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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
Washington. D.C. 20472

June 30, 1980

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

On December 7, 1979, you directed the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) to review, by June 1980, the State emergency plans in
those States with operating nuclear reactors. This review has been
completed. We also have conducted a review of the plans in those
States where plants are scheduled for operation in the near future.
Our evaluation of State plans shows that sianificant proqress has
been made in this important area of preparedness, but there is much
left to be done. We shall continue with other Federal agencies to
provide assistence to the States and local governments to improve
their radiological emergency planning and preparedness.

In addition, as you directed, this Agency has taken the lead in
o f f-s i te emergency planning and response, and is workina to develop
and issue an updated series of interaaency assignments which would
delineate a ;ency capabilities and responsibities and clearly define
procedures fo r coordination and direction fo r both emergency plan-
ning and response. We have assured, in our continuinq discussions
with the Department of Energy (DOE), that the resources of that
Department will be readily available and augmented as needed fo r
radiological emergencies. The DOE plan will be integrated with the
overall National Radiological Emergency Preparedness Plan which FEMA
is prepa:ing.

FEMA is also rarking with other agencies to develop programs fo r
meeting public information and education needs related to radio-
logical emergencies. Research in several important areas related to
radiological emergency preparedness is beina conducted by FEMA and
other Federal agencies. Adequate funding fo r the Federal radio-
logical emergency preparedness programs remains a problem.

We are pleased to submit to you our report on State radiological
emergency planning and preparedness.

Respect fully ,
C

N / %
John W. Macy, Jr i

Director

Enclosure

.



.

.

'

Report to the President

state Radiological Emergency

Planning and Preparedness
.

in Support of

Commercial Nuclear Power Plants

Federal Emergency Management Agency

June 30, 1980
,

ii



_ _ _

ACKNOWLEDCMENT

To ensure that this report contained the very latest information
concerning the status of State radiological emergency planning and
preparedness, the FEMA headquarters and regional staffs involved in
its preparation worked under a very tight schedule from the end
of May through June, 1980.

The ef forts of the FEMA headquarters Radiological Emergency Pre-
paredness Division of the Population Preparedness Of fice, and the
representatives of FEMA Regional Offices VI and X assigned to head-
quarters for this project, are specifically acknowledged. FEMA also
acknowledges the efforts and support of all of its Regional Offices,
the FEMA Mathematics and Computation Laboratory at Charlottesville,
Virginia, the Federal Interagency Regional Assistance Committees,
other FEMA headquarters components and the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion in providing the necessary data and other assistance, without
which this report would qot have been possible.,

This report was prepared with management oversight by Frank A. Camm,
Associate Director, Plans and Preparedness Office, and John W.
McConnell, Assistant Associate Director, Population Preparedness
Office, FEMA.

The report was prepared by the Radiological Emergency Preparedness
Division with the assistance of other FEMA personnel as listed below:

Professional Staff Administrative and Clerical Staff
(Office of State Programs, NRC (Office of State Programs, NRC
on detail to FEMA) on detail to FEMA)

Sheldon A. Schwartz Shirley E. Welch
Harold E. Collins Glenda P. Somerville-Campbell
Robert T. Jaske
Marshall E. Sanders FEMA Staff
Harold W. Gaut
Stephen N. Salunon Grace P. Jones
Robert W. DeFayette Terri Steinhof f
Richard P. Clevenger Carl Marchetti
C. Richard Van Niel Valtine Taylor
Kenneth Green

FEMA Staff FEMA Mathematics & Computation
Laboratory, Charlottesville,

Claude V. Bache Virginia
James A. Thomas
Ronald Treichel Richard Vaughan
Joe Bert Carr, Region VI E. Broderick May
Robert Grow, Region X

Finally, thanks are in order for the many State and local government
people d.a are working very hard to improve the quality of radio-
logical emergency planning and preparedness and who so willingly
provideo the necessary input to this report.

iii

_ - . .



FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
Washington. D.C. 20472
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Mr. Sheldon A. Schwartz
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Dear Shelly:
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Executive Summary

Overview

The Three Mile Island nuclear power plant accident in March
1979, prompted a major re-thinking of the whole area of radiological
emergency planning and preparedness. When the President responded to
the report of his Presidential Commission on this accident in December
1979, he asked the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to
assume responsibility for the coordination of of f-site radiological
emergency preparedness around nuclear power plants. As part of that
di rec t iv e , FEMA was asked to review the status of State emergency
plans i t, those States with operating reactors and report on that
review by June 1980.

This report gives the result of this review, but it does more:
it addresses the combined activities of the States, local governments
and cooperating Federal agencies to meet the President's objectives
of improving the health and safety of the public living near nuclear
power plants. The review dicates that all States with operatina
reactors are busily revising ir plans as a first and vital step
in assuring the optimum for leve preparedness. FEMA is however,#

less than satisfied with the levei of actual preparedness in place,
and is concerned about the ability of the Federal government to offer
significant assistance to State and local governments in providing
needed new, vital resources. Achievement of demonstrated preparedness
is admittedly a more long-term process.

Recognizing this, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and
FEMA have acted to create national evaluation criteria in which
the emergency planning and preparedness objectives for both utilities
and State and local government were set side by side. Issued initial-
ly for interim use and comment, these criteria and the comments of
State and local governments, provide the basis for a national pre-
paredness standard.

An intrinsic portion of improved preparedness around commercial
nuclear power plants is detailed planning for, and knowledge of,
the expected Federal response to a wide range of accident categories
enumerated in the joint FEMA /NRC criteria. FEMA has acted promptly
to suggest new and specific roles for the Federal agencies under
authorities given it by Presidential Order 12148 which formed the
Agency.

Today, FEMA can report substantive progress in its role as
Federal coordinator. It has moved to clarify specific agency assign-
ments, and will formalize these assignments in a FEMA regulation.
Working with the principal signatories, FEMA and the Department
of Energy (DOE) will shortly announce a successor to the Interagency
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Radiological Assistance Plan (IRAP) as part of the National Radiolog-
ical Emergency Preparedness Plan. FEMA is developing a coordinated;

federal radiological preparedess and response capability as an umbrel-
la for integrating the elements of national response. NRC and FEMA
are coordinating their respective roles which will be forthcoming as'

agency rules governinq the approval of State and local radiolog-
ical emergency plans and preparedness.

FEMA is also conducting studies of the evacuation times around
12 nuclear power plants with the highest populatinn density, or
other special problems, and is developing standard scenarios for
exercising emergency plans and preparing guidance for the evaluation
of joint exercises of utility and State and local emergency plans.
With funds made available from NRC, FEMA is coordinating pilot instal-
lations of computer-assisted accident assessment equipment in New York
and in Illinois. FEMA also favors developing Federal policy and
quidance concerning the use of potassium iodide as a thyroid blocking
agent. FEMA is also of the opinion that plans should be formulated to
enable ef fective stockpiling and distribution of potassium iodide to;

: all members of any potentially affected populations within the 10-mile
Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) being established around commercial
nuclear power plants in the United States.

There are 40 States that have populations within 10 miles of.

nuclent power plaats licensed to operate (73), under construction (88)
and planned (66). The total number of people living within 10 miles
of these plants is about 3,336,000. In one State (Pennsylvania) the
number exceeds 500,000; in another 400,000 (New York); in 2 others
200,000, and in 7 others 100,000. This is an indicator of the impact
of nuclear power plants from the viewpoint of o f f-site emergency
preparedness needs.

Turning to the review of State plans in States with operating
reactors, the report shows that a significant number have either
completed, or will shortly complete, plans which include the 10-mile
EPZ concept and most of the evaluation criteria. This has been
accomplished by the States using a variety of resources which include
assessments on utilities, suceptance of voluntary technical and
financial help from uti'ities, by use of the State crisis relocation
pinnners and the FEMA Regional staffs. Six States have moved to

| fund plans and preparedness improvements by legislative enactment.

As to the actual state of preparedness, the situation is less
sanguine. With only 5 months since announcement of the joint
FEMA /NRC criteria, little of the needed support facilities such as
communications equipment and the public alerting and notification
systems are actually in place. Some States (e.g. Florida, Nebraska,
New Jersey, Virginia) have agreed to accept utility of fers of such
supporting hardware, but the flood of orders and the time required to
design and specify equipment militate against full operational capabi-
lity much before July 1,1981.

Ex-2
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On the Federal side, offerings of assistance to States have been
made against expected Congressional supplementary approprintions,
which have not been realized. Despite many assurances, actual help
has been limited. Because of budgetary limitations, the FEMA Regional
Assistance Committees (RACs) have not been operating in the full
assistance role anticipated, and some agencies are performing regional
roles at headquarters o f fices, a mode of operation which is time
consuming and distasteful to many States.

,

From their point of view, the States say that the entire upgrad-
inq program has been hastily contrived and imposed on the States with"

insufficient time for comment and agreement on criteria. Two issues
which dominate State reaction are the requirements for notification
of 100% of the public inside a 5-mile radius of the nualear power
plant within 15-minutes, and the requirement for a nuclear facility
near-site emergency operating facility about 1 mile from the nuclear
power plant. States are also concerned about the integration of

,

communications systems and emergency messages, and are by no means4

satisfied with their role vis-a-vis NRC and its licensees. Some States
wish to have a more direct access to data for decisionmaking and in
the design of State plans using computer data links capable of trans-
mitting plant operational information to State and county emergencyi

'

o f fices.

Overall, FEMA sees the funding problem, especially in the con-
text of short-term imposed deadlines, as the central issue which may
prevent full preparedness on the part of State and local government.
Related to this is the question of public acceptance of commercial
nuclear power and whether the public is willing to accept the disci-
pline and cost of radiological emergency preparedness around commer-
cial nuclear power plants. FEMA is leading the development of the
public education program requested by the President, but views this
type of education _ as a time consuming process. The question of what
is to be done in the short-term, aad by what means it will be funded,
remains an issue to be resolved, perhaps by legislation.

A summary of the conclusions and recommendations which highlight
the principal issues involved in upgrading the status of plans and
preparedness in States where there are commercial nuclear power
plants follows. The detailed statement of conclusions and recommenda-
tions is contained in Part VI of the report.

,
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Conclusions of the Report

The conclusions of the report can be summarized under 6 topics which
deserve priority attention. They are: (1) Status of State Plans and
Preparedness, (2) Federal Responsibilities, (3) Dissemination of
Knowledge, (4) Accident Assessment, (5) Protective Response, and (6)
Financial Considerations.

1. Status of State Plans and Preparedness

Based on the Federal review of plans, the States and their involv-
ed local governments are all working at an increased pace towards
improving their radiological emergency plans and preparedness and are
trying to meet the new criteria developed after the Three Mile Island
accident. The States and their local governments vary greatly in
their abilities to expeditiously improve matters in this area in terms
of personnel, equipment, funds, and other resources required to do the
job effectively and in a timely manner. In general, the oreparedness
aspects (that is the ability to implement paper plans and respond
ef fectively), will lag the development of plans fo r some time. This
is because of 3 major factors influencing acquiring a satisfactory
state of preparedness: (1) evolving and challenged standards and
criteria for systems to alert and notify the public in the event of an
emergency within the 10-mile EPZs being established around each

'

large nuclear power plant; (2) evolving and competing systems for
improving accident assessment; and (3) lack of funds to acquire these;

systems and other preparedness resources.

As of June 26, 1980, FEMA regions have reviewed the available
plans of all 31 States affected by operating nuclear power plants.
All 31 States have begun the necessary upgrading of their State plans
and 8 States have submitted revised plans for review against the new
evaluation criteria. These 8 plans are being reviewed by the FEMA
Regional staff and the RACs.

By the end of 1980, FEMA expects that 25 or more States will have
upgraded their plans based on suggestions received from FEMA. Of
these, 15 wiIl be submitted for formal review in accordance with

;'
procedures established in the proposed FEMA rule. This formel submis-
sien will, in each case, be either preceded or closely followed by an
exercise and a public meeting at one of the operating power plant
sites covered by the plan. Because of the need for plans within the
10-mile EFZs, about 250 local jurisdictions are also a f fected.
Approximately 60% of these local jurisdictions have plans on file with
FEMA which have been reviewed by the Regions. Included with the plans
of the 15 States that expected to submit plans for formal review in
1980, will be the plans of at least 45 local jurisdictions. These
plans should meet most of the requirements of the new evaluation
criteria with the 1 major exception being the alerting and notifica-
tion systems.

Ex-4
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; By the end of 1981, FEMA estimates that 27 of the 31 States

] affected by operating power plants will submit plans for formal
approval.

T

There is a definite link between preparedness to cope with the
uroad range of natural and manmade civil emergencies and readiness4

to effectively handle radiological emergencies. Those states that
have a strong comprehensive emergency preparedness program including

i a good general emergency plan, are more likely to show strength in
' the development of an effective radiological emergency preparedness

program. Achieving effectiveness in the radiological areas will be
difficult without such general emergency preparedness strength,

i

On the other hand, it is clear that some radiolgocal prepared-
ness measures, such as those related to notification and warning,
evacuation, exercises that simulate radiological accidents, training,
and intensive planning e f fort at all levels of government and the
utilities, are bound to add significantly to the general civil emer-
gency preparedness of the Nation.,

2. Federal Responsibilities,

|
FEMA has moved to assume leadership of the program using the

j existing interagency organizational arrangements appropriately
strengthened. While a separate division has been established within;

FEMA to administer the radiological emergency preparedness program,
I the 10 professionals assigned are on detail from NRC. Some key
; members of that staff will be returning to NRC later this fiscal year

and their expertise will be difficult to replace. Qualified, experi-
enced people from other Federal agencies are also key to the success
of the program, but their availability is less assured as increased
activity has demanded more of their time.

FEMA and NRC are working jointly to avoid duplication in their
! responsibilities to review and approve State and local radiolog-

ical emergency plans. The President has charged FEMA with the lead.

role, and NRC has a statutory responsibility under its " protection
of health and sa fety" mandate. Both have suggested a legislative
remedy which would give FEMA sole responsibility for State and local
govern-ment plan approval.

,

!
2 States are concerned about the nature and adequacy of the Federal
j response to a radiological emergency and how this response will
i fit that of the State and local governments. States continue to ask |

why no Federal plan exists when there is so much emphasis on produc-*

tiori of State plans. Such a plan is under preparation and should be
completed by September 30, 1980.

I While. Federal agency responsibilities for assisting State and local
governments have not changed significantly since 1975, there is
value in having them formalized in regulation.

Ex-5
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3. Dissemination of Knowledge

The general state of knowledge on the part of the public and on
the part of planning and responding officials has not kept pace with
the needs for rr.diological emergency preparedness. There is insuf fic-

ient, focused knowledge about how to plan and conduct protective
actions such as evacuation, sheltering or the use of radioprotective
drugs in areas surrounding commercial nuclear power plants. While a
number of States have begun public education programs as part of their
preparedness ectivities, there is little or no commensurate activity
on the part of the Federal Government outside of formal training for
emergency pf.anning and response of ficials. Service institutions such
as hospitals have not oriented their professional training towards
consideration of the conditions incident to a major power plant

| accident which may involve large numbers of people requirina treatment
! or evacuation.
i

{

| Because of past policies, the general public is poorly prepared
! to understand the basic elements of radioactivity and its effect

| on their health and sa fe ty. The new evaluation criteria issued by

| NRC and FEMA have not been explained to the public for lack of time,

! and there is a danger that the public will not support the costs of

| emergency preparedness, even though judged small by this report in
'

comparison to the investment in nuclear power plants. Practical
info rmation on the control of accidental radiological exposure to
humans in the 50-mile ingestion ( food) exposure pathway EPZ is slow in
coming and what exists is poorly coordinated. There is a pressing
need to educate and inform the public as a part of exerciuing of State
and local plans, and particularly on the use of alertinq and notifi-
cation systems.

4. Accident Asy ssment

| The preparedness of State and local governments with respect to
radiological dose assessment technology, monitoring instruments, and
the systematic and coordinated organization of personnel and resoure-
es, is generally inadequate to meet the requirements of the new
evaluation criteria. The existing stock of radiological instruments,
many old rehabilitated civil defense instruments, is not suited to the
character of nuclear plant accidents. Self reading personnel dosime-
ters of appropriate range which resist shock and environmental insult
are sorely naeded. Additional training and guidance in the design and
conduct of field monitoring programs is slow in coming and depends
directly on new instruments, and new radiolooical accident assesment
techniques. There is wide variation in State dependence on the nuclear
power plant operator as a source of accident assessment instruments
and methodology.

| Ex-6

_, , . - _ - _ - - _ . . _ __ _.



States and local gm iments believe that the new criteria require
more than their resc ces can accomplish in the time allowed.
The strong capability av-ilable to NRC and its licensees causes
an imbalance in the manner in which decisions on accident asessment
are to be reached v States and local governments. To correct
this imbalance, e use of new and sophisticated computer assessment
technology for radiological assesment by the States, which combines
analyses of meteorological, topographical, ..nographical, and plant
effluent data, and performs projections of radiological dose to the
public, would be of great help. This equipment could also aid in
assessment of non-radiological emergencies such as chemical spille,
flocds, and tornadoes. This concept needs more support and encour-
agement by the Federal Government so that States and local governments
can better respond to accidents. The Federal Government itself is
slow in adapting these techniques to the civil disaster preparedness
crea.

5. Protective Response

There is a need for Federal leadership in the highly complex
matters of the planning approaches to evacuation, sheltering, and the
use and distribution of potassium iodide as a radioprotective drug to
protect the thyroid unCar some radiological accident situations.
These 3 protective measures have long been recognized as vital ele-
ments of radiological emergency planning and preparedness.

Related to these nrotective measures is the need for the Federal
Government to expeditiously complete and mvert to official Federal
guidance, the various " Protective Action Guidesd (PAGs) promulgated by
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Department of Health
and Human Services (DHHS). Many States and local governments have
been urging this. PAGs are based on numerical values of projected
radiological dose commitment to individuals in the general populatico
that warrant protective action following a release of radioactive
materials. They also serve as guidelines to decision makers who may
have to implement protective measures. At this time, these PAGs have
only the status of " Agency" guidance, and EPA and DHHS state that to
make them Federal quidance requires approval of the President.

As an assist to planning and preparedness, standardized guidance
on interdicting or controlling the accidental radiological exposure to
humans via domestic animals and agricultural products in the food
chain, needs to be developed.

Ex-7
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6. Financial-Considerations
i

:;

Radiological emergency preparedness costs are significant'

for State and local governments. State and local government costs

for implementation of the new evaluation criteria is about $1 million
one-time per site in a typical State. The 15-minute alerting and
notification system is a luqe portion of the total cost. For sites

with relatively high popult.Z ,.. within the 10-mile EPZ, initial
cost could reach $2 million or more. Recurring costs of 10% of

'
'

these amounts per year could be expected. Federal Government costs
are relatively low when compared to the investments made in nuclear
power plants. For example, FEMA requested $8.9 million as a supplement

; to its FY 1980 budget which has not been approved by the Congress.
FEMA plans to request an amount not in excess of this for -its FY*

; 1981 budget supplement for its Radiological Emergency Preparedness
Program. . Without these funds, FEMA will be severely limited in its'

ability to assist State and local governments in meeting the needs of
the new emergency preparedness criteria and in stimulating the develop-
ment of advanced monitoring and accident assessment technology.

i
:

There is little evidence that a funding mechanism for emergency
preparedness around nuclear power plants exists. Much of what has been
accomplished resulted from post Three Mile Island initiatives. Local

1
' governments are most in need of adequate and continuous funding.

Although the overage costs for preparedness are low relative to revenue !'

from taxes, many States find themselves with inadequate funds for ,

preparedness. Six States have, however, passed laws to fund some of
'

i

i their costs. Funds are derived from assessments on the utilities.
Several States are entertaining similar legislation. While some States

;

j find that the consumer of electricity should pay for radiological

j emergency preparedness, other States disagree. Ascociated Federal
costs are paid for by appropriations that ere derived from general tax
revenue.

'

| Studies, performed by the Presidential Commission, the NRC
iSpecial Inquiry Group, the National Academy of Public Administration,'

and the NRC and FEMA staffs, recommend that a major part of the cost of
j preparedness should ba paid for by the nuclear utilities. They say

that cost of preparedness should be incorporated into the cost of'

electricity from nuclear power plants. They all agree that local

government costs should_be paid by the utilities. Some of these,

studies indicate that the utilities should also pay State costs. The,

'

studies do not address recovery of Federal coe':s. FEMA is addressing
this matter.

Ex-8
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|? Recommendations j

In the light of the foregoing conclusions, the report offers
the following recommendations:

'

o FEMA and other involved Federal agencies should continue to
; provide encouragement and assistance in the developm'ent of State and '

local government radiological emergency plans and preparedness.
:

FEMA and NRC should work closely with States, local governments,o
a and industry to develop realistic standards and criteria for systems

to alert and notify the public within the 10-mile EPZs in the event ofq

4. an emergency.

o FEMA, State, and local governments should continue the current
f. emphasis on radiological emergency preparedness activities recogniz-

ing that they can contribute to, but ultimetely their success will
I depend directly on the strength of a comprehensive civil emergency
; readiness program of the nation.

1 o FEMA and NRC should continue to expeoite the clarification of
| their roles related to review and approval of State and local goveen-
| ment radiological emergency plans and preparedness.

b o Other Federal agencies cooperating with FEMA in this activity
i should commit the personnel needed to carry out their responsibilities

including specific budgeting and personnel assignment actions if,

necessary. Presidential initiatives may be necessary to assure
this,

i

FEMA should press for the revision of the DOE Interagency Radio-o
i logical Assistance Plan and the promulgation of the National Radio-
| logical Emergency Preparedness Plan by September 30, 1980.

The Federal Interagency Central Coordinating Committee foro
'

Radiological Emergency Planning and Preparedness (FICCC) should
take vigorous actions to complete training course development for
all levels of on the-scene personnel and make arrangements ' for
making the training courses available promptly.

,

o FEMA, in cooperation with the FICCC, should expedite its efforts
; in the area of public education and information, and material should'

be made available by the end of 1980.

I o FEMA and NRC should develop sharing arrangements with nuclear
utility organizations and States for pilot computer-assisted emergency>

. assessment systems in the States associated with the 12 power plant
*

sites with Emergency Planning Zones with high populations identified
| by NRC.

!
i

a

'
,
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o FEMA, NRC, and DOE should cooperate with the utility industry
in the evolution of a national system of communication and computer
data transmission which could lead to a system involving the States |

and deal with the all-risk approach to emergency management at the
local level.

o Protective Action guidance by FEMA and other federal agencies
such as evacuation and sheltering shoeld be based on a computerized
model whose assumptions on human behavior are rigorously tested and
subject to public review.

The Department of lienith and lluman Services should developo
and ptomulgate without further delay, federal policy and guidance
fo r the use of potassium iodide as a protective measure. FEMA, in

cooperation with OliliS, should develop policy and guidance for the
stockpiling and distribution of this drug.

EPA and Di1HS should expeditiously convert their " Agency" Protec-o
tive Action Guides into of ficial Federal guidance.

o Hecognizing that 50-mile EPZs for the ingestion exposure pathway
are being established around nuclear power plant sites, Dillis, EPA and
the Department of Agriculture should expeditiously develop standar-
ized Federal guidance on interdicting or controlling the accidental
radiological exposure to humana via domestic animals and agricultural
prodot *.s in the food chain.

I

o States should work out equitable arrangments with utilities
and appropriate governmental entities for funding of emergency
preparedness around nuclear power plants.

o States should be encouraged to place radiological emergency (
'

preparedness costs into the costs of electric power so that they are
viewed as an extention of original investment decisions for the
nuclear power plants.

o If the States fail to act, or choose not to act as recommended
above, the Congress should create a fund derived from assessments
on nuclear power which would be used to assure the appropriate
level af radiological emergency planning ano preparedness.

o FEMA, in cooperation with other federal agencies, should study
the issue of the recovery of federal costs for radiological emergency
preparedness and make appropriate recommendations for action by
the Congress.

.
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1.

Introduction .

A. Scope of Report

This report deals mainly with State and local government radio-
logicai emergency planning and preparedness in support of commercial
nuclear power plants. It provides a brief history of the Federal
p' ; ram with the State and local governments before and after the
t eident at the Three Mile Island nuclear power plant. Ongoing and
new p;ograms to improve Federal, State, and local capabilities in this
area are discussed. The current status of p ans and preparedness is
examined on a State-by-State basis and time schedules and costs for
meeting new planning and preparedness criteria are indicated.

Finally, individual State views on their planning and preparedness
efforts are included as Appendix A to the report.
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B. Background

1. Radiological Emergency Planning and Preparedness Before
the Accident at Ihree Mile Island

a. An Overall Perspective

In the past quarter century of commercial nuclear power
development, with its attendant supporting fuel cycle facilities, as
well as the use of radioactive materialu for medical , industrial,
scientific and educational purposes, the record -f nuclear safr ty han
in general, been excellent. But, it has not been flawless and we have

been given some serious warnings. The "de fense-i n-dep t h" concept,

that is, multiple barriers designed to separate radioactive materials'

from man and the environs, has governed the practical uses of nuclear
;

energy. These multiple barriers have been breached in some of the
accidents and incidents of record, resulting in radiological expostres

to man aed contamination of the environment. Fortunately in most of
these accidents and incidents, of f-site radiological consequences were

! relatively minimal, but the potential for more serious consequences
existed,

l

Prior to the accident at the Three Mile Island nuclear
power plant on March 28, 1979, radiological emergency planning and
attendant preparedness as it relates to nuclear facilities was
seldom, if ever, in a position of high visibility within the nuclear
industry or within the Federal, State and local governments. Hin-

torically, the numbers of personnel, resources and funds devoted to
|

emergency planning and preparedness have been a relatively small
l percentage of the total resources used to construct, operate, and

maintain these facilities. There were a variety of reasons for this
state of affairs.

first, relatively low priority was assigned to emergency J;

j planning and preparedness and this has at its roots, the individual, l

| political, societal, governmental and industrial perceptions of a high )
technology endeavor of man. Second, two long cherished notions con-

;

tributed to this low priority: (1) that nuclear facilities were
(, designed, constructed, and operated with such integrity, the chances

of a serious accident occurring were extremely remote: and (2) that

even it an accident were to happen, because of the integrity of

| design, construction and operation, any accident would have little
| ef fect in terms of off-site radiological consequences.

|

| With respect to the first notion, it is a fact that two

j relatively serious events, in terms of " chance", have occurred in
i large power reactor facilities in the United Status within a four year
! period: (1) the serious fire at the Browns ferry nuclear power
! plant, and (2) the accident at the Three Mile Island nuclear power

plant. Also on record is a string of lesser order incidents at
nuclear power plants that could have resulteu in serious accidents. )

1
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The notion that little would happen in terms of of f-site
consequences is, to some measure still supported by the integrity of
the facilities themselves. The role and actions of operators and
nuclear facility m.inagement during both of the aforementioned events
have been extensively analyzed. But, we note here that tardy noti-
fication of of f-site organizations occurred, some correct moves were
made, but at the same time, many incorrect moves were also made. It

is fortunate that in both of these accidents, o f f-site radiological
consequences were either non-existent or relatively minimal. However,
we came uncomfortably close in both of these accidents to potential
consequences that could have caused grievous harm to individuals, our
society, our environment, and our national energy program.

Other reasons for an historically weak radiological
emergency response planning and preparedness program with respect
to the operation of nuclear facilities, are rooted in long-seated
deficiencies in general emergency planning and preparedness pro-
grams at the Federal, State ard local government levels in the United
States. Notwithstanding the massive Federal, State, local, and
industry response at Three Mile Island, advance emergency planning
and coordination needs improvement. Initially at Three Mile Island,
the coordination among Federal, State, and local authorities was a
problem.

General emergency planning and preparedness programs,
embodied in civil de fense and emergency services programs, have not
received the attention they deserve. Emergency preparedness programs
have suffered from fragmentation of ef fo rt s, motivation problems,
inadequate attention, and inadequate funding. This is partially the
reason why the new U.S. Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) was
established on April 1, 1979. FEMA brings together the major Federal
agencies which have had responsibilities in civil preparedness,
continuity of government during a national emergency, and disaster
response and recovery.

Any radiological emergency planning and preparedness
program that is conceived, must depend ultimately on an adequate
general emergency planning and preparedness base, at Federal, State,
and local government levels. Efforts to develop a proper radioloaical
emergency response posture in support of these nuclear power plants
has in part suffered because of a less than satisfactory aeneral
emergency plaining and preparedness program. Adequate, well-conceived
general emergency planning, and consistently funded preparedness at
all levels of government necessary to cover the wide range of hazards
in our technological society, is one of the keys to an improved
radiological emergency planning and preparedness program.

I-3
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In summary the justification and need for proper radio-
logical emergency plan,ning and preparedness programs in support of
nuclear facilities are based upon: (1) the fact that serious acci-
dents have occurred especially in recent times; and (2) the nuclear
industry is expanding with many more facilities becoming operational
by the end of the century. The last bascion of the " defense-in-depth"

concept, which is energency planning and preparedness, has not re-
ceived the support which it deserves. A high visibility and adequate

! emergency planning and preparedness program, including adequate
training programs, can help alleviate many of the fears surrounding
the operation of nuclear facilities and can contribute to the overall

| safety. of this high technology industry. This means an augmented
i commitment of. dedicated, competent people, and relatively modest funds
( and resources.
I

b. History of the Program

In the early 1970s, the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness (DEP), a predecessor of FEMA, recognized the need for increased
emphasis un planning for radiological emeroencies at commercial

nuclear power plangsj. While the Atomic Energy Commission ( AEC) had
! issued regulations- requiring tieir licensees to have emergency

plans for dealing with incidents at the nuclear power plants them-
selves, little or no off-site planning was being done for protection,

l of life and property in surrounding communities. AEC and its succes-
'

cor, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), had historically taken
the position that, because the probability of an accident was low at a
commercial nuclear power plant, emergency planning and preparedness
was a matter of lower importance when compared to the primary em-
phasis necessarily placed on desian, engineered safety features, and
siting of the facilities.

(38 FR 2356)g January 1973, the OEP issued a r deral Reaister noticee
directing the AEC, as lead agency, t.o proviue planning

assistance to State and local governments for the preparation of
radiological emergency response plans in support of nuclear facili-
ties. Along with DEP, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), Department of Health, Education and Welfare (DHEW), and the
De fense Civil Preparedness Agency (DCPA) within the Department of
De fense (also a predecessor of FEMA) agreed to support the AEC in
providing this planning assistance to the States and were assigned
specific responsibilities. Since Federal law does not require State
or local governments to have peacetime radiological or nuclear emer-

,

I gency plans, nor does it require States with plans to test those
| plans, acceptance of this assistance was entirely at the discretion of

the States.

The AEC thus implemented an essentially non-statutory,
voluntary program of planning assistance to the States which included

| I-4
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t.he formation of a Federal interagency headquarters and re,qional
infrastructure to carry out the responsibilities assigned in the
Fedcral Register notice; the preparation and issuance in 1974 of a
" Guide and Checklist for Development and Evaluation of State and
Local Government Radiological Emergency Response Plans in Support of
fixed Nuclear f acilities," AEC WASH-1293, (reissued as NRC, NUREr_
75/111 in 1975);yj and the formation of a Federal Interagency
Central Coordinating Committee on RadioJogical Emergency Response
Planning and Preparedness and task forces to develop training
programs and guidance on o f f-site radiological emergency instru-
mentation for States and local governments.

In January 1975, the AEC was abolished. The lead agency

responsibility for providing planning assistance to State and local
governments for radiological emergencies related to nuclear facili-
ties became a responsibility of NRC.

' On December 24, 1975, the Federal Preparedness Agency
(FPA) within the General Services Administration, a successor to

authorities now reside in FEMA under Executive OrderOEP,
12148,pse- reis a revised and updated Federal Register notice
(40 FR 59494) pedreplacing the OEP notice. Lead agency responsi-
bility for " reviewing and concurring" in State and local government
radiological emergency response plans, was assigned to the NRC and
the planni y assistance function was expanded to include accidents
involving the transportation of radioactive materials. The agencies
involved were increased to a total of eight and they were urged to
make their expertise available to State and local governments and
were assigned specific responsibilities. In addition to EPA, DHEW,

and DCPA, the new agen cies included the Department of Transporta-
! tion (DOT), the Federal Disaster Assistance Administration (FDAA)

within the Department of Housing and Urban Development, and the
Energy Research and Development Administration (ERDA). All agencies

,

involved agreed to assume the assigned responsibilities. ERDA
became the Department of Energy in 1977, and FPA and FDAA functions
are n conducted by FEMA by virtue of Reorganization Plan No. 3 of
1978

The 1975 statement of responsibilities made NRC the lead
agency in radiological incident emergency response planni1g, train-
ing, and other assistance activities covered by the notice. Speci-
fically, NRC became responsible for:

'

1. Issuance of guidance to other Federal agencies concerning
their responsibilities and authorities in radiological inci-
dent emergency response plenning and in providini; planning
assistance to State and local governments. (In June 19 76,
NRC issued a planning handbook for Federal agencies (NUREG-
0093/1)l/ to guide them in assisting States and local
governments in developing and evaluating their plans.)

i
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2. Development and promulgation of quidance to State and local
governments in coordination with other Federal agencies fo r
the preparation of radiological emergency response plans.

3. Review ar.d concurrence in such plans.

4. Determination of the accident potential at each licensed
fixed nuclear facility.

t

5. Issuance of guidance for establishment of effective systems
of emergency radiation detection and measurement.

Other involved Federal agencies were assigned responsibi-
lilies in support of NRC's lead role and consistent with their exper-
Lise in the radiological emergency planning and preparedness area.

On March 15, 1977, NR issued Supplement No. I to the
(NUREG-75/lll)-Q7

,

Guide and Checklist which identified 70 essential
elements which, if present in a State radiological emergency response
plan, would earn an NRC " concurrence". Thereafter, NRC concurred in
the plans of 14 States as follows:

1

Date of NRC Date of NRC
State Concurrence State Concurrence

_

1. Alabama 2/9/79 8. Kansas 0/19/78
2. Arkansas 5/3/79 9. Nebraska 9/21/79
3. Cali fo rnia 8/15/78 10. New Jersey 9/30/77
4. Connecticut 12/21/77 11. New York 1/23/79
5. Delaware 7/24/78 12. South Carolina 11/23/77
6. Florida 8/4/78 13. Virginia 10/22/79
7. Iowa 2/27/79 14. Washington 3/29/77

At the time of the accident at Three Mile Island, NRC had
concurred in the plans of 11 States that voluntarily sought NRC
concurrence.

2. Radiological Emergency Planninq and Preparedness After the

Accident at Three Mile Islard

The accident at the Three Mile Island nuclear power plant
caused a major re-thinking of the whole area of radiological emer-
gency plar.nir g and preparedness. Post Three Mile Island major acti-
vities which reflect this re-thinking are discussed below.

1-6
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a. An Adequate Plannino Basis

What is an adequate planning basis for radiological emer-
gencies at fixed nuclear facilities? This question, (rephrased as
-- What kind of an accident at a nuclear facility should we plan and
prepare for handling?") was essentially asked by many of the State
and local governments, and their national organizations some years
ago. This resulted in two Federal agencies, NRC and EPA, launching
an ef fort to examine this question.

In August of 1976, a joint U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion/U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Task force on Emergency
Planning was formally appointed to look into this matter. In December
of 1978, after over two years of work, the joint NRC/ EPA 11-member
Task Force unanimously concurred in and published its report, " Plan-
ning Basis for the Development of State and Local Government Radio-
logical Emergency Response Plans in Support of Light Water Nuclear

,

Power Plants" (NUREG-0396/ EPA-520/1-78-016) 9/

A major conclusion of the Task Force report was that
there is no specific nuclear power plant accident that one can iden-
tify as being the accident for which plans and preparedness programs
should be in place. Rather, the Task Force came down on the side of
planning for consequences, with only minimal concern for the uncer-

,
tainties or probabilities of accidents. And, to define an adequate,

! improved planning hasis, the Task Force recommended that essentially
generic Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) be es tat,lished around all
nuclear power facilities in the United States. The Task Force further
determined and recognized that the AEC and NRC Low Population Zone
(LPZ) concept used for sitino purpnses had little real meanino in
terms of of f-site emergency planning ar'd preparedness. The Task force,
in essence, rejected the concept of the "LPZ" for definitive and
comphensive off-site emergency planning. Further, the lask Fo rce
recognized the need to develop an emergency planning basis to address
the so-called " Class 9" accidents, or accidents resulting in extensive

damage to, or melting of, the nuclear fuel core.

This need for a capability to accommodate emergency
situations beyond the so-called " design basis accidents" used in plant
and site evaluation, makes generic rather than site-specific zones
appropriate for emergency planning supportive of large nuclear power
plants. The Task force decided that the establishment of Emergency
Planning Zones (EPZs) of about 10 miles in radius for the airborne
" plume" radiological exposure pathway, and about 50 miles in radius
for the ingestion or food radiological exposure pathway, would be
sufficient to define the areas in which planning for the initiation of
predetermined protective measures is warranted for any given nuclear
power plant. The Emergency Planning Zone Concept is illustrated in
Figure 1.

|
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Although not without some initial controversy and resis-
tance from many quarters, the Task force report is a ma,1or milestone
along the way toward de fining an adequate radiological emergency
planning basis. The report, and the recommendations contained in the
report, were formally endorsed by the Commissioners of the NRC on
October 5, 1979, by the EPA Administrator on January 15, 1980, and
accepted by FEMA in January, 1980. These Emergency Planning Zones are
now being established around all nuclear power plants in the United
States.

b. Executive Branch Actions and Initiatives

Two weeks af ter the accident, the President established a
Presidential Commission on the Accident at ihree Mile Island con-
sisting of 12 members chaired by Dr. John G. Kemeny, President of
Dartmouth College. In October 1979, the Presidential Commission

published its final report.3/

Shortly after the publication of the Presidential Commis-
sion's Report, the President appointed a group of senior advisors to
review the report and its recommendations. On December 7, 1979, the
President announced a series of decisions and recommendations which
included the area of emergency planning and preparedness.11/ He

assigned FEMA responsibility to head up "all of f-site emTrqency
activities and to complete a thorough review of emergency plans
in all the States of our country with operating nuclear reactors
by ' June 1980."

The Presidential Commission made a number of recommenda-
tions regarding emargency preparedness which are summarized in the
fact sheet which ompanied the President's statement of December 7,
1979, as follows:

The [Kemeny] Commission found that at all levels of government,
planning for the o f f-site consequences of radiological emergen-
cies lacked coordination and urgency. Their recommandations
call for significant change: an improved State response plan
as a requisite for granting an operating license; FEMA should
have the lead responsibility, in consultation with NRC and
other appropriate agencies, for radiological emergency planning;
emergency response plans should be based on various classes
of accidents and local communities should have funds and technical
assistance for local planning; research on medical means of miti-

I gating radiation effects should be expanded; a program is needed
to educate the public on nuclear plant operation, health effects

I-9
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from radiation and protective actions against radiation; further
study on mass evacuation is necessary; and plans for providing
Federal emergency support should be revised to assure improved
coordination and more effective capabilities.

The following is an extract from the fact sheet prepared
in connection with the President's statement. FEMA is directed to:

Take the lead in of f-site emergency planning and response;o

o Complete by June 1980, the review of State emergency plans
in those States with operating reactors;

o Complete, as soon as possible, the review of State emergency
plans in those States with plants scheduled for operation in
the near future;

Develop and issue an updated series of interagency assignmentso

which would delineate respective agency capabilities and
responsibilities and clearly define procedures for coordination
and direction for both emergency planning and response;

Assure that the Department of Energy (DOE) resources and capa-j o

| bilities for responding to radiological emergencies are made
| available and augmented as needed to service civilian-related

radiological emergencies; and

Assure the development of programs to address the recommenda-o
tions for additonal research and public education needs.

In addition, the President urged that:

o NRC assist FEMA in these activities;

The Director of ' .AA report periodically to the Nuclear Safetyo

Oversight Commitcee (established by Executive Order of March 18,
1980)13/

j and the President on progress that has been made;-

i
'

State and local officials work with FEMA to assure the necessaryo
coordination of their respective emergency responsibilities;
and

FEMA provide States with technical assistance whenever appro-o
priate.

| A supplemental appropriation for Fiscal Year 1980 in
j the amount of $13.3 million, was submitted to Congress to improve
| emergency preparedness. Of this sum, $8.9 million was intended for

use by FEMA and $4.4 million by NRC. The President urged prompt
,

Congressional consideration, but Congress has not approved these )!

funds.

I
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c. FEMA /NRC Memorandum of Understanding

In response to the President's directive, NRC and FEMA on
January 1.1, 1980, signed a Memorandum of Understanding (M00) delinea-
ting each Agency's sponsibilities in radiological emergency prepared-
ness (45 FR 5847)

The MOU applies to emergency preparedness for nuclear
reactors (including commercial nuclear power plants), fuel cycle
facilities which are subject to NRC emergency planning regulations,
and certain other fuel cycle and materials licensees which have a
potential for significant accidental o f f-site radiological releases.
For the first six months, however, the parties intended that the

i emphasis be placed on emergency preparedness supportive of commer-
cial nuclear power plants.

Specifically, the MOU listed the following FEMA respon-
sibilities with respect to emergency preparedness as they relate
to NRC:

1. To take the lead in of f-site emergency planning and review
and assess State and local emergency plans for adequaty.

2. To complete by June 1980, the review of State and local
emergency plans in those States af fected by operating reac-
tors.

3. To complete, as soon as possible, the review of State and
local emergency plans in those States affected by plants
scheduled for operation in the near future.

4. To make findings and determinations as to whether State and
local emergency plans are adequate and capable of implemen-
tation (e.g., adequacy and maintenance of procedures,
training, resources, staffing levels and qualifications, and
equipment adequacy).

S. To assume responsibility for emerger.cy preparedness training
of State and local of ficials.

6. To develop and issue an updated series of interagency assign-
ments which would delineate respective agency capabilities
and responsibilities, and define procedures for coordination
cnd direction for emergency planning and response.

The MOU listed the following NRC responsibilities for
, emergency preparedness:

1. To assess licensee emergency plans for adequacy.

.
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2. To verify that licensee emergency plans are adequately
implemented (e.g. , adequacy and maintenance of procedures,
training, resources, staffing levels and qualifications and
equipment adequacy).

3. To review the FFMA findings and determinations on the adequacy
and capability of implementation of State and local plans.

4. To make decisions with regard to the overall state of emer-
gency preparedness (i.e., integration of emergency prepared-
ness on-site as determined by the NRC and off-site as deter-
mined by FEMA and reviewed by NRC) and issuance of operating
licenses or shut down of operating reactors.

FEMA and NRC also agre,cd to cooperate in other areasspeci fically in NRC licensing reviews, review of State and locaI
emergency plans, evaluation of exercises to test plans, preparation of
emergency preparedness guidance, training of State and local o f fi-
cials, and developing of a public information program concerning
emergency preparedness.

The Memorandum of Understanding is in effect from Janu-
ary 14, 1980 through September, 1980, and will be updated at the
end of this period to reflect desired changes at that time.

d. FEMA Headquarters Organization

In February 1980, FEMA created a new division within
its Office of Population Preparedness, the Radiological Emergency
Preparedness Civision. This division became immediately responsible
for the conduct of the FEMA radiological emergency preparedness
effort. The new division:

o Develops guidance for the preparation of State and local off-
site radiological emergency response plans and preparedness,

o Reviews and assesses State and local of f-site radiological
emergency plans and preparedness,

o Develops guidance for training of State and local officials
for response to radiological emergencies.

o Assists in the development of the National Radiological Emer-
gency Response Plan for dealing with radiological emergency
response and preparedness.

,

&

o Develops guidance on preparation, conduct, and evaluation of !

drills and exercises by State and local radiological energency
response organizations, and evaluates and assesses these drills
and exercises. >

I-12
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o Monitors status of planning, training, and overall capabilities
,

of State and local governments for radiological emergency re-
sponse.

o Provides guidance to the Federal interagency Regional Assis-
tance Committees (RACs) and monitors their accivities,

o Assists in any proposed rulemaking related to of f-site emer-
gency preparedness for fixed nuclear facilities.

i

o Coordinates, through tne Federal Interagency Central Coo r-
dinating Comr..ittee on Radiological Emergency Response Planning

!'
and agencies involved in the radiological emergency response
snd Preparedness, the activities of other Federal departments

,

planning program,

o Assists in the development of the FEMA education and public in-
formation programs called for by the President's message of
December 7, 1979.

o Monitors FEMA and other Federal agency activities in the area
of research and development for radiological emergency planning
and response.

t

This new division is presently staffed by ten professional
people and one administrative assistant detailed from NRC, until June

j 30,-1980, (to be extended until September 30, 1980), and is assisted
by FEMA headquarters support staff and the 10 Regional Of fices of

; FEMA. The program has benefited through the generosity of the NRC in
detailing knowledgeable people to FEMA. This is being done to furtheri

assure that the program direction provided by FEMA will continue
uninterrupted. It will also allow time for the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) to issue a determination order transferring the
functions and 8 personnel spaces related to State and local government
radiological emergency planning and preparedness from NRC to FEMA. Of'

[ the 8 personnel, 6 spaces would be encumbered with people on the
! detail from NRC. At this time, it is uncertain how many of these 6
; people, or the other members of the detail, will accept employment at

FEMA. This uncertainity could have a serious impact on the program >

since it might force FEMA to hire less experienced people. The period
of time needed for the hiring process and the training and orientation
of the new people could run 6 months or longer.

!

i
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II.

Status of State / Local dodiological Emergency Plans and
Preparedness Versus Ne , Criteria Document

A. Results of Federal Review - States Affected by Operating Nuclear
Power Piants

This part of the Report presents the current status of radio-
loqlcel emergency preparedness in the following 31 States:

4 Alabama Nebraska
Arkansas New Hampshire
Cali fornia New Jersey,

Colorado New York
Connecticut North Carolina
Delaware Ohio
Florida Gregon
Georgia Pennsylvania
Illinois South Carolina
Iowa Tennessee
Maine Vermont,

I Maryland Virginia
Massachusetts Washinqton
Michigan West Virginia
Minnesota Wisconsin
Missouri

Over the past 1 1/2 years since the Three Mile Island accident,
significant progress has been made in the improvement of radio-
logical emergency preparedness by most States and localities affected
by nuclear power plants. Much of the progress has been accomplished
since the publication of the new criteria document, NUREG-0654/
FEMA-REP-1 in January 1980. Even though this interim quidance has not
been made final pendinq analysis of public comments received, it is
recognized by he States and localities to be basically sound. While
most of the revised plans are in draft form, they indicate an elevated
commitment to radiological emergency planning and preparedness at the
State and local level.

As of June 26, 1980, FEMA Regions have reviewed the available
plans of all 31 States and have discussed the status with respect to
the new evaluation criteria with State o f ficials. As a result of
these discussions, all 31 States have begun the necessary upgrading of
their State plans and 8 have submitted revised plans for examination.
These 8 plans are being reviewed by the MA Regional staff and ther

,

RACs.
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By the end of 1980, FEMA expects that 25 or more States will have
opgraded their plans based on suafjestions received from FEMA. Of
these, 15 will be submitted for formal review in accordance with pro-
cedures established in the proposed FEMA Rule (44 FR 42341 " Review
and Approval of State and Local Radiological Emergency Plans and
Preparedness") which was issued for comment on June 24, 1980. This
formal submission will, in each case, be either preceded or closely
followed by a exercise at one of the operating power plants covered
by the plan. FEMA intends to use the procedures in this proposed rule
as a general quide until it is promulgated in August 1980.

Because the proposed FEMA rule requires that each State plan have
site speci fic features, about 250 local jurisdictions are a f fec ted.
Approximately 60% of these local jurisdictions have plans on file
with FEMA and have been reviewed by the regions in conjunction with
the review of State plans. By the end of 1980, 15 States are expected
to submit plans for formal review. At least 15 power plant sites (of
a total of 31 in these 15 States) will have plans which affect about
45 local jurisdictions. This will require that the plans of these 45
local jurisdictions will meet most of the requirements of the new
evaluation criteria (issued January 28, 1980), with the exception of
alertinq and notification systems. These alerting and notification
systems will be subject to requirements still under consideration by
FEMA and NRC and will be in place later to meet the schedule in the
NRC rule.

By the end of 1981, FEMA astimates that 27 of the 31 States will
submit plans fur formal approval.

The following material is a State-by-State summary of the adequacy
of preparedness of the 31 States against the new criteria. In almost

every case, both the State and local plans are under revision. FEMA

and several othar Federal agencies are assisting the States and
localities in their ef forts. The general problems identified in the
Federal review of the plans are presented in Part V of this report.
Additional details of the status of plan development are presented in
Appendices B and C.

All reviews were made with respect to the States' plans for
the 10-mile Emergency Plc.nning Zone (EPZ) for the radioactive plume
exposure pathway. Planning for the 50-mile ingestion exposure pathway
has yet to be implemented in the majority of States.

Each of these reviews incorporates as part of a background sec-
tion, remarks concerning the status of site specific aspects of power
plants in that State. The reviews also include a listing of the local

jucisdictions affected by these power plant sites. The review also
considers under preparedness aspects, the evolution of the plans and
expected actions. If significant experience with exercising exists,
it is discussed. Finally, each State-by-State review summarizes
special items of interest reported by the FEMA regional of fice.
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Alabama

1. General Background

Alabama has 2 ccmmercial nuclear power plants which are operationa!
at 2 sites and 1 under construction at a third site. Browns Ferry, located
in Limestone County, which impacts on 36,900 people in the 10-mile emergen-
cy planning zone (EPZ) is operated by the Tennesme Valley Authority. The
site has 3 operating units. The first unit received an operating license
in 1973, the second in 1974, and the last in 1976. The Farley plant, which
impacts on 9,700 people in t he 10-mile EPZ, is operated by the Alabama
Power Company. It is located in Houston County and has 1 unit which has
been operating since 1977, and another unit under construction. The
Tennessee Valley Authority is also constructing a plant, Belle fonte, in
Jackson County, with a populat3on of 25,100 within the 10-mile EPZ.

2. Status of State Preparedness

The Alabama plan received NRC concurrence under the previous
emergency planning criteria in September 1979. The State has exercised
it s State plan on numerous occasions under t he previous NRC criteria.

The Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) reviewed the current
Alabama Radiological Emergency Response Plan dated September 1, 1979,
against the new criteria in April 1980. The review indicated some def-
iciencies in meeting about 70% of the evaluation criteria. On the other
hand, the RAC stated, "We believe the capabilities of the various elements
of government in Alabama to respond to fixed nuclear facility accidents are
much better than reflected" in the plan. State planners, working in
concert with State Radiological Health and local personnel, are currently
rewriting the State and local plans to meet the new criteria. The major
portion of the effort is related to plan format and expansion to include
the 10- and 50-mile EPZ concepts. The State expects to have the plan ready
for review by fall 1980. The State considered county plans to be a vital
part of t he State plan, t herefore, plans for counties are included as
annexes to the State plan. The State has indicated that the new criteria
will be met by January 1981, with the possible exception of the 15-minute
alerting with sirens. An exercise will be held concurrently with the
submission of the revised plan to FEMA.

Previous exerci s have shown the State to be adequately prepared
to handle radiological emergencies off-site. It is anticipated the States

will have little difficulty in demonstrating its level of oreparedness
under the new criteria.
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Arkansas

1. General Background

The Arkansas Power and Light Company operates 2 commercial
nuclear power plants at their site 6 miles northwest of Russellville,
in Pope County, Arkansas. The first unit was licensed by the NRC in

1974. The second unit was licensed in 1978. There are approximately
28,600 people living in the 10-mile emergency planning zone around the
site, and 4 county governments need to develop emergency plans to
respond to a potential radiological accident.

2. Status of Preparedness

In May 1980, the Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) reviewed
the existing Arkansas Radiological Emergency Preparedness Plan, Annex
Q, dated December 1979. The plan was reviewed in accordance with the
new criteria. The formerly concurred-in plan did not fully meet the
new expanded criteria. Many of the items identified as inadequate did
not reflect upon the capability of the State, but instead substan-
tiated the fact that capabilities were not adequately documented in
the plan.

A new State plan, written in accordance with the new criteria,
is scheduled to be submitted for RAC review in July 1980. The plan
is scheduled for an exercise in October 1980, and any deficiencies or

needed changes in procedures identified will be incorporated into
the plan. Arkansas expects to have a new plan by January 1981.

During the RAC review in May of 1980, the plans for Pope,
Johnson, Logan, and Yell counties were reviewed. There are signifi-

cant problems with the plans and major revisions are required. An

initial traininq exercise has been completed in each county. The

major needs identified include communication equipment for county
officials and equipment for alerting and notifying the general public,

3. Special Interest item

The one-time costs for the State and local governments are

funded from two sources: State general funds and funds provided by
the utility as a result of recent legislation. The utility provided
funds to establish and maintain a _ State Nuclear Planning and Response
Of fice adjacent to the nuclear facility. The cost to establish
and and operate this of fice until January 1,1981, is $280,000. State
general funds of approximately $50,000 will be expended by all State
agencies prior to January 1,1981.
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedneas

State of California

1. General Background

There are 2 operating nuclear power plant sites in the State
of California. Rancho Seco, located in Sacramento and operated by
the Sacramento Municipal Utility Di strict , has 1 unit which became
operational in August 1974. San Onofre, which is operated by South-
ern California Edison and located in San Diego County has 1 unit
which became operational in March 1967. There are 2 other units
undez construction at San Onofre which are expected to be.come opera-
tional in mid-1981 and 1982. Another site, Diablo Canyon, is nearly
ready to operate and the utility is applying for a license. This
facility, to be operated by Pacific Gac and Electric, is located in
San Luis Obispo County. It has 2. units ocheduled to come on line in
July 1980 and March 1981. Humboldt 8ay is a snall nuclear power unit
in ";mboldt County. This plant is operated by t he Pacific Gas and
Electric Company. It has 1 unit of early design which has been
shutdown indefinitely and currently has only a provisional operating
license.

The Rancho Seco site impact s on 3 counties (Sacramento,
Amador, and San Joaquin), and approximately 10,500 residents live
within the 10-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ). The San Onofre
site includes San Diego and Orange Counties, and approximately 36,600
people live within the 10-mile EPZ. The DiMalo Canyon site impacts
only San Luis Obispo County, and approximately 13,400 resident s
within the 10-mile EPZ. The Humboldt 8ay site impacts only Humboldt
County with 38,500 people, within the 5-mile EPZ recommended for this
site.

2. Status of Preparedness

The State Nuclear Power Plant Emergency Re sponse Plan was
developed in 1975 and updated in August 1978. The 1978 plan received
Nuclear Regulatory Commission concurrence in August 1978, based
on previous criteria. The Region IX Regional Assistance Committee
(RAC) reviewed the State plan in March 1980 against the new criteria.
The State plan addresses most of the basic planning criteria but must
be revised to meet all of the new criteria. The greatest weakness is
t hat t he standard operating procedures (SDPs) for many of the State
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agencies were never developed and/or included in the plan. The

details necessary to document a capability for accident assessment
and protective response are not included in the plan. The plan

will be revised and at least 1 of the State agencies, the Department
of Health, will contract to have its 50P developed by a consultant.

Local plans have been prepared by the following counties:
Orange (1975), San Diego (1975), Humboldt (1976), Sacramento (1967 -
revised in 1979), and San Luis Obispo (1977). Only a number of
limited exercises or drills have been conducted which necessarily
reduces the value of these plans for operational use. The previous

criteria, applied by the State, resulted in planning zones ranging
from 1.9 miles to 6 miles. The new criteria requiriny plume exposure
EPZs of about 10 miles increases the number of jurisdictions involved
only for the Rancho Seco site, where San Joaquin and Amador Counties
must now develop radiological emergency plans.

All local radiological emergency plans were reviewed by the
Region IX Regional Assistance Committee between April and June
1980. The plans generally follow the State's format and address the
majority of the basic criteria. While they must be updated to meet
new criteria, they do provide a good planning foundation to build
on. At the local level, the various agency SOPS will be revised to
meet the new criteria.

Presently, tor both Rancho Seco and Diablo Canyon, local
and utility representatives have designed a siren system to meet the
new criteria fo r their respective areas. The utilities and local

governments anticipate the hardware will not be ordered for several
months as NRC and FEMA are developing more definitive guidance.

California has a good foundation in radiological emergency
planning with its existing plans and has the impetus for revising the
plans through the State legislation which mandates a timetable as
well as funding from utilities for plan revision. The State has
hired 3 staff members for radiological emergency planning and will
expand funding to the local level when the site studies and planning
recommendations are completed. They estimate that they will update
the State plan by October 1980, and revise the local plans by January
1981. The timing of exercises will be greatly influenced by regula-
tory decisions of FEMA and NRC. Full-scale exercising could begin by
April 1981.

3. Items of Special Interest

Radiological emergency planning at the State and local level
is being held up due to a State Senate Bill which requires individual
site studies for each facility to be used as a basis for planning.

|
The individual :. te studies are to investigate various factors such

|
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as accident probability, specific release materials, topograp hy ,
and meteorology. The site studies have not yet been completed. This
has delayed the start of full-scale revisions to the State and local
plans. The State estimates that it will publish planning standards
based on these studies by the end of June 1980.

In response to public concern in California over plant safety
and a general feeling that the 10- and 50-mile emergency planning

,

zones endorsed by NRC, FEMA and EPA may not be adequate, Senate Bill'

1183 was signed into law by the Governor on September 22, 1979. The

bill contains the following provisions:

1. Individual site studies to determine the magnitude
of hazard and suitable emergency planning zones
for each nuclear power plant are to be accom-
plished by March 22, 1980. The results are to be
used as a basis for upgrading and expanding
response planning at each site.

2. The State shall revise its Nuclear Power Plant
Emergency Response Plan to reflect the infor-
mation provided in the study within 6 months after
the study has been made. An initial draft of the
local plans shall be submitted within 6 months.
After the study has been made, a final plan wil]
be completed, reviewed, and approved by March 22,
1981.

3. All State and local costs, not otherwise reim-
bursed by Federal funds, shall be borne by the
operators of the nuclear power plants. A fund of
up to $2,000,000 for these purposes will be drawn
from the licensed operators. This State funding
provisions will be repealed on January 1,1983.

The Diablo Canyon plant is ready for licensing and may
well become a focus for public and political concern over the public
health and safety issues of nuclear power. T his is compounded by
recent earthquake activity in the State, and by the discovery of
the Hosgreve f ault which lies 10 fniles of f the coast from this
plant.

II-7
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Colorado

1. General Background

There is 1 nuclear power plant operating in the State of
Colorado. The Fort St. Vrain facility , located in Weld County (35
miles north of Denver) is operated by Public Service of Colorado. It
has one unit which became operational in December 1973. It is a
gas-cooled power reactor with an output of about 1/3 that of the large
light water power reactors. The NRC has recommended smaller Emergency
Planning Zones (EPZs) for this reactor and FEMA has concurred in this $.

recommendation. EPZs of 5 miles for the plume exposure pathway and 30
miles for the ingestion exposure pathway have been recommended. Weld
County, with approximately 1,280 residents, is included within the
S-mile plume exposure EPZ. There are no other nuclear power plants
planned or under construc tion in Colorado or adjacent States which
would require emergency planning within the near future.

2. Status of Preparedness

The State prepared a State Plan entitled, " Fort St. Vrain
Radiological Emergency Plan" in May 1976, and updated it in July
1979. While this plan was based on previous t,uidance, it was not
concurred in by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The State prepared
a revised draft entitled, " State Radiological Emergency Response Plan
for Fort St. Vrain, Nuclear Generating Plant, Platteville, Colorado"
in April 1980, and further updated it in June 1980. The Weld County
plan was updateu in draf t form in May 1980. These updates are based
on the new criteria. A formal review af these plans is being con-
ducted by the Region VIII Regional Assistance Committee in June 1980
too late for inclusion of fo rmal review comments in this report.
However, a pre-review of the revised plans shows that most of the new
criteria are covered.

The Fort St. Vrain emergency preparedness planning process
|
.

is near comple tion. Two primary plans impact on the public : the
|Colorado Division of Disaster Emergency Services (D0 DES) and the Weld

County plans. In addition, the fort St. Vrain utility plan is under
i

review. An exercise of the State plan was conducted o.. February 28,
1980, and was considered to be successful. Although the exercise was
conduc ted using plans developed with the old criteria, only a few
discrepancies could be attributed to differences between old and new
criteria. The exercise showed that the plans are essentially opera-
tional. A complete exercise will be conducted within one year of the
last exercise to determine if the plans are as good as they appear to
be and to determine if new criteria are successfully implemented.

Il-8
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All parties to t he plans are working to resolve problem
areas. It will be October or November 1980 before the plans are
brought into complete compliance with the new criteria and defi-
ciencies are re solved . Some areas under development will require
both time and money for implementation. T he following item s are

currently being worked on:

1) A revised sy stem of public notification to reduce the
time downward to t he 15-minute design objective set by
the new criteria.

2) Development of a near-site emergency operating facility.

3) Potassium todide has been purchased by the State Healt h
Departmer.c but has not been received to date. Once
received, it will be distributed according to the plan.

4) A brochure has been developed for the purpose of educating
the public on the Fort St. Vrain plan and t he local
emergency response plans. The State has approved the
brochure, and after review by FEMA, it will be published
and distributed.

5) Back-up meteorological equipment has been ordered by
the State Healt h Department. Units should be in place
within t he next three months. The DlDES Office has
been assigned funds to procure a mobile command post,
which should be available within t he next six months.

3. Items of Special Interest

Two elements of the new criteria are of concern to State and
utility of ficials. They are considering requesting relief from the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission on the 15-minute time limit for public
notification. In addition, the utilities are seeking relief from the
requirement for a near-site emergency operating facility. At this

time, it appears that the Public Service Company will have to build a
facility within one mile of the reactor.

Printing of the plans will be cause for some delay. The costs
involved for D0 DES and Weld County plans, including the cost of the
public information brochure, is estimated to be $15,000. The State
is concerned about the source of funding as well as obtaining the
funds in a timely manner.

A public meeting, chaired by FEMA Region VIII, is planned
for late July or early Augu st 1980. The emergency plans will be
discussed and public comment will be solicited prior to submission for
approval by FEMA headquarters.
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Connecticut

1. General Background

There are 2 operating nuclear power plant sites in Connect-
cut. Haddam Neck facility, located in Middlesex County, is operated
by Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power. It contains 1 unit which became
operational in June 1967. The Millstone facility is located in
New London County and is operated by Northeast Nuclear Energy. It
has 2 operational units which came on line in October 1970 and
September 1975. An additional unit has a construction permit, but
will not become operational for several more years.

Millstone affects Middlesex and New London Counties and 11
communities with an approximate population of 118,900 residents
within the 10-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ). Haddam Neck
af fects Middlesex , New London, New Haven, and Hartford Counties and
19 communities with an approximate population of 61,600 residents
within the 10-mile EPZ.

2. Status of Preparedness

Connecticut prepared a plan (State of Connecticut Emergency
Operations Plan) in October 1975. Annex V (Fixed Nuclear Facility
Radiological Emergency Response Plan) was prepared in March 1977 and
updated in March 1978. This plan, which includes the radiological
emergency response plans and procedures fo r affected local commu-
nities, received concurrence of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
in December 1977. At present, the plans and procedures for 8 com-
munities around Haddam Neck and 7 communities around Millstone have
not been prepared and included in the State plan. The State is
requesting that 3 communities around Haddam Neck and 2 around Mill-

stone be deleted as not requiring detailed planning since only a
small portion of each falls within the 10-mile plume exposure EPZ.

The Connecticut Office of Civil Emergency Preparedness has
the primary responsibility. for the State's radiological emergency
response plannning. The existing State plan, which is based on the
previous criteria was submitted for review by the Region I Regional
Assistance Committee (RAC) against the new criteria in February 1980.
The RAC review was completed in bby 1980, and comments were provided

11-10
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to the State. The RAC found that 15 of the criteria elements were
acceptable and 28 elements were not. The remaining criteria elements
all require some modification, clarification or documentation of
preparedness capability. The State has begun revision of the State
plan with a target of January 1981 for completion. The target date
for completion of drafts pertaining to communities within the 10-mile
plume exposure EPZ is September 1980.

The State has indicated that they have many individual
agency standard operating procedures (SDPs) that are not included as
a part of the State plan. These SOPS cover much of the specific
detail required by the new criteria to be contained in radiological
emergency response plans. They have agreed to provide these SOPS
to be included in the State plan. At the same t ime , the State,
by its own admission, recognizes the need to reorganize their exist-
ing plan. Its enormous size and complexity make its e ffective
execution questionable.

In view of the cooperative spirit demonstrated during the
course of the regional evaluation of the numerous plans and the
State's frequent exercises and drills conducted to evaluate major
portions of emergency response canabilities, the RAC reports that
the general level of Connecticut's preparednuss is good.

3. Items of Special Interest

The State believes that there are deficiencies in the interim
critera. They feel that the 15-minute notification criteria is
too strinqent. They feel that things such as inventories, call
lists, and detailed SOPS should not be made a part of the overall
plans and procedures; and, they feel that additional technical
guidance (thyroid blocking, respiratory protection, distribution of
potassium iodide, etc.) and resources ( funds fo r communications,
warning, instrumentaiton, training, planning, etc.) are required to
enabie the State to achieve the level of preparedness implied in the
new guidance criteria,

i

I

II-11
,



.

Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Delaware

1. General Background

Delaware has no operating commercial nuclear power plants
existing or planned within its boundaries. However, it is affected
by nuclear facilities in three other States. Portions of the State
are within 50 miles of the Peach Bottom facility in Pennsylvania and
the Calvert Cliffs facility in Maryland, which will require some
State planning for the 50-mile ingestion exposure emergency planning
zone (EPZ). Portions of New Castle and Kent Counties, including 11
communities and approximately 12,600 people are within the 10-mile
plume exposure FPZ of the Salem facility located at Lower Alloways
Creek, New Jersey.

2. Status of Preparedness

The State Emergency Planning and Operations Division has the
lead role in planning. The January 1978 Radiological Emergency
Response Plan received concurrence from the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission in July 1978, and was reviwu in August 1978. This State

triteria. The first draftplan was based on the previous plannin9
criteria, and site-speci-update of the State plan utilizing the ,,

fic fo r the Salem facility, was submit i for Region III Regional
Assistance Committee (RAC) review in May 80. The plan was reviewed
by FEMA staff, but time did not permit detailed review by thes

assistance committee to meet the deadline for this report. However,
the plan is now undergoing such review.

The FEMA staff review indicates that extensive rev .ic n will
be required, including development of a New Castle Coun y Plan,
Implementing Procedures and Standard Operating Procedures. The plan
represents the initial update of the previously concurre -in plan.
Work is continuing on the plan, and it is expected that a mc ce
comprehensive update will be completed prior to Augus ; 1, 1980.
The exercise and the 50-mile ingestion exposure pathway I PZ portions
of the plan have not been addressed in detail to date.

Although a more comprehensive update of the exi ting Radio-
logical Emergency Plan is expected prior to August 1, l'. 80, the RAC
does not feel that all of the detailed planning will be 'ccomplished

II-12
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prior to November 1, 1980. An area of particular concern is the
requirement for 15-minute warning / notification of the population
within the 10-mile EPZ. Until such time as a comprehensive exercim
is held, a judgment on the State prenaredness would be premature.

3. Items of Special Interest

The 15-minute warning criterion is perceived ts a significant
problem by t he State's staff. They have serious doubt s from a
technical aspect as to whether a practical solution can be devised,
and they find the financial aspect to meet this criterion difficult
at this time.

The facility operator has made few positive contributions to
either the new required planning effort, or equipment requirement s.
Close contact and a semblance of cooperation have been maintained
by the utility,

Due to the very limited size of the State Emergency Planning
and Operations Division, which hae the lead role in planning, and the
failure, to date, of the utility to significantly assist the effort,
delays in complotion can be expected, especially with respect to the
detailed planning required to develop standard operating procedures.
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Federal Review of C!

l Radiological Emergency Preparedness jj
I State of Florida 0

t
F

1. General Background 't
k
"

There are 3 operating nuclear power plant sites in the
State of Florida: Turkey Point, in Dade County, impacting on 41,500 ;

people within the 10-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ); Crystal
,

River, in Levy County, impacting on 13,300 people within the EPZ; j
and St._Lucie, in St, Lucie County, impacting on 68,600 people |
within the EPZ. Turkey Point and St. Lucie are operated by Florida ;
Power and ' Light Company. Crystal River is operated by Florida Power y

,

Corporation.

2. Status of Preparedness .

The State plan received Nuclear Regulatory Commission con-
currence in 1978 based on previous criteria. Since that time, the
State has conducted a number of radiological emergency preparedness
exercises based on this plan -- probably more than any other State.
Each of the exercises, while highlighting some weak areas, indicated
on adequate level of overali preparedness of the response organiza- ,

tions. .

,

Due to the development and issuence of the new criteria, the
State plan requires extensive modifications. Since the county plans
are considered part of the State's plan (annexes to the State plan),
they are a key ' part of the updating effort to meet the new require-
ments. State planning is a joint effort of State Radiological Health
and State Disaster Preparedness ' personnel working in concert with
local emergency preparedness directors. 1

Current-schedules call for a review of the revised site
^

specific State plan (s) by the Regional Assistance Committee (RAC)
by September 1980. Additional si te-speci fic local plans for the
3 operating facilities are scheduled for completion by November
1980. Planning for the 50-mile ingestion exposure EPZs for the
sites (which would involve 20 additional Florida counties) is not
being undertaken at this time.

:: .
F1dida has had extensive experience in radiological emer-

gency planning, organization, and exercisira their plans. While
the State's schedule for updating current p.1ans to conform to new

|

11-14-

|

|
. . - . . , _ . - _ _ _ . . _ . _ _ _ _ ,



_. _ _

,

criteria is somewhat behind other States, State planners appear to
be proceeding satisfactorily toward an adequate level of prepared-

i ness.

The State has ' identified that radiation measuring devices,
response team equipment, and individual dosimeters are needed. .They
have also defined the scope of early warning systems necessary to
meet the requirements of the new criteria.

Exercise of all appropriate agencies is scheduled for early
fall, 1980. The results of these exercises will form . t he basis
for completion of necessary plans prior to submission to FEMA for
final review and approval.

i
.
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Georgia

1. General Background

The Georgia Power Company has one operating nuclear facility,
Hatch, in Appling County, affecting 5,700 persons within the 10-mile
emergency planning zone (EPZ); and .one facility under construction,
Vogtle, in Burke County, af fecting 2,000 persons within the 10-mile
EPZ.

State planning is being undertaken by the Georgia Department
of Natural Re sources in close cooperation with the Georgia Civil
Defense Office. Local county plans within the EPZ are considered part
of t he State plan and are annexes thereto. Counties within the EPl
for Hatch are Appling, Toomb s, and Je f f Davi s. No planning is cur-
rently being done fcr the Vogtle nuclear facility.

In addition to the above, the State has developed plans for
all nuclear facilities whose 50-mile (ingestion) EPZs extend into the
State. These include: TVA-Sequoyah (Tennessee); Oconee (S. Carolina);
Savannah River and the Allied General Nuclear Services Barnwell
Nuclear Fuel Plant, (S. Carolina); and Farley ( Alabama).

2. Status of State Preparedness

State and local plans which were developed under. previous
criteria were reviewed by the Regional Assistance Committee in March
1980. They have since been revised and updated to reflect current
critiera. The most substantive findings were related to expansion of
t he plans to cover the new EPZs. Current planning ef fort s are'

scheduled for completion in June 1980, with exercises to be c nducted
in early fall, 1980.

Indicative of the support given radiological emergency plann-
ing in Georgia is the fact that State resources were provided (man-,

i power and equipment) from several State agencies to support the
j current effort, sometimes to the detriment of other program functions.

Additionally, the State has procured and equipped a mobile laboratory
for use in radiological emergency response.

i

i

f
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Illinois

1. General Background

There are 3 sites in Illinois which have a tctal of 6 nuclear
power plant s . in operation. There are 4 additional sites which will
have operating nuclear power plants in the next few years.

The Dresden site, located 9 miles east of Morris in Grundy
County, is operated by Commonwealth Edison. This site's first unit
began operation in 1960. It has since been retired, but 2 additional
units continue to operate. This site creates planning requirements
for the counties of Grundy, Kendall, and Will. There are approxi-

f mately 36,000 people within t he 10 mile emergency planning zone
( EPZ) . The Zion site, operated by Commonwealth Edison, has had 2
operating units since 1973. This site, located 40 miles north of
Chicago, affects Lake County for the 10-mile EPZ with a population
of 165,000. The Quad Cities site, operated by Commonwealth Edison,
has had 2 operating nuclear units since 1972. This site, located in
Rock Island County, af fect s 2 ot her Counties Whiteside and Henry.
Within the 10-mile EPZ, there are approximately 5,500 persons.

Commonwealth Edison has 2 units scheduled to begin operations
in 1984 and 1985 at the Braidwood site in Will County. The site is
24 miles south southwest of Joliet, and could affect 27,000 persons
living in the 10-mile EPZ. Illinois Power has 1 facility which they
expect to begin operation in March 1983 at the Clir. ton site. A

second unit is scheduled to begin operation in 1987. The site is
located 6 miles east of Clinton in Dewitt County. It could affect a
population of 12,000 within t he 10-mile EPZ. The Byron nuclear
facility, operated by Commonwealth Edison, has 2 nuclear units
scheduled to begin operation in 1982 and 1983. The facility is
located in Ogle County 17 miles southwest of Rockford and could
affect an approximate population of 20,000 within the 10-mile EPZ.
Commonwealth Edison also .has 2 nuclear units nearing completion at
the La Salle site located in Livingston County,11 miles southeast of
Ottawa. The 2 units are scheduled to begin operation in November
1980, and November 1981. There are approximately 15,000 people
living in the 10-mile EPZ around the site.

II-17
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2. Status of Preparedness

The Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) reviewed the (draft)
Illinois Plan for Radiological Accident s and t he county and local
plans for the Dresden nuclear power plant May 1980. The results of
this review and its recommendations were presented to t he State in
early June 1980. The RAC's general assessnent is that the State has
made a successful "first cut" in upgrading the planning process and
believe s a sustained effort by t he State in the development and
refinement of procedures will produce a plan conforming to t he new
criteria within a year. Planning around t he Dresden nuclear power
plant is laying t he ground work for all other off-site planning in
Illinois. The Dresden o f f-site plan is scheduled for a September
1980 exercise. -

| Illinois is developing exercise scenario s. The fir st trial

scenario is to be u sed for a Dresden exerci se. The Zion plan is j
scheduled for an exercise in December 1980. No exercise date has
been set for the Quad Cities Plan.

1

,

1
!
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!
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Iowa

1. General Background

The Iowa Elec tr ic Power and Light nuclear power plant,
Duane Arnold, which has been in operation since 1974, is located -in
Linn County. It is 8 miles northwest of Cedar Rapids, and there are
approximately 82,600 people living in the .10-mile emergency planning
zone (EPZ).

The State of Iowa is contiguous to Illinois and Nebraska
each of which have operating commercial nuclear power plants near the
Iowa border.- The Quad Cities nuclear power plant in Illinois has
been in operation since 1972. Clinton and Scott Counties in Iowa
have a population of about 18,100 people within the 10-mile EPZ
around Quad Citites. The Fort Calhoun nuclear power plant in Ne-
bra ska has been licensed to operate since 1973. Harrison and Pot-
tawattami Counties in Iowa have a population of about 4,600 people
within the 10-mile EPZ.

2. Status of Preparedness

The previous Iowa Radiological Emergency Plan received t he
Nuclear Regulatory Commission's concurrence in February 1979, ba sed
upon prior criteria. Even though much work remains to bring Iowa's
plan into conformity with the new criteria, historically, Iowa has
been used as an example of a model State radiological emergency
preparedness program.

The previous comprehensive exercises, Sun shine I, II, and
III, have clearly demonstrated the State's capabilities.

T he Iowa Radiological Emergency Plan, Annex F, was reviewed
by t he Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) on May 29, 1980. T he!

plan reviewed was the first draft which attempted to comply with the
new criteria. The RAC review identified the need for additional
development of local plans.

The current status and projected completion of county plans
is as follows:

r

i
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o Duane Arnold nuclear power plant - The Benton County
plan is estimated to be completed by July 1980. Linn
County does not intend to revise the current plan
developed by a contractor employed by Duane Arnold
until final issuance of NRC/FE}iA criteria.

o Quad Cities nuclear power plant - The Clinton County
plan is completed. Scott County anticipates comple-
tion of the plan by June 20, 1980.

o Ft. Calhoun nuclear power plant - The Harrison County
plan is expected to be completed by the end of June.
The Pottawatami County plan is scheduled to be com-
pleted by the end of July 1980.

o The above county plans will be reviewed by the Regional
Assistance Committee in Septen.ber 1980. No exercises
are scheduled for FY 1980.

.
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Maine
.

1. General Background

The Maine Yankee power plant operated by t he Maine Yankee
Atomic Power Company, is located in Lincoln County, 10 miles north4

of Bath, Maine. The plant has been licensed to operate since June.

1973. There are 20 communities and approximately 28,200 people
living in the 10-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ).

2. Status of Preparedness

On September 14, 1979, the responsibility for radiological
emergency planning was transferred from the Maine State Police to
the Maine Bureau of Civil Emergency Preparedness. Maine submitted
its plan in January 1980. The plan was reviewed in accordance with -

the new criteria.

The Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) identified defi-
ciencies in the plan and developed specific written suggestions for
each element. The review comments were presented to the State, and
the State was given the opportunity to respond and schedule corrective
act ions. Many of the State corrective actions are scheduled to be

,

completed by the end of June,1980. The State indicated that on some
of the corrective actions, such as training and exercising, Federal
assistance will be needed.

Local plans will be written and included as a part of the'

State plan. The State asserts that FEMA /NRC need to provide addi-
tional information and guidance regarding sheltering and respiratory;

'
protection. The revised plan is scheduled to be exercised in August
1980.

.
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Maryland

1. General Background

There is 1 operational nuclear power plant in the State
of Maryland, the Calvert Cliffs. plant located in Calvert County. It

is operated by the Baltimore Gas and Electric Company. It consists
of 2 units which came on line in July 1974 and December 1976. Three
counties (Calvert, St. Mary's, and Dorchester) and approximately
15,600 residents are affected by the 10-mile plume exposure emer-
gency planning zone (EPZ). In addition, Maryland is a ffected by
the Peach Bottom nuclear power pl ant in Pennsylvania. Cecil and
Harford Counties and approximately 12,100 residents in Maryland are
within the 10-mile of this facility.

2. Status of Preparedness

The Maryland Civil De fense and Disaster Preparedness Agency
| has lead responsibility for radiological emergency planning. The

plans are included as Annex Q (Radiological Emergency Response Plan)
'

to the Maryland Disaster Assistance Plan. Appendix Q-1, which deals
specifically with the Calvert Cliffs nuclear power p1 nt and incor-
porates the separate plans and procedures for Calvert, Dorches-
ter and St. Mary's Counties, was prepared in March 1980, and reviewed
by the Region III Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) in April 1980.
The RAC prepared comments and met with State planning officials to
discuss their review. Sixty-two of the criteria items were not
reviewed since they were either being revised or were contained in
implementing procedures which were not submitted with the plan. Of
the guidance criteria items reviewed, 26 were found to be acceptable
and 16 require additional work.

The State is revising the plan and developing implementing
procedures and standard operating procedures. Their schedule called
for final drafting in early June 1980. Then, the plan and procedures
will be distributed to applicable State agencies and local jurisdic-
tions for concurrence after which the plan will be submitted to
the Governor for approval. 'The ' target date for submission to the RAC
for formal review is July 1980. A series of training sessions and
drills will be held starting in June 1980. A full exercise will be
conducted in August 1980.

II-22
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The State has begun work on Appendix Q-2 of its plan which
is site-specific for the Peach Bottom facility. This portion of the
plan will incorporate the separate plans of Harford and Cecil Coun-
ties. The target date for its completion is now set for t he end
of August, 1980. No schedule is set for exercising this part of the
plan.

In addition ta the 10-mile EPZ for t he State and counties,
the State has begun planning fo r t he 50-mile ingestion exposure
EPZ. Completion is expected in June 1980.

The Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, which owns and
operates t he Calvert Clif f s facility, has been very cooperative
and helpful to the State and 3 counties in the plume exposure 10-mile
EPZ during the planning stages. They hired a consulting firm to work
with the State's staff to develop the State and local emergency plans
for Calvert Cliffs. The Philadelphia Electric Company, which oper-
ates the Peach Bottom f acility in Pennsylvania, has not been as
cooperative with the State and local j urisdictions involved during
tre planning stages.

Both the Peach Bottom and Calvert Cliffs facilities are
currently in the process of examining different systems that may be
u sed to provide timely notification to State and local government
response organizations in the event of an emergency at the facili-
ties.

The ba sic capability of the State and localities to respond
is considered to be good. However, until a comprehensive exercise
is conducted, sound conclusions cannot be drawn. Required planning
and exercising is scheduled to be completed by January 1981.

3. Items of Special Interest

The Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, State civil prepared-
ness of ficials, and county of ficials all feel that a near-site
operations facility is not needed. If they are required to have one
for Calvert Cliffs, they feel that it should be located outside the
10-mile EPZ.

The costs for installation and maintenance of warning systems
is presumed by the State to be covered by the plant operators.

i
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; Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness'

Commonwealth of Massachusetts .

|
'

l. General Background
|
; Ma ssachu sett s ha s 2 operating commercial nuclear power
! plants within the Commonwealth and is adjacent to a nuclear power
; plant in Vermont. These facilities affect 29 towns and a popula-
i tion of about 53,60u within the 10-mile emergency planning zone s
I (EPZ) around them. Pilgrim 1 nuclear power plant, operated. by Boston

Edi son, is located in Plymouth County 4 miles southeast of Plymouth,
Ma ssachusett s. This facility was licensed to begin operation in
September 1972. A second unit is scheduled to begin operation in
December 1986. There are 12 towns and a population of 32,100 within
the 10-mile EPZ.

| Yankee-Rowe 1, operated by Yankee Atomic Electric Company,
| is located in Franklin County, 25 miles northeast of Pitt sfield,

Ma ssachusett s. This facility has been licensed to operate since
July 1960. The facility 10-mile EPZ encompasses 11- towns and a
population of 21,500. .

Vermont Yankee nuclear power station in Verment affect s
7 towns and a population of 5,000 in Massachusetts in the 10-mile
EPZ.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is currently reviewing
an application for a construction permit from Northeast Nuclear
Energy Company to construct 2 reactors at the Montague site in
Franklin County.

2. Status of Preparedness

The Massachusetts Civil Defense Agency (MCDA) is responsible
fo r t he Commonwealth's radiological emergency planning. In t he
months following the accident at Three Mile Island, the MCDA made an
extensive effort to develop a plan for the State and the 29 towns.

| Although they did not have the benefit of the new criteria (which was
| published 2 months after they had completed t heir plan), they did

| include the 10-mile plume expo sure pathway EPZ, and provisions on
emergency classification and action levels, and other refinements to'

previous guidance that were under development by NRC and FEMA.

t

|
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. .Since . Massachusetts has just expended a great deal of time
{ and resource s in developing and coordinating their plan with the

numerous State and local agencies which are party to it, they feeli

! that_ it shocid . undergo a detailed review by FEMA and the Federal
agencies on the Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) before they make
further changes or. improvements to satisfy the new criteria.

During the last few months members of the Region I FEMA
staff have worked with MCDA on a daily basis to review t he plan,

; interpret t he criteria, and sugge st improvements The RAC has.

examined the plan in detail, and a formal review has been presented'

Massachu'etts has examined the FEMA /RACto Massachusetts officials. s
; review comments, responded and scheduled implementation milestone s
i for those items all agree must be upgraded to meet the new criteria.

The State's dissatisfaction with 'several criteria elements, particu-
~

larly the 15-minute notification criterion, has been addressed;

i through comments on the criteria. It should be noted that all
affected town plans are part of the State plan and that the comments
generally epply to both,-

i
i The State has scheduled corrections for most of t he defi-
I ciencies identified in the plan by September 1980. It is anticipated

that- the revised plan will be exercised in October 1980. The addi-
tion of the Civil Defense National Radio System (CDNARS) to Vermont
and New Hampshire emergency operation centers is be.ing considered as

,

a means of establishing a reliable system for interstate communica-
i tions.

3. Item of Special Interest
)

i Massachusetts will participate with Vermont and New Hampshire
| in the Interstate Communications Workshop to be hosted by FEMA Region
1 1. Representatives of utilities, State communication elements, State -

j,
emergency services, and health and police departments will attend the
workshop in July 1980.

i

!
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Michigan

1. General Background

There are 5 nuclear power plant sites in the State of Mich-
igan: 3 operational and 2 under construction. Operating sites in-
clude: Big Rock Point in Charlevoix County, operated by Consumers
Power Company, impacting on approximately 4,700 persons within the
5-mile plume exposure pathway emergency planning zone (EPZ) recom-
mended fo r this site; Palisades in Van Buren County , operated by
Consumer Power Company, impacting on 30,600 persons within the 10-mile
EPZ; and D. C. Cook in Berrien County operated by Indiana and Michigan
Power Company, impacting on 56,000 persons within the 10-mile EPZ.

Facilities under construction include: Fermi in Wayne County,
impacting on 72,800 persons within the 10-mile EPZ; and Midland
in Midland County, impacting on 67,900 persons within the 10-mile
EPZ.

2. Status of Preparedness

The Michigan Emergency Preparedness Plan-Nuclear Facilities
Procedures was prepared by the Michigan Division of Radiological
Health, and was reviewed by the Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) in
May 1980, in accordance with the new criteria. Changes and modifi-
cations to the plan are scheduled to be completed by June 1980; an
exercise of the plan is also scheduled for that month. Procedures for
the State Emergency Operating Center and other response organizations
will also be tested during the exercise.

Radiological emergency plans fo r Charlevoix and Emmet
Counties (associated with Big Rock Point), Berrien County (associated
with Cook), and Allegan and Van Buren Counties (associated with
Palisades) were completed in draft form in April 1980.

A drill has been conducted in Charlevoix and Emmet Counties
where draft plans, as well as operating procedures, were discussed and
tested. Another such drill is scheduled in June 1980 prior to the
State exercise discussed above.

3. Items of Special Interest

Administrative rules which identify the classification of
nuclear incidents within the State are presently being revised to
conform with new criteria. Temporary rules have been adopted while
a permanent modification is under legislative review and public
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; hearing (a process which is expected to be completed in 1981). In
'

addition, legislation has been proposed and is being considered to
amend Michigan Act 390 to provide for the acceptance of funds from
utilities for radiological emergency planning purposes.

:

|
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Minnesota

1. General Background

There are 2 nuclear power plants operated by t he Nort hern
States Power Company in the State of Minnesota. Monticello, in
Wright County impacts on an estimated 14,900 per sons in Anoka,
Wright, Sherburne, and Hennepin Counties which lie within the
plant's 10-mile emergen.cy planning zone (EPZ). Prairie I sl and ,

with 2 units located in Goodhue County, impact s on an estimatN
16,800 persons in Dakota and Goodhue Counties which lie within t he
10-mile EPZ.

2. Status of State PI 2paredness

The State's initial radiological emergency plan, t he Minne-
sota State Nuclear Power Plant Emergency Plan, was reviewed initially
by t he Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) in February, 1980. The
current achedule calls for the revixd and updated plan per the new
criteria to be ready for final RAC review in June 1980. All of the
county plans are integrated into the State plan, including those of
Hou ston County, a portion of which is impacted by t he 5-mile EPZ
recommended for t he La Cr o s se , Wi scon sin nuclear power plant in
Wi sconsin .

The State's current schedule calls for table-top exercises
of the completed plan to be held in July 1980, and a full-scale
exercise of the plan in September 1980.

|

3. Items of Special Interest

Although plan development is mmewhat behind ot her State s,
Minne sota is laying the ground work for good operational capabi-
lity to respond to a nuclear facility incident. Notably in this
respect :

o The State legislature has held hearings to determine
State actions needed to meet the ncw criteria and

| has subsequently passed legislation entitled, "The
Minnesota Nuclear Safety Act."

o Monies have been appropriated from the State's gen-
eral fund to the Department of Public Safety for the
purpose of purchasing necessary equipment, including
that needed for public warning systems, protective

|
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devices, and communication sy stem s -- both on t he State
level and for t he operational support of affected local
government s.

o The Department of Public Safety, Division of Emergency Ser-
vices, has been aut ho rized to increase its complement of
per sonnel working on radiological emergencie s preparedness
matters by two full-time plaitions,

i
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Federal Review of
Radio 1ngical Emergency Preparedness

State of Missouri;

I

1. General Background

! The Union Electric Company is constructing the Callaway
, commercial nuclear power plant in Callaway County,10 miles southeast
! of Fulton, Missouri. The first unit is scheduled to begin operation

in December 1982; and the second unit in 1990. The'10-mile emergencye

! planning zonre (EPZ) impacts approximately 5,400 people in Callaway,
Gascondale, Montgomery and Osage Counties.

The Cooper nuclear power plant in Nebraska has been in
operation since 1974, and the 10-mile EPZ for this facility impacts;

Atchison County in Missouri with a population of 3,500.

2. S'.atus of State Preparedness

The - radiological emergency response plan for the State of
Missouri was reviewed by the Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) on
May 6, 1980. This review principally examined the State plan as it
pertains to the Cooper nuclear power plant in Brownsville, Nebraska.,

! Further updating and revisions will be necessary before compliance
with the new criteria can be fully accomplished.

The _ review of the local plan ( Atchison County) for the
10-mile EPZ was also accomplished on May 6,1980. It fell far short
of. meeting the new criteria, as it was written prior to January 1980.
A new local plan, written to comply with the new criteria was received
by the FEMA Regional Office on June 2,1980, too late to be reviewed
and evaluated as a part of this report. Of the 98 criteria required
to be addressed by the State, 60 have been satisfied. Because the
county plan for Atchison County was completed prior to issuance of the
new criteria, only 13 of 84 criteria have been addressed. A prelim-
inary look at the new plan indicates that it is, at least, as far

~

developed as the State Plan. The State's projected deadline _ for
completion of acceptable plans is August 1981.

Missouri _ adequately demonstrated its response capability
' n a joint exercise with Nebraska at the Cooper nuclear. power planti

in December 1979. No further exercises are planned for FY 1980.

v
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Nebraska

1. General Background

There are 2 operating nuclear power plants in the State of
Nebraska: ft. Calhoun, located in Washington County and operated by
Nebraska Power District, and Cooper Station, located in Nemaha County
and operated by Omaha Public Power District. The Ft. Calhoun facil-
ity impacts on approximately 10,300 persons within the 10-mile
emergency planning zone (EPZ), all within Washington County; the
Cooper Station impacts on approximately 2,800 persons within the
10-mile EPZ, all within Nemaha County.

2. Status of State Preparedness

The original Nebraska radiological emergency plan was re-
written to conform with the new criteria. It was submitted for
review to the Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) in April 1980, and
the plan is currently being revised. At the present time, of the 98
elements needing correction or revision in the State plan, 78 have
been accomplished by the State. Af fected county plans are included
in the State plan, and of 84 criteric in these local plans which were
not addressed in the opinion of the RAC, 71 have been satisfied.
Complete compliance with the new criteria according to the State,
would exceed current State manpower and budget resources.

Based on the State's planning assumptions, there are 2
projected completion dates for the radiological emergency plan:
January 1981 is the date which the State has indicated for completion
if plan revisions are made using existing resources, and providing
that corresponding changes are made in emergency plans and procedures
for the nuclear facilities; and October 1981 is the date which the
State has indicated for completion of criteria items in the plan
which can be resolved only through additional funding support
for planning assistance, equipment procurement and consultant ser-
vices.

Nebraska adequately demonstrated their ability to respond
to a nuclear facility accident through test exercises with the
Ft. Calhoun facility in July 1979, and with the Cooper facility in
December 1979.
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3. Items of Special Interest

: It is Nebraska's official position that no further develop-
; ment of the State radiological emergency plan (which includes local

plans) will take place until the NRC/ FEMA criteria is promulgated in
final form.,
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

Statr. of New Hampshire

1. General Background

There are no operating nuclear power plants in New Hanpshire.
However, t he Vermont Yankee nuclear power plant located in Windham .

'County, Vermont has a 10-mile plume exposure emergency planning zone
| (EPZ) which extends into Cheshire County, New Hampshire and includes

New Hampshire towns with a population of about 8,200. The Seabrook
' nuclear power plant, to be operated by Public Service of New Hamp-

shire has 2 units under construction in Rockingham County, and
has a 10-mile EPZ which includes 14 towns with a population of about

,

39,000. The facility is scheduled to begin operation in 1983.

2. Status of Preparedness,

The New Hampshire Civil Defense Agency (NHCDA) is responsible
for the State's radiological emergency response planning. The State
had a 1971 nuclear accident / incident plan. This plan needad a
complete revision to satisfy the new guidance criteria. The revised
plan (New Hampshire State Emergency Plan, Annex R, Radiological
Emergency Response) was completed in April 1980. It has been review-
ed by the Region I Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) and a formal
review was presented to New Hampshire officials. Twenty-two of the
criteria items were found to be acceptable. The remainder required
some type of clarification or strengthening, but all were addressed
to some degree. New Hampshire has scheduled implementation dates for
those elements which must be more fully developed to meet the new
criteria. All local (town) plans will be a part of the State plan.

With the preparation of their revised plan and the continued
revision underway, t he State has made a significant effort toward

; increasing their level of preparedness. There is a need for better
inter-State coordination and communications; and, provisions must be
made for communications with Federal emergency response organiza-

. t ions. There are currently no written procedures for inspection,
! inventory, and operational checks of radiological detection and
i monitoring instruments annually. The Department of Health procedures
'

mu st be strengt hened to include procedures for accident asse ssnent

i
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decisions, procedures on distribution of potassium iodide, a# ,

methods of estimating total populatit i exposure.
;

! 3. Items of Special Interest

! The intense concern surrounding t he Seabrook facility and
! constant meetings and related activities on t he situation iave
j been a drain on the limited resources available' to the NHCDA. FEMA
: Region I has authorized the use of the Nuclear Civil Protection
I (NCP) Planner, and provided Regional staff on virtually a full-time
j basis to assist in plan development. To complete the planning effort

and continue enhancing the State's preparedness posture, a good deal,

! of FEMA and Federal agency support is still required. FEMA is expected
I to provide continuing staff assistance, the continued use of the NCP

planner, as well as detailed guidance and assistance in the public
information, training, and exercise areas.

; The question of funding for many of the areas to be upgraded
! remains unsolved. New Hampshire has provided some projected costs
| and others will be forwarded as received. New Hampshire feels

| that a planner and a secretary will be required for plan maintenance,
updating and exercising.r

J

)
;

i

.

,

;
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federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of New Jersey

1. General Background

There are 2 operating nuclear power plant sites in the
State of New Jersey. The Oyster Creek site located in Ocean County,
contains 1 unit which became operational in August, 1969. It is
operated by the Jersey Central Power and Light Company. The Salem
( Artificial Island) nuclear power plant, located in Salem County, is
operated by Public Service Electric and Gas Company. It contains
2 units which became operational in December 1976, and April 1980,
respectively.

There are also 2 sites with construction permits in New
Jersey. The first, Forked River in Ocean County, will be operated
by Jersey Central Power and Light Company and will consist of 2
units. The other is Hope Creek also with 2 units, collocated with
Salem on Ar tifical Island and will be operated by Public Service
Electric and Gas Company.

The only county within the 10-mile plume exposure pathway
emergency planning zone (EPZ) of the Oyster Creek site is Ocean
County with 2,800 people living within the zone. The Forked River
site is under construction and is located near Oyster Creek and
af fects the same area. There are 2 counties and 25,000 people
within the 10-mile EPZ for the Salem site. The counties are Salem
and Cumberland. The Hope Creek site is collocated with Salem and
will affect the same area and population.

2. Status of Preparedness

New Jersey wrote a State plan, titled the New Jersey State
PIPAG (Procedures for Implementing Protective Action Guides) Manual-
An Emergency Response Plan for Major Nuclear facilities, in August
1976, and updated it in November 1977. The State plan received
concurrence from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in September
1977.

The State of New Jersey has assigned 2 agencies (the Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection and the New Jersey Division of
State Police) to serve as their Of fice of Primary Responsibility
for rewriting the existing plan to comply with the new criteria.
The rewriting effort was initiated in March, 1980 and incorporated
the affected counties. The plan is being rewritten in 2 volumes:
Volume I, Radiological Assessment, being prepared by the New Jersey
Bureau of Radiation Protection of the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection and Volume II, Emergency Response, being
prepared by the Emergency Management Section of the New Jersey Divison

,

of State Police.'
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A meeting to discuss contiguous State planning was conducted
; during May 1980, between State planning officials of New Jersey and

Delaware and regional personnel from FEMA Regions II and III. The
State of New Jersey is presently drafting a Memorandum of Understand-
ing between the 2 States in reference to the 10-mile EPZ for the Salem
site. New Jersey is also drafting a Memorandum of Understanding
between New Jersey and each State within the 50 mile ingestion expo-
cure pathway EPZ (Maryland, Pennsylvania, New York, and Delaware) in
reference to their responsibilities and pMots of contact during an
emergency.

| The State of New Jersey is working to have their plan revised
! in draft based on the new criteria by June 1980. Exercises of the

| State plan will be conducted for Salem in September 1980, and for
j Oyster Creek in November 1980. Based on the informal review of the

plans by Region III staff during the rewriting process, the draft
should satisfy the applicable State / local criteria elements of the '

new guidance with a few exceptions related to the planning and
physical implementation involved with the following:

1. A prompt public notification system. The estimated
completion time is June 1,1981.

2. The near-site emergency operations facilities. The
projected start of construction is January 1,1981.

3. Exposure control and detection systems. Scheduled
,

completion date is September 1, 1980.

4. Potassium iodide. Decisions on distribution to be
made approximately 3 months after potassium iodide
becomes available.

S. Public education pamphlets. To be published and
distributed 8 months after funds become available.

6. A more advanced monitoring and communications system
is to be completed approximately 6 months after the
availability of funds.

,

3. Items of Special Interest

Recent State legislation established a fund to be used for
the planning effort and for the purchase of hardware needed to achieve>

adequate preparedness. This will be accomplished by assessing a
percentage of the gross receipts of the utilities involved. (Public
Service Electric and Gas and Jersey Central Power and Light) based on
their total operating area. The bill would also establish the State's
primary role (as opposed to county / local governments) in the initi-
ation and coordination of a radiological emergency response.
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The Public Service Electric and Gas Company has hired Parsons,
Brinkerhoff, Incorpo rated , as consultants to prepare an evacuation
analysis for the New Jersey State portion of the 10-mile EPZ for the

ISalem site. The analysis will be perfo1med in accordance with the new
criteria and is scheduled for completion in June 1980.

't

;

|
'
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Federal Review of
Radiolooical Emergency Preparedness

State of New York

1. General Background

There are 3 nuclear power plant sites .ith operating units
in New York State. The Indian Point plant is located in Westchester
County and contains three units, Numbers 1, 2, and 3, which became
operational in March 1962, September 1973, and April 1976, re spec-
tively. Units 1 and 2 are operated by Consolidated Edimn Company
and Unit 3 is operated by the Power Authority of the State of New York
(PASNY). Unit 1 is of early design and is no longer operating. The
Nine Mile Point plant, located in Oswego County and operated by the
Niagara Mohawk Power Company, became operational in Augu st 1969.
The Fitzpatrick plant co-located with the Nine Mile Point plant is
operated by the Power Authority of the State of New York and became
operational in October 1974. The Ginna plant came on-line in Septem-
ber 1969. It is located in Wayne County and is operated by the
Rochester Gas and Electric Company. Construction permits for an
additional 5 units distributed among these and 3 other sites have been
issued. One additional unit is scheduled for the Nine Mile Point
site. The Shoreham and Jamesport sites with 1 and 2 units, re spect-
ively, are both located in Suffolk County and both will be operated by
t he Long Island Lighting Company. The Sterling site, with 1 unit
proposed, will be in Cayuga County and will be operated by Rochester
Gas and Electric Company.

There are 4 Counties and approximately 213,000 r e sident s
I within the 10-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ) of the Indian Point
| site. The counties are Westchester, Rockland, Orange, and Putnam. The

Nine Mile Point /Fitzpatrick site af fect only Oswego County with'

| approximately 35,100 people within the 10-mile EPZ. The Ginna site

| contains Wayne and Monroe Counties with approximately 38,800 residents
| in the 10-mile EPZ. The Shoreham and Jamesport sites both affect only
| Suffolk County within the 10-mile EPZ involving approximately 61,600

and 34,100 residents, respectively. Within a 10-mile radius of the
Sterling site are portions ci Wayne, Cayuga and Oswego Counties with

,

approximately 39,400 residents.!
|

| 2. Status of Preparedness
|
l

| The State " Emergency Plan for Radiological Accident s" was
! revi sed in September 1977 and updated in December 1978. The plan

received concurrence from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in January
1979. The plan was informally reviewed by the Regional Assistance
Committee (RAC) against the new criteria and comments were provided to
the State. The State then established a task force consisting pri-

| marily of Office of Disaster Preparedness and the Department of
i Health personnel to rewrite the State plan in line with the informal

i
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review comments. The work is proceeded in 2 sequential steps: 1)
plan formulation; and 2) development of specific operating procedures
which incorporates the new criteria. The actual writing of the State
plan is scheduled for completion in September 1980, with internal
drafts available for review prior to the final submission for review

1

and approval.

The firm of EDS Nuclear has been hired by the utilities
at Indian Point and Nine Mile Point to work with the counties to
develop of f-site plans. As of May 22, about 6% of the new planning
criteria nad been satisfied for Orange, Putnam, Rockland and West-
chester r ounties (Indian Point) and Oswego County (Nine Mile Point).
Revised drafts of these plans are to be submitted to FEMA Region II
in June 1980. By mid-July,1980, draft plans for all counties within
10 miles of Indian Point and Nine Mile Point should be complete.
County plans at the Ginna site (Monroe and Wayne counties) are being
prepared by the county civil defense directors. The plans should be
completed in September or October 1980. Completion of integrated
operating procedures for the State and County plans is scheduled for
November. Exercises and drills to test the plans will be conducted
beginning December, 1980.

The State and county plans will be developed to meet State
criteria which the State considers to be more stringent than that
contained in NRC/ FEMA criteria. The emergency response concept is
being specifically tailored to the State's particular demographic,
institutional, and political conditions.

Consolidated Edison and the Power Authority of the State of
New York have been quite involved in developing planniag and response
capabilities around Indian Point. Their assistance includes: hiring
of consultants to help with State planning and to develop compre-
hensive evacuation plans and implementing procedures; installing
a network of radiation monitoring devices (18 area monitors has e been
installed to date) and emergency operating facilities operable on a
24-hour basis; initiating studies to determine the best method of
alerting the population within a 10-mile radius (methods under study
include a siren system, a system utilizing telephone equipment, radio
alert systems, and various combinations of these); and training of
radiological monitors and county emergency preparedness personnel.
They have procured inventories of potassiun iodide. They intend to
install additional radiation monitoring devices around Indian Point
to provide for continuous telemetered radiation level readings to a
central location. |

,
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3. Items of Special Interest

a. Pending Legislation

The Fink Bill has passed the State Assembly and is being
considered by the Senate. Its major provisions are as follows:

1) Would clearly establish the State's primary
role (as opposed to the county) in initiat-
ing and coordinating a radiological emer-
gency response.

2) Would provide for a one-time assessment of
$2 million and an annual ' fee of $500,000 on
each utility operating a nuclear power fa-
cility support the off-site emergency pre-
paredness, including instruments, other
equipment, and staff. ,

b. State's Monitoring Concept '

The State proposes to monitor (on a 24-hour basis) the ,

actual operation of each commercial reactor via a central computer
facility in Albany that would simultaneously duplicate data available
to the plant operators. The State would, therefore, be able to imme-
diately initiate emergency response procedures if a potentially
serious accident develops.

c. Potential Delay at Ginna

Rochester Gas and Electric has repeatedly offered assis-,

| tance to Monroe and Wayne Counties to develop off-site plans. The

| counties have declined and are thus far developing plans on their own
j and in coordination with each other. However, they are lagging behind
| counties at Indian Point end Nine Mile Point, which are receiving
'

assistance from the utilities. The primary reason for refusing
utility assistance is a fear that the utility's consultant costs will
be passed on to the consumers, resulting in higher electric bills. |

Another factor which could delay completion of plans is a dispute I

between the State, on one hand, and Monroe and Wayne Counties on the I

other, as to whether the State or the counties should have the author-
ity to initiate and coordinate an emergency response. The projected
September 1 date for completion of draft plans for these counties is I

Ioptimistic and assumes that either or both of the following will
occur:

1) Some assistance offered by the utility will be
cceepted; and/or l

| 2) The-State will become more directly involved in

j. preparing the plans.

As of this writing, it is likely that the latter will occur.

|
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of North Carolina

1. General Background

There is 1 operating nuclear power plant site in North
Carolina. The Carolina Power and Light nuclear power plant, Brun s-
wick units 1 and 2, is located 3 miles north of Southport in Brunswick
County, North Carolina. Unit 2 began operating in December, 1974,
and Unit 1 began operation in November, 1976. The 10-mile emergency
planning zone (EPZ) around the site impacts 10,200 persons and affects
2 county governments.

Duke Power has a nuclear facility, McGuire 1, which is sched-
uled to begin operation in November 1980. McGuire is located 17
miles north of Charlotte, North Carolina. The 10-mile EPZ around
this site impacts 36,600 people and parts of 5 counties.

Carolina Power and Light is also constructing a 4-unit
nuclear power plant site, Harris 1, 2, 3 and 4, 20 miles southwest of
Raleigh, North Carolina. This facility, when completed, will impact
upon 13,900 people and 4 counties within the 10-mile EPZ.

2. Status of Preparedness

The North Carolina radiological emergency response plan,
as developed under prior criteria, was nearing the point of NRC
concurrence when the criteria was changed in early 1980.

North Carolina has undertaken a rewrite of the State Radio-
logical Emergency Plan to meet the new criteria. The State planning
staff has indicated that site-specific plans for the Brunswick facil-
ity will be cc apleted by August 1, 1980. Additional site-specific
plans for McGuire, Harris, and Perkins will be in the same fo rmat.
The Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) expects to review the prelim-
inary North Carolina site-specific plans early in July 1980.

3. Items of Special Interest

State planning officials have raised opposition to the 15-
minute warning criteria and indicate that the criteria will be impos-
sible to meet in North Carolina without the expenditure of extremely
large sums for warning devices. ,

!
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Ohio

1. General Background

There ~is 1 one operating nuclear power plant in t he State.

of Ohio, Davis-Besse, operated by Toledo Edison Company, impacting on
approximately 17,200 persons in Ottawa and Lucas Counties within
the 10-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ). Two nuclear facilities
are in the construction p ha se: Perry in Lake County, which will
impact on approximately 68,300 persons in Lake, Ashtabula, and Geauga
Countles within the 10-mile EPZ; and Zimmer in Clermont County, which
will impact on approximately 16,300 persons in Clermont County within
the 10-mile EPZ. In addition to the above, a population of 32,100 in
Columbiana County lies within the 10-mile EPZ of t he Beaver Valley
nuclear power plant in Pennsylvania.

2. Status of Preparedness

i The Ohio Plan for Response to Radiological Emergencies at
Licensed Nuclear Facilities will be appended to the State's Emergency
Operations Plan. The original State radiological emergency plan,
which included the Ottawa County plan was rewritten to conform with
the new criteria and submitted to the Regional Assistance Committeej

(RAC) in April 1980. The State expects to revise the plan as a result
of the RAC review by June 1980. Plans for the area of Columbiana
County within the 10-mile EPZ of the Beaver Valley nuclear power

'

plant started according to t he State's schedule, and will be com-
pleted in December 1980. Planning involving counties impacted by'

t he 10-mile EPZ of the Zimmer facility ( still under construction)
,
' will be completed by December 1981. The Perry facility planning will

be completed by December 1982, according to the State.
!

Scheduled exercims of t he State and facility plans are as
follows: Davi s-Be sse , September 1980; Zimmer, July 1981; and Perry,'

June 1983. Yearly tests are scheduled following i hese initial tests
by the State. Exercise s involving the area impa#ed by t he Beaver
Valley facility have not been scheduled.
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Oregon

1. General Background

There is 1 operating nuclear power plant in Oregon. The
Trojan Plant, located in Columbia County (30 miles northwest of
Portland) is operated by the Portland General Electric Company. It

4 contains I unit which became operational in November 1975. The 10-
mile emergency planning zone (EPZ) in Oregon includes only Columbia>

County and approximately 5,400 residents. However, it also includes
Coulitz County in the State of Washington with approximately 51,000
people residing within the 10-mile EPZ.

2. Status of Preparedness

The State had prepared a State Plan (" Accident Re sponse<

' System") in March 1976 based on previous criteria. This plan, which
included plans and procedures for Columbia County, never received a
concurrence from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. However, t he
plan was exercised annually (most recently in December 1979) and the
exerci was found to be adequate. The State issued revised plans
and procedures in April 1980, which are intended to be in full compli-
ance with the new guidance criteria. The Region X Regional Assistance
Committee (RAC) has completed its initial review of the revised plan
and found that it addressed most of the essential criteria elements.
Further revisions are necessary but, for the most part, they pertain
to items which will require minor changes, clarification, and docu-
mentation of the capability that already exists.

| Implementation of the plan and training of response personnel
will begin in July 1980. A tabletop exercise is scheduled for October
1980, and a field exercise will be conducted in December 1980, os
January 1981.

i Oregon State's personnel are somewhat knowledgeable with re-
spect to their plans, procedures, and concept of operations. They
have the capability for accident assessnent and implementation of
protective measures for t he 10-mile EPZ. However, procedures will
have to be developed and training of personnel will have to occur

; before the State has the capability to implement protective measures

; for the 50-mile ingestion exposure EPZ.

.
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The public education and public information programs are
scheduled for implementation in September 1980. The State has ordered

.

the necessary radiological equipment to fully outfit its Radiological'

Health personnel. Portland General Electric has installed a dedicated
communication system between the Trojan facility and all appropriate
emergency operating centers in the States of Oregon and Washington.
In addition, they will contract for development of the public warning
system by June 1980, with installation to be completed by February
1981.

3. Items of Special Interest

The State of Oregon has passed legislation requiring the
operator, Portland General Electric, to provide $100,000 annually
for assisting the State in p.eparing, maintaining, and exercising
the State and county radiolot;ical emergency plans and procedures.

The Oregon State Health Division believes that the Federal
Government should issue specific guidance on the use of protective

; drugs (potassium iodide) for the general population. Oregon is also
uncertain about its inter? ace with various Federal agencies during a

i response to an incident ano feel this area needs further coordination.

1
1

j

|

|

|

|

i
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

| Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
,

1. General Background

Pennsylvania has 3 operating nuclear power plants. Tic Peach
Bottom site is located in York County and affects approximately
15,800 people in the 10-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ). The
facility is operated by the Philadelphia Electric Company. Its 2
units became operational in October 1973 end July 1974. The Beaver
Valley site, located in Beaver County and operated by the Dusquesne
Light Company, became operational in January 1976. There is a pop-

i ulation of approximately 115,100 located in the 10-mile EPZ. The
Three Mile Island facility, operated by Metropolitan Edison Company,
is located in Dauphin County and impacts on 161,500 people within the

i 10-mile EPZ. The 2 nuclear plants were initially licensed to operate
in April 1974 and February 1978. Unit 2 has been shut down indefin-
ately and Unit 1 is currently not operating. Dusquesne Light Company
has a construction permit for an additional unit at Beaver Valley.4

' Philadelphia Electric Company is constructing a 2-unit nuclear power
plant (Limerick) in Montgomery County which will impact on approxi-
mately 159,200 people within t he 10-mile EPZ, The first unit is
scheduled to begin operation in November 1983 and the second unit is
scheduled for operation in November 1985. Pennsylvania Power and

,

Light is constructing a 2-unit nuclear power plant (Susquehanna) in'

Luzerne County. There is a population of approximately 52,400 living
in the 10-mile EPZ. The first unit is expected to begin operation in
December 1981, and the second unit in April 1983.

1 Counties within the 10-mile EPZ of the operating facilities
are: Lancaster and York affected by both Peach Bottom and Three Mile

,

Island; Beaver affected by Beaver Valley; and Cumberland, Deuphin, and
Lebanon affected by Three Mile I sland. An additional 5 counties are
within the 10-mile EPZ for the sites with construction permits. They
are Luzerne and Columbia Counties affected by Susquehanna; and Berks,
Chester, and Montgomery Counties affected by Limerick.

2. Status of Preparedness

Following the accident at Three Mile I sl and , t he State
Disaster Operations Plan, Annex E, Emergency Nuclear Incidents (Fixed
Nuclear Facility) was revised in September 1979. This plan, while
partis !y based on the previous guidance, had not received concurrence
from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The Commonwealth has now
prepared a draft revision of Annex E Fixed Nuclear Facility Inci-7

dents dated March 1980, which is based on the new criteria.
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The Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) reviewed the draft
against t he new criteria and determined that 3 criteria items are

' completely missing. They are: 1) the plans for di@atching repre-
sentative s to the plant operator's near-site emergency operating,

facility; 2) the decision chain for authorizing emergency workers4

to incur radiological exposures in excess of the general protective;
! action guides; and, 3) an appendix li st ing , by title, procedures
; required to implement the plan. An additional 39 criteria elemants

were - found to need work to bring them fully into compliance with he
criteria. However, they generally require only minor changes and a
minimum amount of work before the plans can be formally submitted.
Many of the criteria, particularly those dealing with the development
of specific procedures, need only to be strengthened, clarified and l

made uore speci fic . The Commonwealth is incorporating the review
comments into the revised State plan and intends to complete all State

i plann'ng by January, 1981.
.

The county plans for t he Three Mile Island facility (York,
Lancaster, Dauphin, Lebanon and Cumberland) have been submitted
to the RAC for review. The Beaver County plan (for Beaver Valley) is
currently under development. The York and Lancaster County plans and
procedures which are site-specific for the Peach Bottom facility are
nearly complete. The RAC anticipates completing their review of these
county plans by the end of July 1980. The local plans deal princi-
pally within the 10-mile EPZ. There are no plans yet which cover the
50-mile ingestion exposure EPZ. The State plan and the 5 countiea
surrounding Three Mile Island will exercise their plans on July 16,
1980.

!

| The Region III ~ RAC believes that the overall level of pre-
1 pared ness in Pennsylvania is good and will get better when all the

county plans are completed and a vigorous exercise program is imple-
mented.

,

3. Items of Special Interest

1
'

The T hree Mile Island facility assigned a planner to work
with , the State on the July 1980 exercise and revision of the State

,

plan.

A U. S. Department of Agriculture meeting was held in March
1980, to address the 50-mile ingestion exposure EPZ. Tha Common-
wealth's Department of Agriculture has expressed some reluctance to
do the detailed planning necessary for the 50-mile EPZ.
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of South Carolina

1. General Background

There are 2 nuclear power plant sites with operating units
in the State of South Carolina: H.B. Robinson, in Darlington County,
and impacting Chesterfield and Lee County populations of 27,900 within
t he 10-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ); and Oconee, in Oconee
County and impacting Pickens County with a population of 41,400 within
tie 10-mile EPZ.

Three additional sites are currently under construction:
V.C. Summer, Fairfield County, which will affect Newb9try, Richland ,
and Lexington County pnpulations in the 10-mile EPZ of 9,200 when the
unit become s operational (estimated for early 1981); Cherokee, in
Cherokee County affecting 33,500 persons, and Catawba, in York County
af fecting 64,000 persons in the 10-mile EPZ.

2. Status of Preparedness

In 1977, South Carolina was one of the fir st States to
receive Nuclear Regulatory Commission concurrence in its radiological
emergency plan under pr ior criteria. The current plan updated in
December 1978, was reviewed by t he Regicnal Assistance Committee
(RAC) in April 1980. State planners are actively rewriting t he
plan to conform to new criteria. The target date for the revised
State plan is July 1, 1980. Site specific local plans for the 2
operating sites are projected for late 1980. Local plann for t he
Summer site are estimated for completion by March 1981.

The warning criteria of 15 minutes will, apparently, not be
met until funds are made available to tre State for this purpose.
This warning capability , requirement af fect s the populations listed
above.

3. Items of Special Interest

In April 1980, Governor Richard W. Riley issued a directive
to assess the State's of f-site response capabilities ir, the event of
a nuclear facility incident. A Task Force was established and
conducted extensive interviews with representatives from State

|=

I

!
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agencies, the nuclear industry, and the Federal Government regarding
their re spective roles, responsibilities, and capabilities. The4

report reflect s the status of State capabilities as they existed

i during the survey period. It should be noted that many of the Task
' Force recommendations are currently being initiated. The Task Force

concluded that the new NRC/ FEMA criteria provides a sound basis for,

! the identification of essential planning elements, out the Task Force
' questions if the means for implementation are available.

1
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness'

' State of Tennessee

!
1. General Background

1
'

In the State of Tennessee there are 5 nuclear power plant
sites, only 1 of which, Sequoyah, in Hamilton County, has 1 unit ,

conducting low power testing and another unit scheduled to be operat-
ing in. July 1980. The Sequoyah facility, operated by the Tennessee
Valley Authority (TVA), impacts on an estimated 35,700 persons within#

the 10-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ).

Other facilities under construction by TVA and populations,

; impacted by their 10-mile EPZs are: Watts Bar in Rhea County,11,800
persons; Hartsville in Smith County, 13,000 per sons; and Phipps Bend
in Hawkins County, 20,600 persons.

2. Status of Preparedness

Since early February 1980, the State has undertaken a complete
rewrite of the Tennessee Multi-Jurisdictional Radiological Emergency

*

Plan for the Sequoyah plant in conformance to the new criteria.
The revised plan was reviewed by the Regional Assistance Committee
(RAC) in April 1980, with a final review scheduled for June 1980. An
exercise of the plan was conducted June 16 and 17,1980.

FEMA conducted a special warning survey study to enable
Tennessee planners to design the warning system required to meet the1

' 15-minute warning criteria. The Tennessee Valley Authority, under
seperate contract, has funded the preparation of the plan, training
for State and local personnel, and for exercising the plen. TVA has
also provided staff augmentation to the State Department of Public
Health, Division of Radiological Health.

September 1980, has been set as the target date for completion
of the site-specific plan for the Watts Bar facility. No other plan-
ning has as yet been scheduled.

_
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness ,

State of Vermont

L

1. General Background
i

The Vermont Yankee nuclear power plant, operated by Verment
.

! Yankee Nuclear Power Company is located 5 miles south of Brattle-
boro in Windham County. The nuclear power plant was licensed to,

begin operation in February 1973. The 10-mile emergency planning
zone (EPZ) for this - site encompasses 6 towns with a population of

j about 14,900. Yankee-Rowe nuclear power plant, operated by the
Yankee Atomic Power Company and located in Massachusetts, has been+

licensed to operate since July, 1960. There are 6 towns in Vermont
with a population of about 5,000 located in the 10-mile EPZ for this
site,

2. Status of Preparedness
|

|
The Commissioner of the Department of Public Safety (DPS) is

| responsible for the State's radiological emergency planning, and the
Planning Division of the Department has been assigned the planning

,

function. In the months following the accident at Three Mile Island,
;

the Department of Public Safety has made a dedicated effort to
,

i develop an effective plan for the State and the 12 towns. Although
j Vermont did not have the benefit of the new criteria when their draft

plan was published in January 1980, they did include the 10-mile
EPZ, emergency classification and action levels and other refinement
to previous guidance. Since the new criteria was published, the
State has undertaken a continuous upgrading effort.

During the last few months, members of the Region I Task
Force on Radiological Emergency Preparedness have worked with Vermont
to review the plan, interpret the criteria and suggest improvements.
The Regional Assistance Committee examined the plan (with changes
through April 9,1980) in detail, and made a formal review presenta- i

tion to Vermont officials in May 1980. Vermont has examined the
review comments, identified potential problems and resources required,
and scheduled a completion date of June 1980. One local plan (Ver-

! non) has ber i received and is now under review at the FEMA Regional
{ Of fice. A ner local plans are under development.

The State intends that ' exercising be conducted annually in

4 phases. Three exercises will evaluate individual components of
the plan, and 1 will be a total comprehensive response exercise.
The projected date for the first exercise is December,1980. ,
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3. Items of Special Interest

i To assist the State in its preparedness posture, FEMA has
! aut horized t he use of 2 planners; 1 from t he Nuclear Civil Protec-

tion Contract, and 1 from the Diaster Preparedness Improvement
Grant.

The question of funding for many of the areas to be upgraded
remains unsolved. Vermont has provided come projected costs.
Vermont feels t hat a planner and a secretary will be required for
plan maintenance, updating and exercising.

:

l

l
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federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

Commonwealth of Virginia

1. General Background
.

There are 2 operating nuclear power plant sites in Virginia
which are operated by tie Virginia Electric and Power Company.
The Surry site, located in Surry County, has two units which became
operational in May 1972 and January 1973, respectively. The 10-mile
emergency planning zone (EPZ) for thi s site encompasses parts of
5 counties (Surry, James City, York, Newport News, cad I sle o f

a resident population of approximately 62,100 people.Wight), ' and
The North Anna site, located in Louisa County, has 2 units in opera-
t ion. One unit became operational in November 1977, and the second
unit began low power testing in April 1980. An additional 2 units
have construction permits. The 10-mile EPZ for this site include s
part s of 5 counties (Loui sa , Spot sylvania, Hanover, Caroline, and
Orange), and a resident population of approximately 8,300 persons.

2. Status of Preparedness

The Commonwealth's Of fice of Emergency and Energy Services,
in cooperation with tte Health Department, has lead responsibility
for radiological emergency planning. Their Radiological Emergency
Response Plan is included as Annex I-V to Volume II of the Emergency
Operations Plan - Peacetime Di sa ste r . The State Plan Annex was
prepared in April 1967, and most recently revised in October 1979,
ba sed on t he previous criteria. It received concurrence from t he
Nuclear Regulatory Commission in October 1979.

The Region III Regional Assistance Committee (RAC) recently
reviewed t he State Plan against the new criteria. Concurrent with
the RAC review, the State has begun revising the State plan based on
the new criteria. The plan was already based on 10- and 50-mile
emergency planning zone concepts. The State whedule for completion
of radiological emergency planning activity is as follows: June 1980
- begin updating county plans and submit draf t State plan for review;
September 1980 - exercise State plan at 1 site with all associated
countien participating; October 1980 - complete State and local
plans; December 1980 - complete warninj systems.
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Virginia Electric and Power Company, the operator of the.

2 nuclear power plant sites, has contracted with a consulting firm
to make a feasibility study for warning systems around each of
the facilities. System designs have not been completed, but the firm

; has submitted a series of reports on the North Anna site and recom-
mends use of outdoor sirens only. The operator plans to provide both

i an improved warning system and an improved communication system.
i However, when installed, the operator expects the local governments
' to . assume responsibility for maintenance. The target date estab-

lished by the operator for installation of the 2 systems at both
sites is December, 1980. State officials believe that this is an
unrealistic date.'
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Washington

1. General Background

Washington is contiguous to the Trojan nuclear facility
in Oregon which is operated by Portland General Electric. This

| site contains I unit which became operational in November 1975.
! Its 10-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ) extends into Cowlitz County,
! Washington and includes approximately 51,100 residents.

There are 5 units that are being constructed by the Washington
;
' Public Power Supply System (WPPSS) in 2 locations. Units 1, 2, and 4

(Hanford) are located in Benton County on the Hanford Nuclear Reserva-
tion. Two counties (Benton and Franklin), with approximately 1,500

| residents are within the 10-mile EPZ. O f f-site planning for these

| facilities will also include planning for a Department of Energy "N"
i reactor located at this same facility. Units 3 and 5 (Satsop) are
'

located in Grays Harbor County. The 10-mile EPZ for Salsop encom-
I passes portions of Grays Harbor and Mason Counties involving approxi-

mately 8,000 persons.

2. Status of Preparedness

The Washington State Plan for fixed Nuclear Facility Incidents
was prepared in May 1976 and updated in April 1977. It received
concurrence from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in March 1977.
This plan, which is based on previous criteria, was reviewed against
the new criteria by the Region X Regional Assistance Committee
(RAC) in April 1980. Much of the information required was missing
or, if present, difficult to find, or le.cking sufficient detail.
The plan needs to be rewritten to meet the new criteria. Following
the Region X RAC review, comments were provided to the State.
FEMA also developed and provided a formal guide and content and
schedule for submission of revised State plans and procedures.

The local plans for Cowlitz County are being revised with
t the assistance of Portland General Electric and will be submitted

for review by the RAC in July 1980. The State will be submitting
portions of their plan for RAC review beginning in June 1980 with

j total submission by September 15, 1980. Planning for Hanford (Benton
and Franklin Counties) has begun with submission of plans and pro-
cedures scheduled for March 1981. The plans and procedures for
Cowlitz County are currently being revised. They will be completed
and submitted for RAC review in July 1980.
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The plans for t he State of Washington and Cowlitz County
have been exercised annually, with the most recent exercise con-
ducted in December 1979. The State and county plan to exercise
jointly with the State of Oregon during a tabletop exercise in
October 1980 and a field exercise in December 1980 or January 1981.

The State Health personnel have not demonstrated a cap-
ability for accident assessnent. Appropriate procedures will have to
be developed and training of personnel will have to occur before the
State has the capability for accident assessnent and implementation
of protective measures for the 50-mile ingestion exposure EPZ.

The Portland General Electric Company has installed a dedi-
cated communication system between t he Trojan facility and all
appropriate emergency operating centers in t he States of Washington
and Oregon. In addition, t hey contracted for development of the
public warning system in June 1980, with an estimated completion of
installation by February 1981.

The Environmental Health personnel have acquired the necessary
radiological equipment to fully outfit their Radiological Healt h
pe r sonnel . The public education and public information program for
Cowlitz County, in conjunction with the State of Oregon and Columbia
County, are scheduled for implementation by September 1960.

3. Items of Special Interest

Two of the response agencies in Wa shington (Department of
Emergency Services and Department of Social and Healt h Services)
do not feel that they have sufficient legislative authority to ful-
fill their responsibilities as outlined in their response plan. Both
agencies feel the lack of clear authority to respond to an accident
at a nuclear facility which is not licensed or regulated by the State;
(i.e, Department of Energy facilities on the Hanford Nuclear Reser-
vation or Department of Defense facilities such as the Trident Sub-
marine Base at the Navy's nuclear shipyard at Bremerton). The State
would like to have these facilities included in their State planning
ef fort .
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Washington State is concerned over the absence of a
sy stem and/or program to coordinate and deliver training, education
supplies (i.e., emergency equipment), and manpower support to the
af fected countles. They would like to develop a permanent forum of
the concerned parties (State' and Federal agencies, affected counties,
and utilities within and outside the State) so that issues, concerns,
capabilities, and preparedness items could be discussed on an ongoing
basis.

.
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Federal Review of
Radiulogical Emergency Preparedness

State nf West Virginia

1. General Backgrouad

,There are no operational nuclear power plants in West Vir-
ginia. However, t he state is affected by the Dusqueme Light Com-
pany's Beaver Valley nuclear power plant in Pennsylvania. Hancock
County and approximately 8,600 people are within tre 10-mile emer-
gency planning zone (EPZ) for this site.

2. Status of Preparedness

West Virginia has en April 1969 plan entitled, " Peace time
Radiological Incident Control Plan." However, this document does not
deal with nuclear facilities. In November 1979, the State reported

,

t hat they were not active in development of State or local plans
becau se of staf fing limitations. Subsequent to that, the State
received a commitment from the Dusquesne Light Company to assist the
State and Hancock County. The State radiological emergency plan will
be submitted to t he Regional III Radiological Assistance Committee
(RAC) in June 1980. The Hancock County plan was submitted to the RAC
on June 15, 1980.

An employee was recently assigned as a planner under the
Nuclear Civil Protection (NCP) contract. His first assignment is to

prepare a West Virginia State Radiological Emergency Response Plan.
The State plan should provide support to Hancock County in t he
10-mile EPZ and in the 50-mile ingestion EPZ.

The Duquesne Light Company is working on the establistment
of a notification sy stem for t he resident s of Hancock County wto
reside wit hin t he 10-mile EPZ for t he Beaver Valley facility, and
a communications system which will provide suitable contact between
t he facility and the Hancock County Office of Emergency Services.

I

i
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Wisconsin

1. General Background

There are 3 operating nuclear power plant sites in the State
of Wisconsin. The Lacrosse site, located in Vernon County, is
operated by the Dairyland Power Company. The facility was licensed
and began operation in July 1967. There are approximately 1,100
people living in the 5-mile plume exposure pathway emergency planning
zone (EPZ) recommended for this small plant.

The Wisconsin-Mich.jan Electric Power Company operates 2
nuclear power units in Manitowoc County. The two units at the Point
Beach plant were licensed to operate operation in November 1970 and
March 1973. The Point Beach site in Manitowoc County has a population
of approximately 23,200 living in the 10-mile EPZ. The Kewaunee
facility, operated by Wiscensin Public Service Company, is located in
Kewaunee County and a f fects approximately 11,100 people living
in the 10-mile EPZ. A population of approximately 81,800 live in
Kenosha County within the 10-mile EPZ of the Zion nuclear power plant
in Illinois. There are also 7,500 people living in Pierce County who
are within the 10-mile EPZ of the Prairie Island nuclear power plant
in Minnesota.

2. Status of Preparedness

The State submitted its draft Peacetime Radiological Emergency
Response Plan in March 1980, and the Regional Assistance Committec

| (RAC) reviewed the plan in April 1980. Many of the RAC's comments
| addressed language, documentation and specificity needs. The State
| generally concurred in the recommendations, but they would like

the Federal Emergency Management Agency to clarify some of the new
criteria items. The ef fective date for the revised State plan will
be June 30, 1980.

The Vernon County (Lacrosse), Pierce County (Prairie Island),
and Kewaunee County (Kewaunee nucleer power plant) plans have been
reviewed by the RAC and their comments have been incorporated in the

,
plan. The Dunn County hosting plan for Pierce County citizens has

I also been reviewed by the RAC and the necessary revisions incorpor-
| ated Manitowoc County (Point Beach) and Kenosha County (Zion) plans
| are being reviewed by the State and will be submitted for RAC review

| by June 30, 1980. Racine County and Walworto County hosting plans for
Kenosha County (Zion) citizens are also being reviewed by the :itate
and will be submitted for RAC review by June 30, 1980.

i
.
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The State is proposing to test its plan and the Pierce
County (Prairie Island) plan in September 1980. The entire State
staff has been most responsive to the new requirements and timely
in its responses during the planning effort.

|
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B. Results of Federal Review - States Affected by Nuclear' Power
Plants Scheduled For Operation in the Future

This part of the report presents the current status of radiological ,

emergency preparedness in the following 9 States:

Arizona Louisiana
Indiana Mississippi|

Kansas Oklahoma
Kentucky Rhode Island

Texas

These 9 States do not currently have ouerating commercial nuclear
power plants within or near their borders. They are however, affected

|
by facilities either 1) under construction within the State, 2) under
construction in an adjacent State, or 3) planned within the State.'

A summary of the major issues identified by the States and a
summary of the generic problems identified in the Federal review
are both presented in Part V of this report.

I
i

I

(

!
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness,

State of Arizona

1. General Background

Palo Verde will be the only nuclear power plant affecting
the State of Arizona in the near future. The facility, to be operated
by the Arizona Public Service Company, was granted a construction
permit in May 1976. The plant will have 2 units. It is expected
to be fueled in 1982 and be operatina in April 1983. The site is
located west of Phoenix at Palo Verde in Maricopa County and the
10-mile plume exposure pathway emergency planning zone (EPZ) lies
entirely within the county. Approximately 2,700 people reside within
the zone which is in a remote desert area.

2. Status of Preparedness

FEMA Region IX staf f will begin work in June 1980, with
the Arizona State staff to discuss State / county planning as follows:

review the State work schedules, products, and means of accomplish-
t ing the planning objectives; review the new criteria and discuss FEMA

national guidance, policies, and philosophy affecting off-site nuclear
power plant emergency planning, and preparedness criteria; and,
identify possible future Federal resources and assistance that may be'

needed to expedite development of plans. The planning schedule estab-
lished by the State is as follows:

:

a. Planner training and orientation - early 1980;
' b. Detailed concept of operations - early 1980;

c. First draft plan - end of 1980;
d. First draft, radiological technical aspects of draft

I plan - end of 1980;
e. Evaluation and testing of first draft - mid-1981;
f. Identification of requirements for capability

development - mid-1981 - in the following areas:

(1) Communication hardware
(2) Radiological equipment
(3) Alert system hardware4

(4) Training of personnel
(5) Response organizations training exercise

g. Partial capability development - end of 1981
h. Capability development completed - end of 1982

,

I
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3. Items of Interest

Arizona is off to a good start in its initial o f f-site
planning ef fort s. The State is in a unique position in that it
has appropriate legislation, adequate funding and manpower, and
a competent. planning staff.

In May, 1980, Arizona Hou se Bill 2171 wa s signed into law
by Governor Bruce Babbitt. The bill designates the Division of
Emergency Services (DES) as the lead agency in pla'nning, appro-
priates $125,000 of State funds for the planning process, and assigns
DES to coordinate and provide emergency services in t he event of a
state of emergency resulting from an accident at a nuclear facility.
The Arizona Atomic Energy Commisson is to develop t he technical
radiological operational aspects of the emergency plan.

i

}
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness,

State of Indiana

1. General Background

There are 2 nuclear power plants being constructed by Northern
Indiana Public ~ Service in tie State of Indiana: Bailly in Porter

. County, impacting on approximately 91,700 persons in t he 10-mile
'

emergency planning zone (EPZ) in Porter and LaPorte Counties, and
Harble Hill in Jef ferson County, impacting approximately 11,000
persons in the 10-mile EPZ - in Jef ferson, Scott, and Clark Coi qties.

2. Status of Preparedness

The original State plan for radiological emergencies was
written in July 1974, and revised in May 1980, to conform with the new
criteria. July 1980 has been tentatively set for initial review of
the 10-mile EPZ portion of the plan by tie Regional Assistance Commit-
tee . (RAC) . The State's timetable for completing plans for areas
affected by tte ingestion exposure patimay (50-mile EPZ) is December
1980.

j Since there will be no operating nuclear power plants within
| t he State until 1982, no schedule of testing or exercising has been

set. Procedures have been written to implement t he State plan. A'

draft plan for Jefferson County has been written; however, no other
af fected counties have begun planning.

t

i
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Kansas

1. General Background

The Kansas Gas and Electric, Wolf Creek nuclear power plant,
located 3.5 miles northeast of Burlington, Kansas, is presently
under construction with an estimated completion date during 1983.
The 10-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ) is confined to Cof fey
County and af fect s 3,700 people. Three Kansas counties; Brown,
Nemaha, and Doniphan, f all within the 50-mile ingestion exposure EPZ
of the Cooper nuclear power plant in Nebraska.

2. Status of Preparedness

The radiological emergency plan fo r t he State of Kansas
was completed in 1978, reviewed by the Regional Advisory Committee
(RAC) and subsequently received NRC concurrence. The Kansas Plan was
developed to respond to any incident at the Cooper nuclear power
plant, Brownville, Nebraska.

Kansas e st ima te s t ha t their State plan will be updated
to comply with the new criteria by October 31, 1980, and that the
local plans will be updated by December 31, 1980. T hese revi sions

4

I will be in support of the Cooper nuclear power plant and the Wolf
j Creek nuclear power plant.

Even t hough the State of Kansas is not within t he 10-mile
EPZ of Cooper, Kansas has participated in all Cooper exercises in
t he past. The State of Kansas was one of the first States to recog-
nize the need for and to develop a plan for response to nuclear
power plant incident s. This effort dates back to as early as 1973.

.

1
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

Commonwealth of Kentucky

1. General Background

There are no operating nuclear power plants in the Common-
wealth of Kentucky, nor are there any nuclear power plants under
construction or planned. The State i s, however, contiguous to 2
facilities under construction: Marble Hill in Jef ferson County,
Indiana; and Zimmer in Clermont County, Ohio.

The Marble hill facility impact s on Oldham and Trimble
counties within the 10-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ), af fecting
an estimated 6,700 persons. The Zimmer facility impacts on Bracken,
Pendelton, and Campbell Counties within t he 10-mile EPZ, af fecting
an estimated 7,200 persons.

2. Status of Preparedness

The State plan is to be incorporated as Annex Q to the State
National Disaster Plan. It was written to conform to new criteria
and was reviewed by the Regional Assistance Committee in March 1980.
Modifications to the plan as a result of that review are expected to
be complete fo r t he portion of the plan dealing with the Zimmer
facility in June 1981. No plan is under development at this time for
the contiguous area impacted by the Marble Hill facility.
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Federal Review of4

Radiological Emergency Preparedness ,

State of Louisiana

t

1. General Background
b

Currently there are no operating commercial nuclear power
plants in Louisiana, nor are there any in the adjacent States which
now affect the State. This situation is due to change in the-near

,

future. Approximately 700 people' in Tensas Parish are within the
10-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ) around the Grand Gulf nuclear
power plant'in Claiborne County, Mississippi. Grand Gulf is expected

- to begin operations in 1981.

Louisiana Power and Light is constructing a commercial n clear
power plant at its Waterford site, located in St. Charles Paria , 20
miles west of New Orleans. The facility is expected to begin operat-
ion in 1982. There are approximately 42,600 people living in the

! 10-mile EPZ around the site.

Gulf States Utilities is constructing 2 nuclear power plant

|
units at the River Bend site in West Feliciana Parish, 24-miles north
north west of Baton Rouge. The first reactor is licensed to begin'

operation in 1985, and the second in 1995. This nuclear power planti

facility will affect 19,200 people and 5 parishes within the 10-mile
i EPZ.
!

2. Status of Preparedness4

T

The Louisiana State Radiological Emergency Plac along with
q site specific plans for Tensas Parish, were completed in April 1980,;

ard forwarded to FEMA Region VI for unofficial review, comment and
assessment as a first effort, " rough draft" plan intended to comply.

with the new criteria. The Regional Assistance Committee c<r4vened on-

May 27, 1980, reviewed the plan in committee, and generally agreed the.

plan addressed the new criteria areas quite well for the first at-
tempt. - The RAC comments and recommendations are being forwarded to
Louisiana for their consideration in the rewrite. It is anticipated

that the completed State and site-specific plans will be forwarded toi

FEMA Region VI for RAC review and submission to FEMA headquarters in
September 1980.

'
,

!

!

l

!
'
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; Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Mississippi,

s.

1. General Background

Mississippi Power and Light is in the process of constructing
.he Grand Gulf nuclear power plant. Grand Gulf is scheduled to
begin operation in 1981. It is located in Claiborne County about
25 miles south of Vicksburg,. Mississippi. When completed, the power
plant will impact 6,600 people within the 10-mile emergency planninn
zone (EPZ).

The Tennessee Valley Authority is also in the process of
constructing a nuclear power plant, Yellow Creek, in Tishomingo
County, Mississippi. This facility is located 15 miles east of
Corinth, Mississippi. It is scheduled to begin operation in 1985..

I The facility will impact 7,200 people in the 10-mile EPZ.

2. Status of Preparedness
i

Mississippi has developed the first draft of the State plan
using the new criteria. The FEMA regional staff has reviewed the plan
and provided advice and guidance to the State. The 2 commercial-

nuclear power plants which are under construction are not scheduled
for immediate fueling. _ However, the State does not wish to delay the

! licensing process and the planning staff has promptly started the
; planning process. The State has indicated that the State plan will be

complete and ready for review by mid-June 1980, with an exercise

,

scheduled for early in 1n1.
!

.3. Items of Special Interest

Most of the State planning e ffort and assistance to local'

governments' has resulted from the diversion of the Nuclear Civil
Protection (NCP) planning staff. Additional resources (i.e. , manpower
and funds) are needed to support radiological emergency planning
beyond FY 1980.

!

i

i
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Federal Review of l

Radiological Emergency Preparedness
State of Oklahoma

i

1. General Background

Public Service of Oklahoma received a limited work auttoriza-
tion (LWA) from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) in July 1978,
to begin work on Blacx Fox nuclear power plant. The site is located

23 miles east of Tulsa. Construction allowed under the LWA has been
completed but autlurity has not been granted to continue work. If

the plant becomes licensed, t he 10-mile emergency planning zone
(EPZ) for this facility could affect 4,100 people living in Rogers
County.

2. Status of Preparedness

The State of Oklahoma has not initiated the development of a;

radiological emergency plan because of the questionable continuation
of Black Fox. If and when the possible construction of the commercial

,

nuclear power plant becomes more firm, the State will initiate appro-'

: priate actions.

.

l
f
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I Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Rhode Island

1. General Background

There are no commercial nuclear power plants in the State
of Rhode Island. However, t here are certain local communities that

;i are within the 50-mile ingestion exposure pathway emerg. . icy planning
zone (EPZ) of 2 facilities sited in 2 contiguou s States. These
facilities are: Millstone at Waterford, Connecticut and Pilgrim at
Plymouth, Massac hu se tt s. Emergency communication notification with
both facilities is established. The Rhode Island State Police is tte'

point of contact for any initial emergency messages sent from t he
plants.'

The State's planning for t he implemention of protective
measures associated with t he 50-mile EPZ is being handled as a
contingency plan to the existing Basic State Emergency Plan.

2. Status of Preparedness

The coordinating arrangements required to initiate emergency
planning actions with the contiguous States where the facilities are
sited is in progress. The timetable for the State and local govern-
ments to acquire necessary support equipment and materials,and tie
hiring and training of the State emergency service s personnel is
estimated for October 1981.

3. Items of Interest

The State schedule for completion of planning, training of
per sonnel, and acquisition of necessary hardware and equipment will
change if funding is not provided. Funding is anticipated from the
involved nuclear f acilitie s. No ot her sources of funding has been
identified.

,
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Federal Review of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness

State of Texas

1. General Background

Houston Lighting and Power Company has 2 commercial nuclear
power plants under construction at the South Texas site located
in Matagorda County, 12 miles south southwest of Bay City. The

South Texas 1 unit is scheduled to begin operation in September 1983,
and South Texas 2 in September 1985. ' There are approximately 2,000
people living in the 10-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ).

.

; Texas Utilities Generating Company is constructing 2 nuclear
power units at the Comanche Peak site. Comanche Peak 1 is scheduled
to begin operation in February 1982. Comanche Peak 2 is scheduled

,

; to begin operation _in February 1984. The Comanche Peak site is
located 4 miles north of Glenn Rose, in Somerville County. There are*

approximately 6,400 people living in the 10-mile EPZ.

B. Status of Preparedness

The Texas Department of Public Sa fety , Of fice of Disaster,

| Emergency Services, has submitted objections to 15 major provisions
' of the new criteria to NRC and FEMA. Likewise, they have requested

clarification on many other provisions of the new criteria.

Despite the objections, the Texas Department of Public
' Services, Office of Disaster Emergency Services, has initiated a

rewrite of the Texas - Radiological Emergency Plan. This plan will
attempt to meet the general intent of the new criteria, and yet be
consistent with State and local laws. The State has indicated they
will submit the Plan to FEMA Region VI in August 1980, for review.

I. 3. Items of Special Interest

The State has indicated they do not anticipate receiving
any special funds from nuclear utility companies for' emergency
planning, equipment, or training. It is their point of view that
constitutional and statutory law places the responsibility for
protecting life and property on government. It would be inappro-

priate to make a special assessment upon nuclear utilities unless
,

:
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the same principle would apply to all other commercial enterprises:
banks, chemical plants, institutions, etc. They state, " Government
services are provided to all segments of commercial and private
community; nuclear utilities should not have to pay a subscription
fee to receive what is being provided to the remainder of the commu-
nity at common cost."

1

I
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III.
! Federal Interagency Pro' grams to Improve Radiological

Emergency Planning and Preparedness Capabilities-'

!

! A. Proponed FEMA Rule on Review and Approval o.' State
Radiological Emergency Plans and Preparedness

|

FEMA is preparing a proposed rule concerning review and approval
of State radiological emergency plans and preparedness. This rule

;

proposes to establish policy and procedures f $r review and appproval 1
4

by FEMA of State emergency plans and preparedness for coping with the*

of f-site effects of radiological emergencies which may occur at
i nuclear power facilities. The rule does not cover othe r Nuclear
i Regulatory Commission (NRC)-licensed facilities. The rule sets out ;

J
criteria which will be u sed by FEMA in reviewing, asse ssing, and

i evaluating the plans and preparedness; it specifies tuw and where a
State may submit plans; it describes certain of the processes by which*

FEMA makes findings and determinations as to t he adequacy of State
i plans and the capability of State and local governn.ents to implement

these plans and preparedness measures. Such findinos and determina-
tions are to be submitted to the Governors of affected States and to
the NRC for use in its licensing proceedings.;

;

{ The proposed rule codifies the joint FEMA /NRC planning objectives
|

found in " Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological
i Emergency Remongj Plans in Support of Nuclear Power Plants" (NUREG-

0654/ FEMA-REP-1)- a s t he ba sis for judging the adequacy of State
and local planning. It is consistent with the language in the proposed
NRC rulemaking discussed in Part II.B. of this report. !

According to the FEMA proposed rule, State and local plans will
be submitted by t he Governor of t he State to the appropriate FEMA

;

Regional Office for review. The Regional Director will make appro-'

priate public notification and complete a review on an expedited
| basis. The State, in coordination with the appropriate local govern-
!

ments and the nuclear facility to which the plan applie s, will
conduct an exercise of the plan. This exercise will be reviewed and
critiqued by the FEMA Regional Director using the assistance of

i appropriate regional personnel from FEMA and other involved Federal
agencie s. The results of this review and critique will be made known

;

i to. the State, the nuclear facility management, and the NRC.
i

Either the State or t he FEMA Regional Director will conduct a i
'

public meeting at a location near the nuclear facility which the plan;

supports. Adequate notificaton of the meeting will be aiven to t he'

- public. At the meeting,' the State and local government (s) will
;

discuss their plan and describe the concept of operations for their
;. emergency response. FEMA will describe the Federal agencies' role in
| the review process and make known any judgments it has made regarding
; the adequacy of the plan.

i
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The public will have had advance access to the plan and will
be able to present comments. These meetings are designed to accom-
plish two main o')j ect ive s. First, t he public will be a f forded an
opportunity to Jtentify any weakness that they perceive in the plan
and be able to discuss any concerns tiey have. Secondly, by being
involved at this phase, the public will be better informed about the
preparedness of the State and local government s and should better
understand * bat actions will be taken in the event of an accident at
t he fac.11ty.

When the FEMA Regional Director has completed the review of the
* 9te - plan, and an exercise has been conducted at t he facility to

'ch the plan applie s, and a public meeting has been held, then
re/she shall forward the State plan, together with the reajlts of the
review, t he exe rci se, and the public meeting, to the FEMA Associate
Director for Pltos and Preparedness.

I f, in t he judgement of t he FEMA Assoc iate Director, t he plan
with the supporting documentation, is adequate to protect the public
health and safety and provides the capability for adequate implemen-
tation, he/ she shall approve the plan and inform the Governor of tie>

re spective State, the NRC, the public, and other appropriate Federal .
State, and local agencies.

If the FEMA Associate Director finds that the plans do not

adequately meet the planning gjectives of the joint FEMA /NRC emergency
planning criteria documen t ,- he/ she will notify t he Governor of
t he deficiencies. FEMA and t he State will discuss the deficiencies
and mutually agree on a schedule for correcting them so that the plan
can be approved.

The propo sed rule provides procedures for amending an approved
plan, appeals, maintaining approval status, and adding new facilities.
It al so includes a sticulation on the frequency for conducting
exe rci se s.

l
|
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B. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Final Rulemaking on Emeroency
Planning and Preparedness

" The % clear Regulatory Commission has made a formal reconsid-
eration of the role of emergency planning and preparedness in assuring
the continued protection of the public health and safety in areas
around nuclear power facilities. After the accident at Three Mile
Island, the Commissinn began this reconsideration in recognition of
the need for more ef fective emergency planning and preparedness in
response to reports issued by offices of government and Congressional

,
oversight committees.

In mid-1979, the Commission directed that rulemaking on the

! subject of emargency planning be undertaken, considered a matter
of high priority, and completed expeditiously. On July 17, 1979,
the Commissior an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(44 FR 41483)gublishedon emergency plans of State and local governments
and of NRC licensees. Approximately 90 comment letters were received

j in response to this advance notice and the * "
-

' these comments was published in January 1980.18

19, I7 the Commission published for public
S4308),pg/, proposed

On September
commer.t (44 FR amendments to its regulations
concerning the maintenance of emergency plans and a requirement that=

research reactors . also establish and submit emergency p?ans to NRC.
1979, Commission also published, for public

75167)20) he
On December 19,
comment (44 FR proposed amendments for the upgradng of

i its emergency planning regulations. The commentsgceived and the
NRC staff's evaluation will be published in 1980.- In addition,
the NRC conducted four regional workshops t policit comments, and
these comments were published in April 1980.g!

;

- The NRC staff used
,

the in formation from these workshops, along with the more than 170
public comment letters concerning the proposed amendments, to develop'

i the final rule.
!
t

The final rule is considered an interim t? grade of NRC emer-
gency planning regulations to provide prompt clarification and

in areas that have been perceived to be deficient fromexpansion _
The NRC staff anticipates that further changes inpast experiences.

the emergency planning regulations may be proposed and made as more
experience is gained after implementing these revised regulations.

The NRC new proposed emergency planning regulations contain

;. the following 3 major changes from past practices:

i 1. In order to continue operations or to receive an operating

i license, the NRC will require that an applicant / licensee submit its
emergency plans as well as State and local governmental emergency

i
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response plans to NRC. The NRC will then make a finding as to whether
1t he stat e of on-site and of f-site emergency preparedness provides

reasonable assurance that appropriate protective measures can and will
be taken in t he event of a radinlagical emergency. Specifically:

a. No operating licence for a nuclear power plant will be
issued unless a finding is made by NRC t hat the state of on-site
and o f f-site emergency preparedness provide s reamnable assurance
t hat appropriate protect ive mea sures can be and = 11 be taken in
the event of a radiological emergency.

The NRC will base its finding on a review of the FEMA findings
and determinations as to whether State and local emergency plans are
adequate and capable of being implemented, and on the NRC assessment
as to whether t he NRC license applicant's on-site emergency pl ans are
adequate and capable of being implemented.

b. After January 1, 1981, an operating plant may be required
to shutdown if NPC determines that there are such deficiencies that
a favorable NRC fi'd;ng cannot be made or is no longer warranted and
the deficiencies are not corrected within four months of that deter-
mination.

2. The regulations will have new requirements that emergency
planning considerations be extended to " Emergency Planning Zone s"
(EPZs) around each nuclear power plant. The concept of EPZs has been
endorsed by NRC, EPA, and accepted by FEMA and is established as an
e ssential emergency planning criterion in t he new FEMA /NRC joint
emergency planning interim criteria document di<xussed in Part III.E.
following.

3. Detailed emergency planning procedures to implement radio-
logical emergency plans of nuclear power plants must be submitted by
NRC licensees and applicants to the appropriate NRC Regional nf fice
for review.

The Commission is expected to act expeditiously on this
proposed final rule.
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C. Federal Interagency Assignments of Responsibilities

In his December 7, 1979, statement, the President directed
updated series of interagency assign-FEMA to " develop and issue an

ments which would delineate respective agency capabilities and respon-
sibilities and clearly define procedures for coordination and direc-
tion for both emergency planning and response".

FEMA is carrying out this directive in several ways. First,

through the impending promulgation of three regulations.

1. FEMA is working on a regulation which will outline respon-
si bilities of several Federal departments and agencies in providing
assistance to State and local governments in their radiological
emergency planning and preparedness activities. In addition to FEMA,

agencies involved are the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Environmental
Protection Agency, and the Departments of Health and Human Services,
Energy, Transportation, Defense, Agriculture and Commerce.

This regulation will also formally establish Federal inter-
agency organizational arrangements for carryinq out this assistance
program. Specifically, the regulation will give formal status to the
heretofore informa'. Federal Interagency Central Coordinating Committee
(FICCC) and Regional Assistance Committees (RACs).

The ..ain functions of the FICCC, Chaired by a FEMA represent 9-
tive and camposed of representatives from each of the above mentioned
agencies, will be to provide policy direction of the program of
Federal assistance, to help FEMA in resolving issues that arise in
the granting of final FEMA approval of a State radiological emergency
plan, arid to coordinate and approve the work and products of the
subcommittees (task forces) on research, training, emergency instro-
mentation, and public information and education.

The RACs are chaired by a FEMA regional official and have
members from Federal agencies represented on the FICCC. The primary
functions of the RACs are to assist State and local governments in
preparing and reviewing their radiological emergency plans, and in
making recommendations to FEMA headquarters on approval of these
plans. The RACs also assist in improving the radiological emergency
preparedness capabilities of State and local governments.

2. A second regulation being developed that also includes agency
assignmer:ts is the one dealing with policies and procedures for
review and approval of State radiological emergency plans and pre-
paredness measures. The proposed rule, discussed more fully in Part
III A., specifies how Federal agencies will work with FEMA, at both
tha national and regional levels, in assisting with the development of
State and local government plans and the approval and exercising of
the plans.;

i
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3. Another activity which will . include delineation of Federal

| agency responsibilities is a proposed National Radiologics1. Emergency
Preparadness Plan (NREPP) which will be designed to strengthen the

; Federal government's capacity to prepare for and respond to radio-
; logical emergencies at nuclear power plants. This plan will clearly j

define the roles of Federal agencies that should be involved and how 4<

b'

their capabilities and resources will be managed during an radiological
emergency. We expect to put this plan into regulation form when it is j
completed. Part III. D. of this report. has more to say about this '

national planning project..

A second way in which FEMA is carrying out the direction of the
President to more clearly define Federal responsibilities and .proce-
dures related to radiological emergency planning and response is in

,

; the interagency organizational arrangements. FEMA has assumed the
; chairmanship of the FICCC and the RACs. In February 1980, FEMA

sponsored a 3-day conference at its U.S. Fire Academy campus in<

Emmitsburg, Maryland for Federal of ficials who are involved in the
work of these committees. At this conference, the entire radiological
emergency preparedness piogram in support of nuclear power plants was

j reviewed, including a concentrated analysis of the joint FEMA /NRC
i interim criteria document for preparation and evaluation of radio-

logical emergency plans. During this analysis, the role of the
various participating Federal agencies and specific assignments in
applying these criteria were emphasized.

! FEMA has also established a new Task Force on Public Information
1 and Public Education under the FICCC which is actively pursuing

these concerns. A Task Force on reeearch will be formed in the
near future. The existing Task Forces on Training and on Emeraency
Instrumentation are working actively in their assigned areas under

| guidance provided by the FICCC.
4

In May, 1980, the Director of FEMA sent a letter to the heads of
all cooperating departments in which he indicated the urgency attached

7

: to this activity during the next year, restated what was expected of
' their organizations in fulfilling the objectives of the President,

and asked for the continuing and expanded help of their regional and
i . headquarters management and staff.

u

I

|.
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D. Development of a Coordinated Federal idiological Preparedness
and Response Capability

The President's assignment of December 7, 1979, for FEMA to
take _ the lead in offsite emergency planning and response activities
included responsibility for: (1) developing and issuing an updated
series of ' interagency assignments to delineate Federal department
and agency capabilities and responsibilities, (2) defining proce-
dures for coordination and direction of both emergency planning and
response, and (3) insuring that the Department of Energy resources
and capabilities are available for- response to civilian-related
radiological emergencies. FEMA has readily accepted those assignments
and expects to carry them out expeditiously. It has begun to develop
a National Radiological Emergency Preparedness Plan (NREPP). Addi-
tional funding has been requested for manpower and other resources in
the FY 1980-1981 budgets to handle this new assignment.

In accepting these responsibilities, and looking at what should
be included in the national plan, FEMA has examined existing Federal
interagency plans, procedures, and capabilities for responding to
radiological emergencies. To the extent that existing plans and
procedures reflect a capability to respond to radiological emergen-
cies, they will be used and incorporated into a comprehensive, coor-
dinated Federal response capability and these plans and procedures
will be improved where necessary. There are 2 interagency plans
that are relevant.

The firs plan is the Interagency Radiological AssistancePlan (IRAP).guchThe IRAP was first developed in 1961 by the Atomic
Energy Commission for the purpose of providing " prompt and effective
radiological assistance. .. for response to radiological hazards" and
the " coordination of Federal, State, and local radiological assistance
operations." The IRAP was most recently revised in 1975 by the Energy
Research and Development Administration (now DOE), which is currently
the designated lead agency for implementing and coordinating the

plan g ical
radio response of the 13 Federal agencies included in this

Although the IRAP commits each of these agencies to pre-
pare implementing plans and procedures, many of them have not fully
carried out this commitment. IRAP is essentially a statement of
participating agency capabilities and resources and ' an agreement to
respond collectively should the need arrive. Some agency resources
committed under IRAP were used at the time of the Three Mile Island
accident. . Rather than a formal implementation of IRAP, some of these
agencies independently responded to the emergency without the benefit
of DOE acting as the lead coordinating agency for the overall Federal
response. DOE did, however, conduct extensive radiological monitoring
operations in the vicinity of Three Mile Island, and ultimately gra-
vitated to the position of coordinating the radiological monitoring
operations of other Federal agencies.

; III-7
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A revision of IRAP is a needed step toward the development of a
coordinated Federal remonse capability for radiological emergencies.
FEMA is working closely with DOE and t he ot her signatory agencies of
this plan to prepare a revised plan which provides for a coordinated
Federal capability for monitoring, measuring, and asse ssing the
radiation hazards of radiological emergencies. It will assign respon-
sibilities and specify clearly who is in charge of this aspect of the

Federal remonse. This remonse plan will be an appropriate complement
to the NREPP and could be made an annex to it.

A second plan that is relevant to t he achievement of a better
Federal radiological preparedneos and re sponse capability, is the
Federal Re sponse Plan for Peacetime Nuclear Emergencies (FRPPNE).
The FRPPNE is a policy and planning guidance document rather than a
response plan. It defines a spectrum of peacetime nuclear emergencies
and assigns planning re sponsibilit ies to 31 Federal Departments and
agencies. It was published by the Federal Preparedness Agency (now
incorporated into FEMA) in April 1977, as an interim document. In
its final form, the FRPPNE was intended to include annexes consisting
o f the Federal operational response plans to cope with the various
categories of emergencie s de fined in the guidance. The re monse
plans were to be prepared by Federal departments and agencies that

had cognizance over the nuclear activity that might produce an emer-
gency. Only limited operational planning has been done as a remit of
the guidance included in the FRPPNE. Some of the concept s and the
statements of agencies remonsibilities in the FRPPNE should be useful
in the development of the NREPP.

Recognizing that the preparation of a comprehensive Federal
plan for remonding to a radiological emergency cannot be accomplished
without time-consuming interagency coordination, and also in recogni-
tion of t he close tie t hat will be required between NRC and FEMA,
these two agencies will soon reach agreement on a division of remon-
sibilities and functions during an emergency at a nuclear power
plant. An enumeration of t he agencies' roles and related actions
are being set forth in a proposed memorandum of understanding between
FEMA and NRC. The resulting agreement will provide an important
contribution to the development of the NREPP.

FEMA is taking the following approach in developing the NREPP.

o A study of t he Federal r e spon se to t he Three Mile I sl and
accident is being conducted, including how t his re sponse
worked with that o f t he State and the utility. The purpose
of this study is to include the lessons laarned in t he new
national plan.

o A determination will be made of all the functions that must
be a part of t he Federal preparedness for, and re spon m to,
a radiological emergency at a nuclear power plant. These
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functions, which will be the subject of discussion and agree-
ment between FEMA and the agencies concerned, will be trans-
lated into agency re@onsibilities.

o A clear statement will be developed showing how the Federal
remonse to a radiological emergency should be managed and
how it should relate to the remonse of the State and local
governments and the nuclear power plant operator.

,

i
; o Planning guidance and administrative requirements will be
i prepared for use by those agencies assigned remonsibilities

in the plan to assist them in the initial preparation or
revision of their agency plans.

j o FEMA will write a master plan incorporating the above informa-
i tion and considerations.

Agency plans will be appended to the muster plan to formo
a consolidated and coordinated National Plan.

Appropriate annexes will be prepared on such matters as com-o
,' munications and cost recovery,

o As a future consideration, FEMA will be looking into the
feasibility of adapting the Federal re sponm and decision
making to automatic data processing.

FEMA has hired the Systems Research and Applications Corporation
to assist in the development of the master plan. This portion of the

planning effort should be ready for public comment and trial u in
i October 1980. The preparation of this national plan would also meet

t he requirement, in Section 304 of the NRC Authorization Bill for
FY 1980, for the President to prepare and publish a National Contin-
gency Plan. This bill (S.562) has been passed by both Houses of

i Congress and is awaiting Presidential action.

i I

l
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E. New Criteria for Developing and Evaluating Emergency Plans
and Preparedness.

In January 1980, NRC and FEMA jointly issued for interim use and
comment, t he new document entitled: " Criteria for Preparation and

Evaluation of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Prepgrydness
in Support of Nuclear Power Plants" ( NUREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1) .- To a
great extent, this document incorporates previous guidance intended
for u se N li an goverment s into onedocument.gj gj gegj g0pate and localThe new document also incorporates, , , ,-

the lessons learned during and after the accident at Three Mile Island,
e.g., imoroved warning and notification systems and the incorporation
of the Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) concept.

The purpose of thi s interim guidance and upgraded acceptance
criteria is to provide a basis for .NRC licensees, State, and local
governments to develop radiological emergency plans ard to improve
emergency preparedness associated with commercial nuclear power plants.
It is also intended for use by reviewers in determining the adequacy
of State, local and nuclear power plant emergency plans and prepared-
ness. The document contains a series of detailed planning objectives
and a listing of specific items of guidance to State and local govern-
ments, as well as specific requirements concerning planning and
preparedness activities of the licensees of NRC.

Both agencies requested public comment on this interim guidance
and acceptance critga in a Federal Register notice of February 13,
1980 (45 FR 9768) .- The public comment period ended on May 13,
1980. Both agencies are reviewing the comments received with a view
toward publication of a final guidance document in September 1980.

,

1
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F. Assessment of Evacuation Times Around Nuclear Power Stations

The NRC/ FEMA Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) states t hat in
support of NRC licensing reviews, " FEMA will provide NRC with an
independent assessnent of evacuation times around 12 reactor sites
which have the highest population density within the 10-mile Emer-
gency Planning Zone or are mutually agreed upon by FEMA and NRC."
Furthermore, "FFMA and NRC agree to discu ss future arrangement s
for similar assessments to be performed by FEMA at other sites
with operating reactors and at plants currently under construction."

The 12 sites that NRC selected becaum they are in high popula-
tion areas, or are thought to involve special evacuation considera-
tions, are:

Nuclear Power Plant, State

1. Indian Point * New York
2. Zion * Illinois

3. Limerick Pennsylvania
4. Bailly Indiana
S. Three Mile Island * Pennsylvania
6. Fermi Michigan
7. Beaver Valley * Pennsylvania
8. Shoreham New York
9. Seabrook New Hampshire

10. Midland Michigan
11. Millstone * Connecticut
12. Maine Yankee * Maine

Licensed to Operate*

Alt hough the above 12 sites are those selected for evaluation
during FY 1980, NRC requested priority attent. ion for another 13 sites
as FEMA resources become available. These sites ate:

Nuclear Power Plant State

13. Turkey Point * Florida

14. Oyster Creek * New Jersey
i

| 15. Pilgtim* Massachu sett s
16. Salem * New Jersey
17. Perry Ohio
18. Duane Arnold * Iowa
19. Haddam Neck * Connecticut
20. St. Lucie* Florida

21. Trojan * Oregon
22. San Onofre* California
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Nuclear Power Plant State

23. Rancho Seco* California
24. Catawba South Carolina
25. Dresden* Michigan

Licensed to rperate*

FEMA agreed to evaluate, independently, the first 12 sites selected
by NRC. Currently, FEMA does not have adequate financial resources
to evaluate the above 13 sites in FY 1980.

The independent assessnents of the evacuation time s around t he
nuclear power plants were conducted by contractors that bid competi-
tively in response to requests for proposals ( RFPs) . Becau se of
t he relatively high population densities within the 10-mile Emergency
Planning Zones of Indian Point and Zion, separate contracts were
awarded. The contractor for Indian Point is CONSAD Research Corpora-
tion, Pitt surgh, Pennsylvania. For Zion, the contractor is Alan M.
Voorhees and Associat e s, McLean, Virginia. The contractor for t he
remaining sites (with the exception of Seabrook) is Wilbur Smith and
Associate s, Columbia, ' South Carolina. During the initial phases of
the study, the Governor of New Hampshire objected to Wilbur Smith and
Asmciates conducting t he assessment around t he Seabrook nuclear
power plant, which is located in New Hamp shire. The basis for the
objection was concern over public acceptance of the assessnent becaum
Wilbur Smith and Associates did a study for the Public Services
Company of New Hampshire, the owner of Seabrook, in 1974. The tech-
nical competence of the organization was not an issue. In order to
accommodate the Governor's objection, work by Wilbur Smi t h and As-
sociates was stopped and the contract with Alan M. Voorhees and
tasociates was modified to include the assessment for Seabrook.

FEMA recognizes that there is no standard method of assessing
evacuation times. T herefore , a central portion of the requests for
proposals was for each contractor to outline a methodology provided
t hat an adequate basis for assescing evacuation times is described.
Additionally, visits to the 10-mile Emergency Planning Zones and
discussions of the assessnent with the principal local officials and
the nuclear power plant management are required. The objective is to
assess the transportation sy stem and routes, the demography of the
area under study, and review other evacuation studies that were
completed for the area including the estimates of evacuation time s
prepared by the nuclear facilities in response to a 1979 request by
NRC. The - general public evacuation assessment is supposed to be
conducted under both ideal and adverse conditions. The rationale in
terms of traffic flow and weat her conditions, in addition to any
other conditions, is to be fully de scribed. Also included is an
assessnent of the evacuation of special facilities, such as hospitals,
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prisons, recreational facilities, and transient tourist population at
beaches, etc. where mecial procedures may have to be applied. This
part of the asmssnent is also conducted under both ideal and adverse
condit ion s.

Each contractor is asked to present methods and estimates of
t.ime s for confirming the evacuation analy se s under the different
condition s. There are 2 notification assumptions for the assessnent.
First, the public is notified by whatever means are currently in
place within the 10-mile Emergency Planning Zone. Second, the public
is to be notified within the 15-minute time frame as provided by the
NRC proposed rule on emergency planning. Finally, t he contractor

is asked to provide any recommendations on ways to improve evacuation
around nuclear power plants. Where appropriate, the contractor is to
provide a cost estimate for carrying out each recommendation.

Although the contractor reports have not been completed and
reviewed in time for this report, some of our tentative conclusions
are:

1. The assessnent of evacuation times around the nuclear power
plant can provide a framework for emergency planning at the local
level. It is a focal point for discu ssion with State and local
officials in addition to the nuclear powe' plant operator. In many
in stance s, it provides a cataly st for developing t he local plan.

2. The asmsanent assists in helping to define the outer boun-
daries of the 10-mile Emergency Planning Zone, such as the um of
political boundaries, natural geographical feature s, and man-made
structures where possible.

3. The a sse ssment assists in e stabli shing subareas based on
population considerations and meterological conditions that provide
priorities with regard to evacuation.

4. The assessnent assists in the establishnent of priorities when
t he risks and benefits of evacuation are weighed against the risk s
and benefits of alternative protective measures, such as sheltering
or administering thyroid blocking potassium iodide.

5. The asmssnents test the impact of the rapid notification
assumptions as described in the NRC emergency planning rule.

6. The assessnents provide recommendations for improvement in
evacuation times. Some potential examples include education of the
public wit h regard to evacuation routes, hardening shoulders of
feeder roads to improve road carrying capacity, and use of police
management of traf fic jams when they develop.
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7. Most studies indicate that the school population could be
evacuated either as a separate population, or be returned to home,
whereby the students would evacuate with their families. The best
mode of evacuation may be in fluenced by Emergency Planning Zone-
specific factors. The models developed in these studies allow alter-
native assumptions to be tested.

8. The assessments give NRC independent estimates that could
be helpful to determine acceptable criteria for evacuation.

9. Finally, the assessments must be viewed as a continuing effort
requiring updating if and when demography or other related factors
change around given nuclear power plant sites. As the plans evolve,
new estimates of the evacuation times may have to be made. The
assessments interplay with the plan and alternative protective measures
that may be contemplated.

!
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G. Public Information and Education

The Presidential Commission Report concitded that more info rma-
tion should be provided to the public on various aspects of radiation,
accidents at nuclear power plants, and responses to emargencies. ,

! FEMA was directed to take the lead in developing this public informa- !

tion. In the MOH signed by FEMA and f R" in January 1980, this was
confirmed and NRC agreed to assist FEMA by re/iewing the educational
materials for accuracy. NRC and FEMA also agreed to enter into a
separate MOU for public information activities.>

A Task Force on Public Information and Edtcation has been formed
under the Federal Interagency Central Coor.linating Com nittee to; develop informational and educational program s for the public. Two
sub. committees have been formed by this Task Force, 1 on public

j information and another on public education. "hese subcommittees are
presently surveying existing material available to the public. It is

their intent to produce recommendations for new information and
i education by late summer or early fall.

.
"information" group will be concentrating on emergency pre-The

] paredness activities around nuclear power plants with respect to
State and local plans, and on what the public can expect in the way
of information and instructions at the time of an accident.

The " education" group will be concentrating on more general
information to help the public better understand radioactivity,
and its hazards, as they relate to nuclear power plants. Many
members of the public have a poor understanding of this and can only
relate radioactivity to nuclear weapons. The information being

,

develeped will put this in perspective.
'
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H. Training Programs |
!

|

1. History and Evolution of Radiological Emergency Planning
|

and Preparedness Training

In 1973, the FICCC formed a Federal Interagency Task Force on
Training and Exercises. This Task Force was charged with determining

| training needs for State and local government radiological emergency
| planning and response personnel, and developing training programs to
; satisfy these needs. The Task Force identified several categories of

| personnel for whom training was required and appointed Select Working
i Groups to develop them. The first Select Working Group was appointed
I in 1974 and developed a " Radiological Emergency Response Planning

Course." Subsequently, other working groups developed a " Radiological
Emergency Response Operations Course" and a " Radiological Emergency

| l{esponse Coordinators Course". F :h working group was chaired by a
representative of that agency dee to have the most expertise in the

| chosen area. Other agencies weu also represented on the working
I groups and, in some cases, there were representatives from State and
| local agencies and from the nuclear utility industry.

2. Current Status of Radiological Emergency Response Training

a. Training courses currently available

(i) Radiological Emergency Response Planning Course -

This was the first course developed (in December 1974)
and it is intended to provide information and training
required to lead and to coordinate development of State
and local government radiological emergency plans. It is

1-week long and consists of lectures and a workshop.
During the workshop, the students are divided into small
groups to evaluate their existing plans using Federal
guidance documents. The workshop groups consist of
representatives of State and local agencies involved with

|
planning for a particular nuclear power plant site.

|
Additionally, nuclear power plant utility perconnel are
invited to the course and are also assigned to the sorka z;

,

shop groups. One of the prime purposes of these workshopsl

is to open channels of communications between the parties
involved (State, local, and the nuclear power plant repre-

t

! sentatives). Class participants also include representa-
t ves of any contiguous State (s) and local governments
if the nuclear power plants in question are close to their
borders.

|

The course was presented the first time in March 1975, at
| the former Defense Civil Preparedness Agency Staff College
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in Battle Creek, Michigan. Ten more sessions were pre-
sented between then and September 1976. After the first 3
sessions of the course at the Staff College, it was,

of fered in various parts of the country rather than
,

I bringing the students to Battle Creek. This was more cost
) ef fective becau se more students could be involved with

-very little increase in cost.i

After the September 1976 se ssion, t he cour se was made
available upon request because all States who had a need
at that time had had an opportunity to participate. It

was known, however, that as new nuclear facilities were
built, and becaum of turnover of personnel, more courses
would be required and requested. No sessions were re-
que sted from September 1976 until af ter the Three Mile
I sland accident. Subsequently, 5 additonal sessions
were presented in 1979 and there is a request for at
least 1 more in the next 6 months. Maximum individual
cour se capacity is about 40 participants. Since March
1975, 618 persons have attended this course.

(ii) Radiological Emergency Response Operations Course -
This is an 8-1/2 day course designed for State and local
government radiological emergency response per sonnel .
It is a " hands on" course involving the use of radiolo-
gical instrument s and other special equipment and is
meant for those individuals who will physically respond
to a radiological accident. It is not a course for
planning personnel. Two basic requirements fo r t he
course are that the students are, or will be, a member of
a radiological emergency response team and that they be
nominated by either the State Director of emergency
services (or equivalent) or the State Director of radio-
logical healt h. Federal agencies may also nominate a
limited number of participants.

The cour se is conducted at the Department of Energy's
Nevada Test Site under contract with the Reynolds Elec-
trical and Engineering Company Inc., the service con-

tractor at the site. The fir st 3-1/2 days consist of
classroom lectures on basic information on radiatien,

4

accident assessnent, instrumentation, and responding to a
radiological emergency. The second week consists of a
series of simulated radiological accidents at the Nevada
Test Site. The students are divided into teams, choose a

team leader, and respond to the simulated accidents. The
course is routinely presented 16 times per year. Maximum
individual course capacity is about 25 participants.
Since January 1977, 746 persons have attended this
Cour se.
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(iii) Radiological Emergency Response Coordinators
Cour se - This is basically a technical course f or those
State and local government personnel who have re sponsi-
bilities to assess the 'adiological consequences to
the public following an acuOnt at a nuclear power plant
and to make decisions and recommendations for protective
actions. Students are expected to know basic algebra,
be familiar with radiological t erm s, and have a general
knowledge of radiological health physics. Alt hough t he
course is deoigned for State radiological emergency
response coordinators and t heir staff, nuclear facility
health physics personnel who are responsible for radio-
logical emergency response are also encouraged to attend.

The first part of the course consists of a series of
lectures and problem sessions on such topics as protective
action guides and protective measures, dose asse ssnent ,
monitoring, and meteorology. T he class is then divided
into working groups of about 5 to 8 students and given an
accident scenario in several steps. The groups must then
evaluate the accident and decide upon recommended protec-
tive actions. The course is conducted in various parts of
the country. It was presented 5 times during 1976-1977.
All States with operating nuclear power plants had an
opportunity to participate during these se ssions . No

sessions were requested from late 1977 until af ter the
Three Mile Island accident. Beginning in October 1979,
anot her series of presentations began. Seven have been
conducted through June 1980, with 2 or 3 more scheduled in
the next few months. Since November 1976, 345 persons
have attended this course.

(iv) Handling Hazardous Matee als Transportation Acci-
cents - This is a 20-hour course developed by DOT con-
cerning all classe s of hazardous materials for first-
at-the-scene emergency response personnel, such as police,
fire, and emergency medical services. Alttough the course
does not deal specifically with radiation, mo st of the
emergency planning and . response concepts are directly
applicable to any emergency. The lessons learned in the
course can therefore be applied to transportation accidents !

where the hazardous material involved is a radioactive
material. It is excellent background material for a
six-hour course being developed by DOT which deals exclu-
sively with transportation accidents involving radioactive
materials. Both courses are self contained and consist of
a training package of 35mm slides, tape cassettes, student
workbooks, an instructor's guide, and handouts. The 20-
hour package is available for about $350 and about 2,000

|
|

|
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| packages have been sold to State and local governments.
j The 6-hour package dealing with radioactive materials is
; scheduled for completion about midsummer 1980.
!

( (v) Professional Medical Courses - Oak Ridge Associated
! Universitie s (OHAU) conducts a series of courses in

handlinq radiation accidents for medical personnel. ORAU
is a not-for-profit education and research corporat ion
monsored by 46 colleges and universities. It conducts
programs of public and professional education, re search,
and training under a contract with the Department of
Energy and with funds from other private organizations
and public agencies. The courses offered are conducted
in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, and are:

o Medical Planning and Care in Radiation Accidents:
A 1-week course designed for physicians who provide medical
services to the nuclear indu st ry, as well as city, county,
and State health officers who may be called upon to provide
first aid or medical care in the event of a radiation accident.
The curriculum includes fundamentals of radiation and radio-
biology, radiation detection and measurement, care of radio-
actively contaminated injuries, evaluation and treatment
of internal radioactive contamination, and the acute radiation
synd rome s. In addition, there are demonstrations of equipment
and facilities used in evaluation and treatment of radiation
inj ur ie s. The faculty includes experts in handling the medical
9npects of radiation accidents.

o Health Physics in Radiation Accidents:
A 1-week cour se for health physicists who may be called upon
to re mond to accidents involving radioactive materials and
personnel injury. The major topics covered are radiation
physics review, principles of radiation detection and internal
do sime try , protective clot hing and equipment, radiological
emergency procedures, and the role of the health physicist in
the medical environment. Lectures are complemented by demon-
st rat ion s, laboratory exerc ise s, and a simulated radiation
accident drill.

o Handling o f Radiat ion Accident s by Emergency Per sonnel:
A 2- 1/2 day course for emergency room surgeons and nurms who

,

may be called upon to administer initial hospital aid to a
radiation accident victim. This courm emphasizes the prac-
tical aspects of handling a contaminated victim by discussing
the fundamentals of radiation, tow to detect and measure it,
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how to prevent the spread of contamination, how to reduce the
radiation dose to the victim and attending personnel, and the
role of the medical physicist in caring for contaminated
accident victims. Lectures are complemented by demonstrations,
laboratory exercises, and a simulated radiation accident
drill.

b. Training Courses to be deve' aped

In addition to courses now offered or available, the Task

Force is planning others in the coming months. The first priority

will be courses for emergency medical services personnel who may have
to deal with radioactively-contaminated people. Specifically, these

will be training programs for: (1) paramedics who may be expected to
be the first-at-the-scene; and (2) hospital emergency room personnel
and administrators. FEMA has requested $300,000 for the course
development in the FY 1981 supplementary budget request.

c. Funding

for FEMA /NRC courses discussed above [H.2.a.(i), (ii),

| (iii)], all expenses for State and local government students are
| currently provided by the Federal government. This is done by is-

suing invitational travel orders d ich reimburse the students 100%'

! for travel and per diem expenses. % 1 ear industry students are
j sponsored by their own organizations.

When the interagency training program first started, all
participating Federal agencies were to provide a pro-rated share of
the training expenses. In practice, this did not work. The NRC was
asked by OMB to fund the entire program. For the last 2 years, NRC
has funded the entire training program. This includes paying travel
expenses for instructors from other Federal agencies. The NRC budget
for this program for FY 1980 is approximately $800,000.

When FEMA assumes responsibility for the training programs
beginning FY 1981, the funding formula for invitational travel will
be changed in steps. For FY 1981, FEMA proposes to fund 100% of the
invitational travel. In FY 1982, this will decrease to 75% and in FY |

1983, it will decrease again to 50%, which will then make it consis- |
'

tent with the general FEMA policy on matching of training allowances.
FEMA will, however, continue to fund all tuition and curriculum
costs,

d. Problems of Conducting Radiological Emergency
Response Training

Although the training program is of excellent quality,
there have been a few problems with the training program. The main
problem, funding, was resolved once the NRC began funding the entire |

|

|

|
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I
i program. Another one which has not been entirely le clved i s t re

lack of critical manpower support given to the progra.m by some
participating Federal agencies in both course development and instruc-
tor assignment. Some agencies have not consistently supported the
progran. At times, this is reflected by failing to provide travel
funds for their faculty members, and, many times the NRC has had to
provide such funds in order to get their participation at training
Cour se s.

(
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I. Computer Assisted Emergency Assessment Systems

| 1. General Background
|

| In the past, assessments of the spread of airborne or water-
! borne radioactive contamination were made by relating spot measure- i

ments in the field to generalized models of the behavior of air or

| water in graphic form. With the advent of computer technology,
| extensive research has been conducted in order to make a better

representation of the spread of contaminants in water and air as a
j result of industrial activity of all sorts.

!
; As a result of this research, industry and government agen-

cies are now in a better position to analyze the combined effects of
a multiple number of sources over large, regional areas of the coun-

| try. Such analytical tools are essential in forming policy on such

j diverse subjects as radioactivity transport and dose assessment,

| combustion pollutants in the upper and Mwer atmosphere, the transport
| of oil slicks from tanker or pipeline leaks, and for predicting the
j spread of toxic gases release in transportation accidents. Computer
' systems were used to support the accident ansessment at Three Mile

Island.

FEMA is interested in the use of computers to assist in its
role as emergency manager fo r the Federal government. FEMA is
cooperating with NRC in specifying advanced systems for the assess-
ment of accidents. This is reflected in joint requirements of
both agencies for the collection and transmission of meteorological
data, nuclear power plant effluent and status data, and other infor-
mation to be provided by nuclear power plant operators for assessing
the consequences of both normal and of f-standard operations, such as
accidents, to responsible agencies for use in planning, exercising,
and testing response capability.

This interest extends to State and local governments.
The cost of computers has now become so low, that equipment costs
no longer limit the application of computer assessment to centralized,
fully-funded institutions. The limits to the use of computers now
reside with data collection instruments. It is this limit which
still causes considerable dialogue about the future role of computers
during emergencies.

2. Candidate Systems Under Consideration

a. Ring Monitors

One approach which appears attractive is the use of
concentric rings of fixed monitors around a facility. In theory,
such monitors could measure releases and transmit the data to a

. remote point such as an emergency operations center. Such a system
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would also measure and transmit on-site effluent radioactivity
measurements as well as the local meterological conditions at the
site. Such systems can be used to estimate the amount of radioac-
tivity released, the spread of the contaminants, and, given some
extended operational period, be used to construct simulation models
of release patterns by statistical analysis.

Because computer models which depict exact conditions
for every site are not available, officials expect to supplement the
readings of f-site with manual instrument readings. This is done as
part of the emergency plan, with reliance on the fixed monitors limit-
ed to early stages of the incident before manual readings are avail-
able. This policy has a relationship to the number of of f-site
monitore in the rings because the costs of the individual fixed
instrumen e a c nigh and the reliability is not proven.

The State of Illinois has begun installation of a pilot
system using the ring concept. They plan to employ 32 fixed monitors
located in all directions up to 25 miles from a nuclear power
plant. The plant e f fluents, meterological data and other info rma-
tion about the site will be collected by sensors and, in combination
with the radiation data from the rings of monitors, will be put in
computer fo rmat and displayed at the nuclear power plant emergencys

operating facility and at the emergency operations center at the
State Capitol, Springfield, Illinois. The State will provide statis-
tical models of the behavior of effluent plumes. The first pilot

installation will be at the LaSalle nuclear power plant owned and
operated by the Commonwealth Edison Company of Chicago, Illinois.

The costs of the system are not yet determined because
of the uncertainty of the reliability of the field sensors. Illinois
is funding this system by means of a one-time charge of $350,000 for
each nuclear power plant site, a supplemental annual charge of
$75,000, and other fees on the movement of nuclear waste.

The State of Alabama has also expressed a strong interest
in the ring system and is working with the Tennessee Valley Authority
toward a pilot installation.

The Task Force on Offsite Emergency Instrumentation of

the Federal Interagency Central Coordinating Committee ha g xamined
the ring concept and has recommended in one of its reports- that a
greater number of fixed monitors, perhaps 150, would be required to
insure that a minimum of 4 monitors detect the radioactive plume.
This number would require an investment of perhaps $3-5 million
for each ring system, and the Task Force does not believe it is cost
e f fective.
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b. Simulation Models

Anotler approach substitutes a computerized reoresentation
of the effluent plume for the fixed monitors. Measured plant ef fluent
and meterological information is fed into a computer model of the air
system around the facility and estimates of the downwind concentration
are calculated and, in some advanced systems, di@ layed as diagrams
on a visual dimlay.

The computer models for a regional air sy stem are very
complex and much meterological data is required. Data from near-by
weather st a t io n s, air bases, and from upper air measurements by
balloon devices (called radiosondes) are all used to supplement the
data from the nuclear plant. There is no single approach to large-
scale regional modeling involving areas of hundreds of square miles,
although all model codes are based on established physical principles.
Generally, modelers are confir.ed by their data base and use improvi-
sations to fill needed information gaps.

The NRC has approached t he problem through t he use of
models which define the mixing in terms of the measured experience
at operating stations interpreted for various classes of atmospheric
stabilities. These classe s first defined by Pasquill, represent a
co.nmon ground among modelers who prefer t he statistical approach
combined with judgment. All NRC been reque sted to
use models based on this approach.yicensees have

A problem common to all computer model'ng is the use of
meterological forecasting. Forecasting is, at best, an inexact art.
As models become more complex, the computations become more expensive
and time consuming, but are still highly dependent on the forecaster's
skill. T hu s, at some point, mcdel complexity must be balanced with
judgment, and all computerized asse ssnent systems must incorporate
the judgment of experienced fo reca ster s. The most important single
value of computer modeling is its ability to look backward in time
and make gooJ estimates of the population exposure as the event
progressed , often from a relatively incomplete set of information.

. Atmospheric Release Ac'sisory Capability ( ARAC)

One demonstrated model system for predicting the radiatico
exposure (dose) uses a simulation of the regional air mass movement
upon which is imposed an estimats of t he dif fu sion of radioactive
gases and particulates. It is called the Atmospheric Release Advimry
Capability (ARAC) and is described below. It was developed by the
DOE Lawrence Livermore Laboratory.

ARAC is a computer-assisted emergency management service
now operational at DOE nuclear production facilities. Its purpose is

i
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to provide nuclear plant operating of ficials with estimates of
the dispersion and population dose for accidental releases of radio-
nuclides or other hazardous materials as rapidly and accurately as
possible. To do this, ARAC develops a series of computer-generated
advisories containing historical and projected info rmation based on
telemetered environmental and radiological source term data from the
site. It does this by a combination of predictive computer models
and scientific judgment of analysts on the ARAC team. ARAC is avail-
able on c,11 24 hours a day for those facilities having computer
terminal access to the capability.

After the accident at Three Mile Island, the NRC staff
evaluated the use of computer-assisted emergency management and
concluded that ARAC was a valuable state-of-the art addition to the
accident assessment capability around nuclear power plants. NRC
proposed to DOE on December 7, 1979, and DOE responded favorably on
January 31, 1980, that the joint resources of the agencies abould be
directed toward a pilot installation at selected commercial nuclear
power plants. Accordingly, DOE, FEMA, and NRC are proceeding with a
pilot installation to serve three purposes. These are: (1) inte-
gration of a computer-assisted emergency management and related
training program into the State preparedness program; (2) establish-
ment of telecommunication and data quality standards, and (3)
verification of the ARAC system codes in difficult terrain.

The pilot project consists of ARAC computer terminals and
data transfer equipment for 2 State emergency operations centers,
New York and Illinois, with duplicate equipment in the operators'
near-site emergency operations facilities at the Indian Point and
Zion nuclear power plants. NRC will also install ARAC in its emer-
gency operations center at Bethesda, Maryland. The funds requested
in the NRC FY 1980 budget will provide for the State and local
capability and the operational training for the first installation in
New York State. As part of the program, Consolidated Edison, the
owner of the Indian Point nuclear power plant, will provide equipment
and technical support for the or-site portions of the project. DOE
will provide some equipment on loan.

The Illinois ARAC installations are planned to provide short
term capability for the State at the Zion nuclear power plant, and to
allow comparison of the ring approach to the computer simulation
approach of ARAC.

, ,
The cost for a typical ARAC site terminal advisory installa-

tion is:

,

,
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Site Terminal Equipment $55,000
Sof tware for Site 75,000
On site connections 5,000
Terminal Maintenance (per year) 4,100
Recurring communication and testing (per year) 12,000
Personnel Training (per year) 15,000
Single runs of entire system / hour 3,500

Initial Installation and First Year Total $169,600

ARAC was used during the Ihree Mile Island accident in
.

order to estimate the general populatian radiological exposure (dose)|

from the release. During the time of the Three Mile Islanc' accident,
.

ARAC was supporting DOE on-scene commander by providing quidance that|

helped deploy the surface and airborne measurement systems. In
addition, estimates of the radiological source term were made using a

| combination of ARAC concentration estimates and airborne measurements
of concerntration. The ARAC concentration estimates were available
in real-time to the DOE on-scene commander and were calculated with
computer codes.

|
'

After the accident at Three Mile Island, the President's
Commission requested that the AhAC set of transport and diffusion
models be utilized to provide a calculation of the radiation dose
experienced by the general popubtion as a result of the Three Mile
Island accident.

( ARAC is considered an operational prototype of future
! computer-assisted emergency management systems. NRC and FEMA expect

the results of the pilot program to be valuable in defining the
specifics for a national system. Once installed, the basic equipment
can also serve in non-nuclear related emergencies. FEMA has requested
$1.65 million in its FY 1980 supplementary budget request in order to
stimulate the use of such systems at State emergency operating
centers. If authorized, these systems would be installed in States
with nuclear power plants in more highly populated areas identified
in the NRC listing for evacuation studies. (See Part III. F.).

FEMA is working with the Department of Energy on an
adaptation of ARAC type systems to a national, but decentralized,
system. New York State has started to oraanize its plan around a
computer-assisted assessment system.

|

|
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J. Exercise Scenarios to Test Plans and Criteria for Evaluation,

| of Exercises

Having emergency plcns in place does not in itself assure that
the p'.ans can be implemented effectively in the event of an actual !

emergency. Accordingly, the requirement to periodically test emer-
gency plans using exercise scenarios was recognized in existing AEC
and NRC regulations dealing with the licensee's nuclear facility.

| emergency plans. The requirement was also recognized in the NRC's
; voluntary non-statutory " concurrence" program for State and local

government plans supportive of nuclear facilities , and contir.ues as-

a necessary criteria element in the NRC/ FEMA interim criteria document
discussed in Part III E of this report.

!
One of the problems associated with the testing of emergency

plans has been the lack of standardized, realistic exercise scenarios
i to test these plans. Exercise scenarios developed by nuclear facility

management and by the States and local governments themselves, rarely,

were comprehensive enough to test plano realistically. There was
also a tendency to create exercise scenarios which resulted in little,

,

'

if any, of f-s ite radiological consequences which, in turn, required
minimal or no response from State and local government organizations.
A second problem relates to the need for standardized quidance for
Federal, State, and local government observers who evaluate exercises.

To realistically test emergency plans at all levels of government
requiries that exercise scenarios cause of f-s ite organizations to'

respond. Further, comparisons between overt.1 relative capabilities
! to respond to accidents at many nuclear facilities require that the

exercise scenarios and the guidance for observers evaluating the
exercise be standardized. Therefore, FEMA and NRC are contracting
for development of a book of 10 to 12 standardized exercie9 scenarios
and accompanying guidance for observers in evaluating the exercises
on a nationwide basis. This program is scheduled to be completed in
the fall of this year, and standardized exercise scenarios and stan-
dardized exercise evaluation guidance should be in use by the end
of the calendar . year.

FEMA has also requested funds in its FY 1981 supplemental budget
; request, for a computerized exercise simulation and evaluation faci-

lity. This facility would generate sample problems, and generate
: simulated evacuations, if necessary, as part of the selected scenario.

] The facility would also be able to track the decisionmaking and
response actions of involved organizations in an exercise.

j

L
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K. Thyroid Blocking as a Protective Measure

1. Nature of the Hazard
'

In certain kinds of nuclear power plant accidents, 1 of the
dominant radionuclides that can be released and of concern, are the

i radionuclides of iodine. The thyroid gland uses iodine in its meta-
d bolic processes, but the thyroid cannot distinguich between the
: stable (non-radioactive) form or the unstable (radioactive) forms of

iodine. Nuclear power plants have several engineered cafety features
j to minimize the accidental release of hazardous radiciodines to the

environment. These features are such things as prctecting the inte-'

grity of the fuel containments, chemical sprays, and charcoal filter
; systems. A protective measure is still needed in the event these
1 engineered safety features fail to prevent the escape of radioiodines

from a plant. The use of potassium iodide (KI) to block the thyroid
,.

gland from absorbing the hazardous radiciodines that might be released
i from a nuclear power plant is a recognized protective measure.

; 2. Availability of Potassium Iodide
|

4
Currently, KI is the protective druo % ng considered for

j thyroid blocking. Although there are other drugs which can be used
to block the thyroid,KI is the only Food and Drug Administration'

(FDA)-approved drug for this purpose. It does not require a precrip-
tion by a physician, making it easier to dispense under emergency

j conditions. (More details of FDA approval and other determinations
! concerning the use of KI will be discussed later in this part of the

report.)<

!

.

Potassium iodide is currently available as a commercial
drug. The two commercial forms are known as the " THYRO-BLOCK TABLET"
and the " THYRO-BLOCK SOLUTION." These are available from Wallace
Laboratories, Division of Carter-Wallace, Inc., located in Cranbury,<

New Jersey. The tablets are packaged in bottles holding 14 tablets.,

The recommended adult dose of the tablets, which contain 130 milli-
grams of KI, is one per day for 10 days. Half this dose is recom-
mended for children under 1 year of age. Each drop of the Thyro-
Block solution contains 21 milligrams of KI. The recommended adult
daily dose is 6 drops and ugain half that amount for children under
1 year of age.

Most undesirable side e f fects that have been observed are
related to the ingestion of higher doses of KI than are recommended
here for the thyroid blocking function. Certain people might ex-'

i perience some undesirable side ef fects at the levels recommended for

i thyroid blocking. Persons who are known to be allergic to KI or
iodides, pregnant women or other persons who are advised by a physi- I

'

cian not to use the drug, should not take it. But at the recommended

:
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low doses, undesirable side effects appear to be relatively rare and
not very serious.

The National Poison Center Network has reviewed the literature
on KI and has evaluated the material as "relatively nontoxic." In
their opinion, the 1,820 milligrams of KI per bottle (14 130-milligram-

: tablets) would be of concern only in the un1!kely event that an 8 pound
'

dose is 500 milligrams of KI per kilogram of body weight.gted lethal
infant would ingest it. This is because the lowest es

,

3. Milestones lowards the Organized Use of Potassium
Iodide as a Radioprotective Drug

;

|

j a. On December 24, 1975, the Federal Preparedness Agency

of the General Services Admingration published a notice in the
Federal Register (44 FR 59494)_ assigning DHEW responsibility to
assist State Health Departments ". .. in the development of plans for
the prevention of adverse effects from exposure to radiation, in-
cluding the use of prophylactic drugs to reduce radiation dose to
specific organs." This responsibility was assumed by the Food and
Drug Adminstration of DHEW, now the Department of Health and Human
Services (DHHS).

b. The ext significant event, and one which was helpful in
pointing the direction for developing government policy and guidance,
was a report by the National Council on Radiation Protection and
Measurements (NCRP). On August 1, 1977, the Council issued a Report
entitled, " Protection

(NCRP-55)"._g Thyroid Gland
of t in the Event of Releases

The major conclusions of this report iof Radioiodine
are that: I

! (1) A major protective action to be considered after a serious
accident at a commercial nuclear power reactor, involving |
the release of radioiodine, is the use of stable iodide as a '

thyroid blocking agent to prevent thyroid uptake of radio-
iodines.

(2) Such a protective action should be thoroughly coordinated
with a comprehensive medical and public health activity
designed to support a full radiological emergency prepared--

ness program for State and local jurisdictions.

c. The next milestone. occurred on December 15, 1978, when
the FDA published in the Federal Register an invitation to commercial
drug firms to prepare and forward New Drug Applications (NDAs) for
providing KI in a form and quantity suitable for over-the-counter use
in State and local radiological emergency preparedness programs.3_7,/
In the past, this drug coa!d only be obtained on a prescription basis
and for other uses. In this notice, the FDA Commissioner stated that
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the drug was safe and effective for use as a thyroid blocking agent
in a radiation emergency.

The FDA process of invitina ecuercial drugs firms to submit
NDAs, the review of the NDAs, and the provision and marketing of KI
was interrupted by the accident at Three Mile Island, which was the
next milestone in gaining acceptance of KI as a radioprotective drug.
The accident found the Federal government, the Commonwealth of

,

Pennaylvania, the local jurisdictions and the utility without KI or a |
policy as to how best to use it if needed. This lack of preparedness ;

!led first to confusion and then to bureaucratic heroics to provide
the drug on a " crash basis", should it be needed in the event the
accident resulted in a release of radiciodines. Mallinckrodt Cor-
poration, on orders from the Bureau of Radiological Health in FDA,
produced 237,000 1-ounce vials of liquid KI which were delivered to
the Harrisburg area by April 4, 1979, a few days after the first
signs of trouble at ihree Mile Island. While the product was probably
adequate, it was produced so quickly that faulty packaging resulted.
Fortunately the drug was not needed in this accident,

d. The next major step was taken on November 9, 1979, by the
Bureau of Drugs, FDA, when it approved 2 New Drug Applications for
potassium iodide and found that the drug submitted by the Wallace
Laboratories " is safe and e f fective ..." for the um spelled...

out in the labeling. Two NDAs were necessary because the Wallace
Laboratories submitted applications for approval of the KI in both
tablet and solution form mentioned earlier. On February 22, 1980,
FDA published a notice in the Federal Register,ygp of ficially noti-
fying the public, States, local governments and the nuclear industry
of the availability of the approved drug for use in the event of
radiological accidents at nuclear power plants, that it requires no
prescription, and is available over the counter. In May of 1980, the
Wallace Laboratories reported that they had a 2-batch supply of the

r protective drug available for the approved use.
|

| 4. Recommendations of Panels that Investigated the Three
| Mile Island Accident

|

dent's Commission:g/, investigations at the
The 2 maj Federal level, the Presi-|

1.

| Regulatory Commission,gd the
-- Special Inquiry Group of the Nuclear

both made strong recomendations concern-,
' ing the need for having K1 readily available and prearrangements for

its distribution and use at the time of an accident at a nuclear power
-plant. The Special Inquiry Group also recommended that NRC, in cooper-
ation with FEMA and DHEW, establish criteria for storage and distribu-
tion of an agent such as KI, that the nuclear utilities fund its pur-
chase and storage, and that it be available for the general population
in the vicinity of nuclear power plants.
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5. Recent Developments and Current Situation

In March 1980, the Sandia National Laboratories completed a
study for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and produced a report
entitled: Examination of the Use of Potassium Iodide (KI) as, pn
Emergency Protective Measure for Nuclear Reactor Accidents.22/
In essence, this report: "... Indicates that if the cost /ber efit
ratio were the only decision criterion, stockpiling (of KI) for the
general public would not be warranted." The Sandia report then
suggests that distribution of KI be limited to nuclear site personnel,
off-site emergency response personnel and persons in off-site insti-
tut ions within about 10 miles (e.g. , hospitals, prisons) where
immediate evacuation may be infeasible or very difficult.

In forwarding the Sandia report to the Commission, the NRC
staff recommended that the Commission issue a policy statement en-
dorsing the distribution of KI to the categories of personnel men-

'

tioned above. The staff recommended the Commission delay taking
a position on distribution of KI to the general public until such
time as FDA can make further studies of adverse medical effects and
until the results of a June 1980 national meeting, of the Endocrine
Society, where a panel will critically examine the use of KI in
radiological emergencies, are known. This is consistent with a
recent FDA staff position that reflected some hesitation about sup-
porting a plan to distribute KI to the general public without further
study of the possible adverse effects.

In commenting on the NRC staff position in May 1980, the
FEM" Radiological Emergency Preparedness Division staff said that it

policy statement on making KINo no objection to NRC issuing a
available for the categories of the population mentioned, but that a
policy of excluding the general population at risk might be publically
or legal '.y challenged. The FEMA staff also pointed out that the
country needs an official, fully-coordinated Federal policy and
guidance on the use of the drug, rather than the position of any
single Federal agency; and that FEMA looks to the Food and Drug
Administration in the Department of Health and Human Services to
develop this policy and guidance.

In conclusion, there seems to be an overwhelming series
of recommendations for the stockpiling and organized use of KI in the
event that an accident at a nuclear pwr plant requires its use.
The major questions still to be answered are how and where to stock-
pile it and how to organize for its ef fective distribution in an
emergency, and who should pay for the drug. Additionally, stockpiling '

costs and replacement costs must be addressed. Finally, how much more
study of the possible adverse effects to the general population
is necessary? Key personnel and agencies with the responsibility
for developing official guidance at the Federal level are finding

|
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reasons for delaying the discharge of that responsibility. One
reflection of this . s an increa se in the number of reports raising
basic questions on c-ists, benefits and the safety aspect s of using
the drug itself. The nation finds itself in the contradictory posi-
tion of having its special commissions, inquiry groups and of ficial
agency policy taking firm, positive positions on the protection of
the public while other elements of responsible agencies are asking for
more studies and analyses. A decision must soon be made as to whether
or not t he u se of KI will be a valid fully acceptable protective
measure for all classes of the population at risk near nuclear faci-
lities in the United States. Such a determination has already been
made in a number of foreign countries.
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| L. Other Cooperative Activities Among Federal Agencies

i 1. Protective Action Guides

. Both EPA and DHHS have responsiblities to develop and
' promulgate Protective Action Guides (PACS). PAGs are numerical
i values of a projected radiological dose to individuals in the

population which warrants taking protective action. A Protective
i Action Guide does not imply an acceptable radiological dose. Since

PAGs are based on a projected dose, they are used only in an ex post
facto e f fort to minimize the future risk from an event which is
occurring or has already occurred. They are numerical values to be
used by decision makers in taking protective actions to minimize or
ameliorate the impact on already exposed, or yet-to-be exposed, !
populations. At the present time, PAGs are considered to be "Aggy
gdage;' and do not yet have the status of Federal guidance. ,; ,

'

EPA and DHHS are taking steps to convert their respec-,-
' tive agency guidance into official Federal guidance which must be

approved by the President.

2. Accident Assessment
,

:

| Accident assessment has been, and continues to be, a problem
area. Although defined as an essential emergency planning element
in1970intheAtomicEnergyComgion(nowNRC)emergencyplanning
regulations 10 CFR 50 Appendix E- for nuclear facility licensees,
and later in the former AEC's emergency planning guidance document
for State and governments, " WASH-1293" (now NRC publication
NUREG 75/111),gcal

and now in the joint g8pFEMA emergency planning,

criteria document, NUREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1,- much needs to be done
to improve accident assessment, both on-site and off-site.

Steps are underway to improve this accident assessment'

capability. On the nuclear facility side, improved in-plant instru-'

mentation specifically designed for assessing accident situations has;
'

been indicated and will now be required. On the Federal, State, and
local side, standardized of f-site accident assessment techniques and
systems need to be developed and improved, especially in the areas of
coordination between agencies at all levels of government and in
the evaluative/decisionmaking process. The coordination of accident ;

assessment information must also be improved between the nuclear
facility operator and the off-site agencies. Guidance concerning the

,

types of emergency instrumentation which might be use ful, and the '

acquisition of instruments and systems themselves, are needed in
many localities.

Several programs are now moving to address these problems.
Nuclear facility operators will be required to upgrade their emer-

gency plans. Further,theywillberequiredtoimplementthgrplag
recommendations of the NRC " Lessons Learned Task Force" , -
involving instrumentation to- follow the course of an accident, and
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relate the information gavided by this instrumentation to Emeroency
Action Level Guidelinen promulgated by the NRC. This will incioue
instrumentation f or post-accident sampling, high range radioactivity
monitors, and improved in-plant radiolodine instrumentation since
radiciodine can l'e a dominant radioisotope of concern in airborne
radiological releases. The implementation of the " Lessons Learned"
recommendation on instrumentation for blection of inadequate nuclear

core cooling will also be factored into the emergency plan action
level criteria.

Guidance in the areas of radiological instrumentation and
o f f-site accident assessment techniques for States and local govern-
ments, is being prepared by the Idaho National Engineerinq Laboratory
under contract to the NRC. Plans are also afoot to test an inexpen-
sive sampling and collection device fo r airborne radiciodine which
together with an existing modified civil defense radiological instru-
ment, has the potential to help provide quick, rough "qo" - "no gn"
in formation to authorities responding to an accident in o f f-s ite
areas where a radiciodine release may be the dominant radioisotope of

Laborato ry,c)ept l y
concern. This portable device, invented and ry patented by
researchers at the Orookhaven National under contract,

| to DOE and NRC, is being independently evaluated by the Idaho Naticnal
i Engineerinq Laboratory. If the evaluation of the device is favorable,

| FEMA intends to put it into the existing inventory of civil defense

| adiological monitoring instruments currently available to State and

|
local government personnel.

|

3. Interagency Radiolooical Assistance Plan and Federal
Participation in t_xercises

FEMA is working with DDE and other Federal agencies invol-
ved in the Interagency Radiological Assistance Plan (IRAP) in order to
restructure the IRAP agreement to better reflect the lessons learned
at ihree Mile lainnd. DOE is drafting a revised agreement which will
provide firm agreements on the Federal response which support the
assignments of Federal responsibility discussed in Part III. D.

Since elements of IRAP may respond directly to requests from
States, local governments, or nuclear facility organizations for
lesser emergencies, the agreement must be flexible and provide fo ri

| assurance that all parties to an escalating event are prepared to

| coordinate effectively if the accident requires DOE to assume a full
'

field monitoring coordination role. Thus, State and local governments
I can be assured of prompt response to their requests, knowing that DOE

is prepared to handle events bayond State and local capability.

In preparing to meet the emergency planning and preparedness
guidance requirements of NRC and FEMA, States need to know what
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elements of IRAP response can be counted upon and when they can be
I made available. Thus direct integration of IRAP with State Plans is

| necessary. DOE is planning to meet this reouirement by a computer
simulatien of the entire response capability for each of the accident
categories identified by NRC and for each nuclear site. Because
an annual exercise of State Plans would involve some 40 or more; '

! IRAP reponses each year, this simulation will serve as the IRAP
I response for each exercise. The communication aspects of each exer-

cise in a State involving IRAP will, however, actually be tested
during each exercise.

,
,

The physical response of IRAP will be exercised at least
once every 5 years in conjunction with a State exercise. This
will supplement DOE responses to military and non-commercial radio-
logical accidents which occur more frequently.

4. Notification. Communication and Public Warning

FEMA is working with agencies such as the Federal Communi-
cations Commission (FCC) and the National Oceanagraphic and Atmo-
spheric Administration (NOAA) which have purview over telecommuni-2

cations and meteorological assessment systems. This work is aimed
at assuring that the coverage of the Emergency Broadcast System
(EBS) and NOAA Weather Radio are available to nuclear power plants
who wish to incorporate these into the public warning system in the
10-mile Emergency Planning Zones. Although most nuclear power plants
plan to use sirens or other acoustic devices as the primary means of
no t i fication, EBS and Weather Radio are an intrinsic part of the
actual delivery of public information. The policy objective of FEMA
is to as ure that the combination of sirens and radio transmission
can funct on to deliver effective messages to the public within the
15-minute design objective for public notice in the 10-mile Emergency
Planning Zone for each commercial nuclear power plant by July 1,1981.

,

1981.

FEMA will also work with NOAA and FCC on the exercising
of systems to test the public response.

In another area, NOAA Weather Service Data forms an intrinsic
part of the operations of ARAC (see Part III. I.) and for the nuclear
power plant response to accident assessment required by the NRC and
FEMA. Telecommunication arrangements and data format are receiving
attention in order to standardize their form and make them available
to all parties including State and local governments.

5. Sheltering as a Protective Measure

Sheltering as a protective measure strategy needs more prac-
tical Federal guidance for State and local officials. This is especi-

ally important in the context of alternative protective measures, such

III-35

__



as evacuation and the administration of thyroid blocking potassium
iodide.

The new FEMA /NRC emergency planning and preparedness criteria
document requests nuclear facility and State officials to provide the
bases for the choice of recommended protective actions for the plume
exposure pathway during emergency conditions. The bases are to
include, for example, expected local protection afforded in residen-

a in addition to evacua-
estimates.gpd inhalation exposure,tial units for direct

However, the only sheltering quidance thattion time
three

research reports sponsored by NRCge g t may be help g are
the Federal government can now o

and by EPA,- and so
civil defense reports and guidance on sheltering for nuclear attack.gj

,,

There is no official Federal guidance on sheltering for nuclear power
plant accidents suitable for practical use by State and local officials.

Since FEMA, NRC and EPA all have interest in this subject,
future cooperation is necessary to agree on how to apply the research
completed to date and to develop the practical quidance that will be
use ful to State and local officials. Because the administration
of potassium iodide is involved as an alternative to the shelterina
protective strategy, the Bureau of Radiological Health of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services will also be involved in the develop-

ment of guidance for the sheltering protective strateqv.

6. Protective Measures Guidance for the Inaestion Radiological

Exposure Pathway 50-Mile Emergency Planning Zone

Some preliminary work has been done by EPA and DHHS on devel-
opment of protective measures quidance for the ingestion radiological
exposure pathway, but there are no practical quidance documents
on this subject available as yet for use by Federal, State, and
local governments. This quidance is needed to helo develop emergency
plans for the 50-mile EPZ.

I
|DHHS, EPA, and the Department of Agriculture need to expedi-

tiously develop Federal guidance on interdicting and controlling
the accidental radiological exposure to humans via domestic animals
and agricultural products in the food chain. This is particularly
important for the dairy cow-milk-human pathway. The topics of diver-
sion, conversion, and destruction of agricultural products in the
event of radioactive contamination, should be addressed in this
guidance with a view toward protecting public health and safety while
at the same time minimizing economic loss.

7. Research and Development

The general thrust of research involving radiological emer-
gency preparedness has been in the fields of: (1) monituring

I
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equipment and dose assessment- and (2) the analysis of pathways for
radioactive materials released from accidents. Since the Three Mile
Island accident, considerable attention has been given to the human
factors involved in many forms of accidental releases of radioactive
materials including research on the actions of people under stress
and the advisability of the use of radioprotective drugs.

Within FEMA and its predecessur agencies, research efrorts
have concentrated on the civil de fense aspects of nuclear warfare.
This has included studies on human behavior incident to sheltering
and relocation, studies and equipment development for public warning
and notification and, more recently, studies to define the elements
of the all-risk approach tJ emergency management. FEMA also conducts
and sponsors research and development on improved dosimeters such
as the low-level personal dosimeter being developed in cooperation
with the Department of the Navy.

The NRC research on fundamental reactor safety has been
independently reported and forms the basis for the adoption of the
10- and 50-mile Emergency Planning Zones. NRC has funded development
of field radiciodine monitors and has budgeted for their distribution
to State and local government. NRC has also funded 3 pilot installa-
tion of the Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability ( ARAC) (Part III.

I) designed to research the basis for an improved national assessment
system. NRC has studied the behavioral results of the Three Mile
Island accident, and has conducted and sponsored studies on the use
of radioprotective drugs.

In support of defense-related activities, the Department of
Energy is continuing support fo r development of ARAC and for the
development of a wide range of radiological monitoring instrumen-
tation.

The Federal Interagency Central Coordin iting Committee,
chaired by FEMA, has been asked to integrate the research activities
related to radiological emergency preparedness. FEMA is reviewing
its ongoing programs and the past efforts in order to sharpen the
focus of work needed in the area of response to accidents at com-
mercial nuclear power plants. Public attitude and behavioral response
are seen as key subjects around which technical aspects of response
and preparedness need to be considered. A typical problem area for
research proposed by the Food and Drug Administration, Department of
Health and Human Services, is a behavioral response of the public to
the nptions of evacuation, sheltering, and use of radioprotective
drugs, singly or in combination, in the event of an accident at a
commercial nuclear power plant.

In the interim, FEMA continues to cooperate with NRC on
preparedness research topics of mutual interest. These concern
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public education, evacuation dynamics, public alerting and notifica-
tion, and computer assisted assessment technology. FEMA has asked -

for research funds for a computer-assisted exercise evaluation model |
which will include the dynamics of dose assessment, evacuation,
sheltering, and resource allocation.

<
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IV.
Federal Costs for Radiological Emergency Preparedness

A. FEMA Costs,

i

| The President's directive of December 7, 1979, and the NRC/ FEMA i

| Memorandum of Understanding which followed, provided the basis for
'

a number of actions needed to support the program. Initially, the .

President submitted a request for $8.9 million which was considered
necessary to implement completion of the reviews scheduled fo r
June 30, 1980. The major portion of this request, $2,275,000, was
scheduled to support salaries of contract planners who were to work
with the States.

,

i
"

At this writing, the Congress has not appropriated this money,
and the program is being supported, at this time, at a lower level of
activity by FEMA funds of about $750,000 and the reassignment of FEMA
crisis relocation planners from other program s. Lack of funding for
other Federal agencies has also decreased the Federal participation on !
the Regional Assistance Committees which depend on other Federal
agencies for voluntary support.

4
'

The estimates which follow are based on the original _submis-
sions of FEMA, thought necessary to carry out the intent of the
President's directive.

The Memorandum of Understanding with NRC also provided means
for administering the funds originally requested for radiological
emergency preparedness by the NRC's Office of State Programs which
included a FY 1980 appropriation of $845,000, a FY 1980 supplementary
request for $1,035,000, and a FY 1981 request for $ 1,320,000. The
final determination of these requests has not been made, but the FY

'

1980 funds are being used to support existing programs.

The following summary catalogs the funding sought by NRC and
FEMA for the program of improving radiological emergency planning and
preparedness around nuclear facilities and transportation accidents
involving radioactive material through FY 1983. They are tentative
and subject to Congressional action and the determination of OMB

: under the FEMA /NRC MOU.

FY 1980 Supp FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1983

I

FEMA Request $8,900,000 4,673,000 4,500,000 3,850,000

NRC Request $1,880,000* 1,320,000 -0- -0- ,

$845,000 FY 1980 + $1,035,000 FY 1980 Supp.*
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In the modified FEMA request of $8,900,000 for the FY 1980
supplementary request, the following items were requested:

|
1. Activities for FY 1980

,

| To carry out the Presidential directive, FEMA will require

| funds to: (1) provide for salaries, travel, and personnel benefits
! of staff to manage the program ($267,000); (2) develop public informa-
| tion and guidance materials ($250,000); (3) contract services total-
i ing $3,775,000 consisting of: (a) exercises evaluation assistance
| ($300,000), (b) automatic data processing and management information

systems ($50,000), (c) National Radiological Emergency Preparedness
|
' Plan development ($100,000), (d) research and development on accident

assessment, radiation dosimeters and exercise scenarios ($300,000),
(e) training of medical personnel ($300,000), ( f) workshops and
seminars for State and local officials ($200,000), (g) evacuation

,

dynamic analyses studies ($250,000), (h) funding for contract planners
| at the State level ($2,275,000); (4) develop and provide equipment
I for accident assessment totaling $2,350,000 consisting of: (a)
i radiological instrumentation development and distribution ($665,000),

and (b) installation of the Atmospheric Release Advisory Capability
(ARAC) accident assessment system at selected nuclear power plant
sites and State emergency operating centers in highly populated areas
($1,685,000); and (5) grants to State and local government for pre-
paredness functions beyond nuclear power plant capability ($2,258,000).

2. Activities for FY 1981
'

To carry out the preparedness activities rerulting from the
President's directive and the Federal support of the radiological
emergency planning and preparedness criteria published jointly by NRC
and FEMA in January 1980, FEMA will require $4,673,000 in FY 1981,
which will include and extend the scope of previous NRC budgetary
submissions for radiological emergency planning and preparedness-

regarding State and local governments. These include: (1) provisions
for salaries, travel, and personnel benefits of staff to manage the
program ($798,000); (2) development of public information and guidance
materials ($250,000); (3) contract services totaling $2,425,000
consisting of: (a) National Radiological Emergency Preparedness
exercise ($20,000), -(b) computer-assisted emergency management
support and development ($100,000), (c) guidance to State and local
governments on radioactive plume exposure rate verification systems
($160,000), (d) engineering development and field testing of radioac-
tive plume exposure rate verification systems ($255,000), (e) studies
of evacuation and other protective measures dynamics ($700,000),
( f) training of State and local government officials (1,020,000),
(g) medical training ($100,000), and (h) conduct workshops or seminars
for State and local officials ($70,000); (4) develop and provide

| equipment for accident assessment totaling $700,000 consisting of:
|

i
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(a) radiological instrument development and deployment ($250,000),
(b) provision for an emergency supply of thyroid blocking potassium
iodide ($100,000), and (c) provision for a computer-assisted exercise
evaluation system ($350,000); and (5) grants 10 State and local
government for preparedness functions beyond nuclear power plant
capability ($500,000).

FEMA headquarters has 11 persons on detail from NRC and has 5
persons authorized by OMB early in 1980 for a total of 16 persons.

FEMA Regions have provided the following estimate of staffinq
and expenses for activities directly concerned with the Radiological
Emergency Preparedness Programs.

. FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1983
| Plan Reviews 38 Person 28 Person 16 Person 18 Percon
I Years Years Years Years

Exercise and 12 Person 23 Person 31 Person 28 Person
Upgrades Years Years Years Years

50 51 47 46

In summary, the direct FEMA costs (including NRC contribution)
for the program by fiscal years are estimated as follows:

FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1983
Persons and

Support (Regions) 1,900,000 1,938,000 1,824,C00 1,748,000
Persons and

Support (HQ) 267,000 798,000 780,000 780,000
Program

Support * 1,595,000 5,302,000 4,500,000 4,500,000
$3,762,000 $8,038,000 $7,104,000 57,028,000

*(Does not includ FY 1980 supplementary requests.)

These totals do not include the support from other TEMA
,

activities such as a civil defense program which provides indirect
support and assistance to the Radiological Emergency Preparedness

. Programs. They do not include (excepting NRC contr ibutions) the
expenses of other Federal agencies or those of State and local
governments.

!

(
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B. Other Federal Agencies

FEMA cannot estimate the headquarters costs of the other agencies,
| but has estimated the travel and professional commitment to keep

the Regional Assistance Committees at full strength and act iv i ty.
This is necessary for the improvement of State and local government

'

plans and for reviewing and critiquing the annual exercises.

Estimate of the Regional Costs of all Federal Agencies Supporting
the Regional Assistance Committees (RACs)

FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1983
RAC Person Years
Plan Review 6 3 3 2

Exercises and
Upgrades 6 9 9 8

(Total, all agencies) 12 12 12 10

Travel Expenses $70,000 $293,000 $164,000 $130,000
(Total, all agencies) ;
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V.
Major Issues and Problems

A. Summary of Major Issues Identified by the Sta es
_

In order to obtain information from the Sta:es for this report,

j the ten Regions of the Federal Emergency Managenent Agency requested
; the affected States to provide a written response to the basic ques-
i tions: What is your timetable to meet the new crateria? What is your

estimate of cost to meet the criteria? What fundang have you received
,

; or will you receive from each involved nuclear Ltility company? The
States responded to the various FEMA Regional Directors and those

. letters are attached as Appendix A. The Stat es placed differing
emphasis on the components necessary for meeting the new criteria.9

! The following is a general summation of State comments on efforts to
' meet the preparedness level required by the new criteria.

1. Timetables

! A majority of the States were able to give firm dates for the
j submission of revised plans for review by the Regional Assistance

Committees (RACs). These dates are presented in the State-by-State'

summary in Part III. About a quarter of the 31 States affected by
operating nuclear power plants will present plans in mid-summer of

,
^ 1980 with the balance distributed through the fall and winter and into

'

the spring of 1981. With few exceptions, these plans will be condi-
tional submissions because of the reservations a majority of States4

have about the 15 minute alerting and notification requirement. These
time estimates do not reflect additional time requirements for holding ,

i public meetings and for FEMA review. The State responses on time-
; tables include, in mos' cases, actions by countiea or lesser jurisdic-
! tions. Considering the uncertainty of funding for many of the lesser

jurisdictions, it is not clear from the responses how much longer it
will take for the needed preparedness to be in place. This may be
inconsistent with the timetable in the proposed NRC rule. The situa-
tion suggests that the real impact of the new evaluation criteria will.

not be felt until exercises are held and the preparedness status

q ascertained. Also, the nature of many State comments about the submis-
sions to the RACs indicates the erroneous notion that RAC review is
tantamount to approval of preparedness status.

1 2. Funding
i
! Substantial funding for sof tware and hardware is viewed as a
j major necessity in almost every impacted State. This is covered in

! detail in Part V.C. The funding requirements vary according to the
j number of nuclear power plants in the State and the number of nuclear

power plants in adjacent States. Currently, there is considerable
variation in the technique of obtaining the expertise, manpower and
hardware funding and support to meet the work requirements. For
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example, many Nuclear Civil Protection contract personnel in the
States, funded 100% by FEMA, have been diverted from their other
planning efforts to assist State and local governments in upgrading
plans to meet the new criteria. Some States have passed legislation
requiring the utility commpanies to provide funds. There are many
variations in these arrangements. The inclusion of the 10 and 50-mile
EPls as a planning basis is adequately documented in the responses,
and actions to include the local jurisdictions as a cost element are
reported. There is, however, less emphasis on some of the prepared-
ness aspects such as health-physics support and other provisions - of
the new criteria. The cost estimates reflect a bias towards planning
and might underestimate the costs of achieving the other elements of
preparedness. Thus, the responses are somewhat incomplete and must be
supplemented by other commentary by the States on the NRC rule on
emergency planning and on- the new criteria in order to get a full
understanding of the situation from the States' perspective.

As to the amount of support received from the utility opera-
tor, the majority of States expect to obtain direct support either in
the form of fees (taxes) or direct contributions in kind. States feel,

' strongly about the impact of the costs on the utilities and themselves
and, because in most cases the States are also responsible for the

; setting of utility rates, the responses tend te include utility costs

i as State costs. Thus, some reponses to the third question are at odds
| with the estimates of the second question, except in the case of Texas

where no supoort from the electric utility is sought or expected. In
drawing up the new criteria, FEMA and NRC pointed out that State and
local governments should look to the utility operator for the majority
of support for State and local preparedness. It is not clear from the
responses that the long range needs for preparedness will be met
without resolution of the various funding responsibilities.

3. Genera'
-~

l

In their responses, the States offered some comments about
specific administrative and technical matters as an extension of their
previous comments on the proposed NRC rule and the evaluation crite-
ria. Generally, the basis for the 15-minute warning received most of
the commentary. .Many States are including the requirements in their
planning, while reserving judgment on the timing and effectiveness of
the actual installations. It is also clear that some States are
actively opposed to the 15-minute warni * eriterion.

The States consistentiv p cm fied a need for additional
communica tions equipment in n W i activate warning systems,
coordinate activities and mainta.:. dit t W on and control of operations.

!
'

i
|
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; The iesponses also indicate that in the future, the States
L and local aovernments will be faced with continuing costs far above

those needed with the old NRC concurrence process. The immediate need
for planning . assistance to local governments is reflected in many

! comments.
I

Less clearly reflected are ' the needs. for technical profess-
lonals in the continuing preparedness activities not yet fully costed.
The States do, however, envision a major effort in the development and

i conduct of exercises. They - see a large number of organizational
elements involved in a full-scale field exercise, and accordingly
anticipate large expenses.

,
t

| A few States were quite specific about the technical areas.
New York, for example, included funds for its proposed computer-as-a-

I sisted assessment and accident management system in its estimate.
Generally, the States have identified a need for additional hand-held
field equipment, and a few States are actively considering the stock-
piling and distribution of potassium iodide.

i

!

l.

!

i

i

|
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B. Summary of General Problems identified in the Federal Review
of Plans

The comments of fered in this section are a composite of views
gained by the headquartere staff of FEMA from written reports of the
RACs, from meetings and individual commentary of involved FEMA
Regional personnel, and the impressions gained from the review of
State comments on the proposed NRC rule and the new criteria.

By and large much of the commentary on plans and preparedenss
focused on costs and funding. These matters are treated in Part V.C.
Funding and preparedness can be equated, but there is a class of
problems like jurisdiction and operational control where funding is
less of a problem. Also, in a number of areas such as training,
education and the dissemination of guidance in an acceptable way,
money cannot buy time. There is evidence that the Federal program for
improving the preparedness around commercial nuclear power plants may
be moving faster than the statutory base and general public under-
standing can be impelled. The examples given below are illustrative
of this class of problems.

1. Legal Issues

The reviews have encountered a great variation and some
inadequacies in the legal basis for both response and preparedness
action by States. The relationship of the utility operator and the NRC
to the local or State government is not clear and may need clarifying
legislation. An example of this is the concern of the NRC that a
St at e , while responsible for the health and safety of its citizens,
may take actions less stringent than those determined to be advisable
by either the NRC or the utility operator during the course of a
rapidly evolving accident. New York has addressed this issue by
including a nuclear data link and sophisticated dose assessment
capability in its planning basis, thereby putting itself in a position
to make such judgments. It is not clear that all States would seek 1

or accept such a role, or would attempt to fund the necessary capabi- I
lity by taxes or assessments on their regulated utilities. 1

Another example is the matter of jurisdiction within the
State. The State primary role specified in the evaluation criteria
may cause conflicts in States where the primary emergency response
mechanism has centered around the local government and where the State
role is supportive or advisory. The converse may also be true in that
the anticipated role of the State as outlined in the new criteria may
so override local j'irisdictions as to create a preparedness vacuum at

i the local level. The distribution of tax revenues presents a similar
jurisdictional problem and needs to be addressed.

!

1

|
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Where nuclear facilities have EPZs in more than one State, it
is clear that some new arrangements will be necessary. A plume from a
major accident is no respector of jurisdictional boundaries. The
reviews to date reveal much needed work on the part of States and
local governments to resolve planning and preparedness matters in
overlapping jurisdictions. This extends to the need for understanding

others' protective action guidelines. While a number of Statesea-
ha a entered into compacts for the administration of emergencies,
there is currently little indication of the use of such compacts in
the development of plans and preparedness in EPZs with multiple
jurisdictions.a

2. The Federal Response

While strides are being made in the identification and admin-
i istration of Federal response elements, this work is not evident to

the States and continues to cause problems at the State and local
levels. States have a legitimate need to know the scope of the
Federal response. The States are unwilling to commit to new facilities
and resources, such as sophisticated monitoring systems, if there is
any indication such commitments will be duplicative of that of the
Federal government. Further, they need to be aware of the components
of the Federal response so they can prepare receiving facilities,
resources and security for them. The DOE is restructuring the IRAP
agreement (see Parts III.D.and III.L.) and expects to have a detailed
computer simulation of its response components, but this will not be
available for 6 to 9 months during which time States must move ahead
with preparedness commitments.

;

3. Alerting and Notifying the Public

In the reviews by the RsEs, most State and local plans failed
to approach the evaluation cri! oria elements specified in Appendix 3
of the new criteria. There is, however, an implied risk in the
present approach of having NRC stimulate its licensees to design and

; order systems to meet the criteria of Appendix 3 because the State has
the ultimate authority to put these investments in the rate base of
regulated utilities. Should State public service enmmissions resist

j this, the credibility of NRC and FEMA would be seriously at stake if
i preparedness deadlines were not met over this issue. A better basis

for this requirement needs to be scientifically e nt ablished, and
publicly accepted and rigorously followed. In any event, FEMA intends
to use the reaction of the public being notified as the ultimate test
of acceptability of alerting and warning systems. This behavioral

! approach may also be useful in developing the timing of alerts
in relation to protective actions such as evacuation and sheltering.
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4. Monitoring and Accident Assessment

There is indication that the requirements for 24-hour capabi-
lity on the part of State emergency services to provide for dose
assessment may impose a need for more trained personnel than States
can provide within the schedule set by the Federal program. In

addition, there is serious question if the salary structure of States
can attract the level of professional persons necessary. While this |

could be classed as a financial or funding matter, it is a problem |

similar to that faced by the NRC licensees in dealing with the re-
quirements for highly trained shift personnel in the control rooms of
nuclear power plants.

5. Public Information and Education

The respective roles of the power plant operator, the State
and the Federal government are not well defined. The President has
charged FEMA with general educational goals around commercial nuclear
power plants, but Congress has failed to appropriate funds. In some
States, law and public service commission regulations hamper the
ability of regulated utilities to distribute material deemed as
promoting nuclear power or explaining its relation to utility inves-
tments. The Supreme Court decision of June 20, 1980, which struck
down the prohibition against distribution of material in electric
bills sought by the State of New York, may clear the air on this
issue. In any event, general nuclear education, and the expected
actions required of the public in response to alerts, will affect the
program for approval of State and utility radiological emergency
plans.
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i C. Costs and Funding

i
' 1. Costs

A few months before the new evaluation criteria were issued,
' the ~ NRC's Office of State Programs published a staff study entitled
"Beyond Defense-in-Depth: Cost and Funding of State and Local Govern-
ment Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Suppg

,

;

of Commercial Nuclear Power Stations," NUREG-0553, October 1979. -
This study examined emergency plans and preparedness in 14 States4

which had been developed under then existing guidance, and 8 of'

which had NRC concurrence. The plana and preparedness of local
governments surrounding 24 sites were also reviewed. The study

. identified a range of costs to State and local governments for their
; plans and preparedness at each site. These costs were influenced
,

largely by the relative dif ferences in population distribution and
other site related factors such as the number of jurisdictions in-
volved. Some important considerations that were found to affect cost
include: exercises, communications, radiation monitoring, warning

i systems, EPZs and local technical directors.

! Typical costs determined in NUREG-0553 for State and local
l gove rnment programs for radiological emergency preparedness using

Emergency Planning Zones are presented in Table 1. For a State, the4

initial costs of planning, exercises, training and resources (com-
munications and radiological monitoring instrumentation) were esti-
mated at about $240,000, with associated annual updating costs includ-
ing exercises, of about $44,000. For local governments, the initial
costs were estimated at about $120,000 ( for 4 local jurisdictions) -

with annual updating costs of about $30,000. Thus, the typical total
costs to State and local governments in their emergency plans were
estimated at about $360,000 initial cost, plus $74,000 in annual
updating costs.,

Table 1: Typical Costs to State and Local Governments To
Develop Emergency Response Programs Within the.

Emergency Planning Zones (State with one Site)'

' State Local Total

Plan:
Initial $100,000 $40,000 $140,000
Update 10,000 4,000 14,000

! -Preparedness:
Exercises 20,000 20,000 40,000'

Training:
,

Initial 20,000 None 20.000
.

Update ~ 4,000 None 4,000
Resources:

Initial 100,000 60,000 160,000
Update 10,000 6,000 16,000

Total:

Initial 240,000 120,000 360,000
1 :Uodate 44,000 30,000 74,000
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ir sites in areas of high or rapidly growing population
der: Lty, tuch as the sites listed in Part II. F, additional costs
will be- e ssociated with such items as evacuation dynamic. analyses,
sheltering, radioprotecti.e drugs, and communications and warning
systems. An estimate of about $400,000 was presented in NUREG 0553
for State and local costs at a typical nuclear power plant site
to accomplish the preparedness involved with the addition of EPZs.
One million dollars .was estimated for sites with the highest pop-
ulation densities.

1

The new 15-minute public alerting and notification require-
ment is the most significant deviation from the cost estimates above,
although other preparedness aspects of the new criteria may result in
large one-time costs not yet defined. An estimate of the initial cost
of a typical system comprising sirens and tone alert rtJios ranges
from $500,000 to $750,000 according to NRC. Because of the relative,

| high cost of this element of preparedness, there is much pressure from
| State and local governments and the utilities to carefully review this
| requirement and to search for innovative ways to achieve appropriate

|
alerting and notification of the public at considerably lower cost.

T her e fo r e , the likely cost for implementation of the new
evaluation criteria would appear to be about $1 million per site
in a typical State when the cost of a 15-minute public noti fication
system and the impact of inflation are both taken in account. For
a site with relatively high population within the 10-mile EPZ, the
initial cost could reach $2 million.

FEMA asked the States to estimate the cost of implement-
ation of the new criteria for both State and local governments.
Appendix A contains responses from the States that are generally
supportive of the earlier estimates illustrated in Table 1 plus the
costs of the 15-minute public alerting and notification system. The
estimated costs vary considerably from State to State according to
their perception of the new criteria and their own speci fic needs
which may go beyond these criteria. There are two outstanding items
that warrant special attention because their costs are considerable:
alerting and notification; and, advanced radiological monitoring
systems.

| a. Alerting and Notification Systems

!

| -

Alabama estimates $2 million per site for a siren system.
[ New Jersey estimates $2 million for its Salem site and $3 million for
! its Oyster Creek. site. Pennsylvania estimates a cost of about $1.6

million per site. These costs are considerably greater than the NRC
estimate of $500,000 to $750,000. Arkansas and other States offered,

. estimates in this range.'

V-8
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b. Advanced Radiological Monitoring Systems

Illinois is planning for a remote radiological monitoring
system, called a ring system. (See Part III.I.) The estimated cost
is $1.75 to $2 million per site. The ring system is a more comprehen-
sive system than is recommended by the new criteria. If other States

adopt similar systems, however, the overall costs of preparedness to
such States would be considerably greater than they have estimated.

. The total costs of implementation of plans and preparedness
may be compared to other costs incurred in the construction of a
typical 1000 megawatt electrical nuclear power plant or to the taxes
and fees usual for such an installation. The capital investment in a
single nuclear unit and its equipment is more than $1 billion at the
present time. The State and local tax and fee structure, although

quite variable, averages about $25 million per year for a $1 billion
investment. A particular exception is a publicly owned utility,
(such as TVA) which make payments to State and local governments in
lieu of taxes and also has a much lower rate structure. When compared

to these investment and tax figures, even for the case of a publiclyj
owned utility, the cost of implementation of the new criteria for
State and local emergency plans is relatively small.

2. Funding

a. Status

For most States, funding for general civil emergency plans,

f and preparedness comes from general State appropriations and grants
' from the Federal government. Generally, State agencies such as

civil defense or emergency services and radiological health, currently+

find themselves in a position of having more responsibilities related
to radiological emergencies thrust on them at the same time that they
are behg squeezed financially by inflation and Federal and State
budget reductions.

Since the accident at Three Mile Island, there is a
; growing number of States who have enacted funding legislation for
i radiological emergency plans and certain aspects of preparedness in

support of commercial nuclear power plants.and Minnesota.5 gates are Oregon,
Thesei

Illinois, Cali fo rn i a , Arkansas In all these2

laws, the nuclear power plant operator is assessed a fee to cover some
or all of the costs of State plans and preparedness and in some cases,
local plans and preparedness. For example, Illinois assesses a

one-time charge of $350,000 per nuclear power statg, and an annual
fee of $75,000 per year per reactor thereaf ter.- The fees are

put into a State fund for use principally by the State. Oregon's
assessment for each site cover and local

10-mile and 50-mile EPZs.gState$100,000 per year,

In addition,planning within the

i V-9
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| Oregon' uses the assessment to. fund Cowlitz County, Washington, plans
because the county lies within the EPZs of the Trojan nuclear power

|- plant, 'which is located in ~ 0regon. A number of additional States

| considering the assessment . approach -to raise funds inclu_d aine,

Massachusetts, Michigan, New York, Ohio and Washington.- New!

Jersey is unique in that it passed an enabling law that permits the-
|

distribution - of local tax revenue to impacted neighboring jurisdic-

in amounts up to g0,000 per year for radiological emergencytione

| plans and preparedness - New Jersey is considering legislation
'

authorizing thg[ee approach to supplement the funds acquired from its
enabling act .- Other States are making a variety of di f ferent .

i arrangements.to get funds from the utilities, or to acquire the
'

services from the utilities in lieu of ftnds.

| Local governments which are located in the 10- and/or
,

50-mile EPZs generally lack the funds to do the required emergency
! planning and preparedness. The main reasons are the low priority

attention that this activity is given, and the time required to budget
and appropriate funds. Because of this, local governments may not be
funded adequately and probably lack the technically qualified direc-
tors who are responsible for leading the planning effort, conducting,

i exercises, and speci fying , purchasing and maintaining preparedness
i equipment.

b. Proposed Funding Mechanisms

" Inadequate", " sporadic", " uncertain", and " frustr ating"
are words local, State and Federal officials use to deceribe the
current hodgepodge funding approach to local, State and Federal
government radiological emergency response plans and preparedness in
support of commercial nuclear power plants. This situation has been
compounded by the time deadlines imposed on them.

In terms of funding, the Kemeny Commission recommenda-
tions simply state that all local communities should have fu

required plans. g andtechnical support adequate for preparing the In '

his message of - December 7, 1979, the President asked Conaress fo r
supplemental appropriat s to assist local and State governments and
to cover Federal costs

The NRC Special Inquiry Group, directed by Mitchell
Rogovin, suggests that NRC and FEMA should give consideration to .the
method by which fgds can.be made available to local communities near
nuclear plants.- Suggestions include Federal grants and for an
NRC requirement that utilities pay for- local planning e f fo rts. ,

L Arguments that support utility funding are that the utility funding
would encourage - the utility to coordinate its own site-area planningL

and notification activities with local plans; that such detailed

i
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planning would probably not be required for other types of emergen-
| c'es; -and that those who benefit from the plant should help defray

tha costs associated with it, which include emergency preparednese
costs.

. The National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA)
| addressed the nding problem under contract to the NRC Special

Inquiry Group.- A NAPA panel recommended that the Federal govern-,

i ment establish a grant program to assist State and local governments
i in planning for and responding to civilian nuclear emergencies.

Eligibility should be cor.ditioned upon meeting designated grant
,

requirements. The NAPA staff recommended that:
<

The Federal government should levy a tax on utilities owning
civilian nuclear power plants. This tax should be used to
establish a trust fund to be used for grants by the Federal

,

Emergency Management Agency to States, local governments, and
private organizations to fund Community Nuclear Power Plant
Site Emergency Boards, Emergency Command, Control, and Commu-

i nication Centers, emergency training, emergency research, and
' for related purposes. This would be called the Civilian

Nuclear Power Emergency Preparedness Trust and Grant Program.

The eligibility of State and local governments with civilian
nuclear power plants in or adjacent to their jurisdications
for funds under the Disaster Relief Act of 1974 should be
conditioned on participation in th " "

Emergency Preparedness Grant Program.68

The creation of a " Radiological Emergency Response Plans
and Preparedness Fund for State andLocalGovernmentj'gasalso
suggested in NUREG-0553 as a coherent funding mechanism.- Monies
for the Fund could be derived substantially from a one time fee of $1
million per site levied on the operator of each nuclear power plant
site. Adjustments would be made every year to assure that all costs
are recovered. There would be suitable incentives for State and local
governments to resolve funding issues with the utilities. Also, NRC
would be the most suitable agency to administer the grants to State
and local government. In commenting on the report, most utilities

prefer to s joint utility / State / local funding: said that they
involvement. g rtwithout Federal ' Since then, the 6 States mentioned4

have passed their own funding legislation. No..atheless, many local
'

governments prefer Federal funds. Overall, most utility and govern-
ment responders preferred FEMA administr ation, if there is a grant
program.
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The evo'ving NRC staf f view resulting from consideration i

Iof the proposed emergency planning rule, is that the utility has an
incentive, based on self interest and responsibility to produce power, i

to assist State and local government where it is necessary. However,
NRC staff believes, in light of the President's Statement, that any
direct Federa of State or local governments should come
through FEMA.g funding

; In order to assure adequate levels of preparedness around
' nuclear power plants some form of Federal legislation may be necessary.

This could take the form of a trust fund with grants to State and
local governments and reimbursement to Federal agencies for their
costs. The trust fund might be funded by a one-time fee, and an
annual maintenance fee levied upon nuclear power plant operators. To
do this, the legislation would have to provide from $2 to $3 million
from each operating nuclear power plant site. The maintenance fee
would be based on the trust fund operating experience. In order to
accommodate the desires of States and utilities to make other arrange-
ments, the legislation could provide for a local option. Any Federal
legislation needs to consider the matter of funds distribution to
local governments.

!

|
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VI
Conclusions and Recommendations

A. Status of State and Local Emergency Plans and Preparedness

Conclusions

There are 31 States affected by operating nuclear power plants
and an additional 9 States affected by nuclear power plants senedul-
ed for operation.

The Federal review of States c(fected by operating nuclear power
plants suggests: significant progress is being made to improve
radiological emergency plans and preparedness; much of the progress
came since the publication of new interim criteria published in
January 1980; State and local governments recognize the interim
criteria as basically sound; and State and local governments have a
renewed commitment to radiological emergency planning and prepared-
ness.

Eight States with operating nuclear power plants will submit
plans for review by mid-summer, with the balance distributed through

'

the fall and winter and into the spring of 1981. Submissions will
be provisonal in nature because of the 15-minute public notification
requirement. There may be some delay because of the additional time
necessary to hold public meetings and conduct FEMA headquarters
review required for approval of plans.

The Federal review of the States affected b' nuclear power
plants scheduled for operation suggests: that the States are becom-
inq more active in the planning phase, but at a considerably lower
level compared to the States with oper6 ting nuclear power plants;
and the progress being made by other States with operating nuclear
power plants serves as a model for :tates with plants soon to become
operational.

Recommendation

o FEMA should press on with review of State plans and increase
its efforts to provide assistance to States if the objective of

,

adequate plans and demonstrated preparedness is to be achieved int

j time to meet proposed schedules.
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; B. Comprehensive Preparedness Versus Radiological Emergency
'

~ Preparedness

1

i

i Conclusions

i
1

i There is a definite link between preparedness to cope with i

j the broad r:mge of natural and manmade civil emergencies end readi-
; ness to effectively handle radiological emergencies. Those organiza-
; - tions that have a strong comprehensive emergency preparedness program,

including a good general emergency - plan, are more likely to show~

;

: strength in the development of an effective radiological emergency
: preparedness program. Achieving effectiveness in the radiological

1 areas will be difficult without such general emergency preparedness

; strength.

! On the other hand, it is clear that some radiological prepared-
j- ness measures, such as those related to notification and warning,

evacuation, exercises that simulate radiological accidents, train-'

; ing, and intensive . planning erfort at all levels of government and
1 in the nuclear. utilities, are bound to add significantly to the

general civil emergency preparedness of the nation.'

!
4

Recommendation

! o Federa'., State, and local governments shorld continue the current
d emphasis 04 radiological emergency preparedners activities recognizing
i that it can contribute-to, but ultimately will be measured against the

i. strength of the comprehensive civil emergency readiness program of the:

Nation.

1

C. Radiological Planning Versus Radiological Preparedness
|

5
1 Conclusions

I
j There is a tendency to equate having an approved plan with

being prepared to respond to a radiological emergency. This point

of view should be discouraged. A good,'well-written plan is an
,

important step toward -achieving a preparedness capability, but it is
! only that. As mentioned earlier in the report, preparedness is
} measured :in ' how ef fective the plan proves to be in tests and exer--

J - cises. Beyond these tests and exercises, radiological preparedness
i
!

,
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means such things as having emergency organizations and - emergency
instrumentation identified and in the proper place, an accident
assessment system in place, and the notification and public warning
system installed.

Much of the Federal assistance to State and local governments
has been in plan development and evaluation. Lesser. emphasis has
been'placed on preparedness in its broader context.,

Recommendation

i o FEMA and other involved Federal agencies should continue to
provide encouragement and assistance in the development of State and.
local government radiological emergency plans and preparedness,,

i

i D. Federal Organizational and Personnel Arrangements to Administer
the Program

!

Conclusions'

i
,

| FEMA has taken the necessary steps to assume leadership of
the Fedbral program. It assumed Chairmanship of the Federal Inter-
agency Central Coordinatim) Committee (FICCC), the policy coordinat-,

; ing body in radiological emergency planning and preparedness, and
the Federal Interagency Regional Assistance Committees (RACs) that*

provide ' direct contact with State and local governments in planning
| and other preparedness development and evaluation.

! FEMA and NRC have recognized the need for close cooperation
in the transfer of the lead agency role. A Memorandum of Understand-'

; ing has been useful in guiding this cooperation.
I

{ FEMA has established a separate Radiological Emergency Prepared-
ness Division. in its Office of Plans and Preparedness to adminir.ter
the program. It is temporarily manned by professionals from NRC.
The program could be adversely affected if the experience represent-
ed by this group does not remain in FEMA. '.

t

i The program is also dependent on personnel resources of other
Federal agencies, particularly at the regional level. The contim-
ed availability of these resources is uncertain without speci fin
budgetino and personnel assignment action.

.
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| Recommendations

o FEMA and NRC should take prompt steps to assure that the new
Radiological Emergency Preparedness Division remains adequately

,

staffed during the transition period when final decisions are beingi

made on the transfer from NRC of functions, positions, and people
and the hiring of new people by FEMA.

o Other Federal agencies cooperating in this effort should commit
personnel resources to carry out their responsibilities including
budgeting for them, if necessary. Further, FEMA recommends that

| Federal agencies credit personnel activities in this area as a full ,

j part of performance objectives for career appointees.

l E. Federal Regulations Assigning Responsibilities and Clarifyingt

| Agency Roles

|
t

Conclusions

Federal agency responsibilities for assisting State and local,

! governments in radiological planning have not changed significantly
over those that were first agreed to in January 1973 and revised in
December 1975. Federal organizations involved have changed. Fo rmali-

i
zing these responsibilities in a FEMA regulation, which is in procesa,
will add clarity to the program and should assist in gaining approvalI

for the resources required to carry out the responsibilities.

There is a potential area of duplication and conflict between
FEMA and NRC concerning their roles in the review and approval of
State and local radiological emergency plans and the general status
of o f f-site preparedness in the vicinity of nuclear power plants.
Attempts have been made to clarify the respective roles of FEMA and

. NRC through the proposed rules that are under consideration, and both
| agencies have supported legislation which would amend the Atomic
! Energy Act of 1954. The proposed changes would give FEMA responsi-

bility for making determinations on the sufficiency of State and local
plans and preparedness.

Recommendations
|

o FEMA should expedite the process of gaining agency concurrence
in the proposed regulation, formally assigning responsibilities inj

- relation to State and local government radiological emergency plan <-
and preparedness.

,
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o FEMA and NRC should continue their efforts to clarify their
roles related to the adequacy of State and local government prepared-
ness around nuclear power plants including the suggested legislative
remedy.

! F. Coordinated Federal Radiological Preparedness and Response

Conclusions
,

The experience at Three Mile Island showed the need for an
improved, better coordinated Federal-response to a radiological
emergency. This experience has raised many State questions and
do;bts about what can be expected from the Federal government and
how its response will mesh with that of the State and its local
jurisdictions.

Three actions are in process, all of which should be completed
by October 1, 1980, that address this recognized deficiency. First,

the revision of the Interagency Radiological Assistance Plan will<

provide a closer tie to State plans, concentrate on Federal radiolog-
ical emergency monitoring and accident assessment capabilities, and
how these capabilities will be managed in an emergency situation.
FEMA is working with the Department of Energy on this revision.,

Second, in recognition of their key roles in a Federal response
to a radiological accident at a nuclear power plant, FEMA and NRC
will soon sign a Memorandum of Understanding delineating these
roles. Third, FEMA is working on a National Radiological Emergency
Preparedness Plan which will cover all of the elements of Federal
preparation for, and response to, a radiological accident at a
nuclear power plant. It will also include guidance for agency plans
which will become a part of the FEMA plan. (Some agencies are now
working on their own plans.) This FEMA plan would meet a recent
legislative requirement that the President prepare and publish a
National Contingency Plan to protect the public health and safety in
the event of an accident at a nuclear power plant.

I Recommendations
4

o - FEMA, and other Federal agencies with a role in the Federal re-
sponse to a radiological emergency, should complete the projects in I
progress by October 1, 19P;, and any follow-on actions as soon as
possible thereafter.
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o FEMA should keep the States advised of Federal progress in this
area as an assist in their planning and preparedness, and should
consult with the States to assure appropriate int ~raction between
Federal, State, . and local organizations during a response to a radio-
logical emergency.

: G. New Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological
; Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear

Power Plants
,

Conclusions I
4

The joint FEMA-NRC criteria document was a milestone in the
Federal assistance- to State and local governments. It is forward
looking for a number of reasons. It reflects cooperation between the;

two key Federal agencies involved. It combined, for the first time,;

guidance to nuclear plant operators and State and local governments,4

thus showing the close relationship between the plans and preparedness
of these entities. This document incorporates a requirement for
establishment of Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs) around nuclear power
plants as a basis for planning. Establishment of the EPZs was in
response to a long-standing request from the States for guidance on
what kind of an accident to base plans and preparedness. In December '

j 1978, after over 2 years of work, a joint NRC/ EPA Task Force published
~

it" report which recommended the establishment of the EPZs. The
criteria document places more stringent requirements for notification

; and public warning of an accident at a nuclear power plant. Finally,

: it emphasizes existing capabiities as distinct from written assertions
in a paper plan.

1

While the State and local governments are responding with revi-
sions to_ their plans, based on the new criteria, they are concerned
about a change of signals from the Federal Government and, as will be
discussed later, the cost of meeting some of the criteria.

1

Recommendation
't

o FEMA and NRC should produce a final criteria document, taking
,

into account comments received from all sources, by September 30,
1980. j

I
'
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H. Public Information and Education

Conclusion

o FEMA, NRC and other involved Federal agencies have formed a
task force to screen available pubiic education materials on radia-
tion and response to radiological emergencies. These materials
will form the bases for d=isions on what additional materials need
to be developed and how best to present them.

The task force is also concerned with the public information
aspects of the response to a radiological emergency, prompted largely
bv the Three Mile Island experience, and will be making some recom-
IL ndations on how to improve thia aspect.

Recommendations

o The interagency task force should continue its efforts and
be encouraged by the Federal Interagency Central Coordinating Commit-
tee to produce some useful material by the end of 1980.

o An item for consideration would be the design of educational
courses at the primary and secondary school level in order to supple-
ment short term efforts of explaining preparedness activities around
nuclear power plants.

I. Training

Conclusions

The training of Federal, State and local of ficials in radiolog-
ical eme rgency planning, operational response, and coordination,
totaling over 1700 individuals since early 1975, is a bright spot in
the Federal assistance to State and local governments. These training

programs are of excellent quality. Separately, Oak Ridga Associated
Universities has contributed significantly by conducting several
courses for professional medical personnel in handling of radiation
accident victims.
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Deficiencies exist in traininn programs for fi rst-a t-t he scene
police, fire, and emergency medical services personnel, and FEMA is
planning training programs in these areas.

| T rans fer of the training coordination and funding from NRC to
FEMA is scheduled for October 1,1980.

i Faculty and course development assistance from other Federal
agencies has become a problem and, if i' coitinues, could have a
serious impact on the training activity.

There is a general concern about the availability of trained
personnel to perform the accident assessments at the State and
local government level.

| There is a need for a system o accreditation in order to satisfyr

| continuing education requirements for professional career development,
l

i

| Recommendations

|

o The Federal Interagency Central Coordinating Committee should
take vigorous actions to complete the development of courses for

; first-at-the-scene personnel and make arrangements for making the
I courses available to those needing them.

o Cooperating Federal agencies should take the necessary actions
to assure the availability of quali fied people to assist FEMA in
the development of training courses and as faculty.

FEMA should explore the possibility of an accreditation program.|
o

,

f

| o FEMA should work with the American Health Physics Society to
! stimulate the development of health physics technology courses at
i the community college level in order to aid in making personnel
- available to State and local governments.
|

|

| J. Exercise Scenarios and Evaluation Criteria
I

.

Conclusion

To make the exercises that are conducted to test the effective-
| ness of plans meaningful, it is necessary to have scenarios that
| simulate representative types of accidents that could occur at

nuclear power plants and the off-site radiological consequences. To
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| fill this need, NRC and FEMA are having 10 to 12 standardized
I exercise scenarios prepared. In addition, guidance will be prepared

for use by observers in evaluating exercises.
l
|

l Recommendations

. o Since this service to State and local governments is long
' overdue, FEMA and NRC should make every effort to have scenarios and
! quidance on exercise evaluation in the hands of the States and

nuclear utilities before the end of 1980,

o FEMA should accelerate development of a standard, computerized
exarcise evaluation model, against which individual plans of locali-
ties can be- tested and exercises planned and carried out to verify
planning assumptions.

K. Assessment of Evacuation Times for the Population Around
Nuclear Power Plants

Conclusions

FEMA conducted independent assessments of the time required
for evacuation around 12 nuclear power plants with the highest
populations within the 10-mile EPZ, or having special evacuation
considerations. Conclusions drawn from a preliminary review indic-
ate that these assessments will:

1. provide many State and local planners with a first assessment
for fulfilling an important element in the new criteria document;

2. provide a framework for emergency planning at the local level
which can be a catalyst for developing the local plan;

3. test the impact of the 15-minute public notification criterion,
such as shortening the evacuation time but increasing congestion
compared to the existing notification system;

4. help to establish priorities of evacuation compared to supple-
mentary protective measures, such as sheltering and adminis-
tering thyroid blocking potassium iodide; and

5 provide recommendations for improvemnt in evacuation times. I
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i

Recommendations;

FEMA should:

1 o Continue funding of the evacuation time assessments, especially
for the 25 higher population (or other consideration) sites;

* o Conduct rwiews of the assessments by Federal, State, and local
government planners to identify a superior methodology;;

o Conduct a study of the comparative risks and benefits of evacua-
tion compared to alternative protective actions.

4

L. Sheltering as a Protective Measure;

Conclusions

In the event of an accident, sheltering in a building or other struc-
ture may be a suitable protective action which should be considered in
addition to, or in lieu of, evacuation or taking thyroid blocking<

; potassium iodide.
i

!

7 The existing Federal guidance on sheltering which is derived
j from the civil defense program is not directly applicable to nuclear
j power plant accidents. Some research reports on sheltering as
| a protective measure for nuclear power plant accidents have been
1 prepared by NRC and EPA,
I

Recommendation
i

;

o FEMA should provide sheltering guidance suitable for practical
use .by State and local o f ficials. This should include comparative

| alternative protective strategies, such as evacuation and administra-
'

tion of thyroid blocking potassium iodide.
*

4
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M. Thyroid Blocking as a Protective Measure

|

Conclusions
|

The administration of proper dosages of potassium iodide to
block the thyroid against the uptake of thG radionuclides of iodine
is a long recogaized protective measure. Radiciodine is the domin-
ant radionuclide of concern in certain types of radiological releas-
es from nuclear power plants.

The Food and Drug Administration has approved the manu facture
of potassium iodide in a form suit able for thyroid blocking in an
emergency.

The Presidential Commission and the NRC Special Inquiry Group
recommended the use of potassium iodide.

There is no official Federal policy or guidance for the purchase,
storage, distribution, and use of potassium iodide.

Because of the lack of of ficial Federal policy and guidance,
States are hesitating to purchase and distribute potassium iodide.

Recommendations

o Of ficial Federal policy and practical quidance for the use of
potassium iodide as a orotective measure should be expeditiously
developed. The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS)
should develop o f ficial Federal policy and practical guidance for
the use of potassium iodide as a protective measure.

o As regards to purchase, storage, and distribution of potassium
iodide, FEMA should prepare policy and guidance in cooperation
with DHHS.

o Pending the development of this Federal policy and guidance,
FEMA should purchase immediately, at least a sufficient quantity for
use at a centrally located site and maintain this quantity for rapid
deployment to other sites if needed.
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.
N. Comouter Assisted Emergency Assessment Systems.

|

A

; Conclusions.
4

1

There are three useful types of computer assisted emergency |
assessment systems unoer considerations for measuring radiological
doses after an accident: ring monitors, sim lation and di ffusion
models, and the Department of Energy's Atmospheric Release Advisory
Capability (ARAC).

!

FEMA is interested in the use of computers to help in its role
as emergency manager for the Federal Gove rnment,and in assisting,

State and local governments in adopting this technology.>

| FEMA recognizes that the ARAC system represents the state-of-
the-art among systems available for immediate application.

{ An ARAC pilot project has been established by FEMA for 2 State
] emergency operations centers (New York and Illinois) and the Indian
i Point and Zion nuclear power plants respectively in these States.

-t Recommendations

I FEMA should:
1
1

o Continue to fund its pilot program to evaluate completely the
ARAC system.

o Continue to monitor, in cooperation with NRC, all competing;

| radiological dose assessment systems.

O. Monitoring Instruments.

I Conclusions.
t

An '3xpensive radioidine sampling and monitoring device was
developed at the Brookhaven National Laboratory. The. device is
designed for use in the field and has the potential to fill an exist-
ing gap in ' the currently available inventory of portable radiation
monitoring instruments. It is being independently evaluated by the
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory.

VI-12
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Ot her field monitoring instruments are being developed by FEMA in
order to replace and supplement the exisitng stock of radiological
instruments, many of which are old rehabilitated civil defense instru-
ments not suited to the character of nuclear plant accidents. Pro-
gress in bringing these instruments into general use by State and
local governments is hampered by the lack of appropriations to FEMA
for this purpose.

Recommendation

o The work on these instrument systems should be accelerated and
FEMA should press for funds to complete the development and initial
distribution of these instruments.

P. Instrumentation Guidance

Conclusion

Guidance on the use of radiation emergency instrumentation and
of fsit e radiological assessment techniques is needed by State and
local governments. This quidance is currently under developement by
the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory.

Recommendation

o FEMA and NRC should accelerate the devt.lopment of guidance and
make it available to State and local governments on an expedited
basis.

Q. Public Alerting

Conclusion

Rapid public alerting in the event of an accident is a central
element of adequate planning.

The 15-minute public alerting systemc are the most expensive

! part of off-site olans and preparedness and are primarily a capital
cost. Estimates range from $500,000 to several million dollars,
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depending on the site. The system includes sirens, tone alert radiosi

and various other elements. The need: for such rapid alerting is the

[ subject of much debate.

' Recommendation

o FEMA and NRC should engage behavioral scientists in an immediate
effort to resolve issues related to the timing, nature and testing of
public response to emergency alerting and notification around fixed
nuclear facilities. This . activity would provide a basis for setting
design objectives such as the IS-minute time to notify 100% of the
population in the 5 mile radius within the plume exposure planning
zone. This work must recognize the practical aspects of meeting the
proposed NRC requirement for having such systems in place by July 1,
1981 and the fact that large investments must be committed.

A

R. Research and Development

Conclusions

The general thrust of research and development for radiological
,

.j emergency preparedness has been in: (1) monitoring equipment and
dose assessment, and (2) the analysis of pathways for radioactive>

materials released from accidents.

Since the accident at Three Mile Island, there has been growing
need for research in the area of human factors, such as the behavior
of persons under stress during accidents at nuclear power plants.

FEMA ? cooperates with other Federal agencies in a wide variety
of research. Examples are: low level personnel dosimeters with
the Department of the Navy, and ARAC with NRC and DOE.

Recommendations
.

FEMA should:,

:

o' Continue to review and recommend relevant Federal activity in
research and development, through the Federal Interagency Central
Coordinating Committee.

1

VI-14

;

- , _ _ _ . ~ _



o Cooperate with other Federal agencies in behavioral research
of alternative protective actions.

o Cooperate with NRC in research areas, such as education needs,
evacuation dynamics, public alerting and notification and computer-
assisted assessment technology.

o Fund a computer-assisted exercise evaluation model that includes
the dynamics of dose assessment, evacuation,shelterirg and resource
allocation.

S. Legal Issues

Conclusion

The legal basis for planning by the States is inadequate in
a number of respects and it varies from State to State. This includes
the relationship of the nuclear facility operator and NRC to the
local or State government, the role of the State with respect to
local government, and State compacts and agreements.

Recomme,dation

o FEMA and NRC should take the * lead with States and the nuclear
industry to seek a forum for developing adequate remedies for re-
solution of these legal issues.

T. Financial Considerations

Conclusions

Radiological emergency planning and preparedness is a consider-
able expense for State and local governments. There is much debate
over how to fund the programs since funding now is inadequate, spor-
adic, uncertain, and frustrating.

Local governments are in most need of adequate and continuous
funding for their plans and preparedness. Of special concern is

! the nced for technically qualified local emergency services directors.
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Many States also have inadequate funding for their plars and
preparedness. Arkansas, Cali fornia, Illinois, Mi nnesot a, and Oregon
have laws to defray some of their costs. A unique feature of these
laws is that funds are derived from assessments on the utilitie.s. A
number of other States are entertaining similar legislation. As a
result, the consumer of electricity pays the cost of planning and
preparedness.

ji

! FEMA expects to expend $3.8 million in FY 1980 for its activities '

{ in radiological emergency preparedness. An additional $5.1 million
; has been requested. In addition, the Federal agencies need $0.5

milliun to support the RAC reviews of State plans at the levels needed
to meet the schedules in the proposed NRC rule. FEMA estimates the

' FY-1981 Federal costs at $8.8 Million. These Federal costs would
currently be derived from appropriations that are derived from generali-

' revenue.

The studies performed by the Presidential Commission, the NRC
Special Inquiry Group, the National Academy of Public Administration,
and NRC and FEMA staff, recommend that some part of the cost of
preparedness be paid for by the nuclear utilities. The cost of
preparedness should be incorporated into the cost of electricity from
nuclear power plants. They. all agree that -local government costs4

should be paid by the utilities. Some of these studies, indicate
that the utilities should also pay State costs. The studies do not
address recovery of Federal costs.

In a typical ' State, the likely cost for implementation of the
interim guidance appears to be about $1 million per site. For a site

,'

with relatively high population within the 10-mile EPZ, the initial
cost could reach $2 million or more.

When compared to the investment in a single nuclear power plant of
about $1 billion and typical taxes of about $25 million per year paid
by the utility, the costs of State and local emergency planning and

; preparedness are relatively small.

! The majority of States expect to receive some support from the
utility operator either_ in the form of fees (taxes) or direct contri-
bution in kind. What portion will be ultimately left to the States is
not resolved. There are many gaps in coverage and in timeliness of
funding.

4
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Recommendations

o States should work out equitable arrangements with utilities;

i and appropriate governmental entities for funding of emergency prepar-
edness around nuclear power plants.

e States are encouraged to place radiological emergency prepared-
ness costs into the costs of electricity power so that they are

I viewed as an extention of original investment decisions for the
! nuclear power plants.
,

o If the States fail to act, or choose not to act as recommended
above, the Congress should create a fund derived from assessments
on nuclear power which would be used to assure the appropriate level
of radiological emergency planning and preparedness. The source
of the funds could be a one-time $1 million per site tax on the

j utilities that operate the nuclear power plants. For high population
. sites, the tax might be as high as $2 million. Provisions to exempt
thos6 utilities that fund local government adquately on their own

4 would be included. The level of tax would be reviewed to assure
that all local costs are recovered. Adjustments to the one time

,

tax and additional taxes may be necessary. If States continue to+

be inadequately funded, an incremental tax would be levied. Grants
would then be made to States without adequate funding. Utilities

j that adequately fund State and local governments would not be taxed.

o FEMA, in cooperation with other Federal agencies, should study
,

the issue of the recovery of Federal costs for radiological emer-
gency preparedness and make appropriate recommendations for action
by the Congress.

;

.

;

I

|
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APPENDIX A

State Views on Planning and Preparedness Effort

The FEMA Regional Directors notifed the States that in order to
prepare the report to the President, it would be helpful if the
States requiring radiological emergency plans in support of nuclear
power plants send a letter to the appropriate Regional Director of
FEMA with their answers to three questions. These questions are

presented below:

1. Assuming little substantive change in the interim criteria
for Radiological Emergency Plans as set forth in NUREG-
0654/ FEMA-REP-1;

A. What is your timetable (including that of involved local
,

governments) to meet new criteria for all operating commer-
cial power reactor sites within your State?

B. What is your timetable (including that of involved local
governments) to meet the new criteria for all commercial
power reactor sites scheduled to become operational in the
near future (by 12/31/81) within your State?

C. What is your timetable (including that of involved local
governments) to meet the new criteria for all operating
commercial power reactor si&es located in another State
but adjacent to your commo.. border (within 50-mile Emer-
gency Planning Zone (EPZ) for ingestion exposure pathway
planning and within 10-mile EPZ for plume exposure pathway
planning)?

D. What is your timetable (including that of involved local
governments) to meet the new criteria for all commercial
power reactor sites scheduled to become operational in
the near future (by 12/31/81), located in another State
but adjacent to your common border (within 50-mile EPZ
for ingestion exposure pathway planning and within 10-mile
EPZ for plume exposure pathway planning)?

2. What is the estimate of the cost to meet the interim State /
local criteria for each sito, in and out of your State which
requires 10-mile EPTTnd 50-mile EPZ planning in your State?

A. One time cost:

(1) State?
(2) Each involved local government?

| Ax-1
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8. Maintenance of plans (including exercises) or other continuing
costs (per annum) for each site in 2. A. above:

(1) State?
(2) Each involved local government?

3. What funding for State / local radiological emergency planning
and preparedness have, or will you receive from each involved
individual nuclear utility?

The responses from the States are included in this Appendix.

J
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STATE OF ALABAMA
CIVIL DEFENSE DEPARTMENT

ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDING
MONTGOMERY 35130

FOB JAMES SAM B. SLONE, III
May 27, 1980 Directormvenom

fir. Frank Newton
Regional Director
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region IV
1375 Peachtree St. NE, Suite 664
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

RE: Message No. R IV - 06/62

Dear Mr. Newton:

The following information is provided as requested in your message
of 23 May.

A. Timetables for meeting 0654 criteria

1. Operational commercial power reactor sites in Alabama.

All criteria should be met by January 1, 1981 except for a
remote monitoring capability at the Farley Nuclear Power
Plant and for a prompt notification system. The remote
monitoring capability should be installed by January 1, 1982.
The date for a 15 minute notification capability is unknown
as it is not possible to ascertain the survey-production-
installation time required for a siren system in the six
counties involved. A siren system is the only means by which
Alabama can meet this criteria.

2. Commercial power reactor sites scheduled to be operational in
Alabama by 12/31/81.

Not applicable

3. Operational commercial power reactor sites in adjacent states.

Sequoyah, Tennessee: 50 mile EPB January 1, 1981

Ax3
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Mr. Frank Newton -2- May 27, 1980

4. Commercial power reactor sites in adjacent states scheduled
to be operational by 12/31/81.

Not applicable

B. Cost to meet criteria

1. One time costs,

i a. State: $5.5 million '

I This figure includes the cost of installing a siren system
at each of the two operational plants in Alabama (over $2
million each site) ; remote monitoring and related health
systems ($250,000 each site); administrative expenses for
planning, publication and exercising the plans.

b. Local government: $450,000

This figure is the sum of $75,000 for each of the six
1 counties involved. It primarily includes procurement of
I communications equipment and administrative costs neces-
3

sary to meet the criteria and cope with a serious nuclear
; incident at power plant.
1

j 2. Maintenance of plans

I a. State: $160,000 per year
j

| This figure includes maintenance of radiological and
4 health equipment ( $100,000) ; plans publication and exer-
I cise ( $10,000) ; and salary and administrative expenses

for two state employees, one each in Radiological Health
and Civil Defense ($50,000).

b. Local government: $18,000 per year

This figure is the sum.of $3,000 for each of the six
counties. It includes maintenance costs for REP dedi-
cated equipment, exercise of plans, administrative costs, |

j and public information expenses.

i C. Funding received or funding to be received.

No direct funding has been received or is programmed to be. received.
The two involved utilities have funded for installation of dedi-
cated circuits between the utilities and the state and local
governments. Preliminary discussion is scheduled with the utilities
to determine additional equipment and personnel necessary to meet
the criteria. These requirements cannot be formalized until after
the criteria is final.
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Mr. Frank Newton -3- May 27, 1980

|
D. Added Comments

Alabama remains firm in its opposition to several of the criteria
in 0654 and the manner and direction in which the review and
finalizing of the criteria is apparently taking place. Mr. Frank
A. Camm, FEMA Associate Director, in a letter of 5 May to Dr.

I Ira B. Myers, Alabama State Health Officer, stated that "We are
planning a meeting with State representatives to review the
comments received concerning NUREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1. This meeting
will precede any formal action to revise the document and publish*

it in final form." We wholeheartedly support and look forward to
,

this meeting.

Sincerely,
:

L-"

t v D
Sam B. Slone, III'

Director

SBS:DLO:th
cc: File

i

f

i

l

i

i

H
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<e.u- STATE OF ARKANSAS-

. , .

I 1 N< } I OFFICE OF EMERGENCY SERWd53 2 h
W . 2v

; [ DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFET,Y
*P. O. BOX 758

BILL CUNTON CONWAY, ARKANSAS 72032 LEE M EPPERSON
COVERNOg DIRECTON

June 6, 1980

Mr. Dale ftilford
Regional Director
FEMA, Region 6
Federal Center
Denton, TX 76201

Dear Dale:

I am responding to your message R 031301Z Jun 80 concerning our emergency plans
in support of the concercial nuclear power plant in Arkansas. The inforr.ation
we will provide is our best estimate at this time in terms of schedules and
costs; however, I would like to emphasize we cannot establish realistic schedules
and costs until the fiUREG-0654 FEMA-REP-1 criteria is finalized and we complete
the initial state and local plans, exercise and maintain them the first year.
Our response to your questions follows:

Question 1: What is your timetable (including that of involved local governments)
to meet new criteria for all operating concercial power reactor sites
within your state?

Answer 1: Since the events of Three Mile Island, our efforts have been to
work in partnership with the local and federal government agencies
and the utility to develop plans, equip the systems and exercise
the plans on an accelerated schedule. Our present timetable is to
resubmit state and local plans by July 15, 1980, for FEMA review
and approval; to exercise those plans by October 15, 1980; and to
correct the deficiencies and be operational January 1,1981. The
initial level of operational capability will be low because of the
inability to complete a massive public education program. This will
be a priority program for calendar year 1981.

Question 2: What is the estimate of the cost to meet the interim state / local
criteria for each site, in and out of your state which requires

i

10-mile EPZ and 50-mile EPZ planning in your state? |
1

Question 2A: One-time cost? |

|
|

Ax6
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i.
j. Mr. Dale Milford
! Page 2

June 6, 1980

i
i Answer 2A: A (1): State one time costs are funded from two sources: state
i general operation funds and funds provided by the utility levied

in recent legislation. The utility provided funds to establish and
j maintain a Nuclear Planning and Response office adjacent to the plant.,

.

The cost to estab'ish this office and operate until January 1,1981,
| 1s $280,000. State general funds of approximately $50,000 will be

expended by all state agencies prior to January 1,1981.

A(2): ' Local government expenses will vary depending on the area and
population threatened. An' initial training exercise has been completed-

in each county. The major need identified was communications equip-
'

ment for warning and managing an evacuation. An estimated $210,000
i for communications equipment was identified. "c have prescr.ted this

requirement to 'the utility for fanding.

Question 2B: Maintenance of Plans (including exercises) or other continuing
j costs (per annum) for each site in 2. A. above?

| Answer 28: B (1): On site Nuclear Planning and Response office - utility funds I
<

j $280,000; state general funds - $50,000.
i

| B (2): Local governments - 4 0$15,000 each - $60,000.
4

i

Question 3: What funding for state / local radiological emergency planning and pre-
paredness have you received, or will you receive from each involvedi

individual nuclear utility?
1

Answer 3: In addition to.the $280,000 per annum to operate the on-site Nuclear
Planning and-Response office, the utility is committed to the in-

j stallation of a warning system. The latest estimates approximates
$750,000.

'.
Dale, I hope this information gives you the picture on where we are in Arkansas'

!
relative to nuclear power plant planning. Let me reemphasize the need for funds

; to purchase communications and warning equipment. Any help FEMA can provide on
this problem will be appreciated.4

:

Si ce y,

. W
Le M. Epperson

;

; ip

cc Mr. Robert Lyford'

Mr. David Moseley
Mr. Frank Wilson'

.
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OFFICE OF EN.ERGENCY SERVICES /2h'[[,kPC57 Of7H"! ECX 933 .

sACtMeNTO, CALIPCaNEA 99423 .

(925) 421-4690

Juna 3, 1980

,

Francis S. Manda, Actic; Raqic .21 Director
Federal Emergency Marascant As.: arf, f.e-ica IX
211 Main Street Roca 220
San Francisco, CA 94105

.- ,,

Dear Mr. da: ' Fj

Gis i:. in response to your request, recc?.vad M;y 18, sking br
detailed iciomation on Cr.lifornia Nuclear Power Plant Radiological

ImerScacy Preparedness Plzulaitg.

Our timetable for teeting the criteria in TCREG-0654 for all (operating
and under construction) corzercial power reactors in California is
determined by recent legislation, Sectice 8610.5 of the Californis
Covernment Code (copy attached).

Exaergency Planning Zones deternined
and guidance provided to local
jurisdictions July 1, 1980

St a t.) Pin t visien ccupleted Se p t er,be: 22, 1980

Draft of new and revised County
Plans completed Janusry 3, 1951

Final County Plans cc=pleted. Mareb 22, 1981

Oitr esticates of the cost to seat the interim State and local criteria
for each site in California using the E=ergency Plan. ting Zones developed 1

|

above are:

|

|

Ax8
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TEF.A, Ragion 12
June 3, 1980
Page 2

One Ti-e Costs

State $ 600,000

(Bis cost cannet be alicented
on a "per site" basis)

Local

Diablo Canyon $250,000
Rancho seco 650,000

,

San Cuofre 400,000
Eu=boldt Bay 100,000'

Local govern =ent's total 1.400,000
$2,000,000

t

Yearly Cost of
Plan Maintenance

Stata $100,000

Local governne,ts:
10%.cf the local
costs above 140,000

h us, total r.aintenance costs are estimated at $240,000. Ftrads .nvailable
under Section 8610.5 of the California Coverc=ent Code are limited to two
million dollaxe for initial planning; these funds are provided by the ;

utilities. There is no funding for plan maintenance or for exercises.

K*s hope this infornation and the esticated costs vill be useful in preparing'

your report to the ? resident. Please centact us if we can provide further
information.

Sincerely,
1

f f . ,JaZ4'if M& A &
ij- ALEX R. CU5NINGHAM

Director t

att (1)
Not Included ,

Ax9
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STATE O::CO10MJO
Departinent of %htary Affairs
DIVISION OF DISASTER EMERGENCY SERVICES f
E*oUe'n'Wo'ra$boi L; 2+

*' *
Phone (3o3) 279-2511 .q

Richard D. tamm
Covernor

CODES June 6,1980 M $",]n[ff,;j|,*,""

$c"do,*""
Mr. Donald G. Eddy
Acting Regional Director
Region Eight
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Denver Federal Center, Bldg. 710
Denver, Colorado 80225

Attention: Mr. N. Paul Alley

Dear Mr. Eddy

In response to your verbal request of May 30, 1980, the answers
to the three questions you provided are : submitted as follows:

1. Assuming little substantive change in the interim criteria for
Radiological Emergency Plans as set forth in NUREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1--

A. What is your timetable (including that of involved local
governments) to meet .ew criteria for all operating comercial
power reactor sites within your state?

RESPONSE: Basically, most of the interim criteria have been full-
filled. However, resolution of those controversial items in

the criteria such as the near-site Emergency Operations Fac-
ility,1007. of the population notified within 15 minutes etc.
plus the procurement of some hardware items will probably take
until October or November 1980.

B. What is your timetable (including that of involved local gov-
ernments) to meet the new criteria for all comercial power
reactor sites scheduled to become operational in the near fu-
ture (by 12/31/81) within your State?

RESPONSE Not Applicable to Colorado.

C. What is your timetable (including that of involved local gov-
ernmente) to meet the new criteria for all operating commer-
cial power reactor sites located in another state but adjacent
to your comon border? (Within 50 mile emergency planning zone 1

(EPZ) for ingestion exposure pathway planning and within 10 |mile EPZ for plume exposure pathway planning.)

Ax10



Mr. Donald C. Eddy
June 6, 19 80
Page 2

RES PONSE: Not Applicable to Colorado.

D. What is your timetable (including that of involved local gov-
ernments) to meet the new criteria for all commercial power
reactor sites scheduled to become operational in the near fu--

ture (by 12/31/81) located in another state but adjacent to'

your emumon border? (Within 50 mile EPZ for ingestion expo-
sure pathway planning and within 10 mile EPZ for plume expo-
sure pathway planning.)
NOTE: Question has four parts, A through D.

RESPONSE: Not Applicable to Colorado.

2. What is the estimate of the cost to meet the interim State / local
.

criteria for each site, in and out of your State, which requires
10 mile EPZ and 50 mile EPZ planning in your State?

A. One Time Cost
,

i (1) State - $32,000 (does not include controversial items
under review)

,
Includes:

!

a. Procurement of meteorological equipment,;

b. Procurement of potassium iodide,

Communications equipment (e.g. dedicated line fromc.
Forward Command Post to State EOC, mobile telephones
e tc. )

d. Publication costs of RERP and public information

brochure.
,

Film badges and other permanent record devices.i e.
1

| f. Training of response personnel.

I g. Personnel costs.

h. Upgrading one hospital to handle contaminated victims.
;

.

I Ax11
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Mr. Donald G. Eddy
June 6,1980 |

Page 3 |

1. Miscellaneous (e.g. lab analysis for exercises, ex-
pendable supplies for decontamination, special maps,
identification (security) supplies, etc.)

(2) Involved Local Goverment $7,500.

Includes

a. Publication costs of local RERP.

b. Personnel costs.

c. Miscellaneous.

B. Maintenance of plans (including exercises) or other continuing
costs (per annum) for each site in 2. A. above: |

(1) State - $60,000

Includes:

Exercises required by NUREG-0654/FDIA-REP-1 (Emer-a.
gency Response Exercise, Comunications Drill, Ra-
diological Monitoring Drill and two Health Physics
Drills).

b. Plans Review and Modification.

(2) Weld County - $ 8,000

Includes:

Annual Emergency Response Exercise and Medical Emer-a.
'

gency Drill.

b. Plans Review and Modification.

3. What funding for State / Local Radiological Ercergency Planning Pre-
paredness have or will you receive from each involved individual
nuclear utility?

It is uncertain at this point what funds will be made available
,

by the Public Services Company of Colorado (PSC). PSC has indi-
cated that it will share costs of publication of a brochure to

i

Ax-12
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Mr. Donald C. Eddy
June 6, 19 80
Page 4

be sent to residents in the vicinity of the plant. This cost is
being negotiated now. Fulfillment of the 15 minute warning cri-,

I teria may involve costs for sirens or some alternative mode. PSC
has stated that it feels this is a State responsibility.

There has been no clear cut policy established delineating Util-
ity or State Agency cost responsibility in areas where planning
interfaces. This would include joint monitoring, meteorological,
connunication, potassium iodide disbursement and early notifica-
tion. So far, the PSC has not shown interest in making funds
available. To date, comitment by PSC har *>een by gentlemen's

,

agreement.

Si erely,
|
| Li -

| r-
|

OHN P. I NE
Directo

| JPB:wv
.

!

!

l

|

i
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M STATE OF CONNECTICUT
8 DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

C1 0FFICE OF CIVIL PREPAREDNESS
June 2, 1980

Mr. Stephen J. McGrail
Director, FEMA Region One
John W. McCormack Post Office
& Courthouse Bldg. 4th Floor
Boston, Mass 02109

'

Dear Mr. McGrail:

Subject: Radiological Emergency Preparedness

Reference is made to your TWX message, P 222020Z May 80, subject as above. The
purpose of this letter is to provide replies to the questions contained in refer-
enced message for your report to the President.

1. Following is Connecticut's timetable:

A. To meet new criteria for all operating commercial power reactor sites
(including all involved local governments):

January 1, 1981

NOTE: Connecticut has a current, concurred-in plan, usable in the interim.

NOTE: In the event of a relaxation of the proposed rule's requirement for
completion (Jan.1,1981), then Connecticut's timetable to meet the
new criteria would be changed to December 31, 1981. This is a more
realistic date.

B. To meet new criteria for commercial power reactor sites scheduled to
become operational in the near future, by 12/31/81: not applicable.
Connecticut has no new sites coming on line by 12/31/81. Millstone
III will come on line later.

C. To meet the new criteria for all operating commercial power reactor
sites located in an adjacent states:

1. Within 50 mile EPZ - August 28, 1980. Current state plans and
state departmental plans now provide the capability for ingestion
pathway monitoring. August 28, 1980 is nominated as the timetable
completion date because an exercise scheduled for August,1980, will
formally complete preparations.

2. Within 10 mile EPZ - not applicable; there are no adjacent state site
,

10 mile EPZ's which affect Connecticut.

AXEAPhone:
360 Broad Street - Hartford, Connecticut 06115

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Page 2 -----------------------------T0: Mr. Stephen J. McGrail June 2, 1980

D. To meet the new criteria for commercial power reactor sites, located in
an adjacent state, schedule to become operational, in the near future
(Shoreham, N. Y. ):

1. Within 50 mile EPZ - Same as 1.C. (1) above, Au9ust 28, 1980.

2. Within 10 mile EPZ - not applicable.

2. Estimates of the costs to meet interim state / local criteria for each site,
in and out of state;

NOTE: No out-of-state 10 mile EPZ's reach Connecticut.

Millstone - 10 and 50 mile EPZ's

State Costs 854,933
Local Costs (8 towns) 728,696
Total Costs for Millstone Site ,1,583,629

Conn. Yankee - 10 mile and 50 mile EPZ's

State Costs 854,934
Local Costs (18 Towns) 1,639,566
Total Costs for Conn. Yankee Site 2,494,500

Rowe, Massachusetts - 50 mile EPZ - none. The requirement to meet two 50-
mile EPZ's for two instate power reactors will generate small additional
cost to meet criteria related to Rowe.

Shoreham, Long Island - same as above.

Indian Point, N. Y. - same as above.

A. One time costs

1. State:

Millstone 534,199
Connecticut Yankee 534,199
Total One-Time Costs for State 1,068,398

2. Local Governments:

Millstone - 8 towns; $60,729 per town 485,832
Conn. Yankee - 18 towns; $60,729 per town 1,093,122
Total One-Time Costs for Locals 1,578,954

B. Maintenance of Plans including exercises and other continuing costs
per annum;

|
i
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'

l. State:

! Millstone 320,734
! Conn. Yankee 320,735

Total Per Annum Costs 641,469
4

4

! 2. Local Governments:

i Millstone - 8 two^s; $30,357 per town 242,856
i Conn. Yankee - 18 towns; $30,357 per town 546,426

,
Total Per Annum Costs 789,282

1
J

3. Support (not direct funding support) costs expected to be provided to the| benefit of Connecticut by utilities over the next 18 months.

I A. Millstone I, II, (III under construction) -

Telephone alerting system $ 37,500 (est.)
Planning & printing $250,000 (approx.);

J

B. Connecticut Yankee
't
'

Telephone alerting system $ 37,500 (est.)
Planning & printing $250,000 (approx.)

i

: C. Indian Point, N. Y. - none

D. Shoreham, N. Y. - none
!

E. Rowe, Mass - none

I hope this information fills your requirement. However, in your report to the
President, I-recommend that you emphasize the interim nature of the guidance with,

which we are working and that, therefore, changes are possible. We will do the
,
' best we can.

{
Sincerely,

'fl+>1k k W
! / Frank Mancuso

State Director
; 'FM:mrs
'

cc: CF

i |

|
,

Ax16
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STATE OF DELAW ARE
DEPARTMENT OF PUBuc SAFETY

EMERGENCY PLANNING AND OPERATIONS DIVISION
P O Box C

OFF<EOrTHE OLL Awaat Ca v. Dtta ha*E 19706 P- .e i3021834 4531
DIRECTOR

May 28, 1980

Mr. Charles Johnson, Director

FEMA Region III
Curtis Building

Gth and Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, Pa. 19106

Dear Mr. Johnson:

This is in response to your inquiry regarding the status of
planning by the State of Delaware for Nuclear Power Plants.

A. The State of Delaware has no commercial Nuclear
Power Plants sited or planned to be sited within its boundaries.

B. Delaware is directly affected by Power Reactors
located in three adjacent states.

1. Salem I and II, located at Lower A110 ways Creek, N. J.
10 mile EPZ
50 mile ingestion zone

2. Peach Bottom II and III located south of Lancaster, Pa.

50 mile ingestion zone

3. Calvert Cliffs I and II located at Lusby, MD

50 mile ingestion zone

C. Delaware's timetable for completion of Emergency
Planning is January 1,1981 at the State level. We are requesting that
local government meet this completion date also. The revised Delaware
Plan has been submitted to the RAC for review.

Axl7



Mr. Charles Johnson, Director - FEMA Region III 2.

D. Costs for planning only.
Initial Cost

State- $75,000
Local: $75,000

|

E. Maintenance of plans only. j

Annual Cost
State: $35,000
Local: $35,000

F. We have received no funding from any public utility.

The costs reflected above do not include the expense of an
adequate public warning system. We have r.o funds for this project,
therefore, we can give no projected completion date for the public
warning system.

Sincerely,

'

esT\. IcCloskey
rector

cc: Mary Jornlin

Ax18
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GOVERNMENT OF TiiE DISTRICT OF COLUMillA [fp%' *-
.

XECUTIVE OFFICE - OFFICE OF EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS g
g

June 2,1980

EXECUTIVE OFFICE
orrlct or civlL DEFENSE

300:NOI AN A AVENUE. N W.
W ASHINGTON. D. C. 20001

Mr. Charles Johnson
Director, FEMA Region 111
Curtis Building

6th & Walnut Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Dear Mr. Johnson:

In response to the teletype message from Palmer Scarnecchia, RAC Chair-
man, concerning information for the report to the President, we hereby
submit the following responses to the questions listed:

1. A. No requirement. We have no operating nuclear power reactors in
the District of Columbia.

B. No requirement. No reactor sites scheduled for the District of
Columbia in the near future.

C. Ingestion Exposure Pathway planning should be completed by
December 31, 1980.

D. No other commercial power reactors are scheduled to become oper-
ational by December 31, 1980 in adjacent states that would place
the District of Columbia within the 50-mile EPZ.

2. Cost Estimate

A. One Time Cost
(1) - State - $14,000 (Staff planning, inter-agency meetings, materials)

(2) - Local governments - Not applicable to D.C.

B. Plans Maintenance Costs
(1) - State - $3,550 (Inter-agency meetings, materials)

l

(2) - Local governments - Not applicable to D.C. |

3. The District of Columbia will not receive funding from the Baltimore
Gas and Electric Company (Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Company).

Sincerely ,

X [ )__ ( ~~ s

Ax19 /dl." ottorff, 'b
Acting Director
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STATE OF FLOR UA

f o. .,.|:s DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
lihh|,d[ olvlSION OF PUBLIC SAFETY PLANNMG AND ASSIST ANCE
' 24. .

'+c , y # BOB GRAHAM#
o

GOVERNOR

JOHN G BUAKE JOAN M HEGGEN
OlVISION DIRECTOR SECRETARY

June 4, 1980

Mr. Frank Newton, Regional Director
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region IV
1375 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Suite 664
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Mr. Newton:

The following information is pro'zided in response to
the request for a status report on REP planning. A projected
schedule is enclosed. Since Florida's reactors are now in
operation, the schedule applies only to questions 1. A. (1.) and
1. A . ( 3 ) .

Data related to n % tion 1.B.l. is contained in the
attached chart. "'' cse are only estimates, however, since..

much of the necessary equipment has not yet been purchased.

Maintaining the plan (question 1.B.2.) will mainly
require personnel expenditures. In addition, conducting one
exercise and three courses at each plant site annually will
require considerable staff time and travel monies from
several state agencies as well as from the affected local
governments. Our estimate of state costs is $30,500 annually.
We also estimate an average annual cost of $5,000 to each of
six local governments within the plume exposure pathway E.P.Z.,
for a total average cost of $60,500 annually.

The utility companies have provided funding as outlined
on the attached chart. If you need additional information,
please notify us.

Sincerely,

-

| il ersono ert 5.
Bureau Chief

.

RSW/JWP/nb Ax20
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FLORIDA REP PLANNING SHCEDULE

STATE PLAN

First draft of all procedures forJune 30 -

State actions related to plume
radiation exposure.

First draft of all procedures forAugust 31 -

State actions related to radiation
exposure.

First draft of State Plan, includingSeptember 30 -

county components and site-specific
state plans, completed for sub-
mission for RAC evaluation.

COUNTY PLANS (RISK
AND HOST)

June 30 - Completion of local plans for
Farley Site, St. 1.ucie, and
Crystal River Site.

Completion of local plan forJuly 31 -

Turkey Point Site.

EXERCISES

Completion of series of exercisesNovember 30 -

involving all appropriate
governments.

FINALIZATION OF PLAN

Completion of all necessary planNovember 30 -

revisions and submission to RAC
for final review.

Ax21
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INITIAL PLANNING COSTS

TO MEET REQUIREMENTS OF NUREG 0654

Planning costs for 2.5 persons for one year $ 48,000

Early warning systems (E.6. in NUREG 0654)

Levy County 45,000
Citrus County 30,000
St. Lucie County 150,000
Martin County 21,500
Dade County 86,000
Monroe County 3,000

$335,500

Dynamic an21ysis for evacuation times of
Crystal River (J 10.1.) $ 25,000

Emergency response exercises (N.I.) 4,500

I Measuring Equipment (I.7) 25,000

Response team equipment for
Turkey Point (I.9) 15,000

Dosimeters (K.3.a)

600 self-reading at $55 each $ 33,000
300 TLD at $35 each 10,500

3 TLD readers at $7,000 each 21,000

$ 64,500

Total estimated cost $515,500

Ax22
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UTILITY EXPENDITURES TO DATE

(to aid governments meet criteria)

FP 6 L Study of Evacuation of times $ 77,000

FP 6 L and FPC funding for one State
health Physicist 21,000

FPC carly warning systems for Citrus County 30,000

FPC carly warning system, 51,000
communications equipment, and one
staff position for Levy County

$179,000

,

Ax23



STATE OF GEORGI A

Deparitttetti of Defettse i

g/k.. Ginil Defense Diuinion (p I

OFFICE OF THE STATE OtRECTOR,.

POST OFFICE Box 18055

Atlanta. Oi,u. "' ";; JNJ ' ""
30316

6 June 1980

Mr. Frank Newton
Regional Director
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region IV
1375 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Mr. Newton:

The following information was forwarded, this date, to Jack Richardson in reply
to his Message No. RIV-0462, 231557Z May 1980. The response is keyed to ques-
tions in the referenced message.

A.(1) A plan for Plant Hatch and Plant Farley has been developed
by the State of Georgia which addresses the new criteria in
NUREG 0654. This plan is currently in effect at the local
and state level.

A.(2) No other power reactor sites are scheduled to become opera-
tional in this time frame within Georgia.

A.(3) The State of Georgia has developed plans for all nuclear
facilities that have 50 mile EPZs in Georgia. These
facilities are: (1) TVA-Sequoyah Nuclear Plant in Tennessee,
(2) Duke Power Oconee Plant, (3) Savannah River Plant and
the Allied General Nuclear Services--Barnwell Nuclear Fuel
Plant, and (4) Alabama Power Company Plant Farley. The State
of Georgia plans, which meet the 50 mile EPZ criteria, are
currently in effect at the state government level. Local
governments within the 50 mile EPZ are aware of requirements
and are capable of providing resources.

A.(4) Not applicable, no such facility scheduled for operation
during referenced time frame.

B.(1)(A) The state has provided resources (manpower and equipment)
from several state agencies to complete the Georgia REP.
This effort was accomplished with existing resources with
no additional funding received by the agencies having a
role in emergency planning. It must be recognized that
while these agencies were involved in emergency planning,

Ax24



they were not able to be engaged in other assigned program
functions. Considering plan aspects alone, the state has
likely expended about $70,000 to develop the current REP.
Additionally, the state has spent about $80,000 to procure
and equip a mobile laboratory for use in radiological
emergency response. 1

1

B.(1)(B). Local governments involved in REP preparation for fixed
facilities have done so without additional funding. These
agencies have absorbed the cost of such planning in their
routine operating budgets.

i B.(2)(A) It is estimated that the cost of maintenance of plans, to .

include drills and exercises, will cost the state about'

$15,000 per year per site.
;

!

B.(2)(B) It is expected that local governments will expend on the
order of $8,000 per year per site to maintain plans and
conduct drills, exercises, and training.

C. No special funds will be appropriated at the state or local
level for this effort. Hopefully, federal funds will
eventually be made available as a means of helping defray
the cost of such programs.

If I or my staff can be of further assistance on this subject, please let me
know.

Sincerely,

'

BI NES.

ajor eneral
Director

1

1

Ax25
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lilinois Emergency Services and Disaster Agency
110 East Adams Street, Spnngfield,Ilknois 62706

.

May 30, 1980

.

Mr. Patrick H. McCollough
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region V
Federal Center
Battle Creek, MI 49016

Dear Mr. McCollough:

In response to your request RV-0066 on the status of the Illinois radio-
logical emergency response planning, I am providina the information below.

Question #1: Timetable

A. All operating commercial power reactor sites should meet
the new criteria by March 30, 1981.1

B. The LaSalle Nuclear Power Station is scheduled to load in
September, 1980; therefore, the site should meet the new
criteria by August 30, 1980.

C/D. No timetables currently exist for meeting the new criteria
for commercial power reactor sites located in adjacent
states.

Question #2: Estimated Costs

A/B. A one-time cost for remote monitoring equipment for each

plant is approximately $1.75 to $2.0 million. The State's
annual cost for planning is approximately S425,000, sith
planning defined as the original planning process, main-
tenance, updating and exercises of the plan. This is

budgeted dollars only, and does not include the time and
effort put in by other state employees not specifically
funded under this program. The cost to local governments
cannot be calculated since it is primarily in the form of
employee time and labor which is included in their normal
salaries.

IThat is, providing the NCP contract can be modified to allow those planners to
remain on the IPRA project as long as necessary.
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Mr. Patrick 11. McCollough -2- May 30, 1980

Question #3: Funding Received from Utility

A. The utility is required to pay a one-time charge of
$350,000 per nuclear power station in the state and an
annual fee of $75,000 for each nuclear power reactor for
which an operating license has been issued in order to
cover the cost of establishing emergency plans to deal
with the possibility of nuclear accidents (including the
purchase of remote monitoring equipment) . )

If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely yours,

-

/
.

E. Erie Jonee
Director

EEJ/cs
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STATE OF INDIANA

flay 28, 1980

Mr. Patrick H. McCollough, Director
Plans and Preparedness Division
FEMA - Region V
Battle Creek, Michigan 49016

Subject: Radiological Emergency Response,

Planning Status

Dear Mr. McCollough:

The follcwing is in response to your message RV-0066,
May 23, 1980:

Question lA - Not applicable. Indiana has no operational
commercial power reactors at this time,

i
Question 1B - Not applicable. There will be no operational

' commercial power reactor in Indiana by December 31, 1981.

Question 1C - Our time table to meet the new criteria, as
contained in NURdb 0654/ FEMA RP 1, for all new commercial
power reactors located in adjacent states will be completed
by December 31, 1980 for the 50 mile Inge.stion Pathway
Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ). Rezctorr in adjacent states
do not affect Indiana relative to the 10 mile Plume Exposure

,

Pathway EPZ.

Question 1D - All commercial power reactor sites located
adjacent to Indiana scheduled for completion by December 31,
1981 will be incorporated into the time table to meet the
new criteria by June 30, 1981.

Question 2A, (1) - No extraordinary costs are expected in
meeting new criteria.

Question 2A, (2) - No extraordinary costs are expected in
meeting new criteria.

Note: Indiana's policy is to plan to meet all potential;
'

hazards. Radiological Response Plans will be accomplished
with available assets.

1
1
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Mr. Patrick H. McCollough
May 28, 1980
Page Tuo

Question 2B, (1) - Indiana estimates it will cost the state
$10,000 per site for annual exercises and plan maintenance.

Question 2B, (2) - It is estimated it will cost local
counties within the 10 mile EPZ $2,000 annually for annual
exercises and plan maintenance.

.

Question 3 - The State of Indiana has received no funding'

from any nuclear utility for emergency planning 7~ The sup-
port that the state has received from the utility has been
in the form of typing and printing of the plans. Indiana
does require the utilities to ensure that county plans are
technically correct.

Sincerely,

flilton M. !!itnick
Director

,

HMM/ew

s

*
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STATE OF IOWA

May 27,1980

Mr. Francis X. Tobin, Director
FEMA, Region VII
Old Federal Office Building, Room 407
911 Walnut Street

'Denver, Colorado 80225

Dear Sir:

Reference Harold Pickering's memorandum subject: Radiological Emergency
Preparedness Plans, dated May 22, 1980.

Requested data is as follows:

I. Duane Arnold Nuclear Power Plant (Iowa)

A. Benton County Pl'an estimated for completion by July 1,1980

1. Estimated costs for plan publications $700
2. Estimated costs for annual plan maintenance

& exercises $500

B. Linn County does not intend to reverse current plan completed
by a contractor employed by Dunae Arnold until the final N'JREG
0654 is published.

1. Estimated costs for plan publication $800
2. Estimated costs for annual plan maintenance

& exercises $5000

II. Quad Cities Nuclear Power Pland (Illinois)

A. Clinton County Plan is completed.

1. Estimated costs for plan publication $700
2. Estimated costs for annual plan maintenance

& exercises $500
3. Traveling expenses $100

B. Scott County plan estimated for completion by June 20, 1980.

1. Estimated costs for plan publication $700
2. Estimated costs for annual plan maintenance $500

& exercises
,

Ax30
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Mr. Francis X. Tobin, Director
Page 2
May 27,1980

III. Genoa Boiling Water Reactor (Wisconsin)

A. Allamakee County plan is estimated for completion by end of
July,1980.

1. Estimated costs for plan publication $700
2. Estimated costs for annual plan maintenance

maintenance and exercises $500

IV. Ft. Calhoun Nuclear Plant (Nebraska)

A. Harrison County plan is estimated for completion by end of June,
1980.

1. Estimated costs for plan publication $700
2. Estimated costs for annual plan $500

i maintenance and exercises

B. Potawattanie County plan is estimated for completion by end of
July,1980.

1. Estimated costs for plan publication $500
2. Estimated costs for annual plan maintenance

& exercises $1000

V. Cooper Nuclear Plant (Nebraska)

A. This facility affects Iowa only in the food ingestion pathway area.

VI. The food ingestion zone planning for each of the above nuclear power
plants will be accomplished by the State Department of Agriculture.

1. This plan is estimated for completion by end of July.

2. Estimated costs for plan publication by six $3600
state departments

3. titimated costs for state plan publication $6000

4. Estimated annual costs for state and state department plans
annual maintenance and exercises. $5000

5. Estimated annual cost for one new state plann-
ing position to maintain state plan, assist state
departments and counties in plan maintenance and
coordinate annual exercises with nuclear power
plants. $5000

Ax31
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Mr. Francis X. Tobin, Director
Page 3
May 27,1980

6. Additional radiological equipment for state $27000
Radiation Response Teams

7. Estimated potassium iodide tablets for EPZ $60000
populations. Unless shelf life is extended,
this amount will be necessary every three years.

8. Communications equipment for RAD teams $20000

VII. No funding support is anticipated from the nuclear power plants.

Sincerely,

John D. Crandall
Director

cc: County CD Directors
C. Fred Stout

Ax32
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STATE OF KANSAS

THE ADJUTANT GENERAL
DS)ISION OF EMEh0E%() FREF4REDNES$

TOFtk 4. h 4Ns4% 666cl

3 June 1980

Mr. Francis X. Tobin, Director
Federal Dnergency Management Agency
Region VII
911 Walnut, Roan 405
Kansas City, Missouri 64106

Attention: Mr. Harold Pickering

Dear Mr. Tobin:

This is in response to your menorandum dated 22 May 1980 subject:
Radiological Emergency Preparedness Plans. Answers are keyed to ques-
tions in paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of your memorandum.

No operating connercial power reactor in the State1. a.
of Kansas.

b. No ccmnercial reactors scheduled for coupletion by
December 31, 1981.

State plan will be updated to canply with NUREG-0654/c.
FENA-REP-1 by October 31, 1980; local plans will be updated
by Deconber 31, 1980.

d. N/A

2. a. State: $5,250; local: $5,250

b. State: $10,500; local: $10,500

3. None.
-

Since_ rely
~ ~

1
''

..
i

,

ManuE G. WEED
| Colonel, USA (Ret)
<

Deputy Director'

|

l. MGi:od'

|

|
Ax33
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COMMONWE ALTH OF KENTUCKY 3

DEPARTMENT OF MILITARY AFFAIRS /[ ,

| DIVISION OF DISASTER AND EMERGENCY SERVICES ri

FRANKFORT s
,

40601 he -

2 June 1980

Mr. Frank Neston, Director
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region IV
1375 Peachtree Street N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

ATTENTION: Mr. Jack Richardson

Dear Mr. Newton:

In reply to your twx of 231557Z May 80.

1. There are no operational nuclear reactors within the state of
Ken tu cky

2. There are no nuclear reactors under construction in the state
of Kentucky

3. There are no operational reactors within 50 miles of the
state of Kentucky

4. It is proposed to have a plan completed for the Zimmer
Nuclear Power station now under construction by 30 June 1981

6. Cost of planning for the Zimmer Nuclear Power Plant is as
follows:

$265, 000 for DES planning staff
$100,000 for DES staff support
$ 7 5,000 for Area Coordinator support
$100,000 for Radiological Health
$35,000 for Department of Natural Resources
$10,000 for Agriculture Department
$50,000 for other state agencies.

Cost of planning for the Marble Hill Plant is as follows:

$200,000 For DES planning staff
$100,000 For DES staff Support
$75,000 For Area Coordinator support
$100,000 For Radiological Health
$20,000 For Department of Natural Resource
$8,000 For Agriculture Department
$30,000 For other state agencies planning.
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7. Planning for the local counties:

Zimmer Plant
Campbell County: .S50,000
Bracken County $25,000
. Pendleton County $25,000
Hos t - C ountie s $20,000

Marble Hill Plant
Trimble County $25,000
Oldham County $40,000
Host County $15,000

8. Cost for maintenance of these plans per year are as follows:
'

DES S100,000
KY Dept of Natural Resources $10,000
Radiological Health $35,000
Campbell County $25,000

| Bracken County $5,000
! Pendelton County S5,000

Trimble County $5,000i
;

; oldham County $15,000
Host Counties $10,000

9. At present the state of Kentucky has not received any funding
from any ut'ility for this planning. We have been promised
funding from Cincinnati Gas and Electric, and Public Service,

~

Indiana but no money has been committed. It has been proposed
that they advance the state $250,000 for state total planning
services cost.

Sincerely,

NTI , .

Executive Direc
WRD/CB/asb- ;

|
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041 06/04/0 1921Z

STATE OF LOUISIANA

DE LOUI 006 1581900

R 061900Z JUNE 80

FM LOUISI ANA 0FFICE OF EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

TO FEM A REGION SIX BENTON TX

BT

UNCLAS

|
,

THIS IS IN REPLY TO TWX NUMBER R AGE 004 LOUI, DATED 03 JUNE 80. |

,

BY LOUISIANA STATUTE, THE LOUISIANA NUCLEAR ENERGY DIVISION (LNED)
!

HAS THE LEAD RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEVELOPMENT OF EMERGENCY RESPONSE PL ANS

FOR FIXED NUCLEAR FACILITIES. STATE NCP PERSONNEL HAVE BEEN DETAILED

ON TEMPOR ARY FIVE (5) MONTH BASIS, TO ASSIST LNED IN THIS PLANNING

EFFORT.

A. NEITHER RIVER BEND (ST. FR ANCISVILLE) NOR WATERFORD 3 (TAFT) ARE

SCHEDULED TO BECOME OPER ATION AL BY 12/31/80.

B. N/A

C. (1) THE GRAND GULF NUCLEAR POWER PLANT IS LOCATED IN MISSISSIPPI,

NORTH OF N ATCHEZ, ON THE LOUISI ANA-MISSISSIPPI BORDER. A

DRAFT COPY OF THE EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN FOR THIS AREA WAS

COMPLETED RECENTLY. THIS PLAN IS BEING REVIEWED BY A RAC TEAM
:

FOR COMPLIANCE WITH NUREG-0654 FEMA REP-1. WE ARE PRESENTLY

AWAITING COMMENTS RESULTING FROM THIS REVIEW.

Ax36
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(2) THE FOLLOWING REPLY REFLECTS ONLY COSTS INCURRED BY THE STATE

AND LOCAL EMERGENCY PREPARE 9 NESS OFFICES FOR DEVELOPMENT OF

EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS. COST ESTIMATES BY LNED FOR

IMPLEMENTING EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS TO MEET NUREG-0654

FEMA REP-1 ARE CURRENTLY UNDER EVALUATION AND COULD NOT BE

OBTAINED AT THIS TIME.

$130,000 (INCLUDES ONE TIME COST OF DEVELOPMENT AND FIRST

YEAR COST OF MAINTENANCE AND EXERCISES.)

A. $55,000

(1) $40,000 (SCHEBULED SIX MONTH NCP PLANNING PERIOD FOR

ALL THREE (3) SITES EFFECTING LOUISIANA.)

(2) $15,000 (EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN FOR GRAND GULF.)

8. $75,000

4

(1) $30,000

(2) $45,000

(3) NONE - NEGOTI ATIONS ARE PRESENTLY UNDERWAY FOR FUTURE FUNDING

BY UTILITY COMPANIES.

SIGNED: FARNHAM L. MORRISON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, OEP

BT

'
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STATE OF MARvLAND

1

?

.

..p 9 p,

c n . . ..
- '[ P ' # $.,- DEPARTMEN T OF

PUBLIC SAFETY AND CORRECTIONAL SERVICES*

M ARYLAND gow,N R TutLY
f MARRY HUGHES

c.ovo %oa CIVIL DEFENSE AND osavt* secat'a=*
'C'***'C**''''DIS ASTE R PREPAREDNE'SS AGENCY

,
Pm E 5 VILL E 21200 GEORGE M BROOKSggc.a.m.,

AREA CODE 301 486 4=22 o . ., c ,o. o, c ,, , o g r g .,a
. .oeuc see s , , ..,o

maeO O $4575 #C O..E C 00%as gt v.c g g
PSE***E Dht st AGE %C e

June 3, 1980

i
!

Mr. Charles T. Johnson, Regional Director
Region III

* Federal Dnergency Management Agency
Curtis Building
6th and Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

i

Attention: Mr. Palmer C. Scarnecchia;

Regional Advisory Committee Chairmani

!

Dear Mr. Johnson:
1

i Reference your teletype of May 23, 1980, subject: Report to the President on REP,

{ the status of State and local plans in Maryland is as follows:

I 1(a). Annex Q, the State Generic Plan, and Appendix Q-1, which deals specifically
with the Calvert Clif fs Nuclear Power Plant, and incorporates the separate REPS of
Calvert, Dorchester and St. Mary's Counties, are expected to be in final draf t form the
week of June 2nd. They will be distributed to all applicable State agencies and local

4

i jurisdictions for concurrence. ' When concurrences are received, they will be submitted
). to the Governor for approval. Thereafter, they will be forwarded to the FEMA Region III
i R.A.C. for concurrence towards the end of June.

I
In addition to the foregoing Plume Zone counties, separate plans have been or will

be completed for the following counties by the first week in June:

Anne Arundel,
Caroline,

| Charles,
Prince George's,

t Queen Anne's,
Somerset,
Talbot, and
Wicomico.

:
'

These jurisdictions have either an ingestion zone / evacuation support role to perform or
'

an exclusively ingestion zone function.
.

=

!
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1(b). No new commercial nuclear reactors are planned or under construction in
,

{ Maryland at this time.

IL 1(c). In-house planning has already begun on Appendix Q-2 to the State REP. This
j Appendix addresses the Peach Bottom Nuclear Power Plant, some three miles north of the

Maryland / Pennsylvania line on the Susquehanna River. It will incorporate the separate
i ".EPs of Harford and Cecil Counties. Target date for its completion is now set for the

end of August.

The northern tier of jurisdictions in Maryland, including Harford and Cecil
Counties, can be affected in the following manner from the nuclear power plants listed:

JURISDICTION POWER PLANT, FACILITY FUNCTION PLANNED

Baltimore City & Peach Bottom, Ps. Ingestion Zone;,

Baltimore County evacuation support
i to Harford County

Three Mile Island, Pa. Ingestion Zone;
; evacuation support

to York County, Pa.

Carroll County * Three Mile Island, Pa. Ingestion Zone;
evacuation support
to York County, Pa.'

Cecil County Peach Bottom, Pa. Plume Zone;
Ingestion Zone

Three Mile Island, Pa. Ingestion Zone;
evacuation support
to Lancaster Co., Pa.

.

Salem, New Jersey Ingestion Zone;
evacuation support'

to New Castle County,
Delaware

f Frederick County * Three Mile ;cland, Pa. Ingestion Zone;
. evacuation support

*

to York County, Pa.

J Harford County Peach Bottom, Pa. Plume Zone;
j Ingestion Zone
1

} Three Mile Island, Pa. Ingestion Zone;
| evacuation support
; to York County, Pa.
i

- Salem, New Jersey Ingestion Zone

4

i
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Kent County * Peach Bottom, Pa. Ingestion Zone;
evacuation support
to New Castle County,
Delaware

Queen Anne's County * Peach Bottom, Pa. Ingestion Zone

Salem, New Jersey Ingestion Zone;
evacuation support
to Delaware Counties

* indicates those jurisdicticns with completed plans. Planning is expected to be
completed by September, 1980, for all others.

1(d). The only new power plant outside of Maryland which is scheduled to go on
line in the near futura is the Limerick facility in Montgomery County, Pennsylvania.
Harford and Cecil Counties in Maryland fall within its Ingestion Zone, and the actions
planned would be similar in every respect to those for the Peach Bottom and Three Mile
Island facilities.

2 (a) . Cost estimates to meet interim State / local criteria for each site are as
follows:

(1) State: one @ S500,000 and a second @ $75,000, for a total of $575,000.

(2) Local jurisdictions in plume zones: five @ $25,000, for a total of $125,000.
Local jurisdictions in ingestion zones or furnishing support: eight @ $10,000, for a
total of $80,000.

2(b). Per annum estimated cost for maintenance of Plans including training, drills,
exercises is as follows:

( '.) State: $50,000.

(2) Each involved local jurisc iction: thirteen @ $10,000, for a total of $130,000.

3. No direct funding for State / local radiological emergency planning and prepared-
ness has been received from nuclear utilities. However, tha Baltimore Gas & Electric
Company, owners and operators of the Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant, has entered into
a contract with Stone & Webster Engineering of Boston. Stone & Webster was retained to
prepare Annex Q and Appendix Q-1, dealing with State and local response to an accident
at Calvert Cliffs, of the State RERP. Estimated cost to the Baltimore Gas & Electric
Company is $500,000. This Agency has received no funds for the development of Appendix
Q-2, which addresses the Philadelphia Electric Company's Peach Bottom Plant. Purther,
no financial support has been received from the Three Mile Island or the Salem, New
Jersey plants. Both the Peach Bottom and Calvert Cliffs facilities are currently in the
process of examining different systems that can be used to provide timely notification
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to State and local governments, and to disseminate an alert signal to 100% of the
resident and transient population within a five mile radius of each plant. It is
presumed that the installation and recurring costs of such systems will be paid by
these facilities. Actua.1 figures are not available at this time.

If you have further questions concerning the foregoing, please contact my
Operations Officer, Dr. Charles Browne, at 486-4422.

Sincerely,

:' A
>

GEORGE M. BROOKS
Director

GMB:JKO'B:amj

{
.

i
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4 Mi BUREAU OF civil. EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESSM#

STATE HOUSE e AUGUSTA, MAINE 04333 e (207) 622-6201
. u

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND VETERANS SERVICES
'

June 9, 1980
Ltr. #140-80-1

Stephen J. McGrail
Regional Director
Federal Emergency Management Agency
442 John W. McCormack, P0CH
Boston, 'iassachusetts 02109

Attn: George Patrick

Dear Mr. McGrail:

This letter is in response to FEMA, Region I teletype P 222020Z May 1980 in
which specific data was requested in connection with the planning actions as-
sociated with the Maine Yankee Contingency Plan and other planned actions
associated with peacetime nuclear planning.

The following documentation conforms with the format set forth in FEMA, Region
I teletype P 222020Z May 1980:

1A. As you will recall, the " draft submission" of the Maine Yankee plan was
mailed to U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 31 December 1979. This
plan was developed in accordance with NUREG 75/111 and NUREG 0610. Sub-
sequently, with the publication of NUREG 0654/ FEMA REP-1, this plan is
currently undergoing expansion, review and updating. It is envisioned
that all rewriting and updating will be completed 30 June 1980. A limited
number of copies will be printed to satisfy Federal Review / Acceptance Pro-
cedures.

1B. Presently, Maine Yankee is the only nuclear reactor power plant operating
within the State of Maine. It is understood that no additional nuclear
power plants are currently planned within this state.

1C. At the present time nuclear power plants are not in operation in other
states which meet this criteria.

10. Point LePreau Nuclear Power Plant, located in New Brunswick, Canada, is
presently under construction, and is scheduled to become operational summer
1981. Because of established federal criteria this bureau will be required

I to develop a contingency plan for Point LePreau since a small portion of
liashington County is within fifty (50) miles of the plant site. Additionally,

|
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liaison should be established with the Canadian government by the U.S. State
: Department within the near term. This Bureau anticipates completing all con-
} tingency planning actions August 1981. It should also be noted that prior to

the nuclear oower plant at Seabrook, N.H., becoming operational, a contingency
4

plan will be required. However, this action is not scheduled for completion
until Summer 1983. This planning process will require liaison with New Hampshire
Civil Emergency Preparedness.

2A. One time estimated cost - State,

(1) To date, six (6) state staff members have c'evoted approximately
fifty (50) percent of their efforts in develooing a peacetime

,
' nuclear contingency plan. The estimated costs to develop this |

plan are:
,

Salaries .................................................$ 42,000.00-

Travel Expenses ..........................................$ 1,000.00
,

P r i n ti ng a nd Pira ph i cs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 3,000.00

Emergency Publ i c I nforma tion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 2,000.00

(2) The local utility company has funded a private engineering firm
to develop local plans for certain communities within the EPZ.
Costs to date to the u tili ty company . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5150,000.00

(3) Unioue radiological and support equipment for Maine Yankee....*$ 81,936.00
*See MECEP Letter #107-80-1 of 14 May 1980.

28. One time estimated cost - Local Government
,.

'

,
(1) This particular funding aspect has involved two (2) counties

i and twenty (20) local communities on a part-time basis for ap-
proximately nine (9) months. In view of the fact that local
plans were developed by a private engineering company and thise

| bureau, the estimated cost is most difficult to determine. How-
: ever, the total estimated administrative costs for these govern-
i mental orga ni za tions a re . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 5,000.00

i 2C. Estimated annual maintenance of plan - State
J

; (1) Salary and expenses for one Peacetime Nuclear Planner.

Pay Re - e 20...................................................i 22,500.00
..

(2) Plan Maintenance ..............................................$ 5,000.00

(3) Radiological response van with communications to Maine State
Police and MECEP Lr,RS plus necessary radiological detection

i and analyzing equipment .......................................$ 25,000.00

(4) One additional Radiological Instrument Technician.,

Pay Range 16 ........................................ .........$ .19,500.00
Ax43t
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!
!

(5) Tra i n i ng a nd Ex e rci s es . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 10,000.00
r

| (6) Pu b l i c I n f o nna t i o n . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 2,000.00
t

| (7) Maintenance of additional communications equipment to support
! Maine Yankee ..................................................$ 1,000.00
|

| (8) Financial costs to have one staff member on standby at all
times..........................................................$ 7,000.00

,

(9) Pager system for selected MECEP staff members .................$ 1,500.00

i Note: Basic system presently available within State House
i Complex. Only additional individual pagers would be

required for five (5) staff members.

(10) Five Thousand (5000) 730 Dosimeters and chargers............ $1,000,000.00

20. Estimated annual maintenance of plan - Local Government

(1) One Peacetime Nuclear Planner for Lincoln County CEP.

Salary and expenses, Pay Range 10 ............................$ 13,000.00

(2) Tests and Exercises ...........................................$ 10,000.00
.

(3) Administrative expenses for all local governments within the
EPZ of Maine Yankee.

(a) Maintenance of warning and communications systems . . . . . . . .$ 5,000.00

(b) Plan maintenance .........................................$ 2,000.00
^

(c) Protective clothing for emergency workers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$ 5,000.00

3. Estimated funding to date for local emergency planning and pre-
paredness which has been funded by a u'tility company.

A. Development of local plans . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $150,000.00
(for communities within the EPZ).

i B. Additional financial supoort which the local utility plans to
commit is not known at this time.

i

GRAND TOTAL $1,413,436.00

Sincerely, g
D

Li el A. Cote
ate Director

,

LAC /bjm

'
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

From Peter R. Basolo, Deputy State Director Emergency Services to
,

Patrick H. McCollough, Director, Plans and Preparedness, Director
FEMA Region Five Battle Creek.

In reference to your inquiry concerning the status of Radiological
Emergency Response Plans the following three questions are detailed:

I. Question One

Part A. The State of Michigan anticipates completion of new
criteria elements set forth in NUREG 0654/ FEMA-REP
1 by June 30, 1980. The Michigan Emergency Preparedness
Plan was reviewed by the Regional Advisory Committee
(RAC) on May 12th and 13th and changes to the plan
are now in the process of development. Theoe changes
are expected to be completed by June 30, 1980. The
RAC indicated that if these changes were made the plan
would then be determined adequate.

Part B. Although the FERMI II and Midland plants will not be
operational until the mid 1980's, the new criteria
elements will be met by December 31, 1980, if the Nuclear
Civil Protection Planning Contract is permitted to

,

continue Radiological Emergency Response Planning.

Part C. The only operating commercial nuclear power reactor
site located in another State but adjacent to the
Michigan border is the Davis-Besse plant in Ohio.
Planning to meet new criteria elements for Davis-

Bessie will be completed when the planning is done
for FERMI II in Monroe County, Michigan. Assuming
the NCP contract is extended for REP, new criteria
elements for Davis-Besse could be completed by
December 31, 1980.

Part D. There is no commerical nuclear reactor site scheduled
to become operational by December 31, 1980, located
in another State but adjacent to Michigan. The site
for the Bailly plant in Indiana has been selected but

construction has not started. When construction is
under way, planning will be initiated.

II. Question Two

Part A. 1. State $630,000.

2. Local Government $1,750,000.;

I Part B. 1. State $120,000.

2. Local Government $190,000
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III. Question Three

No funding is presently available, but some legislative interest
exists to possibly pass legislation requiring funding assistance
by the utilities. At this time, no such bill has been entered
in the legislature.
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STATE OF MINNESOTA

VINN 349 RECO

189 06/04/0 1738Z

DE MINN 0349 1561800

R 041230 JUNE 1980

FM SDES VINN

TO FEVA REC 10N FIVE, B ATTLE CREEK, VICHIC AN

BT

UNCLAS

ATTENT ION ED ROBINSON

IN RESPONSE TO YOUR REQUEST RV-0066, VAY 23,1980, ON RAD 10 LOC ! CAL

EVERCENCY RESPONSE PTANS, FE ARE PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING I NFORVAT ION:

1. A. JANUARY 1, 1981

8. NOT APPLICABLE

C. JANUARY 1, 1981

D. NOT APPLICABLE

2. A. 850,000 INCLUDING HARDWARE

B. 200,000

AE ARE SITE SPECIFIC BECAUSE ONE UTILITY OPERATES ALL PLANTS IN

VINNES0TA AND VATERI ALS PURCHASED WILL BE UTILIZE 0 FOR ALL

FACILITIES. FURTHER, WE DO NOT KNOW SPECIFICALLY HOW VUCH

IT WILL COST T0 IMPLEVENT A 15 VINUTE NOTIFICATION SYSTEV

VOilCH nlLL BE SITE SPECIFIC.

3. AE HAVE RECEIVED 500,000 wlTH A THEORETICAL 100,000, ANNUALLY

THEREAFTER.

CERALD R. KITTRIDGE/0/VINNES0TA
Ax47'

BT



STATE OF MISSISSIPPI

fHississippi Giuit Defense Gonntil
P. O. Box 4501, Fondren Station

Telephone 354 7201 JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI 39216

j( M AHE R WILLIAM E WINTER
A<. , o,,u e,. v 4 e.c% ,-aa May 28, 1980 Goveraor, cha'r-aa

BILL ALLAIN
At torney General. Member

CCHEN f ROBERTSON
Adiv' Sat General, Member

Mr. Frank Newton, Director
FEMA, Region IV
1375 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Mr. Newton:

This is in response to your message number RIV-0462 regarding the status of
Radiological Emergency Preparedness. The responses below are keyed to the
questions posed in the message.

A.l. Not applicable. There are no operating reactors within the State.

A.2. Grand Gulf Nuclear Station will not be operational for commercial power
production until sometime in the spring of 1982. Fuel loading is scheduled
for August 1981. All planning is keyed to that date. See attached
schedule. Fuel loading for the Yellow Creek Nuclear Plant is now scheduled
for January 1985, according to TVA.

A.3. Not applicable.

A.4. Not applicable.

B.l.A. $500,000.00
'

B.l.B. $700,000.00

B.2.A. $232,000.00

B.2.B. $ 40,000.00

C. None.

If additio:1al information is needed, please 1 > me know.

S* y,

/

.E. Maher
Director

JEM:es
Attachment
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Revised ' cay 27, 29E0

REVISED PLAN / EXERCISE
SCHEDULE

RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE

06/01/80 All plans complete for Review

06/10/80 Comments on_ Plans due from State Agencies

06/30/80 Report'to President by PEMA/NRC - Status of State Plans

09/01/80 Implementing Procedures complete (State / Local Agencies)

09/15/80 First Table-Top Exercise and Critique

10/15/80 Implement First Table-Top Exercise recommendations into
plans and implementing procedures

10/31/80 Discuss and finali e plans for Second Table-Top Exercise

11/14/80 Second Table-Top Exercise and Critique

12/01/80 Implement Second Table Top Exercise recommendations into
plans and implementing procedures

01/05/81 Plan first All Agency Ccordinated Exercise

02/02/81 First All Agency Actual Exercise (Critique / Recommendations /
Revise Plans)

04/01/31 Second All Agency Actual Exercise (Critique / Recommendations /
*

Revise Plans)

07/01/81 All Agency Exercise for NRC/PEMA Evaluation (Critique /
Recommendations / Revise Plans)

10/01/81 Second All Agency Exercise for NRC/ FEMA Evaluation
(if necessary)
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Joseph P.Tesedale
.

Adjutant General of w=aourt

Governor hvision of Hashway Safety
Division of IJguor contros

y, M, W|] son Dethion of Water Safety

Director STATE OF MISSOURI w==auri co==ca on crinuaal 3==t==

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY ["",,'''''"''*"''"''"'Hohert E. Huechler
|

The Adjutant General OFFICE OF THE ADJUTANT GENERAL
DISASTER PLANNING & OPERATIONS

George M. Atchison, Director
1717 Industrial - P. O. Box 116
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

June 2, 1980

Mr. Francis X. Tobin
Regional Director
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region VII
911 Walnut Street, Room 405
Kansas City,:lissouri 64106

Dear Mr. Tobin:

Following is our reply to Harold Pickering's memo dated May 22, 1980,
subject: Radiological Emergency Preparedness Plans.

Regarding questions la & b, Missouri does not now have within its
borders an operating commercial power reactor nor will we have within
the 12/31/81 date. The first power plant is scheduled to go on line
in October 1982. However, our office timetable for radiological
emergency preparedness is to have an Interim Nuclear Accident Plan
completed by August 1981.

Regarding questions Ic & d, there is a commercial power reactor in
a contiguous state; Cooper Nuclear Station at Brownville, Nebraska.
Again, our office timetable calls for Missouri's INAP, with the
appropriate county plari, to be completed by August 1981.

Regarding question 2, which addresses costs of developing and maintaining
state and local plans, including exercises, we estimate the following:

State Plan (includes 45 man-days state staff for local Cooper plan);

Development 275 man-days 0 $100 $27,500
Maintenance 105 man-days @ $100 $10,500

Local Plan (Cooper);

Development 30 man-days 0 $75 $ 2,250

| Maintenance 50 man-days @ $75 $ 3,750

|
t
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Mr. Francis X. Tobin
June 2, 1980
Page 2

Local Plan (Callaway);

Development:
State Staff 150 man-days @ $100 $15,000
Local 200 man-days @ $ 75 $15,000

Maintenance:
State Staff 90 man-days @ $100 $ 9,000
Local 75 man-days @ $ 75 $ 5,625

TOTAL $88,625

These figures are conservative in that they primarily reflect salaries
of persons involved and only partial per diem expenses during exercises.
Total costs, which we are unable to estimate at this time, should include
actual food, lodging and travel expenses of all persons involved in an
exercise; secretarial costs; printing and xeroxing expense; telephone
calls , etc. , for each agency involved. This could easily add to the
above total approximately $100,000 for initial purchases, and $5,000
to $10,000 for annual maintenance and exercises.

Regarding question 3, neither state nor local governments have received
any funding from private utilities for planning purposes or acquisition
of equipment and other related materials required to satisfy the
requirements as set out in NUREG 0654/ FEMA-REP-1.

Sincerely,

George M. Atchison
Director.

CMA:nd
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STATE o[ N E H R A S H A
Hon. Charles Thone MILIT ARY DEPARTMENT Major Gerieral Edw ard C. Bmder

' " ' '""
STATE CIVIL DEFENSE AGENCY

[,'j,",',[^;,$*d',",j! 1300 Military Road
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

, (402)471-3241
i

6 June 1980

MEMORANDUM TO: Federal Emergency Management Agency
Regional Advisory Comni.ttee Chairman

FROM: Assistant Director
Nebraska Civil Defense Agency

SUBJECT : Radiological Dmergency Preparedness Plans

Reference memorandum 22 May 1980 from FEMA Region 7 in which cost and time
estimates were requested based on the assumption that NUEEG 0654/ FEMA-REP-1 as
presently written were to be adopted with little substantive change.

The emergency planning guidance in NUPEG 0654 is very specific and complex.
Based on the above assumption, implementation of Nt: REG 0654 by State and local
governments as well at our two nuclear power plants will be equally complex.
In terms of individual criteria elements phasing, timely provision of funding
support and agency cross coordination will be extremely important. For these
reasons it is felt that the only way to produce meaningful estimates would be to
specifically outline the essential planning assumptions on which our estimates
are based. Therefore, we assume that:

1. The proposed rulemaking changes to 10 CFR 50 will be approved as
currently written. Implementation of the revised 10 CFR 50 and
NUREG-0694 will be directed prior to 1 Jan 1981. It is also assumed

that necessary changes to plant emergency plans will be nade to be
effective 1 Jan 1981.

2. Full compliance with all criteria elements of NUREG 0654 as currently
written will be beyond State and local resources. Some type of funding
support will be required. For planning purposes it is assumed that
Federal funding support will be effected and that the earliest
reasonable date for this to be available will be 1 Oct 1981,

3. Existing State and Federal agency resources will remain as presently
constituted and will not be reduced by government economy measures.

4. The recently completed FEMA Region 7 FAC review which identified
criteria elements requiring revision will be considered to be final
and will not be expanded in scope.

5. NUREG 0654 criteria elements which equally apply to all levels (State,
local and plant) will be satisfied by detailed completion of the
requirement for one level with appropriate references being made in
the emergency plans for the other two levels.
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Memorandum
6 June 1980
Page 2

The following information requested in the above cited memo is
submitted:

a. Reference paragraph 1 a

Based on our planning assumptions there are two possible
implementation dates. The January date corprises emergency
plan revisions which can be made using existing resources
provided corresponding changes are made in plant emergency
plans and procedures. The October date represents criteria
items which can only be resolved only by additional funding
support for planning assistance, equipment procurement and
consultant services. Both estimates are based on meeting the
new criteria for the two Nebraska power plants. The following
are estimated completion times related to these dates.

Criteria items for implementation on 1 Jan 81: Six months
Criteria items for implementation 1 Oct 81: Two years

b. Reference paragraph 2 a(1) and (2)

In development of cost estimates for the two power plants
we have attempted to list only those requirements that exceed
our reasonable estimates of our existing State and local
funded resources. State costs mainly represent planning
assistance to local governments, equipment / supplies procurerents,
consultant services and other staf f support. The local
estimate is based on EOC improvements, emergency services
eauipment items and related support costs. The following
cost estbmates 0.pply:

One time cost (initial) S ta te : $1,505,252
One time cost (initial) Local: 61,170<

c. Reference paragraph 2 b(1) and (2)

To support annual maintenance of plans, exercises and
other recurring costs the following would be required for
two nuclear power plants. Recurring costs are composed of
ongoing equipment maintenance charges and continued consultant
services. The State data includes direct State planning
assistance to local governments:

State: $339,740
Two local governments: 13,520
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Mbmorandum
6 June 1980
Page 3

d. Reference paragraph 3

Funding support by the two nuclear power plants would
mainly apply for 15 minute area warning systems. Currently
both plants are each evaluating several options to satisfy
this requirement and estimates cannot be given. However,
it is f elt that total eventual support could be as high

as 05 million.

'

5 ( 14 v~

FRANCIS A. LADEN

Assisant Director
Nebraska Civil Defense Agency
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STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

NEW HAMPSHIRE CIVIL DEFENSE AGENCY G I

ONE AIRPORT ROAD, CONCORD, NEW HAMPSHIRE 03301 a 603/271 2231

June 3, 1980

Stephen McGrail, Regional Director4

Federal Emergency Manabement Agency
Region One
John W. McComack Post Office and Courthouse
Boston, Massachusetts 02109

Dear Mr. McGrail:

SUBJECT: Your 'IWX #368 dated 5/22/80 - Radiological Emergency Preparedness

Response to subject questions is as follows:

1.A - No operating plants in New Hampshire.

1.B - No operating plants in New Hampshire by 12/31/81 as of present
schedule. Seabrook, N. H. plent under construction.

1.C - Operating plant at Vernon, Vemont (Vermont Yankee) within 10-mile
and 50-mile EPZ. Operating plant at Rowe, Mass. (Yankee Rowe)
within 50-mile EPZ. Compliance with criteria, dependent on funding
required to correct deficiencies, scheduled for July 1981.

1.D - No known plants under construction in adjacent states within 10-mile
or 50-mile EPZ of New Hampshire.

2. New Hampshire cannot submit meaningful estimates of funding requirements
at this time, regardless of sources of such funding. Surveys currently
in progress should provide partial basis for some estimates at a later
date.

3. No direct funding has been received or requested by the state from any
utility as of this date.

Please let me know if further information is required.

Sincerely,

psJ %/s V
Eileen Foleyv
Director

EF:EAS
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DEPARTMENT OF LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY
DIVISION OF STATE POLICE

POST Of flCE BOX 7068
JOHNI.DEGNAN %EST TRENTON.NEW JERSEY 03625 COLONEL C. L. PAGANO
Attorney General (609) 882 2000 S upe rin t e nde nt

June 2, 1980

Ms. Rita Meyninger
Regional Director
Federal Emeigency Management Agency
26 Federal Plaza, Room 1349
New York, NY 10278

Dear Ms. Meyninger:

The following information is furnished in reply to your request
dated May 23, 1980:

Paragraph la

Responsibilitics, procedures, and resources needed to meet the
criteria set forth in NUREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1 have been identified,
coordinated, and confirmed in principle by all the governments and
agencies with a role in New Jersey's Radiation Emergency Response Plan.
All the base data for the writing of State and local plans has been
assembled -- the writing is in progress.

The Generic Plan that defines the concept of emergency operations,
responsibilities, and the organization for area support is complete.
The target date for completion of the supporting plans for the two
reactor sites is June 15th. The State Department of Environmental
Protection's accident assessment plan and plans for management of
technic.11 programs arc also schcdulcd for complction by Junc 15th.

Resolution of policy and procedures or the acquisition of hardware
relating to the following elements will be delayed beyond June 15th:

- Systems for prompt notification at both reactor sites will be
ready for installation by June 1,1981.

- Siting and constrction of each Nuclear Power Plant's Near-Site
EOF will begin January 1,1981, if criteria are firmed within
the month of June.

- Exposure control systems will be fully operational by September 1,
1980, if funds for dosimetry become available before the end of
June. Interim measures are in offect now.

Ax56
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Ms. Meyninger -2- June 2, 1980

- Potassium lodide target date depends on availability of funds for
purchase. Distribution can be achieved three months after the
potassium iodide becomes available.

- Public education pamphlets will be published and distributed eight
months after funds become available. Text material is available
now.

- Reuter-Stokes monitoring networks and State Emergency Area
Communications Systems can be installed six months following the -

availability of funds.

At this writing, New Jersey has all the essential elements of public
protection in place with the exception of potassium iodide and notification
systems needed to meet the 15-minute criteria. All other criteria specified
in NURE''-0654 would govern the management of any public safety accident
occurring today. Funds for systems described above will become available
if State Assembly Bill 966 now under legislative review, becomes law.

*
Paragraph ib

There will be no changes in the Public Response Plan for Artificial
Island (the Salen Generating Station site) when Salem No. 2 becomes
operational. For all practical reasons, it is one and the same site.

Paragraph 1c

The target date for completion of 50-mile EPZ plans is September 1,
1980.

Paragraph id

There are no Nuclear Power Plants scheduled to becomc operational by
December 31, 1980, outside New Jersey which would create an ingestion
pathway within the State.

Paragraph 2a

One Time Costs State - $2,625,000
Local
Ocean County - 3,714,500
Salem County - 2,581,500
Cumberland County - 401,000

$9,322,000

Paragraph 2b

Annual Recurring Costs: State - $ 90,000
Local
Ocean County - 30,000
Salem County - 15,000
Cumberland County - 5,000

Ax57 $140,000
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4

Ms. Meyninger June 2, 1980
.

-3

Paragraph 3a

Fun' ding by Public Service Electric & Gas for implementation of i

fpublic response plansa. $2,000,000 for a 15-minute warning or,

notification system.
>

j Paragraph 3b

Funding by Jersey Central Power and Light for implementation of
y public response planst $3,000,000 for a 15-minute warning or

notification system.
i

We trust the above responses fulfill your inquiry.

Very truly yours,

S ,) *
e

,

1 J p A. Rogals. , Mafor
' State Dit tor
,

r cy Mana ment
i

4

2

I

i

4

!
<

i

l

i
f

(

)

!
|
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STATE OF NEW ORK
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH OFFICE OF PUBLIC HEALTR
TOWER BUILDING G THE GOVERNOR N ELSON A. ROCKEFELLER EMPIRE ST AT E PLAZ A e AL B AN Y, N.Y.12237

o Avio AxEtnoo, M.o. LOCAL HEALTH MANAGEMENT
carrens..#aner

WILLI AM F. LE AVYGLENN E. M AU GH IE, M.D.
Director

Director ot I%6ile Heelsh

June 6, 1980

Ms. Rita Meyninger
Regional Director
Federal Emergency
Management Agency
Region II
26 Federal Plaza
New York, NY 10007

Dear Ms. Meyninger:

This is in response to your letter of May 23, 1980,
in which you requested an assessment of our status in
developing radiological emergency plans.

We plan to submit State and County pl ns to you for
concurrence by September or early October of 1980. Some of
the implementing aspects of those plans can be put in place,
when approved, by January 1, 1980. Some aspects of the
plans, when approved, will not be implementable until mid
1981. Still other plan aspects, those related to direct
reactor monitoring at a state operated Emergency Operations
Center, will not be implementable until late 1981 or early
1982.

Out of state sites will be capable of being
monitored within the time f rames stated above.

Out of state sites scheduled for operation
by December 31, 1981 will be capable of being monitored
within 6 months of such sites becoming operative.

Cost estimates. No additional state or county
funds have been appropriated for staff, equipment, etc.
There is no indication that there will be any such
appropriations. However, legislation introduced by
Speaker Fink, and other members of the New York State
Assembly, would impose fees upon the operators of commercial
nuclear reactors. The bill (1980 A. ll100-A) levies a one
time $2 million fee per reactor, and thereaf ter an annual
S500,000 fee per reactor, subject to reopening if the
Legislature is satisfied that additional funds are necessary.

|
i

|
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Ms. Meyninger -2- June 6, 1980

!

The Fink bill has passed in the Assembly and is
under consideration in the Senate. The Legislature is
planning to adjourn or recess next week. Passage before that,

time is not a certainty.

Our preliminary estimates indicate that the counties I

and the state will need about $17.5 million for full start
up costs to monitor all present and soon to come on line
reactors. Thereaf ter, we will need about $7 million on an
ongoing basis.

4

We have a commitment from the af fected utilities
for current funding of 9 staff (S250,000 - S440,000) for
emergency plan preparation. This agreement does not deal
with plan implementation. The utilities are not committed4

. to any further contributions.

We have made significant progress with plan
preparation. If the Fink bill becomes law, we will be able
to implement the plan. -

Sincerely yours,

p< ,

nt"| /We
onald avido f.

Project M nager
Nt' clear .ergency
Planning Group

i

4

s
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| NorthCarolina Departmentof

| CRIMECONTROL' *
| &PUBLIC SAFETY

stateHg1wayPatrd AlcoholInwE&m 64 CnmeContrd NatxxxzlGuard Cml Preparedness Cml AirPatrd

Jarnes B. Hunt,Jr., Governor Burley B. Mitchell,Jr., Secretary
June 3, 1980

Mr. Frank Newton, Regional Director
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region IV
1375 Peachtree Street, N.E. , Suite 664
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Mr. Newton:

Answers to questions in your message No. RIV-0462 are as follows:

A.

(1) 30 June 1981
(2) 1 August 1980

(3) Cannot be determined at this time.
(4) Cannot be determined at this time.

B. (1) 1,050,000
(A) 250,000*
(B) 20,000/ county x 40 cour. ties 800,000* ,

'1

(2)
(A) 100,000/ site x 2 sites 200,000*
(B) 20,000/ county x 40 counties 800,000* (

C. None

*Best estimates that can be arrived at as of June 2,1980.

Sincerely,
.

. . ., h ---
**

.
-

David E. Kelly I
IAssistant Secretary for

Attachment (TWX) Public Safety

PO. Box 27687 512NSalisburyStreet Raleigh,NC.27611-(919)7332126
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STATE OF OHIO

ADJUTANT GENERAL'S DEPARTMENT

2825 WEST GRANVILLE ROAD
JAMES C. CLEM WORTHINGTON, OHIO 43085 JAMES A. RHODES
MAJOR GENERAL GOVERNOR

THE ADJUTANT GENERAL DISASTER SERVICES AGENCY

ACOH-DS 4 June 1980

Mr. James W. Wahner, Regional Director
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region V
Attn: Plans & Preparedness
Battle Creek, Michigan 49016

ATTN: Mr. Joe Hatcher

Dear Mr. Wahner:

Reference is made to your teletype message RV-0066 dated May 23, 1980,
Ref: EMO, Subject: Radiological Emergency Response Planning Status.

The information you requested is provided with reference to the specific
questions and parts:

QUESTION 1 - Part A - Please see attached chart
Part B - Please see attached chart
Part C - Please see attached chart
Part D - Please see attached chart
Part E - Remarks referencing Perry Nuclear Plant

units 1 & 2 to become operational in
1984 & 1985, were added by Ohio DSA.

QUESTION 2 - Part A - The total cost to implement the plan which
meets the criteria is:

1 - Davis-Besse Nuclear Plant
State - $277,967
Local - $000,000

2 - Zimmer Nuclear Power Station
State - $66,370
Local - $00,000

3 - Beaver Valley Nuclear Power Station
State - $66,370
Local - $00,000

4 - Perry Nuclear Power Station
State - $66,370
Local - $00,000
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) Page 2
Mr. James W. Wahner
4 June 1980

I

5 - Fermi II Nuclear Station
! State - $0

Local - $0

6 - Marblehill Nuclear Power Station
State - $0<

Local - $0 ;

i Part B -

j 1 - Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Station
; State - $50,000 each year for FY 81,82,83

Local - $00,000<

i

1 2 - Zimmer Nuclear Power Station
! State - $50,000 each year for FY 81,82,83 -

j Local - $00,000

; -

: 3 - Beaver Valley Nuclear Power Station
State - $50,000 each year for FY 81,82,83

| Local - $00,000

i
'

4 - Perry Nuclear Power Station
State - $50,000 each year for FY 81,82,83

j Local - $00,000

5 - Fermi II Nuclear Station<

State - $04

] Local - $0

0 - Marblehill Nuclear Power Station
State - $0 |.

Local - $0,

|
~

QUESTION 3 - To date no direct funding from the utility companies has
been received. If legislation which has passed the Ohio
House of Representatives and is now being considered by

{ the Ohio Senate becomes law, it is expected that Ohio
; DSA would receive $100,000 annually from each site in Ohio

with no revenue from sites outside of Ohio. The earliest
; date possible projected for this funding is January 1931.

i FOR THE DIRECTOR
(Signed by W. Grace for)

,

'
j CURTIS GRIFFITH, JR.
; Deputy Director

.
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PLANNING PLANNING PLANNING

SITE COUNTIES ZONE COMPLETION IMPLEMENTATION
,

DBNPS *0TTAWA 10 FY 80 ist Exercise - Sept 80

*LUCAS 10/50 FY 80 2nd Exercise - Sept 81
* WOOD 50 FY 81 3rd Exercise - Sept 82

<

*SANDUSKY 50 FY 81 4th Exercise - Dept 83
* ERIE 50 FY 81
*FULTON 50 FY 81
* HENRY 50 FY 82

HANC0CK 50 FY 82
WYANDOT 50 FY S2
CRAWFORD 50 FY 81'

HURON 50 FY 81
RICHLAND 50 FY 82

*LORAIN 50 FY 81
* SENECA 50 FY 82

,

(Oct./
Er ZIMMER *CLERMONT 10 FY 82 Dec 81) ist Exercise - July 81
|| HAMILTON 50 FY 83 2nd Exercise - Nov. 81

* BUTLER 50 FY 83
WARREN 50 FY 83
CLINTON 50 FY 83
BROWN 50 FY 83
HIGHLAND 50 FY 83
ADAMS 50 FY 83
PIKE 50 FY 83
FAYETTE 50 FY 83
GREENE 50 FY 83
MONTG0MERY 50 FY 83

(Oct./
PERRY LAKE 10/50 FY 83 Dec 82) ist Exercise - June 83'

ASHTABULA 10/50 FY 84 2nd Exercise - Oct. 83
GEAUGA 10/50 FY 84
CUYAH0GA 50 FY 84
SUMMIT 50 FY 84

;

i.



GENERAL REMARKS

DBNPS

1. TECO current offer for 5 mile siren system must stand firm.
2. State / County decision for 5-10 mile sirens by 1 Oct. '81.
3. Assuming that the TEC0 will install the early warning

outdoor notification sirens before January 1 1981 and
that state-local governments will not support funding
of sirens for the 5-10 mile radius area, a completed '

notification system as described in NUREG 0654/ FEMA
REP-1 will not be possible for the Davis-Besse plant
until 30 June 1981. This will be the single limiting
factor for all the criteria.
* Denotes counties which also fall into the 50 mile IPZ'

for the FERMI II NPS.

** Denotes county which will fall into the 50 mile IPZ
p for the Perry NPS.
8I

ZIMMER

1. CG&E must react favorable or unfavorably to county
equipment request by 1 September 1980.

2. Initial start-up exercise scheduled for July-November
1981.

3. Until local governments in Clermont County can reach
an agreement with the CG&E on pre-arranged emergency re-
sponse equipment and capability, there will be little
if any county activity in emergency planning completion.
The State has drafted a plan on the former criteria, but
is not prepared to revise this draft according to 0654
until the county agrees to collaborate with the State
in a planning effort. It is estimated that this could
take until December 31 1981.
*

Denotes counties which also fall into the 50 mile IPZ

. ______ - ___ _- -



for the Marble Hill, Indiana NPS.

PERRY

Denotes those counties which also fall into the 50*

mile IPZ for the Beaver Valley NPS.
.

Denotes those counties which also fall into the 50**

mile IPZ for the DBNPS.

2
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PLANNING PLANNING PLANNING
SITE COUNTIES ZONE COMPLETION IMPLEMENTATION

Continue
PERRY

* PORTAGE 50 FY 81 SAME
*TRUMBULL 50 FY 81

,

*MANH0NING 50 FY 81
- MEDINA 50 FY 84

**LORAIN 50
'

FY 81

(Oct./
BVNPS COLUMBIANA 10/50 FY 81 Dec 80) Implement during '

,

*MAHONING 50 FY 81 April - Sept. 81 (2)
*TRUMBULL 50 FY 81

'

STARK 50 FY 81
* PORTAGE 50 FY 81

JEFFERSON 50 FY 821
'

BELMONT 50 FY 82
HARRISON 50 FY 82
CARROLL 50 FY 82

{ TUSCARAWAS 50 FY 82
s %4

e

:

. _ _ .___- _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - .-- - - --.
- - _ -___.
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%

GENERAL REMARKS

PERRY

SAME

BVNPS

1. BVNPS will start up 1 July 81 f f communication test wit,

i county is successful.
1 2. DLP has committed resources to installation of sirens
) in Columbiana County (FY 81) date of installation.

3P 3. The Ohio portion of the 10 mile EPZ which involves Co-'

83 'cmbiana County can be completed with plan development.

a .d implementation of outdoor audible warning systems
_

ia two phases. Phase I plan development completed 1 Oc i

1980. Phase II full criteria implementation by 30 June
1 981. Again the limiting factor for Phase II is the
notification system. The 50 mile portion of this plan
cannot be completed in planning or implementation
until FY 82 .
* Denotes those counties which also fall within the

50 mile IPZ for the Perry NPS. ;

;

'

i
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/ OKLAHOMA CIVIL DEFENSE

8 Rolos yyseOu./AH - witt nOoEns suitoisas
jgg gPOST OFFICE SCX 53365

h f [HATDEN HAYNES
OKtAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA 73152 gGEORGE NIGH

405-529 2481
Governor State inrutor

June 4, 1980

Mr. Dale Milford, Director

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region Six
Federal Center
Denton, Texas 76201

Dear Mr. Milford:

In response to your teletype message request number 031301Z June, 1980,
the following information is provided:

A1. (A) $45,000

(B) Three Counties 51,000 Each
2. (A) $25,000

(B) None

Bl. (A) None Received

(B) Unknown if additional funds will be received

Sincerely,

& W &
Hay en ayne

BHM/bt
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Department of Energy
ms~ L. Aeon s enoustrues mut omo, Roou 102. SALCu. MsWo MO*E 3M

M e 5, 1990

Neale V. Cheney
Regiccal Director, FDIA
federal Regional Center
Bothell, WA 98011

Dear Mr. Chaney:

Your letter of May 23, 1980 requested responses to three quer: 1ons. Our

responses are enclosed,

Stocerely,

Lyra Frsak
Director

LF/DG:swd
7834A

Enclosure

cc: Tom Walt, PSE

:
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Question 1

Assuming little substantive change in the interim criteria for
Radiological Emergency Plans as set forth in NUREG-0654/FEftA-REP-1;

a. What is your timetable (including that of involved local governments)
to meet new criteria for all operating commercial power reactor sites
within your state?

Answer: Oregon intends to have implemented the requirements of
NUREG-%54/FEf tA-REP-1 by July 1.1980. These requirements
are subject to various interpertations. Additional actions
by Ortgon may be necessary as the result of FEf1A/NRC review,<

b. What is your timetable (including that of involved local governments)
to meet the new criteria for all commercial power reactor sites
scheduled to become operational in the near future (by 12/31/81)
within your state?

Answer: Not applicable,

c. What is your timetable (including that of involved local governments)
to meet the new criteria for all operating comercial power reactor
sites located in another State but adjacent to your comon border,

(within 50-mile emergency planning zone (EPZ) for ingestion pathway
planning, and with 10-mile EPZ for plume exposure pathway planning)?

Answer: Not applicable,

d. What is your timetable (including that of involved local governments)
to meet the new criteria for all operating commercial power reactor
scheduled to become operational in the near future (12/31/81),
located in another State but adjacent to your common border (within,

50-mile EPZ for ingestion exposure pathway planning and within
10-mile EPZ for plume exposure pathway planning)?

Answer: Not applicable.

Question 2

What is the estimate of the cost to meet the interim State / local criteria
for each site, in and out of your State, which requires 10-mile EPZ and
50-mTTe EPZ planning in your State?

; a. One-time cost

1. State?
2. Each involved local government?

b. Maintenance of plans (including exercises) or other continuing costs i

(per annum) for each site in 2.a. above?
|

'

|

Ax71
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1

2
|

1. State?
2. Each involved local government?

Answer: The following are cost estimates for Oregon emergency planning
around Trojan. These are very crude because they represent only
additional costs required by the new criteria and do not include
in-kind service provided by governmental agenices and Portland
General Electric, all of which have been large.

Oregon State Columbia County

One Time $20,000 $40,000

Annual Maintenance $30,000 $40,000

Question 3

What funding for State / local radiological emergency planning preparedness
have you received, or will you receive, from each involved individual
nuclear utility?

Answer: Portland General Electric has provided equipment, consultants
| and employee time as needed to support Oregon planning,
i Conslutant's costs borne by PGE to date are $41,400. Further,
| local government agencies are required by state law.
,

,

'

|
Ax72
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O PENNSYLVANIA EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
P.O. 80X 3321

HARRISBURG, / INN 5YLVANIA 17103 ..

June 12, 1980

Mr. Charles T Johnson
Regional Director, Region III
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Curtis Building Seventh Floor
Sixth and Walnut Streets
Piiiladelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Attention: Mr. Palmer C. Scarnecchia

Dear Mr. Johnson:

This letter is in reply to your teletype R-3 0028 SGD Scarnecchia,
RAC Chairman. The responses will be keyed to your questions.

1. A. Timetable to meet planning criteria (NUREG - 0654) to
include local plans for operational power reactor sites.

TMI July, 1980
Peach Bottom September, 1980
Beaver Valley " ''

Shippingport " "

B. Power reactor sites scheduled operational by December
31, 1981.

None.

C. Timetable to meet planning criteria (NUREG - 0654) to
include local plans for operational power reactors in
anotner State.

10 Miles 50 miles
None Oyster Creek, NJ - Oct. 80

Indian Point, NY - Oct. 80
Salem, NJ - Oct. 80

D. Timetable to meet planning criteria to include local
plans for future (12/31/81) power reactor sites in
another State.

None.

|

|
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Mr. Charles T. Johnson
June 12, 1980
Page Two

2. Cost data for meeting State / local criteria (Attached). The
cost data provided is an estimate for planning purposes only.

3. Funding provided by each individual nuclear utility.

None.

Sincerely,
e

a Y t u ft' 9 ^ -
Oran K. Henderson
Director

OKH:dmw (TEL: 717-783-8150)

Attachment

i

l

i

!
|
!

I
|

i

|

Ax74



- _ _ . _ . -.._- . _.- __ _. __ _. ._ __

ESTIMATED COST DATA

|

i

; The following cost data are estimates of State, county and local
costs to meet the criteria of NUREG - 0654:;

I. STAFF $ 406,000

f

II. TRAVEL $ 20,000
&

III. DIRECT COSTS (activation) $ 25,000
4

a

IV. SUBCONTRACT (art work & supplies,*

printing & reproduction,,

i brochures, handouts,
mailing expenses, map
development) $ 25,000

q

V. TRAINING (program development,*

printing, student travel,
,

; & accomodations, training aids,
student course materials) $ 205,000

.

i VI. INFORMATION/ EDUCATION (program development,

[ media production costs,
printing and distribution!

costs, publication costs,
(phone books, newspapers,
etc.) $ 101,000

i- VII. RISK COUNTIES 0 15,000 for 14
(preparation, refinement,

f} distribution of plans;

j training & exercises;
printing and distributiont

of brochures & handouts;.

! media publication costs) $ 210,000

|
VIII. ALERT / WARNING UPGRADE

I A. Initial Costs:

approx. $1,600,000 per site
(excludes fuel fab-ication sites)

three operational sites, plus two
i under construction $8,000,000

t

B. Operation.& Maintenance:

approx. $75,000 annually per site
for five sites $ 375,000

i

:
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IX. OTHER COSTS:

Monitoring Equipment, dosimeters,
readout A recording capability, ARAC,
protective clothing & equipment.
communications upgrade, training $300,000'

Annual maintenance $ 10,000

X. TOTAL COSTS

$ 406,000 Personnel

$ 20,000 Travel

$ 25,000 Direct Costs

$ 25,000 Subcontract

$ 205,000 Training

$ 101,000 Info / Education

$ 210,000 $15,000 for 14 counties

$ 300,000 Other Costs

1st year$1,292,000 -

(initial equipment and activation costs)(-)$ 325,000 -

2nd year (exclusive pay increments and raises)$ 967,000 -

Alert / Warning upgrade: $8,000,000

Annual Operation / Maintenance; $ 385,000*

* in real '80 dollars
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TATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS

DEFENSE civil PREPAREDNESS AGENCY
State House
Providence, R. 1.02903

June 4, 1980

Mr. Stephen J. McGrail Director
'

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Reaion One
442 John W. McCormack Post Office & Courthouse
Boston, Massachusetts 02109

' lear Mr. McGrail:

This letter is in response to your wire P222020Z, May 1980, subject
"Radiolooical Emergency Preparedness" as it pertains to off-site
Nuclear Reactor Emergency Planning, equipment, traininc and exercising,
in Rhode Island accordino to NUREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1.

Question 1A. There are no Commercial Power Reactor Plants in Rhode Island.

Question 18. There are no Commercial Power Reactor Plants scheduled to
become operational in the near future in Rhode Island.

Question IC. Rhode Island's concern is related to the following three

out of state Nuclear Reactor Commercial Power Plants whose
relationship to Rhode Island is portrayed in Enclosure 1.
Note that each of these plants will only effect Rhode Island,,

and its municipalities, with problems of their Ingestion
Exposure Pathways.

Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant
Plymouth, Massachusetts

Millstone Nuclear Power Plant
Waterford, Connecticut

Haddam Nuclear Power Plant
Haddam, Connecticut

As may be seen by Enclosure _1_, most Rhode Island communities lie within the
fifty mile EPZs, the possible Ingestion Exposure Pathways of all three plants.
The time table for the local governments and the State of Rhode Island for
the acquisition of necessary support equipment and materials, and the hiring
and training, of the stattwide concerned emergency services personnel is
presently estimated as October 1981, provided the necessary funds are made
cvailable.

! Ax77
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As no Rhode Island community lies within the ten mile Emergency Planning
Zone (EPZ) of the possible Plume Exposure Pathways, this problem is not
addressed. The nearest community is Westerly, Rhode Island, approximately
eighteen miles from the Millstone Plant.

|
!
!

Question 1D. There are no known Commercial Power Reactor Plants scheduled
to become operational, which will be located at sites other
than those indicated by Enclosure 1, within fifty miles of
Rhode Island.

Question 2A. No funds are necessary to prepare a plan for the problems
of a ten mile EPZ, Plume Exposure Pathway in Rhode Island,
or its cities and towns as no ten mile EPZ exists in
Rhode Island.

:

The one time planning costs for the fifty mile EPZ, the
Ingestion Exposure Pathway, is estimated for the: (1) State
of Rhode Island as $600,000.00 and (2) for the involved
municipalities of the state as $390,000.00, making a total
of $990,000.00.

Question 28. The annual cost of the maintenance of the plans, including
exercises, is estimated as $60,000.00for the State of
Rhode Island and as $40,000.00 for the combined municipa-
lities, making a total of $100,000.00 annually.

Question 3. No funds have been received, or are anticipated, from any
involved nuclear facilities, nor has any other source of
funds been identified.

Sinc e
J

a$o (to
Director

LFH:mna

Enclosure
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Entergeuru preparchness Binistan
OFFICE OF THE ADJUTANT GENERAL OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Rutledge Building
1429 Senate Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201
BG

MG T. ESTON MARCHANT M. GEORGE R. WISE
The Adjutant General May 29, 1980 cirector

Mr. Frank Newton, Regional Director
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region IV
Suite 664
1375 Peachtree Street, NE

Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Attn: Dr. Ray Boyette

Dear Mr. Newton:

1. Reference: FEMA Message Number RIV-0462, 23 May 1980 from the
Regional Director.

2. GENERAL:

A. South Carolina's report is predicated on meeting all criteria of
NUREG-0654/ FEMA-REP-1 with the exception of the fifteen (15)
minute notification of the public within the 10 mile EPZs. This
requirement cannot be currently met in any of the 10 mile EPZs of
nuclear power facilities in South Carolina. Until such time as
funds are made available to the state to achieve such canability,
it is impossible to meet this criteria.

B. Funds for RER planning to this date in South Carolina have been
drawn from modification of the State NCP Contract (Crisis Reloca-
tion) and from State Personnel and Administration Funds. There
have been no funds or other resources made available specifically
for Fixed Nuclear Facility RER olanning other than the above.
This report considers only the exoenditures of the EPD and
counties and does not attempt to assess costs to other state and
local government RER agencies for FNF Planning.

3. SPECIFIC:

A. Paragraph 1. A.(1), Reference. Timetable for completion of Plan-
ning for Operating In-State Facilities.

Ax80



Frank Newton, Regional Director
May 29,1980
Page 2

1) H. B. Robinson - November,1980.
2) Oconee - December,1980.

B. Paragraph 1. A.(2), Reference. Timetable for completion of Plan-
ning for In-State Facilities coming on-line before 12/ 31/ 81.

(1) V. C. Summer - January-March,1981.

C. Paragraph 1. A.(3), Reference. Tiretable for Adjacent State
Facilities Planni a. (50 mile EPZ only.)

(1) South Port (Brunswick, N.C.) - August,1980.
(2) The South Carolina State Operational RER Plan will provide

for 50 mile EPZ Planning and Procedures for the Ingestion
Pathway for all affected South Carolina Counties.

D. Paragraph 1.A.(4), Reference. Timetable for Adjacent State
Facilities Planning for plants to come on-line by 12/31/81. (50
mile EPZ only.)

(1) MacGuire (N.C.) - August,1980.
(2) Remarks 3.C.(2) above applies.

E. Paragraph 1.B.(1)(A) & (B). One time cost for each facility re-
quiring 10 & 50 mile EPZ Planning.

(1) H. B. Robinson, Darlington County (Note: Prototype Facility).

STATE EPD $67,000.00
Darlington County 14,000.00
Chesterfield County 14,000.00
Lee County 8,000.00

Total $11T3,000.00

(2) Oconee, Oconee County.

STATE EPD $33,500.00
Oconee County 8,000.00
Pickens County 8,000.00

Total $49,500.00

(3) V. C. Summer, Fairfield County.

STATE EPD $33,500.00
Fairfield County 7,000.00
Newberry County 6,000.00
Richland County 10,500.00
Lexington County _6,000.00

Total $63,000.00
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Frank Newton, Regional Director
May 29, 1980
Page 3

,

(4) South Port (Brunswick, N.C.). The 50 mile EPZ Ingestion
Pathway planning for South Carolina will be a part of the
State Plan and will encompass all affected counties for
monitoring, reporting, decontamination procedures on the
state level supported by the Clemson Agricultural Extension
Service, which maintains current agricultural data for all
South Carolina counties. A cost is not assigned as this
is incorporated in the overall plan.

|
(5) MacGui re, N.C. Remarks E(4) above applies.

(6) Grand total - One-time cost $215,500.00.

F. Paragraph 1.B.(2) ( A) & (B), Reference. Costs per annum by state
and local government for maintenance of plans to include exercise
for each site.

(1) H. B. Robinson

STATE EPD $15,250.00
Darlington County 2,500.00
Chesterfield County 2,500.00

Lee County 1,800.00_
Total $22,050.00

(2) Oconee

STATE EPD $ 8,000.00
Oconee County 1,800.00
Pickens County 1,800.00

Total $11,600.00

(3) V . C. S umme r

STATE EPD $14,000.00
Fairfield County 2,500.00
Newberry County 2,500.00

| Richland County 2,500.00

| Lexington County 2,500.00
Total T24,000.00

(4) South Port, N.C.

1 county at $300.00 per county $ 300.00

(5) MacGuire, N.C.

4 counties at $300.00 per county $ 1,200.00
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Frank Newton, Regional Director
May 29,1980
Page 4

|
(6) Grand total - Per annum maintenance costs $59,150.00 |

.

G. See Enclosure 1 for costs and timetable summations.

Sincereif -

st-~,

ROSS B. MILLER
Deputy Director

RBM:PBM:ncs

Enclosure 1
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NUCLEAR FACILITY RER REPORT
SOUTH CAROLINA

CURRENT OPERATING COMMERCIAL FACILITIES (PARA. l.A, REFERENCE)

H. B. Robinson, Darlington County, S. C.

Timetable for Completion One-time Cost Plans Maintenar.ce Comments

(Include Exercises)

South Carolina November 1980 $67,000.00 $15,250.00 -Prototype Facility

Darlin9 ton Co. November 1980 14,000.00 2,500.00 -Five (5) Planners
Chesterfield Co. Noventer 1980 14,000.00 2,500.00 State Level EPD
Lee Co. November 1980 8,000.00 1,800.00 -State and local RER

TOTALS IT03,000.00 ~372IO50.00 Agencies not considered.

Oconee, Oconee County, S. C. (Para. l. A.(1), Reference)

South Carolina December 1980 $33,500.00 $ 8,000.00 -Five Planners
Oconee Co. December 1980 8,000.00 1,800.00 State Level EPD
Pickens Co. December 1980 8,000.00 1,800.00 -State and local RER

TOTALS ~345T500.00 $11,600.00 Agencies not considered.-

Power Reactors Comming On-Line (S.C.) by 12/31/81 (Para. l . A.(2), Reference)

South Carolina January 1981 $ 33,500.00 $14,000.00 -Five Planners
Fairfield Co. January 1981 7,000.00 2,500.00 State Level EPD
Newberry Co. January 1981 6,000.00 2,500.00 -State and local RER
Richland Co. January 1981 10,500.00 2,500.00 Agencies not considered.

2,500.00Lexington Co. January 1981 6,000.00~~
T247600 00- ~ ~ ~ -TOTALS 1637600.0'0

GRAND TOTALS, THREE FACILITIES: $215,500.00 $57,650.00

1,500.00 -Add for Counties in 50
3"

mile EPZ from adjacent

22 State Facilities

Total Maintenance - Per Annum f59,150.00

Enclosure 1



COPY
STATE OF TENNESSEE

,

T0: FEMA IV Regional Director, Atlanta
FR: SCD Tennessee
BT

UNCLAS
Signed Eugene P. Tanner, State Director (DSD-0) June 2, 1980:'

Refer to RIV-0462 Message.

l.A. (1) Sequoyah:
Plan Completed and Submitted to FEMA: June 30, 1980
Interim Response Operational Readiness: June 9, 1980
Eliminate Operational Deficiencies: September 30, 1981
New Criteria Operational Readiness: December 31, 1980

1.A. (2) Watts bar:
Plan Completed and Submitted to FEMA: September 30, 1980
Interim Response Operational Readiness: February 28, 1981
Eliminate Operational Deficiencies: September 30, 1981
New Criteria Operation Readiness: December 31, 1981

1.A. (3) Browns Ferry: ;

Plan completed and Submitted FEMA: June 30, 1980
'

l.A. (4) None by the December 31, 1981 date identified in TWX.
1.B. (1) (A)(B)(2)(A)(B): Requested information not presently available.
Complete interim cost identification will be ready by mid-June and shared
wi th FEMA-IV. Longer term costs for both Watts Bar and Sequoyah will be
available by August 30, 1980.

1.C: TVA has reimbursed the state and local government as follows:
i

j 1. Under a separate contract the TVA has funded the preparation of a plan,
' training for State and local government personnel, and exercising of the plan.

2. TVA currently aguments Tennessee DPH, Division of Radiological Health
staff with a fulltime TVA employee (Dianne Larsen).
3. No other funding has been provided State or local governments for the
purposes of Radiological Emergency Planning or Operations Purposes,

i

i
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O
n4t OF DISASTER EMERGENCY *'

1EXA5 DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 3AFETY JAMESB. ADAMS5806 N. Lemer Sivd. N ctor
Box 4067WILLIAM P. CLEMENTS, JR.

SIN 4 FRANK T. COX'

-0 31, al 430 Coordinator

June 10, 1980

Mr. Dale M11 ford, Regional Director
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region VI
Tederal Center
Denton, Texas 76201

Dear Dale:

The Division of Disaster Daergency Services, Texas Depart. ment of Public
Safety, as the agency charged by State law with p1maning im and coordi-
nation of all phases of emergency preparedness, response and recovery, has
filed written objections to fif teen (15) najor provisions of NUREG-0654.
DES has voiced additional objections at three workshops which were either
hosted by or attended by FEMA and/or NRC. DES has also concurred in the
Petition for Rulemaking filed on behalf of Duke Power Company. Texas
Utilities and Generating Company and Washington Public Power Supply Systeta
which raised additional questions about provisions of HURYC-0654. Finally,
DES has requested clarification on inmerous provisions centained in NUREG-
0654 which could have vastly differing impacts depending on how they are
interpreted by NRC/ FEMA. To date, we have not received a single answer
to any of our questions; nor have we received an indicatica that any of
our objections are being considered by NRC or FFMA, 3t la thereforc with
considerable reservation that we respond to your request for estimated
costs of complying with the provisions of NUREG-0654. Based on a docuteent
which is unacceptable as guidance, and which may or ney not be modified and
reissued as requirements; we can only guess at what the cost of plans as
finally developed will be.

It is the opinion of this division that the State cost (one time) of deve3-
oping response plans for the 10 and 50-mile EPZ's, based on NUREC-0654 in
its present form, would bc on the order of $96,300 for the first site and ;

!approximately another twenty (20) percent of that figure for cach of the
two additional sites in this state. This cost would bc strictly for salary
and benefits for state personnel involved and would exclude office space,
equipment and supplies, travel and per dien, and any facilities and hardware
which might be required.

Ax86 l

i



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ .

|

|
Junc JU, 1)ou

!

Insofar as cost to local government is concerned, it is not practical
to attempt to identify dollar expenses because of the wide variance from
site to site. We do estimate, however, that local plan development (onc
time) would require approximately four man months for each involved local
governraent . Twenty-f our hour nanning of conaunications links would
require an additional two man years per local governacnt. These are
small communitics and do not even have twenty-four police patrols; the
only reason they would ever need twenty-f our hour nanning of cosmounica-
tions links is to meet a NUREG requirement so the total cost for those
additional personnel must be totally charged to FNF planning and response.

Cost of naintenance of plans at both the state end local levels would
range f rom twenty (20) to thirty (30) percent of initial development
costs, depending on final interpretation of the type end number of tests
and exercises required by NUREG-0654

Costs of f acilitics and equipment as indicated in NUREC-0654 could casily
doubic other costs of plan development and maintenance at both stato and
local Icycis.

As we have stated in both written and verbal comments submitted to NRC
sud IEMA, Texa6 has received no funding from involved utilities and does
not anticipate doing so. Emergency preparedness is the responsibility
of government. If expenditures are necessary to protect the life and
property of the citizenry, it is the constitutione3 and statutory
re6ponsibility of government to provide necessary funds. Any implication
that individual nuclear utilities should be specifically required to pay
part or all of the costs incurred by government in aceting its responsi-
bilities would bo inappropriate unicas every chemical plant, banking
institution or other commercial enterprise in the state is required to do
likewisc. Covernment services are provided to all segments of the
commercial and private community; nuc1 car utilities should not have to
pay a subscription fee to receive what is being provided to the remainder
of the community at common expense.

Copics of the written coesments submitted to P1DIA and/or the NRC by this
division, and a copy of the Petition for Rulemaking referenced above are
submitted as an attachment to this letter. These attachments will
illustrate the difficulties of identifying specific cost factors in fixed
nuclear f acility response planning and will further explain wh/ this
division does not feel that present guidance warrants devotiag the time
and effort necessary to develop a more exact estimate of cosas based on
criteria which hopefully will be extensively revised.

Sinc ely,

'

rank T. Cox
State Coordinatorf

r

| FTC:Bc
i

Attachments
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@
COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

Gsorga L Jones 310 Turner Road
Ststs Coordunator State O$ce of Emcrgency and Energy Services Richmond. v;rg;nte 2311si

H. Kim Anderson
. Osputy Coordinator

June 4, 1980

.

Mr. Charles T. Johnson, Director
Region Three
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Curtis Building, Seventh Floor
Sixth and Walnut Streets
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 1910G

Dear Mr. Johnson:

The following information is provided in response to Message R-30028a

signed Scarnecchia, RAC Chairman, dated May 23, 1980:

Question 1: What is your timetable (including that of involved local
governments) to meet the new criteria for all commercial power reactor
sites within your state?

a. The answer to all four parts of this question are tue same. We
believe it is essential that the State and all local government
radiological emergency response plans be revised to meet the new
criteria and published with the same effective date. When pub-
lished, the Virginia Plan will meet the new criteria for operation
of commercial power reactors in the State as well as in adjacent

'
states and other fixed nuclear facilities within the State.

b. A draft of the State Plan revised to meet the new criteria will be
4 provided to your headquarters for review on or before June 30, 1980.

We anticipate that your review and our consideration of your com-
ments can be accomplished by no later than September 1, 1980; and
that the State Plan can be published and ready for distribution by
October 15, 1980.

c. We will initiate revision of the eleven local government plans to
be compatible with the ravised draft State Plan on or before
June 30, 1980. Assuming we will be permitted to use NCP Planners
to assist with this wo'.k, we anticipate that a draft of the first
revised local plan chn be provided for your review by July 15, 1980;
and that all of these local plans can be revised to incorporate
your comments on the first revised local plan by October 1, 1980.
Printing and distribution of these local plans will require approx-
imately two weeks.
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Mr. Charles T. Johnson
Page 2
June 4, 1980

e

d. Based on the above, we anticipate that the revised State and local
government plans required to support commercial nuclear power sta-
tions can become effective by October 15, 1980.

e. We also anticipate that local plans for jurisdictions within the
Emergency Planning Zones of fixed nuclear facilities other than
commercial nuclear power stations will be revised by December 31,
1980.

f. The operator of the two commercial nuclear power stations in the
State (VEPCO) has indicated that their target date for providing
improved communications and warning systems to meet the new cri-
teria is January 1, 1981.

Question 2a:

One-time costs to meet new criteria:

a. State and local plan update - $30,000. This includes unfunded cost
of a State Lead Planner for the period July 1 - December 31, 1980
plus miscellaneous costs of plan development, printing, and distri-
bution. It does not include plan development costs through June 30,
1980, the cost of continued NCP- and P&A-funded planner and secre-
tarial support, or the cost of State agency and local government
staff assistance,

b. Improved communications and warning to meet the new criteria -
$3,208,000. This is the facility operator's estimate of the one-
time cost of providing improved communications and warning for the
two in-State nuclear power stations. Systems design has not yet
been completed.

Qu9ation 2b:

Estimated per annum cost of plans maintenance, exercises, and other
recurring costs *:

a. State - $65,000

This includes salaries, office space, etc. for one Planner C, one
Planner B, and .6 of a Clerk Stenographer to coordinate annual
update of the State Plan; to assist eleven local governments with
the annual update of their plans; to coordinate the development
and conduct of an annual exercise to include a post-exercise cri-
tique and preparation of an after-action report; to coordinate
a public education program and an annual training program for
State agencies and local government staffs. It also includes cost
of printing and distributing annual changes to the State Plan
and State costs of conducting an annual exercise.
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Mr. Charles T. Johnson
Page 3
June 4, 1980

.

b. Eleven Local Governments - $2,500 Each

This includes the cost of printing annual changes to local plans
and the communications, transportation, and miscellaneous costs
of local government participation in the annual training exercise.
It assumes that exercises will be conducted during normal duty
hours and does not include overtime cost. The cost of these exer-
cises could vary considerably based on the requirements of the
FEMA-approved scenario,

c. Recurring Costs of Warning Systems Maintenance - No estimate of cost
is available at this time. The facility operator plans to procure
and install systems to meet the revised criteria and turn them over
to the local governments for operation and maintenance.

* These estimates are based on current cc sts. An ar.nual inflation factor
should be applied to determine costs for subsequent years.'

Question 3: What funding for State / local radiological emergency planning
and preparedness have you or will you receive from the involved nuclear
facility?

a. The facility operator is planning to provided improved communica-
tions and warning systems. However, when installed, the operator
expects the local governments to assume responsibility for mainte-
nance,

b. We have not received nor do we anticipate receiving any funds from
the nuclear facility for maintenance of State and local government
plans or exercises.

No State funds have been identified to continue this program beyond
June 30, 1980. In a letter to Governor Dalton dated January 11, 1980,

,

Mr. Macy indicated that the President had requested Congress to provide
a supplemental appropriation which would be used by FEMA to support State
hiring of professional planners to accomplish the work necessary to meet
the revised criteria. This FEMA support is urgently needed at this time.

I trust the above information is responsive to your needs. If you
have additional questions, please call Ernie King or Hank Allard of our
Plans Division at (804) 745-0760.

v

Sinc ,e y ,

LU
Geor'e L. Jones i

,

GLJ/ESK/jgl
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STATE OF DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY SERVICES,

: i WASHINGTON 4220 E. Martm Way, Ovmpia, WasNngton 98504 20& 753 5255
, ,

' r...-' Dixv Lee Ray Edward Chow, Jr., Director
Governor

June 4, 1980
.

Mr. Neale V. Chaney, Regional Director
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Regional Center
Region X
Bothell, Washington 98011

RE: Your letter dated !by 23, 1980

SUBJ: Report to the President on the status of
radiological emergency prepare /: ss

Dear Mr. Chaney:

The referenced letter requests answers to three specific questions
concerning the development of Washington State's Radiological Emer-
gency Plan for Fixed Nuclear Facilities. Attached are the answers
to your questions.

, Sincerely,

- $k^ ~ ~ - .

Edward Chow, Jr.

Director

EC:ew

I
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Radiological Emergency Preparedness

Question 1

a. At this time there are nct commercial plants operating in Washington State.

b. At this time there are no commercial power reactor sites scheduled to be-
come operational in the near future (12/31/81) within Washington State.

Our timetable for the submittal of a plan to federal authorities is Augustc.4

15, 1980, with review and preparation for a major exercise by October 1,
1980. We anticipate receiving the necessary approvals by January 1, 1981.

d. At this time there are no commercial power reactor sites in adjacent states
scheduled to become operational in the near future. (12/31/81)'

,

ipuestion 2
I

a. State: Estimated cost for each site is approximately $100,000.00. (Trojan, )
Hanford, and Satsop)

4

Each involved local governments: The cost to meet the interim local criteria
;

for each site which requires 10 EPZ has been determined to be approximately
$14 4000.00 for each involved local government. At this time there are no
figures available for the 50 EPZ.

b. State: Estimated maintenance and other cost per site is approximately

$50,000.00.

Each involved local government: Estimated maintenance and other costs to

! local governments has been determined to be approximately $30,000.00.

4

4

|

4
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Question 3

a Operating Nuclear Utility

Portland General Electric - Trojan (in thousands)

comnitted proposed

1980 1981

State 14,200 63,000

Local 116,000 20,000

b Other utilities under construction
committed proposed

State 1980 1981

WPPSS #2 10,143 44,366

.

WPPSS #164 4,057 17,746

WPPSS #365 8,114 35,000

Puget Power 4,057 17,746

committed proposed

Local 1980 1981

aggregate 16,259 Benton- 41,350
Franklin
area

Grays 9,600

Harbor area

,
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STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA

!
t

RiRA WVIR 123 QFGB

863 06/10/0'1714Z

!

DE WVIR 16217007
R 0101700Z JUNF RO

FM DIR STATE CIVIL PRFP CHARLESTON WV
,

TO REGR/FFMA RGN III OLNFY MD
RT

| UNCLAS ATTN- PALMER SCARMFCCHIA, FEMA DGN III RAC CHAIRMAN

SURJECT- R EPOR T TO THF PRFSIDFNT ON RFP

j YOUR 231955Z MAY PO
i THE STATE-0F WEST VIRGINIA ANO HANCOCK C 0t lM T Y , WV, PROJECT THE

} FOLLOWING TIMETARLE AND COST FSTIMATES FOR REP WITH REGARD TO THF
4 ' REAVER VALLEY PnWER SITF, SHIPPINGPORT,PA.

QUESTION 1.

A. NOT APPLICARLF

R. NOT APPLICARLE

C. BOTH THE HANCOCK COUNTY AND PEST VIRGINIA REPS WILL BE
i SUBMITTED TO THE RAC RY AUGUST , 1980.'

D. NOT APPLICARLE

CUESTION 7.

A. (1) $22,000

(2) $2,000

| R. (1) $3,000

(2) $1,000

OUESTION 3.

DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY HAS PROVIDED THE SERVICES OF NUS

CORPORATION TO ASSIST IN THE DEVELOPMFNT OF STATE AND COUNTY REPS.;
IN ADDITION, THFY ARE WORKING ON THE FSTABLISHMENT OF=A NOTIFICATION

i . SYSTEM FUR THE: RESIDFNTS OF HANCOCK COUNTY RESIDING WITHIN 10 MILES
OF THE FACILITY, AND A COMMUNICATIONS SYSTFM WHICH WILL PROVIDE

SUITABLE CONTACT BETWEFN THE FACILITY AND HANCOCK. COUNTY DES.

BT

4
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~

iMconMin \ DEP ARTMENT OF LOCAL AFF AIRS & DEVELOPMENTlate O

Bruce A. HendricksonLee Sherman Dreyfus
secretaryGovernor

DIVislON OF EMERGENCY GOVERNMENT
4802 SHEBOYG AN AVENUE

- MADISON, WISCONSIN S3702
.,

(son 2ss 3232
! - 28 May 1980
1

i

j Mr. Patrick H. McCollough, Director
i Plans & Preparedness Division
i FEMA Region V, Federal Center
' Battle Creek, Michigan 49016

! Dear'Mr. McCollough:

In reply to your teletype message RV-0066, flay 22,1-80, Ref: EMO, Wisconsin provides4

the following answers to questions contained therein:

1A. Wisconsin Radiological Emergency Response Plan (RERP) is currently being;

; updated to include the provisions of NUREG-0654 FEMA-REP-1. Power plant
planning for the 3 Wisconsin plants (Dairyland Cooperative at Genoa, Ver-i

non County, Kewaunee Nuclear Power Plant at Kewaunee, Kewaunee County and
Point Beach Nuclear Power Plant at Two Creeks, Manitowoc County) is being

,

updated in accordance with NUREG-0654 FEMA REP-1. This will be reflected
| in the State RERP which will be forwarded to your office before 30 June
;f 1980.
!

1B. No new nuclear plants are scheduled to be operational in Wisconsin by
12/31/81.,

IC. Prairie Island Nuclear Power Plant, Red Wing, Minnesota and Zion Nuclear
Power Plant, Zion, Illinois affect counties in Wisconsin. The Pierce

i- County and Dunn County plans (affected by Prairie Island) have been com-
.

pleted and are included in the State RERP. Final revision to these plans
] will be accomplished by 30 June 1980. The Zion Nuclear Power Plant plan

,
affecting Kenosha, Racine and Walworth Counties in Wisconsin is being re-

! viewed at this time. Anticipate RAC review and submission prior to 30
June 1980.

!
i 10. Information available to this Division at this time indicates no new re-

actor sites are scheduled -to become operational in states adjoining Wis- i#~

Iconsin by 12/31/81.,

i

,

i

i
i ~Ax95
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Pege 2'
28 May 1980

2A(1) State costs to this point in time are estimated below:

NCP Contract personnel (6 months time) $37,000
Director-Bureau Civil Preparedness (6 months time) 15,000
4 Area Directors-each local plant (3 months time) 22,000
DEG Administrative time (part-time) 10,000
Health & Social Services-Radiation Protection Section

(4 months time) 10,000
Other State Agencies-State Patrol. Highway, Social
Services, etc. 6,000

$100,000

2A(2) Although it is difficult to estimate actual local costs expended with-
out much detailed research, we are providing an estimate based on the
the following formula:

Local involved services: Emergency Government Director,
Law Enforcement, Fire & Rescue, Health & Medical, Social
Services and Highway. 6 functions @ 40 hours each X $12
per hour test.) 40 hours X $12 = $480 X 6 $ 2,880 per

affected county
($12 per hour includes administrative costs)

$2,880 X 8 counties (affected by 5
nuclear power plants) $ 23,040

2B(1) One-fourth (1/4) of amount shown in 2A(1) above* $ 25,000

2B(2) One-fourth (1/4) of amount shown in 2A(2) above* $ 5.760
* Based on estimate staff requirements

3. State and local emergency planning to date has received no funds from
any of the nuclear utilities. However, we call your attention to a
letter from this Division to the FEMA Regional Director dated 14 May 1980
requesting guidelines on assessment of costs for plan development against
utilities. Cost estimates are tentative. If the plan updates and re-
quired yearly exercises continue to increase in complexity, the cost
estimates may have to be revised upward. To date we have received no
answer to this request.

ere ,

chael . Early
Adninistrator

MPE:MS:s
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Appendix B

Status of Radiological Emergency
Preparedness Plans

This Appendix lists titles and dates of the latest available plans
for each State or locality within the plume exposure Emergency Plan-
ning Zone of all operating nuclear power plants. It also lists
proposed dates for revision of the plan where available.

Note that many of the plans are actually current drafts of existing
State plans. This is indicative of the intense ef fort put forth
over the last few months by the States and the localities to further
improve their radiological emergency preparedness posture.

i

Bx-1
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APPENDIX S

JUN 20, 1980

ST ATUS OF R ADIOLOGIC AL E ME RGE NCY PRE PA REDNE SS PL A NS

?
A, NOTE: An "*" af ter a scheduled completion indicates

that the revised plan has been received by the
region for review.

-
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ST ATUS OF RADIOLOGICAL
EMERGENCY PREPARECNESS PLANS FEMA REGION 4 (NRC REGION 2)

IN AL484MA
SCHEDULED DATE

ST ATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS D AT E AND TITLE OF FOR C OMPLE TION
IN PLUM E EXF05URE 20hES RE%IEbED PL AN OR CRAFT OF A REVISED PLAN

AL ABAM 4 ( BELLEFONT E (UCl 3 9/1/79 CH4hGE TO 6/12 ANNEN B TO R40!aTION EM E R EE N C Y 8/31/80
PLAN

J AC KSON EO ( BELL E FO N TE (UCI)
AL A B AM A (BRO WNS FERRY 9/1/ 7e CH ANGE T O 6/ 72 A N NEX B TO R40 T A T ION E MERGENC Y 8 /31/80

PLAN
LINESTONE CO (BROWNS FE RR Y ) 9/1/79 A NNEX 0 TO R ADI ATION EMERGENCY PL AN, TAB E2 8/31/80

| L AW R EN C E d) (BR0kNS FERR Y ) 9/1/79 ANNEX B To R ACI ATION EMERGENCY PLAN. TAB E3 8/31/80
MO RG AN CD (BROWNS FERRY) 9/1/79 ANNEX B TO R ADI4 TION EMERGENCY PLANE TAB E1 8/31/80
L AUDEh 0 AL E CO (BROWNS FENRY) 8/31/80

ALAB4MA (FARLEY1 9/1/79 CH ANGE T O 6/ 72 A N NE X B TO R ADI A TION E MERGENC Y 8/31/80
P L AN

H O UST ON CO (FARLEYI 9/1/79 ANNEX B T O R ADI ATION EMERGENCY PLAN. T4B E4 8/31/80
HENRY CO (F ARL EY ) 9/1/79 ANNEX B TO R ACI ATION EMERGENCY PLAN, TAB E5 8/31/80

AL AB AM A (YELLOW CREEK fuCal 9/1/79 CH ANGE T O 6/ 72 A N NEX B TO R40!a TION E MERGENCY 8/31/80
PLAN

L A UDE RD AL E CO (YELLOW CREEK (UCal
COL B ER T EO (YELLOW CRE EK (UCl3

!?
4.

STATUS OF R ADIOLCGIC AL
EMENGENCY PREP 4REONE SS PL ANS FEM 4 REGION 6 (NRC REGION 4 )

Ih ARK 4hSAS
SCHEDULED D ATE

STATE AND LOC AL GOVERNPENTS CATE ANC TITLE OF FOR COMPLETION
Ik PL UME EXPOSURE ZON ES REVIEWED PLAN OR ORAFT OF 4 RE VISED PLAN

ARK 4hS45 ( ARK ANS4S) 12/79 CH A NGE T O 4/ 77 RADI0 LOGICAL INCIDE NT E ME RGENC Y 7 /15/80
RESPONSE PL Ah (ANNEX Q)

POPE CO ( ARK ANS AS) 5/80 (0 RA FT I POPE C OU NT Y R A DI OLOGI C A L E ME RG E hC Y 7/15/80
RESPONSE PL AN

JOHNSON CO (ARKANSAS) 5/80 (DRAFT) JOHNSON COU NTY R A DIOLOGIC AL EMERGENCY 7/15/80
RESP 0 HSE PL AN

LOGAN CO ( ARK ANS4S I 5/80 (DRAFil LOG 4 N C0u NTY R ADIOLOGIC AL E MERGENC Y 7/15/80
RESPONSE PLAN

YELL CO (4RK4NS4S) UADATED (DRAFT) YELL COU NTY. R ADIOL OGIC AL EMERGE NCY 7/15/80
RESP 0 HSE PL AN

____ _
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STATUS OF RADIOLOGICAL
E ME RGE NCY P RE P4 REO NE SS PL A NS FEM 4 REGION 9 (NRC REGION S)

IN CALIFORNI4
SCHEDULED D ATE

STATE AND LOC AL GOV ER h P EN TS E41E ANC TITLE OF FOR COMPLETION

IN PLUME E XPOSURE 20NE S REVIEWED PLAN OR ORAFT OF 4 REVISED PLAN
.

--

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

8/7 8 CH A NGE T O 7/ 75 NU C LE A R POWER PL ANT EME RGENCY 10/15/40
C ALIFORNI A ( DI A BLO C ANY ON (UC))

RESPONSE PL AN

S A N LUIS OBISPD (DT ABLO CANTON (UC)) 3/77 SAN LUIS OBISP0 COU NTY NUCLE A R POWE R PL ANT
1/1/81

EMEREENCY hESPONSE PLAN

C ALI FORNI 4 ( HUM BO LOT B4Y) 8/7 8 CHANGE T O 7/ 75 NU CLEAR POWER PL ANT EME RGE NC Y 10/15/80

RESPONSE PLAN
HU MBO LD T C0 ( HU M9 0 LOT 84Y3 3/9/76 CO. OF HU990 LOT CONTINGENCY PLAN 1/1/81

C ALIFORNI A (R ANCHO SECO) 8/18 CHANGE 10 7/75 NLCLE AR POWER PL ANT EMERGENCY 10/15/60

RESPONSE PLLN

S ACR AMEN 10 CO (RANCHO SECO) 4/19 CPANGE TO 11/ 16 S4CRAPENTO COUNTY NUCLEAR POWER 1/1/81

PL A NT E ME RG E NCY RESPONSE PLAN
AMADOR C0 (R AN CHO SECO )
SA N J040 VIN CO (RANCHO SECO)
C AL AVER A5 CO ( !) (RANCHO SECO)

C ALIFORNI A ( S AN ONOFRE) 8/ 7 8 CH A NGE T O 7/ 75 NUCLEAR PO WE R PL A NT E 9E RGE NC Y
10/15/80

RESPONSE PL AN
OR ANG E CD ( S AN ONO FRE )

13/75 ORA NGE C OU NTY E ME RGE NCy RESPONSE PLAN (S A N 1/1/81

ONOFRE)

SAN DIEGO C0 (SAN ONOFRE) 7/75 UNIFIED SAN DIEGO COUNTY NUCLE A R POWER PLA N T 1/1/81

'EMEREEhCY RESPONSE PLANm
7
=

STATUS OF R AD IOLOGIC AL
E ME RGE NCY PREPA RE0NE SS PL A NS FEMA REGION 8 ( N RC REGION 9)

IN COLORACO
SCHEDULED D ATE

STATE AN D LOC AL GOV ER N P EN T S CalE AhE TITLE OF FOR COFPLETION

IN PL UME L XPOSUR E ZON ES REV IEW ED PL A N OR ORAFT OF 4 pr 'il SED PL A N +

. = . --....

COLO R ADO ( 0RT ST VR AIN) 4/80 (D R AFT 1 ST AT E R ADIOLOGIC AL EMERGE NCY RE SPO NSE PE NDI NG *
P L AN F0k FT. ST. V F AIN (UPCATED 6/80 )

WELD CO ( FORT ST VR AIN) 5/80 (0R AFT ) WELD C OU NT Y E ME RGE NC Y OPERA TIONS PL AN. FE NDI NG

ANhEX Se 'hERP FOR F T. ST . VR AIN '
BOULDER C0 (F0RT ST VRAIN)
L AR IME R CO (FORT ST VR AIN )
FO RT LUPTON ( F O RT ST VRAIN)

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _



STATUS OF RADIOLOGICAL
EMENGENCY PREPARECNESS PLANS FEMA REGION 1 (NRC REGION 1)

IN C ONNECTICUT
SCPEDULED DATE

ST ATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS D AT E AND TITLE OF FOR CCMPLE TION
IN FLUM E EXPOSURE 20hES RE%IEbED PLAN OR CRAFT OF 4 REVISED PLAN

_

CONNE CTI CU T ( CONNE CT TCUT V 4hK EE) 3/76 CHANGE TO 3/71 AhNEX Y To STATE EMER. OPNS. PLAN PENDING.
(INCLUDES CHESTER THRU PORTLANDe A ND LY ME L I STED RELOW)

CHE S TER ( CONNE CT ICUT Y AhK ET)
C O LCHEST E R ( C ON NE C TIC UT YANKEE)
DEE P RIVER ( CO NN ECT ICU T YANKEE)
DU RH A M (CONNECTICUT Y ANKEE )
E AS T H ADD AM ( CON N EC T IC UT YANKEE)
EA ST H4MPT ON (CONNECTICUT YANKEE)
H ADD AM ( CONN EC TI CUT YA NK E E)
KILLINGWONTH (CONNECTICUT YANKEE)
M ARLBOROUGH (CONNECTICUT Y AN K E E )
MI DDL E T OWN (CONNEC TICUT Y A N KEE)
POR T L AND (CONN EC T ICU T VANKEE)
HE8RON (CONNECT ICUT Y ANKEE ) 9 /2/a0
ESS E X (C0hNECTICUT Y AN K E E ) 9/2/c0
WE STB ROOK (CONNECTICUT YANKEE) 9/2/80
CLINTON (CONNECT ICUT Y ANK EE) 9/2/60
M4DISON ( C ONN EC TIC UT YANKEE) 9 /2/80
MIDDLEFIELD ( C ON N EC T IC UT Y ANK E E ) 9/ 2/ b 0

E' L Y ME (CON N E C T IC UT YANKEE)
E, S AL E M (CCNNECTICUT Y ANKEE) 9/2/80

CONN ECTI CUT (MILLSTONE) 3/7 8 CH4NGE T O 3/ 77 ANNEX Y TO STA TE E .O.P. (I NC L UD E S PE hDI NG
NE6 LONDON THRU EAST LYME AND LYME LISTED EEL 06)

NE W LONDON (M IL LST ONE )
W ATERFORD (MILLS TONE)
E A ST LYME ( MI LL ST O NE )
OLD LYME (MILLSTONE) 9/2/u0
LY ME (MIL L ST ONE )
S ALE M (MILLSTONE) 9/2/60
MO NT VILLE (MILLSTONE) 9/2/60
LED Y ARD ( MILL 5 T0 hEl 9/2/60
GROTON (MILLSTONE) 9 /2/a0
OLD S4YBROOK ( MILLS TON E) S/2/bo
ST ONI NGTON ( M IL LS T ONE ) 9/2/80

l
S T A T US OF R4DIOLOGICAL

EMERGENCY PREPARECNESS PLANS FEMA REGION 3 (NRC REGICN 1)
IN DEL 4J4RE

SCHEDULED DATE
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERN 1ENTS D AT E AND TITLE OF FOR COMPLE TION

IN FLUME EXF05URE 40hES REVIEbED PLAN OR CRAFT OF A REVISED PLAN

DEL AW ARE ( 5 AL EM ) 5/19/6C (DRAFT) DELAWARE RADIOLOGICAL EMERCENCY PLAN PENDTNG *
NE W CASTLE CO (S4LEMI 8/1/80
K EN T CO (S AL EM )

. . . . . . _ . . . . . . .
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STATUS OF RADIOLOGICAL
EMERGE %CV PREPARECRESS PLANS FEC4 REGIO 3 4 (CRC REGIO % 2)

IN FLORID 4
SCHEDULED DATE

STATE AND LOCAL GOVE RNM EN TS D AT E AND TITLE OF FOR COMPLETION
IN PLUM E EXPOSURE 20 h ES reb!EbED PLAN OR CRAFT OF A REVISED PLAN

:_-_-__ _________..____.. - . - - ___ .

FLORIDA (CRYSTAL R IVER) 4/19 RADIATION EMEREEhCY PL AN FOR FIXED NUCLE AR E/31/80
FACILITIES

CIT R US C0 ( CRYST AL R IV ER ) 4/19 EMERGENCY RE5FONSE PL AN FOR RADIATION RELEASE 6/30/60
LEWY C0 (CRYSTAL RIVER) 4/79 EMERGENCY EV ACU AT ION PL4N FOR R ADI ATION RELEASE 6/30/80

FLORID A (ST LUCIES 4/19 RADIATION EMEREEhC) PLAN FOR FIXED NUCLE AR 8/31/60
FACILITIES

ST LUCIE C0 (ST LUCIES 4/19 RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY PL AN FOR FIXED NUCLEAR 6/30/80
FACILITIES

M AR T IN CC (ST LUCIEl 4/19 EMERGENCY IVAC04 TION PLAN FOR R40. RELEASE 6/30/80
FLORIDA (TURKEY POINT) 4/79 R ADIOLOGIC AL E MERGE NCY PL AN FOR FIXED NUCLE AR 8/31/80

FACILITIES
D4DE CO t T URKEY POINT ) 4/79 EMERGENCY RESPONSE PL AN FOR OFF-SI TE R ADI A TION 8/31/80

RELEASE
M0hR0E CD (TURKEY POI Ni l 8/31/80

o,

STATUS OF RADIOLOGICAL
EMEkGENCY PREPARE 0 NESS PLANS FEMA REGION 4 (NRC REGION 2)

,

IN GEORGI 4
SCHEDULED DATE

STATE AND LOCAL GO VE RNM E N T S D AT E END TITLE OF FOR COMPLETION
IN FLUM E EXPOSURE 20NES REWIEbED PLAN OR CRAFT OF A REVISED PLAN

GEORGIA ( F #RL EY) 5/4/79 RADIOLOGICAL EMERGE hCY PL AN FOR FI XED N0CLE AR 5/31/80 m

FACILITIES
E AH L Y CO t F ARL EY ) 5/4/79 ANNEX B TO R ACIOLOGIC AL EMERGEhCY PLAN FOR 5/31/80 ,

FIXED NUCLEAR FACILITIES
GEORGI 4 (HATCH) 5/4/79 R ADIOLOGICAL EMERGEhCY PL AN FOR FIXED NUCLE AR 5/31/80 e

FACILITIES
APP L IN G (U ( H A T C PI 5/4/79 ANNEX 4 TO R AC 10L0 E IC AL EMERGENCY PL AN FOR 5/31/80 e

FIXED NUCLE AR F ACILITIES
T00M85 C0 (HATCH) 5/4/79 AhNEX 4 TO R ADIOL0 EICAL EMERGENCY PLAN FOR 5/31/80 *

FIXE 0 NUCLE AR F ACILITIES
MONTGOMERY CO (HATCHI 5/4/79 ANNEX 4 TO R AC IOLD EIC AL EMERGENCY PLAN FOR PENDING

FIXEO NUCLE AR F ACILITIES
JEF F DAVIS CO (HATCH) 5/4/79 ANNEX 4 TO R ACIOLOEIC AL EMERGENCY P L AN FOR 5/31/80 *

FIXE 0 NUCLE AR F ACILITIES
T 4T TN ALL C0 ( H AT CHI i/4/79 4NNEX 4 TO R ADIOLD EIC AL EMERGENCY PLAN FOR 5/31/80 ,

FIXEO NUCLEAR F ACILIT IE S
GEORGIA (V 0GTL E (Utll 5/4/79 EMERGENCY a CIS AST ER OPER A TION S PL4h 5/31/60 ,

BU RnE CO IV0GTLE (UCal
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STATUS CF RADICLCGICAL
E PE RGEECY PRE P A REDNE SS PL A NS FEM 4 REGIO 3 5 (CIC REGION 3)

IN ILLIh0IS
SCHEDULED D A TE

ST ATE AND LOC AL GOV ER h P EN TS EATE AhD TITLE OF FOR COPPLETION
IN PLUME E KPOSURE ZONES REVIEWED PL AN OR DRAFT OF 4 RE VI SED PL A N

ILLI NOI S (DRESDEN ) MAY 1980 (D R4 FT ) ILLINOIS PLANNING FOR RADIOLOGICAL PE NDI NG

4 GEhCIES VOLUME I
GRUNDY CO ( DR ES DE N ) M4Y 1980 (DR4FT) V O LU ME II CH A PTER 6, GRUN3 Y COUNTY. PE hD f hG

OF STATE PLAN
REhDALL Co (DRE5 DEN) MAY 1983 (DRAFT) V O LU ME II CH A PTER 8. KE NDA LL C OUNT Y, PE NDI NG

0F STATE PLAN
WILL C0 (DRESDEN) MAY 1980 (DR4 FT 3 VOLU ME III CH APTE R 12e WILL COUNTY. PE NDI NG

0F STATE PLAN
K44K4KEE CO (DRESDEN)

ILLINDIS (L AS ALL E (UC)) MAY 1980 (CRAFT) ILLINOIS PLANNING FOR R ADIOL OGIC AL PENDING
4GE NCIES VOLUME I

LA5ALLE CD (LASALLE (UC))
ILLI NOI S (0U40 CITIES) MAY 1983 (DR4FT) ILLINOIS PLANNING FOR RADIOLOGICAL PE hDI NG

4GENCIES VCLUME I
ROCK ISLAND CO 10U4D CITIES)
WHITE 5IDE CO (Quad CITIESI
HE hRY CO (QUAD CITTES)

ILLINOIS (2 ION) MAY 1980 (DRAFT) ILLIh0!$ PLANNING FOR R A DIOL DEIC AL PENDING

y 4GE NCIES VOLUME I ,

4, L AK E C D (2 ION)

.

STATUS OF RADIOLOGICAL
EMEhGENCY PREPARECNESS PLANS FEM 4 REGION 7 (NRC REGION 3)

IN 10d4
SCHEDULED DATE

STATE AND LOC 4L GOVERN 9ENTS D AT E AND Ti TLt RF FOR COMPLE TION
IN FLUM E EXPOSURE 20hES reb! EKED Pt'.N OR CRa?T OF 4 REVISED PLAN

-- ..______......__ ....._____ ....._

IOW4 ( DU AN E AR NO L D ) 4/EC (DRAFT) CHANGE 10 3/11 ANNEX F T3 1094 EMERGFNCY PENDING *
PLAN (INCLUDES ALL C0JNTY PL4NS)

L IN N CO (EUANE ARNOLD) 9/1/80
BE hTON C0 (DUANE ARNOLD) 9 /1/dD

10W4 (FORT C AL HO UN ) 4/EC (DRAFT) CHANGE TO 3/17 ANNEX F TO 10W4 EMERGENCY PENDING ,

PLAN (INCLUDES ALL C0dNTY PLANS)
H4RRISON CO (FOR T C ALHOUh ) 9/1/80
PO TT 4 W A MI CO (FORT CALHOUN) 9/1/80

10W4 (LA CROSSE) 4/tc (Dh4FT) CHANGE TO 3/71 ANNEX F TO 10W8 EMERGENCY PENPfNG ,

PLAN (INCLUDES ALL COJNTY PL ANS)
ALLAMKEE CO ELA CROSSE) 9/1/80

10W4 (QU4D CITIES) 4/80 (DR4FT) CHANGE TO 3/77 IOW4 E MERGE NCY PLAN PE hDT NG +
(INCLUDES ALL COUNTY FLAN 5)

CLINTON CO (QUAD CITIES) 9 /1/d0
SCO T T C0 (QU40 CITIES) 9/1/60



_. - _ _ _ - _

STATUS OF RADIOLOGICAL
EMERGENCY PREPARECNESS PLANS FEFA REGION-1 (NRC REGION 11

IN MAINE
SCHEDULED DATE

ST ATE AND LOCAL GOVERN 1ENTS D AT E AND TI TLE OF FOR COMPLE TION

IN PLUME EXPOSURE ZONES REVIEbED PLAN OR CRArY OF 4 REVISED PLAN

PENDING
M AINE (M alh E Y ANK E E) 12/18/79 (DR8Fil R8CICLOGICAL INCIDEN T PL AN

AR ROWSI C ( M AINE Y A NKEE3 12/18/79 (DR4FT 3 SECTION IX 0F ST A TE R ADIOL OGIC AL PENDING .

I N C I D E P.T PLAN (INCLUCES ALL ' MAINE YANKEE' TOWh53
GCORGETOWN (MAINE YANKEES
PHIPPSEURG (M AINE ( A NK EE )
WE ST BATH (M AINE Y ANKEE )
B 4T H (M a thE Y ANK EE3
90bDOINHAM (M 4I NE Y A N KE E l
WOOLWICH (M AIN E Y ANK EE l
B R UNS WI CK (MAINE YANKEE 3
4LN A (M4IhE Y ANK eel
B00TH84Y ( M AINE Y A NKEEl
800 T H B 4Y H AR BO R IM4INE YAhKEE)
BRISTOL (MAINE YANKEEl
D AM ARISCOTT A (MAINE YANK eel
DR ESDEN (MAINE VANKEED
EDGECOMB (M AINE Y ANKEE )
NEW CASTLE ( M 4I NE YANKEE)

g SOUTH BRISTOL (M 41NE Y ANK eel
SO UTH PO RT (MAINE YANKEE)4
WESTPORT (FAINE YANKEE)
WI SC A SSET (MAINE YANKEE 3

STATUS OF R ADIOLOGIC AL
E ME RGENCY PREPAREDNE SS PL ANS FEMA REGION 3 (NRC REGION la

IN MARYLANE
SCHEDULED DATE

ST ATE AND LOC AL GOV ER N P EN T S CAIE AhE TITLE OF FOR COPPLETION

IN PL UME E XPOSORE ZONE S REVIEWED PL AN OR ORAFT OF 4 R E VI SED PLAN

M ARYL AND (C ALVERT CL YFFS) 3/3/8J MARY LA ND DIS AST ER A SSISTANCE PL A N, 4 NNE X 0, 7 /1/oo

RACIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RE SPO NSE PLAN
CALV'ERT C0 ( C ALVERT CLIFFS) 3/3/83 MA RY L4 ND DIS ASY E R ASSI 51 r NCE PL A N e 4 PPE ND I X 1 7 /1/80

TO ANhEX Q. RERP

ST MARYS C0 ( C A LV E RT CL IF F S ) 3/3/80 MARYLA ND DIS AST ER ASSISTANCE PL A N, A P PE ND I X 1 PE NDI NG

TO ANNEX Qe RERP
DO RCH EST E R CO (CALVERT CLIFF 53 3/3/80 M ARYL A ND 015 4ST E R A SSIST ANCE PL A N, 4 P PE ND I X 1 PEhDING

TO ANNEX Q RERP
6/30/80

MARYLAND (PE ACH BOTT OM) 6/30/60CECIL CO (PEACH POTTOM) 6/30/d0H A RF O RD C O (PEACH 901 Tool

_ _ _ _ - _ . _ _ _ _ _
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STATUS OF R4DIOLOGICAL
EMEhGENCY PREPARE 0 NESS PLANS FEM 4 REGION 1 (NRC REGION 1)

IN MASS ACHJSET T S
SCHEDULED DATE

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERN 9ENTS D AT E AND T I T LE . 0F FOR C OMPLE TION
IN PLUM E EXPOSURE 2ONES REVIEbED PLAN OR CRAFT OF 4 REVISED PLAN

_= = ___ ==

MASSACHUSETIS (P IL GRIM ) 12/18/i9 COMPREHENSIVE EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN, PENDING
APPENDIX 3 (RERP FOR FIXED NUCLEAR F ACILITIESI

BOURNE ( F IL GR IM ) 12/18/79 APPENDIX 3. SECTION C TO COMPREHENSI VE PENDING
EME RGE NCY RES:2CNSE PLA N (I NCLUDES 4LL * PILG RIM' TOWNSI

C AR V ER (FILGRIMI
DU XBU RY (PILGRIMI
H ANO VE R (PILGN M)
K I NGS T ON (PILGRIMD
L 4K E VILL E (PIL GR IMI
M 4 R5H FI EL3 (PILGRIM)
M ID D LE BO R OUGH (P IL G R IM )
PLYMPTON (PILGRIM)
W AR E H A M (PIL GR IM )
B R IDGEW AT E R (PILGRIM)
PLYMOUTH (PILGRIM) .

M ASS ACHUSET TS (VERMONT YANKEE) 12/18/79 COMPREHE Ns IVE E MERGENCY RESPONSE PLANE PE NDING
APPENDIX 3 (RERP FCR FIXEC NUCLE AR F ACILITIES)

8 E RN A RDST O N ( VE RMO NT YANKEE) 12/18/79 APPE NDIX 3e SECTION E TO COMPREHENSIVE PE NDI NGn
V EMERfENCY RESPONSE PLAN (INCLUDES ALL ' VER PON T YANKEE'*

TOWNS)
COL R AIN (VERMONT YANKEE 3
GI LL (VERMONT YANKEE 3
GREENFIEL E (VERMcNT YA NK E E)
LEYDEN (VE RMONT Y A NKEE)
NOR T HF IEL E ( VERMONT YA NK eel
W4 kWICK (VERMONT YANKEES

MASSACHUSEITS (YANKEE-R0hEl 12/10/79 COMPREHENSIVE EMERGENCY RESPONSE FLANe PENDING
APPENDIX 3 (RERP FOR F IXE9 NUCLEAR FACILITIESI

BUCKL AND (Y ANK EE-kO6El 12/18/79 APPENDIX 2* SECT ION D TO COMPREHENSI VE PENDING
EME RCE NCY RES PONSE PLAN (I NCLUDES ALL ' Y A NKEE-ROWE'
TokNSI

CH ARLEMONT ( Y AN KEE-RO WE )
CLARKS EURG ( Y A NK EE-ROWE 3
COLH4IN ( Y A NKEE-ROWE )
FLORIDA (YANKEE-ROWEL
H 4 klE Y ( Y A N KE E- RO W E )
HEATH ( Y ANK EE-Ro b El
MONR0E (Y A NKEE-ROWE)
No. AD AMS (Y ANKEE-R0kE l
54 WOY ( Y A N KEE-R OWE )
R0hE (YahkEE-ROWE)

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _



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

STATUS CF R831CLCGICAL
E ME NGE NCY P REP AREDNE S5 PL A NS FEM 4 REGION 5 (NRC REGION 3 8

Ib MICHIGAN
SCHEOULED D4TE

ST4ll AND LOC AL GOV EN N P EN TS CATE AhC TITLE OF FOR COMPLETION
IN /LUME E XPOSURE 2ONES REVIEWED PLAN OR ORAFT OF 4 REVISED PLAN

_ ......

MICH IG AN (BIG ROCK POINil 4/80 (DRAFT) kUCLE4 R E MERGE hCY PRE P A RE 0 NESS PL A N , PjE NDI NG

VOLUPES 1-4e DIVISION OF R ADIOLOGICAL HEAL TH (CRH)
CH ARLEVOI X CO ( BIG ROCK POINT) 4/80 (DR4Fil CH A RLE V OI X COUNTY VOLUME 2 e DRHe BIG ROC K PE NDI NG

POIATe TAB J-1 THRL J-7e 'EPZ '
EM MET C0 (BIG ROCK POINTS
ANTRIM CC (BIG RCCK Po lh i l

MICHIG4N (D.. C. COOK) 4/83 (OR AFT l NUCLE A R E MERGE hCV PRE P A RED NESS PL A N , PEh0!NG
VOLUPES I-ee DIVISION OF RADIOLOGIC AL HE AL TH IERH)

BE HRI EN C0 (D. C. COOKI 4/83 (DN4FT) BERRIE N COU NTY VOLUME 3e DRHe O.C.COOKe PE h0I NG

TAP K-1 THRU K-7e 'EP2'
MI CH IG AN (P4LISADESI 4/80 (DR4Fil NUCLEa R E ME RGE NCY PRE P A RED hESS PL 4 h e PE NDI NG

VOLUPES 1-4e DIVISION OF NAD10 LOGICAL HEALTH (ERH)
V4h BUREN CO (PALIS40ES) 4/80 ( O R A Fi l VAN BJ RE N COUNTY VOLUME 4e D RH e P4LIS4 DES, PE h01 NG

TAB L-1 THRU L-7e 'EP2'
ALLEGAN CO (PALISADES)
EEHRIEN E0 (PALIS4DESI 7/1/79 BERRIEh COUNTV EMEREENCY OPER A TIONS PL Ah PENDING

?
b2

STATUS OF RADI0 LOGICAL
EMERGENCY PREPAREONE SS PLANS FEM 4 REGION 5 (NRC REG ION 3)

IN MINNESOTA
SCHEDULED D ATE

STATE AND LOC AL GOV ER h P EN T S CATE AND TITLE OF FOR COMPLETION
IN PL UME E XPOSURE 2ON ES REV IEW ED PL A N OR ORAFT OF 4 RE VI SED PLA N

MI NN ESO T 4 (L4 CRO SSE ) 1/15/a3 MINNES0T4 40CLE AR POWER PLANT EMERGENCY PL A N PENDING
HOU S T0 h E0 (L4 CROSSE 3 1/15/ ec S T Ai r NU CL E A R POW E H PLANT EMERGENCY PLAN PEhDING

(INTEGRAL P4RT)
MINhE50T4 (PONTICELLO) 1/15/bC NUCLEAR POLER PL A NT EMERGENCY PL AN PENDING

4N0k4 CO (MONTICELLO3
WRIGHT CO I M ON T I C EL L O ) 1/15/6C CD CHECKLIST FOR BRIGHT COUNTY (ST8TE huCLE AR PENDING

POWER PLANT EMERSE%CY PLANI
SHEk eukh E C0 ( MO E T I C EL LO ) 1/15/60 CD CHECKLIST FOR SHERBURNE COUNTY (ST A TE PEN 0thG

NUCLEAR POWER PL A NT E ME RGE NCY PLANI
HEhNEPIh E0 (M oh T IC ELL O)

MINN ESOT A ( PR 4IRIE ISL A hD) 1/15/83 MINNESOT4 10 CLE A R P QJ E R PL A NT E PE RG E NC Y PL A N PE NDI NG

D AK 014 CU (PR AIR IE ISL AN O 3 1/15/ec STATE NUCLEAR POW E R PL AN T EMEHGEN C T PL AN PENDING
(INTEGRAL PARTI

GOO D HU E C0 (PNAIRIE ISL AN D) 1/15/6C ST ATE huCL E AR POWER PL4hi EMERGENCY PL AN PEhDING
IINTEGRAL PART)

,
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STATUS OF REDIOLOGICAL
EreEh GE NCY PREPAREENESS PLANS FEMA REGION 7 t%3C KEG 103 33

IN MISS3URI
SCHEDULED CATE

ST AT E AND LOCAL GOVERN 9ENTS D ATE AND TITLE OF FOR COMPLE TION
IN FLUM E EXPOSURE 20hES REWIEbED PLAN OR CR4ri 0F 4 REVISED PLAN

, == _ ....

MISSOURI (COOPER STATI0hl 5/80 CHANGE T O 3/ 74 T NT E RI M NUCLE A R ACC IDENT PL A N PE NDI NG
ATCHISON CO (COOPER ST AT IvN) 1C/79 hUCLEAR EMEREENCY RESPONSE PLAN PENDING

STATUS OF R4DIOLOGICAL
EMEkGENCY PREPARE 0 NESS PLANS FEMA PEGION 7 (NRC REGION 48

IN NE8RASKA
SCHEDULED DATE

STATE ANO LOCAL GOVEkNMENTS D AT E AND TI TLE OF FOR C OMPLE TION
IN FLUM E EXPOSURE 20hES REWIEbED PLAN OR CRAFT OF 4 REVISED PLAN

hEBRASKA t (00P EN S T AT I0h ) 7/19 RADI3 LOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN FOR NUCLEAR PENDING
POWER PLANT INCIDENTS

N EM 4H 4 CO ( COO P ER S T AT 10 N ) 11/79 RADICLOGICAL EMERGEhCY RE SP ON SE PLAN FOR NUCLEAR PENDING
*POWER PLANT I NC ID ENT Sm

7 AF PR4SK 4 (FORT C AL POUNI 7/19 NADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN FOR huCLEAR PENDING
:| POWER PLANT I NC ID ENT S

W ASHIN GTCh CO (FORT C A L HO UN I 8/19 RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN FOR hbCLEAR PENDING
POWER PLANT I NC IDENT S

STATUS OF RADIOLOGICAL
EMEhGENCY FdEPARECNESS PLANS FEM 4 REGION 1 (NRC REGION 13

IN NE W H4M' SHIRE
SCHEDULED DATE

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS DATE AND TITLE OF FOR COMPLETION
Ih FLUME EX POSURE 20NES REw!FbED PLAN OR CRAFT OF 4 REVISED PLAN

NEW H 4MPSHIRE IV ERMON T Y AhK EE) 4/21/6C ST ATE EMEREENCY PLAN, ANNEX R - R A EIOLOGIC8L PENDING *
EME RGENCY RESPONSE

CHE S TERF IELD ( VE RMohi YAhKEEl 12/1/80
HI hSD ALE ( VERMONT YANKEE) 4/21/a3 ST ATE EMER3ENCY PL A N, ANNEX R- RA3IOLOGICAL PE hDI NG *

EMER CENCY RESPONSE
RI CHM ON D tVERMONT YANkEC) 12/1/80
Sb4NZEY (VERMONT YANKEE) 12/1/80
WI NCH EST E R (VERMONT YANKEE) 12/1/83

- - - - _ _ _ - - -



_ _

STOTUS OF RADIOLOGICQL
EMEMGENCY PREPARECNESS PLANS FEM 4 REGION 2 (NRC REGION 1)

IN NEW JE RSE Y
SCHEDULED DATE

ST4TE AND LOCAL GO VE RN9 EN T S D AT E AN3 TI TLE OF FOR COMPLETION

Ih PLUME EXPOSURE 2ChES reb!EbED PLAN OR CRAFT OF 4 REVISED PLAN
. _ .

.....- _- -= _. _ ..
-

NEW JERSEY (0YST Ek CR E EK ) 6/tt (DRAFT) R ADI0t oG IC AL RESPONSE PL AN FOR NUCLE AR PENDING

POWER PLANT

OCEAN CO (0 Y SI EN CR E EK 3 6/tL EDRAFT) APPENEIN S TO ANNEX G TO ST4 TE RERP - PENDING

OYSTER CREEK PUBLIC RE SPONSE PLAN - OCE 4 N C OUNY Y
HEW J ERSEY ( 5 4L EM ) 6/t0 (DRAFT) RADIOLOGICAL RESPONSE PL AN FOR NUCLE AR PENDING

POWER PLANTS PENDING
S AL EM CD (S AL EM) 6/10 (DRAFT) APPENEIN 4 T O ANNE x F TO STATE RERP -

ARTIFICIAL ISLAN7 PUBLIC RE SPONSE PLAN - SALEM COUNTY
COM BENL Ah C CO (5 ALEM) 6/tC (DRAFT) APPFhtIX 5 T O A NhE x F TO STATE RERP - PENDING

| ARTIFICI AL ISL AND PUBLIC dESPONSE PLAN - CUMBERLAND'

COLNTY

$.4

G STATUS CF RADICLOGICAL
E ME HGE NCY PREPARE 0NE SS PL ANS FEMA REGION 2 (NRC REGION 1)

Ib NEW YORK
SCHEDULED D4TE

ST4TE AN D L OC AL GOVERhPENTS CATE AhD TITLE OF FOR COMPLETION

IN PLUME E XPOSURE 20NES REVIEWED PLAN OR DRAFT OF 4 REVISED PLAN

NEW YORK (FITZPATRICK)
'

056 E GO CO E FIT 2P ATR ICk )
NE W YORK (GINNA) 12/ 78 CH4 NGE T O 9/77 E MERGE hCY PL A N FOR RADI ATION 9 /1/80

ACCIDENTS
W4 TNE CO EGINNA) 6/83 (DR4FT) W AYNE C QJ NTY E MERGENC Y PLA N FOR R4DIA TION 9 /1/80

ACCIDENTS
M0hROE CO (GINNA) 6/83 (Od4FT ) MONROE Cou NTY EMERGENCY PL AN F OR 9 /1/80

R4CIATION ACCIDENT 5
NE W YORK (INDIAN POI NT ) 12/ 78 CH4 NST T O 9/77 E MERGE hCY PL A N FOR RADI ATION 9/1/80

4CCIDENTS
WE STCHESTER CO (INDIAN POINT) 6/83 (DRAFT) WESTCHEST ER COUNTY R A DIOLOGIC4 L E ME RGE NCY PE NDI h6

R ESPONSE PL AN FOR h4CIATICN ACCIDENTS
ROCKL AND CO (INDI A N POINT)
ORANGE C0 IINDI AN PO IN T ) 6/eC (DRAFT) ORANGE COUNTY RADIOLOGICAL EMERGEhCY PEkDING

RESPONSE PL 44 FOR RADIATION ACCIDENTS
PUT N AM C0 (INDIAN POIbi) 6/EC (DRAFT) PUTNAM [00NTY RADIOLOGICAL EMERGEhCY PFNDING

RESPONSE PL AN FOR R ADI ATION 4CCIDENTS
NEW YORK t h IN E M IL E P O IN T ) 12/78 CH4hGE 10 9/17 EMERGENCY PLAN FOR P4EIATION 9/1/80

ACCIDENTS
O5WEGO CO t hIN E M IL E P OIN T) 6/tC (DRAFT) O5WEGO COUNTY RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY PENDING

RESPONSE PL AN FOR R ADI A TION ACCIDENOTS



_ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
. _ _ ,

_ __. _ _ __ _ _. -

STATUS OF R ADICLOGIC AL
E ME RGE NCY P REP A REONE SS PL A NS FEMA REEION 4 (NRC REGION 2)

IN NOWTH CAROLINA
SCHEDULED D ATE

ST ATE AN D L OC AL 60V ER h P EN TS CATE AND TITLE OF FOR COMPLETION
IN PL UME EXPOSURE ZONES REV IEWED PL AN OR DR4FT OF A REVISED PLAN

=...................... ._ ==...

NORTH C AAOL IN A ( BRUN SW I CK l 10/11/ 79 CH4 NGE T O 1/76 R4DIOLOGIC4L E MERGE NCY 7/31/80
3 RESP 0 HSE PLAN FOR FIXED NUCLEAR F ACIL ITIES . AhNE X A

B R UNS WI C K CO ( B RU N SWI CK )
NEW H ANO VER CD ( BRUNSWICK 3

NORTH C AROL IN A (C AT 4W84 (UCal 10/11/79 CH ANGE TO 1/76 RA DIOLOGIC AL E MERGE NCY 7/31/80
RE5P0h5E PL AN

m MECKLENBERG CO (CETAWBA (UCal
Y G AS T ON CO (CATAWB4 (UC88
U NORTH CAROLINA (H ARR IS (U Cl 3 13/11/TS CHANGE TO 1/76 RADIOLOGICAL EMERGE NCY 7/31/80

RE5P0h5E PL AN
W4kE CD (H4RRIS (UCl3
CH4 THAM CO (H4RRIS (UCl3
HANNETT CO (HARRIS (UCl3
LEF CO (HARRIS ( L'C l 3

NORTH C4HOLINA ( M CGU IR E (UCal 13/11/79 CHANGE T O 1/76 RADIOLOGIC AL E MERGE NCY 7/31/80
RESP 0h5E PL AN

ME CKLENBERG CO ( MC GUI RE (UCal
LIhCOLN CC ( M C GU IR E (UCl3
G4STON CO (MCGUIRE (UCl3
IRE D EL L CC (MCGUIRE (UCl3
C4T4WB4 CO (MCGUIRE (UCl3

NORTH CAROLINA (PERKINS (UCal 1C/11/79 CPAhGE TO 1/16 RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCV 7/31/80
RESPONSE PL AN

DAVIS CO (PERK Ih5 ( UCa l
R064N CD ( PE R KI NS (UCl3
D AV I DSON CO (PERK INS ( UC a l

_ - - _ _ _ .



.. - ~ _-, .. , _ . . - - - - .-

STATUS CF RADIOLOGICAL
E ME RGE NCY P RE P A RED NE SS PL A NS FEMA REGION 5 (NRC REGION 3 3

IN OHIO
SC HE D ULED 04 TC

STATE AND LOC AL GOVERNPENTS C AIE AND TITLE OF FOR COMPLETION
IN PLUME E XPOSURE ZONES REVIEWED PLAN OR OR4FT OF 4 REVISED PL AN

_ =- -- =-_ --_...__.

OMIO (BEAVER VALLEY) 4/80 (DR4Fil PLAN rOR RESPONSE TO RADI4 TION PE NDI NG
EMEREENCIES AT LICENSED NUCLEAR F ACILITIES (APP.4 TO
STATE PLANI

CCL UM BI AN A CO (B E AVER VALLEY)
OHIO (OAVIS BESSEl 4/80 (DRAFil PL AN F OR RESPONSE TO R ADI A TI ON PE NDI NG

EMER EE NCIES AT LICENSED NUCLEAR FACILITIES (APP.4 TO
STATE PLAN)

OTTAWA CD t C A W IS BESSE) 5/EC (DRAFil - INTEGRAL PART OF ST4 TE PLAN APP.4 PENDING
LU CAS C0 (04WIS BESSEl

0HIO (PERRY (UCa l 4/EC (DRAFil PLAN FOR RESPCNSE TO RADIATION PENDING
EMERGENCIES AT LICENSED NUCLE A R F4 CILI TIES (4PP.4 TO
STATE PLANI

PE RRY CO (PERRY (UCal
OHIO (ZIMMER (UCl3 4/EC (DRAFil PLAN FOR RESPCNSE 10 R4DIATION PENOTNG

E ME RG E NC IES AT LICE NSE D NUCLE AR FACILITIES (APP.4 TO
STATE PLAND

CLENMONT CO (ZIMME R (UC al

E

STATUS OF R4DIOLOGICsL
EMERGENCY PREPARE 0 NESS PLANS FEM 4 REGION 10 (NRC REGICN St

IN OREGON
SCHEDULED DATE

STATE ANO t.0 CAL G0iEHN9ENTS D AT E AND TITLE OF FOR COMPLE TION
IN FLUM E ExF05URL 20NES REVIEbED PLAN OR CRAFT OF 4 REVISED PLAN

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . . . _ _ _ _ _ ____________....________ _____ ..___ .....___ .. ____ ____ .. .. ___,

OHFG ON (TROJANI 4/83 OREGON ST AT E F ROJ4N EMERGENCY RE SP O NSE PLAN PE NDI NG
COL UM BI A CO (1ROJ AN ) 4/tc CREGON STATE TROJAN EPERGENCY RE SPONSE Pl. AN PENDING

(COLUMBI4 COUNT Y PROCEDURES)
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STATUS CF R ADIOLOGIC AL
E ME RGE NCY PREP 4RE04E SS PL A NS FE M4 REGION 3 (NRC REGIO N 18

IN PENNSYLVAhl4
SCHEDULED D ATE

STATE AND LOC AL GOVERhPENTS DATE AND TITLE OF FOR COMPLETION
IN PLUME EXPOSURE JONES REVIEWED PL AN OR DR4FT OF 4 RE VISED PL A N

PE NN SYL V8h! 4 ( BE4vER V ALL ET) 3/83 (OH AFT ) PENNSYLV ANI A D IS A STER OPER A TIONS PL ANe PE NDI NG *
AhhEX Ee FIXED huCLE Ah FACILT!Y INCIDENTS

BE 4VER CO (DEAVER VALLET)
ALLECHENY CO (BEtbEN L ALLEYI

PE NN SYL V ANI 4 (PE40F 90TTOM) 3/83 ( O R A Fi l PENNSYLV4 NI A DIS ASTER OPE R A TIO NS PL A N. PE NDI hG e

f AhhtX E, FIXE 0 hUCLE A R FACILITY INCIDENTS r

L A hCA STER CO (PE4:H 80TT04)--
*

YORK CO (FEACH BCTT0M)
PE NN SYL V ANI A ( SUS Gu iH %N N A (J C a l 3/83 (ORAFil PEhMSYSW A NI A DIS 4 STER OPER ATIONS PL ANe PENDIhG e

ANNEX Ee F IXED h0CLE A R F A CILITY INCIDENTS
LUZERNE CO ( SUS QUI' H8 N N4 (UCl3

| CCLUMi! A EO ( SUS Cl F F Ah N A (UCII
PE NN SYL V 4h! 4 ( T HR EE MIL E ISL AND B 3/83 (DRAFT) PENNSYLV ANI4 DIS 4 STER OPER A TIONS PL4No PE h0I hG ,

; ANhEX Ee F IXE0 NUCLE AR FA CILITY INCIDENTS
' D A UPH I b P4 (THREE MIL E IS Ah03 5/5/83 ANNEX E- COU NT Y FIX ED NUCLEAR I NCID E NT PE NDI NG.

RESP 0 HSE PL Ah
LAhCESTER C0 (T HREE M IL E I SL AND) 5/30/oD EME RGENCY EV4CU ATION PL4N - TMI PE WOI NG
YORA CD (THREE MILE ISLANC) 6/4/8C 40RAFil PR01ECTIVE ACTION PL AN FOR TMI PENDING

i CU MBEHL AND CO ( THR EE MILE I SL AN D) 5/9/80 (0 RAFT I T MI E4ERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN PE NDI NG '

L EB AN0t. (0 ( THRE E M ILE ISL4h03 5/2G/bC R4DIATION IhCIDEN TS - TMI PENDING

4

1

- -
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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STATUS CF RADICLCGICAL
EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PL ANS FEM 4 REGION 4 (NRC REGION 23

IN SOUTH CAROLINA
SCHEDULE 0 DATE

STATE AND LOC AL GOVERNPENTS ESTE Ah[ TITLE OF FOR COPPLETION

IN PLUME EXPOSURE ZONE S REVIEWED PLAN OR ORAFT OF 4 REVISED PLAN

SOUTH C AROL IN A (C4T 4W84 (UCl3 12/30/78 CH4NGE T O 12/17 /76 PE ACETIME R ADIOLOGIC AL 6/30/50

EMEREENCY RESPONSE PLAN
FO RK CO (C4Y4WB4 (UCl3
L AN C AS TER C0 (CAT 4WBA (UCII

SOUTH CAROLINA (CHEROKEE (UCD) 12/ 33/7 8 CH4NGE T O 12/17 /76 PEACETIME R ADIOL OGIC AL 6/30/80

EM ER EENCY RESPONSE PLAN
CH EROKEE C 0 (CHEROKEE tuCl3
YOR K C0 (CHEROKEE t uCl)

SOUTH CAROLINA 8 0 CO N EE S 12/33/78 CH ANGE T O 12/17/76 PEACETIME R ADIOLOGIC AL 6/30/80

EMEREEhCY RESPONSE PLAN
,, 6/30/80
y OCONEE CD (OCONEE)

6/30/60g PICKENS CO (OCONEE) 6/30/50ANDERSON CO (OCONEE)
SOUTH CAROLINA ( RO B INS CN ) 12/3C/78 CFANGE TO 12/17/76 PEACETIME RADIOLOGICAL 6/30/60

EME RGE NC Y RESPONSE PL AN
6/30/80 !

D ARL INGT0h CO (R 08Ik50 N) '

6/30/dCCHESTERFIELD CO (ROBINSON)
6/30/60K ER SH 4W CO tROBIhSONS 6/30/80LEE CO (ROBInh0NI

SOUTH CAROLINA (SUMMER (UCII 12/3C/78 CP4hGE TO 12/17/16 PEACETIME RADICLOGICAL 6/30/80
EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN

F AIRFIELE C0 (SUMMER tuCal
NE hBE RRY C 0 ( SU MME R (UCII
LEXi'4GT0h C0 (SUMMER tucil
RI CH M OND C O ( SU MM E R (UCal

SO U TH CAROLINA (VO CTL E (UCl 3 12/3C/76 CPANGE TO 12/17/76 PEACETIME RADICLOGICAL 6/30/80
EME RG E NCY RESPONSE PLAN

B AR NWELL CO IV06TLE (UCI)
4I KEN CO (V0GTLE (UCl 3
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STATUS CF R4010 LOGICAL
E ME RGE NCY O RE P A REL NE SS PL A NS FE M A REGION 4 (NRC REGION il

IN TENNESSEE
SCHEDULED D ATE

STATE AN D L OC AL GOV ER N P EN TS CATE ANC TITLE OF FOR COPPLETION
IN PL UME E XPOSURE 2ONE S REV IEWED PL AN OR DRAFT OF 4 RE VI SED PL A N

TENN ESSEE (CLINCH RIVER (UC)) 11/15/79 CH A NGE 10 8 /76 ADMINI STR4 TIVE E PERGENC Y 5/12/e0 *
PROCEDukES FOR RADICLOGICAL INCIDENTS

RO 4NE CO (CLINCH 'RTVER (UC l 3
LOUDON CC (CLINCF RIVER tucal
KNOX CO (CLINCH RIVER (UC))
ANDERSON CO (CLINCH RIVER (JCl3

TE NN ESSEE ( H ARTSV ILL E (UCil 11/15/79 CH ANGE T O 8 /76 ADMI NI STR4 TIVE E FE RGE NC Y 5/12/ou e
PROCEDURES FOR R ADICLOGIC AL INCIDENTS

TPCUSDALE CO (HARTSVILLE (UCI)
SMITH CO- (H ARTSV ILL E ( UCl 3
MACON CO L H4 RIS VI L LE (UCI)
WIL SON CC (H ARTSVILLE (UCal
SUMbER CO (HARTSVILLE (UCil

E TENNESSEE (PHIPPS B DV D (UC)) 11/15/79 CP4hGE TO 8/16 A EMINISTR ATIVE EMERGENCY 5/12/60 *
1. PRODEDURES FOR R40!0 LOGICAL INCIDENTS
N H AWK INS CO (PHIP PS BEN D IUCl3

GREENE CO (PHIPPS BEND (UCl3
$ULLIV AN CO ( P HI PPS BEND (UCI)

TENNESSEE (SEQUOY AH) 5/83 (D R AFT ) ST ATE MULT I-JURISDICT IONAL R4D I OL OG IC A L 5/12/80 *
EMERCENCY RESPONSE PLAN F0k SEJUOYAH

H A MIL TON CO (SEQUOYAH) 5/80 (DR4Fil APP. le H AMIL T ON COUNTY EMERGE NCY 5/12/60 *

EVACU4 TION PLAN F0E PLUME EXPOSURE P A THWA Y ZONE
BR A0 LEY CO (SEQUOYAH) 5/80 (DRAFT 3 APP.2. B R 4 DLE Y COUNTY EMERGENC Y 5/12/80 ,

EVACUATION PLAN F0E PLUME EXPOSURE PATHWAY ZONE
TENNESSEE (W ATTS BAR (UCal 11/15/79 CHANGE TO 8/76 ADMINISTR4 TIVE EMER GENCY 5/12/80 ,

PRCCEDLRES FOR NADICLC61 CAL INCIDENTS
RHE4 CD (W ATTS BAR (UC)) *

MCMINN CC (WATTS BAR (UCl3
MEIGS CO E W4TTS B AR (UCab
ROANE CO (WAITS BAR (UCl3

TENNESSEE t TELLOW CREEK (UCI ) 11/15/ 79 CH4NGE T O 8 /76 ADMINI STRA TIVE E MERGENC Y 5/12/80 *
PROCEDURES F0h RADICLOGICAL INCIDENTS

H A RDIN C0 (YELLOW CREEK tuC))

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ -____
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STATUS CF N ADICLOGIC AL
E ME dGE NCY PREPAREDNE SS PL ANS FEMA REGION 1 (NRC REGION 1)

IN LERMONT
SCHEDULED D A TE

ST ATE AhD LOC AL GOVENNPENTS C ATE ANC TITLE OF FOR COMPLETION
IN PL UME EXPOSURE ZON ES REV IEWED PL AN OR ORAFT OF A RE VISED PL A N

VE RM ON T (VERMONT YANKEE) */9/8> CH ANGE T O 1/ 80 R 43IOLOGIC AL E PERGE NC Y RE SPONSE PE hDI NG
PL8h F0k FIXEC NLCLE AR F A CILITIES

VENNON (VERMONT Y A gKEE) 4/11/e3 VERh0N NUCLE AR PQ4 ER PL ANT E"E RGE NC Y AND PEh0the
EVACUATION PLAN

GUILFOND (WERMONT YANxEE) 9 /1/e0

ehAITLEECR0 (V EN PCN T Y ANK EE8 9/1/e0
H A LIF AX (V ERMCNT Y ahKEE ) 9/1/80
MANLBORO (VERMCN T Y ANK EE ) 9/1/80
DU MME RSTO N (VERMONT YANKEE) 9 /1/oO

VERPuhi ( Y AhK E E-R0 k El 9/5/8L CHAAGE TO 1/EC RAD ICL OGIC AL EMER3EN Cy PESPONSF PEhGIhG
PLA N F0H FIXED NUCLEAR F ACI LI TILS

STAMFOND (YANKEE-RobEl 9/1/ e 0
RE ADSBORO (YANKEE-ROWE) 9/1/80

WIL M IN G T Ch (YANKEE-R0hEl 7/1/60

WH I TI NGH A M (Y ANKEE -ROWE B 9 /1/a0

SCARSBURG (VAhKEE-RohEl 9/1/80
'.0CDFORD ( Y A N KE E-R OWE ) 9 /1/d0

?
L.
co

STATUS CF RADICLOGICAL
EMERGENCY PREPAREDNE SS PL ANS FEMA REGION 3 (NRC RFGION 2)

IN VIRGIb!A
SCHEDULED DATE

STATE AND LOC AL GOVERNMENTS CAIE ANC TITLE OF FOR COMPLETION
IN PL UME E XPOSURE 20NES REVIEWED PLAN OR DRAFT OF A RE VI SED PL A N

VIRGINI A (NORTH AhN A ) 10/10/79 CHANGE TO 1/76 EME RGE NCY OPER A TIONS PL AN - PE NDI NG
PE ACETIME CISASTER$e ANNEX I-V 10 WOL UME Ile RERP

LO UIS A CO (N0HT H ANN A ) S/76 R ADIOLOGIC AL E MERGE hCY RE SPON 5E PL A N PE NDING
SPO T SY LV ahl 4 CD (NORTH ANhal IC/76 RADICLCGICAL EMERGEhCY RESPONSE PLAN PENDING
HANOVER CO (NORTH ANNA) 5/77 H AOIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PL AN PE hDINS
C AR O L I N E CU (NORTH ANN A) 2/T8 NADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN PENDING
OR ANGE CO (NORTH ANN A) 12/78 RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN PE NDI NG

VIRGINI A (SLRRY3 10/1C/79 CH4hGE TO 1/16 EMER6ENCY OPERATIOh5 PLAN - PENDING
PE A CETIME DIS ASTE RS. A N NEX I-V TO VOLUME II e RE RP

SUR R Y CO (SURRY) 7/16 hADI0 LOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN PENDING
ISLE OF WIGHT CO (SURAYI 5/79 R ADIOLOGIC AL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN PE NDI NG

J A MES CI T Y /WM BG ( SURR Y) 9/76 RADIOLOGIC AL E MERGE NCY RESPONSE PL AN PEhDING
YORK CO (SURRY) UNCATED (DRAFil RACI0 LOGIC AL EMERGENCY RESP 0 HSE PL AN PENDING
NChPORT NEWS (SURRY) 8/77 RADIOLOGICAL E MERGE NCY RESPONSE PLA N PE h01NG
WIL LI AMSPLRG (SURRY)
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STATUS OF RA0!0 LOGICAL
EMEhCENCY PREPARECNESS PLANS FEPA REGION 10 (NRC REGION S)

IN JASHINGTON
SCHFOULED DATE ;STATE AND LOCAL GOVERN 1ENTS DAT E AND TITLE OF FOR COMPLETIONIN FLUM E ExF050RE 20hES RE%IEbED PLAN OR CRAFT OF A REVISED PLAh

=
-

- .......

WASHIhGTON ( TROJ Ah l 5/16 685HIh6 TON ST ATE PL AN FOR F IxED NUCLE AR FACILITY 9/15/80
INCIDENTS

C06LITZ (0 E TN 0J ahl 3/76 CHAhGE 10 7/15/74 C0blIT2 COUNTY PEACETIME 7/30/60
- RADIOLOGICAL INCIDENT M A NU A L

64SHINGTch (WPPSS 3e5)
GR AYS H ARBOR CO (JPPSS 3e5)

WASHINGTON (WPPSS I.2e43
BENTON-FRNKLN CO (WPPSS 1 2e43 3/31/81

.

L

STATUS OF RADIOLOGICAL
m EFFhGENCY PREPARECNESS PLANS FEMA REGIch 5 (NRC RECIch 387 IN JISCONSTN
o

SCHFDULED CATESTATE AND LOCAL GOVERN 1ENTS D AT E AND TIILE OF FOR - C CMPLE TI ONIh F LUM E ExFOSURE ZONES REVIFbED PLAN OR CRAF1 or 4 REVISED PLAN
b lS CU N SI b (AEWAUhEEl 3/tc (DgAFil PEACE 11ME RACIOLOGICal EMERGENC Y RESFCNSE PENDING

PL A N
MEdAUNEE Co ( A EW ALN LE8 4/EC (DRAFT) 148 0 TO STATE RADIOLOGICAL EPERCENCY PENDING

RESPONSE PLAN
M AN I T0 w0 C CO ( K E b AU A EE ) 6/tC (ChAFil M ANIT CbOC COUhTY RADIOLOGICAL EMERCEhty PEh0TNG

iRESPONSE PLAN
S PO W N CO (KEW4UNEE)

WI SC CNSIN (LA CROSSE) 3/83 (ORAFT) PEACET !>E R ADI OLOGIC A L E MERGFNCY RE SPONSE PE NDI NG
PLAN

VERh04 CO (LA CRO S SE) 4/60 (DRAFT) T AB 0 T O ST ATE RADIOL OGIC A L EMERGENCY PE h3 f NG
5

RETF0 HSE PL4h
WISCONSIN (POINT BEACH 3 3/83 (DRAFT) PEACETIME R ADI OLOGIC A L E MERGENCY RE SPONSE PE NGI NG

4

rPlah
Mah!TOWOC CO (PO!hi BEACH 3 6/80 (ORAFil M ANIT 0W CC C0JNTY R ADI OLOGIC AL E MERGENC Y PEh0thG

RESP 0 HSE Ptah
MEwAUmEE CD (POINT BEACHI 4/83 (0R AFT T AB 0 T O ST A TE A0!$ LOGIC AL E MERGENC Y PE NDI NG

R ESP ONSE PLAN
9RodN CO (POINT BEsCH)

ib!SCONSIh (PHAINIE ISL AN O3 3/EC (DNAFT I PE ACETIPE R ADIOLOGICAL EMERGENC Y PENDING
RESPONSE PL AN

PIE R CE CO (PR A lh IE ISL Ah C ) 6/19 ANNEX I (RADFrt 10 P IERCE COUN TY EMERCENC1 PENDING
OPFRAi!ONS PLAN

mISCONSIh (2 ION)
3/tC (DNAFil PE ACE 11ME R A CIOLOGItal EPERGEhCY RESPCNSE PEh0 LNG
Pla N

FENUSHA CO (2Ichl 6/6C (PnAFil MEh0SFA CCON TY Ra010 LOGICAL EPERCENCY PFNDING
RESPONSE PLAN

,

,_ _ , _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - - . - . -
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APPENDIX C

Status Review of Stato and Local Plansj

!

; The charts on the following pages present the current status
! in the review of State and local radiological emergency response

plans which are being upgraded to the new criteria for all operating
reactor sites in each of the 31 States addressed in Section II A.
The columns are explained as follows:

o FEMA Region - The number of the FEMA Region within which the
State is located.

,

; o Radiological Emergency Response Plan - This indicates States
and off-site areas which have plans that address radiological
emergencies at nuclear power plants.>

RAC Review of Plan - The Regional Assistance Committee (RAC)o
has reviewed State or local plans against the new criteria.g

| o Deficiencies to State - Comments have been provided, as a
result of RAC review, to the State or local government for1

their consideration in further revising their plan.

o Revised Plan Completed - The State or local government has
completed the revision of its plan based on deficiencies noted
by ther RAC review and the FEMA Regional Director determines
that a plan is ready for an exercise and public meeting.

4

'

o State Exercise - The State and involved local governments
have conducted an exercise and the exercise has been observed

I and critiqued by FEMA.

I o Public Meeting - The State or FEMA has conducted a public
| meeting concerning all plans in support of a particular
! nuclear power plant site.

o Review and Approval by Headquarters - FEMA Headquarters has
, reviewed all of the information on a plan provided by the FEMA
' Regional Director, and renders its approval.

Cx-1
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j Status of Review of State and Local Plans
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t e s 5 3 s g *%
*- %'

4'e
'

S'#a, t,
9 $States & Operatmg 4- ,,

"o, % $Reactor Sites o t
' ,

ALABAMA IV
1 I

"
t Browns Ferry

-

i

I

k Farley . .

| |

! ARKANSAS VI
t i i

i Arkansas , ,

i ! I

CALIFORNI A IX
i !

| Humbolt Bay i i
i I

San Onofrej
"

Rancho Seco

i
i

Villj COLORADO
"

! Ft. St. Vrain
! I j

I| CONNECTICUT

Connecticut Yankee

Millstone ."
t I

,

DELAWARE Ill

Salem (New Jersey)_
i

IV
| FLORIDA

6 '
, Turkey Point i i+

4 i i

} Crystal River i e i
| 1 i

St. Luciej
I I I

;

IVGEORGIA

I Hatch

Farley (Slabamal
r

|

!
t
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Status of Review of State and Local Plans

i
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ILLINOIS V
_ _ _ . _ _ _M
-Dresden

Zion

Quad Cities

Vil M MM
lOWA

Duane Arnold

Ft. Calhoun (Nebraska)

Quad Cities (Illinois) _._

La Crosse (Wisconsin)

I MMMAINE

Maine Yankee

IIIMARYLAND
I i

Calvert Clif ts -
-

Peach Bottom
(Pennsylvania)

IMASSACHUSETTS
I i

Yankee-Rowe ,

i .J
,

.

.

I

Pilgnm ;

Vermont Yankee .
(Vermont)

V 6MICHIGAN
"

Big Rock Point #

I

Palisades

Cook
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} Status of Review of State and Local Plans
e

i
1

3
1

! @ $

%s
k~%o% "**+a+

o
$n+ *o 4,S

, - .
ti e c,'oj % *, #g*.

s'a,3 O S 7
p+, $, N

| 9, % 'o *> o4,
States & Operating 4- % 9

'o *0, $*4 a'S h'a,
'

8,'. -

Reactor Sit +s o t o, ',,

MINNESOTA V MM
Monticello

|
1 Prairie Island i

i

La Crosse (Wisconsin),

<

MISSOURI Vil 6.

i 7 !

! Cooper (Nebraska) ,

! |

NEBRASKA Vil 6
j i i

, Ft. Calhoun i i
'

i I

; Cooper . ,

I |

NEW H AMPSHIRE I

"Vermont Yankee
' (Vermont)
i

IINEW JERSEY
! i a i ;

'

j Oyster Creek I
* i;

Salem ! , - - |<

| |

NEW YORK II
" " "I Indian Point

i

i Nine Mile Point

Fitzpatrick
i

! Ginna
4

f NORTH CAROLINA IV MM
i

| Brunswick
!

|
,

!

|
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Status of Review of State and Local Plans

| \
~

\
.

%#
0 9

'

I'C,6#4 $ 'e, $ 4,

'"', 'O '', '4'
w$T

b i 'e 'ae # 4 * cpv 9 g* * |* Q-4, *, 4$ O

States & Operatmg 4 4 '$ f, i
* ,

f

e'a, o'#e, a,3 *'s0 'o "o, 4
+ 1#

Reactor Sites 9 t , ,,

VOHIO ~._-. . .--..___

"
Davis Besse

Peaver Valley
(Pennsylvania)

OREGON X 6
Trojan ,

I

IIIPENNSYLVANIA

Peach Bottom

Beaver Valley

Three Mile Island . . . ,

I I | |

SOUTH CAROLINA IV
|

R obinson _

Oconee

IVTENNESSEE
i I i I I I I

Sequoyah .

I I | | | |!

VERMONT l
.

1'"
Veemont Yankee

Yankee Rowe
(Massachusetts)

IllVIRGINI A
i I i

Surry , , ,

I I |

i .

|North Anna
| } I | I

XWASHINGTON

Trojan (Oregon)
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Status of Review of State and Local Plans
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s% % 5*c*p s's + 5
States & Operating 4- 4 9 $
Reactor Sites % S **, % %, 8,

#

'oft

WEST VIRGINI A Ill

Beaver Valley
(Pennsylvania)

WISCONSIN V MM
La Crosse

Point Beach

Kewaunee

Zion (Illinois) .

Prairie Island
(Minnesota)
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