Mile island
accident will affect local budget pricrities is an open question.

When it comes around to re- .ing funds for radiological einergency plans and preparedness in
support of commercial ear power stations, county commissioners and other budget managers
have difficulty wrestling with such a low probability for a serious event. An example is
the meltdown probability quoted in NUREG-0396 which is from the Rasmussen Report - one

chance in 20,000 per year. It seems that probabilities down to about one in one hundred can
be understood. Below that, budget managers are faced with murky ill-defined complexities.

For these reasons, the all risk concept is now being advanced. From this point of view, all

the events of varying low probability are lumped together. From the perspective of local
civil defense / emergency services, these can be myriad. An illustration is a list of 28
items from Cowlitz County, Washington which is shown in Exhibit 18. Of the 28 items, note

that an accident from a nuclear power station is listed as 26th, even though the list does
not offer priority attention. As a result of this all risk approach, it is easier to convince

local budget managers of the necessity of a program. However, it still remains difficult to
convince them how much funding should be appropriated to strictly nuclear-accident-related
plans and preparedness within the context of the very limited budget of local Civil Defense /
Emergency Services.

UTILITY TAXES

In general, the nuclear power stations contribute a great deal of money to the local govern-
ments, directly by means of taxes paid to various jurisdictions, or indirectly by means of
taxed salaries spent and Losinesses that depend on the existence of the station itself.
Some indication of the taxes that flow into the public sector of the impacted jurisdictions
i t, summarized in Exhibit 19.

There are three basic categories which are best divided by ownership: (1) private, or
investor owned utilities; (2) municipal, or publicly owned utilitit:s; and (3) Federally
owned utilities, namely TVA.

fan .
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Private Utilities

The privately owned utilities typically pay several million dollars per year in property tax

to the lost jurisdiction. None of these taxes are paid to neighboring jurisdictions, although

they may 5e equally impacted in terms of radiological emergency response plans and preparedness.
In Wisconsin, since 1972, taxes on nuclear power stations go to the State, with the State in

Nrn redistributing some monies back to the local communities according to a formula. The

objective is to avoid the large budget surpluses that accumulated in the past. Now these

same tax dollars go into the general fund and are able to provide more services to the

cities. A local community can get no more than $600,000 per year, as in the case of

Kewaunee County (Kewaunee). In time, as the nuclear power station depreciates, the amount
received decreases as well. Payments are now $300,000 for Manitowoc County (Point Beach).
Eventually, payments will decrease to zero although there is a coalition of communities

trying to establish a minimum r r ent of about $100,000 per year in order to cover the costs

of various impacts near tho end of the life of the power station. They are the same group
that opposed the redistrilution in the first place - a grab from the " state of Milwaukee,"

as viewed from the perspective of the communities.

Pennsylvania is the only other State where taxes of private utilities go to the State and

are redistributed back to the local communities. Since 1970, redistribution of the revenues

is based on the overall tax effort of the local area so that the great bulk of the tax

revenue is distributed to the metropolitan communities with their large population and
economic base. An example is Peachbottom Township, the site of Peachbottom 1 and 2. (Not
shown in Exhibit 19.) In 1976, only $645 was received. In contrast, Philadelphia (city and
county) received $4.3 million and the Philadelphia school district $1.8 million. Many local
communities believe that this redistribution is inequitable.

Property taxes from nuclear power stations have become sizeable portions of local government
tax revenue for host jurisdictions. Some examples are Waterford (Millstone), 78%; Lacey
Townsh 4 (Oyster Creek ana Forked River), about 50%; Lower Alloways Creek (Salem and Hope
Creek), 93%; and Columbia County (Trojan), 35%.

These communities have used the tax revenue principally to build multi-million dollar schools
and to substantially lower the property tax burden en residents. Some other projects that
are worthy of note are a multi-million dollar swimming pool and ice arena in Zion Township
(Zion); $500,000 municipal building; $125,000 recreation field; $550,000 ski lodge in Lower
Alloways Creek; $75,000 for a new roof on the Salem County Courthouse: $1 million for two
hospitals; and funds to pay 80 percent of the cost of a special education program for
handicapped youngsters in the township and three surrounding municipalities (Ref. 25).

The $16 million budget surplus that has accumulated in Lower Alloways Creek is viewed by
Township officials as a disaster insurance pool that would be used to reimburse residents
for property damage that might be ca> sed by Salem or Hope Creek and not covered by the
insurance carried by the utilities. It should be noted that Governor Byrne has suggested
that some of the utility tax revenues be funneled away from Lower A110 ways Creek and other
similar towns to meet urban problems in New Jersey.
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In none of the 24 examples reviewed are tax monies from utilities specifically earmarked for
local Civil Defense /Emert icy Services purposes in spite of the large sums involved. A
similar t 'atement can be made for impacted neighboring jurisdictions that do not benefit-

directly from tax revenues but still may benefit indirectly from revenues generated by wages
spent and business transactions.

Municipal or Publicly Owned Utilit:es

Municipal or publicly owned utilities have as one of its benefits lower electric rates to

consumers since no taxes are paid. Nevertheless, host and adjacent impacted jurisdictions
may also benefit indirectly from taxes on wages and business transactions. In some cases,
payments in lieu of taxes or impact mitigation payments are made.

For example, the Power Authority of the State of New York (PASNY) is making payments in lieu
of taxes to Westchester County - $1.2 million for 1978. Presumably PASNY is taking over the
former tax burden of Consolidated Edison for Indian Point 3. Within 10 years, payments

should be phased out completely. Also, the Washington Public Power Supply System (WPPSS) is
making various tax and impact mitigation payments amounting to millions of dollars to the
State, Benton County and various cities ano school districts within the County. ($ee

Exhibit 19 for details.)

For all the examples reviewed, no funds were earmarked for local Civil Defense / Emergency
Services activities for anv iurisdiction.

Federally Owned Utilities - lVA

TVA makes payments in lieu of taxes on its power properties and operations even though it is
not subject to taxation in the usual sense by State or local governments.

Direct payments by TVA to impacted counties have been small in general, less than $10,000
per year for Morgan, Lawrence and Limestone Counties (Browns Ferry) and Rhea and Meigs
Counties (Watts Bar). Hamilton Cot:nty has receivec' somewhat more - about $38,000. These
direct payments are corttant since they are based on TVA purchased power properties when
they were privately owned, usually back in the late 1330's. No adjustment for inflation

is made.

The States receive direct payments also. They are based on 5 percent of TVA gross revenues
from the sale of power, excluding revenue from power sold to Federal agencies. For example,

Alabama received $19.2 million and Tennessee received $48.9 million in FY 1978. Alabama
does not redistribute these payments to the counties, Tennessee does. For example, Rhea and
Meigs Counties (Watts Bar) received about $124,000 and $56,000, re;pectively, in FY 1978.

Both Alabama and Tennessee receo'.ly enacted leaislation to redistribute the TVA direct
payments to the States. Ine Alabama legislation, which becomes effective in 1979, will

start to distribute 20 percent of the direct payment tc the 19 counties having TVA property.
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By 1985, 75 percent will be distributed to the 19 property counties in northern Alabama and
5 percent to counties in southarn Alabama. The State will retain 20 percent. One outstanding
issue that needs resolution is the computation of fair market value of TVA property. These
computations are not currently made by TVA.

The Tennessee legislation will distribute direct payments over the FY 1978 level of about
$50 million. The formula for distribution is 47-1/2 percent to cities and counties, 47-1/2
percent to Tennessee and 5 percent is unallocated. The latter is to be used to create a
special mitigation fund. The focus is for front end mitigation, especially precedir.g and
during construction activities. The redistribution formula contains 36 different factors.
Direct payments for FY 79 are forecast to be about $62 million. Counties should receive
$3.78 million and cities $349,000.

As far as can be determined, none of the TVA direct or redistributed payments in lieu of
taxes will be earmarked for State or local Civil Defense / Emergency Services purposes.

TVA has committed then.selves to fund $18 to 20 million in socioeconomic impact mitigation
for the impacted jurisdictions of the Hartsville, Yellow Creek and Phipps Bend nuclear power
stations. TVA has or will also provide impact mitigation for other sites. For example,
$600,000 has been allocated to Meigs County for roads, local services, fire, police and the
like. There has been another $200 to 300 thousand for education. Rhea County is still
under study. However, these funds do not include anything for assistance to local Civil
Defanse ' Emergency Preparedness. Nevertheless, there is under consideration separate
funding for radiological emergency response plans and preparedness at all nuclear power
s ta ti c.ns . TVA policy in this area is not yet fully developed. It seems to be clear to TVA,
however, that the two types of funding should be kept separate.

In the aftermath of the Three Mile Island accident, TVA is implementing major improvements
in nuclear safety. Announced on June 2, 1979, TVA will (Ref. 26):

Work with the States to expand the 3-mile radius to include a contingency plan-

describing the actions and resources necessary to evacuate or provide shelter f ir
persons living within a 10-mii. 'f us of the plant, and assist Alabama,
Mississippi, and Tennessee in e w ming these plans; and

Provide a full-time employee to the State of Tennessee, through its Division of-

Occupational Health and Safety, to assist in planning, development, and
maintenance of radiological emergency plans. Through its program of technological
assistance to public agencies, TVA's Office of Community Development will also
provide technical and, as appropriate, financial assistance to local agencies.
This assistance will be used to develop or improve emergency warning systems,
emergency operating centers, training of emergency personnel, and emergency and
disaster response equipment. Such assistance will be useful both for response to
nuclear emergencies and natural disasters,
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SOME MAJOR FINDINGS

For the majority of jurisdictions, there appears to be adequate tax revenues-

generated from a nuclear power station in the host jurisdiction. Budget managers
prefer to allocate most funds to other projects perceived to have higher priority
than local radiological emergency response plans and preparedness. The consequence
is that local Civil Defense /Ernergency Services are not always completely funded

for planning and preparedness.

The assurance of adequate funds to local Civil Defense / Emergency Services for-

radiological emergency response plans and preparedness for neighboring impacted

jurisdictions is considerably less secure. In security prevails even though some
tax benefit is derived indirectly by means of taxes on waaes spent and business
transactions that result from the construction and operation of a nuclear power
station. As in the case of the host jurisdiction, the main problem is the setting
of priorities.

The assurance of continuity in funding local Civil Defense / Emergency Services for-

plans and preparedness is open to question because in the long run, over a number
of years, tax revenues and indirect sources of public funds derived directly or
indirectly from the nuclear power station may begin to decline. As a consequence,
local budgets would become stretched and radiological emergency response plans and

preparedness may suf fer an even lower priority than they currently enjoy.
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EXHIBIT 15. FUNDING DATA FOR LOCAL CIVIL DEFENSE / EMERGENCY SERVICES RELEVANT TO
RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS AND PREPAREDNESS IN SUPPORT OF
OPERATING NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS

Sites with One-State Planning

Example 1. Browns Ferry 1,2 and 3 - Alabama - Morqan, Lawrence and Limestone Counties

Morgan County. Current staff: Director plus 2 staff. Decatur-Morgan County Civil Defense
budget for FY 1979: $71,000. Funding formula: Decatur-25%, Morgan County-25%, DCPA-50%.
In fact, DCPA has contributed only 25% so that Morgan County is paying 50%. Morgan County
budget for FY 1979: $5,579,000. Discretionary part is quite small.

Lawrence and Limestone Counties. Both have CD directors. No funding data collected.

Example 2. Humboldt Bay - California - Humboldt County

Current staf f: Director plus staff. Budget for FY 1979: 372,200. Funding formula:
Humboldt County - 58%, DCPA-42%.

Example 3. Rancho Seco 1 - California - Sacramento County

Current staff: Director plus staff. Budget for FY 1979: Sacramento County-60%, DCPA-40%.

Example 4. San Onofre 1 - California - Orange and San Diego Counties

County of Orange. Current staff: Director plus staf f. Funding formula: Orange County
general appropriations and DCPA Personnel and Administrative funds that are applicable only
t'o nuclear war planning - not to PRIT and plans activity.

Unified San Diego County. Current staff: Director plus staff. Funding formula: San Diego
County-25%,14 member cities-25%, DCPA-50%.

Example 5. Haddam Neck (Connecticut Yankee) - Connecticut - Twelve Towns

Current staf f: Towns have only part time or volunteer directors and staff. Budget: No
data available. Towns are not receiving DCPA Personnel and Administrative funds because
towns have not applied for them.

Example 6. Millstone 1 and 2 - Connecticut - Tri-town

Waterford has a part time Civil Preparedness director. New London and East Lyme do not have
directors. Waterford citizens will not support the concept of a full time director for
political patronage reasons since they believe tisat there is no need for one. Waterford
budget for FY 1978: $3,000.

Example 7. Crystal River 3 - Florida - Citrus and Levy L,ounties

Citrus County. Cur ent staf f: Director plus one staff. Budget for FY 1978: $28,664.
DPCA P&A contribution: $6,493. Citrus County budget for FY 1978: $12 million of which
$6 million is for school.

Levy County. No CD director. Citrus County covers for Levy County through mutual aid pact.

Example 8. St. Lucie 1 - Florida - St. Lucie and Martin Counties

St. Lucie County. Current staff: Director. Budget for FY 1978: $14,000. Funding formula:
St. Lucie County 50%, DCPA P&A about 50% St. Lucie County budget: $7.5 million.

Martin County. Current staff: Director plus one staff. Budget for FY 1978: $38,000.
Funding formula: Martin County budoet for FY 1978: $4.5 milliun.
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EXHIBIT 15 (Continued)

Example 9. Turkey Point 3 and 4 - Florica - Dade County

Current staff: Director plus 4 professic.ials and 2 clerical. Budget for FY 1979: $200,000.
Funding formula: Dade County-55%, DCPA P&A, 45%.

Example 10. Oyster Creek - New Jersey - Ocean County

Current staff: Director plus 3 full time staff and one half-time person. Budget: not
available. DCPA P&A funds not applied for because it takes too much time to do the
necessary Federal paperwork.

Example 11. Fit 2 Patrick and Nine Mile Point 1 - New York Gswego County

Current staff: Director plus 2 staff. Budget for CY 1978: $45,455; for CY 1979: $60,000.
Funding formula: Oswego County-15%, Oswego City-20%, Fulton-15%, DCPA-50%. DCPA money is
limited to nuclear attack preparations.

Example 12. Indian Point 2 and 3 - New York - Westchester, Rockland, and Putnam Counties

Westcnester County. Current staff: Director and 3 staff. Reduced from 18 persons 3 years
ago. Also, Health Department staff reduced from 500 to 327; Police from 153 to 148 in
addition to 10% budget cut; but Fire increased from 0 to 2 persons. Towns and
municipalities depend on 11,000 volunteers in 60 departments. There are 25 paid fire engine
drivers. Only volunteers respond to events at Indian Point.

Budget for CY 1978: $100,000. Funding formula: Local governments-50%, DCPA-50%. All
budget monies used 'Jp by October 1978. Westchester County budget: $400 million of which
60% is used for social services, e.g., $230 million ta welfare.

Rockland and Putnam Counties. No data gathered.

Example 13. Kewaunee Wisconsin - Kewaunee County

Current staff: Director plus two staff who are part time. About 60 volunteers participate
in exercises. No funding information was gathered.

Example 14. Point Beach 1&2 - Wisconsin - Manitowoc County

Current staff: In need of a director and secretary. County Board Chairman is acting. DCPA
P&A funds to be applied for once the local office is organized.
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EXHIBIT 16. FUNDING DATA FOR LOCAL CIVIL DEFENSE / EMERGENCY SERVICES RELEVANT TO
RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS AND PREPAREDNESS IN SUPPORT OF
OPERATING NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

Sites with Two-State Planning

Example 1. Farley l- Alabama / Houston and Henry Counties and Georgia /Early County

Houston County. Current staff: Director plus 2 staff. Budget for FY 1979: $53,500.
Funding formula: Dothan-Houston County-$36,500, DCPA-$17,000. DCPA monies are less than
50% because they have been becoming less available.

Henry County. Current staff: Director. No funding data collected.

Early County. Current staff: Director. No funding data collected.

Example 2. Quad Cities 1 and 2 - Illinois /Whiteside and Rock Island Counties and Iowa /Clinton
and Scott Counties

Current staff: Directors for all 4 counties. Administrative budget for Scott County -
$50,000.

Example 3. Zion 1 and 2 - Illinois / Lake County and Wisconsin /Kenosha County

City of Zion. Current staff: Director (part time).

Budget for FY 1978: $14,500. Funding formula: $6,000 from general tax revenues, $4,500
from Emergency Services and Disaster Agency tax of 254 per resident, and $3,000 from DCPA
P&A.

Kenosha County. Current staff: Director. No funding data collected.

Example 4. Salem 1 - New Jersey / Salem County and Delaware /New Castle County

Salem County-Lacey Township: Current staff: Part time director. Police chief handles most
duties. No financial problem because of $16 raillion surplus in budget as of January 1979.

New Castle County. Current staf f: Police chief is nominally the CD director. No funding
data collected.

Example 5. Trojan - Oregon / Columbia County and Washington /Cowlitz County

Columbia County. Current staff: Director plus half-time secretary. Budget for FY 1978:
$22,000. Funding formula: Columbia County-50%, DCPA P&A-50%. Columbia County budget for
FY 1978: $7 million. Property tax increase limited to 6% per year under Oregon State law.

Cowlitz County. Current staff: Director plus two staff. Budget for FY 1978: $36,854.
Funding formula: Cowlitz County-$9,716, Five member cities-$8,361, DCPA P&A and other
matching funds-$18,777.
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EXHIBIT 17. FUNDING DATA FOR LOCAL CIVIL DEFENSE / EMERGENCY SERVICES RELEVANT TO
RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS AND PREPAREDNESS IN SUPPORT OF
NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS THAT ARE UNDER CONSTRUCTION

Example 1. Bellefonte 1 and 2 - Alabama - Jackson County

Current staff: Director plus 2 staff. Budget for FY 1979: $21,000 from Septemoer 1978
through June 1979, Af ter June the office will close because of inadequate funds. Funding
formula: local governments-50%, DCPA-50%. During the last 10 years, there has been no
change in budget from municipalities. Jackson County has been paying an increasing share of
the local government contribution. Current DPCA P&A funding is about $9,000. Jackson
County has applied to TVA for $20,000 for the work done to date on the radiological
emergency response plan for Bellefonte and for $22,000 for a radio communications system.
Jackson County built a Federally qualified EOC (PF=885) in 1968 without Federal funds for
$200,000. However, it is currently without radio communications.

Example 2. Diablo Canyon 1 and 2 - California - San Luis Obispo County

Director is no longer with San Luis Obispo County so no funding data was obtained.

Example 3. Sequoyah I and 2 - Tennessee - Chattanooga - Hamilton County

Current staf f: Director plus 3 staff and sectetary. Budget for FY 1979: $89,000. Funding
formula: Local government-58%, DCPA-42% from P&A and other matching funds. Budget has been
only tracking inflation in recent times. Hamilton County budget for FY 1979: $85 million.

Example 4. Watts Bar 1 and 2 - Tennessee - Rhea and Meios Counties

Rhea County. Current staff: volunteer director who is otherwise funeral home director. No
funds have been available for CD work since 1950. County budget is stretched to limit.

Meigs County. Current staff: part time director who is also part time for Athens-McMinn
County. In addition, he is also the purchasing agent for Athens-McMinn County. Budget for
FY 1979: $57,000. Funding formula: Meigs County-$2,500, Athens-McMinn County-$37,500,
DCPA-$17,000. Meigs County budget is very limited.

Example 5. WNP 1, 2 and 4 - Washington - Benton and Franklin Counties

Benton County. Current staff: Director. Budget for FY 1979: $17,000. Funding formula:
Benton County-50%, DCPA P&A-50%. Benton County budget for FY 1979: $4.6 million.

Franklin County. Current staff: Director. Budget for FY 1979: about $6,000. No DCPA P&A
funding is received.
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EXHIBIT 18. ALL RISK CONCEPT FROM LOCAL PERSPECTIVE

GOAL: To develop and maintain an emergency preparedness program which will enable Cowlitz
County to respond to a natural, man-made, or nuclear disaster with the utmost efficiency to
assure the preservation of life to Cowlitz County residents and the protection of their
property as outlined in RCW 38.52.

OBJECTIVE: To plan for and be prepared to perform emergency response and recovery actions
necessary as a result of any of the following disasters:

1. Tornado
2. Forest Fires
3. Wind Storms
4. Mud Slides and Avalanches
5. Floods
6. Heavy Snow
7. Heavy Rains
8. Blights and Plagues
9. Volcanic Eruption

10. Volcanic Fallout
11. Volcanic Mud Flow

'olcanic Lava Flow12. V

13. Severe Temperatures (heat and cold)
14. Droughts
15. Energy System Failures
16. Energy Shortage
17. Communications System Failures
18. Dam Failures
19. Riots
20. Sinking Water Craft
21. Railroad Accidents
22. Aircraft Accidents
23. Highway Crashes
24. Bombings (sabotage or other explosives)
25. Widespread Pollution Accident
26. Nuclear Accident
27. Earthquakes
28. Others Unknown at this Time

Source: Goals and Objectives, 1978, Cowlitz County Emergency Services, Kelso, Washington

Note: There is no priority in the numbering.
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EXHIBIT 19. TAXES RECEIVED BY LOCAL GOVERNMENTS FROM UTILITIES
HAVING COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS

Sites with One-State Planning (Operating Stations)

Example 1. Browns Ferry 1, 2 and 3 - Alabama - Morgan, Lawrence and Limestone Counties

Morgan County. Direct TVA paye nts in lieu of taxes for FY 1978 - $3,553.

Lawrence County. Direct TVA payments in lieu of taxes for FY 1978 - $2,889.

Limestone County. Direct TVA payments in lieu of taxes for FY 1978 - $4,122. Some impact
mitigation funds received.

Note: Direct TVA payment in lieu of taxes for FY 1978 to Alabama - $19.2 million. Alabama
does not redistribute currently but shall start in 1979.

Example 2. Humboldt Bay - California - Humboldt County

No data collected.

Example 3. Rancho Seco 1 - California - Sacramento County

The county coes not assess the Rancho Secu plant nor collect taxes from SMUD because it is a
public utility. Two school districts are collecting between $300 and $400 per year. Sales
tax receipts are reported to be up.

Example 4. San Onofre 1 - California - Orange and San Diego Counties

No data collected.

Example 5. Haddam Neck (Connecticut Yankee) - Connecticut - Twelve Towns

Haddam Neck is receiving about $750,000 per year in property taxes. School districts receive
about $2 million per year. Other districts do not receive anything except for financing of
police force in Haddam.

Example 6. Millstone 1 and 2 - Connecticut - Tri-town

Tax payment to Waterford in 1974 was about $4 million. This was 59% of the assessed value
of Waterford. The property tax constitutes 78% of the revenue for Waterford. Annual wage
bill for the 90 workers is about $1.1 million, not all of which is circulated in the economy
of Waterford. Because of the heavy reliance on Northeast Utilities for town revenue, the
Board of Selectman recommended that caution should be observed by all town boa-ds and
commissions in the expenditure of funds based solely on a substantial portion of the tax
base being derived from the utility.

New London and East Lyme participate in Tri-town planning but do not receive any direct
revenues.

Example 7. Crystal River 3 - Florida - Citrus and Levy Counties

Citrus County. Florida Power Corporation paid approximately $3.8 million in property taxes
in FY 1978. Estimated payments for FY 1979 are $4 million.

Levy County. Some property tax income is received from FPC for transmission lines.

Example 8. St. Lucie 1 - Florida - St. Lucie and Martin Countits

St. Lucie County. Florida Power and Light paid approximately $2.3 million in property taxes
for FY 1978.-

Martin County. No taxes were paid by FP&L to Martin County. }}O| }
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EXHIBIT 19 (Continued)

Example 9. Turkey Point 3 and 4 - Florida - Dade County

Florida Power and Light paid over $2 million in property taxes in FY 1978 for the two
nuclear units and the two fossil ft A units.

Example 10. Oyster Creek - New Jersey - Ocean County

Jersey Central Power and Light paid Lacey Township taxes of $3.8 million in 1978. Tax
revenues are estimated to increase at the rate of $1 milline, per year to reach a level of
59.2 million in 1985. Forked River will be a contributor in addition to Oyster Creek.

Example 11. FitzPatrick and Nine Mile Point 1 - New York - Oswego County

Power Authority of the State of New York does not pay taxes to local jurisdictions for the
FitzPatrick nuclear power station.

Niagara Mohawk paid taxes in 1978 to Oswego County of $3.4 million. The city of Scriba
portion was $2.2 million.

Example 12. Indian Point 2 and 3 - New York - Westchester, Rockland, and Putnam Counties

Westchester County. Power Authority of the State of New York is paying for Indian Point 3
taxes to the following jurisdiction for 1978: $1.2 million to Westchester County and
$14,000 to New York State. There is a 10 year sliding % ale to zero. Consolidated Edison
is paying for Indian Point 1&2 taxes to the following jurisdiction for 1978: $2 million to
Westchester County, $500,000 to Town and Village of Buchanan, and $29,000 to New York State.

Rockland and Putnam Counties are not receiving tax revenues from the utilities.

Example 13. Kewaunee - Wisconsin - Kewaunee County

Wisconsin Public Service Corporation paid taxes in 1978 of $600,000 to Kewaunee County in
lieu of real estate tax under Wisconsin State law.

Example 14. Point Beach 1 and 2 - Wisconsin - Manitowoc County

Wisconsin Michigan Power Company paid $600,000 initially to the county under Wisconsin law.
Currently, the level is $300,000.

Sites with Two-State Planning

Example 1. Farley 1 - Alabama / Houston and Henry Counties and Georgia /Early County

Alabama Power Company paid property taxes of about $500,000 in 1978.

Henry County. No taxes received.

Early County. No taxes received.

Example 2. Quad Cities 1 and 2 - Illinois /Whiteside and Rock Island Counties and Iowa /Clinton
and Scott Counties

No data collected.

Example 3. Zion 1 and 2 - Illionis/ Lake County and Wisconsin /Kenosha County

Lake County collected $12 million in 1977 from Commonwealth Edison for all jurisdictions,
e.g., County, forest, North Shore Sanitary, 126 High School Districts, Zion, Zion Township,
Park and Library. This estimate is for fossil fuel stations in addition to the Zion nuclear
power station.
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EXHIBIT 19 (Continued)

City of Zion received $1.6 million.

Zion Township received $160,000.

Kenosha County. No taxes receitid.

Example 4. Salem 1 - New Jersey / Salem County and Delaware /New Castle County

Salem County. Sa.em County does not receive any money directly from the utility, Fablic
Services Electric and Gas. However, it does collect some indirectly through taxes lavied on
the townships.

Lower Alloways Creek Township. In 1978, taxes paid by the utility was $7.9 million.
Estimate for 1979 is $10 million. By 1985, the taxes are estimated to be about $13 million.
This is for Salem 1&2 and Hope Creek 1&2.

New Castle County. No tax revenues received from utility.

Example 5. Trojan - Oregon / Columbia County and Washington /Cowlitz County

Columbia County. Property taxes paid by Portlar.d General Electric (67-1/2% ownership) and
Pacific Power and Light (2-1/2% ownership) for FY 1976 was $3.2 million and $126,000,
respectively. Eugene Water and Electric Board (3D% ownership) is a public utility and is
tax exempt. Trojan accounts for about 40% of total assessed valuation in Columbia County.

Cowlitz County. No taxes were paid by utilities.

Sites with Nuclear Power Str+8cns under Construction

Example 1. Bellefonte 1 and 2 - Alabama - Jackson County

Direct TVA payments in lieu of taxes for FY 1978 - $5,053.

TVA is considering funding local plan at $20,000 and radio communications system at $22,000.

Example 2. Diablo Canyon I and 2 - California - San Luis Obispo County

Pacific Gas and Electric in 1977 paid property taxes of $4.4 million to San Luis Coastal
district and $80,000 to Lucia Mar. This is the principal source of revenue at the local
level.

Example 3. Sequoyah 1 and 2 - Tenne ae - Chattanooga - Hamilton County

Direct TVA payments in lieu of taxes for FY 1977 - $38,419. Taxes from TVA redistributed by
Tennessee for FY 1977 - $88,449.

Example 4. Watts Bar 1 and 2 - Tennessee - Rhea and Meigs Counties

Direct TVA payments in lieu of taxes for FY 1978 - $6,341 (Rhea) and $3,711 (Meigs). Taxes
from TVA redistributed by Tennessee for FY 1978 - $123,624 (Rhea) and $56,427 (Meigs).

Meigs County. $800,000 received from TVA in socioeconomic impact mitigation funds.

Rhea County. Under study by TVA.

Example 5. WNP 1, 2 and 4 - Washington - Benton and Franklin Countias

Benton County. One source mf revenue to the local area during construction of WNP-2 is the
sales and use tax paid by Washington Public Power Supply System on materials, equipment and
contract labor which will result in payments of $33.1 million. Of this, about $29.8 million
goes to the State of Washington, $3.3 million to Benton County, and relatively minor amounts
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EXHIBIT 19 (Continued)

to Richland, Kennewick and Pasco. A privilege tax during operation of WNP-2 is estimated to
be about $1.5 million per year. Washington receives 4 percent of this amount with the
remainder being split 65 percent to Benton County and 35 percent (min * mum) to Richland,
Prosser, Burban, Kennewick, Finley and Kiona-Benton school districts. WPPSS is further
required to make payments during the construction period to any school district
demonstrating an enrollment of pupils of construction workers. After allowing for a normal
growth in base year enrollment of 3 percent, WPPSS pays one third of the average annual per
pupil cost to the district for all construction pupils of the unit. Under law, WPSS is
allowed to make voluntary payments to other taxing districts experiercing a demonstrated
impact during construction of WPPSS projects. Twelve taxing districts have asked for funds
under this provision for constructicn impacts. For WNP 1&4, a settlement of $4.7 million
was paid. For example, one district, Kennewick, was awarded $874,000. Benton County
commissioners refused to participate since their view is that enough tax revenue is already
received from WPPSS. From all these impact payments, Benton County Emergency Services did
not receive anything directly.

Franklin County. Franklin County Eniergency Services did not benefit from all the impact
fund payments although Franklin County adjoins the WPPSS site across the Columbia River
and is in the prevalent wind direction.
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CHAPTER 8. FUTURE ALTfRNATIVE FUNDING MECHANISMS

The aftermath of Proposition 13 in California proved that there was not a tax rebellion
across the country but rather a heightened awareness that local, State and Federal govern-
ment officials must use taxpayer dollars more efficiently and effectively in the future. As
a consequence, to survive inflation and spending restrictions, budget managers in the local,
State and Federal government will be scrutinizing even more closely funding for radiological
emergency response plans and preparedness in support of commercial nuclear power stations.
This chapter provides them with a menu (.f future alternative funding mechanisms for this
activity that is derived from discussions'with many Iccal, State and Federal officials. In
addition to the current hodgepodge approach, the most helpful ones explored are a mechanism
not requiring additional Federal funds; one that would require some additional Federal
funds; and a mechanism requiring NRC funding. Finally, an approach that the author prefers
is presented in Part III.

CONTINUATION OF CURRENT H0DGEPODGE APPROACH

A continuation of the current hodgepodge funding approach for State and local radiological
emergency resnonse plans and preparedness would mean approximately that funding in the

future would be as it was historically described in Chapters 6 and 7 - inadequate, sporadic,
uncertain and frustrating. No local, State or Federal official would say that all State and
local governments would be completely responsive in the event the plans and preparedness had

to be tested in an accident situation. This report emphasizes the fact that many gaps still
remain at both State and local levels in both planning and preparedness in spite of nearly a
decade of effort because of a lack of adequate funding.

In today's and tomorrow's fiscal climate of squeezed budgets, State and local governments
will be hard pressed to properly fund from general tax appropriations the primary agencies,
such as Civil Defense /Fmergency Services and Divisions of Radiation Health. Lack of ade-
quate funding occurs even in tho p five States temporarily having multi-million dollar
budget surpluses, i.e., California, Maryland, Teras, Washington and Wisconsin. Fu the nnu r e ,
suppr-ting agencies in many jurisdictions, such as police, fire, environmental protection
and medical, are also finding themselvet squeezed by budget trade-offs.

For the moment, there is no expectation for additional funding from the newly created Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the inheritor of DCPA, FDAA and FPA. A cursory glance
at the FY 1980 budget for relevant program activities will shaw no growth since FY 1978 when
adjustments to constant dollars are made (see Table 4). This view is supported by conversa-
tions with a number of FEMA, State and local officials. In fact. construction funds for
E0Cs will no longer be available a policy pursued since FY 1978. Instead, funds formerly
earmarked for that program will be used for crisis relocation planning.
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TABLE 4. FEDERAL FUNDS FOR THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY (FEMA)

Funds (millions of dollars)
Program by Activities 1978 actual 1979 estimate 1980 estimate

1. Financial assistance to States 37.0 40.7 39.0

2. Plans and preparedness 58.9 60.9 66.0

3. War,ing and communications 22.9 21.8 26.1

4. Information and education 5. 2 6.5 7.9

Total direct program 124.0 129.9 139.0

Source: "The Budget of the U.S. Government, Fiscal Year 1980"

Note: See footnotes for definitions of programs.

1. Financial assistance to States. Provide > matching grants to State and local governments
to assist them in developing and maintailing an organizational capability to meet their
responsibilities under the Federal Civi! Defense Act 'f Iqsn_ as amended, and in the
design, construction, equipping, and operation of State and locai amergency operating
centers and warning systems.

2. Plans and preparedness. Provic s for the distribution and maintenance of radiological
defense equipment as a basis f e a nationwide radiological detection and monitoring
system; the development of nct inwide inventory of fallout shelters and plans fora

their use in emergency periods; planning for tre relocation of people and attendant
care in a period of crisis; the identification and evaluation of current and possible
future threats to the U.S. ecoremy from dependence on the natural, industrial, or
economic resources of any fcreign nation; the development of cancepts, plans, and
systees for managing the Nacion's critical resources in a range of civil crisis
contingencies; the direction and implementation of policies, plans, and programs to
meet approved objectives for general war and controlled conflict preparedness; the
leadership and guidance in the development of an analytical base for broad non-military
defense policy; and the improvement of the technical basis for ongoing and potential
civil defense programs and operations.

3. Warning and communications. Provides for the operation, maintenance, and continuing
development of the nationwide emergency warning system and the communications systems
essential to the centinuity of Government programs.

4. Information and education. Provides for training, education, and public information in
support of those activities which are required to develop and maintain an optimum
capability to perform essential actions in emergency periods to enhance survival
probabilities.

.
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Therefore, a continuation of the current hodgepodge funding approach will not allow important
elements of State and local plans and preparedness to continue to be adequately developed.
Furthermore, those elements now in good shape may deteriorate considerably. For example,
highly trained personnel will seek other jobs not related to emergency planning and prepared-
ness and expensive equipment will deteriorate due to lack of maintenance.

FUNDING MECHANISMS NOT REQUIRING ADDITIONAL FEDERAL FUNDS

A number of funding proposals have been mac:a by local and State officials for raising the
required monies for plans and preparedness without requiring additional Federal funds. They
include:

State tax;-

Local tax;-

Extension of socioeconomic impact fund,-

Statewide fund from local tax revenues;-

Energy tax fund;-

Application fee;-

Executive budget fund;-

Joint utility / State / local effort; and-

Funding by means of NRC licensing requirements.-

State Tax

Illinois is creating "The Nuclear Safety Emergency Preparedness Fund" to finance radiological
emergency plans and preparedness in support of nuclear power stations, a.<ay-from-reactor
spent fuel storage and spent nuclear fuel shipments. In legislation (SB 1084) signed by
Governor Thompson in September 1979, the nuclear utility industry in Illinois will bear the
costs associated with plans and preparedness. (See Exhibit 20.) The fees are:

1. A one-time charge of $350,000 per nuclear power station in Illinois to be paid by
the owners of the station;

2. An annual fee of $75,000 per year for each nuclear power reactor for which an
operating license has been issued by the NRC, to be paid by the owners of nuclear
power reactors operating in Illinois;

3. An annual fee of $25,000 per year for each site for which a valid operating license
has been issued by NRC for the operation of an away-from-reactor spent fuel storage
facility, to be paid by the owners of facilities for the storage of spent nuclear
fuel for others in this State; and

4. A fee of $1,000 per shipment of spent nuclear fuel received at a facility referred

to in (3) to be paid by the owners of such facilities.
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Some of the uses of these ,aonies are discussed in Chapter 2. On an interim basis, before

the fees are implemented, the Governor allccated out of general revenues $;00,000 for
the Emergency Services and Disaster Agency (ESDA) for the period July 1, 1979 through
June 30, 1980 in order to start preparing the plan. The Department of Public Health

gets $125,000. These sums cover costs for two planrers, one secretary and one c~nsultant for ESDA
and for several positions with the Department of Public Health.

The Oregon Legislature recently passed and Governor Atiyeh signed legislation on July 24, 1979
dealing with emergency planning (SB 641). (See Exhibit 21.) The act has the operator
of a nuclear power station pay an annual fee of $100,000 to Oregon Department of Energy
for State and lccal government plans and preparedness for the 10-mile and 50-mile Emergency
Planning Zones.

Mississippi is using a fee system on nuclear power stations to raise revenue for environmental
surveillance. The revised formula is $3 per megawatt thermal for the first unit and $1 per

megawatt thermal for the second unit. Applied to Grand Gulf I and 2, this fee will bring in

$15,000 annually which is adequate for the surveillance activity. There is some considera-
tion of expanding this scheme to include radiological emergecy response plans and prepared-
ness once the costs to State and local governments are better understood.

Illinois notes that one of the principal advantages of the State tax approach is that a
State can move more quickly than the Federal government once a funding need is identified.
Also, a State is not encumbered by many Federal regulations that historically have
accompanied Federal grants in other areas. Finally, a State tax provides stability in
funding since the flow of money does not depend on fiscal cycles in State government.

The main deficiency of the State tax approach, from a national point of view, is that all
impacted States would have to take separate action in order to be protected. For exam 91e,
the Illinois legislation does not allow dispursal of funds to Wisconsin which is impacted
from the Zion nuclear power station, nor to Iowa which is impacted by the Quad Cities nuclear
power stations. In the same way, the Or9gon legislation does not allow distribution of any
funds to Cowlitz County, Washington, which is impacted by the Trojan nuclear power station
located in Columbia County, Oregon. In principle, provisions cou1d be made to make grants
to out of State impacted communities on a good neighbor basis. Achievement of als States
acting on their own may take a long time even though the Three Mile Island accident has
certainly accelerated the pace of State interest in these matters. Some adjacent States,
such as Jelaware, Kentucky, and West Virginia, that may never have nuclear power stations,
are unable to use the State tax approach and would remain unfunded from this alternative.

f ff
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Local government officials have highlighted an important deficiency from their point of
view - the distribution of funds from State government to the impa;ted local level. Some
believe that local government will be inadequately funded.

'

Loca ax *

Illinpis is the only State that has a funding provision for disaster activ1 Lies for local
governments out of the 12 States where inquiries were made. According to its Emergency
Services and Disaster Operations Act (P.A. 79-1084, effective October 1, 1975, paragraph 1119),
a tax can be levied by each political subdivision for /dinary expenses. The limit is 25
cents per capita. The City of Ziun (Zion) raised $4,500 in FY78 from this tax. The sum is

clearly inadequate to meet Zion's needs. How widely this tax is used in Illinois has not
been determined.

Oswego County's (Nine Mlle h' int and FitzPatrick) citizens are considering a "just compensa-
tion" tax as some solace for the inherent risks of living near nuclear power stations.
Whether this kind of tax will in:1ude local Civil Defense / Emergency Services activities is
being investigated as part of a review of the present level of compensation in the form of
wages and taxes paid by the power generating companies.

The principal advantage of the 19tal tax approach is that the local jurisdiction can have
control over the use of the funding without meating stringent State or Federal guidelines.
The principal disadvantage is that there are many impacted jurisdictions that have no utility
property to tax or other means so that a substantial source of revenue cannot be raised.

Extension of Socioeconomic Impact Fund

Washington and Tennessee are the only States where sigt.i.icant socioeconomic impact funds
have been created as described in the previous chapter. These funds apply only to the

Washington Public Power Supply System and Tennessee Valley Authority. In both cases, some
consideration has been given by State and local authorites to include radiological emergency
response plans and preparedness as an extension of the socioeconomic impact funda. However,
it appears that the utilities prefer not to mingle the two types of funding together. A

principal reason is that the socioeconomic impact fund deals with the construction phase
primarily and does not obligate the utility to a funding activity that extends over the
lifetime of the nuclear power station. To what degree these utilities will involve
themselves in the funding of radiological emergency response plans and preparedness is now
uncertain. Nevertheless, this extension approach shows some promise for the States
concerned. From a national perspective, the principal disadvantage of this approach is that
only two St3tes are covered.

Statewide Fund from Local Tax Revenues

Assemblymen Stewart, Herman and Karcher of New Jersey introduced a bill in the New Jersey
State Legislature on April 24, 1978, that would create from local tax rever.ces a statewide
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fund for radiological emergency response plans and preparedness. The basis is that any
municipality where a nuclear power station is located receives a share of the franchise and
gross receipts taxes imposed on that facility by New Jersey. This bill would permit such a
municipality to gra,1t a portion of such share, up to $250,000 annually, to the affected
counties and municipalities for the purpose of preparing, testing and implementing nuclear
emergency responee plans. (See Exhibit 22.)

According to New Jersey Civil Defense / Disaster Centrol officials, the sum of $250,000 per
year is adequate to cover all State and local costs for plans and preparedness. The Townships
involved are Lower Alloways Creek (Salem 1 and 2 and Hope Cre'ek 1 and 2) that now enjoys a
budget surplus of $16 million, and Lacey Township (0yster Creek and Forked River) tnat has a
current tax revenue of $3.9 million per year with an anticipated revenue of $9.2 million in
1985. The bill passed the New Jersey General Assembly on May 1, 1978 and the Senate on
May 7, 1979 The bill is now being considered by Governor Byrne.

The principal advantage of this approach is that it uses primarily tax surpluses derived
from nuclear power stations for an impact related to them. The entire State benefits - frorrt
both the State and local perspective. It may be applicable to other States as well. For
example, Calvert County, Maryland (Calvert Cliffs 1 .nd 2) is reported to have a budget
surplus of about $10 million for FY 1978. This approach could be used even in areas where
there is not a budget surplus but substantial tax revenue from the nuclear power station.

The principal disadvantage is that the bill depends upon the municipality granting the money
and usually these Linds of funds are jealously guarded. Therefore, funds are not assured
each year. Another disadvantage is that impacted jurisdictions out of the State would not
benefit from the plan.

Energy Tax Fund

A tax on electricity is used only in California (currently at 0.1 mill per kwh) and Maryland
(currently 0.21 mill per kwh) to fund their energy activities. However, it does not include
funds for raclological emergency response plans and preparedness. The tax on electricity
use in California and Maryland appears to satisfy only cost; associated with comprehensive
energy planning in addition to forecasting, environmental review, and research programs
pertaining to power station siting. .n increase in tax rate would be necessary to cover
costs for radiological emergency response plans and preparedness. Also, the tax revenue
would have to be earmarked for the Civil Defense / Emergency Services departments instead of
the planning and siting departments.

A principal advantage of this approach is that the funding is regular and a small extension
of existing tax revenue. For example, California raised about $7.8 million 'or FY 1977 and
Maryland received about $7.5 million for FY 1977 for their current energy activities. From
a national perspective, the principal disadvantage is that so few States have adopted this
approach generally to energy activities.
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Application Fee

The most common financing mechanism used for siting purposes is the application fee that is
required of the utility p'oposing to build a new unit. Five States have a fee of $25,000

(California, Connecticut, Florida, New York and Washington); Massachusetts has a maximum fee
of $50,000. In Arizona, the fee is $10,000 for a new site and $7,500 for expansion of an
old one. Two States, Minnesota and Ohio, base the appin;ation fee on the estimated cost of
construction for the proposed energy facility. Because of the low level of the fee, siting
costs are not covered. Only Minnesota and Ohio reise substantial amounts. For example,
Ohio raised over $400,000 in FY 1978 and Minnesota raises $500,000 for a billion dollar
station. In general, the remaining funds come from apprcpriations from general State
revenues.

Unless the appilcation fee is buttressed by an annual assessment, such as in the case of
Oregon, the tax revenue gathered by this approach is far from adequate to cover costs. The
principal disadvantage is that there is no continuity in funding. It may be good, however,
to help finance initial plans and preparedness.

Executive Budget Fund

Drawing again from the experience in siting, for those States where the siting function is
delegated to an existing agency, the siting costs are covered by the executive budget of the
agency, such as for Iowa, Ms ntucky, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, South

Caro.ina and Vermont. In the same way, executive budget funds could be used by the States
to cover the costs of radiological emergency response plans and preparedness. This could be
related to the siting body or, alternatively, could be used by the State Civil Defensc/
Emergency Services and Division of Radiation Health.

The principal advantage is that the radiological emergency response planning and prepared-
ness gains visibility and the efore higher priority in the allocation of funds. The
principal disadvantage is in lack of continuity from year to year.

Joint Utility / State / Local Effog

This mechanism was suggested by Wisconsin especially for the Emergancy Planning Zones. The
underlying assumption is that each entity continues to do the kind of activity it is now
doing best. The utility gathers the necessary data fcr the 50-mile emergency planning zone
and presents it in a form for governmental decisionmaking. This is a natural extens|on in
distance and scope of what the utility, through its contractors, does now for environmental
surveillance as required by NRC. The State radiatica health would oversee this utility-
sponsored work and thus not have to repeat hundreds of thousands of dollars wort"n of work
already done by the utility. The 10-mile emergency planning zone would remain within the
complete purview of State and local government as is now currently practiced. This sharing
approach is believed to be the most cost beneficial by its advocates.
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The principal advantage is that all laterested participants share in the cost and funding.
The disadvantage is that there may be impacted jurisdictions, especially ot c-of-State, that
may not be included in the plan and 7reparedness.

Funding by Means of NRC Licensing Requiremenp

A number of State and local officials advanced the idea of changing hRC licensing requirements
to make the utility supply the necessary funds, or its equivalent, at the State and local
level so that there would be adequate plans and preparedness. One variant of this suggestion
comes from the GAO in its report, " Areas Around Nuclear Facilities should Be Better Prepared
for Radiological Emergencies," March 30, 1979 (Ref. 27). GA0 believes that NRC should
license nuclear power stations only where State cad local emergency plans and prcparedness
meets all the essential planning elements of the principal planning document, NUREG-75/lll

(Ref. 28).

The principal advantage of this approach is that adequate political pressure can be brought
to bear to release funds from either the utility, or the State and local governments, for
plans and preparedness. The alternative is that the nuclear power station would not be
licensed, or if already licensed, would not continue to retain its license.

The prircipal disadvantage of the NRC licensing requirement approach is that legislation is
most likely needed. Legislation is the route that the Senate is taking in consideration of
S. 562 by passing the Hart-Simpson Amendment, as modified by Senator Glenn, which deals with
State emergency planning (Ref. 29). Nothing about funding is present in the Senate bill.
At about the same time, the Commission decided to initiate an expedited rulemaking procedure
on the subject of State and local emergency response plans and thote of licensees (Ref. 30).
One of the issues addressed is: "Should NRC concurrence in associated State and local
emergency response plans be a requirement for continued operation of any nuclear power plant
with an existing operating license? If so, when should this general requirement become
effective?" A related question is "Should financial assistance be provided to State and
local governments for radiological emergency response planning and preparedness? If so, to
what extent and by what means? D at should be the source of the funds?" The rulemaking
procedure could possibly give additional insight into the issues.

FUNDING MECHANISMS REQUIRING ADDITIONAL FEJERAL FUNDS

State and local officials have suggested a number of various mechanisms for future funding
that would require additional Federal funds beyond what is currently available. Some of the
more promising ones include:

Coastal Energy Impact Program (CEIP);-

Extension of FEMA P&A funds to all risks;-

Cast sharing, @ 75/25;*

Federal consultants;-

} ') O ,
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Federal training and quantity purchasing of equipment;-

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) funding of communications;-

NOAA funding of repeater stations; and-

General tax revenues.-

Coastal Energy Impact Program

The Lacey Township Committee of New Jersey (0yster Creek and Fw ned River) applied to the
State of New Jersey for the development of a township evacuation plan under the Coastal
Energy Impact Program planning assistant grant program of Section 308(c) of the Coastal Zone
Management Act of 1972, as amended. To date, Delaware and Washington are the only other
States that have showed some interest in this source of Federal funding for radiological
emergency planning in support of commercial nuclear power stations.

The Coa'<.al Energy Impact orogram (CEIP) provides some funding for planning and environ-
mentr.I grants, but the large majority of the funding is for the credit assistance in the
farm of loans and loan guarantees to the States for communities adversely affected by energy
development and for for. ula grants to the States. The 1976 amendments created a $1.2 billion,
10 year aid program. The bulk of the money is aimed primarily at Outer Continental Shelf
oil and gas activities, but other energy facilities, such as commercial nuclear power stations,
are included.

In 1978, the second year of the Coastal Energy Impact Program, fundins levels continued at
much the same level as the first, with $110 million available for credis assistance to

communities needing new public services on account of coastal energy deve.opment, $17.7
million for formula grants, $3.5 million for planning grants, and $1.5 million for grants to
protect the environment or improve recreation.

The Lacey Township application is for $55,410 and would be mainly for an evacuation plan and
other elements as described in Exhibit 5, Example 10. About $44,000 would come from CEIP

and the remaining 20 percent, or about $11,000 from local government. The application was
not approved by the New Jersey Department of Energy, which administers CEIP. The two primary
reasons are that Lacey Township .eceives and will receive adequate revenue from the operat-
ing utilities, $3.9 millior in 1978 and increasing to $9.2 million for 1985, to do the

funding for planning itself, and that Lacey Township did not involve the approximately 12
surrounding municipalities that would be also impacted. The current State view is that if
all the municipalitus in Ocean County applied, then the plan may become eligible.

Delaware has $555,000 in formula grant money for FY 1979. The Delaware Office of Management,
Budget and Planning would Le willing to accept a proposal for a New Castle County radiological
emergency response plan for the Salem and Hope Creek nuclear power stations that are located

across the Delaware River in New Jersey. Such a plan would have to be developed in conjunction
with the Delaware Department of Public Safety and the County Executive of New Castle County.
The largest competitor for planning funds is the Port of Wilmington with an estimate of
$401,000 for oil tanker and pipelines as its main objective. However, the intrastate allocation
process, would most likely still leave sufficient funding for New Castle County.
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In Washington, a proposal was advanced by the Department of Emergency Services to develop
and implement a hazardous assessment information system that would have included coastal
nuclear power stations, such as WNP 3 and 5 in Grays Harbor County and Skagit I and 2 in
Skagit County. The funding level was to be $125,000 for the first 12 months plus the first
phase of implementation. Cost per facility was estinated at about $30,000. Besides Grays
Harbor and Skagit Counties, four other counties would be impacted. The end result was that
the Washington Department of Ecology, that administers CEIP, turned the project down.
Apparently, the reason for the refusal was a turf battle between the Department of Ecology
and the Department of Emergency Services.

The principal advantages of CEIP are several. CEIP could become an almost nationwide program
at least for planning, since a large number of commercial nuclear power stations are sited
near the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, the Gulf of Mexico and the Great Lakes because of the
need for cooling water. And, if major rive,i are eventually included in CEIP, as some
pecple hope, use of CEIP funds could be close to a nationwide program. If Federal funding
other than planning is included, a sum up to $1.2 billion, excluding oil and gas and other
higher priority items, may become available. The administering bodies in the States, which
are more environmentally orientec , could be important for setting up regional programs based
on coastal zones and river basins for financing the 50-mile Emergency Planning Zone for the
ingestion pathway.

The principal disadvantages are related to priority setting and institutional barriers.
OffshJre oil and gas operations appear to take priority over radiological emergency response
plans and preparedness thus making it less likely that adequate funds will be allocated.
Institutional barriers involve the relationship of Departments of Civil Defense / Emergency
Services and Departments of Environment and how they will relate to Federal funding bodies.
In the first case there is FEMA, and in the second case there is the National Oceanic and

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) of the Department of Commerce. State Radiation Health is
not included here. This tends to lead to disputes involving overlapping jurisdictions.

However, there is a joini. FEM.VNOAA initiative for natural hazard < planning and prepa*edness
that began in 1979. A final 11sadvantage from a national perspeccive is that States and

local governments not in the coastal zone are not the beneficiaries of this type of Federal

funding.

Extension of FEM \ P&A Funding to All Risks

One of the strategies on which FEMA is based is " dual use." This means that civil defense
mechanisms should be tested and used for natural and accidental disasters as well as attack
preparedness. Therefore, the extension of FEMA personnel and administrative (P&A) furding
to all risks would allow more comprehensive coverage in the future than in the past. State
and local officials believe that this kind of policy decision would allow them somewhat more
adequate manpower especially for the planning phase.

The principal advantage of this approach is that radiological emergency response planning in
support of commercial nuclear power stations will receive higher priority with regard to
nuclear attack planning. The principal disadvantage is that the funds are restricted to
plans. Preparedness funding, such as for exercises, training and resousces, is not included.
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Cost Sharing @ 75/25

This is a proposal that future FEMA funding be matched at 75 percent Federal and 25 percent
State or local funds for both P&A and preparedness. To date, DCPA funds on a 50/50 basis as
required by law. State and local officials believe that a 75 percent level of Federal

funding would further stretch the State and local matching dollar. Also, the priority for
this activity would be increased at both State and local levels. It is unknown whether
priorities on the Federal side can be reordered within FEMA to free the additional funds.

Alternatively, the FEMA budget would have to be increased. Some local officials would never
accept such an arrangement for P&A because in their view, once the Federal share exceeds
50 percent, the local civil defense / emergency service person becomes, in a sense, a Federal
employee and not as subject to local authority. Finally, a principal disadvantage would be
that the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 would have to be amended.

Federal Consultants

Illinois local government officials believe that major assistance can be given to local

government by having a Federal consultant help in the planning area. A program similar to

the U.S. Department of Agriculture's extension program was offered as a model.

Wisconsin believes that a Federal consultant working with State and local government
officials could bring Wisconsin to the NRC concurrence level within one year. The
Federal-State Intergovernmental Exchange program may be the vehicle needed to achieve this
objective.

A more comprehensive involvement of the Regional Advisory Comittee, especially with local
government, could help States achieve NRC concur ence more rapidly as well as to a higher
degree was the opinion of a number of State and local officials. A close working relation-

ship would be especially helpful to speedily i;nplemenz the 10- and 50-mile Emergency Planning
Zones, if adopted, and other new items, suc'. as the Protective Action Guides for foodstuffs

and animal feed.

The Interorganizational Advisory Committee (10AC) clearly points out that there is a need
for qualifiec' Federal consultants to provide technical assistance to State and local

planners. The leadership role should be left to Stcte and local officials because when the

consultant writes the plan, the important element of personal involvement of the players is
missing.

Whereas all the Federal consultancy programs described above are useful, they fall short of
the funding necessary for radiological emerce,cy respcnse plans and preparedness. They
could, nevertheless, still be an adjunct to any other kind of funding program.
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Federal Training and Quantity Purchasing of Equipment

Most State and local officials make a special point of encouraging continued and expanded
Federal support of radiological emergency planning and preparedness courses as described in
Chapter 4. One approach in the search for a single curriculum could be the creation of an

Institute for Radiological Emergency Response Planning and Preparedness. The Institute
would pull together under one roof and ct, ordinate all the relevant Federally funded training

programs that are currently being funded and organized by a myriad of agencies, such as the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the Environmental

Protection Agency, the Department of Transportation, the Department of Energy, and Health,
Education, and Welfare. The nuclear industry has grown to the maturity and size that such

an Institute should be considered seriously. At the Institute, State and local government

officials in addition to the first-at-the-scene would be trained in a systematic and
coordinated fashion and be properly certified. All graduates would have the prestige of
certification from a nationally recognized institute. The creation of a comprehensive
curriculum by means of the institute approach could be a jointly funded effort of NRC with
the newly created Federal Emergency Management Agency. No cost estimate is available for an
undertaking of this size.

The quantity purchasing power of the r deral government that would save State and locale

government millions of dollars was a serious suggestion advanced by a number of State and
local government officials. States and local governments would then purchase the needed
items from the Federal government. Some examples mentioned are modern lightweight
solid-state electronic radiological measuring instruments especially developed for use in
support of preparedness for nuclear power stations, and rugged low range dosketers. This
list could be expanded to include ARAC and ring systems for upgraded preparedness, and also
to include NOAA storm alert radios. A software item such as computer programs for 10-mile
and 50-mile EPZ's may also be useful as well.

These ptoposals for training and quantity purchasing should halp fill the gaps in any
funding approach that may be considered. The main problem would be raising the front end
money for the equipment, or raising additional Federal funds for continued ud expanded
training.

_LEAA Funding of Communications

The Law Enforcement Assistant Administration (LEAA) funds certain types of communications
systems. This source was useful for at least one local government - Meigs /McMinn Courties,
Tennessee Civil Defense. The breadth of applicability was not investigated for this report
but may be a useful source of funds if future funds are not available.

NOAA Funding of Repeater Stations

In instances in which the NOAA storm alert system is used, NOAA will reimburse the States
for a repeater station that has a radius of broadcast of 40 miles on flat terrain. So far,
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TVA is the only utility or government that has shown serious interest in this warning technique.
(See Chapter 4 for details.) This is another source of funding that may have specific
applicability and should be considered in any overall program.

General Tax Revenues

A number of State officials, and especially in Florida, believe that the use of general
Federal taxes would be the best way to fund EPZs and related safety activities. This
mechanism would be in the spirit of revenue sharing and creative Federalism. In Florida, it
was reported that aside from schools, almost all public capital goods come from Federal
revenue sharing or grants.

General revenue sharing has been the primary means since 1972 by which the Federal govern-
ment provides general purpose assistance to State and local governments. In general, each
jurisdiction may spend the money for any purpose permissible under its own State and local
laws, subject to minimal Federal controls. Revenue sharing outlays for 1979 and 1980 are
estimated at $6.9 billion for each year. A decision on the extension of general revenue
sharing programs beyond the September 30, 1980, expiration date is yet to be made.

The principal disadvantage of this approach is 's and local governments are allowed.

virtually unlimited discretion for its use. As , - y structured, NRC would have little

assurance that funds were being properly allocatee

FUNDING MECHANISMS PEQUIRING ADDITIONAL NRC FUNDS

Three approaches are advanced by State and local of ficials that would involve NRC ft.7ds:

License fee on owners of nuclear power stations;-

Research funds; and-

Office of State Program consultants on loan to State and local governments.-

License Fee an tt.e Ow..grs o' Nuclear Power Stations

Simply stated, the licensee fee approach is to get funds from the utility owners of the
nuclear power station to impacted State and local governments by means of assessing fees.
Currently, NRC does not have the legal authority to impose a fee on applicants or licensees
to raise funds to cover State and local government costs for emergency plans and preparedness
according to the U.S. Code - Title 31 - Money and Finance, paragraph 483a, " Charges by
Federal agencies for services other than public purpose." This conclusion is supported by a
number of additional cases. Therefore, legislation is necessary to assess fees.

One legislative approach is the modification of present practice which is to charge on the
basis of actual cost to NRC to process the license. The collected fees are held by the U.S.
Department of the Treasury in a suspense account awaiting calculation of actual costs after
action on the permit or license involved is completed. The current fee schedule charges the
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utility abouc $125,000 for an applicatic+. f.r a Construction Percoit (CP). The Construction

Permit (CP) and Operating Licena (OL) fees are around $1 million each for the first unit.

Concurrent unit charges are about several trousand dollars.

The modification required by legislatiui. would assess the operator of each nuclear power
station a fee to be called the Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness Fee.
The amount of the Fee is $1 million, for comparison, the same amount as the CP or OL. The

derivation of this amount is given below. All operators of nuclear power stations currently
in operation pay af ter passage of the legislation. Applic=nts pay the Fee about 2 years
before receiving their OL for both the State and local got ,, ants to have time for making
adequate plans and preparedness. The Fees are put into an interest bearing fund, like a

savings account, to be called the Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness
Fund for State and Local Government - which is held in the U.S. Treasury. The interest
borne by the Fund is retained and used for plans and preparedness at the State and local
government levels. Records are kspt of actual costs of plans and preparedness so that
adjustments can be made in the amount of the Fee.

Aa initial estimate of the Fee is derived from the costs reported in Chapters 4 and 5. For

NRC concurrence of impacted State and local governments, the combined national present value
cost to State and local governments for the period 1980-2000 is $32 million. Allocated to a
site, since there are 101 sites, the present value cost at the time of operation is about
$370,000. (See Appendix C, farmula 2. Divide by 87, the coefficient of c.) In order to

implement the Emergency ?lanning Zones, the additional national present value cost to State
and local government is $24 million. Note that this amount excludes the higher risk sites
discussed in Chapter b. Allocated to a site, the present value cost at the time of operation
is about $280,000. Enhanced plans and preparedness that employ ARAC or ring systems have a
national present <alue cost to State and local governments of approximately $16 million. On
a per site basis, the present value cost at the time of operation is $180,000. The total
present value cost at the time of operation per site is $830,000. Therefore, a Fee of
$830,000 per site is adequate to cover the costs to State and local government over the
period'1980-2000 for NRC concurrence, implementing the EPZs and enhancing plans and prepared-

ness employing ARAC or ring systems. However, this fee is inadequate to cover all the costs
far the 21 hich population (growth) density sites and additional costs for State and local
governments. The impact of inflation must also be taken into account. For this reason, a
Fee et $1 million per site is more reascnable. Since there are a number of uncertainties in

the estimates, cost recorda for plans and preparedness should be kept in order tu make
appropriate adjustments in the amount of tht: Fee, for example, every 5 years.

An additional feature that could be incorporated would be to make an allowance for States
having qualified programs. The nuclear power station owners in these States would not be
required to pay the Fee to the Fund. In order to resolve the adjacent State issue, funds
could cross State borders by means of compacts, such as the Western Interstate Nuclear

Compact and the Southern Interstate Compact. This transference of funds would be recognized
by the Fund and due credit given.
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The fee system approach is equitable because it follows the principle of cost recovery. In
the words of an economist, the external costs are internalized. Since the Fee is a cost of

doing business, the cost is passed on to the consumers of electricit.y, in much the same way
the cost of a piece of safety hardware in the nuclear power station, such as an Emergency
Core Cooling System (ECCS), is paid for by the consumers of electricity.

The creation of the Fund assures that moni?s are always available to continuous fund State
and local governments. The administration of the funds is an important factor to consider

since it is essential that the funds be distributed efficiently and effectively. Since NRC

already has satisfactory experience in administering funds to States for environmental

surveillance around nuclear power stations, a similar administrative procedure seems to be
suitable. FEMA and the Western and Southern Interstate Energy Boarcl may also be suitable
administrative agents.

Research Funds

Two local governments express interest ir obtaining some kind of research funds from NRC to
understand the implications and costs for planning and preparedness with regard to EPZs.
They are Twelve towns, Connecticut (Haddam Neck), and Cowlitz County, Washington (Trojan).
Local officials from Twelve Towns believe that this is particularly important for New England
communities because there are so many jurisdictions involved which present planning and
preparedness problems unique in the country. On the other hand, Cowlitz County's cuncerns
focus on the 50-mile EPZ and the funding implications for the involved cities in addition to
the County. Of special importance is the fact that Cowlitz County is located in Washington
and therefore has no kind of taxing authority over Trojan which is sited across the Columbia
River in Oregon.

The use of some NRC research funds for a limited number of additional studies may be
warranted to bet 'r delineate some of these unique problems. The use of these same funds to
support State and local governments in their plans and preparedness activities is a completely
different issue which is worthwhile pursuing.

Radiological emergency response plans and preparedness at the State and local government
levels is beyond " defer.se-in-depth" since it deals with actions outside the fence of a
nuclear power station after an accident, hence the title of this report. The issue raised
by local governuent officials is how best should an NRC dollar be spent to protect the
public health and safety - inside the fence, or outside the fence. Their belief is that too

much is beir.g spent inside the fence compared to outside the fence.

Research aimed at improved " defense-in-depth," primarily inside the fence of a nuclear power
station is substantial. In FY 1978, NRC sponsored light-water reactor (LWR) safety research
programs amounted to $84 million. The pre Three Mile Island est % ate for FY 1980 is

$118 million (Ref. 31). Th^ largest items for FY 1980 are systems engineering, $35 million;
loss-of-fluid test (LOFT), $43 million; and fuel behavior, $23 million. Smaller items
include code development, $9 million, and primary systems integrity, $9 million. Also, the
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related site technology and engineering program for FY 1980 is estimated at $10 million.
The post Three Mlle Island budget environment indicates substantial increases in LWR safety
research.

In view of the national p esent value costs to State and local governments of about
$100 million for 1980-2000, cited above, compared to the LWR Safety Research program of $118
million for FY 1980 (or even higher after Three Mile Island supplemental appropriations are
taken into account), local government beliefs may very well be correct. This situation is
especially true because there is no clear path to risk reduction potential due to the con-

troversy surrounding the Rasmussen Report (WASH-1400) and its resultant uncertainty as a
result of the Lewis Report. As a consequence, some local officials believe that NRC should
be justified in reallocating a substantial sum of safety research funds to support radiological
emergency response plans and preparedness at the local and State levels of government,
espcially for the high population density sites.

Provided that this belief is truly the case, the principal advantage of this approach would
be its efficient utilization of limited funds for safety research. The principal disadvantage

may be in the difficulty of proving that this is the most efficient allocation of the safety

dollar. A better policy may be to fund both at the required levels.

OSP Consultants on Loan to State and Local Governments

Staff members of the Office of State Programs, NRC, could be used as Federal consultants
serving the functions to help rapidly develop plans and preparedness in State and local
governments as described above. Nominally, 10 would be needed - two for each NRC reginn.
Each one would probably cost $50,000 per year when salaries, overhead and travel are included.
These sums would help the State to defray some costs of planning. This program would total
$500,000 per year. The coasultants are needed at least over the next 5 years to fully
develop EPZs and related activities and would be helpful insofar as planning is concerned.
The consultants would be of little benefit in terms of funding preparedness except by helping
State and local governments to identify available sources.
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EXHIBIT 20. ILLINOIS NUCLEAR SAFETY PREPAREDNESS ACT

An Act in relation to nuclear safety preparedness amending certain Acts in connection
therewith.

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Illinois, represented in the General Assembly:

Section 1. This Act shall be known and may be cited as the " Illinois Nuclear Safety

Preparedness Act."

Section 2. It is declared to be the policy of the General Assembly to protect the people of
the State of Illinois against adverse health effects resulting from radiological accidents

by establishing a mechanism for emergency preparedness to mitigate the effects of such
accidents. The General Assembly finds that it is appropriate that the nuclear industry ir

Illinois bear costs associated with preparing and implementing plans to deal with the
effects of nuclear accidents. The fees asossed by this Act are intended to cover the costs

.7 the Nuclear Safety Preparedness Program authorized by this Act.

Section 3. Unless the context otherwise clearly requires, as used in this Act:

(1) " Department" means the Department of Public Health of the State of Illinois.

(2) " Director" means the Dire v.or of the Department of Public Health.

(3) " Person" means any individual, corporation, partnership, firm, association, trust,

estate, public or private institution, group, agency, political subdivision of

this State, any other state or political subdivision or agency thereof, and any

legal successor, representative, agent, ar agency of the foregoing.

(4) "NRC" means the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission or any agency which

succeeds to its functions in the licensing of nuclear power reactors or facilities

for storing spent nuclear fuel.

Section 4. Persons engaged within this State in the business of producing electricity

utilizing nuclear energy or operating facilities for storing spent nuclear reactor fuel for

others shall pay fees to cover the cost of establishing emergency plans to deal with the
possibility of nuclear accidents. The fees shall be used by the Department for the perchase

and installation of, and to pay the cost of operating and maintaining, facilities to give

the Department early warning capability to detect nuclear accidents, and for the establish-

ment and maintenance of plans prepared by the Department under this Act. Such fees shall

consist of the following:

1991 324

II-132



EXHIBIT 20 (Continued)

(1) A one-time charge of $350,000 per nuclear power station in this State to be paid
by the owners of such stations;

(2) An annual fee of $75,000 per year for each nuclear power reactor for which an
operating license has been issued by the NRC, to be paid by the owners of nuclear
power reactors operating in this State;

(3) An annual fee of $25,000 per year for each site for which a valid operating license
has been issued by NRC for the operation of an away-from-reactor spent fuel storage
facility, to be paid i,y the owners of facilities for the storage of spent nuclear
fuel for others in this State; and

(4) A fee of $1,000 per shipment of spent nuclear fuel received at a facility referred
to in subparagraph (3) of this Section 4 to be paid by the owners of such
facilities.

Section 5. Within 30 days after the beginning sf each State fiscal year, each person who
possessed a valid operating license issued by the NRC for a nuclear power reactor or a spent
fuel storage facility during any portion of the previous fiscal year shall pay to the
Department the fees imposed by Section 4 of this Act. The one-time facility charge asse sed
pursuant to subparagraph (1) of Section 4 shall be paid to the Department not less than 2
years prior to scheduled commencement of commercial operation. For facilities which have
commenced commercial operation or are presently scheduled to commence such operation before
January 1, 1982, this fee shall be paid within 90 days of the effective date of this Act.
Fees assessed under the provisions of subparagraph (4) of Section 4 of this Act shall be
paid to the Department prior to the receipt of such shipments.

Sectioe 6. The Department shall prepare a budget showing the cost (including capital
expenditures) to be incurred in administering this Act during the fiscal year in question.
Such budget shall be prepared only after consultation with those liable for the fees imposed
by this Act as to the a y es necessary to enable the Department to perform its responsibilities
under this Act.

Section 7. All monies received by the Department under this Act shall be deposited in the
State Treasury and shall be set apart in a special fund to be known as ine " Nuclear Safety
Emergency Preparedness Fund." All monies within the Nuclear Safety Emergency Preparedness
Fund shall be invested by the State Treasurer in accordance with established investment

practices. Interest earned by such investment shall be returned to the Nuclear Safety
Emergency Preparedness fund. Monies deposited in this fund shall be expended by the
Director only to support the activities of the Illinois Nuclear Safety Preparedness Program.

Section 8. The Illinois Nuclear 5afety Preparedness Program shall consist of an assessment
of the potential nuclear accidents, their radiological oc equences, and the necessary
protective actions required to mitigate the effects of such accidents. It shall include,
but not necessarily De limited to:
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EXHIBIT 20 (Continued)

(1) Provision of a remote effluent monitoring system capable of continuously
identifying and quantifying the radioactive components of all effluents from
nuclear facilities to the environment;

(2) Development of a detailed fixed facility nuclear emergency response plan for areas
surrounding each nuclear electrical generation facility and each away-from-reactor
spent fuel storage facility;

(3) Training of state and local emergency response personnel;

(4) Development of accident scenarios and exercising of fixed facility nuclear emergency
response plans; and

(5) Provision of specialized response equipment necessary to accomplish this task.

Section 9. Section 5.79 is added to "An Act in relation to State finance," appre<ed June 10,

1919, as acended, the added Section to read as follows:

(Ch. 127, new par. 141.79)

M . 5.79. The Nuclear Safety Emergency Preparedness Fund.

Section 10. Sections 3.14 and 8.16 are added to the " Radiation Protection Act," approved

July 17, 1959, as amended, the added Sections to read as follows:

(Ch. 111 1/2, new par. 213.14)

Sec. 3.14. Radiation emergency. Radiation emergency is the uncontrolled release of

radioactive material from a radiation installation which poses a potential threat to the

public health, welfare, and safety.

(Ch. 111 1/2, new par. 218.16)

Sec. 8.16. Radiation emergency contingency plan. The Department shall develop for use by

the Emergency Service and Disaster Agency or its successor, a comprehensive contir,qency
plan for the protection of public health, welfare and safety during a radiation emergency.

Section 11. This Act takes effect upon its becoming a law.

I10>l 320
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EXHIBIT 21. OREGON ACT ON NUCLEAR EMERGENCY PLANNING

OlWOON LIGISIATTVE ASSEMBI Y-lW9 Regular Sesum

A-Engrossed

Senate Bill 641
Ordered by the Senate my 21

anchahng Amendme,c.by Senate May 21)

Sponsural by Senator BURBIDGE

SUMMARY

De folk = mis mammary is me prepared by the sponaars of the arasure and is not s part of the body thereof subject to
anaderatum by the legulatrve Assembly. It is an ahtor's trief statement of the essentaal futures of the mesure

(Orates LNility Cauamers' Admcate to tvpersent interrsis of certain electric, telephone, gas and heatmg
utility cvanmerinterrsts befber legisladw adeninistratin andjusticialbnxties. Authorizes utility ctmsumers
avho arr natumipersont to amtribute tofinanaalsupprwt oforganization and to sorefer members of boartiof
gowrnors to manage Affairs of, %ation. Requors pffectat utiuries to maintam separate accvronts for
conrumer cumtssbutums and to a"rtain materials uth billings, subject to limitat curt tri,s ;u,e.cr.:.
Class $es as Cass A mirdeneanor certain actisities amstiwtirg ' mth organization 'sfunctions and
operatiores.] ten Depastamme of Enerp as agency for ==tahaiahrn ed of ruics to
protection of and evacn=rin=n cf m ~ km the event an an*lswat at a nucker pert plant or su
h=ema-ahm. m that tho .arpartment shall moperate with the llealth Divhion rather than the Energy Fadlity

ha - : " " ' nach rules. Requhu guab5e swaart== operathig a marie =r plant or nudear
Ame to a:Isarminara informatini approved by 4w to governing bodies of and a== wies whide
may be stferted by an arv4rised at a ==4 =r factity.

Dedares esneryncy, effective on pasange

1 A BIIIFOR AN ACT

2 Relating to public safety; amendmg ORS 453.765 and 453.770; and declarms an emersency.

3 Be It Enacted by the Pt ple of the State of Oregon

4 Section 1. ORS 453.765 is anersled to read:

5 453.765. The (Nazhh mision] Departemt of EnerEy in cooperataan with the (Energy FaciSty Siting

6 Counci/] thalth DMdnu and the Emergency Services Division shall establish rules for the protection of health
)

7 and procedures for the evacuation of people and communities who would be affected by radiation in the event e'
,

8 of an accident or a catastrophe in the operataan of a r=rtear power plant or nuclear instanation ,-
,

9 Sectaan 2. ORS 453.710 is amended to read: /
10 453.710. A public utility which operates a rancicur power plant or nuclear installation shall disreminate '

11 [thrtagh thepuNic mafa and educatumalmurrni to the governky bodies of deles and n==wien that may be /r
/12 affected information approved by the f#eahh mision) Department of Energy which explains rules or

13 procedures adopted under ORS 453.765.

14 SECHON 3. ORS 453.765 and 453.770 as amended by sections I and 2 of this Act, are added to and made a

15 part of ORS 469.300 to 469.570.

16 SECHON 4. This Act being necessary for the immedante preservation of the public peace, ht:alth and

17 safety, an crnergency is declared to exist, and this Act takes effect on its peLtsage.

NtytEr mtier ir bald tare mi an amended sectbn is new; matter [itaar amt broderad is existing law to be ostetted;
aarcete new secthms tegm with SFEDON

I ') O ' JL[-71
ir
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EXHIBIT 21 (Continued)

ORFOON IJLISLAT1VE ASSEMBLY-1979 Regular Sesaawa

IIOUSE AMENDMENTS TO PRINTED
A-ENGROSSED SENATE BILL 641

By COMMTITEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND EhT.RGY

June 28

Ammded W
Designates Department of Ener

health and evacuation of -=gy as agency responsible for establishment of rules relating to pro ection of= in the event of an accident at a nuclear power plant or nuclear
installatscm. Specifies that the department sha!! cooperate with the Health Division rather than the Energy
Facahty Sa'a'ng Council in **tabli*My such rules. Requires public utihties operating a nuclear power plant or
nuclear installation to dinenunate anformation approved by department to governing bodies of catses and
countaes wtuch may be affected by an accident at a nuclear facihty.

Requares each amanty that has a madear-fueled thermal power plant located within county boundaries and
enda muuty that has any portion of he area locased within 50 miles of a nudrar-fueled thermal powsr plant to
develop written precedures compatible with rules adopted department relating to evacuatius
Specdles centents of rules. Requires operators of nudrar thermal power plaats to pay an asumunmt
to fund spedned department acavities. Requiris director to remberse counties for expenses incurred b compf
ulth prvviniums of Act. Retraires to assign ene inspector to the site of each madeer-furled
power increases em ure ation for Departmeist of Energy by $64,854 to pay cost of snahitanning
on-aise Ihnits expesugtures from fees, moneys or other revenues muected or received by the
department fac county esmergracy planalog to $200,000.

Repealed in part, July 1,19g3.
Declares emergency, effective [ostpassagej July 1,1979.

I In line 2 of the printed A<ngroned biu, after the first semacolon, insert " creating new provisions;" and

2 after the second semicolon insert ".w.v>uaing money; limiting expenditures; prescribing an dicctive date;"

3 After line 15, insert:

4 "SECDON 4. Sections 5 to 8 of this Act are added to and made a part of ORS 469.300 to 469.570.

5 "SECTION 5. Each county in this state that has a nuclear-fueled thermal power plant located within

6 county boundanes and each cxxanty within this state that has any portaon of its area located within 50 miles of a
,

7 site within this state of si aerlear-fueled thermal power plant shau develop written prrwe bres that are

a compatide with the rules adopted by the department under ORS 453.765. The depa tment shall review the

9 county procedures to determine whether they are compatible with the rules of the department.

10 "SECI1ON 6. (1) The rules adopted under ORS 453.765 shall:

it "(a) Require counties to prepare evamar== plans for areas within 10 miles of a nrrtenhfueled thermal

12 power plant;and

13 "(b) Provide for control of radsologically contanunated foodstuffs in areas within 50 miles of a

14 nuclear-fueled thermal power plant.

15 "(2) The rules may provide for distances different from those specified in subsectaon (1) of this section if

16 they are supported by site-specific studies approved by the a mem

17 "SECDON 7. (1)In addition to any other fees required by law, each operator of a rrrie r-fueled thermal

18 power plant within ti is state sha!I pay to the departmerat annually, commencing with the fiscal year begmning

19 July 1,1979, an assessment to fund the actrvitaes of the a ouzia and the counties in rrmplytng with sectionsr

20 5 to 7 of this 1979 Act. The fee asseard under this section shall not exceed $100,000 per year for any one

21 rurtear-fueled thermal power plant.

22 "(2)The director sha0 reimburse the counties for expenses incurred by the cotiaties in complying with the

23 requirements of section 5 of this 1979 Act to the extent funds are available under rubecction (1) of this section.

7Q io
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EXHIBIT 21 (Continued)

1 The counties shad be reimbursed only for those expenses that are attributable to planning for the protection of

2 the public health aW safety in the event of an accident or a catastrophe in the operation of a nuclear-fueled

3 thermal power plant as determined by the director. Reimbursement of the counties will be reduced by the

4 amount of funds available for such planrung from other state and federal fund sources.

5 "O) f%nds received by the department under this section a continuously appropriated to the department

6 for payment of expenses of the department and the counties associated with county emergency planning under

7 sections 5 to 7 of tnis IW9 Act.

8 "$ELTON 8. (1) The department shall assign one inspector to the site of each nuclear-fueled thermal

9 power plant. The director shah prepare a wntten statement of the inspector's responsibilities and authority.

10 "(2) An inspector shall be present at the site of a nuclear-fueled thermal power plant at least 40 hours per

11 week during any time the reactor core is in operation. The director may approve exceptions to tids

I2 requirement. The inspector may he temporarily replaced by another qualified department employe.

13 "SFLTION 9. Notwithstanding any other law, the expenditure limitation for the Department cf Energy

14 from all other funds established for the biennium beguuung July 1,1979, by section I, chapter

15 Oregon laws 1979 (Enrolled flouse Bill 5051), is increased by $64,854, to pay the cost of maid =iains the

16 on-site inspector required by section 8 of this 1979 Act.

17 "SECTION 10. Notwithstandmg any other law, the amount of $200,000 is estabhshed for the biennium

18 beginning July 1,1979, as use maximum limit for the payment of expenses from fees, moneys or other

19 revenues, except i deral funds, collected or received by the Department of Energy for county emergency

20 planning under sections $ to 7 of this 1979 Act.

21 "SFLTION II. Sectxms 5 to 8 of this 1979 Act are repealed on July 1,1983."

22 In line 16, de.cte " 4" and insert "12"

23 In ime 17, delete "its passage" and insert " July I,1979"

_
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EXHIBIT 22. NEW JERSEY BILL ON NUCLEAR EMERGENCY PLANNING

ASSEMBLY, No. 1272

STATE OF NEW JERSEY

INTRODUCEO April 24, 1978

By Assemblymen STEWART, HERMAN and KARCHER

Referred to Comittee on Agriculture and Environment

An Act authorizing certain municipal appropriations for nuclear emergency
response plans and supplementing Title 40 of ;he Revised Statutes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and General Assembly of the State of New Jersey:

1. The governing body of any municipality wherein is located a nuclear-
powered electric generating facility is hereby authorized to appropriate
and grant to the governing body of the county wherein such municipality
is situate, and to the governing body of any other county or municipality,
which, in the judgment of the granting municipality, would be affected
by an emergency at such facility, funds which shall be used for the
preparation, testing and implementation of nuclear emergency response
plans designed to prevent or minimize the loss of life or property
resulting from an accident, malfunction, act of sabotage, act of God,
or any other condition or circumstance occurring at such facility.
Such funds shall be taken from any amount received by such municipality
pursuant to th9 provisions of Chapter 30A of Title 54 of the Revised
Statutes, and the total appropriations therefor by any one municipality
shall not exceed $250,000.00 annually.

2. This act shall take effect imediately.
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PART III. PREFERRED APPROACH

RATIONALE

Risk

Risk on a relative basis provides the reason for determining the governmental entity that
should receive priority funding. Local governments are recognized by the States as having the
first line of official public responsibility for and to respond to most emergencies because of
the proximity to nuclear power stations. This view is valid from the perspective of curre?.t

NRC rules and regulations where the threat to the local population is characterized by design
basis accident scenarios at the nuclear power station, or from the perspective of the proposed
10-mile and 50-mile Emergency Planning Zones concept where the threat to the local population
is characterized by melt down accident scenarios at the nuclear power station.

In general, the high population density and growth sites, such as Indian Point, Ner York, and
Zion, Illinois, as identified in Part II, Chapter 5, on the basis of the 10 mile EPZ, deserve
higher priority funding compared to low population density and growth sites. However, those
low population density sites which lack adequate infrastructure should receive rather high
priority funding as well.

The State's role for all emergencies is to develop and maintain a compreheidive program of
emergency management that supplements those of the nuclear power station and provides leader-
ship when needed to local efforts in plans and preparedness. For those States without NRC
concurrence, adequate plans and preparedness are not demonstrated. For this reason, the local

populations nearby nuclear power stations in those States without NRL concurrence could be at
greater risk compared to those States with concurrence. Therefore another priority should be
to fund those States without concurrence. Concurred States may require a lower priority of
funding in order to retain concurrence. All States that have concurrence should be

compensated.

Efficiency

A proper funding balance should be achieved between prevention of an accidental release of
' radioactive materials by means of defense-in-depth inside the fence and radiological emergency
response plans and preparedness outside the fence, "beyond defense-in-depth." Currently, the
primary objective of defense-in-depth is the prevention of accidental releases of radioactive
materials from the site by means of careful design, construction and operation of the nuclear
power station and thoughtful selection of its site. The basic safety philosophy of commercial
nucicar power stations, defense-in-depth, should be enlarged to include State and local govern-
ment radiological emergency response plans and preparedness. The keys to this are funding and
enforceable regulation as comprehensively expounded in Chapters 2 and 3 of the Atomic Energy
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Commission's report, "The Safety of the Nuclear Power Reactors (Light Water-Cooled) and Related
Facilities," WASH-1250, July 1973 (Ref. 32) that lays out the concept of defense-in-depth.
This concept has repeatedly been endorsed by NRC over the years.

Ideally, the Congress must make a finding and d?claration that the national interest requires
adequate local and State government radiological emergency response plans and preparedness
otherwise the NRC operating licenn held by the licensee of the nuclear power station would be
withdrawn for the case of an operating station or the license would not be issued for the case
of a new station. The Congress should assure that the funds are available to accomplish this
task. A preferred approach is the establishment of a trust fund for State and local government
radiological emergency response plans and preparedness as described in this report. Alternatively.
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission could make such a similar finding and declaration for the
purpose of assuring the health and safety of the people in the vicinity of nuclear power
stations and protecting the environment. The finding and declaration could be accomplished by
means of 'ne expedited rulemaking procedure that is now in progress (Ref. 33). Such a finding
and dec.aration by either Congress or NRC are needed in view of the atmosphere of uncertainty
that shrd the safety of nuclear power stations.

Equity

The funding mechanism should have the objective to internalize the external costs of local and
State governments. Costs for plans and preparedness should be paid ultimately by the consumer
of electricity which is viewed as the most equitable way of doing business. This can be
accomplished by levying a fee on the operator of the nuclear power station, who in turn raises
the money from the utility owners who ir turn pass it on to the consumers after being approved
by a public utility commission. The estimated cost for the average residential customer would
be approximately one cent per month. The fee method is already used by Oregon and Illinois in
their laws and is in concert with the fees paid by the licensee to NRC for Construction Permits
and Operating Licenses. Furthermore, this type of funding is embedded in various laws for
liability, such as the Price-Anderson Act for nuclear accident liability and section 311 of
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (Public Law 92-500) for recovery of
clean up costs from accidents involving oil and designated hazardous substances (Ref. 34).

To assure that States that have earned or are in the process of earning NRC concurrence are
treated fairly, State and local governments should be reimbursed for their funds disbursed for

plans and preparedness. The earliest time frame for reimbursement could commence from two

years prior to the date of NRC concurrence. The principle of reimbursement allows the Federal

program to parallel programs of the State without any impediment. This principle is estab-

lished in the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 in section 206 that deals
with reimbursement grants to State and local governments for construction of treatment works.

Funding to State and local government should be conducted on a cost recovery basis. If addi-
tional funds are needed, they should be recovered from the operating utilities. Any surplus
funding should be redistributed to the operating utilities. Cost should be determined by the
impacted State and local governments. For example, the 10- and 50-mile Emergency Planning
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f Zones would provide the basis for identifying the impacteo governments. In no case, for
example, should a situation occur that western utility operators would be paying for
pit.as and preparedness in the East.

FUNDING LEGISLATION

NRC should draft and propose legislation that would c~eate the Radiological Emergency Response
Pians and Preparedness Fund for State and '_a al Governments. The main provisions should
include the following:

1. A Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness Fee of $1 million per
nuclear power station should be charged to the operator of the station. All operating
stations should be charged initially. Others should be charged 2 years before
roeration. The Fund would total $75 million by the end of 1980. Alternative arrange-
ments on the fee schedule should be made when it is known what the intial costs for
plans and preparedness are for particular nuclear power stations.

2. The fees should be deposited in the U.S. Treasury in an interest bearing account.
The details of the account would be worked out by the Secretary of the Treasury in
consultation with the Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The required
money for State and local plans and preparedness should be withdrawn by NRC by means
of the Congressional appropriations procedures. A detailed annual report should
assist in Congressional oversight of the funds. Many of the technical points of the
Fund could be similar to the superfund in the proposed Oil, Hazardous Substances,
and Hazardous Waste Response, Liability and Compensation Act of 1979 (Ref. 35 and
36). State and local governments should report annually to make full account of
their expenditures.

3.. Every 5 years, adjustments should be made in the fee to assure full recovery of
costs because of inflation, revised criteria, and other cost related factors. The

Fee would be specific to each nuclear power station. Any surplus should be refunded
to the operating utilities at 5 year intervals.

4. Those States that have NRC qualified programs of their own, i.e. , simi tar in ef fec-
tiveness to the national program, should not have to participate. Therefore, the
operators of the stations located in those States should not have to pay two fees.
Such a provision should be an incentive for States to create and manage their own
programs.

5. Any State that has obtained concurrence or is in the process of obtaining concurrence
should be reimbursed for previous expenditures up to two years prior to NRC concurrence.
The rebatt should be to the source, such as the State or local government.

6. Rules should describe how much State and local government can request in any one
year. The limits are initially determined by the costs in this repo.t above and
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must conform to the guidance for State and local government plans and preparedness
as described in the principal NRC planning document, NUCEG 75/111 or any subsequent
document or regulation.

7. NRC should administer the Fund. (See below.)

ADMINISTRATI0N OF FUNDS

The objective of any organization that administers the Fund should be the timely distribution
of funds to qualified local and State governments without placing burdensome requirements on
any party, especially on local and State governments. Among the many candidate organizations
that could meet this requirement, NRC, Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the
boards of the interstate compacts seem to be the most promising. Based on a review of the
principal advantages a1d disadvantages of each, NRC offers the most advantages.

For whatever body administers the Fund, the Federal Grant and Cooperative Act of 1977 (Public
Law 95-224) must be followed to distinguish Federal grant cooperative agreement relationships
from Federal procurement relationships. For States with NRC concurrence, the grant approach

appears to be most suitable. For those States without NRC concurrence, the cooperative

agreement seems to bn preferable initially. Pursuant to this act, the Director of the Office

of Management and Budget shall be making recommendations to the Congress by no later than
February 3, 1980, on the most desireable means of implementing Federal assistance. The
Division of Contracts, NRC, is participating as an observer in OMB review. Accountability of
State and local governments on how they spend the plans and preparedness money should be
required.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

The principal advantage of the NRC administering the funds is that it also is the lead Federal
agency, according to a policy determination by the Federal Preparadness Agency (now FEMA)
(Ref. 37), in reviewing State and local plans and exercises and therefore could oversee the
proper use of the funds. The principal disadvantage is that NRC does not have experience in a

grant program, although it has experience in contracting with some State governements for
radiological environmental surveillance in the vicinity of nuclear power stations. Such

contractural experience could provide an adequate basis for adminstration of the funds to

local and State governments. A grant or contract program were both considered as viable
legislative alternatives in a 1976 report by the U.S. General Accounting Office (Ref. 38).

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Both the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency (DCPA) and the Federal Disaster Assistance
Administration (FDAA), now reorganized into FEMA, had a great deal of history in the granting
of funds to States and local governments for war related civil defense (Federal Civil Defense
Act of 1950, as amended) and natural disasters (Public Law 93-288). Such experience would be
a principal advantage because the administrative funding apparatus is already in place. Note
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should be taken that some State and local officials are not quite pleased on the manner in
which funds were administered in the past. Most officials are looking forward to better
performance of FEMA. Another advantage of FEMA administration of the funds is that FEMA is a
single Federal entity to coordinate and thus fund State and local govccr.scr.1 pisns and pre-
paredness in support af commercial nuclear power stations with funding related to comprehensive
emergency management. A principal disadvantage is that FEMA still has to rely on NRC's lead
agency role to determine requirements. A short-term disadvantage to FEMA administration is
that it may take several years until FEMA is fully established and coordinated.

Interstate Compacts

The boards of the interstate compacts represent a third approach to administration of funds to
State and local governments. The Southern Interstate Nuclear Compact (Public Law 87-563) and
the Western Interstate Nuclear Compact (Public Law 91-461) are the most likely contenders. A
principal advantage is that they both have experience in radiological emergency reponse plans
and preparedness. For example, the Southern Interstate Nuclear Compact provides a legally
constituted framework for cooperation of 16 States to take a regional approach to mutual
emergancy response planning. Activity of its member States culminated in "The Southern Mutual
Radiation Assistance Plan" (Ref. 39). The conclusions reached by the member States are:

1. The principle of mutual assistance is unusually applicable to radiation emergency
planning;

2. Regional planning is required to protect the public welfare from emergencies with
interstate implicat.sns;

3. The interstate compact is the only legal means for cooperation between the States in
matters of this naturo;

4. Interstate cooperation is enhanced by responsible recognition of similarities between
States' problems and needs;

5. Problems arising from dissimilar State organizaticn structure or laws can be overcome
without damage to basic requirements of a common problem; and

6. Effective State cooperation will be applauded and recognized by Federal agencies and
result in a better partnership between the States and the Federal Government.

The 13 States that participate are Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Nurth Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas. Missouri is

included under a supplemental agreement under the Compact. Four States -- Delaware, Maryland,
Virginia and West Virginia -- have yet to participate.

The Western Interstate Nuclear Compact provides for a membership of 12 States -- Alaska,
Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington
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and Wyoming. In addition to the 12 compact States, action was taken to permit four other
States to participate on the Western Interstate Energy Board, the agency of the party States.
These four States are North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska and Hawaii. They have been asked
to enact statutes to become formal members of the Western Interstate Nuclear Compact.

The boards of both compacts are authorized to undertake jointly-sponsored project _s; to receive
and disburse grants, gifts, and contract funds from any public agency, firm or private source;
to enter into supplemental agreemen.; for projects affecting two or more party Stctes; and to
act as a fiscal administrative agency for organization and execution of projects involving a
variety of agencies, individuals, institutions and sponsors.

Under the Western Interstate Compact, Oregon and Washington signed the " Oregon-Washington

Radiological Accident Assistance Agreement" (Ref. 40). The purpose is "to ccoperate in the
environmental surveillance of and in responding to any radiological incidents resulting from
operation of fixed ,iuclear facilities located at or near boundaries of the party States."
There is a special provision for funding that could allow funds for plans and preparedness
derived from Portland General Electric's Trojan nuclear power station under the Oregon Law
signed July 24, 1979, to be used for local planning in Cowlite County, Washington.
Specifically, the provision states:

The party States agree to bear, in accordance with the provisions of Articles V,
VI, and VII of the Western Interstate Nuclear Compact, the costs of executing this
agreement, and shall be authorized to receive and disburse funds, gifts, and grants
from any public or private sources in implementing activities specified herein.

This type of arrangement can help to resolve outstanding funding issues related to impacted
States contiguous to States with nuclear power stations nearby. It could also be beneficial
in a regional planning approach ssociated with the 50-mile EPZ.

The principal disadvantage of the interstate compact approach is that the entire U.S. is not

involved. A nuclear compact among the States in the Midwest has ^ot gained enough interest to
pass. Potential members include Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio
and Wisconsin. There is also a movement to create a Northeast hegional Energy Board Compact

(Ref. 41). Radiological emergency response plans and preparedness could become a function of
this Compact. Northeast States include Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
New Hampshire, New Jersy, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island and Vermont.

Combinations

Combinations are possible in these types of administrative arrangements. For example, one
possible scenario is that the Southern and Western States Energy Boards and their member
States would collect and administer their own funds. NRC's primary administrative responsi-

bility in terms of funding would be concentrated on those M utes in the Midwest and Northeast.
If some of these States adopted NRC qualified programs, NRC's administrative task could be
reduced still further.
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OTHER ACTIONS TO ENHANCE PLANS AND PREPARE 0 NESS

There are a number of actions that NRC, FEMA, EPA and FDA can take to improve local and State
plans and preparedness. Principal ones are described below:

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

1. A program of scrupulous attention to the sections of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E, and
Regulatory Guide 1.101 that apply to State and local government. The record to date
in this area shows that considerably more can be done by working with and encuuraging
the utilities. Morw explicit NRC guidance in this' area is needed. NRC has already

made a start in this direction by means of an action plan for promptly improving

emergency preparedness (Ref. 42) and in recommendations by the Task Force on Emergency
Planning (Ref. 43). Two of the main elements that affect State and local governments

are:

a. Determine that an Emergency Operations Center for Federal, State and local
government personnel has been established with suitable communications to

the nuclear power station; and

b. Assess the relationship of State / local plans to the plans of the licensee

and to Federal plans [ Federal Response Plan for Peacetime Nuclear Emergencies
(FRPPNE) and the Interagency Radiological Assistance Plan (IRAP)] to
assure the capability to take appropriate emergency actions.

2. Stepped up concurrence in State plans. As a consequence of the Three Mile Island

accident, some States have shown more interest than previously and have increased in
priority the planning activity. NRC should continue to encourage and cooperite with
those States to the fullest extent possible. NRC Chairman Hendrie wrote letters to

the Governors of the impacted States pledging NRC cooperation.*

3. Rapidly implement the 10- and 50-mile Emergency Planning Zone guidance for State and
local governments which was approved by the Commission in October 1979. Early
implementation should help State and local government plan more effectively.

4. Encouragement of States to pass their own legislation on funding. Two models
already available are the ones enacted in Oregon and Illinois. New Jresey legis-
lation, pending signature by the Governor, offers another model.

5. In order to speed implementation of concurrence, the EPZs, and other activities

related to local and State radiological emergency response plans and preparedness,
the NRC should have persons working alongside local and State government as
technical consultants. The initiative for planning must come from local and State
government.

1?ol 337
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6. Expedite the evaluation of the radioactive iodine monitoring instruments by the
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory. Purchase 1000 instruments at $200 each for
distribution to State and local governments. Estimated cost for FY 1980 is $200,000
for purchase and $20,000 per year thereaf ter for maintenance.

I

7. Assure the purchase of an adequate supply of the thyroid blocking agent, potassium
iodide pills, for distribution to State and local government. One estimated cost is
no greater than $1 million.

8. Evaluate the effectiveness of ARAC, monitoring ring, and other offsite monitoring
systems. Evaluate preparations for State and local government acquisition if
favorable.

9. Evaluate the NOAA storm alert warning system for use at nuclear power stations,
especially for those that are sited in sparsely populated areas.

10. Expand and improve training programs.

11. Assure that there is adequate protective action information suitable for distribution
to people nearby nuclear power stations.

12. Include emergency planning and preparedness costs for local and State government in
the cost-benefit analysis used in siting. The NRC Siting Task Force recommended a
10-mile planning zone and population criteria (Ref. 44).

Federal Emergency Management Agency

1. Urge the 264 crisis relocation planners recently hired for nuclear war related risks
to assist local and State government in their peacetime plans and preparednec'
especially for the 21 high population density (and growth) sites.

2. Inventory and redistribute in the vicinity of nuclear power stations in CDV-700
gamma ray survey meters and the CDV-138 dosimeters (0-200 mR).

3. Integrate and coordinate State and local plans for nuclear power stations into plans
to cope with other types of emergencies, such as the FEMA /NOAA coastal hazards

initiative.

4. Review the specifications for the FEMA satellite to include response to State and
local overnment communications networks.

5. Seek to have the Civil Defense Act of 1950 amended because of national priorities

related to energy self sufficiency, environmental impact, economics and other
factors of broad social concern, to include 100 percent Federal funding for at least
os.e technical director of local government radiological emergency response plans and
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preparedness _for_the 10-mile and 50-r.ile EPZs for each nuclear power station. If
FEMA is unable to accomplish this objective, NRC should seek to fund this program
through appropriations. The money could come from the Fund when established.

Environmental Protection Agency

1. Promulgate Protective Action Guides (PAGs), which is currently agency guidance, as
Federal guidance on an expedited basis.

2. Complete course for training on the use of PAGs. The present course is limited to
plume exposure pathway. The course on the food ingestion pathway needs to be
developed.

3. Endorse the Eriergency Planning Zones (EPZs) concept as set forth by the NRC/ EPA Task

Force.

4. Coordinate with the Food and Drug Administration regional implementation plans for
the 50-mile EPZ.

Food and Drug Administration

1. Promulgate PAGs as Federal guidance for accidental radioactive contamination of
human and animal feeds on an expedited basis. The present status is a proposed
rule.

2. Resolve any outstanding Feder.il policy issues and publish guidance to State and local
government concerning the manufacture, purchase, and distribution of potassium
iodide pills.

3. Coordinate with EPA regional plans for the implementation of the 50-mile EPZ.

4. Make quality emergency medical training available.

LONG RANGE CONSIDERATIONS

Trainina Institute

The creation of an Institute for Radiological Errergency Response Planning and Preparedness
that could provide a single coordinated curriculum for State and local officials should be
considered for the long range. The Institute would supply the necessary trained and certified
persons to do the required planning and preparedness in support of commercial nuclear power
stations. A cadre of highly motivated and expertly trained personnel could make a major
contribution toward best utilizing the limited resources available for plans and preparedness.

{7O1 )i-I
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__ . . . _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . . . _ . . . . _ _ . . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Including Transportation and Other Facilities in the Fund

An appropriate addition to the " Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness Fund

for State and Local Governments" may be the inclusion of spent fuel shipments, away-from-
reactor storage, and non-commercial and other fixed nuclear facilities. Based on the

estimates of this report, a modest fee would be all that is necessary to cover these costs.
In fact, Illinois took this approach by including in its legislation a fee of $1,000 for each
spent fuel shipment and $25,000 per year for each away-from-reactor spent fuel storage site
(See Exhibit 20.) The Illinois fees are levied on the owners of the facilities. A national
program could do likewise. The same approach could be used to include private facilities,
such as radiopharmaceutical factories, and Department of Energy and Department of Defense
facilities.

Addition of Federal Costs

The primary objective of this report is to address the cost and funding of State and local
government radiological emergency respcase plans and preparedness in support of commercial

nuclear power stations. State and local government costs are proposed to be recovered by a
Fee of $1 million that is levied on the owner of the nuclear power station. However, future
consideration should be given to the possibility of recovering costs incurred by the Federal
government for training, plan and exercise review, etc. For example, a review of a single
exercise by the Regional Advisory Committee is roughly estimated to involve 100 person-hours.
The review of a State plan may involve approximately the same effort. The cost of the review
or exercise is approximately $26,000 includi g overhead. Another example is the cost ofn

program support for Emergency Preparedness in the Office of State Programs, NRC. For FY 1980,

this item may reach over $1 million for 14 persons. How these types of costs are recovered,
in the way permit review costs are recovered, or if at all, is a worthwhile subject for future
consideration.

;r\ Sho
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APPENDIX A

Guide for an Inquiry into the Cost and Funding of

Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness

at the State and Local Government Levels

A. General Questions (to be answered b OSP and supplemented where necessary by the State
and local government officials centacted).

1. What is the status of the (State) Radiological Emergency Response Plan (RERP)?

Concurrence (date)

Nonconcurrence (date)

Other

2. What percentage of the 70 essential " associated checklist elements" of
Supplement No. 1 of NUREG-75/111 are contained in the RERP?

25%

50%

75%

100%

Other

3. Which essential " associated checklist elements" are not in the RERP?
(Only if answer to proceding question is less than 100%).

4. Which essential " associated checklist elements" lack concurrence?
And why?

(Only if State is not concurred).

5. What percentage of the nonessential " associated checklist elements" of Section IV,
NUREG-75/lll, are contained in the RERP? (In consideration of how much of the
effort and money expenoed has gone into these items).

6. khat major fixed nuclear facilities are considered in the RERP?

Nuclear Ger.4 rating stations

Fuel cycle facilities
___

Other
__

") o
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7. What counties are involved for the following facilities?

Nuclear generating stations
Fuel cycle facilities

Other

8. How do transportation accidents involving radioactive materials relate to the RERP
for fixed facilities?

9. What is your assessment of overall operational capability requiring specific capa-
bilities and systems such as, warning, emergency information, communications,
radiological, etc.

10. Describe the capabilities of State and local governments to perform under the RERP.
Furnish explanations.

State: Highly responsive
Responsive

Adequate

Inadequate

Other

Local: Highly responsive
Responsive

Adequate

Inadequate

Other

11. How do you view your role in RERP vis-a-vis (local, State, Federal) response?

12. What are the deficiencies, if any, in the RERP for the following areas:

State:

Initial Plan and Preparedness
Emergency plan development

Radiological preparedness resources (inclejes equipment and
personnel

Training response personnel (status)
Other

') 0 1 7 A ~7
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Updating Plan and Preparedness

Exercising (date of exercises, kind of facility, State and

local government)
Plan updating
Radiological preparedness resources (includes maintenance

and replacen.ent of equipment)

Retraining personnel
Other

Local:

Initial Plan and Preparedness

Emergency plan development

Radiological preparedness resources
Training resprinse personnel
Other

Updating Plan and Preparedness

Exercising

Plan updating
Radiological preparedness resources
Retraining personnel

,

Other

13. What can be done to remove these caficiencies?.

State:

Initial Plan and Preparedness

Emergency plan development

Radiological preparedness resources
Training response personnel

Other

Updating Plan and Preparedness

' Exercising
Plan updating
Radiological preparedness resources
Retraining personnel
Other

h
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Local:

Initial Plan and Preparedness

Emergency plan development

Radiological preparedress resources
Training response personnel
Other

Updating Plan and Preparedness
Exercising
Plan updating
Radiological preparedness resources
Retraining personnel
Other

14. What interstate and intercounty considerations are in the plan?

15. What kind of training program does the licensee have in view of 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix E?

16. How much training does the licensee have and specifically, what kind of training is
this, e.g., fire, medical effects, hospital? Is it of an orientation nature in the

station, tours of the station? Please specify.

B. Cost Questions (To be answered primarily from local and State governments and
supplemented where possible by data already supplied to OSP).

1. Has your State furnished NRC with cost data pertaining to Radiological Emergency
Response Plans and Preparedness? What additional expenses are incurred for
RERP?

2. If your State has furnished NRC with RERP costs, give all the underlying assumptions
such as:

Year of dollars

Actual costs
Forecast costs
For a concurred plan
For a plan at current status

Man years required

3. For those States that have not given NRC cost data, furnish the following in as much
detail as possible for the State and the local governments (breakdown by facility):
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Initial costs

Emergency Plan development

Radiological preparedness resources
Trali.!ng response personnel
Other

Recurring costs (annual basis)
Exercising
Plan updating
Radiological preparedness resources
Retraining of personnel
Other

4. For those States that have given cost data to NRC, supplement where possible the
cost estimates following the same breakdown shown in question 3.

5. Is there any economy of scale in costs within the State and County as each new
facility is added? Explain.

6. What would be the incremental cost to implement the recommendations of the
Task Force in NUREG-0396, " Planning Basis for the Development of State and

Local Government Radiological Emergency Response Plans in Support of Light Water
Nuclear Power Plants?" (Draft 2, July 1978)

A single Protective Action Zone of about 10 miles in radius (plume exposurea.

pathway). This includes what is already in place. What would be required
in terms of evacuation and training? Would the costs be monumental, small,
etc.?

b. A protective Action Zore of about 50 miles in radius (ingestion exposure
pathways, agricultural, water and milk pathways). This would include
items inv-lved in planning like identifying the agricultural products,
agricult .ral areas, food processing, survey of dairy lantis, crops, and
water shed. The operational costs for implementation (equipment, radiological
instruments, identification of people).

C. Funding Questions (To be answered primarily from local and State governments).

1. How are the State and local plans and emergency preparedness in general financed?
(Consider that financing involves joint actions.)

19 i 350
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Appropriations from general tax revenues:

State

Local

Sales tax on electricity:

State

Local

Property tax an the f aci ~ i ty:-

State ___.
Local

Defense Civil Preparedness Agency (Personnel and Administrative Funds):

State

Local

Federal Disaster Assistance Administration Grants (P.L. 93-288):

State

Local
.,_

Other:

State

Local

2. Has your State or local government received any financial assistance or other
kind of resources from utilities?
If so, what ?

3. What do State and local commun: ties do with any funds that are received from
the utilities' nuclear power station or other nuclear facility? Could some of
these funds be used for RERP?

State r1
]) n ,| }|u

Local
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4. In your opinion, based on the options in question 1, what is the best way to finance
the State and local plans and preparedness? (Support your opinions by writing
up any thoughts on the subject and sending it to the Office of State Programs.)

5. How could the State and local governments benefit from any extra funds in order
to improve planning and preparedness?

6. What economic assistance can local communities expect in the future from:

Licenses

States
,_

Federal agencies

Local governments

7. What obstacles must be removed in order to receive these funds?

8. In view of the taxpayers' revolt (e.g., Proposition 13 in California) what is the
near-term and long-term financing future for RERP?

9. What kind of budget process is used to allocate limited funds for RERP? Explain
how it is used.

Zero-base budgeting (ZBB)

Planning, programming and budgeting system (PPBS)
Management by objective (H80)
Other

10. Are there any State or local laws enacted or in draft form relating to the
financing ability of State and/or local governments for RERP and related
activities?

f9O| ? !.' '
n
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APPENDIX B

Concurrence

Under terms of the Federal Preparedness Agency's Federal Register Notice, the NRC is responsible
for reviewing and concurring in the State and local radiological emergency response plans.
This review and concurrence process is conducted in a voluntary, cooperative atmosphere, since
neither the NRC nor any other Federal agency has statutory authority to require States to

develm radiological emergency plans, Concurrence is used irr the connotation of reviewing,

commenting upon, and agreeing with the plan rather than in the context of " approving" such
plans.

During the preparation of the 1973 and 1975 versions of the Federal Register Notice which sets
up the voluntary / Federal Interagency Radiological Emergency Preparedness program with the
States and local governments, some thought was originally given to using the words " review and
approval" of State and local plans. The word " approval" was rejected by the involved Federal
agencies since there was no authority to require these plans of the States and local governments.
The word " concurrence" was chosen because it is a sof ter word meaning according to Webster:
"To act together to a common end; an agreement of union in action; cooperating in doing good;
a meeting of minds; an agreement in opinion; a union in design; a meeting or coming together."
It implies a spirit of cooperation and harmony between parties. It is in this cooperative

light that NRC views the emergency planning concurrence process with the State and local
governments.

Plan reviews are performed through existing Federal Interagency Regional Advisory Committees.
The review is conducted in terms of identifying and analyzing " acceptable" or " unacceptable"
elements. Typically, there are four levels of evaluation on which this acceptability is

judged: (1) the element is missing entirely; (2) has serious technical deficiencies; (3) the

element is acceptable but, in the opinion of the reviewer, improvements could be made; or
(4) the element is satisfactory and, in the opinion of the reviewer; no constructive criticism

can be made (no obvious improvements can be made). For concurrence, the 70 " essential"
2elements must be in the third or fourth category.

I " Radiological Incident Emergency Response Planning: Fixed Facilities and Transportation,"
Interagency Responsibilities, Federal Register, Vol. 40, No. 248 - Wednesday, December 24,
1975, pp. 59494-59495.

2 "NRC Office of State Programs Standards and Procedures for concurrence in State and
Local Government Radiologcial Emergency Response Plans," Office of State Programs,
Supplement No. I to NUREG-75/111, March 15, 1977. Available from the Office of State
Programs, NRC.
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It is obvious that in the above reviews ?.he opinion of the reviewer may be subject to disagree-

ment, since in many cases the analysis 's of necessity subjective. Therefore, if there are

unresolvable issues, the Office of Scate Programs will meet with State and Federal agency
representatives to resolve them on a case-by-case basis. The Regional Advisory Committee will
recommend concurrence to the NRC Office of State Programs wb A, in their view, a plan satisfies

all of the essential elements and appears to be functional in its application. Once the

Office of State Programs makes a finding that the essential element; are present in a plan,

the other interested Federal agencies will be given five days notice and opportunity to comment
before the formal NRC concurrence letter is issueo.

It is expected that the plans will be tested and updated on an annual basis to ensure that

they are operable and practical. In the event a plan becomes substandard through inadequate
tests and undating, the NRC reserves the right to withdraw its concurrence.

States with Concurred-in Plans

Original Plan Date Concurrence Date

Alabama 2/16/78 2/9/79
Arkansas 5/78 5/3/79
California 8/78 8/15/78

Connecticut 3/77 12/21/77

Delaware 6/6/78 7/24/78

Florida 6/78 8/4/78
Iowa 6/30/78 2/27/79
Kansas 8/78 9/19/78
Nebraska 7/79 9/21/79

New Jersey 8/77 9/30/77
New York 12/78 1/23/79

South Carolina 9/77 11/23/77

Virginia 10/79 10/ /79

Washington 5/76 3/29/77

} $) O } )
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APPENDIX C

National Cost Model for State and Local Government Radiological Emergency
Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Commercial Nuclear Power Stations

The objective of this appendix is to estimate the national costs to State and local govern-
ments for radiological emergency response plans and preparedness for commercial nuclear
, cower stations over the time frame 1980-2000. National costs are estimated for the

following:

achieving NRC concurrence for all impacted State and local governments;-

implementing the Emergency Planning Zones (EPZ) concept for most sites; and-

enhancinq plans and preparedness by using Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability
(ARAC) and ring systems.

A summary is presented.

Achievement of NRC Concurrence for all Impacted State and Local Governmany

The time schedule for State and local government plans and preparedness is indicated in
Table C-1. All commercial nuclear power stations in operation or forecast to be in opera-
tion by the end of 1979 are listed by State. Contiguous States to States with operating
stations are listed and flagged. For years beyond 1979, stations are listed under the year
of the forecast fuel loading date except for a small number of cases where the estimate is

based on Construction Permit forecasts combined with forecasts of construction duration.
The year 1990 is assumed for stations marked by an asterisk.

There are 25 States with operating nuclear power stations as of May 31, 1979 as shown in
Table C-2. Six States are contiguous to these 25 States as shown in Table C-3. The

criterion for selection is 10 miles from the nuclear power station. An additional 3 States
are forecast to have operating nuclear power stations and two additional contiguous States
by the end of 1980 as shown in Tables C-4 and C-5. Thirty-six States require concurrence by
the end of 1980.

Typically, a State is estimated to incur tr.e following costs for concurrence as described in
Chapter 4:

' hbf
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Plan

Initial $50,000

Update 5,000

Preparedness

Exercises $10,000 per year-

Training-

Initial $10,000

Update 2,000 per year
Resources-

Initial $100,000

Update 10,000 per year

Initial costs for the plan, exercise, training and resources total $170,000. Annual
updating costs total $27,000. Based on the above initial and annual costs, the initial cost

for the 36 States is $6.1 million, and the annual cost is $970,000.

Three additional States are forecast to require concurrence by 1982 and one by 1987 as shown
in Tables C-6 and C-7. No other States, beyond the 40 listed in the tables, should require

concurrence through the year 2000 since no site in another State has been identified as of

Hzy 31, 1979. It seems unlikely that the remaining 10 States will be affected based on
<;onomic, resource, population and other considerations.

The present value costs to State governments for the time frame 1980-2000 is calculated from
the initial and annual costs per State and the timing requirements given in the tables. A
discount rate of 10 percent is used following the guidance of the Office of Management and
Budget, Circular No. A-94, Revised, March 27, 1972. Ten percent is the recommended discount
rate for evaluating government projects. No adjustment is made for inflation since it
cannot be forecast for this work. Costs are expressed in 1978 dollars.

,

The national present value cost to States is calculated from the following formula:

National Present Value Cost to States = 39 Cy + 330 C ' II)A

where C = initial cost per State and C = annual cost per State. The coefficients rep-g A
resent single and uniform payment present value factors for the appropriate year combined
with the number of States. For NRC concurrence, where C = $170,000 per State and C *

g A
$27,000 per State, the national present value cost is $16 million.

The national costs for local governments for plans and preparedness are estimated with the
help of the til schedule in Table C-1. No new sites beyond 1990 are identified. The

growth in nuclear generating capacity for the time frame 1990-2000 is assumed to occur by
adding units to J.isting sites instead of creating new ones. (See Ref. 1).

l?ol 356
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There are 53 sites ir. .teration in 1979 as shown in Table C-1. Five more stations become
operational in 1980. A considerably smaller number of sites require plans and preparedness
on a yearly basis from 1980 through 1990. The total number of sites is 101 for the time
frame 1979-2000.

Typically, local government costs involve two jurisdictions per site as described in Chapter 4,
The costs are:

Plans

Initial $20,000

Update 2,000 per year

Preparedness

Exercises $10,000 per year-

Training None-

Resources-

Initial $30,000

Update 3,000 per year

Initial costs for the plans, exercise, training and resources total $60,000. Annual
updating costs total $15,000.

Based on the above initial and annual costs, for the 58 stations for 1979-1980, the initial
costs total $3.5 million and the annual costs total $870,000.

The national present value costs to local governments for the time frame 1980-2000 is

calculated from the initial and annual costs per site and the timing requirements given in
Table C-1. A 10 percent discount rate is used. This cost is expressed in the following
formula:

National Present Value Cost to Local Government = 87 c4 + 720 c , (2)a

where c4 = initial cost to local governments per site and c, = annual cost to local
governments per site. For NRC concurrence, c$ = $60,000 and c, = $15,000. On this basis,
national present value costs to local governments is $16 million. The combined national
present value cost to State and local governments is $32 million.

Implementing the Emergency Plannino Zones (EPZ) Concept for Most Sites

The national costs to State governments for implementing the Emergency Planning Zones (EPZ)
concept is calculated in a similar matter as described above. These costs are considered as
upper limit bounds and include NRC concurrence costs as shown above.

190' 7C7' I JJi
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A typical State is estimated to incur the following costs as described in Chapter 5:

Plan

Initial $100,000

Update 10,000 per year

Preparedness

Exercises $20,000 per year-

Training-

Initial $20,000

Update 4,000 per year

Resources-

Initial $100,000

Update 10,000 per year

Initial costs for the plan, exercise, training and resources total $240,000. Annual up-
dating costs total $44,000.

For the national present value cost to State governments, formula (1) is used where

Cg = $240,000 and CA = $44,000. The national present value cost to State governments is
estimated accordingly to be $24 million.

For a typical site, local gover.'ments involve four jurisdictions and are estimated to incur
the following costs as described in Chapter 5:

Plan

Initial $4( ,000

Update 4,000

Preparedness

Exercises $20,000 per year-

Training None-

Resources-

Initial $60,000

Update 6,000 per year

These costs do not reflect the entire costs for the 21 high population density (and growth)
sites described in Chapter 5. Initial costs for the plan, exercise, training and resources
total $120,000. Annual updating costs total $30,000.

For the national present value cost to local governments, formula (2) is used where

c, = $120,000 and c, = $30,000. The national present value cost to local governments is
estimated accordingly to be $32 million. The combined national present value cost to State
and local governments is $56 million. (The present value cost for the 21 high population
density (and growth) sites is estimated at $8 million.]

jQ'G} j r-
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Enhancement of Plans and Preparedness by Using Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability
(ARAC) and Ring Systems

The addition of the Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability (ARAC) or the ring system
enhances plans and preparedness for State and local government as described in Chapter 4.
The initial cost per site is estimated at $100,000. Operation and maintenance costs are
estimated at $10,000 per year. The national present value cost to State and local govern-

ments is estimated by using formula (2) with cj = $100,000 and c, = $10,000. As a result,
the national present value cost to State and local governments for ARAC or ring systems is
$16 million.

Summary

The following table summarizes the above national present value costs (millions of dollars):

Total = NRC Concurrence + EPI * + ARAC or Ring System + High Population Density
(and Growth) Sites

State Government 16 8
}16 }8Local bovernment 16 16

Total: 80 32 + 24 + 16 + 8=

*The incremental cost for EPZs.

Reference

1. "A Siting Policy for an Acceptable Nuclear Future," C. C. Burwell, H. J. Chanian,
and A. M. Weinbarg, Science, Vol. 204, June 8, 1979, pp. 1043-1051.
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TABLE C-1. TIME SCHEDULE FOR STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS AND PREPAREDNESS IN SUPPORT OF COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS.

YEAR

STATE 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

1. Alabaea Browns Ferry Bellefonte
Farley

2. Arkansas Arkansas
3. Arizona Palo Verde Stanislaus*4. California Humboldt Bay

Rancho Seco
San Onofre
Diablo Canyon

5. Colorado Fort St.
Vrain

6. Conn. Haddam Neck
Millstone

7. Delaware Salem (NJ)
8. Florida St. Lucie

Turkey Point
Crystal River

9. Georgia Hatch Vogtle
7 10. Illinois Dresden Braidwood Carroll *

'

Quad Cities Byron
Zion Clinton
LaSalle

11. Indiana Marble Hill Bailley
12. Iowa Duane Arnold
13. Kansas Wolf Creek
14. Kentucky Zimmer (OH)
15. Louisiana Waterf)rd River

Bend
16. Maine Maine Yankee
17. Maryland Calvert

Cliffs
18. Mass. Pilgrim Montague*

Yankee Rowe

a
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TABLE C-1 (Continued)

STATE 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1965 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

19. Michigan Palisades Midland Fermi Greenwood *Big Rock
Point

Cook
20.. Minnesota Monticello

Prairie
Island

21. Mississippi Grar.J Gulf yellow

Creek
22. Missouri Callaway
23. Nebraska Cooper

Ft. Calhoun
24. New Jersey Oyster Creek

Sales
25. New Hampshire Seabrook
26. New York FitzPatrick Shoreham Sterling hew Haven Jamesporta

Ginna
Indian Point

p 27. North
'd Carolina Brunswick Harris Perkins

McGuire
28. Ohio Davis Besse Perry Erie

Zimmer
29. Oklahoma Black Fox
30. Oreget Trojan Pebble

Springs31. Pennsyl- Beaver Valley Susquehanna Limerick
vania Peach Bottom

Three Mile
Island

32. Rhode Island New
England.

33. South Oconee Summer Catawba Cherokee
{__. Carolina Robinson

34. Tennessee Sequoyah Hartsville Phipps,3 Watts Bar Bend
'O
N

O
O
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TABLE C-1 (Continued)

STATE 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

35. Texas Commanche South Allens
Peak Texas Creek

36. Vermont Vermont
Yankee

37. Virginia North Anna Central
Surry Virginia"

38. Washington Trojan (OR) WNP Grays Skagit
Harbor

39. West Beaver Valley (PA)
Virginia

40. Wisconsin Kewaunee Tyrone Haven
Point Beach
Lacrosse

Totals: 53 5 6 11 4 6 1 1 6 0 2 6 101 sites

?
* Note: Nine Mile Point is considered to be on the FitzPatrick site.

Hope Creek is considered to be on the Salem site.
Forked River is considered to be on the Oyster Creek site.
Clinch River is not listed.

"These stations are assumed to load fuel in 1990.

Soutces: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Program Summary Report, NUREG-0380, Volume 3, No. 6, June 15, 1979.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S. Department of Energy Construction Status Report - Nuclear Power Plants, Data as of April 30,

1979, NLREG-0030, Vol. II, No. 2, May 1979.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Regulatory Licensing. Status Summary Report - Data for Decisions, Vol. 8, No. 3, May 4, 1979.
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TABLE C-2. STATES WITH OPERATING COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS
(as of May 31,1979)

1. Alabama 11. Maryland 21. Pennsylvania
2. Arkansas 12. Massachusetts 22. South Carolina
3. California 13. Michigan 23. Vermont
4. Colorado 14. Minnesota 24. Virginia
5. Connecticut 15. Nebraska 25. Wisconsin
6. Florida 16. New Jersey
7. Georgia 17. New York
8. Illinois 18. North Carolina
9. Iowa 19. Ohio

10. Maine 20. Oregon

TABLE C-3. CONTIGUOUS STATES TO STATES WITH OPERATING COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS
(as of May 31, 1979)

1. Delaware 4. New Hampshire
2. Kansas 5. Washington
3. Missouri 6. West Virginia

Note: Criterion for selection is 10 miles from the nuclear power station.

TABLE C-4. ADDITIONAL STATES FORECAST TO HAVE OPERATING COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS
BY THE END OF 1980 (Not listed in Tables C-1 or C-2)

1. Mississippi
2. Tennessee
3. Texas

TABLE C-5. ADDITIONAL CONTIGUOUS STATES TO STATES WITH NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS FORECAST
FOR OPERATION BY THE END OF 1980

1. Kentucky
2. Louisiana

TABLE C-6. ADDITIONAL STATES FORECAST TO HAVE OPERATING COMMEnCIAL NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS
BY THE END OF 1982

.

1. Arizona
2. Indiana
3. Oklat. ea

TABLE C-7. ADDITIONAL STATE FORECAST TO HAVE AN OPERATING COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWER
BY THE END OF 1987

1. Rhode Island

Sources: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Program Summary Report, NUREG-0380, Volume 3,
No. 6, June 15, 1979.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S. Department of Energy, Construction
Status Report - Nuclear Power Plants, Data as of April 30, 1979, NUREG-0030,
Vol. II, No. 2, May 1979.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Regulatory Licensing, Status Summary Report -
Data for Decisions, Vol. 8, No. 3, May 4, 1979.
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APPENDIX D

Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability

The primary objective of the Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability (ARAC) is to provide
timely technical advice to government decisionmakers. ARAC is a service developed at the
Lawrence Livermore Lal, oratory (LLL), Livermore, California, by the U.S. Department of Energy.
This service is a real-time capability to predict accurately and swiftly the effects on the
population and the environment of an accidental release of radionuclides from a nuclear power
station. ARAC uses data from radiological sensors on the site of the nuclear power station,
meteorological inputs (both onsite and offsite), a centralized computer (which could be at
Livermore or at any State capital), and an onsite small computer in order to make a variety of
calculations and dose projections. The predicted atmospheric diffusion of the plume of
released radioactive material, which is influenced by local and regional meteorological and
topographical conditions, is calculated by a set of complex regional atmospheric transport and
diffusion computer codes and models. As currently envisioned by a number of planners, the
local and/or regional concentration pattern is translated immediately into predicted exposure
rate and dose projection patterns. This information becomes available to local, State and
Federal (e.g., NRC and FEMA) officials, in addition to the utility operating the nuclear power
station, for emergency protection action decisionmaking, such as evacuation or sheltering
recommendations to the impacted population nearby the site.

ARAC produces two levels of advisory information. Level-1 is an early forecast of significance
out to about 3 to 6 miles from the nuclear power station site. The information is available

within 3 to 5 minutes after receipt of input data. Level-2 advisories are calculated by the

use of validated state-of-the-art numerical modeling techniques appropriate for the magnitude
c' the problem, the complexity of the meteorology and topography, and the availability of input
c .a. Level-2 advisories may consist of predicted concentration patterns, estimated exposure-
rate patterns, dose projections, and predicted ingestion pathway concentrations. This informa-
tion is expected to be available within 30 to 40 minutes after the receipt of input data. All

of the advisory information should be shared among local, State, Federal and operating utility
officials in order to supply a common data base for the coordination of emergency action
decisionmaking. Sharing can easily be accomplished by means of a 5-way party telephone line.
Dedicated lines are preferable.

ARAC offers a tool for the most comprehensive planning, exercising, response, and recovery
operations compared to other tools presently available. Since its inception in 1973, ARAC has
been activated on numerous occasions. In addition to routine tests of the system's capabilities
and the generation of scenarios for periodic tests of site emergency prep redness procedures,
ARAC has been involved in analyzing various actual or potential radioactive releases. These
include the COSMOS 954 reentry and the Fort St. Vrain release in 1978, and the Three Mile
Island accident in 1979.

1792 004
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Currently, NRC is funding a feasibility study that incorporates ARAC services into emergency
response plans and programs of the Rancho Seco Nuclear Power Station. This study involves the
operator of Rancho Seco, the Sacramento Municipal Utility District, the Sacramento County
Office of Emergency Opec 3tions and the State of California Office of Emergency Services.

Other applications of ARAC include the periodic assessac it of normal operating releases from
facilities, such as LLL, Rocky Flits Plant in Golden, Colorado, arn the Savannah River Plant in
Aiken, South Carolina. ARAC could also be used for accidental atmospheric releases of toxic
materials from chemical plants.

References

1. " ARAC Feasibility Study for the NRC, Phase I: Final Report," Leonard C. Rosen
and Richard C. Orphan, Lawrence Livermore L: % oratory, March 1979. Available from NRC.

2. " Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability (ARAC,'- Development and Plans for Imple-

nentation," Marvin H. Dickerson and Richard C. Orpi.'n, Lawrence Livermore Laboratory,
UCRL-51839, June 5,1975. Available from NTIS.

3. "i. Concept for an Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability," M. H. Dickarson,

J. B. Knox, J. J. Cohen, and R. C. Orphan, Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, UCRL-51656,
October 2, 1974. Available from NTIS.

1"7 005

D-2



APPENDIX E

Comment Letters

The draft report was completed on Tuesday, March 27, 1979, the day before the accident at
inree Mile Island Nuclear Power Station - Unit 2, near Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. No changes
were made in the draft report as a result of the accident on the assumption that any changes
would be premature and that a baseline study would be most useful. Accordingly, the printing
schedule for March 30, 1979 was not interrupted.

In view of the accident and related events at Three Mile Island, timely review of the draft
report was requested from a number of parties:

. Office Directors, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission;
Federal Interagency Central Coordinating Committee (Radiolog' cal Emergency
Preparedness);

Interorganizationi Advisory Committee on Radiological Emergency Response Planning.

and Preparedness of the Conference of (State) Radiation Control Program Directors;
Mr. Gordon Vickery, Acting Director, U.S. Federal Eme rgency Management Agency
(FEMA);

Mr. J. Dexter Peach, Director, Energy and Minerals Division, U.S. General
Accounting Office;
All State and local governments participating in the study;.

Various government associations;.

. Utility industry;

Public interest groups; and

Anyone requesting a copy.

Altogther, almost 400 copies were distributed.

The written comments received are displayed in Exhibit A. Some commenters telephoned their

comments and are not included here. The final report attempts to revise, clarify, resolve
and highlight the issues of most concern to the commenters. The principal issues of the
commenters are hi hlighted below.g

PRINCIPAL ISSUES

The principal issues fall into three categories, costs, funding and administration. They
are summarized below and addressed in the text at the appropriate location.

1atong 006
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Costs !

1. The cost projections seem too high.
2. The costs presented may increase because of the Three Mile Island accident.
3. There is an impact on costs to States from the early Federal participation in

monitoring, etc. and the interface with the Interagency Radiological Assistance Plan
(IRAP).

4. There seems to be insufficient information supporting the cost estimates that are
provided.

5. The draft report is premature in dealing with monetary concerns because the Commission
has not yet provided guidance with respect to emergency planning.

6. The calculations for total costs for States and local governments give no consideration
to the fact that several States already have plans with NRC concuarence.

7. The discrepancy in salary between local government officials and the $20,00u minimum
yearly salary for local Civil I efense/ Emergency Services directors is too great and
causes local political problems.

Funding

1. The principio of recovery of all Feder01, State and local government costs by imposing
a fee on the utility should be the keystone of any funding proposal.

2. Financial participation on the part of the States is needed to encourage of.er kinds of
participation on the part of the State as well.

3. The grant program may not be the best way to accomplish federal funding.
4. The interim use of funds derived from existing fees for Construction Permits and

Operating Licensees should be considered.
5. The rationale for diverting $15 million from NRC's Light Water Reactor (LWR) safety

research program to fund State and local radiological earegency response plans and
preparedness for high risk sites (high rapulation density and growth sites) is not well
developed.

Administration
1. An effective administration structure must be addressed.
2. Funding State and local government plans and preparedness with money from utilities

without being funneled through the Federal government should be explored.
3. Congressional and Executive Brand aonn., val of budget requests for State and local

government funding is necessary in the proposed mechanism.
4. The possible effect of the recommendation that all State and local government plans

must have NRC concurrence before NRC grarts an Operating License might enable any State
or local government to defer or prevent the operation of a nuclear power station.

5. Areas that have no Civil Defense /Emergencv Services director to coordinate planning is
a problem that is difficult to resolve.

6. The usefulness of 10 NRC consultants on loan to State and local government is
questioned.
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EXHIBIT A

Comment Letters

Federal I Central Commonwealth of Kentucky
CoonEneting .mittee Department for Human Resources. . . . . . A28
Department of Defense State of Wisconsin
Defense Civil Preparedness Agency. . . . . .A1 Department of Local Affairs and
Department of Housirig Development. . . .. .A26
and Urban Development / State of Delaware
Federal Disaster Assistance Administration. . A2 Office of Management, Budget,
General Services Administration / and Planning. , .A27. .

Federal Preparedness Agency. . . . . . . . .A5 Georgia Department of
..A28Environmental Protection Agency. . . A8 Human Resources. . ..

..

Department of Transportation. .....A7 Commonwealth of Virginia
Office of Emergency and Energy Services. . . A29

Department o' Energy. . . . . .. . . ..A8

Local Govemment
Advloory Sacramento County

Departmentof GeneralServices. . .A30
Colorado Department of Health. .A9 Columbia County, Oregon.

State of Washington Office of Emergency Services. . . .A32..

Department of Emergency Services. . .A9 Citrus County
State of Connecticut Department of Disaster Preparedness. .A33
Office of Civil Preparedness. . . . .A10 St. Lucie County.

State of Califomia Office of Disaster Preparedness. . . .A36
Officaof EmergencyServices. .A11 Dothan/ Houston County
Oswego County Office of Civil Defense. .A37
Office of Emergency Preparedness Blakely/Early County
Civ.i Defense. . . . . . . ...A13 Civil Defense Department. . .A38.. . ... .

Linn County / Municipal Civil Defense. .A14 Kentuckiana Regional Planning and
Kitsap County Development Agency. . .A38.

Department of Eme..gency Services. .A15 Cowlitz County
Department of Emergency Services. .A39.

Unleed States Federal Govemment
Ph Regulatory N Department of Defense
Offica of Policy Evaluation. . .A17 Defense Civil Preparedness Agency. .A41.... .

Office of the Executive Legal Director. .A18 Department of Commerce
Office of Nuclear Reactor Requlation. ..A19 National Oceanic and Atmospheric

Adminietration. .A41Office of Inspecuon and Enforcement. .A20
Nu egutgCo onOffice of Standards Development. .A20 J

Office of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards. . . . . . . . . A21 Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Martin-Office of. . ..

Office of the Controller. . .A22 Nuclear Reactoc Regulation. .A44.. . ...
.

Office of Intemational Programs. . .A23
m Interest d hOffice of Managunent and

Policy Analysis. .A23 Natural Resources
Defense Council, Inc., .A46
Friends of the Earth. .A47%
BattWe. . .A47State of Alabama .

Civil Defense Department. . . . .A24 Safe Energy Allianco. .A48
..

State of Tennessee New Jersey Public Interest
Office of Civil Defense and Research Group. . .A48.

Emergency Preparedness. .A25 Frances Weinberg. .A49.. .

I?92 008



Federal Interagency Central
Coordinating Committee

o.p-tm.ntof o.r.o cuDef. nee :%_:, n Ag.ncy

2.
- DCFENSE CMt. PREPAREDNESS AGENCY paragraoh 1 indicate the problem. OCPA is restricted by law from

. , WASHINGTON. DC 2030 exceeding 50 percent matching funds support for Personnel and Adnin-
1strative expenses. Therefore, new legislation would be required to3

support local goverments in the emergency planning zone (EPZ) at either
the 100 percent level Ge 75 percent level,

g g. g On page !!-61, paragraph 2, the assumption that no costs are assigned to
instrumentation is not valid. The Broc" . --* does not involve

Mr. Robert G. Ryan, Director " modification" of civil defense instrtsnents but rather u.mg standard
Office of State Programs instruments -ith auxiliary air sampling equipment which must be procured.

As a resul are may be substantial costs associated with instrumen-Nuclear Regula.ori Comission tation.Washington. 0.C. 20.55

Dear Mr. Ryan: In addition to the training mentioned in this study, there is need for
a basic manual to guide and assist State and local officials, written
in non-technical terms and covering the .1esics of operational planning,Your letter of April 10, 1979 to Mr. Gordon Vickery Acting Director, capability development, evacuation concept, shelter, warning and can-Federal Emergency Management Agency, enclosing copies of the draft munications, and pubite infomation matters. Sasic info., nation on thereport, "Beyond Defense-in-Depth: Cost and Funding of State and Local

Government Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in threat and measures to protect the public would also be included in
Support of Comercial Nuclear Power Stations.* has been forwarded to addition to use of civil defense detection equiprant, emergency protective
this office for reply. measures and operational readiness criteria,

As stated on page 1, the report was completed before the Three Mile Other than the shortcomings mentioned above. we believe that this
report will be helpful in determining more effective ways to developIsland Nuclear Power Station incident which started on nrch 28, 1979,

This incident has given us some new insights concerning planning for preparedness plans for nuclear poner plant locations.
the protection of the populace near such stations. Already tnere is
more attention being given to this type planning and there are indica- Sincerely,
tions that a great deal more will be done in the fut'tre. This trend
may mean that the ccsts pt .sented on page I-l wil) increase. - gg
We believe that State and local goverments n ed the help of Federal Bardyl R. Tiranaagencies in the development of these plans. DCPA assistance during Directorthe Three Mile Island incident in hsiping host comunities prepare to
receive relocatees from risk areas was deeply apr eciated, and most
local officials recamnend that we preside more of this kind of assist-
ance in future emeracncies. In this regard Radiological Emergency
Response Planning (RERP) assistance for State and local governments
appears to fall under the responsibilities of the Federal tmergency

- Management Agency (FEMA). Of course, technical assistance will be
required from the Nuclear Regulatr y Comission. Enviromental Protec-
tion Agency and others.

:g The report is very comprehensive. Problems involved te RERP are well'

documented. The cost tables will be of great help in future work;W however, some cf the problems such as the areas that have no civil
N defense director to coordinate planning are going to be difficult to

overcome.

O C- f art I, Executive Sumary, is a little misleading in regard to page I-1,""
paragraph 2, on the $40 million for the FEMA personnei and administrationC C funding of local goverment at 100 percent support and page I-2, para-

g . graph 4 ori the same subject. Page II-91, paragraph 5, and Page !!-111,

5
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Urban Development A&niniseresion

e' T DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING ANO ORaAN DEVELOPMENT
e rs penas ossasvan assasTasses aoussessinariose

'8 wa8Messovose, o C 306to

oes.ce oe rne ao .e,stnaron 3,7 gg, 7979 ,,,,w,,,,,,,,

Mr. Robert G. Ryan
Director
Office of State Programs
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555 -smEMm ar

WILLIAM B. WIICOX, ADMINISTRATOR
g

^
This Agency, as requested, has reviewed the draft report
NURE3-0553 or. RERP funding. We favor most of its recommenda- BEMRE THE
tions and are prepared to support NRC as appropriate.

There are, however, scme questions that could be raised
*

with respect to the financial proposals contained in the THREE MILE .SLAND
report. For example, it has been our experience that 3 tate
financial participaticn tends to encourage other kinds of
participation on the part of the States as well. Ccntrary-
wise when there is "no money on the barreihead," t.:ere is
not likely to be any other kind of commitment , either. APRIL 26, 1379

A central issue from our point of view not addressed by
the study is that of achieving an effective administratire
structure. The expenditure ce more taxpayers. or ratepayers',
dollars will not necessarily assure an improved radiolog2 cal
respons* capability. AdeQuatJ funds. combined with Commitment
and adequate administrative organization, should be calle t
for. The attached testimony which i gave before the
Presidential Commission on Three-Mile Island, particularly
the latter portion, suggests one way of assuring that we
get something more than just more McVement of papers and
documents from the expenditure cf more dollars.

If you would like to discuss ttris with ce further at any point,
please do not hesitate to corfect me.

//
'

.

r, y Q -' <

~ Q' /
W1 liam H. W11ccx

N Administrator

Attachment
C
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A public T.V. p wgram on Three-Mil's Island Monday of Pegion III, Philadelphia, Taderal Disaster Assistance

night reported that there are now known to be underway Administration an'd Mr. John McConnell of the Defense
nine different irvestigations of one aspect or another Civil Preparedness Agency of the Department of Defense.

of the TMI incident. There will come from these I have, however, had considerable experience with

investigations and the specialized studies to follow a emergency management both as Secretary of Jommunity Affairs

mass of findings and recommendations covering sociological, in Pennsylvania for six and one-half years and as Admin-
scientific, legal, eco .cmic and mental and physical health istrator of the Federal Disaster Assistance Administration
aspects of TMI. Within a few years, the people of metro- for the last 15 months. During the TMI crisis days I

politan Harrisburg, Pennsyvlania, may be the most studied personally directed the FDAA Operation Center which, at the

people in the world. No doubt they will have long since direction of *he White House, served as a bridge between
tired of itt the Nucl ar Regulatory Cceimission (NRC) and most of the

A Presidential Commission has an opportunity to stand other Federal agencies providing support. For 10 days we

above this and review the overall policy perspective. I provided a daily report on Federal activities to Jack

hope you will present to President Carter no mort than a Watson. Mr. Adancik coordinated non-scientific Federal
half dozen clear and simple major policy findings and operations in Harrisburg. Mr. McConnell provided critical

reconunendations, supported by such extensive documentation technical assistance to the State and counties in planning
as may La required. for possible evacuation.

In fact, the six functions assigned to the Commission While we propose to avoid the invidious implications of

by President Carter provides primarily the foundation needed second guessers, some preparedness lessons, perhaps also
for addressing the broad issues the March - April radiological applicable to other places and times, now appear evident from
incident at TMI raises. This testimony deals largely with the TMI emergency. I respectfully suggest the following

" the issue of preparedness raised by (C) in the Commission's initial findings which can be subject to later verification.
|%)

charter. I certainly would be prepared to defend them here under

N Covernor Thornturgh has said he's now ready for .he questioning:

second guessers. Lst me say that I was not present at 1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission lacks both the
O

Three Mile Island like my two companions and adiisors here carrot (dollars) or the stick (authority) to encourage

this morning -- Mr. Robert Adamcik, Regional Cire. tor adequate state and local governmental preparedness for~

D % 3D *DPI "
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radiological accidents? specialized, regionalized coordi ated emergency response

2. Many .)f the assurances stovided by public structure, designed in the det'. by the state's governor

agencies to the Metropo.itan Edison as to available or legislature. The creation . effs:tive planning by such

resources in the case of a radiological intident at MI a governmental or quasi-governmental agency should be a

were so much bure 'crat? boilerplate and were not always prerequisite for a licens*e to operate a new nuclear power

raievant to actual capability. plant and should be required, after a reasonaale time span,

3. Annex E, Nuclear Incidents (Fixed Facility) of of existing plants as a condition for continued operation.

the Ccmmonwealth of Pennsylvania Disaster Operations Plan Among the agencies which would be terresented on the policy-

is so vague as tm be of little value. making body would be the NRC and/or the Federal Emergency

4. Tha pre-emergency coordination between county civil Management Agency (FEnA), the State Bureau of Radiological

defense organizations was we k and inadequate. Health, the State emeroency officer, the county, city or

5. The area and pcpulation contemplated for evacuation towr. executives on gove.ning bodies and the licensee.

was much greater in ectuality than that provided for in the With respect to either emergency planning or operations

pre-emergency plans. no advisory commission can compel effective plans and

6. Responsible Federal agencies have not given readiness. The Ccamnission, however, can suggest a structure

suf ficient priority to the prompt review of State Radiological that will encourage coordination, cooperation, and communi-

Emergency Response Plans. cation. What I have proposed here will, in my view, do

I respectfully suggest that pre-emergency planning and just that.

readiness requires coordination, cooperation and communication.

*he need for these 3 C's in other types of community an1 area

planning, such as highway planning, econemic development and

health and hospital planning,has been Jemonstrated by

experience decades ago and TMI may well have demonstrated

w the need for this type of planning and .eadiness structure in

N emergency operations, too. While the Federal Government

*
must be sensitive to state and local laws and customs, it

--- should,in my view, set the framewort requirements for a

N
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money from public utilities to fund local planning, without
being funneled througa the Federal Governmen*, should be
discussed in this paper.

M 1 4 1971
The calculations used to arrive at estimated ccets of de-
ve?3 ping the required plane apicar to overlook several
factors which could substantially reduce these costs. For

Mr. Robert G. Ryan, Director example, the draft seport recommends training for two sets
Office of State Programs of State survey teams (page 11-61) to per.ait relief cf these
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission teams every 12 hours. However, no met. tion is made of Federal
Washington, DC 20555 monitoring teams which would certainly be on the scena

within a few hours. Likewise, the calculations of total
Dear Mr. Ryant costs for State and local governments (pages II-70 s 71)

gives no cor ideration to the fact that several states
Thank you for asking James Thcmas to comment on your draft already har plans with NRC concurrence. In addition, many
report " Cost and Funding of State and Local Covernment of the 65 power plants which will be coming on line in the
Radiological Dnergency Response Plans and Preparedness in future will not require a full scale planning effort since
Support of Commercial N telear Power Stations." they will be located on the same site with existing plants.

Although the draft report is quite detailed, it is sile.t In summary, th- material prh ented in this report provides
on several points which might well be discussed. First, conaiuerable background data useful in futnre decision-
the report recommends increased licensing fees as 1 rethod making. However, as we have observed above, you may wisc
of funding State and local planning. This change would to review and refine some of the ideas and cost estimates
require legislation which may take some time. Consequently, ccatained in this report.
this report should also discuss the feasibility of using,
at least on an interim basis, funds derived from existing Sincerely,
fees for construction permits and operating licenses.

Second, the report should consider the possible effect of
the recommendation that all h e a.d local government plans
must have NRC concurrence b4 fore NRC gants an operating Arnold C. Lewis
license. Such a requiremeat would enable any State or Acting Chief
local government to defer or prevent the operation of a P urces Management Division
power plant. With the current level of public opposition
to nuclear power, a public utility would be extremely re-
luctant to undertake construction of a nuclear power plant
when faced with the possibility that just one local govern-

. d ment could prevent the operation of that facility. In
g addition, if such a prerequisite were imposed, wos.ld it be

retroactive to a power plant now in operation? If a local
N ,or State government failed to develop an acceptable plan,

would NRC be prepared to withdraw its operating permit even
if the power plant (s) was needed to prevent power shortages?

-- Third , the entire report appears to be based on the assumption
that there are no reasonable alternatives to 100 percent

U Federal funding of State and local radiological emergency
response planning. If thi report does, in fact, make such
an assumption, we have some trouble with it. State and
local governments still have primary responsibility for
the safety of the people. However, the feasibility of using

h)h f''' f|( p q ri n -
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(Oj UNn ED STA'ES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY lt is clear that the current hybrid approach to funding

w a sm NG vcN Dc 2:460 emergency response planning is not the answer to the curretat problems
% c# in planning. The recommendation of the draft report that utilities

f%s State and local planning erforts through increased licensing
fees levied by NRC initially appears to be an attracti.*

May 24.1979 alternative. Since the report raises this central issue of funding
by utill*ies I feel that thjo issue should be addressed reparately
and be evaluated in light of its advantages and disadvantages befwe
I could comp 1.etely agree with such an approach.

Mr. Robert G. Ryan If you have any question. conoort.ing my comments, please call me.
Chairman, Federal Intertgency Central

Coordinating Committee (RERP) Sincerely yours.
Office of State Programa
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cos e , ion

.
Washington, D.C. 20555 a

F m Calpin
Dear Bob: Director

Environmental Analysis Division
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on *Beyond Office of Radiation Programs (ANR 461)

Defense-in-Depth,* NUREG-0553. This is an excellent and valuable
reference for our growing library of emergency response planning ce: Harold Collina
documents. The estimated costs for the preparation of emergency
plans is useful information in assessing the cost effectiveness
aspects of deriving Protective Action Guides since these costs, on a
continuing basis, can become very substantial.

I believe we should further explore the concept of requiring NRC
* approved * State and local emergency response plans as a condition of
licensing ano operation of nuclear power plar.tJ. As I understand the
situatiin, t*:1s would require nos legislation. *1so, NRC's present
concurrence mechanism any need to be reevaluateu *.o aske the
concurrence activity more meaningful. The curror.. concurrence

|procedures basically approve a State radiological energency response
plan (i.e., a piece of proer), but, untti very recently, had no
requirement that the plan be tested prior to concurrence. I
understand from NBC's 1978 annual report that successful testing of
plans hse very recently been incorporated as a condition prior to
issuing concurrence. Although this is a step in the right direction,
it does not, in all cases, guarantee that local plans have been
coordinated with and integrated in the State p?an, nor that titese. - - *

'a- 1 plans can be successfully tested. Participation of local
..; orities in .he overall State plan is, in my opiaion, essential to

W successful implementation of the overall plan. It may be that
concurrence needs to be staged in phases, i.e., (1) the plan,
(2) testing, and (3) periodic retestings. Perhaps we cou1J get
together soon to discuss our v!ews on the development of local plans
and the integrated testing cf * tate plans with utilit, and localC governmental plans.

.
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEP arf 414T OF TR ANSPORT Afl09 transp etation radiological emergencies wi2'. need to be taken by
essenec ame s,. . eaoceams ao= staano e personne.' who have little radiological training but regularly deal

4 f07770F'(177(J\ s td 777 with man) other emergencies more eartous than most transportation
radiological emergencies.

omre May 22, 1979
In consideration of the " Preferred Approach' . page Il-115. the

,, revenues to local and state governmenta derhed f rom the utilitiessus;ect. Draft IL >rt - Beyond Defense-in-Depth Coat and .
Funding of Stav and Local Government Radiological might uot be significantly decreased if NRC provi8ed all fundin?
Emergency Response Plane and Preparedness in Support of for plans and preparedness from increased fee set-dules. This might
Commercial Nuclear Power Stations. NL1tEC 0553. March 30,1979. etaply result in further inflation of utility charges to customers.

**o. Health Physicist. Office of Razardous Materials Regulation The funde from NRC would free funds within the states for applicat*on
Materials Transportation Bureau to treaspor' Mion plans and preparedness. This might be considered

inequit * .. . r the power stations to be essentially funding the
transpor a tion plans and preparednese; however, the same revenues

'O Robert C. Ryan also fiaud schools parks, welfare, etc. since all states require
,

Director. Office of State Programe plane and preparedness for transportation emergencies for all
hasardous asterials.it may be more appropriate for FEMA and/or osW rNuclear Regulatory Commission agencies to develop the programs and administer fu '.ing for the
transportation radiological emergencies as a component of a broad

The subject draft report has been reviewed. Although it is directed transportation emergencias system. This would require the agencies
at fixed nuclear facilities, the objectives for improving capabilities to work closely with NRC at state. regional. end local levels, ane
at state and local levels certainly impact capabilities for handling NRC would exercise the F-imary guidance for the radiological aspects.
transportation accidents.

*

The statements es page 11-69 understate the differences between the f

plans and preparedness for power station and transportation emergencies. [
A. Wendell CarrikerSeveral of the significant differences. in addition to unknown location.

for transportation emergencies are'

1. Smaller sowce tems and atteadant lower risks;

2. Creater frequency of occurrence of minor consequence
incidents that will draw public interest and concern;

3. All state and many local governments within the
states need coordinated plane;

~

M 4. There is seldom any radiological expertise on the
scene until some time after most incidents occur; and

O
N 5. Effective plans and preparedness within a state will

result in shallow capabilittee of broad geographic
coverage that can readily draw on in-tepth capabilities

Q from strategic locations within the state.

The emergency response system for transportation emergencies must be~

Q closely integra ed with the system for nuclear power fecilities, at
least at the top levels in a state. The data in table 13. page II-84,
supports the basic position that the early r' t c f>
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* 10 28
Department of Erergy
Washington. D.C. 20545

Mr. Robert G. Ryan. Director
Office of State Programs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washington. D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Ryan:

We have reviewed the draf t report "Beyond Defense-!n-Depth: Cost
and Funding of State and Local Government Radiological Emergency
Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Comercial Nuclear
Power Stations, NintEG-0553. March 30.1979.* distributed to the
Federal Interager- ' Central Coordinating Conriittee.

We have no substantive coments to make on the draft report.

Sincerely.

IM
JdeDeal.kctingChief

Enyttonmental Protection and

PublIc Safety Branch
Ot..s ka cf Operational and

Envirovanental Safety

a

N
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N
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Advisory Committas

caor.so oeperiment or state or wad *sion
Hoehh Department or Energency Services

o ;M
if. W

%
STATE OF DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY SERVICES.,

g j WAS11NGTON me man w,, om won ewee amnnas

. Dmy Lee Ray Beny J WCatand.Dweces

OsLORa00 SEPaRTWEET OF M8aLH June 5, 1979
4210 EAST ffTH AVEMat DENVER, COLORADO 80220 MONE 320-8333

M2y 22, 1979
Mr. Robert Ryan, Director
Office of State Programs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Consnission

Robert G. Ryan, Director Washington D.C. 20555
Office of State Programs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Dear Mr. Ryan:
Washington, D. C. 20555

Thank you for the corsnent copy of Steve Salomon's draf t report
Dear Mr. y n: on financing fixed nuclear f acility offsite emergency plans.

My staff found this report interesting and informative. They
I have reviewed the "Draf t Report - Beyond Defense-in-Depth: Cost and were very pleased to note that the information we shared with
Funding of State and Local Government Radiological Emergency Response Mr. Salomon was co- ctly used in the paper.
Pland and Preparedness. In Support of Consnercial Nuclear Power Stations
NUREG - 0553, March 20.1979 " prepared by Dr. Solomon of Fur office. As for the report's onclusion, we believe that tne only pos-

.sible way to adequately finance offsite emergency plans for
I strongly support the basic philosophy of this study which is advocating fixed nuclear f acilities is to require the license no' der to
financial assistance to state and local governments to develop off-sice guarantee an adequate sum of money to be used by local govern-
radiological emergency response plans. It is certainly appropriate to ments to develop and periodically update such emergency plans.
require the nuclear power plant operator to pay for the development of Therefore, we coccur with the proposal to require license hol-
emergency p'ans meeting NRC concurrence criteria and to issue an operatin9 ders to financially supp~t energency plans. We also believe
license only when sur* a plan has received concurrence following the that some special plannt g circumstances (such as the Trojan
successful completion of a full scale realistic test exercise. However* Plant problem of an Ore 4... based utility locating on the State's
in reality, it will not be the utility conpany that pays for this but the border with Wasnington) need to be closely examined as the great-
energy consumers who will see the expense passed on to them in the form of er question of emergency plan financing is addressed.
higner utility bills.

All in all, we have no qualms or quarrels with Mr. Salomon's
The use of Federal consultants to work with state and local planners may have report, and we hope the Cortnitston soon takes nis fuggestion',
some merit but only under the following conditions: to heart.

1) The consultants must ha technically experienced in emergency response Sincerely,
planning and experienced in workino with state and local government
perso nnel . ,3 g,

?) It must be eacnasized that the state and local governmmts are to take Betty J. McClelland
the lead roll in aggressively attacking planning problems and should Director

N. rely on the federal consultant for technical assistance but not leadership.
BJM:rn%Q On page !!-116, second paragraph the statament" . _. _ . state and local,

N, governments both receive NRC concurrence" needs clarification. !s
concurrence to be given to the governments on the plan? How do " bot'i"
receive concurrence assuming there is one " state" plan?

O
Si nce rely, 9-

N U
James L. Pentgomery, Section Chief U V
Radiation and Hazardous
Wastes Control Division

JL'1:e r
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State of Connecticut
Office of Civil F.=;=d:::
--

-

,

.% STATE OF CONNECTICUT
sMs *2*DEP ARTMENT OF Pt,8 tic SAFETT

q') ha OFFICE OF CIVIL PRET AREDNESS

3) The need for contiguous state planning with
3,y 3, 1979 follow-up drills and exercisaa where needed.

4) The requirement for media centers.

Mr. Robert G. Ryan, Director In summary we are in agreement that funding will be needed
Office of State Programs to assist in the planning and preparedness processa but we
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cocunission do have additional concerns, and we do not entirely agree
Washington, D.C. 20555 with the method of raising or distributing the funda. An

additional 10 NRC consultants will probably not provide an
Dear Mr. Ryan: insnediate answer to the needs of state and local government.

We have reviewed the report of Dr. Stephen N. Salomon of *#I *#" I I "#**
your office.

Some of Dr. Salomon's recommendations are favorable, and
others we feel may be very inappropriate in this state.

Frank Mancuso
**** **** #

Partofthedifficultyarisesrefvemafortaxbenefitsardin funding, because
single towns in Connecticut rece
from nuclear facilities, whereas an incident may impact on
many towns or communities. In other words, there is a
divergence between the risks and the benefits geographically,
One case in oint would be the suggestion for a $20,000 pg.,q

cc: A. Hekkingminimum year y salary for local Civil Preparedness Directors
TOACin the vicinity of nuclear power plants. The salary should C.F*be in line with the heads of other emergency departtrent heads

to keep from causing problems in small towns. In our state
some towns exert more emergency leadership than others and
population size in many cases exerts the pressura for a
greater need for emergency leadership.

It would appear tha a more equitablo funding technique would
be to set a top sum available for towns and states to increase
their peacetime nuclear preparedness and allow them (the towns
and states) to submit an individual grant application for funds
to serve their needs for plans, equipment and personnsl. Some
towns are already better prepared in some areas of emergency
preparedness than o;hers. Some of Connecticut's towns would
have a greater need for a media center or special communications
network rather than a more comprehensive planning effcrt.

Some items of concern to Connecticut not covered in the report
are:

1) Refresher training for those train =d at Las Vegas in-
the RERO course,

g 2) "'he problems of standardization in planning - i.e.
iheident classes tary from state to state, record

N keeping of public exposure, on-site mor.itoring pro-
cedures gnd evacuation signs."' 566-3180

C 700 Broad Street - Hartford.Conneaiem %II5
~ 4e Equal Opports.mos Empnoser

D
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D. Finally, you indicate this document presents a program at a cost believed to
(916) e21-e995 be efficient, effective, and equitable. Frankly, I didn't see anything that

describes how this $147 million is going to be administered over the next 20
June 11, 1979 years that would make the program efficient and eqdtable. The disbursement

of these funde to the myriad of jurisdictions in the United States is going
to be difficult, to say the least.

I don't intend the above or the attached comments to be derogatory in any sense.
Stephen N. Salomon This is an excellent document representing an awful lot of hard work and you are
Office of State Programs to be congratulated fc7 your ef forts. Your travels throu(Nt the United States
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory M ssion undoubtedly brought you into contact with a wide variety or state and local
Mail Stop 7109 government priorities and compotentey. 7t should be clear trat unless a mechanism
Nashington, D. C. 20555 is devised to properly administer and coordinate the program it will fail even

though $147 million is made available. This point didn't receive the attention
Dear Steves it deserves in your report.

Attached are specific commente dealing with "SZYOND DEFENSE-IN-DEPTM*, NUREG* If you are available in Bethesda during the ;0AC meeting June 18-21, perhape we
can M ecuss this further.0553. I realiae my comuments are quite lafe, nevertheless, I did u.at to share

them with you.
Sincerely,

In addition to the specific comments, I have some general observat.ons regard-
ing the Executive Summary, pages I.1. and I.2. ,

p EAhv\./M
A. I am confused why we would spend $35 million for achieving NRC concurrence

J[hn Kearnswhile simultaneously spending 527 million for implementing the I d concept Aegit Tint Directorfor most sites. Are these mutually exclusive events? I would ,eagine our
total planning effort should be directed to the EP2 concept ant', not simp 1Y attachmentto get NRC concurrence.

3. The $5 million for 10 Office of State Programs, NEC consultants is only for
5 years and not for the period of 1980-2000. I know this is a matter of
semantics, but it should be made clear. In fact, many of the costs included
in the 8147 millica will be expended in the first fe. years with only main-
tenance costs during the remainder of the 20-year period.

C. With regard to 100% funding of local government officials, are the $40 million
FEMk funds to be distributed over the 20-year periods if not, over what period?

~ If its over the 20 years, this is only an increase of $2 million per year.
This won't get us very much even though you propose a salary of about $20,000
per year for these individuals, whereas $100,000 is propcaed for the 10 NRC

Q consultants. You reference this 1G funding to all impacted jurisdictiors
within the 10-n11e EPT without identafying how many jurisdictions would be
involved. Also, if FEMA is going to provide IJ0% for personnel within the
10-mile EPZ, will they provide 10C% funding for personnel within a potential
earthquake zone, or tornado region, or hurricane area? What I'm trying to
say is, I seriously doubt FEMA can provide 100% funding without the floodgates

i
. ,D o ~ ;

-

ygn~ being opened for requests from a'' over the country for all kinds of hazards. p r rt1e wga aJm f1

'

a

A11



CALIFCRNIA OFFICE CF EMERGENCY SERVICES Nt| REG-055 3 - p2
CCseENTS PEGARDING

*BEYCND DEyENSE-IN-CEPTH"

Nt' REG-055 3 Pages
EY

11-49 The comment regarding - her government manpower sta should be v bwedStephen N. Salomon
as real costs in an int Jting one. I think they become real theU. S. Nuclear Regulatory Cosatission
minute additional resoua s or manpower are required above and beyond

em,ggy their normal day-to-day perations. Obviously, highway restoration is
a normal function of the Highway Department, but if they have to hire

Part g a planner to develop plans to mitigate unique disasters affecting the
highways, tun this pienner is a real cost. As I said its an ipterest-

Pages ing thought.

I-1 6 I-2 Refer to cover letter dated June 11, 1979, John J. Kearns to
s par ieular c utse has reached virtually all of the presently in-Dr. Stephan N. Salomon.

volved jurisdictions. However, with the advent of the enlarged plan-

Part II ning a noe a lot of new jurisdictions will be involved and this course
will have to be put "on-the-road * to meet these needs.

Pages

II-53 The statement "Some local officials believe that additional costs willII-6 The historical costs indicate a great deal of uncertainty about the
be incurred if local plans are reviewed in order to achieve NRC con-actual costs of preparing the plans. I know we did not keep accurate
currence. " really scares me. Does this mean their local plans havetime reports of all staff members involved in this effort, as well as

compiling all incidental costs associated with the plan development been developed without textng concurrence it.to consideration? Have

and distribution. I'm certain other states faced the same problems '' y ignored 75/111 or what?

we did in trying to answer your questions regarding funding.
Also, I'm not sure wny the local plans would evat less than the state

Also, on this page you mention " Note that these costs do not reflect plans. In a way they are much more detailed from an operational stand-

State needs necessarily." Are you saying the plans we prepared are point and would coes as much if not more.

not adequate or that they have been written merely to satisfy the
11-56 Again, California vests primary responsiblity in local governme.,t andrequirements of 75/111? You don't elaborate and I N not quite sure

that's why we had a large number of local attendees at the NRC/ EPAwhat you mean.
sponsored courses. I should point out that a good many of the locals

II-28 The first paragraph of this page details that few local officials had a hard time with tne mechanics of the course. With this in mind

kept good records regarding personnel *.ime devoted to plan devel. I like the idea of some state representatives attena .g the course ' nen

opment. The same situation prevailed at the state level and it should developing a course to present to county and other local officiaJa.

be so noted.
II-62 I think you are downplaying AsAC on the basis of Ancomplete systeorolog-

II-44 You indicate, "In general, California counties incur cests for local ical information when in reality this is not the case. The 'riticism

training whereas in most cases, the states take primary restensibility comes from trying to extend information from one location in a state
to another location in that state. Specifically, the APAC informationfor training.' Your statement makes it sound Itke we have shunted

this responsibility to the county and this just isn't the case. First from the DOE facility at Rocky Flats, Colorado was extrapolated for
use tn the Fort St. viain incident and there were minor complications.of all, by law the county has basic responsibility to handle all its,
when meteorological stations are at sites where ARAC is to be usedasters within their bour. dries. This includes preparation for such

disasters plans, training, exercises, etc. Secondly, at the state this shouldn't be a problem. In fact, we think ARAC will be one .,f

the best tools available for plarining, training, or emergency use.N level we have a comprehensive training program and all counties includ.
ing San I.uls Cbispo have participated. Oranted the counties present, ,q
training and conduct exercises without state involvement, but it isn't Also, I somewhat agree with the coament that the " ring system" is too'"

by because we won't or can't a.sist them. This should be -tarified. expensive to maintain, but this is based on a DCFA study in Rockville,
Maryland many years ago. The present state of the art a w be such that
this is not now the case.Also, the equipment you reference as being p?arrhased by San Luis

C Obtspo Coua*y was, I believe, actually paid for by the utility company.
II-64 The use of EAA .tcra alert radios as an alerting mechanism is some-

II-46 dow! the resource needs submitted to TVA of $595,000 initial costs and thing we naven' seriously considered, but will certainly investigate
further. T*ie , ould be purchased for those lirtng in remete or in-C about $183.000 annual costs are to say the least, interesting. W5at
accessible er a.1o they actually propose to get with this amount of money;

---
_ _ _ . , _ _ . . _ . , , _ , _ ,
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II-6s I haven't seen anything that says the CD V-138 dosimeter (0-200 mR) is M DNSEnot rugged enough for field use. we use them in our training program
and they are effective. Also, I would caution regarding a general 200 North 2nd $ esse. Fuhee. M. Y.130ee
statement on the CD V-740 dosimeter (0-20 R) as some of these are prone
to leakage and would give falso readings. 5 June 1979

!!-68 The statement at the bottom of the page is important in that few states
have really addressed the proolems of fixed facilities other than
nuclear power plants, with the Live m re Lab and the Berkeley Labs in Mr. Pobert G. Ryan, Oirector
California, we face a difficult job and will need lots of help includ. Office of State Programs
ing funding. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

'e'a s h i n g t o n , DC 23555
IT-69 I don't agree that there are "meny points of commonality" between

fixed facility planning and transportation accidents. There may be Oear Mr. Ryan;
some, but I doubt there are many.

Comments on NUREG-C553, Cralt, March 3C. 1979. "Beyond Oefense-
II 78 The scaling down of the generic EPZ's is important for facilities such in-Depth" are forwarded for )cu ' in f orma tion .

as Humboldt Bay. If the lo and 50 mile planning zones are based on
"a need of sound Radiologic- Emergency Response Planning is10Co MW than there must be a tremendous reduction in planning size for

a 63 MW reactor. becoming more and more apparent as the nuclear industry grows.
The funding for such programs on the local level is almost non.

Chapter 6 - Funding State Governments and Chapter 7 - Funding Iocal Governments are existant in comparison with the planning parameter growth "sug-
an excellent supunary of the various ways the emergency preparedness programs are gested" by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the growing

demand by the public for more effective and proven respansefunded. It only serves to point out there is no simple panacea for this problem.
as I pointed out in my cover letter, even if $147 million is made available for planning.

the period 1980-2000 without a coordinated method for allocation and accouating
the program will fail. This problem needs to be addressed in greater detail. A report like N'JREG-0553 has been long overdue. The report

identifies with the needs of local responsible agencies. Tne
funding sectanism suggested by Dr. Salcmon seen, to me, to be
realistic and equitable.

I am in particular agreement with Dr. Salomon's statement on
Page II - 116 wnere he states - - "no nuclear power station should
be permittes to operate unless the impacted State and local govern-
ments both have received concurrence." I believe, that if thia
idea was enforced as law the technology and fJnds for radiological
emergency response planning would be readily established. After-
all, if one cannot create and implement a viaole response plan
in the time it taxes to build and license a nuclear power plant,
then it most likely will never be done. I also believe that a
generation of constructive cooperation of all parties concerned;
federal, state, and local governments as well as the 31censee will
emerge frca sJch action.

In perspective of *hree Mile Island, our ,0b is no longer being
% locked at as "!cing on the Cake" Th. NRC must ;; o m e to grips with

N inadequate planning. I feel that a fsnding mechanism is an inte.
gral part of tne solatten. Or. Salomon's findings are valid and I

s r3 commend him on this paper,u

N 'Sie erely,

/( 4bcow/
C'~3 :ecrge . 3 rs .o r

p, Direct r
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FROW. wrtuAm u 8JORENSON.DIRFCf0R Page 2
LDM COUNTY 4UNIC1 PAL CIVIL DEFENSF- PHONE .
M HALL N DM NTER M3-2671 Day or Neht
CIDAR RAPIDS.10NA 52401 costo do not realise extra tax income toward our budgets.

b Ane 6. W We were interested in the late arrival of thyroid blocking agents into
tt.e TMI incidents, ne respective stockpiles of long keeping types
of blocking agente could be purchased by the funding suggested la Steves

Mr. Robert G. Ryan, Directee study. They could be kept locally under the responsibility of local
Office of State Programa CD the same as CD shelter supplies.
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commienton
Washington. D.C. 20$$$ In one report to former ICAC Chairman Dave Sne111 ass I suggested that

a much greater understanding ta elements of preparednese around nuclear
facilities could come f rom f ederal undervrtting of coste for a state

gZSPONSE on SALG10N REPORT representative for NRC where nuclear facilities are situated. There
could be better preparation la standardtaattom of monitoring of water,
air and background. Interpretation and compliance with checklists of

one lesse recongaises extra costs for special ef forts and obligations to properedness can benefit f ree field representatives who are well chosen
those who have nuclear plants nearby. and trained plus adequately paid to avoid enreasonable attrition. These

persons could be os the staff of state D.E.Q. or Kaalth or CD with a
Another discusses how to rates the money. share match on F e A costs.

The third considers methods for justifiably allocating. The survey and study done by Dr. Stephen Salomon is in a necessary field
of raising money and allocattag it to those who have incurred related

Extra costs should include those listed and thes. 'teeds to be more con * expenseees. This should be in accord with tha presence and operation
sideration for the expenses butte op when anti-nuke demonstratore neces* of a nucisar electric generating plant. We will be happy to be coopers =
sitate personnel overtime and other expenditures, this, of course. is tive and helpful. Steve did a good jobi
most important to law enforcement types.

Methods of raising the money sound rational se suggested and should come
from the utility. Attached is a copy of a letter to as from Line County /
Sheriff Orlie Workman. He expresses regrets that responding to demon- William M. Bjoreneos. Director
strations has helped to chip away at his strataed budget so much that
his deptuties weren't allowed to participate on overtime in our radio- enclosure
logical monitoring training this opring.

For the last twenty years we have been oriented in our local CD operatione
toward providing all risk preparedness. Our ef forte were convincing
enough that budgeting had not been a problem until recent years when
budget increae.e have been limited by state law. Inflation has increased
much faster than budgets can be raised. For the last five years this
has leen compounded by extra time involved and costs incurred by the
start up of Duane Arnold Energy Center.

We already had a special designed CD Center and a progressive build up
of comunicatione before the nuclear plant wee built. It would be%

difficult to determine which costs were above the level which would
V otherwise have been needed for facility and equipment. Time and temper

p have certainly been auch more strained stace the birth of ous on lire
nuclear electric plant.

b>
Property tax base for this jenerating facility is spread out over approx 1-
mately half of the counties in Iowa in relation to the amount of electric

C power they consume from this utility. We in the home county having extra

N
N

pm<
.__ . _.. . _ . . _ _ _
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Mr. Robert G. Ryan, Chairinan
Federal Inter Agency Central Coordinating Committee
Radiological Emergency Response Preparedness
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission

NF Us I979 Washington D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Ryan

Mr. Bill Bjornsen. Director
tian County efv11 Defense The f ollowing co'unents concerning NUREG-055J Beyonc Mense
City Mall in Depth (cost study) by Dr. Stephen N. Solomon dated March 30,1979
Cedar Rapids. Iowa are hereby submitted:

Dear Bill: For background inf ormation Kitsap County Washington is an im-
portant Center of and is supported by emplo? mt at several Depart-

This letter is in reference to your inquiring- as to our deputies ment of Defense establishments to include PL ,et Sound Naval Shipyard,
attending a Radiological School in regard to the Palo nuclear Naval Underseas weapons Facility, Naval Fuel Depnt and Tao Tridentplant. Please be advised that I would very much Itke te send Submarine Sase Bangor. These Federal establishesnts account for the

vast majority of payn11 ollars in Kitsap Canty tmt do not contri-i at s 1 ly th s d t c n no er
bute to local revenue in the form of taxes. Small payments forafford such training,
schools in llev of taxes in no way compensate for loss of revenue.

To give you an idea of what we are talking about, as you are well
aware we have had three demonstrations at the nuclear plant in the The Kitsap County Department of Emergency Services representing
last sin months. Taking '.. consideration the cost of fuel, the County and also f our incorporated cities is the lead Agency 1.s
overtime, sieals, food. t ed vehicles required to cope with these Planning far and Coordinating activities to mitigate the effects of
demonstrations, the cos' te mr department for three demonstrations all disasters whether natural or var caused. The department at present
comes to a total of $7.ba..uo. consists of a Director, an Assistant Director and a Secretary. Our

budget for Calendar Year 1979 twtals $65,200 with $34,606 being contri-
fatre training in regard to this radiological training cost us buted by the County and the four cattee and an estimated Federal Contri-
last year for overtise $6.000.00. Entra equipmen in regard to bution for Personeel and Administrative expenses and Special Projects

t c sg ma s. c
aaktely of $30.594 A carther breakdown indicates that $2160 is budgeted togc t s

51.500.00 which is a Conservative figure. cover Administrat sve expenses which includes Office supplies, Printing.
Postage and Telepnone.

Taking this all in consideration. I think that you can see our
problee at this point in regard to financially being able to Obviously any additional extra ordinary planning effort such as__,,,,,

cope eith occurances which cannot be budgeted for. Hopefully, an adequate response plan for the contingency of a release frem a
.V any relief from this problem may come from outside agencies Naval Nuclear Reactor will require a significant increase in our de-
,g indirectly or directly involved alth nuclear energy. pa rt rien t budget or some special additional funding source.

N Sincerely yours,
e 3ecause sf the limited tax base for %1tsap Osunty a reduct:37

Q
-

#
e --

_ in force of 164 of ;ounty Imployees has been anneun:ed with t ent a t ive
date of implementation 1 October 1979. If our department is ut

,

N CRL J. WORrFaM. SHERIFF affected by this reductien I believe we will have sufficient expertueLINm C0tMTY, t h A
ts pr: duce such a rasponse plan pr videa additianal funding to ::v*rd'
euen :ssts ss assembling data, :a; yr-ducti:n. r*producti n aad ;rt11-G;W/kr
ing, er21-1 4. and tasting becomes av 11able. If our departmen is

* * * * " * **"*U # '# * #CC: Captain Daro.id Smitm
Board of Supervtsors

| ,
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5 e anse*ewon= o e roess
i I . The conclusions that are presented seem to be very sweeping in nature and
N .,;, . #' May 9, 1979 we do not find a clear relationship between the recomended 9provements

in emergency plans and preparedness and the data that are provided.

Given the fluid ratv e of the poltcy issues on which the report is based
and the Commission's ongoing review of MDC's role in dealing with emergency

MEMORANDUM FOR: Robert !yan, 9 planning, I believe it would be prudent to delay publication until such
time as the Comission has developed a basic philosophy for this issue area

FRCH: Al K *, Acting Director. OFE and better data are available, including the results of the various revtews
of the implications of the Three Mlle Island acctdent.

SU8 JECT: DRAFT REPC.f -- BEYOND DEFENSE 13 DEPTH
For your further information, we are also maning some specific Coments of
lesser significacce that we believe would improve the report:

A' you suggest in your accompanying memo, the issues of emergency planning . The recomended program of improvements which is provided in the Executive
and preparedness are central to NRC's concerns at present. Hence a report Sumary and in 'he text should be preceded by a discussion of the reasons
related to these subjects will probabl e receive far wider visibility and for conducting such a study, a description of Federal. * ate, local and

circulation than would otherwise be the case. For that reason. I have private sector responsibilities in this area, and NRC's 4 resent policy,
requested several OPE staff members to review the report and to offer prograris and reQairements; including the concurrence procedures for approving
suggestiot . that they believs to M aspecpriate. state and local plans. Such a statenot would help to lay the groundwork

for suggestino improvements in monetary terms.
We have several general coments ti at we would Itke to affer for your con-
sideration: . The methodology should make clear whether the states wh'ch were selected

for tne sample have nuclear reactors located t*:cwin -- or nearby. Also,
. The report lacks a clear statement as to the rationale supporting a cost do the states selected reflect a representa*ive sample of the states in

a*1 funding study of state and local planning eff arts. Since the Com- view of the criteria that were used? Addliionally, it is unclear what
nassion has not yet set goals or considered additional policies it wishes hypothesis was tested in the questionnairs that was circulated.
to pursue in this area -- which might require additional programs, changed
requirements and new procedures by alt levels of government -- we believe . Most of the " tables * are nct set up in tabular form. The information
that the draft report is prematare in dealing with monetary concerns, would be easier to examine on a comparative basis if actual tables were
Once the Comission has provided guidance witn respect to emergency planning used to document the information.
policy and has determined wheths' it wishes to recomend changes related
to the allocatiOM of respons10111 ties among Federal, state and local . The local estimatet, as you point out, are judgmental and based on quess
governments and the private sector, it wculd be appropriate to consider work. Since ttey do not furnish a sound basis for estin.ating costs,
cost issues and alternative funding aporoaches. specific performance standards would be use'ul for examining current

~
efforts.

'g . The metkodology that is described on pages !!-l and II-2 appears to be
th1n and does not seem adequate for eliciting the type of information we would be happy to discuss our coment, with you in more detail.

'ls that is sought. To solicit information from the states about the** present

N and future needs, based on an historical context and their own best esti-
mates of emergency preparedness efforts, is not the soundest way of assessing
Costs. enhat is needed are sound data covering the types of programs to cc: teonard 8tckwit

Q be purned and the standards of performance to be achieved. Moreover
since the details of data and analysis are not always clear, there seems

s\, to te insufficient information suCDorting the cost estimates that are
@ provided.

C N ACT-
Joan Aron (OPE)
63' 33o2 C D "DW
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\ .. ',//i activities would of course have to be properly authorized and funded.
.* May 15,1979 Similarly, the recomended use of research funds would have to be

proWrly authorized and funded.

4. We assume that FEMA will address the recomendation on the use of
FEMP funds in their coments, and hence we have no coment at this

MEMORANDUM FOR: Robert G. Ryan, Director time on that recomendation.Office of State Programs

FRCM: Royal J. Voegali
Office of the Executive Legal Directa- oya J4Voege

Office of the Executive
SUBJECT: DRAFT REPORT - BEYOND DEFENSE-IN-DEP1H: COST AND FUNDING Legal Director

0F STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY
RESPONSE PLANS AND PREPAREDNESS IN SUPPORT OF C0re9ERCIAL
NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS NUREG-0553. MARCH 30,1979

This is in response to your request for coments on the subject draft
report. Our coments are directed toward the recomendations set forth
in the " Preferred Approach" on Pages !! - 115 and 116.

1. NRC has no authority to impose a fee on applicants or licensees as
a means of raising funds to cover State and local goverment costt
for emergency plans and preparedness (31 U.S.C. 5 483a. and cases
decided thereunder). In any case, even if some rationale could be
developed to support tne imposition of additional fees, under exist-
ing law NRC could not use the fees to cover State and local govern-
ment costs, since all fees collected must be paid into the U. 5.
Treasury as miscellaneous recefpts. Legislation would therefore
be needed to permit the imposition and use of the recomended fees.

2. The Preferred Approach also makes reference to using the " contract-
ing mechanism" as a way of distributing funds to the State and
local agencies. In considering t'e specific method (s) you may
want to use in distributing any funds which NRC would be authorized

" to distribute to State and local agencies, you should be aware of *

g the Federal Grant and Cooperative Agreement Act of 1977 (41 U.S.C.
H 501-509). Basically. the Act defines the types of contracts

C' and agreements to be used in transactions between Federal and non-
Federal entities. There is nothing complex about the requirements
of the Act, but they would have to be followed in distributing any
such authorized funds to the State and local agencies. We will be

, happy to work with you in assuring Compliance with the Act.

N 3. There should be no problem with the recornendations regarding NRC's
p training programs and the use of NRC staff in assisting State and

local govere ents with their emergency planning efforts. NRC is
already conducting training programs and providing staff assis'.ance
to State and local governments; the Preferred Approach merely ,

recomends that those ac'ivities be expanded. The expanded

A18
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Robert G. Ryan. Director W. Kreger
R. HoustonOffice of State Programs n

. R. Priebe
THRU: Harold R. Denton. Director A. Kenneke

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulat on) L. 81ckwit
H. Shapar

FROM: Richard C. DeYoung. Director L. Ba ry

Otvision of Site Safety and Environmental Analysts N. Haller
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation J. Shea

R. Minogue
SUBJECT: ORAFT NUREG-0553. "8EYOND DEFENSE IN DEPTH" W OIPCI8

5. Levine
J. Davis

This Office has not had ample opportunity to study this document to
determine if the reconsnendations therein are adequately supported by the
facts obtained through the investigations and survey efforts described.
We recognize that it is quite likely that additional Federal support for
State and local preparedness efforts is warranted. We question however,
unether a grant program. funded in the manner suggested, is necessarily
the best way to accomplish this.

We are somewhat surprised to find in the executive supinary the statement
that the reconsnended program would achieve "the greatest reduction in
potential risk to the public from consnercial nuclear power stations.. "

e are unable to find a batts for such a conclusion. Further. there
does not appear to be any attempt at developing a rationale for reallocating
light water reactor safety research funds to the proposed grant Frogram
on a relative risk reduction basis.

Of greatest importance however. is that we believe it is premature to
view State and local government funding needs out of context of a Federal---*

response role. The Three Mtte Island experience has shown the existence
of a very substantial Federal response capability (IRAP) as well as a

-O need to constder now this capabtitty signs be better coordinated in
future events.

We suggest that the report's investigations and surveys reflect potentially
useful information but that it be pubitsned without specific recommendations,

p"s - *fM
f / shs~f2fo

Richard C.MeyoungMDirector
Division 6f Site Safety and

Environmental Analysis
Office of Muclear Gesctor Regulation

h
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t'EMOR ANDUM FOR: Robert G. Ryan, cf rector. Office of State ProgrMs

MEMORANDUM FOR: Robert G. Ryan. Director. Office of State Programs FROM. Rctert B. Minogue. Direct 7, Of fice of Staadares
Cevelopment

FR0i4: J. H. Sniezek. Director. Division of Fuel Facility
and Materials Safety Inspection. IE SUBJECT- 0FFICE OF STANCARDS OEVELOPMENT CCPe'ENTS CONCERh!NG THE

CRAFT REPORT - BEYChD CEFENSE-IN-CEPTH: COST AND FUNCING
SUBJECT: ORAFT REPORT - BEYOND DEFENSE-IN-DEPTH CF STATE AND LOCAL GOVEPhMENT kf.DICLOGICAL EwERGENCY

RESPONSE PLANS AND PREPARECNE55 IN SUPPORT CF COMMERCIAL
WCLEAR P0wtR STATIONS. NUREG-0553. MAACH 30.1979

We have reviewed the subject draf t report and find that it contains a
great deal of interesting information on costs and funding of State
and local governments efforts in radfological emergency planning and In response to your memorandum of April 10. 1979. 50 staf f has reviewed
preparedness. However, the Executive Swriary is not a sumaiy of the the subject report and the following ccrr'ents are f orwarced for you-
report; rather it is a proposal for expanding and fun,ing State ard consideration.
local government efforts in this area. Furthermore, the reconrienda-
tions are made without a discussion of the ju tifications. alternatives 1. The basic concept of funding State and local ee.ergency preparedness.

or cost-benefit. ef forts as described and rectrinended t s ar,alogous to recomencitions
outlined in the Craft report to the Presicent by the Tcxic Substances

de endorse the publication of Part II dth the exception of the last strategy Corriittee. The concept has merit and is worthy of support.
section. " Preferred Approach." This last section does not identify *

wnese preferred approacn. nor does it adequately describe how or on 2. he do not find adecuate justto ation for your suggested metPod of
wnat basis the recormiendation is made. A marked up copy of the report obtatning the funds to support : ate and 1ccat emergency preparedness
is e'icleted, ef forts by increasing the lice' .ing fee by $1 million and by diverting

115 sd11 ion from NRC's thR safety researi:h picgram.
'

^ 3. he do concur that Federal /hRC emerg*ncy pra edness training programs
. H. Snf ezek. 01recfJr should be continued.
1 1sion of Fuel Facility and
aterials Safety Inspection 4. we co not consider it appropriate tnat NPC should be telling the newly

fice of Inspection and Enforcement esta011shed Fueral Emergency Management Agency how local personrel and"

N Enclosure: directors s'iould be selected and at what mintmi.ci salary levels they

.n As atated should be paid.
-

N S. he cuestion the approortateness of the title "Beyond Defe se-in-Cepth"
he consider that the Emergency Plann1Pg that t s reoutred by our reguia-
tiers, bcth for the licensee and tee arrange-ents mace wtth the state and

CONTACT: L. J. Cunningnam local gcverwents, already provide protectica of the mealth and safetyg
49-28188 cf the pubi s , and are part of NRC's defense-in-certh approacn to resu-

N, lation. 'be concects out11eed in your paper wntch deal w.' Srteer

CO reducte9 octectui r'sk to tre poetic by ircrevug aff. . i ency,
plans througe cirect Feceral Funding will previce an add 1 'evei

< em r1 MN

'
|
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of defense-in-depth. In fact we believe your overall concept of MENRAN00M FOR: Robert G. Ryan. Director
"defa"e-in-depth" as out1 tned in your Execut t ve Suretary is too Office of State Programs
limited.

FROM: William J. Dircks. Director
6. We consider that your concluston that "'Beyond Oefense-tn-Depth' Office of nuclear Material Safety and sateguards

presents a program for achievirq the createst reduction in potenttal
risk to the public from comiercial nuclear power stations at a cost SUBJECT. DRAFT RFPORT - BEYOND DEFENSE-14-CEPTH. NUREG-553
believed to be efficient. effective and equitable." is an overstatement MARCH 3fl.1979
of itr real value.

If we can be of further assistance to you in this matter please contact The Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards has reviewed the
Michael Jamgochtan. subject draft report. Emergency preparedness planning for copmercial

nuclear power reactors is a subject being given constderably mere
attention since the Three Mile Island accident in terins of both adequacy

6 g 73 g9 of preparedness and sources of funding to support this activity. The,

draft MUREG-553 can act as a first step towards provising informatlan
Robert 8. Minogue. Director on this important subject.
Office of Standards Oevelopment

There are. however. several issues that should be addressed before
final publication:

1. Have the assumptions and requirements based on the sJrvey
data obtained prior to March 28, 1979 changed as a result
of the lessons learned from the TMI accident?

2. As stated on page !!-113. the draft has not fully evaluated
whether the funds obtained from the recommerded increased
NRC license fee approach can be legally distributed by 4RC
to state and local governments. Is the reCoFNended alterna-
tive viable ff new legislation is required?

3. The document uses "present worth * calculations to discount
the future cost stream back to the present time. Using a~

10 percent discount rate and ignortng the 7-13 percentg inflation rate may underestimate the amount of funds required
by the MRC licensing fee approach.

~

N O n If you or Dr. Salomon haveany questions concerning these corsnents.
Mr. John Surmeter may be contacted on entention 74181.

C -

!s f M[N ,

g dilltaa J. Dircks. Director
Office of 4uclear Nterial

Safety and Safeguards

. --....--. - -
- - -
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KEMORANDUM FOR: Robert G. Ryan, Director be interested in receiving the RES ccaments in this regard.
Office of State programs Overall, it appears that what is being proposed is a state run

but Federally-funded emergency response program. If FEMA is to
FRCM: Learned W. Barry be involved in providing personnel and administrative funds,

Controller perhaps consideration should be given to assigning full funding
responsibility to that agency. In any event, appropriate NRC

SUBJECT: COMMENTS RE "BEYOND DEFENSE-IN-DEPTH" COST AND funding would need to be budgeted for and appropriated by Congress.
FUNDING REpCRT

=

<T''' 2- - DThe proposal contained in the subject draft report is predicated
on the existence of a funding mechanism that is not in place. Learsed W. Barry
Basically, the report proposes that State EP prog rams be funded Controller
through money transferred to the state from NRC funds. This NRC
money, in turn, would be derived from:

(1) Increasing NRC license fees by $1M.

(2) A one-time charge, for operating plants, of 51M
per site.

(3) Diverting $1SM from the Light Water Reactor Safety
Research budget for state emergency respcase
activities.

Additionally. the report proposes that management personnel for
the state emergency preparedness programs should be paid by FEMA.
Any further funding required by the state would be derived through
state taxes on the utilities.

With regard to items (1) and (2) above, the NRC presently has no
direct control over revenue received from utilities for fees or
other assessments. These funds are deposited directly in the
U. S. Treasury and the assumption that they are available to NRC
for distribution to the states is incorrect. Any NRC money destined
for distribution to the states would have to be appropriated by
Congress in the same manner as any other NRC " salaries and expenses"
ites contained-in the annual budget. In view of the magnitude of
the funds required by the states, as presented in this report, Con-
gressional and Executive Branch approval to correspondingly increase---*

s,y the si:e of our budget appears speculative at test.

x C) With regard to the preposal to divert $1SM frem the Light Water

p3 j Reactor Safety Research budget, this would not only r? quire Con-
gressional reprogramming approval but likely would also meet with
resistance within the Office of Reactor Safety Research. We would

O
U
C
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METRANDUM FOR: Stephen M. Salomon. CSP

FROM: Maggelean W. Weston. APS

or (#,'"$ SUBJECT: C0mEMTS ON CRAFT REPORT - SEYOND CEFENSE.IM-CEPTH:f t r

COST AND FUMDING SF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNrtENT
FROM: Joseph D. Lafleur. Jr. . Deputy Director RADIOL 0sICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS AND PREPARED-

Office of Intemational Programs NESS IN SUPPORT OF COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR POWER STATIOh5
NUREG-0553. MARCH 30.1979

$UBJECT: DRAFT REPORT. NUREf.-0553

Per your request. we have reviewed the attached report. subject as
We have no coments to offer on the subject report. above. and have the following consents:

1. The NRC does not have statutory authority to deny permission to
h -

operate nuclear power facilittes on the basis of NRC noncurrence
in the State and local governments' emergency plans. We belfeve

Jo% . L. , Jr. this point should be highlighted for explicit Cosmission considera-
Dephty Direcw. tion.
Office of Interne nal Programs

2. Is it possible to consic.c the Three Mile Island experience in
the resource estimates?

3. The cost projections contained in the report appear to be on the
high side.

4. State and local officials seem to feel that a disproportionate
amount of money is bef ag spent inside the fence as opposed to
outside. What other basis is there for the assumption that funds
from tne LWR safety research should be diverted to State and local
government radiological emergency response planning?

We hoM these comments are of use in your final report. If you have
any further questions, please contact me on Ent. 27721.

-

Q
/ gC Maggalean no)Weston

h Senior Profram Analyst
Analysis and Planning Branch. "PA~

b r Attachmen t:h* v

u U |j
As stated

cc: R. G. Ryan~
U N. N. Haller

M. 5. 8assett
5. K. Conver

M
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CivE Defense Department

S
STATE OF ALABAMA

CIVIL DEFENSE DEPARTMENT
ADMMISTRATTVE BUI!EING
MON 1tOMERY 36130

PosJAuss Jos t MEcs2cm Mr. Stephen N. Salmon -2- May 9, 1979
May 9, 1979 __,_

c. Page II-ll6. The suggested salary fc,r local directors (at least
M. . Stephen N. Salmon $20,000) would place them at such a salary and expected expertise
State Progrars Officer level in Alabama that their selection should not be under the
Office of State Programs control of local government. They should be subject to higher
Nuclear Regulatory Commission stardards under the state merit system and also be in a more
Washington, D. C. 20555 pe-manent position, not subject to changing administrations at

either the local or the state level.
Re Draft Report - Beyond Defense-

In-Depth: Cost and Funding of All in all, a very good report and we commend you for your effort.
State and I4 cal Government m

Sincerely,Radiological Emergency Response +

f.
Plans and Preparedness in Support /3
of Commerical Nuclear Power / /

f88Stations, !:t; REG-0553, Mar.30,1979 s'd
-

j
'k /B. Med

Dear Mr. S alomon: Jeting Direct

The draft report has t:een reviewed, as requested, and we essentially JBN DLC/th
concur in the contents of tPis document. The following coments are ces File
made for your consideration.

a. The ecsts for developing and exa tcising the plans in Alabama are
probably as accurate as any set of figures we might develop. The
implication, however, is that the development and exercises of the
plans has been primarily the result of effort at the local level
when, in fact, the major work load and guidance has been at the
state level. n is is not intended as a diminution of the loca'.
effort, but merely to note the primary role of tne state office.-

.V b. Page II-62. Reference is made to Alabama's preference for the
'

,n " ring system" for dose assessment. However, "the current view of
* some .ERC staff. .is that the system is too expensive in view of the

N benefits." In this post-Three Mile Island era, it would seem ap-
p: opriate to rethink this philosophy. An NRC it&D program which
would insta.1 the ring system around the Brown's Ferry Plant in

C ttorthern Alabama might well prove to be a most worthwhile expendi-

Q, ture. It certainly warrants serious consideraticn.

N

cmt.otrissa is rtuma to savr voca urr ,,

__ ..
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State of Tennessee
Office of CivH Defense and
Ernergency F.+,--47::

Page 2
,

i . L May 3, 1979
m m.g N/rsamxxmx

+s.
STATE Or TENNESSEE Your refermCe to rwrurlicatim3 systace m page Il-59, 60 ed 61

orFICE OF CIVIL DEFEN5E AND EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS is cria of the most critical ele:nnts in the proper emergency
response by all uricerned. I feel that trecurub.m acphasis should
k pla ed this ect. W h jmt recetly beert inforted

Jenny A. wr sal A.M D De E CABL D. WALLAcE tnat &e to a new KC rultr4 we will be required to spend m
... ecto = usuvtLLE attes *-a e**e = additional $120,000 m our present system.

rn iam us.sisi t'as * . m t es=e m

You refer to fmding by DTA, IDAA mid mder DTA, IEP Planing I
brir4 to your attattim raster crie, that DTA fmding for the newg,y 3* 7979 FY provides less for State md local gowrrrants than the present
FY provides. I also bririg to your attentim the fact t*.st no
policy a the naticnal icwl exists for natural disaster plaming
aid cen-cinde disaster planing other thm crt the baris of a rarlear

Sal Ph* D*St
N' a:e Officer atM m Natim. I s W y W cat D A M4 h

State increased, not only to inclisse the plamire for rarlear facilities,
O..ffice o cate W ams but should include Energmcy Flaming totally. Our cxmtract witta
w.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cecrassicri DTA (NT) sid IDAA (Disastrr Plumirg) ees not provide for theWashingtcrt DC 20555 imolweent of the ataff in plaming ror nuclear facilities. If

the contracts were rewritten to allow for their par +4-4wi= this
-

wculd n t mly sava naziry but would allcw us to use a professimal
h Dr* Mcrxn. staff that we have abor.rd at this time.
In regard to your draft !CG-0553 dated Marcit 30. 1979. " * 2e cost that you have indicated in your report as it realtas tofollowing occmunts are presented per your reemst. Teriessee, as well a local gowrmet, I believe is trider estimated

based on the informaticn that you received durir4 your visit. II ccepletely concur in the fmd'ng rechanism that you L.m re- will not address this stbject, I trust our staff in Nashville willccremded. Scre crms of fmding will haw to be developed address this. I night add though, that your projected costs do seenother than State and Iocal fuids to carry out this respmsibility. rualistic as of this date. If the guida lines darige the cost muld
I realize that State Gowrrrent has a respmsibility for Ecergenc7 increase.Preparechess which is considered by scum to be all encrepassirg.
We nost realize that this is an added respmaibility which falls It is niy mderstaiding that NRC &es not require the utility to have
cocpletely in the realm of hergency Preparuchess. At the see NRC concurrence m State and local hiergecy Paspmse plans prior
time we cost raalize that additicmal costs will be incurred if to licensing of the nuclear power Mility. If this is true, I
we utilize the present staff. strongly feel that NRC's policy should be charged to rectrLre NIC

cmcurrmca crt all plans prior to licensing.T a State Office of Civil Defense has bectre core involved since~
your visit aid lookir4 to the future I can see core involwcent,

V as we excerise our rv pensibility to the people of Temesue.
Si"''**1I*'C Paragraph four of page I-2 is de ulti=mte answr to the plW

N prthlem on the local level. You should take in consideratim
that thia local director that you refer to mula have the .

responsibility for not only one comty but m to a caxican of H. N Q'rQ three comties. 2e Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended in ,77 torTemessee, provides for this type of arrangeret. Civil Defense
37 North Porter StreetU Winchester, Temessee 37398

.'.HlUr/bkw
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Commonweehh of Kentucky Department of Local Affairs
Department for Human Resoun;es and Development
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May 7. 1979

Hr. Harold E. Collins
Assistant Director for Emergency Preparehtess Mr. Stephen M. salomon
Office of State Programs state Programs officer
U.S. Maclear Regulatory Ccranission office of State Programe
Washington, D.C. 20555 U.s. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555
Dear Mr. Collins:

Dear Mr. Salomon:
The Kentucky Radiation Control Branch has performed a preliminary review

of the MtC staff paper entitled "Beyond Defense in Depth" (Solomor Report). I have rev'.ewed your "Beyond Defense-in-Depth" report resulting from
In General, we are in full agreement with the crinciples develooed in this your trip to several states and will comment briefly on those you
document. In particular, we list the tollowing iten.s: reported on in the Eastern part of Wisconsin, namely the Kawaunee

County Plant and Point Beach 1 & 2 in Manitowoc County, Wisconsis.
1) We fully agree tnat planning for nuclear power plants should

involve reliable offsite cmergency systems in addition to On page 11-88 I assume that you knew that at Kewaunee the " director
protection provided by defense-in-depth within the facility. plus two staff" are paid part-time. Th. "all ml.nteers" are support

in eV4r annual exercise numbering a total of about 60. mostly
2) We agree with the basic idea of an Emergency Planning Zone volunteer, to conduct their annual exercise. The no twiding statementinvolving the ability to quickly arti safely implanent protective to correct in that the director and staf f are paid.but the esercise

action in ar. area near the ruclear facility. Ibwever, based upon for evacuation as tne result of a simulated nuclear plant accident
the experience at Three Mile Island, me question whether the ten 19 3 art of their total planning, i.e. floods, tornado. etc., there-
(10) mile radius would be adeqtute for the EPI. fe,re they do not consider it as separate or additional npense.

Kewaunee County is now engaged in expanding the area of evacuation.3) We agree with the concept of assessing sufficient furds from the
utility proposing a ruclear power plant to provtde planning, ecpip* In reference to Point Beach 1 6 2 plants, a J1 rector has been hired
ment armi salaries to develop armi maintain the safety systems of the and is making plans to oeal with a possible tecident or accident.
EP: and the environmental monitoring region beyond the EP . We In addition, our two Division of Emergency Government NCR Planners
believe that contract money should be provided directly to county (Civil Defen..e - Wisconsin) have nad a request submitted by ourand state programs. This money should be collected frm the utility administrator to amen. their F-deral contract to assist in the pienningby the federal goverrunent in proportion to the actual need of the ef forc; evacuation, congregata care centers, etc.---*

g' affected locality. No state or county matching furnis should be
required for these contr3 cts. I just wanted to up-date those two items. The rest seems to be in line.n

N he appreciated the opportunity to review this document armi find it a very sincerely,
refreshing assessment of the need and respensibilities for emergency planning
for coF ercial nuclear reactors, he hnpe that this report along with the _7

C firdings at Three Mile Islani will lead to appropriate legislation and regu- h[ -1ations to be adopted to allow full implementation or nuclear reactor planning stobert J. KneelandU activities as outlined in the Solcmon Report. East Central Area Director
M Sincerely,

7 RJK:mhp

D f'
carv- oun
Radiation ysicist

w.

_



M Of h
Office of Management, Budget,
and Planning

.-- 1

i - A
?i ~ 9

3 "'

t

i i . - - , ,-__t

CEIP W . Stephen M. Salomon
Page 2
April 25,1979

April 25, 1979

past the Office of Coasts) Zone Management (U.S. Department of Consnerce)Stephen N. Salomon has refused to consider this powe plant a Delaware energy f acilityState Programs Officer in terms of providing CEIP grants to Delaware to plan for probable orOffice of State Programs possible effects on Delaware from the Selem nuclear station. The 1976Nuclear Regulatory Comission anendments to the Coastal Zone Management Act which established theWashington DC 20555 CEIP and the regulations adopted by the OC M apparently make no provision
for interstate effects of energy facilities. It may take politicalDear Dr. Salomon: persuasioe to change this unfortunate situation.

Thank you for the copy of your draft report on cost and funding of On page !!-53 you mention color air photos taken at 23,000 feet elevation
state and local radiological emergency response plans and preparedness by the NRC representing 6 and 11 mile distances from nuclear power plantsin connecticn with nuclear power stations. being available at no cost to State governments. You say that these have

a high resolution and are taken on a periodic basis. Can you tell meThe report appears to be comprehensive and detailed. wno in the 4RC Office of Inspection and Enforcement to contact for
further information about availability of these air photos?

My only consnents have to do with the section on possible use of Coa tal
Energy Impact Program funds on pages 11-109 and 11-110. For FY 1979 Thank you again for the copy of your report. If revisions are made in
Delaware has $555.000 in formula grant 308(b) woney (not 5633,000). The the March 30, 1979 draft as a result of corwents received would you please
5633,000 figure includes $63,087 of 308(c)(lj plannleg grant money and send this Office a copy of the revised report?
$15.576 of environmental-recreational 308(d)s4) grant money as well as
formula grant money. The Port of Wilming'.on (City Department of Sincerely,
Comerce) is requesting 5401.000 (not 1555,000) for euuipnert to improve
air quality and 'or preparation of an environmental impact statement 1.b M A %for a new d ndge spoil disposal site. All funds requested would be~

formula grant fuus provided the totaf amount requested by all local Jo e Sherman,M governmeat and State aF.'cy applicants does not exceed the 5555.000 CEIP AdritIstrater
'a allocated to Delaware. CEIP 308(c)(1) money may have to be used for

" part of Wilmington's need if total requested fonnula grant funds exceed JS/jadN the amount available.

Depending upon total CE!? funds reques ted by all applicants in each CEIP
O sub-section 308(b), 308(c). Jtc. the:e may be sufficient FY 1979
u CE!P mone available to support a New Ca7st e County radiological emergencys

response plan. The CMBP should know this by mid-May. However, there
( Tl is one other possible barrier to CEIP funding of such a plan. As you

well know, the Salem nuclear power station is not in Delaware. :n the

M

_
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g Provided I may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact
Be.

Sincerely,

May 2,1979

,[ ^

Stephen N. Solomon, Ph.D. Charles F. Tedfc ?;. Chief

State Programs Officer Radiological Health Unic
Office af State Programs
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commsission CFT:nr
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Dr. Solomon:

Your recently transmitted Draft Report "Beyond Defense-in-Depth: Cost ud
Funding of State and Local Government Radiological Emergency Response Plans
and Preparedness in Support of Coissercial Muclear Power Stations, NUREG-
055 3 March 30,1979" has been received a c eviewed with interest.

The following comunents and observations are considered germaine to the re-
port f rom the viewpoint of the Radiological Health program in the State of
Cer rgia s

(i) Governor Susbee on April 5,1979 assigned the primary peace-
time radiological responsibility for emergency services to
the Department of Natural Resources (Environmental Radia-
tion Programs.

(2 ' It appears that the Radiological Health personnel will con-
tinue to play a significant support role in responding to
Nuclear incidents and emergencies.

(3) Recently, a sucolemental budget request for appreximately
$70,000 eas substtted for emergency response requirements.
*his request was Nt forwarded to the legislature during

,\) this budget sens.on and remains a viable requirement for
,

the Ceorgie Rad clogical Healta Unit.

N's (4) Experience has indicated that 2 to 3 man per wear are required
to prepare, coordinate, and implement e9 ' emergency response
plan. Bis effort represents an expenditure of $50,300 t2

Q $60.tW per year.

(5) Is addition, the volumnio- 'riting and printing associated

Q with an emergency respons. ,lan points toward the desire-
ability of a $20.000 contract with Georgia Tech to accom-
plish same.

&
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I trust that the above comments will be helpful.- ,,
,

June 12, 1979 Sincerely,

'f ,N
Stephen N. Salomon, Ph. D. , eo ge L. Jones
State Programa Officer

GLJ/ESK/cisOffice of State Programs
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Dr. Salomon:

Tharut you for your letter of May 21, 1979, which forwarded a
copy of your draf t report, NI; REG-0 5 5 3.

While we have not been able to make a detailed analysis of
the report in the time allotted, we certainly agree thats

a. The States and the local governments require Federal
financial assistance to develop and maintain appropriate radio-
logical Emergency Resporse Plans, for staff training and for the
development and conduct o f annual training exercises.

b. Improved monitt ing, communications and protective ec, -

ment and warning systems are rec; aired; and that Federal funds
should be made available to pro <.are and maintain these equipme its
and systems.

c. A full-time Emergency Services Coordinator is needed by
each local government that has a nuclear power plant within its
boundariest and that this position should be 1004 Federally funded.

d. A full-time radiological Emergency Response Planner to
~ required on the State staff to coordinate the development and
y maintenance of State and local government radiological Emergency

Response Plans, unit and individual training programs and annual
' . - training exercises. 1004 Federal funding is also recommended
N for this position.

e. Increased NRC license fees would be an apprcpriate source

.Q Of funds to cover the above costs.

U
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" ' ' * * * " " " * ' ' ' " " "' "'' '"'
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES. .

E I May 7.1979 The majority of your report contains cos.. abta m-'erial on past, current

and f 2ture funding for nuclear power plant & Mhe r . rgency planning.5..,,g*
' Despite the data gathering problems you mc. *e rsd. I think you have

covered this complea subject very well. In Chapter 8. F\sture Alternative
e wier ContinuationFunding Mechanisms (page 11 132). I think your commea

Dr. S'ephe n N. Salomon of Current Hybrid Approach are entirely accurate and # . a riate. If any.

State Programa Officer thing, I would suggest or. request, that the words: "inas e. sporadic.

Office of State Programs uncertain and frustra 4" in the first paragraph esti r* 4talised or

U. S. Niaclear Regulato ry Commis sion underlined, and that you add the following: "particiaa 17 ar . relates to

Washington, D. C. 20555 D. C. P. A. funding. "

Dear Dr. Salomon: In a more serious vein let me respectful. suggest that you consider expand.
ing your remaras in the first paragraph on t%- top of page II.104. These

This is in i sponse to you r request of April 16, 1979 for comirents on the remarks are applicable to all emergency planning activities and not just to
draft repor entitled "Beyond Defense-in-Depth--Cost and Funding of State melaar power plants. In this regard, let me again state that you should be

and I ocal vovernment Radiological Emergency Response P'ans and Pre. < >mmended for your recrgnition of the fact that additional funds are going

paredness an Support of Commercial Nuclear Power Stations, NURIC 0553, to have to be injected into federal. state and local er ergency planning and

March 30,1979. preparedness programs if we are to achieve the sguired balance between
protection and preparedness in the interest of : alc health and safety.

First let me say I appreciate receiving a copy of your draft report and Untti this f act is recognized and accepted at all government levels, any

having the opportunity to make comments. I have enjoyed very much discussion regarding various alternative funding mechanisms wi11 merely
reading the report. It is well written, with nume rous inte resting comments, be an exercise la futility.

and it deals with the subject of emergency planning and preparedness that
you have recognized as not having recetved adequate attentica nor funding With respect to the seven proposed program elements outlined on page I.1 of
in the past. the Executive Summary, my $veran reaction is favorable. I think you have

fairly well identified the key ' ecific areae that need strengthening, and that

In the opening pa rag raph of Part I . Executive Summa ry, page !.1, you you have developed a reasonably well-rounded program to improve those
define your report. "Beyond Defense,.in. Depth" which propos es improve. areas. The one program element that I have some questions about is your
ments to offsite emergency response planning and preparedness, as a propos al for $40 million to F.E.M. A. for funding of ce rtain local govern.
contrast to the concept of " Defer.se.ie Depth" which has emphasised pre. ment emergency pie ming agencies at 1005 This is discussed briefly on
ventton of accidental radioactivs releases by me me of plant design, con. page II.2 and woulJ apply to all impacted jurisdictions within the proposed
st ruction and ope ratton. . , me, the word contrast has ne gative connota. new inhalaiva pe . sway 10 mile EPZ.
tions; it implies opposition I would prefe r to see the relations hip pre-
seated an more positive terms..as being a strengthened supplement to With respect to the $40 million F. E.M. A. element of your proposal. I hav,e
De fe n s e -in. Dept h. In my ;udgment, the best protection of public health both positive and negative feelings. First, my negative feelings. It seems

V and safety from n tclea r power phnt rasks requires a proper balancing of to me that the re is a very consistent opinion by numerous fede ral, state

O both approaches.. prevention and planning / preparedness. I thtak vou a re and local agencies that the federal effort for civil defense aM the hasy
to be commended fo r recognizing (prior to the T. M. I. incident s el t off-and-on dual.use concept over the past several years has been..to quote
throughoat the aation there has not been a proper balance between the two; the Labrary of Congress study..a charade. When considering the limited
that the planning and preparedness element had not recesved adequate funaing involved; the tremendous amount of red tape and excessive paper

Q attention; and for developtng a fatrly well thought cnit proposal for strength. work; the long, wavering, uncertain history of tederal guidance and direct?on;
enang it. If it's true that the re is somethsog good to eve rybody and eve ry. and lack of any real progress to date, I find it somewhat difficult to generate
thing. I hope that one of the good things to come eut of the T. M. I. e spe r. any personal enthusiasm for providing additional fundang for local emergency

C tence will 5e the recognition by the NRC and o her federal and state agencies planning and preparednes s through F. E. M. A. Despite that fe nling, it may

of the seriose need to strengthen eme rgency planntag and prepa rednes s along be bette r to do it that way than to establish a new funding pre:ess in NRC.
the lines you have p roposed.

3700 BRASCH CESTER ROAD e $4CRAMENTO. CALIFORSIA 95A2* = TElf7HO%E t9166364 2111
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Dr. Stephen N. Salomon 3- May 7, 1979 Dr. Stephen N. Salomon 4 May 7,1979

! would also !Lke to suggest an alternative to your proposal of 100'. funding of national model for a reason de yet realistic nuclear power plant emergency
local agencies in the 10 mile EPZ, First, I don't think it would be appro- plan. One sery important result could be a better definition and understand.
priate to use funda extra:ted f rom the nuclear power industry to fund the ing of the roles and responsibilities of all the federal, state and local
local share of the cost for emergency planning and preparedness activities agencie. in an emergency response. If this could be accomplished, then
that relate to risks other than nuclear power plants. Secondly, I think the perhaps we could hate a coordinated team approach with all agencies work-
proposed additional funding should cover local planning costs for both pro- ing toward the same goal and objective during an actual emergency.
posed new E. P. Z. 's. Although this would include more local agencies than
your proposal. I don't tlunk it would increase your $40 milton estimate. At this stage, I'm not quite sure how to proceed with this. I have discussed

the idea with some State, SMUD and County staff and they all think it is
I think you did an excellent job in aovering the various funding alternatives. worth pursuing. Since the AMC program at LLL operates primarily under
With reference to your preferred approach, discussed on pages 11 115 and a contract with DOE. I am planning to contact their operations office in
116 it's probably as good as any; and in the aftermath of TMI. it may well San Francisco to discuss it with them. Any thoughts you might have on
be the mest viable. One possible alternative might be a combination of this will be appreciated.
increased NRC license fees and state 1e.aed enerdy taxes. This might
spread the burden a little more, and the potential of getting additional Steve, let me close by again saying I think you have done an excellent job
federal funds might serve as an inducement for more states to levy an with this report. You have some good ideas and I hope these commente
energy tax, are of help to you. Good luck in putting your report in final form for the

Commis sion. If you have any questions, or if I can be of any further assist-
For your information, I am also sending you a copy of my report entitled ance, please don't hesitate to give me a call.
" Response to Covernor's Review Panel Questionnaire on Nuclear Power
Plant Emergency Planning. " In this document, I would like to call your Best regards,
attention to my three comments on pages 2 and 3 of my transmittal letter
and to my comments on page 5 regarding the notification /communicatione
process. This lat*er item is extremely significant and requires deftalte -

im proveme nt.
H. B. White

As I mentioned to you on the telephone. I am very seriously interested in Emergency Operations Coordinator
petting together a proposal for a joint federal. state-local project to develop

a more adequate emergency response plan for Rancho Seco. This project HBW:mt
would include many of the elements of your proposed program. Since the
NRC/LLL phase I study on the feasibility of installing ARAC at RanchoSeco Attachment
will be completed this month, it would not take too much effort to proceed
v.ith installation and implementation of a site facility at Rancho Seco. Some ec: Members, Board of Supervisors
automated dose measuring equipment is already in place. In addition, there County Executive
are 19 offsite locations where dosimetry equiprr.ent has been installed. If John Drabic-

g one of your proposed NRC planning consultants could be made available, we Alex Cunninghsm
would put together a team of federal, state and local personnel to develop Dan Richa rd, Jr.,

'U se upgraded eme rgency plan for Rancho Seco covering both the inhalation Don Martin
N p.shway and ingestion pathway emergency planning zones. In doing this, Leonard Rosen

we could also evaluate the adequacy of these aones as proposed in NUREC.
0396 as compared with planning areas developed on a site-specific basis
through use cf ARAC.

U
Q As for timing, I think it would take about a year to complete the project.

and in the process some answers could be developed for many of the still

unanswered questions. When completed. it could pe rhaps serve as a

y o 73 D 'To
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OFFICE of EMERGENCY SERVICES **5** with the 1e an1 'or thos. funds. 3s additional
r wmoun counties in Greaon want to join taa " civil da' ante"
8'"''8"'***1 program the funds are spread even enra thialv.
May 7. 1979 In the past Columhta enunty has received 57% of

those ennendituras aliotble 'ne reimtnese-eat.
This nest year. FY74-79, it apoears that we will

TO: Stephen 'i. Salomon only recieve atout 43% '9ndino. Perhaps 9CP9
,

/ should increase its P'.A f9adien 'or those co9attas
OM: John T. DeFrance with a nuclea* 'scility at t9e sananse o' nther

counties... .? That is a tough quastina and ! do
not have a nood answer 0- recommendation. 9ut

My comments will refere e the particular pace number of the we will need additional funds from so=a nther
draft regulation. Please excuse the informality of my lattee; source (other than county- resnurces) if we are to
I hope these corments will assist ynu. Thank you, plan out t*e 10 miles suecasted to the 9tC/E84

reculation.
Page Comment

!; 112 I am very interested in the concept nf using the
!!-41 Despite what the maps may show the warnian sectnes NOAA ridio for warnino/ notification of residents

in Columbia County extend out only 2's =11es from around a nuclear plant. This is similar to spre
the plant. talk wa have had here seve-al years aon. He did

not pursue it because of the anticipated cost.
Concerning the estimated cost n' the Coluabia ! would like to receive what *ver i n f o r=a t i o n you have
County olen: tha first yesr (75-76) that this concernino this, especially information about the
of fice was funded f ull time the eudget was reimbursement of cost ' con 90AA.
$17.715 of which $3.000 was conte 1buted by
PGE. What was the cost to develop the plan'
I really don't know._ .the year and one-hal' Your report (reculation) is well done. ! an 0144 someone has
ortor to fall tima fundenn the county spent at last recognized the importance of fundino needed to accomplish
about $fi.010 for this o*fice. Ouriam that time our tasks. Funding from 9RC would perhaps te en appropriate
this office spent 90t+ ef its time on tha nian. means of getting the fundino we need--at least for the olennino
Most c' the time the 75-76 year was span * nn tha out the 10 miles in the EPZ's. Thanks.
plan also.

!!-51 $1.Mn cost per turisdierian 'ne updatien nians
~

annually is ton low a ' inure, esoeci ally i' 1'

g includes main 1v the yea *1y esercisa. After the
errecise some time is always sneet r* viewing thenw anarcisa results/ceitione. This alwavs res17ts

N in soma revision n' the n1an--in s"-* casas
involvice only a 'e w eaaes. in ot*ers iavniviaa
wMole sections of the plan. This can ** verv

Q tia* c o n s ur'i n o and c3st1v. I unu17 que' a
tette* finura would be i3.*9,1-54.191

-C%

C |!-91 Indeed. OCP4 Personnel and Administrativa #1a45
are becofrine more di''icult to botata. '%* 9004
fundina level for D4A flads is not k P a p t n., un

"9
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pepartment of Disaster res--e

Cifrus RanfY
cage wo
Mr. Dalomon
My4 1979

Deparfment of Disa,fer Preparedness
, , , , , , , _ _ , ,

La%=we,. . %w we wo me %= mr* t s w . . w m .+ rwaww sw wsw The statement about 100 percent Federal f unding for the director, wish a
$20,000 minimum salary. I read with laterest. In some states it may help to

q,y gy, 1979 attract a bet ter staf f, but Florida Counties have adequate and dedicated staffs.
Some need training, which is an important part of the NRC Program. %st could
perhapo come i higher salaries in other fields but feel dedicated to the program
and have a e 4 of job accomplishment. The cost estimates presented exceeds the

Mr. Stephen M. Soloman Ph. D. entire annus .4dget for Defense Civil Preparedness Agency (DCPA).
State Prugrams Officer
Offi e of State Programs Chapter Your statement that the " Civil Defense Program is far from complete".
Nuclear Regulatory Co=uission is ve y accurate. It is unfortussate that so many view Civil Defense as a man with

Washington. D. c. 20S35 a hard hat, whistle and a bucket of sand. Even The Honorable Robert Graham, the
Governor of our great State, believes Emergency operating Centers to be a place

Dear W. Sa hn: ehere Covernment of ficials hide in the security of the E.0.C. while the public is
unprotected. 1.e t me comaced you for viewing the EOC as the nerve center (Communi-
catione. Corsmand and Cont rol) that may save the unprotected public. The importanceThe following comments are submitte,.d for your c >nsideration concerning the at tving all coemiuntcat.ons together for ef fective coordination sannot be ove rdraft report "Beyond Defense-in-Depth.

F t fu We hig W hem f M W
many lives would have been saved f f ef fective cownications could have beenPart 1. Executive Summary: Some of the infornation and ideas preswted are

ref reshing and present a new outlook. I feel the risk of a mel*down is being maintained?.sI w'11 be writing in an ef fort to bring this maiter before the Nation =W FC E Md W@h M W hh'sove r emphasiaa l. Chances ci a nuclear war are sure 11L=1y. Next month I will
be going ts Japan and most Americans can'M taagin. tP.at the two cities there Reorgantaation Project could brief them on the FTMA Concept and t M problems with

fragmented operations. You say *>e in a position to provide some support or inputhave rebutit from out atonic bombs. I am not quite sure what an.d whose pre-
in this area.ferred approach is recommended" and what the alternatives are. Wile agreeing

with much of the report. I ar not sure I would support the S5 million for 10
NRC Regional Of fices to act as a big b rother. The more agencies involved the Chapter 3: Reference was made concerning a need for a better system for
greater the conf usion in-fighting and costs in radiological planning and notifying of f duty personnel. Coshunications and low level radiation instr +ssents

are needed. Disaster Preparedness budget requests will list items contained in'''E "**"
the draft report:

While I am not affected by your authority or responsibility on-site. I
g ghave some reserv tions abour NRC approving Ircal off-site plans. While not

an attorney, isn a the Board of County Comatas oners an extension of the State
, ' h *""' I " A E h ''P" E ' ' I'' "''Legislature? Doesn't the responsibility for plans and esscuation rest with the *

local and State Government? What about State and local sovereign rights? of 'k.nitorings Teams thru Coimno Van

Would it be possible for a local director to stall the llan Jevelopment, keep- Protective Clothing & Equipment 1.000.00
ing a half billion dollar nuclear plant shut down? The industry should not be (M e Alert Ra m M s @ ea) 4, W M
suMected to such possibilities. While the NRC has tegulatory authority on- Pagers for Commissionets/ Consitutional

site, it shoeld remain in a technical assistance rolv off-site. Citrus County's OHicus/StaH fu M *1.000.00
Includes EOC Staff Only-Others to beplan n,as a part of the State R,sdiological Plan, which has been ccvurred in by

. $ RC. Inclu8'ed in their respective budgets.

a

Since discussing a pr posed stren system with you for the Plume ExposureMoor locals would probably welcos ,sistance in obtrining the proper
..lind of dosimetry and survey instrue~ .n . Civil Defense CLV-742 0-200 R nathwev. I t.elieve that the NOAA Storm Alert Radio say be less costly and more

r offective. One hundred radio sets at $40.00 each would provide ample coverste at
' ,$ostmetry are not practical for nucia reactor incidents. The CDV-138 is not

this time. If approved, each home in the Plume Emposure Pathway would be issuedavailable in sufficient quantities or at raasinable prices (CDV-742). Eerhaps
4 ra rece wa rnints a ea"gnc ks.NRC should buy instrumentation la bulk ep.antities cod then make it available

gto State and local dovernment at cost.

cs

he g ethle$$ I n tl3GItj 4
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* age Three
Mr. 3alomon Page Four
May 16, 1979 Mr. Salomon

May 14 1979

I agree with your statement that "very few local official's have kept good Citrus, County Plans to take a positive approach on its planning. Copies of
records of manpower." This is in reference to liaison acetings, analysis, writing * the overflight photos have been requested (copy attached). When received we plan
reviewing and finalizing such plans. At the local level so many plans are inter- to upgrade our 1r f ormation files on area residents in the Plume Esposue Pathway.
related that it would be difficult to break it dcwn for accounting purposes. In While not limited to a particular distance, we intend to cosuunicate with every
my previous paragraph on the NOAA Store Alert Radio System-it would also be used f amily that lives within 5 miles. This comunication may be in the form of a
for severe weather warnings i.e. Hurricane. Tornado. etc. su how should I break liaison visit whic h is most desirable. Telephone or written communications may
down the costs. The cost of maintaining good records in this aras must be weighed be utilised for those not home at the time or for other reasons. The purpose is
against the benefits. If additional tecord keeping is required, additional aan- to explata prote6tive actions in the event of an emergency infore residents of
power would be required. Perhaps a full-time perscin to plan train, exercise and their quadrant locations, collect data of an toportant nature and answer any
develop resources to f ulfill local government responsibilities with regard to questicas regarding the plan. Public information is an important part that is
nuclear plants would be desirable. often overlooked.

Chapter 4: This county believes in the economy of volunteer particpation while We have less than 100 families living in the radius. It is proposed that
n partment. Health Department. Road each family be provided with a NOAA Stora Waratog Radte which would broadcastthe paid personnel of Citrus County Sherif f's e

and Bridge Department. Human Services. Agriculture, School Board, and the City of warnings in the event of an emergency. I have included funde for this capability
Crystal River do a great job. I as particularily impressed with our volunteers. in my budget request for FY 80.
Mr. Dean Freeman and Mr. 1.ane $tark qre our RADEF Supervisors. A local Citizen
Band Radio group called the Citrus County Communications Task Force do a great With low level radiation instrumentation. Leproved radio cousunications f or

job of radiological monitoring and communications. Connell Heights. Detosa and radiological monitoring teams, and acre emphasis on training, we should have an
Crystal River Fire Department handle decontamination and their response as been adequate plan and staff. We will continue to strive 50 improve our response
outstanding. The main complaint of volunteer groups is that the training program * capability, and resources.
seldom have courses available and convenient for volunteers. I completed the
Radiological Energency Response Operations Course about a year ago, which was Wile we may not be in total agreement, the draf t report contained many items
excellent. The other arabers of our response team have been unable to cbtain space of icterest. It was with great interest that I read about the ten outstanding
for attendance. Your assistance in this marter would be appreciated. examples, which included Crvetal River 3. of the sites sampled (Page 1168).

If you should desire surtner information or have any questions, please do not
I believe that decision making and cont rol should a joint responsibility of hesitate to call on me.

State and local governaet . The Board of County Commissioners have a resporsibility
to the citizens of this county to protect their lives and property. We should not $1ncerely,
rely heavily on industry or State for proper judgement. We need a aintaus capability
to advise our citizens of proper protective actions. While ! vie" it taproper for
industry to be shutdown for lack of a local plan over which tney have no control. -

our primary responsibility f or such a plan rests with the local government. The Csorgs . len.
#Board of County Coent ssioners having this responsibility. should assure that a Direc

suitable plan has been developed to protect the public.
CJA: rc h

I don't advise counties to invest in Atomospheric Release Advisory Capability
(ARAC) or ring sys6eas. The survey teams with Icw level radiation instrumentation Enclosurer: 2 As $tated
are the best choice for local government. The computer systems and the ring systems

"would still require some monitoring by survey teams to verify pnjections. Th e
Q cost is 3100,000.00 or more and the state of art has not been developed and tested

as fully effective. We have had short response times for deployee,t of survey teams
- Oand with taproved communications they shoutd be very ef fective.
N Citrus County s tans to deploy a version of the ring system only if it is provided

with Research and Development Funds. A copy of a letter f rom the Board of County
Q Commisisoners, supporting this Research and Development Froject is a t t ac hed. Wh ile

the project has merit, radioactive gases may leap or jump the instrument, as a result.
D of atmospheric conditions. In our situat ion. Ruskin can' t accurately forecast our
N weather condtions which could have a great inpact on decision asking.

M
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Citrus Counfy
.

CITRUS COUNTY t
.

OPParfrrient of Oi.uster Prepareane,sCounmousa souans mveness. FLomoa 3:sso . (904) 72saast se awe s. =6e .m..

wa%.e sw. : .* we aew 09 % we n4 ess i .,* n . w. *- ;scw tsssimg

April 23. 1979

Chief
State Director Office of Inspection ami Enforceant
Division Disaster Preparedness U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1720 South Cadsden Street Washington, D. C. 20555
Tallahassee. Florida 32301

Dear Sirgg

Request the two types of photos representing distances of 6 and 11 milesThe Board of County Commisalons have been inf or ed that a corJeerical across, respeerively of the Crystal P1ver Nuclear Plant, taken under contractelectonics firm has demonstrated 'e new cancept in re=ote radiological
between EC & C and NRC wi'h a Baselblad camera, be cade available to thismonitoring to the Regional Of fice. Defense Civil Preparedness Agency.
of fice for distribution (1 Set each) to the following local governwat organi-
'' 'This new concept would detect repor: ele raJiatio s. levels and alert

personnel at.a remote location. Persons, n duty at :he re9ote location Counties cities
would be able to read the radiation leve. 5 -s would Se . .c-ived by an

automatically activated radio. Citrus County Crystal River
14vy County Yankeetown

Citrus County has been in the_proce n .*w-, :; e eigency response
Inglis

team and a comunication van for. support. - I.-erge? r derations Ce iter Marion County Not Applicable
is manned la *iour; per day.; We jave be.1 .:23 .- tag an ade nste
plan and response to Florida Power Nuclear Plant !xseds2 M view of

I have promised the representatives of the coun:ies or municipality tha*.
our demonstrated initiative in ljhts area, request coesiden:.:n be given to I would attempt to acquire the aerials for distribution. If a Wlar Negative
testing this new concept in Citrus , County. is asailable, we would be happy to run our own copies and make dist ribution.

8.s i
Ve woula encourage you to speed up this Research and :qvelopgest effort Thanking you in advance for your assistance in this maher. If I can be

We are willing to maae changes in our plan to incorporate ti ese contro:s as of assistance or if you have any questions please feel free to ca.1 on me.
an intrigal part of it. Our staf f in Disaster Preparedness would be directed

to assist in the testi_n_g_a,nd_ rendel,suppsrt within their capabilitf. Sincerely.

A motion was made in open session. seconded anJ passed supporting :his-

,. request. If Citrus County can be of assistance in this eatter, please contact
our Disaster Preparedness Director. - / f *#

org Allen.g Direc r
Sincerely.

CJA:rch

J to ,

D (Mr.. Jean can C . . r un

Boa of Ci:rus Count) Co: nis s ios e rsQ
JC.rch

PrepareJws h %rusaf
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ST. LUCIE COUNTY Pg. 2

* oo rye'n a |orn'c e o t3aaler rep a re n eJ J
These photos and all ** .r information such asme, aoo. ,os ..c , com

c..- soar mace. etonic. ama the quarterly environmental surveillance infor-
**=a*'** mation should be given to the local Disaster

Preparedness agency for their use in planning.

pg. II-69 - paragraph 2. - Independert capability -
May 22nd, 1979 Public sonfidence is worth the cost. These are

the people who are " paying the freight", and
are entseled to know the facts.

Case in point - The Three Mile Island fiasco.
United States Nuclear Regulatory Comission If the true facts had been released by the proper
State Programs Officer people, it would not have received the adverse
Office of State Programs publicity resulting in lack of confidence in
Washington, D.C. 20555 that nuclear power facility, state arid local

government of ficials, and the Nuclear Regulatory
Attention: Stephen N. Salomon, Ph.D. Comission people.

Subject: Draft Report - Beyond Defense-In-Depth: pg. II - 79 - Land Use Planning-Change future and
Cost and Funding of State and Local Government present zoning to inhibit *populstion growth
Radiological Emergency Pesponse Plans and within the ten mile EPZ. Site should be limited
Preparedness in Support of Comercial Nuclear to those areas of state where this is possible.
Power Stations, NUREG-0553, March 30th, 1979 At present sites the utility to buy up the

surrounding area encompassing the ten mile EPZ.
Dear Sir: In the case of plants such as St. Lucie I and II

which is on the ocean and river, turn all this
I would like to make the following coments into a recreational area.

on the contents of this report.
COMMENTS:

pg. I-1 $5 million for 10 office of State programs -
This money could be better spent at the State There is an imediate need for the NkC to keep
government level. We do not need any additional in closer touch with the local jurisdictions,
Federal controls. on all matters concerning a nuclear power plant

in the County.
License fee to cov2r costs - this concept has- - - *

merit. We feel that the fee needs to be paid There are presently ten DCPA regions in theN directly to the County wherein the plant is country. If there is a need for NRC personnel
sC located. It is a well known fact in government as consultants, why not have one at each of

that wnen monies are paid to a second party. by these installations which are already in placeN the time it reaches its intended destination, there and thereby cu ting cost.
is very little lef t.

O pg II-27 - Florida viewing themselves as ade-
.h quately equipped. This is not neces arily true. ,

Up to date instrumentation is badly needed.g
pg II-5 3 - Paragraph 3. - Overflight ohotos of
the site are available. This is the flrst infor-
mation received that there are such photographs.
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Dothen/Houstoa County
Office of Civt Defeneo
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pg. 3 v

C:FICE CF C:'"'. : "- '

,; -N -;..:
Fundin4 is the most important factor for ^ ; ......

County governments. In order to properly . . , ....e. . . . -. .,,,n
...* -: 'tadminister the varioos plannin6 and upgrading ""*'':** * ",of present planning which have been put a = a== .:

into being by the NRC. the NRC should resolve ;;m ay u a ,. __
the source of the funding.

April 26,1979

Respectfully,

/ Otephen M. falomon, Ph. C.
State Programs Officer
Nuclear Regulatcry Commission

Phil J./ Rodi
L/ Washington, D.C. 20555

PJR/pw

Oear Mr. Salomons

Aftea reviewing the draft report of Nymd refense-In-Teeth. I find that
the items pertaining to our area are very won stated. no iaea of funding,
from some agency, and the p'a w y and exercising and testing of Nuclear
Plant Evacuation Plans is of utmoet importance.

I feel that some equipment should be avain o. the local level with
trained manpower. This will enable the local ,,ovessung agencies to make a
determination of want action to take without waiting for the plant operator
to decide whether or not the situation is considered an energency.

Ina rural area, such as ours, the news media, door to door notification,
and local law enforcement, are tha forms of evacuation we have had. Good
Public Information Plans are essential in a potential disaster such as the
Three Mile Island incident.

We feel, since the incident at Three Mile Island, that our plan would
have to be rewritten with a great deal of involvement from the actual agencies
that will bo out in the field evacuating. Again, the time requ1M4 by the
different agencies, away from their normal departmental affairs, is questioned
by each department. With proper funding, the various departaer.ta could develop----.

a very realistic and comprehensive plan with the advise and help from this office.
.Q

O he hope that your report may be a step in the right direction.

sincerely,

* f
A f James W. Aldridge

d Coordinator
Ln

*%

" CI VIL DEFENSE 15 FL.4 NNING TO S.4 VE YOUR 1|FE~
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Blakelygsty County Kentucidans Regkmel
CM Defense Depenment Planning and Developent Agency

Kentuckiana RegionalCivil Defense Department Kiph
stekely.tedy cessey Planning and Development Agency

Blakely. Georgia
.e ...,o. ..... .2n*3 .,,.e... .. m a . . . n,.. . .es ,ee.

912 723-3029
JAMES e MAN 10es
cms cerrass osaecton

27 Apa11 1979

Jpril 26, 1979

TC stephen W. I,alomon
State Programa Officer
Office of state Progre'es Mr. Stephen N. Salmtm
suelear Regulatory Comiaston Offion of State Programa
4ashington, L.O. 20$M U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Ormassicm

Washingtat, D. C. 2C555
auBET s Seyond Defense-In-Depta Report

Daar Mr. Salcyrm:

Recently the Karttudtima Ngiatal Flaming ed DrNelcpant Agency has bacces
in response to your letter f 16 April 1979 arr$ suoject re.wrt dat.o involved in the planning fbr disaster md erazgancy situatims. Sun ecstiasis
30 Marca 1979, the following concenta are suositted: at planing has been directed toward Cleam and Trintle cDtrities in the Qrstm-

sealth of nontucky.
Reference training page II-22. :ladiological monitorir4 courses are conducted
at the local levels however, due to a large turnover snia training is a Visse two atmastias are ccroerned with the potentia .sazart$s that could occar with
continning function on tne part of local civil defense unita. the anstructicm of the Ma+1m Hill Nuclear Ptwar Plmt. Shcm41d ttia tcretruction

be otrplated, Tri:21e Oxmty, Eeuitucky is located dizactly actres the Chio River
Reference training page II-J9. It la telt that tne radiological monitoring frtan the site. Olduun Oxmty, Kentucky is located tan milar m3uth of trie pro-
courses conducted at tne local level would also tie considered trainirg for posed site. The agency and the citizens of these two ocanties are atterptitu; to
Radiological amargency Aaponse Plans. prepare trenmelves fbr a situaticm that could occur as was agarianand at 21ree

MLla Islmd in Harrisburg, Purnsylvmia.
Reference communications systema page II-63. at the present time, sites vita
two state planning appear to have a notification procles. For saample, It has been brtma$tt to our attention that you drafted a plat Oc.m",-0553) cm Marth
current notification procedures for 11abama/ Georgia ares In tas event of an 30. 1979 that is to be cxmsidered by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Qmnissior. "he
unplarmed release, the nuclear plant notifies tne Alabama nadiological title of the prquasal is Bewnd unferme - In - Dmeh, ed czmcaris the czaat of
Emergency Duty Officer. The duty officer then 'iotifies tae Georgia Radiological ftading stata and local <pvemesant raholcgical enurguicy respase pla1s and pro-

~

Health Unit. The Georgia Healta Jnit notifies the Jeorgia state Civil paretese in sqport of crrvercial rpelaar po.or statims.
Lefense Office and they then notify the local civil defense unit. The local
civil defense unit is located approximately fourteen mile from the nuclear Sie agency is also attmepting to atirass the sans situatias. I would agreciate
3,lant. It would appear that tnia is a time consuming notification system. If a otpy of your prtgesal for our staff to review. Your cxrisideraticm in sendirm;
feasible, a system involving simultaneous notifications would oe more desiracle. us a copy of your proposal would to greatly amzeciated.

If I can be of any further assistance to you on snia .atter ;lasse call or Since ly yours,_.

nrite to tne above ad1ress. /
'

*
,O ,

/"mMJbM< seu.

r0 _Li > s. .w..c4 noc.utive ciree.or
Civil sersmse .,1recter

3lately-c.arly h ty gy,cg,

cc fileA
@

g [ ......x e. .. ..e.......~..,,e.ee...e......e.
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Department of Emergency Servicae

Han of Justace
312 South Fern West
Kemo. Washengton 98626

anent of Emm seme ' July 23, 1979 Twonone (206) 577 3130 Stephen N. Salomon
kjl Page 2

SU BJ EC"U "Beyond Defense - In Depth"
Stephen N. Salomon
Office of 3 tate Programs Another point in the study I would like to address is on pages
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 11-92 and 11-93 The list contained on pace 11-93 is not pri-
Washington, DC 20555 oritized.

SUBJECT: "Beyond Defense - In Deptha I would like to request that the NRC establish a provisicn to
assist this county in receiving fanding from P.J.E for a t31f-

Dear Mr. Salomon: time person to assist with Troj an-related planning, correspondence ,
exercises, etc. as well as funds to provide a warning system.

This letter is sent in response to your study "Beyond Defense -
In Depth"- First, let me compliment ycu on the in-depth study. Thank you again for your assistance to local government.
So often we on the local level take time to work with State or
Federal personnel and receive no further contact. Sincerely.

There are several points which you baought out in the study that //
were of particular interest. You noted that Cowlitz County, in

, & ,v4,,yuw(/ ,-
'he State of Washington, receives no financial support from State out nda a. t Lcu ar.n Federscn
or Federal government nor P.G.E. 's Troj an facility. This is true Director
and I want to reiterate the financial burden this places on Cowlitz
County. LAI : 'J "

In 1977 Cowlitz County tested all aspects of the Cowlit County Enclosure
Peacetime Radiological Incidents Plan. For your information I
am sending you a copy of the cost breakdown of the expense to
local government agencies. This document was presented recently
to tne Washington State Energy and Utilities Committee. The docu-
ment does not involve cost to American Red Crcss perscnnel Port
of Kalama and other private agencies.

As a result of the Three-Mile Island accident, the local chapter
of the American Red Cross wrote a letter to the Emergency Cervices
Council of Cowlitz County requesting that a warning system be de-
veloped. At the present time, there is no adequate system to warn
the public.

~

mg) A meeting has been set up for legislators, county commissioners,
'

elected city officials, State Department of Emergency Services,
C) DCPA Region 8 and Trojan representatives. The NRC is cordially

invited. Meeting objectives are to identify the need for an ade-pg )
quate warning system, determine the type of system, determine wnom
should be alertei and where the funding fer this syste:n can te
secured. The meeting is scheduled T r July 27, 1979 in xelsa atC::) 10:30 a.m. in the Hall of Justice Training Room. If you :an

-Eth attend or have a representative attend it would be greatly ap-
q preciated.

civil CEFENSE SE ARCH AND RESCUE DISASTER REUEF
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Govemment

Defense CivE Preparednese National Oceanic and
Agency AWssee Mministration

/ k
DEFENSE CIVIL PREPAREDNESS AGENCY f

M'
q UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE%

Nataemet Oceanee and AtmospAerte Admessekret e4W ASHINGTON. D.C. 293o1 **1
g,.2 f" reswnavrwes sengeke

-
Office of Coastal Zone wanagement
3300 ninitenaven St-e-t. N.w.
washington, D. C. 20235

May 7, 1979 June 1,1979

MD10RANDUM FOR Mr. Stepheo Salomon Cr. Stephen N. Salomon
State Prostams Of ficer State Programs Officer
of fice of State Programa Office of State Programs
helaar Regulatory commission Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washington, D.C. 20555 Wasnington, D. C. 20555

$!!BJECT: Draft Report - Beyond Def ense-In-Depth: Cost and Funding of Dear Dr. Salomon:
State and Local Government Radiological Emergency Response
Plans and Preparedness in Support of Couumercial Nuclear Power I've received and briefly reviewed your draf t Preparedness document.
Stations, NURI.G-0553 March 30, 1979 The current task force effort in NCAA focuses on nataral hazards

in coastal areas, primarily from hurricanes and related stom surge
Thank you for the opportunity to view this draf t report. It is very f#ooding, erosior, subsidence, etc.
complete and well done. elowever, in the 11 git of TMI, I believe that
the cost estimates are very optimistic. NCAA's general role focuses on hurricane and weather-related warnings,

technical information and assistance in areas of environriental infor.
I have one specific counsent on Page II-61 - Second Paragraph: The mation and assistance, mapping assistance, and some financial assistance
assumption that no costs are assianed to instrumentation is not valid. for planning in coastal areas. The enclosed material better describes
The Brookhaven project does not involve " modification" of civil def ense our coastal hazards activities and the Coastal Zone Management Program,
instrumente but rather using standard instruments with auxiliary sim. including the Coastal Energy Impact Program. There are circumstances
plified air sampling equipment which must be procured. As a result, where the basic CZM Program, providing grants to states for a full
there may be substantial costs associated with instrumentation. range of planning and resource management activities, and the CEIP

Program, provid.ng some ltatted planning assistance for coastal related
I am passing your report along to Ed Williams, Chairman of the Interagency energy impacts, Could address your draf t proposals. However, this
fask Force on Emergency Instrumentation, for comments. I am sure that you should not be considered a primary or even major source of fanding
will hear from him. and your reference to the espansion of the CEIP Program to the Nation's

rivers is unfounded. 30th of these programs provide assistance to the
/7 / states and primary allocation and use is generally within their discretion.

gp Orawing from my experience on the NCAA Task Force on Natural Hazards
arI a. Sieb in Coastal Areas, your draf t does raise some general ouestf oes.f_
Staff Director

'N_ Detection and o Is there some Categorial rystem for determining and
Counterzeasures Division identifying the degree of risk at certain sites under

- certain circWMstances (intensity,10 Cation, procability,
N etc.)? It's difficult to plan without naving a good

understanding of the real risk, both in terms of probable
frequency, intensity, and geograpny.

C
^ D

0 ..g~
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MAY t6 1379

o Are there trade-off mitigation approaches such as METRANDUM FOR: Stephen N. Salomon
evacuation. structural design and protective
measures, or others? FROM: Rotert T. Jaske

o Is there in assumed govermnental responstbtlity to SUSJECT: COMENTS ON NJRET-0553 (DRAFT) *8EYOND DEFENT.E IN DEPTH *fully support the costs of activities resulting from OAliD MARCN 30, 1979
siting or is it shared with the operating firm. etc.?

This document is a timely and important piece of work. It provides
o Assune the Federal Emergency Management Agency is fully perspective on a critical component of emergency response planning, and itorganized (October?), can radiological preparedness and fulfills the ortginal study objective, that of getting a better basis for

response planning, particularly in coastal areas be relating the impact of NUREG-0396 on the State and local governments,coupled with all other federally assisted activities Because it deals with uncertainty, some reviewers may be cautious aboutfor civil defense, national hazards, and man-made the depth of the data base. With respect to the costs of organization and
hazardous activities? training I do not share this view. and I urge you to press for early

release as a companion piece to NUREG-0396.incerely, g
I have a few suggestions of two types. those which eignt be useful in the

l

( short term and a second group which might qualify for additional, extended
study.jRI rd A. oster

Deputy Assistant Administrator Pages !-1.2
for Aantnistration

The esecutive sununary is not clear as to the division of effort betweenEnclosures brirgino plans up to existing guidance levels and those required for
MUREG-0396. The critical reccamendations for staffing. Impact on Itcensing,
and the use of advanced technology bear on either approach and might be
bettcr stated in the sammary.

The fee senedule and the impitcation of a plaining fund based on present
worth economics could be further clarified by presentation of a summary of
capital and recurring Cost in annual dollars. Not every reader will
understand present worth economics, and the subject is toa important to
perett confusion in the executive sununary.

I believe the supinary might be improved by organizing into tnree levels of
aCttons. They are:

u
g a) Actions which the NRC can take under present rules.

N b) Actions requiring rule maatng.

c) Actions requiring legislation.o
en
o
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Stephen M. Salomon -2-

Stephen N. Salomon -3-Part II-5

Introduction of the EPZ at this point as one of the objectives of the State In the seismic area. Integrated systems offer a number of advantagesPrograms inquiry would assist the reader in anticipating the 4ter thrust when combined with nuclear station instruments. The real time analysit of
of the document. It would lay a better foundation for the successive earthquakes at regional response centers might well assist in decisions to
impacts of later chapters. ride-out or shut-down individual units based on a combination of electrical

load flow and earthquake energy spectra. The locatfon of nuclear power
Pa2e II-61.62 stations offers a dispersed sensor grid of enceptional national coverage.
The discussions of ARAC presume too much from the reader, and do net do All of the above imply a new and higher level of real time data acquisition
justice to the concept. Because AAAC is a management tool which has a high among licensees of all sortsand regulatory agencies. The real-time data
degree of impact on the present way of doing things, f ts technical content logging of critical factif ties in order to provide signa!s for response
and alternative uses need further explanation perhaps in an appenota. planning is a loolcal transition from the present. highly automated
Further. ARAC is based on one national laboratory approach and other internal systems of major energy conversion and utilization fac111ttes.
rompnnent models and subfeatures deserve explanation. The nest phase of industrial development may well see this extension of

regulatory overview in order to better provide for public health and
The costs for implementing ARAC vary widely and those stated in the document safety. It is not unreasonable for public officials to be as cognizant of
are at variance with budget estimates for trial installations at two ongoing events f avolving healtn and safWre the my*1ad of individuals
reactor sites; valid differences should be explained. having access to bank accour,ts and sne res' wattons.
I believe the term " optimal * 15 a bit early. It may be that several mixes
of systems of ff xed monitors and computer assisted management systems any

,j,/be appropriate for different aceas of the country. In the last analysts.
the States or regional groupings of States may elect to eake independent Robert > Jaske
judgments on the scope of a system which meets minimum Federal guide 11 ries. Technical Advisor to

the DirectorThe * ring" system of fixed monitors is not unique to Alabama and has been Office of State Programsunder consideration for many years. Its cost effectiveness is a function
of rapidly changing technology and any judgments on deplo3eent should be
made on the basis of %1storical facts as well as future possibilities. cc: R. G. Ryan
Advances in solid stace electrontcs since 1970 could well reduce the costs M. E. Collins
of general deployment. especially 1f done en a large scale.

Some Long Range Considerations

There are sume Ic99 term concepts that deserve consideration.

The use of ARAC type systems far management of 1ther emergency events should
~ not be precluded by its origination in nuclear affairs. This might include
y chemical spills on land. water or in the air, and tanker spills in bays

and estuaries. Therefor 1 in thinking about such systass thera ata; be drit-O in locating the Easter centers away from reactors. in State c' ~ .41*

N response centers vtere they would have general applicability. would4

reduce the investment per event, and help build confi$ence in tne use of
Compt.ter assisted management systems. For example one commercial Company

<Q Offers on-line Computer management of bulluing air Conditioniftg based on a
regional weather model .)

- - - .
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NRC
Martin (OfHoe of Nucieer Reactor Reguistfon)

H. E. Collins -2- g
* 9 UfueTf D sf a7ES
[, i NUCLE AR REGULATORY COMMIS$10N..

i- | **8""*8'O's o c sa'** people in the boonies do pay attention to sirens. I can put 70 to
- 123 db of dissonance all over a radius of 5 miles for 550 L to $100. . . . . " JG( ! l SM K (capital costs. 1978 dollars). Once ! can warn pecple te a hu ry.

.v ** r

I'm home free for all but the most major and abrupt releases - from
the standpoint of belping people protect themselves. Once I've done
that. I'm not at all sure what else is necessary for me to provide
to protect people. or the relative worth of anytning else.

wEMORANDUM FOR: Harold E. Collins. Assistant Director
Office of State Programs 2. Salomon notes the fetish in some State and local agencies for the

F detectors" concept (nb p. !!-61). He does treat it fairly."rtng 0
FROM: James A. Martin. Jr. tho'. by pointing out various pros and cons. However, in the latter

Accident Analysis Srssch. OSE discussion he missed the key point in this regard. which 1$ that the
Cffice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation key variables for protective action dectstons in the early time

frame should be the plant instrumentation - and the non-radiological
SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON ORAFT REPORT NUREG-0553 "Eff0ND OEFENSE- parameters predominantly. As we saw at TMI. evacuation and shelter

IN-DEPTM" dectstons were planned to be based on in-plant observables. Radiological
monitoring off-site was counter-indicative of protective actions at
all t ues. Those uno want a ring of detectors seem to be the ones

The following is in response to your recent request of the Task Force: who want to plan to await an actual major release befora they would
initiate protective actions - this is 180 degrees opposed to unifoan

SENE9AL Federal Guidance and we should not support it. On tne other hand.
If tney want it. we shoult't object very strenucusly, and merely

1. Eves considering the tendency of burocracies to inflate costs, the point out that licensees can very eastly see a big release coming
costs of planning compiled by Salomon, ba?ed on State and local and couldn't miss a big one. 5tatements such as: "The core is (or
estimates, are low, amounting to about $52.500 per year per plant is not) uncovered". "The containment is (or is not) intact" "ECCS(ca 1978 dollars). This is acout what Aubrey Godwin has been saying worked (or did aat)*. carry far more import than "the dose rate on
for years now. Since this includes costs of teclamentation )f hill 23 at 3:10 p.m. was 1R/hr". We must also note that a dose rate
NUREG-0396, tr.e hRC/ EPA Task Force's judgment that its suggestions measurement at any place and time bears only a tenuous relationship
shoulc not result in major additional expenditures appears to be to the dose rate at another place and time, or to dose commtttment,
correct.

3. Nevertheless. we should point out that rf ags of detectcri already
2. Salomon enkes no attempt to rank the various elements of planning as esist. OCPA has 300.000 boxes of instrunents across t e d.5. andto their worth in (1) protecting the public if ever need be and (11) supports a ca11bratton and repair facility in each state. OCPA has

everything aise (e.g. keeping bureaucrats informed, environmental said that they would negotiate with states regarding the placceent
monitorfng for post-accident analysis). 5ach a ranking needs to be of a dozen or so instrwneat sets in the vicinity of nuclear power
done for us to see various aspects in their proper perspective. plants and estabitsh an anrual maintenance schedule for them. So.

locales can have a ring of detectors for practically nothing! It
3. Even Salomon slips occastonally and confuses costs of planning and would simply mean a reallocation of presently entsting resources.

costs of response. For example, he states on p. II-77 that the (But I'd bet that States wouldn't buy this, especially where the
costs of bloOtag of roads "seems to be proportional to the perimeter" Dept. of RAD. Health 15 in charge. They want their own; they don't
This may be h e if one were to actually block roads, but the costs trust CD; snd theyM say that tie Sheriff or Fire Oept. can't read a

M of deciding to do so some day. if recessary, are not at all procortional meter properly.) Or they could use my " cheapie-peeper" idea (as Ed
m to perimeters. By and large Salomon does maintain the distinction. Williams calls it) - put a telephone next to an on-site GM counter
* however. that goes click; you've now got a stg9a1 that you can transmit anywnereN - and it costs only $15 per month, or so.

Spec!FICS
4 I don't understand way the protective responte of shelter (stayiegQ 1. On page I!-64 Sa+0n hits on t*e key to a successful emer';ency home, shutting windcus ano doors, go in a closet. cover your noseresponse by the puelic - meansTor tne early warning of people - and and auth. listen to tne radio or TW for further instructions; 1s

shows now little it costs - betn capital costs and operating costs. .ven such short smrift. It would be the easiest protective actio4N ! don't agree tnat strens are no good. People in cities one't pay tw people to taae and would be much better than taking a K1 tctiet
'nucn attention to strens tnat stay on for only a mnute er so. But (K1 *blets nave their uses, especially =nere institutional controls

are i. ' face, but they protect the thyroid oa11 and tney uust be
_
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Putdic Interest
and Other

Natural Resources
Defeneo Counc5, Ir.c.

_

Natural Resources Defense Council,Inc.
917 t$TN STsEIT N.W.

W AS HINGToN, e.C. Sooo5

...m.....

we w.op.e n,w r + opa,
esos rats svasse ... saev e... sveas

ease atra caur. 34see June 12, 1979 * * * * * * * . " * * * ' "
e st 9 *7-**se see egg-eece

Steven N. Salomon Steven N. Salomon, Ph.D.
State Program Officer June 12, 1979
Nuclear Regulatory Commission Page Two
washington, D.C. 20555

Deer Dr. Salomon

This letter is in response to the receipt of BUREG-0553 be the case that the financial difficulties of a local
(Draft), dated March 30, 1979. I have not had an opportunity cosmiunity would inhibit the implementation of the necessa n
to read the entire report in depth, but one factor which emergency preparedness plan or the continued viability of
inanediately struck me was the question of the funding of such a plan once irnplemented.
the proposed upgrading of emergency preparedness which you
recoeumend. It seems to me that, rather than the limited There is a related question which you address directly
assessment of these additional costs on the utilities ia your paper, and that is the question of whether plants
operating the plant, the entire assessment of the additional which now do not have adequate emergency preparedness plans
costs should be imposed on the utilitiss op= rating the plants. should be allowed to continue to operate (p. 1-23. As you
Unless this is done, there will be a failure to properly may know, this hans been the subject of comments filed by
internalize an external cost associated with the operation the Natural Resources Defense Council and Citizens for a
of a nuclear facility. Better thvironment upon which essentially no action has

been taken by the Staff. (In the Matter of Appendia E -
If I understand the thrust of your report, it is that Emergency Plans For Production and Utilization Facilities:

an important ingredient for the Nuclear Regulatica Coevaission Natural Resources Defense Council and Citizens for a Better
to be able to conclude that the operation of a nuclear plant Environment Comments on Proposed Amendment to Appendix E
provides a reasonable assurance of adequate protection of to 10 CFR Fart 50.) For your convenience, I an enclosing
the public health and safety is the existence of adequate a copy of those comments and requesting that you attempt to
emergency preparedness. CertainAy that conclusion is one encourage the powers that be within the Staff to provide an
with which we are in complete agreement. If that is so, answer to the comments, particularl? an answer in line with
then the cost for the NBC to be able to make that finding the findings of your report - i.e., that without adequate
is the cost of providing such emergency preparedness. emergency preparedness a nuclear'pTant should not be a? lowed
Pursuant to Title 31, U.S.C., 5 483a ,- the NRC is required to operate.
to recoup the cost of processing and approving applications

V for licenses for nuclear plants. It would therefore appear Sincerely
n that, so long as the NJtC is itself funding the upgraded

N[ emergency preparedness as a part of being able to make a enclosure
reasonable assurance finding, it would be permissible, if - O' '~'-
such a finding is made, to ic: pose the full cost of such Anthony isman
emergency preparedness on the utility.

Q Even if there is some question about existing authority
to impose the costs on the utility, I would think it would

D be desirable for the NBC to affirmatively recommend that
all such costs be imposed upon the utility. It sho e rr

D D 9om m
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May 15, 1979 r g e,,5
'*** * "*Office of State Programs

Mr. Stephen N. Salomon U.S. Muclear Regulatory Conunist " 4
State Programs Officer dashington, D.*. 20555
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Ccmmission
Washington, D.C. 20555 Dear Steve:

re: NUREG 0553, runding of State and Local Government Thank you to much for responding so promptly to ey request for information
Radiological Emer~' icy Response Plans and a copy of your draft report. I'e sorry this reply has not been as

prompt in return.

Dear Mr. Saloman: We have found your Jraft report most useful, particularly in its assess-
ment of existing planning procedures and issues of cost and responsibility.

I have reviewed your draft report referenced above. We are currently cataloging state emergency response plans for selected
It represents, in my view, a thorough examination of a problem states, trying to identify the plan element. if any, that addresses transpor-
presented to local governments by the construction of a tation accidents involving radioactive materials. We are finding much of
nuclear power plant nearbyr they must fund a program of the lack of organization and coordinaf !on you describe in NUREG-0553.
preparation for nuclear disaster. Signif tcant uncertataty seems to est t as to various agency responstbili-

ties in an accident, and there is a genuine interest in improving the situ-
As you are undoubtedly aware, all unrecovered costs ation given the events at Three 4 d e Island. Thus, although we are not

paid by government funds (federal, state, or local) for regu. specifically looking at fined facilities, we found the discussion in your
lation of nuclear power reactors are subsidies to the nuclear report most timely.
industry, i.e., taxpayers pay for controlling a public menace
Placed in their community by power ecwpanies and reactor Aqain, thank you for the draft and the other MUREG documents. We look
builders. forward to the final report of NUREG-0553. Our current work is in support

of Sandia's work for the MRC on the transport of radianuclides through
I would suggest, therefore, that a guiding principle urban areas; I'm sure you'll be seeing working copies in your office,

behind the initiation of widespread emergency planning near However, if any of our more specific information would be of use to you,
nuclear power reactors (an immediate NRC priority) must be please feel free to call.
that all costs of the program, federal, state, or local,
be paid, directly or indirectly, by the reactor owners. Sincerely,

Please send me a final draft of your report.
4+<.&

Marjorie R. Greene~

Sincere'.y, Social Chanet Study Center

\))O n w mb, ,

W. Andrew Baldwin
Legal Director

CD
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Safe Energy
' New Jersey Public interest

Amance Research Group

1

Jane 19'),

.'ely 27,19'M

i's. Stephen 3. ;;elo on
3: eta 2ro pa a Gif.cer

.!ft:e ! 5 tate ?rofra a.

J.3. Lclear P.agalatory Oo . iasion
asa.ngton, J.O. 2053 5

Deer Dr. Saloece
Dear ;z. Salo..en,

I hope yee will be able to esswer some of the geestiene BJPIM has sea.
It has just :oday co.e to y at;en. ion your solici.eLion of co . ents relailve
to 2020- '3 Hraft cos*} 3ITC7 T.F!*3c:.ts-rf?M CCST .JQ '"Q::C LF seraias your report, 'Beyond Defense in Depth'.
S T.J! _'O L&.1 GC'/ZRN. INT R. 01CLWC.1.;IEE:4CY CEEI 21. M JJ
DI?JJ.3 %5: IN 5'JPPC RT ( F CL.IRCI J. TJC1.ZL JL PCli!1 ;* TIC:G - r8 '' 109 Page I-1 113 m1111em for the 2b higher risk siteam what are thQi

IA emer of a loc;l citizens aroup in sout.wesarn :seu 1.4 ps.. ire :alled Page II-1 If N.J. has better plane, how had ere the other states?
C' eshire Jaunty Safe f.ner;y 111.nce. wr terri cry 14 ;ccctal airectly
across ti.e Connec ticut River, and ;enerally downwind fro- , the Ver. cat Yanatee We have been intelved la seeleer power reaeerch fer aces time ama it seen.

Nuclear Power Flant. Frankly 1 are quite concerned, especially ;1ven Qa
operating record of that particalar m. clear pl nc over the last six years, that t>ere is met emeegh preparaties. The state's PIPAG esausl imelades E.R.

Uill yea please forward to us a copy of 't 0-C 3 , and any relevent pdate Squibb in New Brunswich, yet the CD Direeter la the Ceesty knowe mething aheet
aterial. lso, vill jou please foroard a copy of sa a ta

City or "eene eveeueties plans. Theesth met se the same scale, Squibb does have a eteckpile
''eene City Mali
"eene, 'i.3. .M1 of radioactive iodiae and yet veny little is known about it, by se and the DD.

.tt*; .'ayer alchard 2elocuit
and Lene City Couacil Page II-3 Cees N.J. have a fell time Radielegical Defe se Officert

J..e City Council and eyor ;. ave, at ? east sanse .he tree :*ile Is1.nd ecicent, Page II-3b Why la there as troising being earried set for Oyster Creen?
>eco a ircreastgly aware of not only hro u act vetential dan;ers associcted
with naclear power plants (indeed the ancire f uel cycle), ut :he Page II-3) Was aimalaties esereise in Cowego Comaty ever carried est la
responsanilities of elected and puolit :-.ealth officials (o learn a.out and
prepare !or possiele sadiological e ergencies, inclading educating and s**cinng .;pril 1979. Wat were tts resulte?

.he paolic .a tNeir respec tive carritories.
Page II=O Is anything beias done to stange the lack of seammalcotices

Sani you ia advance fc r yoar assistanca.
g equipment at the tes este*== ding eaasples, like Oyster Creek?

U' C7c w)
( Page n=73 I marthias being done ter regional p1.aumg7 Le ' entire

.c :

Jafe ;;er;y J.111ance Atlaatte Seaboard'1aels - . At there is anything beig does or diseaseed.

..d CJurt ;t.

Iee ne , New Pa. p shire : . .. . NJPING would like to be involved er at least informed.~

d BJPIEG would greatly appreetate these questions being enowered and also
3 cc. Zeene City Ocanc.1

. ge- 2i n.ar d Oslog i n receiving e copy of the final report. Please direct both to Ed Lleyd, DirectorN
I ' ua;:.aelh - 0?=. of NPIka, at the Treates address. Theat yee se such for year time and ensanid-

C ersties. Jeet ese more thing, maybe your report easeld be recessidered in light;ove.:or %h Galle s

Stn D l of me acei at at mIe er .e .my ou es. e, ca.ing is ue .ar..W 1 l 1

. New Jerwy PutWic laterest Romerch Group . 32 W Laf eve te St.. Trenton. N .1086CS * '6C3e 393 7474

r%s oeser .s rm .erw

M
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Frances Weinberg

L.a., W.i.t ,
m R.s. A

** ?!!.t.al.. H ), omo

h F* *8*A** July 29,1979

sincer.1 , Dr. stephen N. Salomon7
State Programa Officer

[ Yp.1g Office of State Programs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Lien E. Fetterman Washington, D.C. 20555

tear Dr. Salomon,,,, 3
I have seen a reference to, and would like to request s

EIPIEG capy of the reports Feyond Defense-In-Depth- NL REG-0553,
March 30,1979.

I understand that a portion of the rep 6rt deals with the
advisability of using potassium iodide as a thyroid-blocking
agent.

I am a consumer writer specializing in nutrition topies
and riow that trany teople are wondering about what substances
they might use to block radioactive damage in the event of
an accident.

Do you reco!!: mend the use of potassium iodide to the general
pitlic? What about calcium, kelp, pectin,these I have found,
in studying this subject.are recommended by various people
as being able to counter radioactive substances.

I wonder if I can obtain more information about the two health
radiation personriel (from Florida and Oregon) mentioned in
the report ( p. TI-75) who believe that there is no.need for
potassium iodide preemutions.

I would greatly aprreciate any information - or f2rther
references - that you can send me concerning dietary

~ methods of blocking Indiation.

V
O

N
Sincerely .

/_ N
CD

Frances Weinterg

N D"*D D
*

2ko.co o

u.
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existing emergency response plans in accordance with revised planning criteria. A Nuclear
Planning Assersment Special Account would be set up. The operator of each nuclear power

station would be assessed.

Senate Bill 1184, Introduced April 18, 1979. This bill is intended to provide a ringtype

monitoring system around each facility.

Senate Bill 1185, Introduced April 18, 1979 and amended June 5, July 17, and Ausust 24, 1979.
This bill would require the development of an alert classification system and an .slarm system
which woulo readout in - 'ffice of Emergency Services Warning Center. Operators would
notify State and local 4.,,norities according to the alert system. Costs could be borne by the

utilities.
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New Jersey

Assembly No. 1272, Introduced April 24, 1978. At present, any municipality wherein a nuclear
power plani is located receives a share of the franchise and gross receipts taxes imposed on
that facility by the State. With that share, such municipality is able to mitigate the various

. impacts of such a facility, including the safety aspects. This bill would permit such a
municipality to grant a portion of such shares up to $250,000 snnually, to the affected counties
and municipalities for the purpose of preparing, testing, and implementing nuclear emergency
response plans. (See Exhibit 22.)

Assembly No. 3496, Introduced July 9, 1979. The purpose of this bill is to require the adoption
bf the State of New Jersey of Statewide emergency evacuation plans, subject to the approval of
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, before any new nuclear electricity generating facility may
commence operation in this State.

Assembly No. 3508, Introduced July 9, 1979. The purpose of this act is to establish compre-
hensive plans and procedures for implementing protective action to abate any radiological
threat to the health and welfare of the pecple of the State of New Jersey in the event of a
radiation uccident during the transportation of radioactive material or at a nuclear facility.
The Act provides for the assessment of certain electric utilities, providing penalties for
violations, supplementing "The Radiation Protection Act," approved July 8, 1958, and making an
appropriation.

New York

" Evacuation Analysis: Indian Point Site," New York State Office of Disaster Preparedness and
Department of Health, May 1978, 17 pages. Available from the New York State Office of Disaster
Preparedness, Albany, New York.

"An act to amend the energy law, in relation to establishing the northeast regional energy
board compact," S 10414. In Senate, New York, June 14, 1978. Available from Commerce Clearing
House.

Ohio

House Bill No. 633, Introduced May 17, 1979. This bill requires that the operator of a nuclear
power station pay the county in which the station is located any cost involved in participation
by the county in a nuclear accident plan.

Oregon

,

" Oregon-Washington Radiological Accident Assistance Agreement," August 12, 1974. Available

from the Governor's Office, State of Oregon and State of Washington, and also, the Western
Interstate Nuclear Board.

()b k
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Senate Bill 641 and House Amendments, signed July 24, 1979. (See Exhibit 21.)

State organizations

"The Southern Mutual Radiation Assistance Plan," Southern Emergen:y Response Council, Revision 1,
May 1979. Available from the Southern States Energy Board, One Exchange Place, Suite 1230,
Atlanta, Georgia 30338.

" Comprehensive Emergency Management, A Governor's Guide," National Governors' Association,

Center for Policy Research, Washington, DC, March 1979. Available from National Governors'
Association, Hall of the States, 444 North Capitol ';treet, Washington, DC 20001.

Other documents in the series:

* "1978 Emergency Preparedness Project, Final Report,"
* " Federal Emergency Authorities, Abstracts,"
* " National Emergency Assistance Programs, A Governor's Guide," and
* " Domestic Terrorism.';

Other

" Emergency Planning for the Vicinity of Nuclear Power Plants," Federal Office for Energy:
Division for tha Safety of Nuclear Installations and Alarm Committee of the Federal Commission
for Control of Radioactivity, Wurenlingen/Fribourg, Switzerland, May 1977. Available from NRC
as NRC Translation #375.

"U.S. Radiological Emergency Response Planning and Preparedness Training Programs (Fixed
Nuclear Facilities and Transportation)," H. E. Collins, Office of State Programs, U.S. Nuclear

Regulatory Commission, Reprint from " Handling of Radiation Accidents 1977," International
Atomic Energy Agency, Vienna, 1977.

" Protection of the Thyroid Gland in the Event of Releases of Radiciodine," Recommendations of
the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements, NCRP Report No. 55, August 1,
1977. Available from the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements,

7910 Woodmont Avenue, Washington, DC 20014.

"The Role of Local Civil Defense in Disaster Planning," Russell R. Dynes and E. L. Quarantelli,
Disaster Research Center, Ohio State University, Report Series 16, January 1977. Available
from DRC Publication, The Ohio State University, 128 Derby Hall, 154 North Oval Hall, Columbus,

Ohio 43210.

"Three Speciality Radios," Consumer Reports, August 1978, p. 459.

"The Risks of Nuclear Power Reactors, A Review of the NRC Reactor Safety Study WASH-1400

(NUREG-75/014)," Union of Concerned Scientists, August 1977. Available from the Union of
Concerned Scientists, 1208 Massachusetts Avenue, Cambridge, MA 02138.
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" Report to the American Physical Society by the Study Group on Light-Water Reactor Safety,"
H. W. Lewis, Chairman, " Reviews of Modern Physics," Vol. 47, Suppl. No.1, Summer 1975.

" Nuclear Power Issues and Choices," Report of the Nuclear Energy Policy Study Group,

Spurgeon M. Keeny, Jr. , Chairman, Administered by the MITRE Corporation, Ballinger Publishing
Company, Cambridge, 1977.

_

"The Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Reactor S,rsty Study (WASH-1400)," Joel Yellin, N

Bell Jour _nal of Economics, Vol. 7 No. 1, Spring 1976, pp. 317-339.

" Meltdown at Montague, A Citizens' Guide to the Consaquences of an Accident at a Nuclear
Reactor in Franklin County, Massachusetts," The Environmental Studies and Public Policy Group,
Hampshire College, 1978. Available from the Environmental Studies and Public Policy Group,
Hampshire Coll y e, Amherst, MA 01002.

" Nuclear Power Plant Evacuation Plans," Peter G. Cleary and David Dinsmore Comey, Citizens for
a Better Environment, CBE-7865, May 25, 1978. Available from Citizens for a Better Environment,
Suite 2610, East tan Buren Street, Chicago, Illinois 60605.

" Crisis: Three Mile Island, The Washington Post's special report on America's worst nuclear
accident, the near-catastrophe that could alter the future of nuclear power in the nation,"
The Washington Post, 1979. Available from The Washington Post, Washington, DC.

" Fallout Begins from Atomic Accident, States have a lot to learn from incident at Three Mile
Island," Elaine S. Knapp, editor, State Government News, May 1979, pp. 3-10.

COST AND FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS

" Improving Pegulatory Effectiveness in Federal / State Siting Actions," Office of State Programs,
USNRC Report NUREG-0195, May 1977. Available from NTIS.

" State and Local Planning Procedures Dealing with Social and Economic Impacts from Nuclear
Power Plants," Human Affairs Research Centers, Battelle Memorial Institute, USNRC Report
NUREG-0203, January 1977.

Alternative Financing Methods," Daniel J. Evans, USNRC Report NUREG-0204, March 1977.

" State Perspectives on Energy Facility Siting," Energy and Natural Resources Program, National
Governors' Association, USNRC Report NUREG-0198, March 1978.

"Need for Power: Determinants in the State Decisionmaking Processes," Center for Natural
Areas, USNRC Report NUREG/CR-0022, March 1978.

" State Perspectives on Energy Facility Siting, Current State Practices," David W. Stevcn;,
Energy and Natural Resources Program, National Governors' Association December 1978.

.
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Available from the National Governors' Association, Hall of the States, 444 North Capitol
Street, Washington, DC 20001.

" State Perspectives on Energy Facility Siting, Policy Directions," David W. Stevens, NGA
Facility Siting Project National Covernors' Association Energy and Natural Resources Program,
August 1978. AvailTble from the National Governor 9 Association, Hall of the States, 444
North Capitol Street, Washington, DC 20001.

" Social and Economic Impacts of the Trojan Nuclear Power Plant, A Confirmatory Technology
Assessment," Program in Social Management of Technology, University of Washington,
Edward Wenk, Jr. , Director, Draf t NUREG report, March 1979. Available from NRC.

" Fiscal Impacts Associated with Power Reactor Siting: A Paired Case Study," D. J. Bjornstad,
Regional and Urban Studies Section, Oak Ric'ge National Laboratory, ORNL/NUREG/TM-86, February
1977. Available from NTIS.

"Socioeconotsi: Impacts: Nuclear Power Station Siting," Policy Research Associates, USNRC
Report NUREG-0150, June 1977.

"A Study of the Cherokee Nuclear Station: Projected Impacts, Monitoring Plan, and Mitigation
Options for Cherokee County, South Carolina," Elizabeth Peelle and others, Energy Division,
Oak Ridge National Laboratory, ORML/TM-6804, July 1979.

" Socioeconomic Impacts of Nuclear Power Plants: A Paired Comparison of Operating Facilities,"
Mark Shields and others, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, USNRC Report NUREG/CR-0916,
ORNL/NUREG/TM-272, July 1979.

" Tax-Rich Jersey Town Mans the Ramparts," Joseph F. Sullivan, New York Times, January 19,
1979, p. Bl.

" Report of State and Local Radiological Health Programs, Fiscal Year 1977," Bureau of Radiol-
ogical Health, Food and DrJg Administration, Public Health Service, U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, HEW Publications (FDA) 78-8034, August 1978. Available from GPO.

" Report to the President by the Toxic Substances Strategy Committee, Public Review Draft,"
CEQ-EHTS-03, August 1979. Available from the Council on Environmental Quality.

"The Superfund Concept: Report of the Interagency Task Force on Compensation and Liability
for Releases of Hazardous Substances," Land ad Natural Resources Division, Department of
Justice, June 1979. Available from Khristine L. Hall, Chairperson, Land and Natural Resources
Division, Department of Justice, Washington, DC 20530.

" State Legislative Control of Federal Funds," Stato Legislative Report, March 1978. Available
from the National Conference of State Legislature.,1405 Curtis Street', Denver, Colorado
80202. - /
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"Interlocal Service Delivery: A Practical Guide to Intergovernmental A;;reements/Centracts for
Local Officials," National Association of Counties Research Foundation, Washington, DC, 1977.
Available from the National Association of Cc ' ties Research, Inc., 1735 New York Ave., NW,
Washington, DC 2000G.

" Summary and Concluding Observations, The Intergovernmental Grant System: An Assessment and

Proposed Policies," Advisory Commission of Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), A-62,
Washington, DC, June 1978. Available from the ACIR.

" State Salary Survey," Bureau of Intergovernmental Personnel Programs, U.S. Civil Service
Commission, August 1, 1977. Available from GPO: 1977 0-730-423/1594.

"U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Budget Estimates, Fiscal Year 1980, Appropriation:
Salaries and Expenses," USNRC Report NUREG-0503, January 22, 1979. Available from NRC PDR.

Federal laws

" federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, "As Amended, Public Law 81-920, January 12, 1951.

" Disaster Relist Act cf 1974," Public Law 93-288, May 22, 1974.

" Federal Grant and Ce m ratn e Aa eement Act of 1977," Public Law 95-224, February 3, 1978.

" Western Interstate Nucler Compact," Fublic Law 91-461, October 16, 1970.

" Southern Insterstate Nuclear Compact," Public Law 87-563, July 31, 1962.
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