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ABSTRACT

HThis publication is the final report of a project to survey the fifty
states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and selected Indian tribal
jurisdictions to ascertain their emergency-preparedness planning and
capabilities for responding to transportation incidents involving radioactive |

imaterials. The survey was conducted to provide the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission and other federal agencies with information concerning the current
level of emergency-response preparedness of the states and selected tribes and
an assessment of the changes that have occurred since 1980 (when a similar
survey was performed [NUREG/CR-1620]). There have been no major changes in the
states' emergency-response planning strategies and field tactics. The changes
noted included an increased availability of dedicated emergency-response
vehicles, wider availability of specialized radiation-detection instruments, ,

!and higher proportions of police and fire personnel with training in the
handling of suspected radiation threats. Most Indian tribes have no capability
to evaluate suspected radiation threats and have no formal relations with
emergency-response personnel in adjacent states. For the nation as a whole,
the incidence of suspected radiation threats declined substantially from 1980
to 1988,
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Even though tribal jurisdictions as a rule have much less capability and re-
sources for emergency response of any kind, tribal governmental officials and
public safety personnel were very willing to discuss what they do and don't do
and perhaps more important, what they need in order to develop an effective
emergency response capability. We thank all of the survey respondents who
answered our sometimes unanswerable questions.

We also are indebted to our friends. The project staff acknowledge the
yeowomanlike effort of the project typist, Jill Deckard of the Transportation
Research Center, who worked diligently and perservered in a difficult and
oftentimes frustrating endeavor. Messrs. Donald Brice and Daniel Fox of TRC
also contributed to the proj ect cause, and Mr. Edward Feigenbaum and Dr.
Robert Piercy, consultants for the project, reviewed our draf t products and
offered constructive advice and direction.
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Eric L. Mitter
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
'

1.1 About This Reoort

This volume is the final report of a project conducted by the Indiana
University Transportation Research Center (TRC) for the U. S.' Nuclear Regula.
tory Commission (NRC) entitled " Review of State and Indian Tribe Capabilities
to Respond to Radiological Transportation Incidents." The contract was let in
the Autumn of 1987 and data collection was performed throughout the Summer and
Autumn of 1988.

The project was undertaken for three main reasons. Ffrat, it was de- |

signed to provide a descriptive report on the status of emergency preparedness |

planning and capability among the fifty states, the District of Columbia and I

the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico (hereinafter referred to as fifty-two j

" states") with respect to their ability to respond to transportation incidents !

involving radioactive materials. In this connection, the project was designed I

to provide an update to the 1980 status report, " Survey.of Current State-Ra- i

diological Emergency Response Capabilities for Transportation Related Inci. |

dents" (NUREC/CR 1620). The second objective was to provide a comparison be.
-

tween the status in 1980 versus 1988, with attention to changes that . had oc.
curred, in terms of emergency-response preparedness and. the actual management
of transportation incidents.

The third objective was to provide a descriptive report on the status of
emergency preparedness planning .and capability among a sample of Indian . tribal
jurisdictions with respect to transportation incidents involvf ng radioactive
materials. Pursuant to the . laws and policies outlined in the President's
1983 " Statement by the President: Indian Policy," and 'other policy state-

ments and legislation such, as the " EPA Policy for the Administration of Envi-
ronmental Programs on Indian Reservations" (November, 1984) and the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982, Indian tribes exercise autonomous sovereignty within
their juri.sdictions. Indian tribal jurisdictions (" reservations") are not
considered to be political subdivisions of the states that surround their bor-
ders and, therefore, tribal officials cannot rely on state or local authori-
ties to consider Indian needs in emergency preparedness planning (see "The
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Program With State and Local Governments
and Indian Tribes" (NUREG 1309, 1988). Nevertheless, designated radioactive
waste shipping routes transit Indian. tribal lands , and ordinary commerce in
radioactive materials may include transport across Indian tribal jurisdic-
tions. As a result, there is a need to cultivate preparedness among Indian
tribes to properly recognize and manage transportation incidents. The twelve
Indian tribal jurisdictions who participated ~ in this project were selected be-
cause they all have designated routes within or adjacent to their jurisdic-
tions.

The purpose of this project was to collect, organize and present informa-
tion from a variety of sources. Some general conclusions and commentary about
the usefulness of this information are presented in Chapter 5. N.B.: These
remarks are the ooinions of the authors and should not be construed as an of-
ficial cosition of the U.S. Nuclear Rerulatory Commission.

11
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The remainder of this report is structured as follows:

o Section 1.3, " Project Description," provides a discussion of the
conduct of the project, the methods of data collection, verification,
reduction and analysis, and mentions qualifications on the
completeness of the information presented,

o Section 2.0, presents a summary overview of the findings of thestudy with respect to the U.S. as a whole.

o Section 3.0, presents the survey data for the fifty two states, with
analytic commentary,

o Section 4.0, presents the survey data for the fourteen Indian
tribal jurisdictions, with analytic commentary.

o Section 5.0, presents the authors' comments and interpretations.

It is the authors' hope that readers will find this report informativeand useful. Every attempt has been made to assure the accuracy and complete-
ness of the information presented; however, it was not always possible to ob-
tain responses that reflect the terms in which the quest!'ns were asked. Insome states, the questions could be answered in a strai htforward manner,5
while in other states, the respondents were forced to interpret the meaning of
some questions in the context of their state.'s organization. The necessarilyterse entries in the data tables represent
material synthesized from several sources. the authors' abstraction of complexThe narrative that accompanies the
tables provides information on the degree of precision that is appropriate forinterpreting the tables.

9 1.2 Proiect Coordination

The preparation for this project and document was coordinated by NRC
staff with the members of the Federal Radiological Committee Co-chaired by the
U.S. Department of Transportation and the Federal Emergency Management Agency.
1.3 Proiect Descriotion

The method used to collect data was a replication of the approach appliedin the 1980 study (Kitter et al., 1980). An elite telephone interview with
officials in each of the fifty states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto
Rico was conducted to inventory the states'
capabilities for transportation related incidents. radiological emergency responseIn addition to the states,
the following Indian tribes were identified by the NRC and the National Con-
gress of American Indians for inclusion in the study,

o Acoma Pueblo (New Mexico)
o Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakima Indian Nation (Washington)
o Confederated Tribes of the Untilla Indian Reservation (Oregon)
o Laguna Pueblo (New Mexico)
o Navajo Nation (Arizona)
o Nez Perce Tribe (Idaho)
o Onondaga Nation (New York)
o Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe (Nevada)

1-2
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o San Felipe Pueblo (New Mexico)
o Sandia Pueblo (New Mexico)
o Santo Domingo Tribe (New Mexico)
o Seneca Nation (New York)
o Shoshone Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation (Idaho)
o Te Moak Tribe of Western Shoshone Indians (Nevada)

Two interview guides were developed, one for the states and one for the
Indian tribes, using the 1980 instrument as a model. Questions asked in 1980
that were of continued interest to the NRC in 1988 were duplicated. New ques-
tions were added; many were drawn from the NRC's " list of typical concerns
that need to be addressed" for the 1988 study, and additional questions were
proposed by the study team. The draft instruments were reviewed by the NRC j

proj ect advisory committee , changes and revisions were made by the project
staff, and the final 59-question interview guides were approved by the NRC.
The same basic questions were included in both the state and tribe survey in-
struments. A copy of each instrument is provided in the appendices. Certain
definitions were included on the last page of the questionnaire, to assist the
states and tribes in preparing their responses.

A letter of explanation from the NRC and the TRC project director (and
for the Indian tribes from the National Congress of American Indians), along
with a copy of the inte rview guide, were sent to the director of each state
radiation control program or the chairman / chief of each Indian tribe. The
letter explained the nature of the project and informed the official that a ;
representative of the Transportation Research Center would call to schedule a '

telephone interview.

A member of the study team followed up this letter with an initial tele-
phone contact. In some cases the researcher was referred to another person in
the agency or tribe who would be more knowledgeable about the emergency. j

response program. An interview date and time was then scheduled, and at the {
appointed time the assigned researcher called and conducted the inte rview.
The interviews ranged from 1.5 hours to 3 hours. In some cases the state or !

tribe preferred to submit written responses to the interview guide and mail l
them to the TRC. Most of those who did so had clear, complete answers; seldom
was it necessary to call the state and or tribe for clarification of the writ-
ten response.

I
When all interviews were completed and the data summarized and recorded,

each state and tribal respondent was sent a completed survey form and asked to
verify the information as documented. The data summaries then were updated,
and the final text of the report prepared.

I
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2.0 Nationwide Overview

This chapter presents a nationwide overview of the major topics covered
in the survey of state and tribal emergency responce cababilicies. For each
topic, summary remarks provide a description of the current status of emergen-
cy preparedness for transportation incidents involving radioactive materials ;

among the states. Following each status report is a discussion of changes
that have occurred among the states in the past decade. Following the discus-
sion of the state changes is a summary of the current status of emergency pre-
paredness among the Indian Tribes surveyed. Detailed presentations of the ;

jquestion by question responses for the states are presented in Section 3; a

similarly detailed discussion of the Indian tribe responses is presented in j
'

Chapter 4
>

This section is organized into the following subsections and subheadings:
*

1

o Administration and Planning
Organization and Responsibility
Planning
Relations Between the States and Indian Tribes
Legal Authority / Issues

o Maintaining Preparedness
Personnel !

Equipment
Communications
Training

o Field Emergency Response Operations
Transportation
Incident Assessment
On Site Operations .

Actual Experience

o Funding and Assistance
Funding
Federal Assistance

o Program Progress and Plans
!

As was noted in the Section 1.0, ' Introduction, the information presented
here is drawn from a variety of sources. The data are accurately reported as
they were provided by the respondents, but in some instances, the differences
in the respondents' frame of reference and perspective and their interpreta-
tion of the meaning of the questions are grounds for caution in making com-
parisons of the responses among the states and tribes. These differences have
been reconciled where possible, and areas where a reconciliation was not pos-
sible are noted in the text. Additionally, some anecdotal information is pre-
sented. During the interviews with some state and tribal respondents, the
issues raised in the questionnaire provided the occasion for conversation and
elaboration, offering rich detail about the day to-day experiences of the peo-
pie who perform this work. These subjective impressions are beyond the scope
of the interview protocol, but they provide a human perspective that is essen-
tial to understanding the workings of this complex system.
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2.1 Administration and planning )
q

Ornanization and Resoonsibility

All the states except one have unequivocally designated responsibility
for technical leadership in the case of a transportation incident involving
radioactive materials. : Designation of lead agency responsibility is found in
the statutory authority for an agency's mission, the provisions of the .emer-
gency responce plan, or by executive order. The one- exception , has a strong
basis in precedent and that state reported that, while there is no' explicit-

designation, there is no question as to which agency would_take the lead if an
incident occurred. In most states, this authority is delegated to the ' radio- !

- logical control- agency, which is usually a division of the public health de-
partment or an environmental protection department. In almost all states -the
personnel who respond to_an incident to evaluate whether a radiation threat is- i

presene are the same people who perform various aspects. of the routine busi; |
ness associated with the reBulation of commerce in radioactive materials, in- {cluding industrial hygiene. Exceptions to this general pattern include states
where environmental or conservation agencies are charged to attend to any
event that threatens the environment, and where emergency response-is managed j
through public safety or emergency preparedness agencies. I

a
In some states, _ the leadership function is reserved for the state emer-

gency management agency, which calls out the chain of command as necessary.
Several of these states have explicitly adopted a two-tier response strategy.
Under this approach, a generic hazmat response team, housed in emergency man.

;

'

agement, environmental protection or the state police, makes an initial as-
i

sessment to determine whether the expert knowledge of tha- rmdiation control i

agency is truly necessary.

In the great majority of the states, the roles of support agencies are
clearly delineated in emergency planning documents, and such expertise as~may jbe required can be obtained through formal channels. However, many states em-
phssized the informal personal contacts among individuals whose work is con-
cerned with radioactive _ materials. This may include employees _ of : private
firms that use such materials, colleges or universities , - electric utilities,
hospitals, federal installations, or local jurisdictions, None of the state-
respondents expressed any concern that needed expertise could not be accessed,
for either emergency response or a protracted incident.

Over half of the states indicated that some or all local jurisdictions
have the authority to respond to transportation incidents involving radioac- ,'

,

;tive materials. In most of these states, the state' constitution was cited as
the source of such authority; in some states, major municipalicies are granted
independent authority. Most states stressed, however, that although such

.authority may exist, in practice local authorities rely on the state capabili- {ty to handle most incidents. The state radiological control agency has infor- -

mal knowledge of which jurisdictions have any meaningful capability to re-
spond, and the state's response is adjusted accordingly. A- few states have
adopted a strategy under which local jurisdictions (usually counties) that
have a sufficiently well-developed radiation safety program formally assume
responsibility for the regulation of radioactive materials, including emergen-
cy response, within their jurisdiction, in a manner similar to the NRC's
" agreement state" strategy. Such local jurisdictions are referred to as " con- ',

tract" or " agreement" jurisdictions.

,
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In summary, all the states have a formally organized system for respond-
The degreeing to transportation incidents involving radioactive materials.

of formality and the specific details varies substantially according to the
structure of state government and the historical experience. There does not
appear to have been many substantial chan.ges in the states' approach to organ-
izing and delegating responsibility, 4syond incremental improvements and re.

| finements. However, two developments are worthy of note.

First, several states have formally instituted a two tier response
strategy by developing a generic hazmat response corps that makes an initial

Through this strategy, the highly tralued experts in the radio.assessment. in cases where thelogical control agency are not called to the scene expect
hazmat corps determines that such expertise is truly needed.

Second, state radiological control personnel indicated that a larger pro.!

portion of local jurisdictions have sufficient technical expertise to be re.
lied upon to make proper assessments, or at least to provide an accurate de-
scription and thereby relieve state personnel of the need to travel to scenes
where no threat is present. This is in marked contrast to the 1980 respontes,
where state officials expressed deep reservations about the ability of local
personnel to properly evaluate radiological incidents.i

With renpect to Indian tribal organization for response to transportation
incideoc.s involving radioactive materials, most of the tribes surveyed report.
ed that they do not have a lead agency designated nor any provisions for sup--

pert agencies. Most of the tribes indicated that tribal police, Bureau of In.
|

dien Affairs authorities, or Indian Health Service authorities would be in.
- formed. These authorities presumably wouid notify other officials, such as

local or state public safety authorities from the adj acent state. One tribe
reported that it has organized a tribal Emergency Response Commission to man-
age all civil emergencies. For this same tribe, a tribal Environmental Pro-
tection Administration does have some radiation detection equipment and

|
trained personnel, and would take the < 1ead to aseems the radiation hazard.
Three tribes stated that they do not have any capability for responding to
such incidents and had made no provisions at all. One tribe mentioned that ic >

) was in the procass of developing a generic hazmat response plan,
,

flimnina

Less than half of the states have a separate planning document that spe-
cifically addresses transportation incidents involving radioactive materials.
In most states, planning for such incidents has been undertaken in terms of
hazardous materials more generally, or within a generic radiation incident
plan. Among states with major fixed facilities, several h.ve a fixed facility
plan and another separate plan for all radiation incidents not occurring at a
fixed facility, which includes transportation incidents but is not transporta-
tion specific. Among those states where planning does not explicitly address
transportation incidents, the radiation control agency invokes its own inter-
nal standard operating procedures, adjusting its response to the circumstances ;

of the incident.

The states were queried about the relationship between planning for fix.
ed facility versus transportation incidents. In states with major fixed.

facilities, the existence of emergency planning zones and the accompanying ,

t
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highly developed planning and response espabilities has lead to a broader
scope of awareness about radiation issues. 1.arger staffs are maintained for
both planning and response, more training is available to larger numbers of
personnel at all levels, and a generally higher degree of capability is
sought. In most such states, planning for fixed facility versus transportation s

incidents was reported as being linked indirectly: the plans are separate, h
but the capabilities that have been developed are available for both types of
incident. The same staff does the planning, and many of the same personnel
respond to the scene, using much of the same equipment.

With respect to whether federal guidelines, such as FEMA. REP $, " Guide.
lines for Developing State and Local Radiological Emergency Response Plans and
Preparedness for Transportation Accidents," had been used during the planning
process, most of the states expressed a general familiarity with such guide.
lines but indicated that their planning documents did not contain any specific
references. The typical response was that such guidelines had been consulted
and contributed to the planning process, but very few states indicated that
they had made extensive use of federal guidelines in developing their plans. i

A substantial fraction of the states indicated that their planning predated
the issuance of certain spscific guideline documents, and these had not been
incorporated at all.

Over half of the states indicated that no direct federal technical or fi. I
<

nancial assistance had been used during the development of their plans. Among
states indicating some form of federal support or assistance had been provid.
ed, the most frequently reported type of assistance was FEMA funding in sup.
port of planning staff. Other types of support reported included technical
guidance on specific components of the plan, and review of planning documents
by federal of ficials.

With respect to whether local government capabilities are considered in
state planntes, most of the states indicated that such consideration is limit.
sd to basic piablic safety functions at the scene, with the expectation that
timely nottlication would 'oe forwarded to proper authorities. In some state ,
certain loe.al. ties have been explicitly recognized as having appropriato capp ibilities, av in a few other states, particular j arisdictions are known to
have strong capabilities and are recognized informally.

Almost all of the state respondents indicated that there are certain goo.graphic areas within their states that are not covered by their emergencyplanning authority. All such areas were characterised as being under federal
jurisdiction, the majority being military facilities with a few states indi.
cating other federal agency installations. Most of the states indicated that,
in the event of an incident at such a facility, their authority was limited to
persons and property outside the perimeter. Most states also indicated ; hatthey would enter such a facility to assist if invited. The particular circum.
stances regarding Indian tribal lands is discussed further below.

Nearly all of the states indicated that they have an awareness of major
routes and facilities where incidents may be more likely, but most of the
states use this knowledge in an informal manner; that is, they do not make any
special efforts to incorporate this knowledge itao their planning strategy.
In a few states, however, "high likelihood corrider' have been formally iden.
tified, and special efforts to be prepared along thm a corridors have been un.
dertaken.

24
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In summary, the process of planning by the states for transportation in-
cidents involving radioactive materials has evolved in a manner that reflects
the particular circumstances in each state. In slightiy more than half of the
states, planning for such incidents is undertaken in terms of radiation emer.

forgencies in general, with transportation incidents not being singled out
specific consideration in a separate plan. In about a third of the states,

radiation hazards are grouped with hazardous materials for planning purposes.
Although only a few states indica 3d that federal guidelines had been specifi-
cally incorporated into their planning strategy, there is e widespread famil.
iarity with such guidelines and a sense that these materials contribute impor-

There does not ap-tantly, if indirectly, to the formulation of state plans.
pear to have been any substantial change in planning strategies beyond incre-
mental improvements or refinements. The major exception is that a greater
number of local jurisdictions have developed a significant capability to han-

| die radiation Incidents, with state authorities recognizing and incorporating
these capabilities into their general approach for managing such incidents.

!

With respect to planning by Indian tribes, two tribes reported that a
draft plan was in the process of development, another tribe reported that such,

a plan was under discussion, and the remaining tribes reported that no tribal i

plan exists. One tribe mentioned that they rely on planning by the Indian |

Health Service, but they were not acquainted with the details of that plan-
ning. Various tribes reported on varying degrees of cooperation with state
and/or local officials from the area berdering tribal lands, f6deral installa-
tions close to the re s e rvation , or industrf al concerns operating within the
tribal jurisdiction, but none of these cooperative efforts have the status of
a formal plan. In one tribe where the development of a plan is under discus-

a radiation de-sion, the tribal environmental protection administration has
tection capability oriented around environmental hazards associated with ura-
nium mining, and has managed several incidents involving uranium ore.

!
' State Relations with Indian Tribes

For the great majority of states, the problema related to emergency re-
sponse on Indian tribal lands are not an issue: they either have no tribal
lands, or only very small and isolated enclaves where the probability of a
radiation incident is nil. Among states where sizable Indian tribal lands are
present, nearly all state respondents indicated that they would treat radia-
tion emergencies on tribal lands the same as for federal enclaves; that is,
they would enter tribal lands upon request of tribal authorities. However,

most of these states also indicated that, where highways cross tribal lands,
the right of way is owned by the state and falls under state authority. With -

respect to the relationship between the state and Indian tribal authorities
regarding emergency preparedness, only two states indicated any degree of for-
mal contact, the remainder reporting no contact or only informal arrangements.
Nearly all the states indicated that these questions are not an issue and had
never been considered.

Among the Indian tribal jurisdictions surveyed, most indicated that, in
the event of a transportation incident involving radioactive materials, they
would contact federal agencies, including the Bureau of Indian Affairs or the
Environmental Protection Agency, or would notify officials from local jutis-
dictions adjacent to tribal lands. One tribe indicated that it has a repre-
sentative who sits on various state committees, but the remaining tsibss re-

i
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ported that they do not have much of a formal relationship with state authori.
ties and prefer to deal with federal agencies. A few of the tribes mentioned

i that reservation lands extend across several states and that they confront the
necessity to forge contingency arrangements with several: states depending on,

where on the reservation an incident occurred.

I Inal Authoritv/lanues

Nearly two thirds of the states reported that public employees or volun.i

teers acting under orders from public officials are protected- from personal
! 4

liability. Among the remaining states, several reported that the . issue is
i

currently under study, two reported that such' protection is extended only if jan emergency is declared, and five indicated that such protection does not ex.
ist.

1

The situation among the states with respect to assignment of costs asao. !ciated with emergency response varies greatly around the country. One fourth
of the states indicated that such costs are clearly ' assigned, and one. fourth i

of the states reported that there are no provisions for cost assignment or re.
;

covery; the remaining states provided responses indicating an equivocal sta.
|tus. Various states reported that cost assignment is clearly defined for fix.
ied facility incidents but. unclear for transportation incidents; is clearly de. |fined in terms of hazardous materials -spills, but radioactive materials are '

not specifically named; costs of cleanup are assigned, Mt other aspects' of ;
emergency response are not covered; and cost recovery requires litigation on's,

case by. case basis,
i

No states reported that a formal memorandum W understanding for mutual l

assistance exists. However, nearly half of the stat.e are members of regional
associations that include mutual assistance as a ccaponent of membership.
Among the remaining states, several reported working informally with adjacent j
suces or cited a history of cooperation; additionally, a few states indicated I

chat they had nemoranda of understanding that covered fixed facilities, but no
formal arrangements for transportation incidents.

In summary, the nunter of states reporting that protection from liability |ta extended to cover emergency response personnel has gone up from 19.80 to j
1988, and this issue does not seem to be a problem, except in a few states.
The matter of cost assignment and recovery remains an area where most of the

j
states have no legislation or regulations that provide unequivocal coverage ofthis issue. The comparison of responses between 1980 and 1988 indicates that
fewer states reported cost recovery provisions in . "8 than 1980. This appar. |ent decline is probably the result of experience demonstrating that cost re.
covery is difficult, rather than any change in the laws or regulations.

Among the Indian tribes, most of tho' tribal respondents did not know
|

whether emergency response personnel were protected from personal liability,_
although one tribe did indicate that tribal employees are protected, and
another reported that a ' Good Samaritan" law was on the - books, None of the ;tribes reported any efforts to assign costs or provide a mechanism for cost
recovery. One tribe reported that it has a general agreement with adjacent istate authorities for reciproca1 assistance, and two other tribes reported

|that they have made contact with state and/or local authorities, but have no '

formal agreements. One tribe reported that they are pursuing agreements with,

the several states adj acent to their jurisdiction and with various federal
!
,

26

|
,



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

l
i ,

)s

| agencies, including DOE, DOT and FEMA, ir. connection with the Waste Isolation
| Pilot Project. Another tribe reported that they had been involved in exten-

)

| sive discussions with several states and federal agencies under the aegis of
the Nuclear Vaste Study Program and had made important progress toward estab.
lishing formal agreements, but when this program was terminated, the framewc,rk:

| for this cooperation was lost.

2.2 Maintainine Preoaredness |

*

Personnel
,

| Access to personnel who can contribute their expertise in the event of a
transportation incident involving radioactive materials varies greatly among
the states. All of the states have designated individuals who are on call for
emergency response. All of the states except one have at least one health

4

physicist employed by the state, and most of the states have ready access to
| all other reisvant specialties. Many states were i.st able to provide the ex.
! act number of individuals with specific professional expertise because they

are distributed among various scate agencies; additionally, several states
routinely rely on personnel employed by local jurisdictions, federal agencies,
or in the private sector. ,

In general, the number of specialists employed by the state, or specifi-:

cally designated individuals in other employment, is a function of the amounti

of commerce in radioactive materials. Heavily. industrialized states and ,

states with nuclear powered generating stations have highly developed programs +

with very many trained specialists at numerous locations. Predominantly rurali

states have less vall developed programs; three states characterized their ra-
diological health program as being a 'one man shop." This pattern of develop.
ment has been driven by the states' historical experience. ;:

Although most states have access to numerous individuals representing a
variety of technical specialities, most states emphasized that only a few in- :
dividuals are usually involved in emergency response. The typical responsa

;

; team consists of two or three health physicists or health physicists and
; health physics technicians or radiation monitors; other specialties are as.
'

sessed on an as needed basis. Support personnel, such as communications spe-
cialists or public relations officers, are usually not activated unless the ,

; incident is of sufficient magnitude to warrant a full scale response.
;

j There appears not to have been much change in the past du.ade in'the man.
ner in which the states organize their personnel and deploy experts to the
field. Such changes as have occurred are best characterized as incremental
improvements, reflecting larger numbers of trained personnel and, especially,
more personnel at certain local jurisdictions who are able to properly evalu-
ate radiation incidents.'

With regard to the Indian trical. jurisdictions, three tribes reported.

that they have personnel trained as radiation monitors; one of these tribes
also reported that health physics technicians are available. No other tribes ,

have any personnel with any training that would be relevant to the radiation'

aspect of a transportation incident involving radioactive materials. These
same three tribes also reported some liisited access to personnel who would
have support roles at such an incident.

'
, .
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Eaufement

The states were requested to report on the availability of portable
equipment in terms of the number of locations where such equipment is main-
tained in a ready to.go status. With respect to radiation detection instru-

ments, beta. gamma detectors of low. , medium- and high range sensitivity are
widely available at many locations in all states. Other, more specialized de-
tection equipment is less widely available but is, in general, accessible
without delay. A few states indicated that it would be necessary to borrow
some kinds of instruments, such as alpha particle or neutron detectors, from
universities or other sources outside of the state agency; a few states also
indicated that they did not have access to portable gamma ray spectroscopy.

,

The single item most frequently reported as being unavailable was tritium de- |
tectors.

.

Access to instrumentation other than beta. gamma detectors has been an
area of substantial change over the past decade, with many more states report.
ing in house availability for specialized detectors. Although many_ states ex.
pressed the desire to update their inventory of _ detection instruments with
state of the art equipment, none of the states felt that their detection capa. I

bilities were seriously deficient in 1988. This is in contrast to 1980 re- !
porting, when several states indicated that they were forced to get along with !

antiquated instrumentation.
]

Over half of the states indicated that dedicated vehicles are available
and equipped, or can be equipped without delay. This is in marked contrast to
1980 reporting, where slightly less than one third of the states reported the
availability of dedicated vehicles. One state that reported the use of a ded. 1

icated vehicle in 1980 indicated that they had discontinued this practice be-
cause it was not cost effective to have a vehicle sitting and waiting for very
rare events.

All of the states except two indicated that radiation amargency kits are
packed and ready to go. In most states, these kits are maintained at several ,

'

locations, are kept in dedicated vehicles, or are in the possession of emer- i

gency response personnel. Several states remarked that they had previously )left their kits in vehicles, but had discontinued this practice because they
had had problems with vandalism and theft. The kits are now kept in the of-
fice, where they can be readily obtained. With respect to the contents of
such kits, the most frequently mentioned items were protective clothing, fol-
loved by dosimetery equipment, sampling equipment, detection instruments, ref-
erence materials, and respiratory protection devices. The :vailability and
contents of kits does not appear to have changed much in the past decade.

Among the Indian tribes surveyed, two reported that they had radiation-
detection instrumentation in the possession of tribal personnel, including
beta gamma detectors and alpha particle detectors, one of these tribes also
has low. energy gamma detectors, instruments to determine the concentration of
radon decay products, and certified sources and proper equipment for calibra.
tion. A third tribe mentioned that two instruments are available at the local
Bureau of Indian Affairs office, but these have never been out of their pack- .ing crates and so are probably not suited for immediate use. No other tribe
reported any detection instruments. One tribe reported that a single dedicat-
ed vehicle is available. No tribe reported any emergency response kit other
than first aid,

s
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Communications>

4

Virtually all of the states reported that they have ready access to com.
munications capability permitting communication between personnel in the fiald,

1

and a control center or dispatcher. Many states reported multiple capabili.
ties, but the state police radio network continues as the major, system for
such emergency communications. A few of the larger states indicated that some

;

very remote areas may not be covered; a few of the smaller states indicated
that they use cellular phones. Most of the states indicated, however, that

| their preferred cormunications system is ordinary commercial telephone lines.

Several states commented on an unexpected problem encountered while using
police radio frequencies, where news media who monitor police radio networks
misinterpreted information and announced that a radiation emergency was in
progress, when in fact the event was a simple traffic mishap where no radia.

| tion threat was present. Several states also indicated that over eager news

reporters misunderstood police band broadcasting during exercises.I

One respondent, who is a member of the emergency response team related
that a call came to him at his home on the weekend, requiring him to respond
to a transportation incident. In a very few minutes after the call, before he'

had time to get organized and out the door, a call came from a news agency
asking for details of the incident. Apparently, the news organization had
been monitoring police radio when the first on.the scene officer made his no.
tification and had knowledge of the call list for emergency responders.

,

Several states indicated that they preferred to use telephone to communi. |
cate from the field because of this problem. A few states indicated that -

;

their radio system included a scrambler to permit secure communications over
the airwaves; other states reported that they have been forced to adopt the
practice of announcing, "This is a test," before and after all broadcasts dur.
ing exercises, to avoid such misunderstandings.

Half of the tribes reported that communications concerning any radiation

.

incident could be channeled over a police or fire radio network. The remain.
! ing tribes reported no communications capabilities, although presumably com.
i mercial telephones would be somehow available, even if at a distance.

Training

The issues associated with training for transportation incidents involv.
ing radioactive materials comprise a cluster of administrative and technical
problems that have presented substantial challenges to federal, state and lo.
cal officials. In discussing these issues with the survey respondents, je be.
came apparent that there are, functionally, three major groups of personnel
affected: radiation emergency response personnel, state police, and local
public safety personnel (including local police and fire departments and local
emergency management personnel in some states). Each of these groups presents
unique problems in terms of the type of training that is appropriate and, in
particular, the administrative arrangements necessary to deliver this train.
ing.

For example, state and local police are traditionally thought of as being
part of a single group of potential "first on the scene" respondents, for whom
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a single "first responder" training curriculum may be appropriate. But where-
| as state police comprise a relatively small and fairly. stable group of person-

nel under a single administrative authority, local police comprise a large
group of personnel, with a higher turnover rate, employed by a large number
of separate administrative entities. The task of delivering radiation emer-
gency preparedness training to local police (and other local officials) is a
much greatsr challenge, presenting a very different set of problems, than
training state police and other personnel employed by the state.

Radiation Emerrency Renconne Personnel. With regard to technically qual-
ified personnel who are expected to render an authoritative decision concern-
ing the radiation . threat at the scene of a transportetton incident, most of I
the states rely exclusively on professional staff from the radiation control
agency. The primary source of training for these personnel is their academic

| background in health physics and on the job training and experience in the
regulation of commerce in ran'onctive materials. In virtually all of the i
states, a sizable proportion of the radiation control agency professional j
staff have had supplemental training in emergency management, especially the i
FEMA sponsored " Radiological Emergency Response Operations" (RERO) course, as I

well as numerous other federally sponsored training programs.

A sizable minority of states have made arrangements to provide RERO
training to personnel outside of the radiation control agency. Several states

,

have instituted generic hazmat. response teams within state police or the emer-
gency services agency, and have sent some of these personnel to RERO. Several
other states have adopted a policy under which at least one state police offi-
cor at each post or district headquarters must have RERO training. Various
other states reported that personnel from " contract" or " agreement" counties ,

or municipalities or from local jurisdictions within the emergency planning
zone for nuclear powered generating stations have received RERO training. Ad- *

ditionally, a few states indicated that known individuals in private employ.
ment are RERO trained and are available if needed. With regard to the geo-
graphic distribution, half of the states reported that RERO trained personnel
are at one location (the state capital), and half' reported that these trained
personnel are at more than one location.

State Police. Among likely first on the scene respondents at-transporta-
tion incidents involving radioactive materials, the state police have, by a
wide margin, the highest proportion of personnel trained to recognize and ini-
tiate technical notification concerning the potential threat of radiation haz-
ard. This was also true in 1980, and although the proportions of local per-
sonnel with training have increased at a faster rate over the past decade (see
below), the nation's state police forces continue as a major source of basic
knowledge for first response field operations,

t

In most states, such training is presented to state police cadets as part
of entry level craining at the state's service academy. The hazards of radia-
tion usually are discussed in connection with hazardous materials in general, '

with emphasis on recognition and notification of proper authorities. Opportu-
nities for more advanced training are also provided, and many states reported
sending state police officers to training programs presented by federal agen.
cies. Several states reported that they organize in house programs for train- >

ing in greater depth.
|

|

!
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Local police. Fire and Road Maintenance Personnel. Tho proportion of lo-

cal police who have received at least basic training in recognizing potential
radiation hazards at transportation incidents has more than doubled in the
past decade, but is still quite low compared to state police. Entry level
trainir.g appears to be the main source for such training, but it is presented
to a smaller proportion of cadets, and opportunities for further training are
less common than for state police. There are numerous exceptions to this gen-
eral pattern: major municipal police forces tend to be better trained in this
respect, and local police in emergency planning zones for fixed nuclear facil-
ities usually have some training that is considered germane. Additionally,

local personnel from corridors along designated routes for the Department of
Energy's Waste Isolation Project have received "WIPP" training.

State radiation control and/or emergency services personnel of ten were
not willing to offer estimates for proportions of 13 cal police with such
training, except to note that it was probably quite tow. Many states have
programs that offer in service training for local public safety personnel, but
small class size and the fact of having to travel (usually to the state capi-
tal) has limited the numbers of local police who have received such training.
Several respondents offered the opinion that the necessity for local police to
be excused from duty for several days and to cover travel costs was a serious
barrier to higher levels of training among these personnel. In a few states,

radiation contr'o1 personnel reported that state sponsored training delivered
at local agencies was organized on an occasional basis.

Local fire departments are traditionally included in the group of poten.
tial first on the scene respondents, and in some local jurisdictions are con-
sidered to be the primary source for knowledge concerning appropriate actions
at any hazardous materials incident. The proportion of fire personnel with at
least basic training is higher than local police, and has increased substan-
tially since 1980, but is not as high as the state police. Several of the
states offered the observation that full time, professional firefighters are
generally well trained. Ho'S er, the large volume of firefighters who are
volunteers serve to dilute the proportion of trained personnel.

Road maintenance personnel are also included in the group of likely
first on the scene respondents, because of their frequent travel along the
roadways. However, training in the recognition of radiation hazards is quite
limited among this group, most states reported that few or very few of these
personnel have received such training. In some states, foremen or district
managers may have some training, but in general, these personnel have not been
trained.

With regard to the contents of training, the states expressed confidence
that their emergency response personnel were well versed in all aspects of
radiation hazards. For first on the scene respondents, most states indicated
that training is focused primarily on recognition, proper notification, scene
security and personal protective actions. In most states, training for radia-
tion hazards is presented in the context of hazardous materials more general-
ly. This strategy is seen as providing information about the variety of haz-
ardous materials that may be encountered on the roadways. This approach also
provides the opportunity to compare chemical and radiation hazards, and is
seen as an important contribution to allaying the irrational fear of radioac-
tivity. The emphasis is to present transportation incidents as situations
that can be managed through adherence to proper procedures.
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With regard to exercises es a ccrpen:nt of training, ovsr helf of tho
states indicated that they have never had any exercise or that exercises are

'undertaken only occasionally and there had been none recently. A sizable mi-

nority of the states, however, do have exercises, either on an occasional ba.
sis but at least annually or on a regular schedule. Most states do not spe-

cifically exercise for transportation incidents involving radioactive materi.
!als, but do undertake exercises that they believe contribute to their readi-
'ness for such incidents, including fixed nuclear facility incident exercises

or hazmat transport incident exercises. Several states indicated that such
exercises are conducted by county officials, with state involvement in an ob.
server or advisory capacity. . A few states indicated that they stage transpor. f

tation incidents in cycles involving a variety of hazards, with radiation haz.
ards coming up in sequence.

'In summary, the states reported increases in the proportions of personnel
who have at least minimal training in recognizing potential radiation hazards
at the scene of transportation incidents for all groups of likely
first on the scene respondents. Over half of the states reported that at
least two thirds of their state troopers have rsceived such training; about i

one fourth of the states reported a corsparable figure for local police, with
about one third of the states reporting a similar proportion for firefighters.
Although a few states do train their road maintenance personnel, training
among this group is negligible for the nation as a whole. The rate of in.
crease over the past decade has been highest for local police.

With regard to personnel who are technically qualified to properly assay
the scene of an incident and render a decision as to the threat of a radia.
tion hazard, the major change over the .past decade has been an increase in the
proportion of personnel who ' have attended federally sponsored training in
emergency management of radiation incidents. However, this is regarded as
supplemental, and virtually all the states rely on the academic background of
the radiation control agency professional staff for definitive knowledge in
this area. Many of these personnel are the instructors who lecture the train.
ing sessions attended by first on the scene respondents. They stressed that
these courses emphasize recognition, proper notification, and personal protec.
tive actions, rather than substantive knowledge about the phenomenon of radio- -

activity.

Perhaps the most notable change over the past decade is reflected in the
sense of confidence expressed by state radiation control personnel that proper
and timely notification is the normal course of events when a radiation inci-
dont does occur. In 1980, health physics professionals expressed concern that
dramatic over. response prior to notification by uninformed local personnel was
a serious threat to the proper management of transportation incidents. Al-
though this matter was not raised explicitly during the 1988 survey, there was
no hint of any such concern.

With regard to training among Indian tribal jurisdictions, only one of
the tribes surveyed indicated that they had any personnel with training in
health physics; none of the tribes had any personnel with RERO training. One

tribe reported that an individual on temporary assignment through the Indian
Health Service was RERO trained. Three tribes indicated that at least some of
their tribal police or other tribal authorities had attended some form of haz-
ardous materials incident training. Sources for this training included the
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U.S. D2perts:nts of Trcusportation end Energy, ths Indien H:cith Sorvico, the
state adjacent to the tribal jurisdiction, and a local campus of a state uni.
versity. The number of it.dividuals trained is quite small. No tribe report.
od having ever conducted a practice exercise.

2.3 Field Ocerations

Transoortation

All of the states indicated that they rely on ordinary road cars or vans
as the primary means for getting response teams to the field. Depending on
the details of the state organization and planning strategies, the vehicles
may be dedicated emergency response vehicles, agency general.use vehicles, ve.
hicles requisitioned from the state motor pool, or the personal vehicles of
response team members. However, all of the states also indicated that in the
event of a serious or protracted incident, they can gain access to any mode of
transportation.

The states were asked about the length of time it would take to get a
team to the scene of an incident: the responses generally were consistent
with the size of the state, ranging from less than half an hour to ten hours.

;

Several states noted that in the event of an incident involving. a railroad
train, travel time might be substantially greater because of the remoteness of
some rail routes.

There appear not to have been any changes in the transportation of emer.
gency response teams, except as noted above with respect to dedicated emergen.
cy response vehicles in the ' Equipment" section.

Incident Assessment

All of the states have the expectation that first.on the scene respond.
ents will perform certain actions if it is suspected that a radiation threat
is present at the scene of a transportation incident. In over half of the
states, the U.S. DOT handbook Emergency Resnonne Cu,idelines (ERC) is avail &ble

;

to all or most of the likely first. responders; in the remaining states, this ;

book is not so universally available but is nonetheless widely distributed. '

Most states were enthusiastic in their praise for the utility of the ERG,
in terms of assisting in the recognition of potential hazards and outlining
appropriate first responder actions for various commodities. Other comments
included the opinion that some local personnel are not well enough informed to
know how. to use the book, and the observation that instructions in the -ERG to
call CP,IMTREG has lead to wrongly handled notification, resulting in delay of
notice to the proper authorities. In general, however, recognition and prompt
notification do not appear to be problems for first responders.

In most of the states, first responders are not expected to undertake any
efforts to ascertain the specific nature or potential seriousness of the aus.
pected threat beyond recognition and notification; that is, the scope of first
responder actions is limited to basic public safety functions (seene security,
fire suppression, emergency medical services) and notification of the appro.
priate authorities.

2 13

.. .. . j



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

|
,

!

L

Ovar hclf of tho sectos indiccted that no guid311nss for first respond 3rs !

are issued beyond the basic procedures that are covered in hazmat training.
However, about one third of the states have produced and distributed a stand-'

| ard operating procedures document, which first responders are expected to fol.
[ low if a radiation threat is suspected. This may be a pocket guide, pamphlet,
l handbook, or the relevant sections of the state or local plan. Additionally,

( a few states indicated that they have distributed publications developed by i

federal agencies (DOT or FEMA) to give guidance to-first responders, j

l

| For states which do have such procedural guides, actions expected of
first responders prior to the arrival of emergency response officials may in-

| clude: personal protective actions, establishment of a perimeter and con-
trollsd access, inspection of shipping papers, detention of involved parties, i

and initiation of measures to control cross contamination. Some states indi.
cated that first on the scene personnel may be requested to take additional I

'

actions after notification and telephone or radio consultation with technical
authorities. For example, if after hearing a description of the scene circum-
stances, the radiation control agency determines that a genuine threat may be

'

present, a roadblock and detour or a substantially expanded safety perimeter
may be ordered.

The major change in the past decade in incident a6sn sament procedures for'

first on the scene respondents is the removal of radiological impact assess-
ment from the catalog of expected or required actions for such personnel. In

1980, nearly half of the states indicated that all or most state police offi-
_

'

cers and many local public safety personnel carried or had ready access to de.
tection instruments and were expected to attempt a preliminary survey of the
inicident scene. In 1988, radiation surveys or other efforts to evaluate the
radiological threat at the scene of an incident were reserved for designated
personnel who have had proper training.

Among the Indian tribes surveyed, only four of the tribes indicated that
likely first on the-scene responders had any standing orders or standard oper-
ating procedures for dealing with suspected radiation hazards at the scene of
a transportation incident. Further, most tribes surveyed were not aware of
any training for first responders in recognizing and managing potential radia.
tion hazards. Two tribes indicated that the ERG was available' to at least
some of their first responders, but most of-the tribes did not know ab e the
guidebook or its availability. None of the tribal respondents off.M any
opinion as to whether the ERG was useful.

In summary, there is very little training among tribal first respcnders.
that would enable them to recognize or assess a potential radiation hazard at
the scene of a transportation incident and very little guidance or training as
to how to proc Jd if such a threat is suspected.

On Scene Ooerations

With regard to the types of personnel who are deployed to the scene of a
transportation incident to make a formal evaluation of the suspected radiation
hazard, over half of the states routinely send at least two respondents, usu- i

I
ally a health physicist and a trained assistant,. such as a _ health physics
technician or radiation monitor. Most of the states have developed strategies I

that enable them to avoid mobilizing their full radiation control response
.

team. Many of the states reported that they are normally able to make some !

'
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decorninscion es to th2 potential soriousnssa of en incident during the noti-
fication phase and adjust the composition of their response team accordingly.

Some of the states indicated that some of their local jurisdictions, such
as " contract" or "egreement" counties or major munisipalities, have suffi-
ciently well trained personnel to permit local handling of most incidents; ad-
ditionally, some other states hav- developed generic hazmat response teams who

,

'are well enough trained to recognize whether an incident requires the exper-
tise of the radiation emergency team. In both of these scenarios, the radia-

tion control agency's involvement may be limited to remote monitoring of the
incident. However, many of the states do routinely send two or three quali-
fied technical personnel to the scene in response to every notification of a-

transportation incident involving radioactive materials.

Over two thirds of the states indicated that an on scene coordirator is
predesignated. In about half of the states, the predesignated coordinator is
a member of the radiation control agency staff; in the remaining states where
such a coordinator is designated, that person is a public safety official from

.

the affected locci jurisdiction (e.g., sheriff, local police, local fire, lo- |
cal disaster services).

'

Almost all of the states have access to the various specialists that
might be needed in tha case of a transportation incident. These individuals
may be within the radiation control agency, "they may be accessed through for. ;

mal designation of support staff, or they may be known through informal know1
edge of trained individuals around the state. Most of the states indicated
that personnel other than health physicists, healtF physics technicians or
radiation monitors rarely go to the scene; rather, these personnel remain at
their home agency and contribute their expertise, if needed, on an on call ba-
sis.

With regard to actions performed at the scene by the radiation emergency
response team, nearly all the states indicated they rely entirely on the pro-
fossional judgment of qualified technicians. A few states do have detailed
standard operating procedures for various scenarios or contingencies. In most
states, the emergency response team identifies the material in question, sur-
veys the scene, and proceeds as indicated. In nearly all the states, the re.
sponse teams carry health physics reference materials, copies of the plan or

|other procedural guidelines, or both. These documents are of ten packed as i

| part of the emergency response field kit and are routinely available for use |
| in the field if necessary.
'

!
Most of the states have no experience with actual leakage and a genuine I

radiation threat. However, various states offered elaborations about what I
their procedures would be if such a hazard were indeed present. These in- )
clude: attending to scene security; notifying all concerned parties, includ-
ing the shipper, carrier, consignee, other state agencies, local agencies and
public relations officers; Svaluating the status of shipping containers; over-
seeing of hazard mitigation and protective actions; overseeing of repackaging !

cnd reloading; overseeing of cleanup operations; and certifying the release of '

the site to unrestricted use. Other actions in the event of a protracted or
serious incident include taking samples and evaluating the extent of environ-
mental damage, which may include bringing a mobile laboratory to the scene or
crranging for samples to be taken to an appropriately equipped laboratory.
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Thero does not cpp2ar to have b2on cuch ch:nge batwscn 1980 and 1988 in
the manner in which the states designate emergency response teams nor in the
manner in which technical specialists are accessed. Almost all of the states
have immediate access to most of the indicated professional specialties, orj
have a system in place through which individuals with specific knowledge and

,

skills can be accessed for field duty or consultation without delay.,

Based on the remarks of the respondents in 1988, it appears that more of
the states have adopted a strategy, either formally or -informally, whereby
they do not necessarily send a radiological emergency response team to the
field in response to all notifications. The two tier response, based on a go.
neric hazmat team, is one such strategy; the recognition of " contract" or
" agreement" counties or municipalities is ' another. Additionally, several
states have explicitly sought to ensure that one or more individuals (usually
state police officers) with first tier training are strategically positioned
around the state (usually at state police posts).

Beyond these formal organizational efforts, several states remarked that f
certain classes of personnel (usually state police or fire officials) or cor.
tain known individuals in particular jurisdictions (usually major municipali-
ties) can be relied upon to provide an accurate description of the circum.
stances at the scene, thereby permitting a judgment by radiation control per -
sonnel as to the level . of response required. These personnel, in effect, are

,

able to screen out the trivial incidents, and the highly trained specialists ,

are called to the scene only when their expert knowledge is truly needed.

None of the tribes surveyed have any emergency response teams with radio.
logical expertise. On site operations would be limited to scene security by
tribal public safety officers.

,

Actual Exnerience

The states and tribes were asked to report on their recent experience
concerning the number of transportation incidents involving radioactive mate-
rials in terms of a recent annual average and for calendar year 1987. Several
questions were asked concerning the number of formal responses to such inct.,

'

dents, the number of queries or other requests for assistance or advice from
local jurisdictions, and the number of calls to federal authorities for as.
sistance. There were no meaningful differences between the recent annual
average and calendar year 1987; subsequent discussion is presented in terms of
the recent annual average.

.

Due to noncomparability in reporting among ' the s ta :e s , the number of
| " formal responses to incidents" is presented as the numbe of times a radia.
I tion emergency response team, . eithe* ,lene ric hazmat response or radiation >

emergency response, was deployed to the scene of a transportation incident
whers a radiation threat was possible. The enumerations do not reflect the
number of notifications or su Qected incidents; similarly, instances where the
response was limited to remote consultation by technical authorities, which
may be regarded as a " formal" response, are not included,

j Some of the responses included in the tally may not meet the strict deft.
'

nition of a transportation incident. For example, several states discussed a
persistent problem requiring field team activation: a soil density gauge set
out along the roadside is run over and destroyed by a vehicle, requiring a
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se:n) survey to onsuro that rcdiction sourco estoriels are prcporly recovsred, i
One state estimated that seventy five percent of their energency team deploy- l

'ents were in response to such incidents. ;

The total number of field responses reported was 141, for a national
cverage of 2.7 activations annually per state in recent years (the late |

1980's). Reporting on the same basis in 1980 revealed a national average of |
'

4.1 activations annually per state in the late 1970's..

With respect to the number of calls for assistance or advice received by |
'

,

state authorities from local jurisdictions regarding transportation incidents
! involving radioactive materials, most of the states were forced to make a

" soft" estimate because they do not maintain a tally that enables a ready dis-
crimination of calls according to subject matter when the result does not in-
clude a field response.

6
1

! The total number of calls for assistance or advice was 181, for a nation-

el average 3.5 csils annually per state in recent years (the late 1980'6).,

Reporting on the same basis in 1980 indicated a national average of 5.6 such
calls annually per state in the late 1970's.,

The states wer e also asked to report on the frequency with wnich they
call federal officials for assistance in responding to a transportation inci-
dent involving radioactive materials. For a recent annual average, all of the
states reported that they have, not found it necessary to call for federal as-

,
sistance. A few states rely on the expertise available at federal installa-

t tions (e.g., DOE laboratories) within their borders for routine assistance in
field response (i.e. federal personnel are closest to the scene); this kind of
contact with federal installations was not included. Most of the states
stressed that they would have no hesitation to call for guidance or assist-
ence, and many indicated that reliance on federal capabilities would be a cen-
tral component of incident management if a serious event occurred. Most
states indicated, however, that nearly all transportation incidents to which;

they respond turn out to be non events in terms of any radiation threet.

It can be seen that in terms of both field emergency response and calls
for assistance or advice, the recent average experience is substantially lower
than a decade ago. With regard to field deployments, the reduction in the
number of actual responses may be a reflection of the previously noted strate-
gy whereby the states are able to avoid activating their radiation emergency
teams. The development of such strategies has been fostered by the prolifera- '

tion of personnel at the local and regional levels with at least primary
training. Radiation control agency officials are able to receive what they
consider to be an accurate and reliable description of the incident circum-

; stances, which enables them to determine whether a field response is really
necessary. It may also be true - that enhanced training for first responders
has reduced the number of falso alarms, which were spoken of as a problem in
the 1980 survey. In 1980, several states related anecdotes about local panics
caused by uninformed personnel making incorrect announcements about radiation
threats. In the 1988 survey, none of the respondents mentioned any such prob.
leme.

W.th regard to calls for assistance or advice, it seems apparent that lo-
cal jurisdictions find it necessary to call less frequently than they did ten
years ago. These differences may be attributable to fewer potential inci-
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1

dents, or to local porsennel fooling ecnfident to cct withcut cdvice. Regard-
ing calls for federal assistance, the responses for 1980 and 1988 vere the
same: states find it necessary to call for federal assistance so rarely that
averaging or trend analysis is not reasonable.

It should be noted that transportation incidents involving radioactive
materials are exceedingly rare as compared to incidents involving other haz-
ardous substances in transport. One state , where a generic hazmat response
team has been organized within the state police force, reported that for 1987,
there were 1,180 calls concerning some sort of hazardous materials problem

,

1 (not necessarily a transport problem); two of these were concerned with radio.
active materials, and none involved radioactive materials in transport. Be-
yond tLis very infrequent rate of occurrence, most states further indicated
that there is almost never any threat of radiation contamination or leakage,
and the actions taken at the scene consist of certifying no threat. ;

With regard to Indian tribal experience, all of the tribes reported ~ zero ,

incidents as the recent annual average, although one tribe reported two inci- |
dents for 1987 (involving spills of raw uranium ore). None of the tribes re. I

'

ported contacting officials in the states adjacent to tribal lands nor did
they call fsderal officials f6r sssistance.

2.4 Fundina and Assistanea

>

The states were queried about various aspects of funding and assistance
as concerned with maintaining and improving their preparedness for managing
transportation incidents involving radioactive materials. In nearly all the i

states, the system in place includes components from several different agen- -)
cies. Most states indicated that it was not feasible for them to separate and

'
i report the sources and uses of monies without substantial research in basic

budget documents; such a level of effort was beyond the scope of this survey. .

Further, various activities associated with preparedness for transportation
incidents involving radioactive materials keeping plan documents up to-

date, organizing training programs, and conducting exercises are applicable
across many dimensions of emergency preparedness more generally. Any attempt
to separate costs associated with one functional area would be highly arbi.
trary in most of the states,

j
'

Pundine

In most states, salary and equipment costs for the radiation control pro-
gram are funded exclusively through the agency's internal budget, which con-
sists of appropriations from the state's general fund and,'in some states, li-
conse fees or other agency specific revenue sources, such as user fees. With
regard to planning and training, most of the states indicated that other agen.
cies are also involved and that some assistance beyond state resources is
available. FEMA monies were the most frequently named supplemental source,
but DOE and NRC were also mentioned. In addition, several states indicated
that electric utilities that operate nuclear powered generating stations pro-
vide funding or contribute some form of assistance for planning and training.

The states were asked whether any studies had been conducted to determine
their current resource allocations, capabilities, and future ' needs for in-

; provement in their programs for maintaining preparedness. Almost two thirds
j of the states reported that no such systematic research had been undertaken; j

! )
1
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how3vor, several of thoso states indicatod that ennual reparting to their log-
islature or interagency meetings provided adequate infon etion for program i

planning and budgeting. Several other states reported that such a study was
in process or planned for the near future. Among the few sta tes where such a |

study had been performed, several mentioned the FEKA sponsor 64 " Hazard Identi-
1

fication capability 3"'r' ament /Multiyear Development Progras" (HICA/KYDP).
One state mentioned th%t sEcte studies had been conducted in res'nt years, in-

'. cluding the HICA/KYDP, , cudy sponsored by the governor's offiae concerned
J with the level of capabilities among local jurisdictions along designated

shipping routes, and a statewide assessment of management capability for all
hazmat incidents.

,

The states were asked about additional resources they need to upgrade
their program of emergency preparedness for transportation incidents involving
radioactive enterials, ihere was substantial variation in the responses, re.

I flecting a divergence of opinion as to what comprises an adequate level of
preparedness. Some states apparently feel compelled to be prepared for any
contingency, from first response through clean up, while other states explic-

a genuine radiation emergency, theyitly stated that if they ever confront
plan to request immediate and extended federal assistance. One state indicat. ,

;

; ed that if it is expected to maintain a comprehensive capability to manage '

radiation emergencies, a complete revision of the existing state program would
;

be required, including several new personnel slots for which they are current.
ly not authorized.

Some states conveyed a sense of frustration and resentment that, accord-
ing to their view, DOE has placed the burden of preparedness on states with

.

designated shipping routes. Thase states indicated that there are substantial,

expenses, well beyond the state's resources, associated with only minimal pre-|

paredness: they cannot use their historical experience to plan because the
entire problem area will be transformed; they need equipment that is dedicated

; to emergency response at numerous strategic locations around the state; and
they need a substantial training program for all personnel involved in emer-
gency response but especially for local officials. Other states with desig.'

nated routes are under the impression that before large volume shipping com->

mences, federal funding and technical assistance will be available to upgrade
state and local capabilities.

With probing and some discussion, it was possible to extract a sense of
| genuine need in current programs, as opposed to concern for an unclear future
: or the desire to improve an already adequate program. About one third of the
j states reported that their program is basically adequate and that they have no

pressing needs. Among resources desired by these states are such items as
cellular telephones or other field communications equipment, state of the art
field and laboratory equipment, protective clothing (including fully incepsu-

j
lated suits, a.k.a. " moon suits"), respiratory protective devices (including
self contained breathing apparatus) and dedicated vehicles. One state indi-

cated that they would like to have portable computers so they could run dose'

projection models in the field.

About one fourth of the states indicated that their program is more or-

| less adequate, but felt that they do have current needs for additional re.
Among the most frequently named resources needed were laboratory andsources.

field equipment upgrades, more training for radiation technicians and first.
responders, support to conduct field exercises, and support for emergency
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planning. Savorel states onphesized that they hcvs a particuler need for
* mding support to cover travel costs for their personnel to attend training
programs.

About one.fifth of the states reported that, in the opinion of radiologi.
cal health personnel, their program of emergency preparedness for transporta.
tion incidents involving radioactive materials is deficient and is in current
need of substantial resources to attain a status deemed adequate. Among re.
sources named as being needed by these states were basic laboratory and field
equipment, studies to determine the scope of their need, planning support, and
training for both radiation technicians and first responders. Several states
indicated that they need more personnel slots to attain and maintain minimal
preparedness, but they could not justify such requests on the basis of their
history or day to day workload.

A few states declined to offer an opinion as to whether their program is
adequate and what resources might be necessary or desirable. One state'indi.
cated that it was a matter of debate as to whether the stato should attempt to
develop a capability to respond to radiation emergencies. This state has a
major federal nuclear research facility within its borders and has historical.
ly relied on this resource to respond on behalf of the state when an incident
occurs.

None of the Indian tribes surveyed reported that any study of emergency |

preparedness resource allocation, or even a proper needs assessment, had ever
been conducted. Several tribes reported that they are beginning to organize
for emergency preparedness and that such a study would be highly useful; one
of these tribes had submitted several proposals for such studies to various
federal agencies, but these had been denied. Most tribes have no organized
probras of emergency preparedness.

Most of the tribes surveyed did not offer any estimates as to the amount
of funding needed, saying simply that they need everything and further do not
really understand the full scope of their needs. Among tribes that did work
up a set of estimates for needed funding, all of these included support for a
full time position to coordinate the work of emergency preparedness planning

qand capabilities development. None of the tribes reported that had received
any funding beyond internal tribal resources to support emergency preparedness
for transportation incidents involving radioactive materials.

Federal Assistance

A cluster of questions was asked concerning the states' knowledge, par.
captions, and opinions about federal programs available to state and local
governments for assistance in developing and maintaining emergency prepared.
ness for transportation incidents involving radioactive materials. A' few
states were very scrupulous to observe the distinction between transportation
incidents and other types of radiation emergencies, but most states consider
any assistance available for any radiation related issue as potentially ap. !plicable to emergency preparedness for transportation incidents.

With respect to the types of assistance that are available through feder.
al agencies, most states mentioned training,-technical advice, and field sup.
port, including both emergency response and protracted on scene assistance.
Many states also mentioned funding support, especially pass through monies for
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locci jurisdictions and partici support for plenning stcff positions. The i

federal egencies n=ed es being scurces of support wero FEMA, NRC, DOE, EPA,
and DOT. Most states expressed the opinion that they are well informed about ;'

available support in the event of an emergency. However, many states also ex-'

pressed a sense of being overwhelmed by what is perceived as a myriad of j'

training opportunities or funding support for certain discrete activities
-

available from various federal agencies, each with its own set of requirements
for participation.

;

: With respect to how the states learn about available federal assistance,
! most states mentioned newsletters, federal agency publications, training !

1 course announcements, and other periodic mailings. Other frequently mentioned
; sources for information about assistance included professional journals and ,

meetings, personal contacts with federal regional officials and personnel in I

other states, and information supplied by regional associations. Many states
conveyed a sense that they had some knowledge about programs of assistance
with which they had some experience, but were not acquainted with the full
range of offerings that might be of interest to them. Several states suggest-

ed that a coordination or clearinghouse function needs to be established so
that information can be disseminated in a comprehensive and timely manner,

,

i

Virtually all of the states indicated that they use federally sponsored i

training, and most indicated that funding support is an elemental component of
their program of emergency preparedness. Other types of assistance mentioned
included technical support and advice and the use of laboratory facilities at
federal installations.

Nearly all the states remarked that federally sponsored training is of
very high quality, and many states remarked that such training is absolutely
vital to their emergency preparedness program. Similar remarks were also re- !'

ceived concerning the responsiveness of federal regional authorities with re-
apact to requests for techni d assistance. Many states also indicated that
federal financial assistance, especially FEMA grants, were essential to their
program. The most commonly received remark indicating dissatisfaction or in-
adequacy was that there is nov enough assistance.

With regard to the ty9es of federal assistance that states need to is.
| prove their emergency preparedness programs, the most frequently named need

was for more slots in the training courses, more frequent course offerings, ||
and funding assistance to cover travel costs. Another aspect of training
needs was presented in terms of additional funding that would permit state
agencies to extend training opportunities to local agencies. Various other
topics mentirned included financial support for planning, a greater emphasis

| on transportation related issues in training, and better coordination among
I the federal agencies that sponsor training in the areas of emergency prepared-
| ness and radiation related issues. Several states offered the orinion that

the production and distribution of video cassette training modules appropriatei

for firnt responder agencies would be the single most useful thiug that could
j be dona.

The various programs of federal assistance to the states for maintaining
and improving their emergency response planning and capabilities for.transpor-
tation incidents involving radioactive materials are perceived by the states
as a series of separate but overlapping opportunities. The assistance is per-

ceived as being general in scope, and its applicability to the specific prob-
|
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Ica of trcnsportation incidsnts is ccccomsdsted by.th) fccuscing of resources |

ccquirod through foderci essistence to the p rdeular requirsments of each |

state's pleening st.rategy and emergency preparsdness organization.
,

'

Among the Indian tribes surveyed, most indicated that they were not aware )
of _any federal assistance for Indian tribes in this subject area. One tribe
mentioned some special training through che Waste Isolation Pilot Project andi

FEMA first responder training. None of the tribes indicated that any system
was in place for channeling information about such assistance; sources named.

for information about federal assistance varied widely, including the Bureau
of Indian Affairs, the Federal Ramister, the Catalon of Federal Domestic As.

,

statance, the governor's office of Indian affairs in the adjacent state, and !

direct inquiries by interested tribal offfcials to individual agencies.

With respect to federal assistance that is used, no tribes reported any .

direct assistance for radiological emergency preparedness. A few tribes re-
ported various forms of assistance that were loosely construed as being relat-
ed, such as law enforcement training. Most tribes indicated that they had
little or no experience with such assistance, and so could not comment on its t

usefulness. With regard to what federal assistance they need, the overwhelm-,
;

ing response among tribal respondents was that they need any and all assist- ;

ance, beginning with needs assessments and including all aspects of planning,
personnel development, equipment acquisition and establishing cooperation with

,
adjacent jurisdictions. -

2.5 Prorran Prorrena and Plana -

When queried about notable changes in their program of emergency prepar-
edness for transportation incidents involving radioactive materials, most of
the states commented on incremental improvements in the quality of their pro. >

gram. Many states remarked on a generally higher level of awareness among lo-
cal authorities concerning radioactive materials and > hazardous materials in
general, the recognition of the need to be prepared for incidents involving
such materials, and better awareness of where to turn fot* assistance. With .

respect to planning, most states spoke in terms of updatin ad refining their
plans rather than any- substantial rewriting of their usg.ncy preparedness'

strategy. Several states commented on an increase. in the amount of radioac-
tive materials in transit, but no states reported an increase in the number of
incidents, and one state remarked that chere are fewer incidents now than ten

| years ago. Specific changes noted included wider distribution of plans and
related documents, better training for first responders, a perceivad-shift in
FEMA training to more emphasis on peacetime hazards, and an infusion of fund- *

ing provided by electrie utilities to assist in planning and training.
;

When queriod about any major accomplishments in- the past ten years, most-,

| states emphasized incremental improvements in the emergency response capabili-
ty, especially with regard to. the level of awareness among first responders'

.

and the state's ability to get qualified personnel to the scene of an incident
promptly. Several states explicitly declined to name any specific accomplish-
ment, except to note that they had maintained control' over this area and had
otherwise fulfilled their mission.

Most states indicated. that there had not been any major disappointments,
but their remarks reflected'a more generalized feeling that they had not been
able to accomplish as much as they would have liked. One fourth of the states
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rcpertod that they hed not cxperiencod anything that they would chsrectorizo
es o diseppointtent. The most froquantly named discppointments were related
to insufficient staff and lack of resources to support training for local per-

sonnel. In connection with the problem of insufficient staff, several states
remarked that authorized salaries are insufficient to attract and retain qual-

ified health physics professionals. State radiological health programs were
characterized as 'up and out" training grounds, where new graduates come in to
entry level positions, gain a few year's experience, and then leave for high-
er paying positions in the private sector. Several respondents remarked that
there had formerly been federally sponsored scholarship programs for health
physics students, but these programs had been discontinued and there is now an
insufficient pool of new graduates. Some states reported that they had lost
personnel through attrition and had not been able to fill the vacant posi-
tions. Other specific disappointments included: the discontinuance of a D0T
program that provided funding through the Highway Safety Program for a trans-
portation planning position; too much attention to fixed facility incident
planning and lack of support other types of radiological incident planning;
difficulty in recovering the costs associated with emergency response; and the
perceived absence of coordination and cooperation among federal agencies.

When asked about what was needed to ensure that emergency preparedness
programs could continue to fulfill their mission for the next ten years, near-
ly all of the states indicated that incremental improvements were indicated
for the immediate future. In most of the states, this was framed in terms of:
maintaining and improving technical staff; attention to developing more re-
fined plans, especially with respect to non fixed facility incident planning;
more training for first responders; and maintaining and improving equipment
inventottes, including dedicated emergency response vehicles. A few states
reported highly specific issues, such as the need to revise (as opposed to
merely refine) their planning to clarify lines of authority and interagency
relationships, or to consolidate radiation related functions within state gov-
ernment. Several states expressed concern that the radiological health mis-
sion would be substantially revised when a high level waste repository is des-
ignated and spent fuel shipments commence, or by other decisions such as the
location of a regional low level waste repository. Several states also re-
marked that state commitment to emergency preparedness for radiological inci-
dents had not been consistent. The Three Mile Island incident had lead to in-
creased attention and an infusion of resources for a few years, but interest
has been fading and some radiological health professionals are concerned that
their programs will deteriorate until another major incident brings the issue
back into public awareness.

Among the Indian tribes survayed, most of the tribes highlighted their
emerging awareness of the probler.s associated with hazardous materials in gen.
eral as the major change in the past ten years. For a few tribes, this in.
cluded some first steps in getting an emergency preparedness program organ-
ized. Central to this effort is the development of an effective tribal police
force and forging a day to day working relationship with public safety author-
ities from adjacent local jurisdictions in the surrounding states. Two tribes
highlighted the creation of an effective tribal police force, with the ac.on-
panying involvement in training and equipment acquisition, as the major accam-
plishment. A third tribe emphasized the recent creation of a tribal Emergen y
Response Commission, and the beginnings of formalized planning for civil emet-
gencies in general, including radiation emergencies.
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A ong th3 discppsintments named vero: inability to cbt0in assistanco,
tro many r:strictiens on federal grsnts, icek of interest cnd suppsrt frco the
adjacent states, tribal politics leading to lack of internal cooperation an no
action, and an over arching lack of resources to pursue such matters. Several
tribes highlighted the apparent refusal to acknowledge tribal sovereignty and
an absence of good faith efforts to cooperate on the part of federal, state
and local officials. One tribe mentioned that the health department in an ad-
jacent country continually insists on complete control over environmental
health issues, with the result that no cooperation Is possible. Another tribe
mentioned that the Bureau of Indian Affairs has refuaed to engage in negotia.
tions for funding and other assistance, citing litigation on treaty questions.

When queried as to what is needed for the next ten years, all the tribes
stressed the need to establish organizational arrangements and move forward
with planning, training and equipment acquisition. Most tribes emphasized
that, for their programs to move forward, the states and federal government
must recognize the sovereignty of the . tribes and honor their trust responsi.
bilities. Several tribes remarked on the impediments to their development
following from institutionalized racism and the lack of any interest in or
sympathy for Indian concerns. They expressed their belief that cooperation
and assistance would not be forthcoming through negotiation with federal,
state and local government officials, and perceive that it will be necessary
to aggressively pursue their rights of self determination through litigation
and other means. A few tribes expressed their hope that the United Nations
would be an svenue through which such matters could be addressed.

>

:

!
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3.0 SURVEY OF STATE CAPABILITIESt SUMMARY OF RESULTS
;

3.1 Orranization and Resconsibility

question 1: Which state agency has the lead for responding with personnel and
equipment to assess the radiological impact of transportation incidents in-

*

volving radioactive materials?
'

The distribution of lead agencies among the states according to the main
function of the agency is presented in the summary table below (Table 3 1).
It can be see that in the great majority of states expert knowledge and formal ,

authority concerning radiation emergencies resides in the state department of
public health.

The 1980 survey did not include this question, so a direct comparison is
not possible, but it appears there has not much change in the past decade
concernin8 which agency of state government has the lead authority in these ,

matters. Numerous states reported on the development of various strategies
that have resulted in the lead agency not necessarily assuming direct control
of every incident. These include the formal recognition of " contract" or
" agreement" counties or municipalities, two tier response strategies, and the

*

informal recognition of local jurisdictions that have response capabilities.'

Nevertheless, in most states the final authority has remained unchanged. |

Table 3 1: Lead Agency for Assessment of Radiological Impact (1988)

4

Public Health 33
Environmental Management 3

Natural Resources / Conservation 2

Radiation or Nuclear Safety 2

Human Resources 3

Emergency Services 4

Shared Resonsibility 5

question 2: What documentation is avaliable that identifies the lead agency?

Twenty two states reported that the lead agency was identified in a plan-'

ning document, fifteen states indicated that such authority was delineated in
state statutes, and ten states reported both planning documents and statutes.
In the remaining states, a memorandum of understanding has been executed or
there is an executive order. One state is unreported,

question 3: What documentation is available that identifies support agencies,
if anyt

The overwhelming majority of jurisdictions (36) mentioned that support
agencies are identified in one of the planning documents. Two jurisdictions
said that no support agencies are mentioned in any documents. Unlike the lead '

agency, support agencies are named by statute in only five jurisdictions (two
of these use both state law and a state plan to name support agencies). It

31 ;
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cpp0ers that th) support egencios cro idsntified in legal or plcnning sources
or documents in most jurisdictions.

Question 4: What local jurisdictions, if any, within the state borders exer-
cise their own authority to respond to the radiological aspects of transports.'

tion emergencies? Is their jurisdiction based upon any recognised authority?

Eighteen states reported that all local jurisdictions have autonomous
authority, twenty three states reported that no local jurisdictions have such
authority, and seven states reported that some of their local jurisdictions
have such authority. One state reported that this question is unclear, and |

,

one stats is unreported. Among the states reporting that all jurisidictions I

have such authority, most indicated that the state consitution was the source
of this authority. However, most of these states emphasized that local' au.
thorities willingly cooperate with. the state when a transportation incident
involving radioactive materials is involved. Among states reporting some ;

local jurisdictions with such authority, most indicated that this was the
result of a negotiated agreement or some special status pertaining to certain

,

major cities.

Many of the states emphasized that various localities are informally
recognized as having sufficient capability to manage most transportation inci.
dents involving radioactive materials and are well enough trained to recognize
when their competence has been' exceeded. This is a major change from what was
reported in 1980. The findings of this study indicate that there is now a
greater delegation of responsibility to local jurisdictions than a decade ago.
Although two or three states have adopted formal strategies through which
local jurisdictions assume responsibility, the more prevalent practice is an
informal recognition that the requisite knowledge and skills are available at
certain localities. This, in turn, follows from the personal relacionships
among workers in this field: state pereonnel know where there are individuals
whom they can trust to make an accurate assesment.

3.2 Planniny
'I

Question 5: Does the state have a written emergency response plan for trans.
portation incidents involving radioactive materials?

i Twenty one states reported that they have a plan that specifically ad.
dresses transportation incidents involving radioactive materials, three states

!indicated that they do not have any such plan, and twenty eight states said
that they have a radiological emergency plan that does not distinguish between
types of radiological incidents. In states where the types of incidents are,

not specifically addressed, the lead agency invokes its own standard operating
i

procedures.
!

Question 6: Is this plan part of a basardous material transportation plan or !does the state have a separate plan specifically for radioactive materialst
i

Thirty states reported that planning for transportation incidents involv-
ing radioactive materials is specific to radiation, and eighteen states indi.
cated that such planning is subsumed under a larger strategy of more general
planning for hazardous materials. With the exception of the several states
that have developed generic hazmat response teams, the personnel who respond

;
' '
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Table 3 2: Organization and Responsibility
(Questions 1 to 3)

Queetten it Duestion 2: Question 3:
State Lead Agency for tedlotogical Documentation leontifying Documentation Identif ying

secessment et the Scent Lead Agency $@ port Agencies

~
_

At ebene Dept. of P4 tic Heetth, $tatute and hermet plan tmergency Mget. Agency
Div. of Red Neelth coordine.tes support g

Alaska Dept. of Neelth and Memo of understanditg Memo of understanding
Soclel Servicee, had
Nestth Program

Arttone Aritone tedletion Statute ord hetmet plan Hasmet plan and had teg.
'

Reputatory Agency Agency 30P

Arkanses Dept. of Noetth, Div. Statute end Emergency Annen to teorgency
of Red Controll Office Ope. Plan Ope. Plan
of Emergency Services

Cettfornla State Dept. of Meetth Red health Plan Red heetth plan
Services, Red Nealth .
granch

Colorado Dept. of Noelth, Red Statute and toergency Emergency operations
Control Divleton Ope. Plan Plan

Conrecticut Dept. of Envirersnental statute Fined f acilities plan
Protect ion

Detswere Div. of Petic Heetth, statute state teorgency hosponse
of flee of Red Control; Teen Pten
State leergency Response
Team

District of D C. Fire Department, Emergency Operations Plan Emergency Operations Plan
Colutt a Haamat Unit

Florida Dept. of Noetth & Rehab. Statute Emergency Management Plan
Serviceal Dept. of
genergency Menegement

Georgte Dept. of Naturet Naturet Disaster Nature | Disaster Operations
tesources, Erw. Operations Plan and Plan
Protection Divleton executive order

Howell Civil Defense; Dept. of Radletion incident Plan todletion Incident Plan
Heenth, Erwiron. Protect.
and Nestth Services, Noise
end Redletion granch

Idaho Dept. of Noetth and Statute and Red Red teergency Response
Wolf ere Emergency Response Plan Plan

Illinole Dept. of Nucteer $efety illinois Plan for had lltinale Plan f or Red
Accidents (IPRA) Accidents (IPAA)

Indlere goerd of Noetth, had Statute Civil Defense coordinates
Nestth Section support ,

love P*ot. of Pubtle Neetth, State Emergency Resporte FJhergency Resporte Plan
pureau of Red Heeith Plan-

Kensee Dept. of Noe(th and State Emergency Operettors Emergency operatione Plan
Environment, pureau of Plan
Air thJetity & Red Control
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Table 3 2: Organization and Responsibility
(Questions 1 to 3)

tuostien is eusetien la tweetien 3:State Lead Agency for Redlological Documentet ten Ittentifying Documentation identifying
Assesseent et the Stone Lead Agency S epert Agencies

tentucky Dept of Health Services, Statute and Emergency Emergency keeponse Plan
Red Controt trench Response Pian

toutstone Dept. of Environ. Duellty, Statute and Peacetise Red Planning documente
Of flee of Air Energy Response Pian

metro Dept of Human lorvices, Executive order Statute and enecutive orderDt v. of Nest th, -
Engineerleg; teorgency
Management Agency

heryt end Dept. of Env., Center Neamet Plan Neamat Planfor Red heelth

Meseechusette Dept. of Pelle Noelth, Nuclear incident Advloory exteer Advisory MonthookRed Centrol Program Team mandbook

Nichtgen Dept. of P4 tic Neotth, Statute and Emergency Emergency Prep. Plan
Duroeu of Env. & Occ. Prop. Plan
Noelth, Div. of Red
Health

Minremot e Dept. of Noetth, Env. Statute and esecuttw Executive orderNeelth Div., Red Control order
Section

Mlselselppi Dept. of Noelth. Div. of Statute Statute and executive orderRed Nealth

Nietourt lureau of Red Nestth Statute Statute i

Montana Dept. of Noetth and Dlsester and teorgency Plan documenteEnviron. Sciences, Plan, Notent Response
Environ. Sciences Div. Plan

i
hebreake Dept. of Noetth Statute Red Energency Response Plan
hovede Dept. of Musen Resources, Statute leergency keeponse PlanHealth Div., Red health

Section

!how Nampshire Divlefon of Pelle Nestth Statut e Red incident Control PlanServices; Of fice of
Emergency Management

New Jerapy Bureau of Emergency toergency Response Plan Emergency Resporse PtmReeponee; pureau of
Environ. Red

how Mexico Dept. of Health eful Statute
Environ., Radletion Statute and Emergency
Section Resporse Plan

New York Dept. of Noelth, tureau Emergency Response Plan, toergency Response Plan, Redof trwiron. Red Red Response Plan Resporwe Plan

hotth Caroline Dept. of Muean Resources, Statute eruf Emergency Ngat. Statute and Emergency Mgat.Red Protect. Sectlon Plan Plan
.
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Table 3 2: Organization and Responsibility
(Questions 1 to 3)

_

gusetien 1: Ousetien 2 puestien 3:

Stato lead Agency for Redletogicet Documentetlen IdontIfyIng Documentetten 16entifying

Assesesent et the $cerm Lead Agency Sprt Agencies

-

North Dakota Dept. of Noelth & State tuergency operettore State fuergency Operations
Corsolidated Lebe Plan Plan

Ohio Ohio toergency Meet. Energency Red Resporse Plan Emergency Red Response Plan
Agency

Okl ahoma Dept. of Neotth, Red and Statute end Emergency Ope. State plano
spec!st Negerde servicoe Plan

Oregon Dept. of Numan Resources, Statute $tetuto
Neelth Div., Red Control
Section; Dept. of trergy

Penneytvente Dept. of taergency Stetyte and Emergency Meet. leergency Ment. Plan
Response; Dept. of Plan
Enviren. Resources, sureau
of Red Protection

Puerto Rico P.R. Of fice of Civil (tot reported) (Not reported)
Defense

Rhode laterd R.I. Emergency Meet. State Emergency Operating State Emergency Operating
Agency Plan Plan

South Caroline Dept. of Nee |th std Statute None
Environ. Control, tureau
of Red Noetth

South Dakote Dept. of Water & hature| Mammat Plan, Emergency Nament Plan, Emergency
Res.; Division of operations Plan Operatione Plan
Emergency and Disaster
Services

Tennessee Dept. of Nestth and Emergency Meet. Plan teorgency Ngat, eten
Environ., Div. of Red
Nealth; tuergency
lsenegement Agency

femse Dept. of Neetth, bureau $tatute end Emersency Inget. leergency Mpet. P|en
of Red Centrol Plan

Utah Dept. of Neetth, Bureau Statute and Red Emergency Red Isorgency Plan
of Radletion Centrol Plan

Vermont Dept. of Nes|th, Div. of Red incident Plan Red incident Plan
Occ. and Red Neelth

Virginia Dept. of Noelth, Bureau Emergency operatione Plan, Red teergency Response Plan
of Red Neelth Red Emergency Resporse Plan

Weehirgt on Dept. of tecial & Health laplied in otetute statute
torvices, Of fice of Red
Protectlen

West Virginia Nestth Dest., Industrial Nettet plan Nepet plan
Nyglene Olvlelen

Wiscorsin Dept. of Health & Soclel Statute Red teergency Response Plan
services, Red Protection
Sectlen
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Table 3 2: Organization and Responsibility
(Questions 1 to 3)

tusation 18 tuostlen 24 tuostlen 3:State Lead Agency for Godfategical Deceentation Identifying Desumentation Identif yleg
Asseeement et the Scene Lead Agency lippert Agencles

--

1& Seine Dept. of heelth and Seclet tascutive order tieneServices, Red lleetth
Servicte
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- ' Table 3 3: Organization and Responsibility (Question 4) _ i

|

Oueetten 4e Guset ton 4bs !

State Local jurledictions Esercising teels for Authority i

Che Emergency Response Authority

_

Alabase All countlee State constitution

Ateske hone Not applicable

Arizone hone hot applicebte

Arkansas All c wntles State constitution

California 3 counties Format agreement (cotted ''
.;"contrect comtles")

- i
!

Colorado- All countles; some Przo - State constitution
- rule cities

ConnectI cut mone Not opptIcable j
i

Det swere None Not applicable' d

Olstrict of Not app |lceble Not applicable
Coluable

!

fioride All counties State constitution
'

Georgte hone not applicable -

Newal1 None Not applicabte

Idaho None Not applicable
1

Illinois ALL tocet jurisdictions state constitution
'

,

Indiane None Not app |lcable

towa ALL Locet jurisdictions ' state constitution

Kenses All counties . State constitution-

Kentucky mone Not applicable

toutelena All counties State constitution

meine mone Not oppilcable

Marytend Countles (Not reportei)

Messacrca.ette None Not applicable
i

Michtgen ALL Local jurisdictions State constitution ; !

M sasota pone- Not applicable

Misalssippi None hot applicebte-
,

Misscel St.. Louis City & County Specistjurledictions {

Montana ALL tocet jurisdictions State constitution -

Nebraske hone Not applicable
,

'Novede Clark & Washoe Counties Local ordinance

;.ew Noepshire ALL tocet jueledictions Statute

3-7
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Table-3 3: Organization and Responsibility (Question 4)_ I

Question 4st heetion absState Local jurledictions hercisirg tools for Authority - ['Osn Eserpency Response Authority
j

_ _ _

New Jersey None Not opplicable

New Mexico None Not omlicable
New York New York City Nome rule

North Caroline All cities & comtles .Statuto
North Dakote None Not es:plicable-

Ohio None Not cpplicable
Okl ahase Leese cittee Specist agreement
Oregon All counties State constituticf.
Pennsylvente None Not applicable
Puerto Rico Local eunicipalities Civil Defense plane
knode Island - All Local emerbancy operating

plane - '

South Caroline All local jurisdictions itetuto
South Dakote Woes 50t spplicable
Tennessee leone alone

i
Texas None Not applicable
Utah Salt Lake City City charter. i

j
Verord Nor.e Not applicable
Virginia All local-jurisdictions Statute

,;Weehirgton hone 16ot applicable
West Virginia Mone Not esplicabte
Wloceneln Four city / county heelth Negotteted '

depertaente

Wyoming Unclear ~ Unclear

i

!

4

?
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E to radiation incidents are the same regardless of the type of incident, while

{
hazardous chemical spills are handled by other divisions of government. p

Question 7: To what extent is planning for transportacion incidents involving i

radioactive materials _ linked to fixed facility emergency renponse planning?

Twenty seven states indicated that planning for the two types of inci.
- dents was linked in some manner. In fifteen of these states, plans for

fixed facility and transportatisa incidents were components of a larger plan, |

including states where the plan was general in scope and did not address any
'

.

i distinctions. In twelve of these states, the linkage was characterized as
indirect, where plans shared common elements but were not formally integrated.

-- Eighteen other states reported that the plans are separate; many of these
istates indicated that planning for transportation incidents had preceded fixed=

facility planning. Seven states indicated that the question was not applica- iP

ble or did not respond, j

Question Sa: To what extent was the scace emergency response plan for re- |

J sponding to transportation incidents involving radioactive materials developed
by using FEMA REP 5, Guidelines for Develooing ' State and Local Padiological

~ Emergency Resuonse Plans and Preoarednt24 for Trangortation Accidents (March i

1983)?=-

7 Tventy one states reported that they had not used FE % REP 5 during plan-
development; this includes nine states where plannf.ng for transportation radi-'

ation incidents predated the issuance of these guidelines. Nineteen states

-i indicated that some aspects of the FEMA REP 5 guidelines were incorporated
into their planning. Typical responses indicating partial use included "re-
viewed it and considered the concepts" and "used it as a reference or re-

r source." Five states reported that they specifically based their planning
-

around the guidelines presented in FEMA REP 5, Seven states are not reported.
1

f Quesclon 8b: Other federal guidelines?
.

{- Fifteen states explictly . stated that no . federal guidelines were used,
- while eleven states did report the specific inclusion of ma.orial presented in

federal guidelines, such as protective action guidelines or packaging regula-
tions. Seven states reported that a general avareness of such guidelines did
contribute to plan development. Two states indicated that they had consulted-

- other documentation, such as other state plans or r*B onal association docu-i

ments. Nineteen states did not report whe':her or not they used other federal*

guideline documents in emergency-response planning.

It should be noted that the influence of federal agencles in promulgating
- research - findings , guidelines, and regulations concerning radiation has been

pervasive; anyone who has a professional involvement wit'h conneren in radioac.
- tive materials in the United States cannot avoid referring to some aspects of

E this large body of literature. Nuu;;ous respondents indicated that, while
they could not cite any specific references, their entire understanding of

= this area (beyond their academic training in the basic physical phenomena of
radioactivity) was framed around material contained in the publications of-

federal agencies._

-

E'

_

m
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i

iTcblo_3 4: -Planning (Questions 5 to 7)

._

hostlon 5:' Ouestion 6: Question 7:
State Written Emergency Port of Neamet Plan Linkage to Flaed*

Responte Plan or Separate Plan. Facility Planning

Alabase Yes, but SJite old Red Noelth uses gun None
procedures

Alaska Not specific to ' Addresses all Not at all
transportetton redletion

Atlaone Not specific Not red!stion ' Concurrent,
to transportatlon spectfIc seperate classes- ;

,

not distinguished '

Arkansas $1rgte annen covers Amex to mester Flued facility is
all red not et fixed plan . separete.
facility

Collfornia Yes Red is separete None

Colorado Not specifically Part of general Not et att
but Red Control haamat
has own ScP

Connecticut No, fixed f acility Not applicable;' Indirect
only no separate plan

Deleuere One plan covers all Not seperate Indirect
District of Plan covers flued Red is subset of Both in same annen:Cottable and transportation haamat *

Floride Plan is generic; Part of haamat Some commonhave transportettona amen elements.speelfic SOP

Georgle Yes, ennes to soster Port of state plan Are components of
plan base plan

Newell Plan covers all . Plan is specific Red plan is
red to redletion general

Idaho Red Emergency Response Red plan is ennen None
Plan Includes- to haamet plan
transportett on

!!!!nols Seperate voluee - Separate, couplements Not specifically
haamet pten'

Indiana No, but in process Not applicable Common elements in
both.

tous Not specific to Red is seperate LIrted in terme
transportetlen of notification

Konses Not specific to Red le seperate Transportation
transportetlen preceded fixed

facility

Kentucky Not specific to Red is separate No flued facility;j
treeportet t on no large scale

planning

Loulelene Yes, section Red is separe';e Predated fluedof mein plan facilities

3-10
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Table 3 4: Plenning_(Qusstiens 5 to 7)

_.

euestion 5: ouestion 6 thseetten 7:

State Written Emergency Part of Nesmet Plan Llnkage to F!aed.

Response Plan or Seperate Plan f act|1ty Planning
~

!
-

Meine Not speelfic to Red is separete Pteming f or .I
flsed/ transport et ton |'

}
t ransport at i on not difforentleted

]
!

|
Merytand Not noecifIc * Pert of hesset Same persomel and 'jI

~

equipuent
~ tr enspoetat Ion

p Red is separate two are independent
; Messochuset's Yes
!

Mlchtgen Not speelficetty Plan treets all Not tInked

Minnesote Yes Red le coperate None, but paret tet

Mtselselppi Not specific to Part of targer plan share ocas
resourcest r ensportat Ien

Mis sour t No written plan Not transportetten No dit-oct link, }i

for red transportetton speelfic indirect influence ;

Incidente
,

Montana Not specific to Part of hatest plan Not appG.e e1 .

redletion-

|

Nobreeke Yes Seperate plan for ' mly for transportet ton
red transportetton of spent f uel,

'

!

Nevede plan covere all' Part of rednet plan Not applicable
'

i red incidents

New Haupshire Yes Apperulla to hamnet Use same personnel
plan- and e g ipment

j New Jersey Yes, Emergency Sanerate Not related
Response Plan

New Mexico Yes Seperate; Red Not related
Sectton hoe internal
plan '

i New York Yes, Red Response Amen to hamnet plan Notification re@lred
Plan

North Caroline Not emptlcit, wwier Part of comprehenelve Not related
i development emergency ment, pten

North Dakote Not specific to Part of hesset plan Not aspilcable~

redletion
+

chio Yes Separate follows some fonnet

Okteheme Yes Seperate Follows same fonnet

i
! Part of haaset plan Some department i

Oregon Yes' responelble for both
4

Pennsylvente Yes, in Energency Scperate use same personnel

Management Plan and e gipment

i
Puerto Rico No No None

Rhode latend Yes Seperate tems plan for both ''

.3-11
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. Table 3 4: Planning (Questions 5 to 7)

Question $1 Gusetten 4 tweetion 7State. Written leergency Part of Neemet Plan, Linkage to fleed*
Response Plan or Seperate Plan Facitity Planning

-1

South Caroline No written Not applicable Linked |trenegertatten plan
|

South Dakote Yes Part of hosest plan loot app |lceble _
;

!Tennessee vee Separete annen to- (Not reported) jasin plan '

Texas Annen to Emergency . Plan le coeprehenelve; Seas planning and ;
Meet. Plan covere . no esperate documente response etsff for
elt red inctihnte '

both

Utah Red teergency Plan separate plan for Isot rotated
includes tronoportetton ' red incidente ,

'

vermont Red incident Plan . Separate plan for No direct Linktcovere ett - red incidente . esas pereomet and
.

.

.

05Jlpeont J

Virginia Red Emergency Plan Red plan le separate Emergency plan le . '!
covere ett coeprehenelve

Weehington Covered in Emergency Appendia to hennet Separate plan f or
Iteneggaent Plan . Plan flued

.

West Virginia Recomme eseused - Part of haamat plan - lleaset covere bothunder haamat plan - flued and trenoportetton
Wisconeln Plan covere all Red le separate Red plan le

red incidenta plan coopteheneive

Wyoming Part of heamet Port of heaest Trenoportetten le esperate . f

;

I

,

r
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|

Question 9: To what excent was the state plan developed with federal' cochni.
cal and/or financial assistance?

The overwhelming response to this question was "none": twenty seven of j

the jurisdictions indicated the no federal assistance was used. Of the feder-
al assistance used, the most common (twelve states) was federal funding, ei-

a partial source of funding for plan develop-ther as the sole source or as
FEMA was most often mentioned as the federal agency providing the fund.ment.

ing. General assistance in the form' of advice, consultation, or technical
assistance was mentioned as being used in nine of the jurisdictions. Four
states did not provide an answer to this question.

Question 10: What arrangements has the state made for establishing a scace-
office control center for coordinacing the response to major transportacion .
Incidencs involving radioactive macerials?

'

All the states (except three) indicated that an emergency command and
control center has been established that could serve this function. Most of
the states stressed that the use of these services would not be invoked unless
a genuine disaster was in the process, requiring extended involvement by
several agencies.

!

Question 11: Has the scate developed inventories or other listings of federal .

and other capabilicies (e.g. , military, universicles, ecc.)- for responding co
'

transportacion incidents involving radioaccive materials? Where are such
liscings maintained?

An overall majority of jurisdictions- (thirty six) scir.tain at least some
minimal listing of. personnel and/or resources. Nine - of the jurisdictions

indicated that an inventory or list is not maintained, while another four
states indicated that the resources are known through personal and informal
contact. In those states maintainir ,; such listings, the resources @cumentse

are usually kept in the lead agency or included in the appropriate planning
;

| document.
1

In 1980, twenty eight states reported that a directory or other list of
private-sector radiation experts was maintained. The " resource-list availabil-
ity" question asked in 1980 is not the same as the one used in 1988 survey;
however, the results are comparable. There appears to have been an increase
in the number of states reporting that resource lists . are available (thirty-
six in 1988 and twenty eight in 1980). Fewer states reported in 1988 than in
1980 that no listing is maintainec 'uut resources are informally known. It
appears that some states have "fornelized" their inventory listings.j

I
! Question 12: To what excent are local government emergency response capabili-
| cies considered in che development of the scace plan for emergency response to

transportacion incidents' involving radioactive materials?

Twenty-one states indicated that . their inclusion of local government =
capabilities in planning for transportation incidents involving radioactive
materials is limited to basic public safety Fanctions at'the scene. Eleven

. states reported that local government c ' ab ';' ties are . explicitly integrated.

! into the state's planning strategy, a. o six states indicated that such capa-

| bilities are acknowledged for those jurf vi;tions known to have sufficiently
!

L
|
| 3 13
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Table: 3 5: Planning (Questions 8 and 9)-
. ;5

-

Guestion 8es Gueetten abt - euestien 91State Use of FEMA REP 5 use of othee use of Federet i. Federal Guidelines Technical /Financlet
{Aselstence
i

!

1

Alabase None No specific references None |

Alsake FEMA REP *5 did contribute Generet euereness None I

Arltone Plan predated PtMA REP 5 - SGP inetuded some None IFEMA REP 5 Informetlen
j

Artensee Plan predeted FEMA REP 5 Foltowed standard practice Aeoletence for flued'
facility planning only

Cellfornia Plan predsted FEMA REP 5 (Not reported) Federal regionet officiste |
- review and aeolot with .|revisione i

Colorado Plan predeted FtMA REP 5 Used manyf no spectfic - Broad based support,-
attribution Indirect eteletence

Connecticut Not speelficetty, but Generet euerenese Indirect guldencemed corcepte

Deleuere (Not reported) (Not reported) (Not reported)
Diettlet of in generet, widelines - Generet euereness Technicet and financialColuuble followed assistance
Floride Plan predated PtMA REP 5 to specific references PtMA funde used to develop'

' pt en -

Georgle Not used . None eacept protective ' None except PAGe '

ectIon guldetines-
Neuell Nore (Not reported) Federet funding used to

. write plan
Idaho Not referenced Not referenced None, except RERO training ' ;

lllinois
Illinois has resources for Illinole has resources for Not used
beyond these wieloned ur . beyond those envioloned by
FEMA REP 5 FEMA REP 5

hdiene incorporated into current No specific references Technical asetetsmept arming

tous Totetty,1001L Not applicable None

!Kensee Yes,cospletely- (Not reported) No financial seslotence, "incorporated some guldence
Kentucky Unimoun if specificetty Generet euerenese No financist, technical inincorporated generet sonne
touletene Not in current plan, DC'. packe'tng regutettone .Not euere of anyg

included in revision

Meine Miniset (Not reported) . None

Marytend (Not reported) (Not reported) =(Not reported)
Meseechusette taplicity referenced No specific references Mons;

o
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Table 3 5: Planning (Questions 8 and 9)
|

! euestion Get euestion Abt euestion 9:

| State use of FEMA REP +5 use of other Use of Federal- .

I

Federet Guidelines Technical /Financl et
,

Aselstence

|. ,

; )
Michleen Plan predeted FEMA REP 5 No specific references some planning staff'

swrted by FEMA
f t

Minnesota Not med Not used .None
4

No specific references - Planning staff partletty , t' Mitelselppi Not used
supported by FEMA

!.
Missouri Not used None No federe| fede used,

some technicet guldence
'

Montene Reviewed and considered Considered FEMA REP 10 Some FEMA fundire fori
planning staff

4

Nobreake As such as poselble DQE, DCT, EPA, and FDA None '

Nevede (Not reported) No spectfIc references. None for red heetth section ;
planning

~

,

New Naupehire Not directly Reviewed other state % ens NRC reviewed and commented
3
,

New Jersey Not used (Not reported) None

| New Mexico Not used 49 CFR rogJIrements None

| New York Plan predated FEMA REP 5 None None

|. North Caroline Yes, guidelines now NUREG 654 for fixed Cooperative agreement with
J being used f acilities FEMA provided some fmds

[' North Dekote used as a resource (Not reported) SOE FEMA fmded . t
.

. -|
chio completety None None

Oklahone Not applicele No specific references None for seency red plan,
. some for state mester plan .

:

Oregon Referred to in development Consutted with FEMA and FEMA funded 1 person on
1

; of procedares used federal guidelines state committee

Pennsylvente None Other state guides and- None
NRC regs

Puerto Rico (Not reported) (Not reported) .1005 FEMA furded
,

1

'

Rhode latere Plan predates FEMA REP 5 (Not reported) None

'

South Caroline None (Not reported) None

South DWte Limited (,1t reported) FEMA furded RADEF Program

Tennesee (Not reported) (Not-reported) 50s of plemer setories

i
Texas FtMA REP 5 was reviewed - other references were None -

,

and used as appropriste reviewed and incorporated
,

| Utsh 7o| Lows key elements None Mono -

Verimmt Some use of FEMA REP 5 New Enstand Coopect modet None
plan -

,

t
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Table 3 5: Planning (Questions 8 and 9).
1

__

eusetton tot eusetten Ob ~ ousetten 93.
State use of FEMA REP 5 Use of Other. Use of Federet

Federet Guidelines Technical / Financial.
Assistance

Virginie used fem REP 5 to odete None None -
-- pten

Weehington (Not reported) (Not reported) (Not reported)_ 4

West Virginia , . Used relevant sectlane (Not reported)- Used federet guidelines -

| Wiecernin Some espects incorporated (Not reported) No financist, some technicet ' i

Wyoming very heavity Entenelve Some FE m money

:

?

|

| . ,

|

I

.
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Table 3 6: Planning (Questions 10 to.11) !

;

|
,

i
- ousetten 101 euestion tiel' thseetten 11b:
I State State Office Lletings of Non state Location of Listinge ,

Control Center- CapablL ities 1
!

1,

| |

f' Alabame Olv, of Red Health Yes Div of Red liestth -
1i

j. Alaska Red Meetth program Red emergency plan; Red Meetth program office I

! . Infoneet knowledge !

,

Arltone Red Reg. Agency . No Irwentory per se, Red Reg. Agencyi

! phone tiet

j Arkansee Dept. of Meetth and No; but strong informet slot applicable. >

j Of fice of Emergency knowledge
j Services

California Of flee of Emergency Yes' Office of. Emergency -
services' feellities- Services--

Colorado State Emergency operations Yes, formal and informet - Port of Emergency ass.,
Center networks Plan

Connecticut - Emergency operations Yes; also strong Informet : Ilow Ergland Connect
Center knowle @ . documente

,

,

Deleuere Olvision of Emergency Yes in flued feellity plan -
| P|en ard ops.
.

. District of of fice of Emergency No, but strong informet Ilot applicable
' Cotuele Preparetess cosponent

i

| Florlde Emergency Ngat. Formal linkage for flued * In Emergency legat. Plan
heeckperters -factilty emergency'

response; etto strorg;
- Inferuel

Georgia Emergency Management No, but informel knowledge llot applicable
J.

Agency
- -

. Newell Civil Defense No, but informal kneutedge blot applicable
L

Idaho Emergency Medical Services No, but informal knowledge . ' blot applicable,

coemend and control'

; center
1 (

| Illinois Red Emergency Assessment Yes Red Emergency Assessment
Center center -

i

Indlene Emergency ope. Center Yes, Ind. Aree Emergency Plan4

Response Ceemittee -
,

lowe Emergency Ops. Center Yes Disrater services of flee ,

Kenees Emergency Response Ope. Yes In the plan -
Center

Kentucky Emergency ope. Center informet only - Ilot applicable

Loulstene Depende on scope of Colt ilst Red geopense Plan
incidents

I fleine State Emergen:y No llet applicable
Operatione Center

'

'

1 .

.

i

$ |
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Table 3-6: Planning (Questions 10 to 11)
;
;

a

tuostlen 10:' euestion lles questlan 11b
State. State Of fice : Lletings of Non State Locotton of ListinDe

Centrol Center Copsblt itles

Maryland No plan, vorbel No Not app |lcable |

understanding
i

Messachusette - Of fice of Public Neelth - Yes Mucteer Incident Advisory
Yean Man hook

Michigan State Energency Ops. Some, inf orest Emergency prep. Plan ;

Center
i

Minnesota Department of Pelle None Not applicable
Safety

Mleelssippi Emergency Ope. Center - Yes' Red Emergeray Pter, ard j

Divlelen of Red Neet th

Missourt None Yes . In pten for flaed
"facilIttee

' Montana Olsatter and Emergency No - Not applicable I

services control Centers

Nebraska toergency Ops. Center Yes 8y the responalble
-stete egency

Nevada Olvision of Emergency - Some In ptanning vunente
Most coordinator

New Madpehlre Emergency Ope. Center Yes Naamat plan

New Jersey Central and -regional Partial Listing Central office'dispatch centers-

New Mexico State Police Yes In state plan
New York State Emergency Yes Department of Westth

Operstions Center ,

i

North Caroline Emerkney Ope. Center Yes Red Protection of fice j

North Dakote Emergency Ope. Center ' Yee Emergency operations Plan

Chlo Emergency Ops. Center Yes Yransportetton Plan'

Oklahome Emergency Ope. Center Yes State of fice, home of
director

Oregon use plan to coordinate Yes Neetth Olvision and
Emergency Opa. Centar

Pennsylvania Emergency Ope. Center or Yee State capitol and regionalregional offices offices- '

Puerto Rico 9 command posts on latend Yes -Offlee of Civil Deferse
Rhode latend State Emergency Operating Yes State Plan

Center

South Caroline Emergency Ope. Center Yes Outy of ficer manuels

South Dakota State taergerry Operet tow fes State plan.
Ptan'

Yannessee Emergency ope. Center No not applicabte
_

3 18



. .. _ _ . _ _

,

Table 3 6: Planning (Quantions 10 to 11) ;

i

'

|

Gusetlen 10 euestion iles euestfon 11b "

$ tete State Office Listings of non state Locetten of Listings
Conttot Center capabtiItles

i .

Texas Emergency ope. Center Yes in state plan

Utah Emergency Ope. Center Yee Red Emergency Plan

Vermont 'No spec!st errensemente Minteel- Plan 1

i
~ ~

Virginia . Emergency ope. Center Yes State end Local plans, .
and State Police Bureau of Red Protection

- Washington Mobile en site coemend (Not reported)- .(Not reported)

center

West Virginia of fice of Emergency in the Meamet Plan Of fice of Emergency
Services Services and Neelth Dept.

Wisconsin Emergency Ops. Center Yes . In state plan

| Wyomtno Esergency Ngat. Agency . In procese Emergency oporatione P|en
and State Petrol

,

|

)

!

i

t

.

I

|

\

!
,

!

!

|

i ,

1

!.
4

a

a

4

s
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well developed capabilities to be of assistance. Nine states reported that
local government capabilities are not considered, and the remaining states are

,

not reported.'

Question 13: Icontify any geographic areas within the state borders that are
not included in the state emergency-response plan for responding to transpor.
tacion incidents involving radioactive materials (e.g., military bases, feder.
al enclavec, tribal lands, and aunicipalities).

Twenty s, von states mentioned military bases as being outside their ju -
risdiction. 'ndian tribal lands were mentioned by ten states as areas'exclud-.

ed from state jurisdiction. Some states with known Indian reservations did.
not mention Insdis.n lands as being outside of their jurisdiction. In the case
of both military bases and tribal' lands, many states said that they would
respond upon request; others said that if the incident occurred on.the
right of-way of a state highway passing through Indian land, the state ' would ,

assume responsibility and respond with or without tribal permission.

Other federal facilities, such as laboratories and DOE facilities, .were
mentioned eight times as being outside the authority of'the state, while nu-
clear power plants were named twice.

It appears from'the interviews with the state ' respondents that. while
fortunately there have not been any incidents on Indian lands, the '' states
probably would respond to a serious incident on tribal property - and worry
about their authority later. Most consider state highway rights of way across
tribal lands to be state domain; the response to any incident occurring at
such locations would be a state responsibility.

..

Question 14: Are. routes and facilities for a possible large number of ship-
monts of radioactive materials considered, formally or informally, in estab..
lishing emergency response plans?

The majority of the jurisdictions (thirty five) consider routes and ' f a -
cilities in the planning process. Of these jurisdiction s, twenty three indi-
cated that such information is formally considered. Most of these jurisdic-
tions make such consideration on the basis their knowledge. of the routing
process and use routing and facility information in emergency-response plan-
ning and for identifying special routes and cseridors.

Eleven states said that such information is not considered in the plan-
ning process, and another five indicated that the question was not applicable
in their state or they did not know if such factors were or were not consid-
ered.

3.3 State Relationshin With Indian Tribes

. . .

Question 13: Has the state assumed responsibility for emergency response to
transportation incidents involving radioactive materials that occur on tribal
lands within the state borders? If not, why (e.g., technical, political,
jurisdictional, or financial reason)?

Twenty-two jurisdictions indicated that- the question was not applicable I
since they did not have Indian lands or reservations within the state borders;

i
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Table 3 7: Planning (Qusstions 12 to 14) I
.J

evestlen its tuostlen 13 Gusetten Mt
Canalderetten of Areas Not included Canalderetten of Routes'

[ State Locet Government in Response Plan and facilities for Large

Capabilities
' Number of Shipmente

;

|

Atabeas Police functione and None, except military Informet euerenese

| notification

Ateeks Not at att Military bote > No

Arltone Local f or crowd control, Federet erul tribet tende Generet awarenese, no

: ecene security by Irwltetten enty speelfic plans

Arkenees Security and crowd control Military besee Yes, Inforently
.

,
Californie None, except In contract Milltery besee- leJLtl*egency committee hee

i comtles eclensted high *'.lketthood .
corridoes

|

! .
Colorado Police fmettors and Military and f ederal, by Current plann19p seeks to

notifiestion Irwltetton onty doelenste corrt Jore
,1

Connecticut Beele police services only Military by invitet ton. No speclel efforte
only

j

Delevers Recoy:ltion, protective Federal, altitory by Yee .
ectione, notification invi tet t on,only

!

Oletrict of Not applicable Mili tary, White House, No history of targe
Coluable protective actions foreign esheseles ehlpmente

;

; floride Not conaldered except None except military and Route control for cLesses of
! police functions NASA cargo

I Coorgle Police and p 4Lic works Military basee 'Inforest consideration for
; functiors training ,

; Newell First response functions Military nota,; pile'able
i only

$ Idaho No toceL capabillty . Indian reservetiene, INEL,. Yes,= for Weste .lsotation
allitary Project routes

ILllnole Police, fire, rescue, None - - Inforantly canalder known -
notification routes;

Indlene None, untees reeldent Only federet f acilities- No >

expert4

#

love Police fmetters - None Inforest

' Konees Extenelvely, especlaLLy Military bases Preferred routes designated
Larger cities

Kentucky gesic police f mctions Military and 0(M facility Escorte large ehlpmente;
only otherulee, none

. De he'e knewtedge, but no| Louteione Comty LeveI capebitItles Fedtret enc |ovos, power v
are included stat form if Invited - speclet planning eff orte

: Meine None Military bases, tribet No '
4 e Lande by invitetton anty

Marytend None Verbel agreement with No
military

!

,
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Tcblo 3-7: Plcnning (Quostions 12 to 14)..
;

tuestIon 12 euestlen 13:~ euestten 14:
Canalderetten of 1 Areas not included Censideration of Routee

State Locel Goverruent in Response Plan erul Feettitles for Large
Capabilities Number of ghlpeente

ii

Messechusette very ||ttie MILItery bases : Yes .
;

Michtgen Pollce and first some federet f acilities Approvet needed for Large .

*

reaperulers only shipsente

Minnesota Only first response Mitttery- No

Miselselppl Integral component of Military and some federet speclet routes estabtlehed
planning strategy land

Misseurt. Police fmet ten only Milltery bases We -

Montana Local pereennel give Military bases and Indien Yes, Interstate corridore
support and eselstance reservet t en '

t
Nebraska State plan Integrette Mene Yet '

capabilities

Nevada Currently under study Federal lands Yes '

New Meppehire Training covere red and None in process
hacent response

New Jersey Does not depend on tecele - Military besoe Yes

New Mexico First response role enty Factoral f acilities, tribet . Preferred routes destenstad .

Lands

New York Used as fleet respondere C areas excluded Routes are considered as
| DOT guidelines :

,

, .-

Nr 'h Carollne Soes tocet egencias have Milltery, power plante, No
goed capabit Itles indian reservetten .

'

Nor;h Dakote Beele police fmettone None (tribet and all!tery No, inferically considered
only by respaset)

Chio Local used first, state Actlve m!Litary Yes
as back@

'

reservett orr

Ok|enone Flret reependere ere the None Yes -
beckbone of the system

Oregon Integret part All incb.ded, tribet tpr Yes, identifled key routes
| Irwl tet.on for ehlpeente

Pennsylvente First rencones only Military Yes, Inforsetty

Puerto Rico (Not reported) . (Not reported). (het reported)

, Rhode leLand goth state and LoCet Nene We
L develop plane

South Cerotina - Police functlers only 00E, military besee Yes
>

South Dakote freined pereennet at Milltory Infor*istly
|ocet tevol'

Tennessee None ook Al % military les

Texas Beele pot {ce fmettone Federal and tribel . lands Yes, Informally.
only
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Tcblo.3-7: Plenning (Qusstiens 12_to 14)

Question its tuostion 13:- Questien 14:
Camelderetten of Arees Not included - Canalderation of Routee

State Lccel Government in Response Plan and facilities for Large
Capsel t itles Nueer of shipmente

.

Utah. Beale petic eefety None Yes, Informally
functions only .

,

Vermont Not referenced in the None Informally
plan

Virginia Very important, integret None Yes .
part

,

Washinst on (Not reported) (Not reported) .(Not reported)
,

West Virginia Have been incorporated None Yes

'
Wisconsin some locatitles have None Yes, in terne of routiru

cspebttItles

Wyoelrg None Tribet tende ' (Not reported)

E

h

.

.

J
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Of tha thirty-jurisdictions:to which tho qusation was appliccblo, tsn reportsd-
thte tho stets would resptnd; howevar, throo of. thsss_ qualified thsir: answar
by indicating that the state has respondbility only if the incident occurs on a state- ;

highway right of way. One state responded that . the _ state would work through _|
the DOE. Five. jurisdictions indicated that the state would respond upon're-
quest of _ the tribal authorities. Another height jurisdictions indicated-that
the state would not respond, - while three jurisdictions indicated that the

' issue was never_ considered or that there is no documentation or agreement as .;
to what would be done in such a situation. 1

When asked why the state would not respond in such cases, the vast major- I,

ity of the states indicated that the question was not applicable in . their-

state. Three states gave a reason why they would respond: " state of emergen- .;
cy declared," "highwa" right of-way," and: "never told not, to respond." Only ,

three states mentioned jurisdictional issues as a reason for.not responding. 1
I

Question 16: -Does the state have a formal program or = plan to respond to i
transportation incidents involving radioactive materials that occur on _ tribal \

lands within the state borders? |
i

Twenty five states indicated that the question was not-applicable,
usually because there are no tribal lands within the state borders. Seventeen

' j
i

states said there was no formal plan; two indicated that there were formal |

arrangements only for incidents occurring on a state highway ; right-of way j
crossing tribal property. Two states stated that incidents on tribal lands '

would be treated the same as incidents elsewhere in the state; one state would Lrespond pursuant to its general emergency response plan. Another-state 4

indicated that there was an informal arrangement. :Two' states did not know the ~h
status of programming for responses- on tribal lands.

Question 17: Does the governor's designated representative in the state who
receives Part 71/73 notifications of spent fuel or radioactive material ship-
ments have any working arrangements with tribal officials to share this infor-
macion?

Only three states said that they knew of such a relationship. Most re-
sponded that this issue was not applicable, while others said that shipments ;of spent fuel do not pass through tribal lands. !

Question 18: Describe the relationship- of the state with Indian tribes with
>

respect to emergency response to transportation incidents - involving radioac.
Cive materials Lth* Occur on tribal lands within the state borders.

,

No state reported a formal relationship between the state lead agency and
tribes located within the state borders. A few of the states reported thcc
they would treat the relationship with the tribes the same as with: any. other

:community. Others retterated their response to Question 15 to the effect/that
they would respond upon request. There appears to be very little formal or
informal relationship between the state lead agency and tribal authorities,.

4

f
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Table 30 a co Relation: hip With Indion Tribos !
'

(Questions 15'and 16)
~ I

!-

Question 15e euestion 15bs - Question 16: |

State State Responelbility for Reasons for No Formet Program or Plan for j

Response on Irlbst Lands Responsibility Response on Tribel Lands

1

Alabeen uncteer; presume Indiano Never considered not applicable
would request help

'

Alaska Would respond if ooked Never considered; essume No-
within scope

ArIsons If requested by tribe Not applicable. No

Arkenees No tribet tende Not applicable Not applicable

Cat Ifornia No routes tranalt Never considered Not applicable ;

tribet tends

to(orodo Assuae normeL respense Mighway rIght*of.wey No

would be deployed is owned by state

Connecticut on Irwltetton, ease None None j
es altitary

Delaware Not app |lcebte Not applicable Not applicable !

Olstrict of Not applicable Not applicable Not oppt(cable |
Columbis

Floride Newr been issue; essume Not applicable No, very small erees,
state would respond ocettered ard remote

GeorgIe Not applicable Not applIcabte Not'applIcabte

Newell Not applicebte Not applicable .Not applicable

Ideho No atate role; DOE hee Not apptIcabte No
I--

, .tr,t retet tennhlp
with tribes

Ittinole Not applicable Not app (Icebte - Not applicable

Indians not applicable Not applicable Not applicable

lows Not en leaue Not appllcebte Not applicable

Kensee Yes, state would Not applicable h speelfic piens
roepend

Kentucky Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable
:

!

Loulstene No agreensits Not en leeue hone

Nelne Yes Not applicable Tricot lando conaldered
same as other locatltles

Neryland Not applicable Not applicable Not opplicable

Nee sechusetts Not applicebte Not applicable Not applicable

NIchleen . No forme 1 documentation Not applIcabte Not coneidered, not an
an 1oeue

Minneseta unknown unknown unknom

N
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3

Teble 3 8: Stato Rslationship With.In'dian Tribas
(Questions 15 and 16).

:

I ouestion 15e thanstIon 15bs - - Question 16:
| - State: State Responsibility f or Reesors for No Formal Program or Plan for

Response on Tribal Lande keeponalbility . Response on Tribet Lands -
!

|
~

Niselesippi Yes State owns right of way Yes, same as other
. Localltles

.

Not applicable- Not appticabte Not applicabteNiesouri

| Nontana Not on tribel lands, Incidents would occur on No

!- but state owns roaheys highway right of way

Nebraska No Autonomous aut! dty No

j Novede No Nas not been addretted . No )

C- New Manpohlre No tribal tende- Not apptfeeble Not applicable
'

New Jersey Act applicable Not applicable Not applicable

New Men!co only on state highway Jurledictionet Inforset-

| New York Yes Not applicable Yes

North Carcline No, but will respond Jurledictional Ho, except on state ' 'I
i on regaest right of way

i North Dakota No, but would roepend Jurledictional No, except on state
span regasst right+of wey- ]

{ chio Not septicable Not_ applicable Not applicable;

| Oklahone Not applicable, no Not applicable Not applicable
tribal lande

i Oropen Yes, but only by Jurledictional Not yet
Invi tat 'on

,

| Penrmylvanle No trf bet tende Not applicable Not applicable-

! Puerto Rico Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable-

Rhode Island Not applicable Not applicable- Not applicable -

South Carolina No tribet tende Not applicaote Not applicable

South Dakote No Jurledictlonel ~ No",

Tennessee Not applicabie Not apptIcabte Not applicable.

Texas Yes if on pubtle road Not. applicable Same proce &re se for-
'

any federal lands

Utah No arrergement Would respond Latll No, use general plan
told to stop

Vermont' Not app |icab|e Not applIcabte Not applICabte. ]

Virginia Yes one area with tribel lands Yes-
,

|

Weehltgton Invitation only FEMA trutructions Not euere of any. |

West Virginia No trullen terude Not applicable Not applicable

l
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Tablo 3 8: Stato Relationship With Indian Tribes
(Questions 15 and 16)

euestion 15e h ostion 1She eueett en 16: I
state State Responalbility f or Reesors for No . Formel Proerse or Plan for

Response Jn Tribel Lande Responelbility Response on Tribet Land

Wisconeln nowr eenelder; would (160t reported) 4No progres
,

reopend If on pelic !

road !

. Wyoming . Not en tribet Lande, (llot reported) No
but state owns roadways

|

||
:

f

:

,

. .
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Tablo 3 9: Stato Relationship With Indian Tribos
(Questions 17 and 18)

euestlan 17: . - Ouset t en it sState Arrangemente for Shering Port State Relettenehlp with
71/73 Notification with tribes- Indian Tribee

|
|

Alabase Not applicable Not applicable

Ateeke Not an leaus Not applicable
!Arltone sto Inf orset f an enchange, response by

invitetten
Arkanese Not applicable' loot splicable

.

Cellfornia mot applicable blot applicable
_

Colorado Iso fonnet Linkage invoke plan, notif y Indian Divlelen
j!in Governor's Office

Connecticut too No

Delaware loot applicable Not applicabl*, i

District of ' loot applicable Not applicable-
fColuable

Fleride leo loot apptIcable
Georgia 100% apptIcable slot applicable
itswell- tiot apptIcable- loot applIceblo
Idaho No -

Work throuWi DOE

ILLinolo Not amtIcebte loot apr"!cabte
'

Indlens ' loot appl! cable loot apptleable
IWS Not applicat,te Just like any other part of the

state <

Kansas unknown Unknoem

Kentucky Not applicable Not applicable
Loulelano leone isone

itsine leo gy invitetton

Iserytand blot applicable Not applicable
meseachusette Isot appl (cabte Not apptIcebte
Michtgen Rio route goes near tribet tende Treat as any other community.
Minnesoto Unknone) Unknoen

Mlesleelppi Yes, eheres information same as other jurledictions
Missourt Not applicable Not applicable

montana Governor's Office of Indian Affaire Tribe would catt in the state
hee not considered this f eeue agencies

Isobrooke Unknown In state of esorgoney, support is
evallable

3-28
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Table'3 9i Stato Rolationship With Indian Tribos-
(Qu3stions 17 cad 18)

4

puestien 17: puestion 18:

State. Arrangemente for thering Port State Setettenship with,

71/73 Notificetten with Tribes indian Tribes

i

'

Novede Ito, being considered Nene, but recent contact by ruclear
useto of fice |

New Neupehlte Not' applicable liet apptIceb(e

New Jersey Not applicable Not applicable ,

'

f New Mexico Probably not notified - Little rotationehlp, no agreeuwnte
.'r

a

Paw York 3nterstatee nst threigh tribal Verlee with the tribe
lande

North Caroline - hot emlicable, no routes ~Will respond p roSmet
'

I North Dakote No ehlpeent through, none enticipated ' No fonnet relettonehlp, respond on
request-

i chio Not applicable- Not applicable
'

Oklehene Not applicebte Not appl (cable

; cregon Yes inf erset memoreruka negotteted .
-

i- Pennsylvente Not applicable Not applicable -

{ Puerto Rico Not applicable Not applfcable

Rhode IeIand Not app ||cabte Not appl (cable

south Cerotine Not oppi(cabte Not opptfcabte1
j

South Dakota state planning involves tribel if regneted -
;.

perooree L

tennessee Not applicable Not applicable
,

Teaes No No formeL esteenent

Utah leo ehlpmente go near tribet lands 110 formal or Informal arrangement

!' versent Not applicable Not applicable

Virginia No Treat es other cit (sens in state

Weehington loot euere of any No formal' rotationehlp

! West Virginie flot applicable llot applicr6(e

Wisconsin llot euere of any Assuses state usutd resN.d

Wyoming 16 o No formal errensemente

,

I

!

| i

!
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3.4 lanal Authoriev/Isruas -

Question 19: Are individuals from both the public and private sectors who
assist in emergency response protected from personal liability (e.g., by an
insurance program, statutory indemnity provisions, or statutory inusunity from
11abliicy)?

'

In 1988, public- and private sector emergency response personnel were
protected against' personal legal liability in' twenty seven- jurisdictions_

(compared to twenty four jurisdictions in 1980). Nine jurisdictions reported a
that only scate employees are protected, although some mentioned that private !

individuals who are deputized or otherwise acting as an agent of - the state t
. .would be covered. These data concerning liability protection are presented in.

.

' Table 3 10.
j

.

Table 3 10: Protection From Personal Liability'
(1980 vs. 1988).

.

,

,

Protected
,

Personnel 1988 1980

<

: Both Public and 27 24
: Private

Public only 9 4
;

| s

No coverage 5 3 i

! <

j Other Response 11 20 i
|

Question 20: Do state statutes or other legal documents assign resppnsibility ?
for costs incurred during emergencies, such as loss of property'or evacuation
costs?

Fourteen states' indicated that the assignment of costs associated with '

i

transportation incidents involving radioactive materials was unequivocally
covered, while thirteen states indicated that cost . assignment provisions . did -
not exist. This is in: marked contrast to 1980, when more states, said "yeis"
and fewer said "no." It does not seem reasonable to suggest that the~ states - "

have acted to remove cost assignment provisions. Rather, it seems likely that
experience has shown that cost recovery can . be difficult. Sixteen states
provided a response that could not be classified as "yes" or "no." This in-
cludes circumstances where fixed facility incidents are clearly addressed but
transportation incidents are not explicitly covered, where _ " spills" of- hazard-
ous materials in transport are addressed but the status of radioactive materi-

;

als is unclear, or the practice where carriers 'and/or shippers are required to
have insurance. Again, the responses in 1988 suggest that a more'sophisticat-

|= .ed appreciation of the potential complexity of these issues has arisen since'

1980. The data for these questions are summarized in Table'3-12.

3-30
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Tcble 3 11: Legal Authority /Issuos (Quostien 19)

-

Gusetlen 19: Guestien its
Protectlen frea Protectlen fres

State Personal LieblLity Personal Liability
(1988) (1980)

Atehene lovereign lopunity f or state esployees

Atenke state emplerees covered, (not reported)
privete not

Ari tore Yes Yse

Arkennes Law protects public employees Yee

and volunteers

Cetifornie currentty blLt in LogieLature Yes

Coloredo totf* Insured state, eseuse Yes
lemunity

Connecticut Yes Yes

Det swore - Yes Yes
b

District of Pubtle esployees, yeel private (met reported)
Coluable sector, no

floride Yes Unclear

Georgte Yes Yes4

Howell Yes Y es

Idaho No Unc|eer
,

,

1(Linole Yes, statute for esployees; good . Yes ,

samariten Law

Indlers No; under study . Unclear

love State employees or state egente Unclear
covered; good samaritan unclear

Kenees Yes, state employees Only Div. of Emergency Preserednese

Kentucky Not covered at all; state will (Not reported) < ,

def and esployee eo octed -

i

properly if suit erlees

Loulelene Not clear, het good samariten Unclear
Law

|
Malne Yes Yee

Marytend No Unclear -

Meseechusette Yes Yes-

Michtgen Yes If disaster le declared

Minnesota Local volunteers and etete Yee
esployees are covered -

Miseleelppi Protected under state code No-

%
W |s
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Tablo'3 11: Legal Authority /Issuos (Quostien 19)

Question 19: Gusetten 19:
Protectlen Free Protectlen fromState Personal LieblLity Personal LieblLity

(1964) -(1980)

Missourt Att reopenders, mder tort Yes
clotes act

Montana Pubtle esployees ero covered Only if deputtaed
Nebrooks Yes, if state of energency (Not reported)

decIered

Novede (Not reported) Yes

New Nampshire Yes No

New Jersey Yes, stato reputet ton No

New Nealco Yes for public employees Yes

New York State employees protected, (Not reported)
Wimteere uncteer ,

North Caroline Yes Yes

North Dakote Under review Uncteer
Ohio Yes (Not reported)
Okiehone Yse Yet
Oregon Yes (Not reported)

;Pennsylvente Yes, law for state employees and Yeegood samariten Law

Puerto Rico 901 of team are employees Yee

Rhode latend Yes (Wot reported)
south Caroline (Not reported) (Not reported)
South Dakota . Yes, by state law and insurance No

Tennessee Yes, if acting m der ordere in (Not reported)
emergency

feman Statutory lemmity and good Yes
senecitan laws

Utah Privete good esseriten Lew, Unclearstate tensilty

Vermont (Not reported) Yes

Virginie Yes, statute grante lesunity No

WeehIngton (Not reported) Yse !

West Virginia - No Yes

Wisconsin under doctored state of emergency Yes

Wyoming No Yes

3-32
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'Table 3 12:- Assignment of Responsibility for Clean Up Costs

(1980 vs 1988)

Response 1988: 1980
a

Yes 14 18

No 13 11

Other Response 16 5 j
Not reported 9 17

Question 21: What formal memoranda of understanding and/or reciprocal agree-
ments does the state have with adjacent states to cover transportation incl.
dents involving radioactive materials that occur close to common borderst

Twenty two of the states indicated that they have an arrangement of coop-
eration with bordering states.. The most common form of' cooperation is a re-
gional mutual aid compact or agreement, such as the Southern Mutual Radiologi-
cal Assistance Pact. Three states indicated that while a formal agreement was-
not in place, there was general agreement with a border state for mutual as-

,

|sistance. One state limits mutual assistance to fixed facilities. . Twenty-
three states indicated that no form of mutual agreement with neighboring
states was in effect.

Table 3 14 identifies the number of states, grouped by Bureau of: th$
Census geographic region, that have mutual aid pacts with neighboring. states.
States with mutual assistance arrangements tend to be in the southern part of
the country (South Atlantic, East South Central, and West South Central), as
well as in the New England area. The eleven states in the upper-midwest area
(East North Central and West North Central) have no mutual assistance agree-
ments.

3.5 Personnel I

Question 22: What kinds of professional specialists are-available to contrib'
ute their expertise in response to a transportation incident involving radio-

';

active materials? i

Nealth Physicists. All of the states (except two). reported that at least
,

one health physicist is employed by the state. Among states reporting at i

least one, the number of health physicists ranged .from one to sixty five. <

Eight states reported that these personnel ar available, but the number:was !
.

not specified.

Realth Physics Technicians. Thirty four states reported that ' health-
physics technicians are available; the number of these personnel ranged' from .
one to twenty five. Two states indicated that they did not use this job title

3 33
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Tablo 3 13: 'L3gol Authority / Issues
(Questions 20 and 21)

Question 20: euestion 20 -Gueetten 21:
- Aselyment of .- Astlerseent of ~ Arrangements with

|
. State Responsibility for Costa Responsibility for Costs AdjacentStates '

(1968) , (1980)

1.

I~ Alabase Costs of cleane and Applicable to fised Southern Mutuel Red
deense to shlpper factlltlee onty Aestatance Plan

.

. Alaska Not for redletion (Not reported) None, but do work '

; emergencies with Canada

Arltone Probably requires Yes Nothing formel, work
ti tiget ton with California

Arkansas No Yes- None, but member of
Central states Coopect and .|
Southern Energy goerd ''

California Case by case No law but regulated General agreements '
titigetlen proceeJre with border states -

Colorado Emergency Response Yes Mosher of Western Coopect
Act" shipper responsible

Connecticut Flued f acilities are unclear Member of New Ergland .
covered; trarsportetton Coopect
pcabebly requiros -

i
litigetlen

Delaware Yes unclear Yes f or flaed, history of ^
cooperation in other mettereDistrict of

Cottable Probably requires (Not reported) ' mJtual aid with Naryland- '
ti tiget ton and Virginia

florida Nuclear power plants Unclear- Southern Mutual Redcovered; transportation . . Assistance Planprobably requires ,

it itiget ton
'

Georgle No, probably re @lree Yes Southern Mutual Redli tiget ton Assistance Plan
Newell No law, but try to Yes Not applicableidentify those

responeible

Idaho ho No hone; under cons {deration '

lillnois Wo; legislation being No None for transportation
conolesred . Incidents-

Indiana- No . Unclear No

lowe Person with control unclear Informal, day to day
is liebte for costs relationship

|
Kansas No, none at state level Cleerg only No specific |

Kentucky Not at present; requires (Not reported) Southern Mutual Red - !litigetton
'

Assistance Plan 1

~

1
Loulelena No statutes; probably unclear Southern Mutual Red I

| rewires titlestion Assistance Plan

3 34
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Table 3 13:' Legal Authority /Issuss
)|(Questions 20 and 21)~

)

!

Ouset t en 20 e euestfon tot eusetton 21:
I

- Aseigment 0f AssIsment of _ Arrensementa wIth
I

$tato ResponeIbitIty for Coeto ReeponeibitIty for Coste Adjacent $ totes
i

(1988) (1960)

Meine Fixed f eellity covered; Clean g la responsibility New Enstand Red
transportetton unclear of owner Neetth Committee

!

Merytend (Not reported) No (Not reported)

Meseechveette Yes Yes New England Red a

HeeLth Compect

Michtgen No, must go to (Not reported) - None for transportet ton -
incidente

titigetton

i Minnesota in state of energency Yes None !

' or if environment
hermed

.

Mieelesippi No No- Southern Mutus| Red
Assistance Plan

Missouri Not addressed Yes None

Montano No, tegletetten le No Western Interstate
currently proposed Nuclear Coopect

Nebrooke No (Not reported) (Not reported)

Nevede (Not reported) Yes Western Interstate *

Energy Board

New Ne@ehlre No No New England Compact

,

New Jersey Yes, 49 CPR Part unclear No foneet, but history -
!' 387 (f spill of cooperation

.

New Mexico Yes, state statuto No None

New York Law regJires liability (Not reported) None

(neurance

| North Caroline Yes Yes Southern Mutual Red-
Ateletence Plan'

i

North Dakote in certeln instances Yes Not euere of any
i

! Ohio (Not reported) (Not reported) None

f Oktshone Red not spectfled, Potley to evold Southern States Emergency-

but law requires burdening tempeyers Board
' cLeenup of heamet

spi || by owner
.

Oregon No (Not reported) None, but Pacific States
Agreemente Committee le in
procese

| Penneytvants (Not reported) No None for transportstion

'

Puerto Rico (Not rsported) No Not opptIcabte

Rhode letand No (Not reported) None

i 1
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Table 3 13: Legal Authority / Issues
j (Questions 20 and 21)

,

tusetten 20s- eusetten 20s heetten 21:
Aselyusent of Aeolgnment of

. Arrangements with jstate Responelbility for Cooto Resporelbility for Cost.? AdjacentStates.
(1964) (1980).

leuth Caroline (Not reported) (Not reported) Southern htual Red
Aeoletence Plan

South Dakote Yes No None

, fontestee No Unclear Southem htual Red
{- Assistence Plan
t.

| Tease Cloenup covered; No None
| other coste recNire
; Litigetlen

| Utah- Aselened to carrier thclear Western Interstate Nuclear
i

Pact j

t vermont No Yes New Englerud Red Noelth
[ Compact

Virginie Yes, "reeponalble Yes - Nene, but history of
perty" pays eesperatIen

i Weehirgten Yee Unclear Agreement with Oregen
1

'

West Virginia No New toeleletten so@t Southem States Energy
Beerd

Wieceneln believes se Yes only for fined facilities

Woolfg None Yes Working on memorandue of
understanding with Idaho

I

!

4

L
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Table 3 14:~ States with Mutual Assistance Agreements (by Region) ;

i

Number of- Number With |d

States in' Mutual. Aid )
Region _ ~

!

Region Agreements

New England 6 5
4

Mid Atlantic 3 0

East North Central 5 0'
i

West North Central 6- 0 |

South Atlantic 9 7

East South Central- 4 4

West South' Central 4 3

Mountain 11 4

Pac.ific* 3 0
,

i

* Excluding Alaska and Hawaii

to define an occupational category, fifteen states reported that they.had no"

health physics technicians, and one state is unreported, o

|Radiacion Mon 1cors. With _ regard to radiation ' monitors , a' few. states
reported that there were personnel with this training who might be involved in
emergency response through the state response system, ranging,from a few indi-
viduals to several dozen. Eight states indicated that they do not. consider
that these personnel are part of the emergency response system. The. remainder
of the states reported statewide estimates for the number of personne1' with
this training, ranging from 100 to over 2,000.

Radlochemiscs. Seven states reported that they did. not have access to |

personnel with training in radiochemistry. The remaining . states indicated
that they did have access to such expertise, either personnel within _ ste.te
government or-known individuals' working in the state. In some-cases, person-

nel reported as health physicists were also counted as radiochemists.

Radlobiologiscs. Twenty four states . reported that they did not have
to radiobiologists, and five states are . unreported. The remaining

,

-access
states indicated _that they did have access to-this expertise, either personnel

state. In,some-within state government or known individuals working in- the
cases, personnel reported as health physicists were also counted as radiobiol--

,

ogists.

,
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Nasardous Macerials Specialiscs. - Five' states reported that they did not
have access to hazardous materials specialists, and five states are unreport-
ed. The remainder of the states reported that such personnel were available,

.

but most ' states indicated that these personnel are not ordinarily involved in
a response to radiation' incidents.

.;
i Other Specialisca,- For the remaining professional specialties enumerated'

in the questionnaire- (transportation specialists, electronic technicians,
communications specialists, site coordinators, and public relations / news coor-
dinators), most of the states indicated that these personnel are usually not
involved unless the incident is a genuine-disaster and simply stated that they
were available, if needed, through the chain of. command. ,

The survey data for the radiation related professional. specialties and-
for hazardous materials specialists are presented in Table 315; _ the data for
the other professional specialties are not - reported because nearly all the
states indicated that they were available but the number was'not specified.
3.6 Eauinment

quesclon 23: Indicace che number of ' locacions throughout the ocace ' where
serviced and ca11 braced portable radiacion detection instruments available for
use during an emergency response are normally kepc. ~ (Do noc include civil-
defense shelter kits in this enumeracion.)

Question 24: Of chose locacions, how many have che following portable radia.
clon detectors available on a 24 hour basist

(The responses to Questions 23 and 24 have been combined for reporting pur-
|poses.)

The states reported the number of locations'where each type of instrument
is available for use through normal channels by emergency response-personnel. '

In most states, this reporting was confined to the radiological. control _ agen-
cy's main office and branch offices.. In some states, instruments in the pos-
session of universities, industries, nuclear powerod' generating stations,
federal facilities within the state, and some~ local jurisdictions are includ-
ed. In no case should this reporting be interpreted to. represent the complete
inventory of instrumentation available within the respective states.

,

Beta-Gamma Detectors. Virtually all of the states reported ready access
to beta gamma detectors of low., medium- and higherange sensitivity. It is
not possible.to make a comparison between 1988 and 1980 reporting because 1980
reporting included all instrumentation, whereas 1988 reporting was confined to
instruments in the possession of emergency response personnel. The wide dis-
tribution of beta gamma detectors by - FEMA and its predecessor agencies in

,civil defense " shelter kits" led to the reporting of hundreds and-even
|thousands of: instruments in 1980.
!

Low Energy Camma Detectors. Five states reported that they did not have
access . to low energy gamma detectors, and six states are unreported. Among

.

!the remainder, two states indicated that they would have' to borrow these in-
struments, and all others had such instrumeits at at least one location.
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Table 3 15: Personnel (Question.22)

euestien 22:
Prefeeslenet Speciellete Avellebte to Contribute

Their tapertlee for emergency Reaperse
(ausbers in perenthesse refer to -<

footnotes et the end of the table)

.

reetth.

state Nestth Radletlen Notest Redlo* Radio. Physica
'

Phyelclete Monitore speclett ete Chantete tieteelste- Techniciens
-

'

Atehems- 7 6 6 '2 1 10 12* ,

Ateeke - 1 Many 0 0 1 5- .
d

Artsons 20 - 40 15 34 3 W j

Arkanses 12 2022 (1) 376 (2) 2 0 0

CetIfornle (3) 30 60 30 4 ~1 -254

'

Cetorado' 7 Many ( 4) , 7 (5) 3. A- 3

Connecticut , 5 10 30 4 2 -4 -

|

DeLewere 1 30 40 A A 0 2
..)

Oletrict of 1 Many 4 0 0 0

Coluable

Ftoride 65 N/A Many 8 0 0-

Georgte 12 12 A 2 0 3

Newell (6) O Many A 0 0 4

Idaho (7) 3 12 3 0. -0 0*

1

1||Inolo 25 0 75 '3 4: ~ 29

Indiana (8)- 28 . Many A 2 0 6-

lows 15 20 50 A 1 A. Many
.

i

Kenese 3 Many A 4 0~ -13 :

Kentucky 3 5 A 2 0 2
;

Louislone 20 Many 50 3 12 W/A

Meino 4 0 6 3 0 8'

Maryland 4 3 6 2 -2 0~
'

Meseachusetta (9) 3 3 0 2 0 4

Michtgen - 13 Many Many 5 0- 0

Minnesote 7 15 20 0. 1 0 0

Miseleelppi A A A A 0 0 ;

Missourl. A A A 0 0 A

Montens 2 Many 5 0 0 0
<

Webreake A A A- A A A

,-
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Table 3 15: Personnel (Question 22) l

. Neenth.
State Nee |th Radletten Naaset. Redlo* Radle* Phyeles

Phyelclete Monitore- Specialiste Cheels te St ologists Technici one :

Novede 5 * * * *
1 ;

New Neupshire 12 many Many 8' 8 25

!New Jersey 8 22 14 3 4 12

New Mealco 5 * 10 - 3- 0 0
,

New York (10) A- A. A A A A
i

Nor th Ceratine 19 Many Many 3 4 10

North Dakote 35 many 10 2 0 35
.

Chio 10 15 0' 3 0 0 i

Oklahone 3 5 25 2 4. a

Oregon 4 many 24 3 0 14

Pennsylvenle 25 0 A 2 4 12

Puerto Rico 5 Many 5 2 * 5-

Rhode Island 15 20 Many 2 2 0 10

South Caroline A N/A A A 0 A

South Dakota 0 Many May A A 0

Tennessee 27 * * 1 0 0

Teams (11) A A A A A A

Utah 8 * * * * 3

| Versent 3 Many Many 3 1 1

Virelnle 9 0 8 1 0 2

Weehington A N/A * A- * O

West Virginie 1 * * * * *

Wisconsin A A 0 1 2 A

Wyomirg 1 0 A 0 A 0
|

* a Not reported
N/A e Not applicable
A e Aveilebte, rueber not specifIed

(1) County personnet included.
(2) All agencies of state.

1(3) Access to technicet emportlee through mlverettles and the private sector le virtuelty untimited.
(4) Persomet evellable include State police, Civil Defense, urenlue mining emporte, generating

station personnel, and weepens manufacturing pereomet.
(5) Rotated specialities ovellable includes inestrict hygienlete, environmental toxicologlete, and

consumer protectlen experte.
(6) Extensive expertlee ovellable through Peert Marbor Navy Sete.
(T) Extenelve expertlee evellente through Idahe mattenet Engineering Lebe and Nenford, Weehireton.
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Table 3 15: Personnel'(Question 22) ,

!

!

The recent creation of a otete Department of Invirereontet Meneseuent hee led to e breed !

.

(8)
reeveluellen of the state's approach to ELL hasset emergencies; reorgenleetion is tapending,,

(9)- A cell List of approntmetely 40 privete sector vote,teer coneuttente le eveltable with many
speclettles.

i
' 00) Specialiste are readily accessible through verlous state esencies.

(11) Many indivihele, representity eL L relevant speclettles, are destensted f or emergency reopense et
verlous geographic and Institutional Locations,

,

,

!

,

9

d

F

i

I

$.

i

|
.
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Alpha Particlo Dstcetors. One state reported that it-did not have access
to alpha particle detectors, and five states are unreported.- Among the re-

t mainder, three states indicated that they would have to borrow these instru-
ments, and a11'others had such instruments at at least one lonation.

Neutron Detectors. Eleven states reported that they did not have access
to neutron detectors, and six states are unreported. Among the remainder, two
states indicated that they would have to borrow these instruments, and all the
rest had such instruments at at least one location.

Gansna Ray Spectrometers. Eight states reported that they did not have
access to gamma ray spectroscopy, and six states are unreported. Among the
remainder, six indicated that' they would. have to borrow such' equipment, five ,

reported that they had laboratory instruments only, and two states reported
that they had a laboratory instrument installed in a mobile laboratory vehi.

|cle. The-remaining states had portable gamma ray spectroscopy instrumentation |
| at at least one-location.

!|

|Tritium Doctectors. Sixteen states reported that they did not have ac. I
j cess to tritium detectors, and six states are unreported. Among the remain. ;
| der, three indicated that they would have to borrow such equipment, six re.

Ported that they had laboratory equipment only, and all others had such in-
;strumentation at at least one location.

'

Question 25: How many emergency response vehicles that are specially equipped i
.

or can be specially equipped without delay for response to transportation *

incidents involving radicactive materials (or other hasardous material incl.
i dents) are available? _;

*

Thirty-six states reported that they have emergency response vehicles ,

that are specially equipped or can be' equipped without delay for response.
For states reporting at least one such vehicle, the number.of vehicles rangedfrom twenty-five to one. Excluding the zero responses. .the mean number of
vehicles per state with vehicles is eight,

The use of special vehicles represents a dramatic change-over the period
t

between the two surveys. In 1980, only seventeen states indicted that they
maintained dedicated hazardous-materials response vehicles, while in 1988,
thirty six so indicated. Some of the states.with specially equipped vehicles
stated that they were part of the lead agency's fleet, all of which was
equipped with response equipment, and therefore they were not " dedicated" as
such to emergency response. Since the question was phrased in a.similar man-
ner in 1980 and 1988, it can be concluded that the number of specially
equipped emergency response vehicles has increased over the time between the
two surveys,

Question 26: Are emergency kits available for use by persons responding to
transportation and other incidents involving radioactive materials? ' At how
many locations around the state are such ' kits available? Describe the usualconcents of such kitt.

Availability of Emergency Kits an Locations. In 1988, forty six Juris-
dictions reported that kits are available, which is comparable to the forty-
seven jurisdictions reporting the availability of kits in 1980. In terms of
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Table 3 16: Equipment (Questions 23 and 24)

Duestions 23 enal 24:' .
Nuster of Locations With Portebte Radletten Detectlen Instruments

(by Type of Instrument)
,

Numeret a thJnter of Lacettenelegends A e Avellable within egency, ruarber of locatione not specified
~ B e Avellable, Aust borrow
N e Not evellable through normal chenrels

,

e e Not reported- '1

(Nunber in parentheses) e footnote ,|
-

Lova Moda Nigh.

|
Rarge Reese Range Lew. Geene Rey

State Sete* Sete* Sete. Energy Alpha Neutron Spectro. Tritlue

Gesma Gemen Gemen Genus Particle Detector Meter- Detector ;

.

Alabase - 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 1

.

Ateeke 5 5 2 2 2 N B 1

[
Arltone 12 12 1 1- 1 1 (1) 1

Akranses 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N

Cellfornie Merer 10 10 6 6 2 3 W

Colorado 1 1 1 1 8 1 1 (1)

Connecti cut 6 4 2 1 2 N (1) (1)
,

DeLewere 15 15 4 A 8 9 A B

District of 40 40 40 N 1 N' N N

Coluable

I- Floride 10 to 10 N 3 3 (2) N i

'

Georgte 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1

Howell 1 1 1 0 1 N 8 N
.

Idaho ? 7 1 1 1 1 8 5

Illinois 79 79 6 2 2 2 2 1

Indians 1 1 N 1 1 N 1 N

!- lowe 7 7 7 7 / 7 2 2'

Konses 5 5 5 3 5 3 (1) 3
|

Kentucky 1 1 1 1 1 1 (1) (1)
*

Lout s tone 10 15 6- 3*4 2 35 3 8 N

Meine 1 2 2 2 1 N N N

Marytend 8 8 6 6 4 1 -W 2.

Massachusetts 4 4 4 4 4 1 1 N

Michtgen- 3' 3 3 3 3 1 '1 =1

* 10 2 2 (1) (1)
Ninnesota 16 12
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Table 3 16: Equipment (Questions 23 and 24)

L ow- lead- Nigh -
.

.

Range Range Range Low- Gesne Rey -
~ State Sete' Bete * Dete.

E nergy . Particle Det ector Meter Detect or
Al,sha Neutron Spectro. Tritium

Goems Gemme Gemme Genne

Miestselppi A * A . * * e e e

Mlemouri 3 3 3 *- 1 1 * *

Montana $6 56 1 1 1 1 N 1

Nebreake A A A * * * * *

Nevede 3 3 3 N 2 2 N N

New Hampshire many Many Many 20 A, t 1: A, 8 A, 8

New Jersey 4 4 1 8 4 W 1 (1)
New Mexico 3 3 1 1 3 1 1 N

New York Many lenny lesny Many Many A A A

North Caroline 6 5 5 N 5 1 3 1

North Dakote 10 5 2 3 2 1 1 2

chio Many 5 3 10 11 1 A 1
'

Oktshame 4 4 3 1 4 1 A 1

Cregon Many Iseny - 4 8 1 4 1-
*

Penney |vente 4 4 4 4 4 N 3 A

Puerto Rico Many 1 seeny * 2 * * *

Rhode telend Many * A- N N N N N

South Caroline A .A A * * * ~ (1),(2) (1)
South Dakote 1 1 2 1 2 N N N

*

!Tennessee 4 4 4 4 4- 1 1 1

Texas many 15 Many 14 14 1 12 N

Utah 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 N

Vermont i N 1 1 1 N- N N

Virgine 5 5 5 2 3 e e a

Weehington 3 N 3 3 '3 1 1 1

West Virginia * * * * * * * e

Wisconaln 7 7 1 1 2 1 2 1'
'

wyomiry * * e . . . . e

(1) Laboratory Instnment only, not portable
j (2) Laboratory instrument irstelled in mobile tab, not a portable instrument

i
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the number of locations of the kits, the mean number of locations per juris-
diction in 1988 was forty three compared ' to thirceen in 1980. Excluding

jurisdictions with no locations, the 1988 mean number of locations was fif ty-
one while the comparable mean in 1980 was sixteen. Thus, it appears that

while the number of jurisdictions reporting emergency kits available has not |

changed from 1980 to 1988, the number of locations at which kits are available
in jurisdictions with one or more locations has increased substantially due in

Table 3 17part to the number of states with more than two hundred locations.
identifies the number of emergency kit locations in 1980 and 1988.

Table 3 17: Number of Locations of Emergency Kits
(By Number of States, 1988 vs. 1980)

Number of Locations 1988 1980

No kits maintained 4 2

1 Location only 12 19

2 10 Locations 26 19

More than 10 locations 8 8

Not-reported 2 3

Concenes of Kits. The contents of emergency kits vary widely. Table 3-
18 lists the most frequently mentioned items included in emergency kits.

Table 3 18: Common Items in Emergency Kits (1988)

Item States

Protective Clothing 28

Dosimeters (including chargers) 18

Beta Gamma Detectors 11

Alpha-Particle Detectors 3

Other Instruments 18

Sampling Equipment 12 |
Respirators 7 i

Decontamination Supplies 3

Detection Equipment 2

Tools (ropes, signs, etc.) 11

Reference manuals / plan 4
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-The most common item mentioned was some form of anti contamination cloth-
ing... including gloves and boots. Instruments for measuring and monitoring _and
a variety of tools and'aupplies, such as-ropes, s;igns, report forms, and gen-
eral supplies, were mentioned frequently.

3.7 Communications

Question 27: What coaxaunication network, if any, has the state established to
provide two way communication b0 tween the state office control center and the
scene of a transportation incident _ involving radioactive nacertaist

Virtually all of the states reported having access to a radio communica-
tions network enabling ready communication between the field and a command
center;. most states reported having access . to multiple dedicated frequencies.

- However, many states reported that they typically rely on regular uomercial
Itelephone service direct to the radiation control office because most trans. 1

portation incidents turn out to - be non events and " official" communications J
channelled through a command center are not indicated. A few of the large
states reported that some remote locations may not be accessible through es-
tablished radio networks.

3.8 Trainina *

Question 28: How many trnIned radiologien1 emergency response teams does the-
istate have?

Thirteen states reported that they have a single group of individuals who
are designated to respond that they consider to comprise one team, although
all members of the " team" are not' necessarily involved in every response,
Eleven states reported that they have between. two and five teams; six states
reported that they have between six '. and ten teams, . For these states, some
have predesignated teams at various locations around the state. Others do not

system of predesignated teams an u , but consider - that they have ause a

large . enough pool of qualified personnel to deploy several " teams" to the
scenes of several incidents simultaneously.

Six additional states reported that they have more than een teams. All
of these include personnel who are not members of the cognizant state agen-
cies, but rather include personnel from- local government ~ (especially local ;

governments within the emergency planning zone for nuclear generating sta- '

tions), generating-station personnel, or qualified individuals from universi-
ties'or the private sector. Fifteen states reported that they do not use a

,

team structure p.g u. One state did not respond to the question.

Question 29: How many members of the state radiological health department are
trained in radiological emergency response procedures (i.e,-have completed the
" Radiological Emergency Response Operation" course at Mercury, Nevada, or

iequivalent training)? '

Twelve states reported that they have from one to five RERO trained per-
sonnel; two of these reported only one, but both are very sparsely populated
states. Eighteen states reported that they - have - from six to ten, and ten
states reported between eleven and twenty RERO trained personnel. Eight
states reported more than twenty RERO-trained personnel. All of these areheavily populated and industrialized states. Four states did not respond.
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Table 3 19: Equipment and Communications
(Questions 25 to 27).

.

Question 2$3 Guestien 26: Question 27:

State Dedicated teergency Emergency Fleid Klte Commicetiere Network )
Response vehlcles

a
-

Atebeam 3 vehictee et one 3 tocettors mtti chennet radio'

location,

Ataska No dedicated vehicles 1 location Full spectrun of
capablLitles.

i Arizene 14 vehicles et 3 esencies 1 Location P4(Ic saf ety radio net

Arkansee 7 vehicles et i tocetten 2 locations ,2 redlo networks -'

'I vehicle 33 locations mLti channet radioCalifornia -

Colorado No dedicated vehicles Team meeers keep kits Communicatiorm vehlete,
plus main and branch futt c.opsblLity
office

Connecticut 8 vehicles assigned to in each vehicle with team m|ti channot radio,
team meebers meeers commercial phones

Delaware ' 3 vehicles, eselened to in each vehicle, with teen Dedicated frequency,
team teeders teeder cettutor phonse

Dietrict of 2 vehicles et 2 ogencies 40 locations Communications vehicles,

Coluable centutor phones
j

Florlds 20 vehictos et 10 10 locations several radio nets, cetLuter
locations phones

Georgle 4 vehletes in 3 vehicles Cosiaanications vehicles,
. sultiple cepebt tities

Newell No dedicated vehicles 1 et Red Neetth plus Civil Defense not,
other latends . commercial phones

Idsho No dedicated vehicles 7 Locations Dedicated frequency,
patch into State
Police

! Illinois Nucteer Safety, 8 15 kits at 5 tocations Nuttiple dedicated
! vehicles; heemst plus each helmet police frequencies-

officers, 72 vehicles vehicle

; Indiens No dedicated vehicles 1 kit et Red Meelth Several redlo nets,
plus volunteer exporte commercial phone

love i vehicle No kits, knJt ELL equipment Communications vehicle,
readily eveltable state police not,

'
.

ceamercial phone"

Kenese 1 vehicle 4 locations teveret radio nets,
' connerclet phone

Kenttacky No dedicated vehicles No kits, but ELL equipment State police not
readily eveltable

Loulelene 7 dedicated vehicles 3 kits et 1 location ' state police not,'

plus others oveltable CIvit Defense not

Neine 1 vehicle 3 locations state police net,
portable radios

-

|
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-Table 3 19: Equipioent and Conuounications
(Questions 25 to 27)-

_

_

euestIon 25t euestIon 26: eusetIon 27:
State Dedicated Emergency Esorgency Fletd Kits Cesemicetions Network

Response vehictos

-

1

Merytend 2 vehicles : No kite (Not reported)

Mes sochusett e 10 vehicles 4 Locatione Radios in vehittee
lirt to civil Defense
not

Micnigen . 2 vehicles- 3 locations Police network |

Minnesota. Up to 10 vehicles ontlebte i location - .Nighway petrol not-
|Missiselppt 6 vehicles' 4 kite et 1 location leveral radio nets

Missourt i vehicle 2 kite Cosmarclel phones

Montans - No dedicated vehicles '1 location Nighway patrol not
I

mobraska 1 vehicle (Not reported)' Mobile causunicationsi capability

Nevede no dedicated vehicles 3 locations Nighway petrol not, '

commerctel phones -

New Mespehire 6 vehicles 1 Location Radio not

New Jersey 22 vehicles et 3 locat fore 14 kits et 2 Locations Emergency Propereesse !
not

New Mexico no dedicated vehicles 1 locettr.n state Police not
New York - No dedicated vehicles 10 Locations I

several radio nets \clesconnunications veh

|North Caroline 1 sobile Lab plus 2 other 3 kits et 1 Locetton Severet dedicated tvehittee frequencies, multi-
channet not '

North Dakota 1 vehicle 2 locettors Portable sete Link to
state not plus
consunications vehicle

ohto 7 vehicles 5 locettone Commanicotters vehicle,
radio and telephone

Oklahene 1 vehicle ' 4 kits et I location Radio and commercial 'l
. . phone

Oregon 5 vehicles Many statewide redlo not,
radio telephones-

l

' Pennsylvente 18 vehletes et 4 5 tocations several statewide nets
Locations

Puerto aleo 25 vehictde Many Island wide not,-
causercial phones

Rhode Island 3 vehletoe Many State police radio,
radio telephone

South Caroline 1 tabile lab plue 9 1 kit in vehicle plus 4 Radio not, mobile
I

|otner vehicles other kits telephone '
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Table 3 19: Equipment and communications
(Questions 25 to 27)

,

,

t

ouestion 5: htien les euestien 37:'

$ tate Dediceted Emerpency teorgency Fleid Elte CemicetItre setwork ?'

Response Vehlstes ;

; |

South Dakote No dedicated vehictos No kite pecked State redte ret

| Tennessee 4 vehicles a t 4 t ecet t ene 4 locettore guergency radio not
i

Tessa 2 Red Centrot vehiclee 13 tecettene state ord tenet law i

enforcement radio note:

plus othere''

Utah 1 vehicle 4 kite et I tecetters <Petice and fire redle-
not,

i

versant 2 vehictee 1 locattori Emergency squet. radio not

Virginie
i 1 mobile tab plue 4 5 Locatione
,

'

other vehicles state Pollos redte not,-
state georgency reste ret. .

,oettular phones .

,

;
'

Weehington 11 vehicles et 3 3 Locettore htti channot redle 1

Locettors

West Virginia (Not reported) (not reported) L(Net reported)
,

Wiecernin i vehicle 7 tocettoru State Police radio not"

Woming i vehicle i location Nipner Petret:redio not

|

!

|

|

:

;

|
| |

|
,

|

%i
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Question 30: Are the trained members;all at one location? How many are at
! each location in the stater specify the number by location.

Twenty six states reperted that all RERO trained personnel are at one
location, while twenty four states reported that RERO trained personnel are at
more than one location. Four states-did not respond to the question.

Among the twenty four states with RERO trained personnel at more than one
location, six reported that they' are distributed at three or more locations. i

Many states reported that personnel from a variety of state agencies and other
j affiliations had been to RERO, training.

Among states reporting RERO trained personnel at more than one location,
most of these trained individuals were at the state capital in the radiation
control agency offices, with fewer personnel at dispersed locations. Several
states reported that at least one RERO-trained state police officer was as.
signed to each state police post. Seven states reported that they have divid-
ed their state into regions and have RERO-trained personnel at the regional
offices. One state reported that it has adopted a system of " agreement coun-
ties" (patterned after the NRC's national strategy of " agreement states") and-
that RERO trained personnel are present .in agreement counties. Other states
have branch' or satellite offices (distinguished from regional offices) with
RER0 trained personnel, usually in close proximity to a nuclear power generat-
ing station or other major producer or user 'of radioactive materials. A few
states mentioned that some personnel from local 1 government agencies had' been-
RERO trained, especially from jurisdictions that are included in the emergency
planning zone for nuclear power generating stations . Some states also indi-
cated that known individuals in private industry were RERO trained and avail. -

able to be called upon for their expertise, if needed,

For thirty three states, the distribution of RERO trained personnel is
essentially unchanged from 1980 to 1988, For ten states, the reporting indi-
cated that the distribution of RERO trained personnel had changed; however,
there is no basis for a 1980-1988 comparison for nine states (missing data for
1980, 1988, or both years). Among the ten states for which a change was not-
ed, five had changed 1to a system where- RERO trained personnel are now more .

!widely distributed, and five others had brought their previously distributed
RERO trained personnel into one. location.

Question 31: What provision do state and local jurisdictions make for train-
ing their emergency response personnel? Who conducts the training? Who funds
the training?

First on the-Scene Responders. The training of first on the-scene per-
sonnel with respect to transportation incidents involving radioactive materi-
als varies widely among the fifty-two jurisdictions surveyed. Although some
states do make an effort to provide special training 'specifically focused on
transportation issues involving radioactive materials, most states provide '

first responder training in basic emergency management that is oriented toward'
hazardous materials in general, treating radioactive materials as a subset of
this larger topic. In addition, most states provide introductory training

, about the phenomenon of radioactivity in general terms in relation to fixed-
| facility incidents or nuclear attack and consider some of this training trans-'

ferable to transportation incidents.
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Table 3 20: Training (Quastiens 28 tc 10)1

i h

eusetten 281 Guestion Ma eusetten 30 ;

NWher of f reined Radiologice! Nueer of Team leeshore Leestion of fremi
Emergency Response Teens Trained in Redlological Redlological Energe m y - )',

'

(- State Emergency Resporse Response Team Members (
l Procedures (RER0 or |

i Equivet ont)

.

Alabase No teams desIgneted; can 10 red heelth plue - AtL et Red Neet th hq. plus'
,

put 4 gro@e of quellflod othere 2 groge et counties with
personnel into the fletd nucteer genereting statione j
sleut teneous ly

)

; Alaska No teams deelgnetsj; can 1 red health plue Red Nestth hq. plus other
esseete requisite approximately 12 othere esencies at dispersed
personnet f rom verlous locations
Locettore

a

Artsons No teame doelensted; can 20 red health plus All at Red Meetth hq. plus =
put 15 groups of quellflod othere other egencies et dispersed
personnel into the field locat ione
sleutteneously

Arunees 4 teams, not including 16 red health . Itost et ked Noelth hq.;
generating station othere et estelitte of fice
personnet for nucteer per.eratirg

station

Cettfornia 2 teams for tausediate 4 red heetth plus- Widely distributed both -
deployment; 30 teams can approximately 30 othere geographiceLLy and
be esseeted overnight institutionsLLy

,

Colorado in procese of developtrg 10 red heetth plw Widely distributed both
FEMA " Radiological Response approximately 60 othere geographically and-
Teema (RAT) concept; 1 institutionsLLy

i health phyelcist frce state
agency Leeds local RAT'

J

Connecticut No teams designated; 3 red health ALL et Red Health hq.
rotating 24+ hour call
List; f or trenoportetton
incident, 1 or 2 30 out,'

supplemented as neededi

'
Delaware 1 doelensted team; can 6 red health plus other Alt at Red Neel'th hq.g.others

essemble more if necessary personnel in verlous state agencies>

District of 1 destensted team 3 Att one Location
Colutt e

Floride 30 deelyisted teses 20 red heetth Widely distributed at branch;

of fices and agreement :
comtles

Georgte All cognl ent persomel 2$ red heetth and Most et state capital; .
are on 24 hour cell; erwirorisontal health othere in each of 5
senior pereomet weer plus othere regione aromd state- i
beepers

|
1

Newell No teams; strategy le 6 red health plus othere Oletributed emotg the
under revleton latends

|

1

Idaho No teams; heavy rellence on 2 red health; plus othere Red Neelth hq. plus state '

00E/INEL; also deelyseted in state goverriment plus pollie et 6 districts
state police of ficers with 00E/INEL eromd state -
training
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Table!3 20: Training:(Questione 28 to 30)

' gusetien 28: 'euestien att euestten 30:
Number of freined Redletsgical Number of Tese Moebers -Location of Trained ;

teergency Response Toese Traired In Radiological Redletegical testgency
State Emergency Response . Response Teen Members

Procedures (ASRO or
Equivetont) ,

i

b Illinole to teams designated;- 31 red heelth plus othere Widely distributed both
roepense persomet have geogrephlce||y and
kite in vehlales, neerest insti tutionsLly
to oesne reopend, usually 1

1 hasset state pellee 'i

ef fleer and 2 red heelth
offielete

Indians 36 (#Wivlesets T red heetth plus othere .-Red Nestth hq. plus.other
etretoglostty Laceted Locetlens
erewel state

love 4 teams et '4 lesetime '4 red heelth ALL et Red Nestth hq.

Keness Per transportetten 14 red health Red Neelth hq pte 3 ares
Insident, use steeeet offices

.

pereeratet frem breneh -
of flees en sese by case
heels-

Kentusty 5 l#ellvleaste designated; S red heetth All et Red Neetth hq.'
for trecepertotten
Insidente, usuetty 2.
reopend

Leutslene. 5 doelensted teams plus '14' red heetth plus othere . Red Neelth hq.; othere et
etreteelseLly located enacteer generating station
Indivldwels i

Maine 2 tease 12 red heetth Alt et Red Neelth hq.

Nerytsid 1 teen 12 red heetth All et Red Nestth hq.

Nesseshusette 3 teens 10 red health Nest et Red Noetth hq plus
one other Location

Michtgen = 8 teams 17 red health At 3 locations

Minneests T teams 8 red health Alt et Red Neelth hq.

Miseleelppt 5 teams 11 red heetth seest at Red Noetth hq. plus
one other iocetion |

Misecurl 2 tesse 6 red heetth Noet et Red Neetth hq plus |
two other tacetlens j

IIentere 1 team 3 red heetth All at Red Neetth hq.

lesbegehe 6 teams 6 red heetth At t et Red Neet th hq.

Itevede Entire real health etsf f 6 red health tenet et Red Noetth hq. plus

| le sweliable; for two other tocetters
i' transportetten incident,
l un m ity 2 respond

| New Neupehlre 12 tease ~ 7 red heetth plus othere All at Red Meetth hq.

leev Jersey 12 red heetth teses phs 3 red health plus othere least et Red Neelth hq. plus
generic haamet teams other egency
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Tablo 3 20: Trcining (Qusstions 28 to 30)

,

Queet t en 28: Duestion 291. eusetten 30
Neber of freined Radlelogical numer of fem Nestiere Location of freined

Emergency Response Teens Trained in Radiological Redlotocical Emergency

State Emergency Resporse Response Teen Nembers ,

Procedures (RERO or,

Equivetent) ,

;

!'
New Next:0 Entire red heelth stof f is 5 roe heetth least et Red Neenth he. plus

4

> evellable; f or two other tocations
treneportet t on incidente,
usuelty 2 respond

,

New Tork No teams designoted; 25 red heetth Itoet et Red Noetth he. plus
numerous individuele are 4 other locatfors; NYC is
evellable from verlous selfacontained ,

egencies

North Caroline 3 teenn 16 red heett> plus othere Most et Red Noetth hq. plus
other Locations !

North Dakota 1 tem 4 red health plus othere Red Neelth hq. plus other '
. agencies
~ '

Chic 4 teens 6 red heetth All et Red Meet th hq.

oklahane 1 tem - 7 red heetth plus othere Alt et Red Neet th hq. plus
other egenClos

'

Oregon 1 tem 8 red heetth All at Red Nestth hq. s

Penruytvant e 6 team to red health noot et Red Nealth hq. plus
regional offices'

I Puerto Rico 1 team Unknown Individuets are distributed
aromd the istend'- )

Rhode Island 2 teema 4 red health All et Red Nealth hq.

South Caroline 5 designeted lessere plus 12 Outy officers All at Red Neelth hq.' I
'

technicei support as nseded

South Dakote No deelysted teams; 4 Disaster Services staf f ALL et Disaster Services hq. I
(roepend on case by case meeers .

1beste

Tennessee Numerous indivitale et 19 red heenth Most et Red hq. plus
severet locatione; for three other locations

,

treneportetton incidents,
usually 2 respond

foxse Numerous indivl& ete et 59 red heetth plus othere Widely alstributed both |'

severet locatione, geographically and
designated to cover institutionally >

12 hour shifts; for'

t transportetton incidents,
i usually 1 or 2 respond

Utah 2 teams 6 red heetth Att et Red Neelth hq. - o.'

Vermont 3 tessus 3 red heetth plus others . ALL st state capitali - ed

Ibet'at Red Health hq. plusVirginia 8 teams 8 red health !-
3:regionet offices

Weehington 6 teams Approximately 40 red heetth . Most at Red Noelth hq. plus
other locations
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Tablo 3 20: Trcining (Qu:stiens-28 to-30)

Guestion 38: tweetion att tweetten 30:
l- ouuber of freinsel Radletsgical eustier of fem Itsebore Loestlen of freined

leergency Response foam , freined in tedletegical' Radleteeleet leergency
.Stato Emergency toepense Response fece itembere

Procedures (R840 or,

| Equlwelet)

het Virginie 1 tem I red heetth Att et Red lieelth hq.

Wisconsin 7 temos et 7 Lacettens 13 red health At 7 leestlere

WoolN es team denlysted 1 red heetth- Red lieelth hg.

|

.

k

<

i

!

,

i

!

.i
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Eight statss reportsd thet thors is no erginized training concorning
rcdiccctivity for first en ths secno p:rsonnol, exc:pt for these fow local
jurisdictions that are within the emergency planning zone for a fixed nuclear !

facility. Five states reported that such training is provided entirely on the
initiative of local jurisdictions and is highly variable according to locale.
Six states reported that training with re6ard to hazardous materials in gener-
al is a basic component of the curriculum at the police and fire service acad-
emies. Ten states reported that their service academy curriculum includes a
section specifically devoted to radiation and transportation issues and that
qualified personnel from the radiation control agency are the lecturers for
these sections.

Twenty one states reported that training in this subject area is provided
in the context of civil preparedness for the management of emergencies in
general, without any detailed attention to the transport of radioactive cargo.
Two states reported that the level of training among first on the scene per-
sonnel is unknown.

The above enumeration provides an overview summary with regard to the
training that is presented to all first on the scene responders as an element
of basic, entry level job skills, Many jurisdictions reported other training
opportunities for local personnel that exceed this basic training. Eleven
states reported that they send some personnel , from local jurisdictions or
state employees on local assignment to national training programs, such as

-RERO. At least two of these states have a policy that one officer from each
state police regional post must have RERO training. Another state indicated
that sanitarians from public health districts receive some specialized train- .

ing. Two states reported that the state radiation control agency sponsors a
train the trainer program, where certain local officials receive special
training and then return to their jurisdictions to train other local-person-
nel. Two states reported that a regular program of workshops for civil de-
fense volunteers is ongoing, two states reported that training opportunities
are presented through community colleges or university extension services, and
one state reported that continuing education is a requirement for all local
public safety - personnel and that trainin6 sessions - in radiation issues are
presented on an occasional basis. Two states reported that fire department
personnel are the primary audience for training in radiation issues related to
transportation incidents. A few states mentioned that local jurisdictions

| along designated shipping routes had received training through the Waste Iso-
( lation Project ("WIP training"),

l
With regard to the question of who pays for the training, most statesi

; indicated that training in radiation and emergency response in general is un-
| derwritten in part by FEMA monies. In general, federal agencies underwrite

the cost for almost all access to national training (e.g., RERO) by local per-'

sonnel. With regard to state-conducted training beyond entry level training
at service academies, it appears that the states cover the cost of instruc-
tion, while the local jurisdictions bear the cost of sending their personnel. A

However, a few states did report that they had a program where state personnel |
loccasionally made presentations at local jurisdictions. Among states where

local personnel receive training because they are within an emergency planning
zone for a fixed nuclear facility, the cost of training is borne, in part, by q

the company that owns the facility, j
, e

|
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A few sectos exprossed confid:nco that first rospen:o personn$1 cro coa-
potent to properly evalunte whsther a radiction threat is present at tho sesna
of a transportation incident. However, most health physics professionals in
the radiation control agencies are of the opinion that the training of first-
on the scene personnel is insufficient to permit their, judgment to be relied
on as to whether a threat exists. Nearly t all respondents told stories of im-
properly calibrated instruments, mistaken readings, or detectors applied inap.
propriately by uninformed personnel. However, many ' states did indicate . that
for certain classes of personnel (e.g., state police officers) or for certain
jurisdictions (usually major cities), first responders could be relied upon to
accurately describe the incident in adequate detail and have had sufficient
training in appropriate: actions to permit remote management of minor inci-
dents.

Radiological Emergency Response Teams. With respect to the training of
emergency response teams, 'whether' formally designated as suchJ or otherwise,
all the states rely primarily on the academic background of_their health phys-
ics professional staff. All participation -in technical training . concerned
with incident assessment and~ radiation emergency management is predicated upon
suffic.'ently advanced primary training. A few states mentioned .the prior
military training of some of their personnel. In all but a few states, per-
sonnel wbo respond to the scene to make a formal- assessment of the incident
are employees of the state radiation control agency.

-t
Fifteen states indicated that' the academic training of - their health- '

physics professionals is the major source of training; that is, they do not
seek out or provide further training as a regular component of their radiation
emergency preparedness. Twenty six states reported that they regularly send
their emergency response radiation technicians to nationally organized train.
ing programs. Six states indicated that they have special training organized

j by the state for radiation emergency-response team members. Five states did
not provide information concerning training for radiation emergency response
personnel.

Varioua states offered elaborations concerning training opportunities for
their radiation emergency response technicians. Several states indicated that
the duties of radiation control agency personnel require that they keep
abreast of developments in the field and-that reading journals and attending
professional meetings are normal job tasks and comprise an important component
of training. A few states indicated that the necessity to serve as 1ecturers~

in training sessions provides the occasion to maintain currency of knowledge.
Three states reported that training opportunities are occasionally available
through the initiatives of regional associations. Nine states mentioned.that
electric utilities that operate nuclear generating stations provide training
opportunities. Most states stressed that the ongoing work of the radiation
control agency serves to keep their personnel well acquainted with the tech-
nologies and practices that predominate in the industry.

With respect to the funding of training for emergency response teams, all
the states indicated that, for training programs organized by federal agen-
cies, there was some form of' cost sharing whereby the state contributed only a
portion of the expense. The monies supplied by FEMA are the primary source.
Nine states reported that an electric utility makes a contribution toward
training expenses. The cost of other training opportunities is borne by the

,
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:

ccploying sg:ncy. Most sectos offer paid tics off. to ottend profossionni
meetings, but only a few extend the offer to include travel allowances. Such
allowances become more liberal with higher rank within the agency.

.

In general, the states have developed systems to provide training that
cre consistent with their historical experience and perceived need for spe-
cially trained personnel. Heavily industrialized states with many licensees
cnd well-developed radiation control programs are more active, in terms of
both sending their personnel to national training programs and providing in-
house training.,

Quescion 32: What training courses are act:nded by scate and local emergen-*

cy response personnel? Who conducts the craining?- Who funds che craining? ,

Firse on che Scene Responders. An enumeration of the courses attended by'

first-on the scene personnel is not possible. Most of the training supplied
to these personnel is very basic and is presented as part of their entry level
training. However, various states indicated that at least some of their
first on the scene personnel-do attend national training programs. Among the
courses named were " Radiological Emergency Response Operations" (RERO), "Emer-
gency Management Basics Workshop," " Emergency Management," and " Analysis of
Hazmat Emergencies." Other courses named included an eight hour radiological
monitor course, a forty hour emergency preparedness course, and training pro-
vided by electric utilities concerning fixed facility incidents and response.
Among other specific activities mentioned were drills and exercises, .either3

statewide, at the county level, or in association with fixed facilities.

Several states mentioned aspects of training . for first responders that
cre worthy of note, one state indicated that its approach is to focus on con.'

cepts, the logic-of the emergency response plan, and protocols for notifica-
tion. This approach was the result of a decision not to attempt to provide
technical training to first responders. Another state mentioned that whenever
radiation issues are discussed with non technical personnel, comparisons with
hazardous chemicals and other potential hazards are always included to help
allay " radiation paranoia."

j. Radiological Emergency Response Teams. Training for technical personnel
who already possess academic training in health physics is performed primarily
through nationally organized programs sponsored by federal agencies. Among
the agencies named as sponsoring training programs of interest were DOT, DOE,

,

NRC, and FEMA. Among the course titles named as being of interest were "Radi-
I ological Emergency Response Operations" (RERO), " Radiological Assessment,"

" Emergency Management," " Radiation Monitoring," " Radiological Officer," "Radi-
ological Monitor Instructor Course," " RAM Transportation Workshop," "Radiolog-
ical Defense" (RADEF), and " Radiography Techniques and Transportation Issues."
Training institutions mentioned included the Reynolds Electric facility at
Marcury, Nevada, and the Nevada Test Site; the FEMA facility at Emmitsburg,
Maryland; the Department of Transportation Safety Institute at Oklahoma city,
Oklahoma; the Oak Ridge Associated Universities; and the National Fire Train-
ing Academy. Other training opportunities for technical _ personnel are related,

'

primarily to job experience and on the-job training, including day to day fa.
ciliarity with the commerce in and regulation of radioactive materials, han-
dling instruments, participating in the planning process, exercising proto-

| cols, and participating in drills.

|

|

|
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Quosclon 33: How many scata and locci caergency rosponso personnoi Lon the
average are crained each calendar year?

First on che Scene Responders. With regard to the number of individual'
first responders who. receive training each year, the great variation 'in . the
level of traininh (discussed in the preceding- questions)-- was interpreted to j
include any: training that would enable a first on the scene respondent to ree-
ognize that a radiation threat might be present at the scene of;a transportae
tion' incident.

Four states reported that twenty or fewer first responders. received =
training annually. .In these - jurisdictions selected individuals - from local <
jurisdictions or stato personnel on local- assignment' are sont to national '

ttraining programs;.no first responders other than-the few selected for strate ~
;

gic assignment receive training. Nine; states reported that between twenty and '

one hundred first responders received some training; twenty two states _ report-
ed that over one hundred ' first responders ' received training. Three states. _|reported facts that' could not be meaningfully aggregated for inclusion with jthe other states' responses. These ; include ' the . observation that the annual

lnumber of trainees varies greatly with;the cycle of update or refresher train. '

ing programs and the practice where first responders from jurisdictions within i
the emergency planning zone for ' a fixed facility receive special training. 1I

Fourteen states reported that the number of first responders. receiving train-
4ing is unknown. j
iMany states ircluded the cautt'onary remark that while they could provide i

the number of persons who went chrough training programs , as a result of at- '

trition, this should not be interpreted or extrapolated to measure the number i

of people in the field who have such training.

Radiological Emergency Response Teams. With regard to-technical. person. |{nel who are expected to investigate the scene of a-transportation. incident-in-~

volving - radioactive materials and to make ani official determination as to
1

,

whether a radiation threat exists, training was~ interpreted to mean any oppor- ^
,

tunity that builds on their health physics education or that enhances their.
knowledge of appropriate emergency respense procedures. Such training almost- !

,

always refers to national training programs.
3

Six states reported that the question was not applicable to their!juris-
diction because the professier.al education and on the job experience of e their
health physics staff was sufficient to meet the perceived need for expertise.

- 3Seven states reported that five or fewer individuals are ' trained, eight states ,
reported that between five and twenty individuals are trained, and eleven
states reported that more than twenty are trained each year. Eight , states

.

reported that the number varies substantia 11y 'from year- to year depending on
their needs and the availability of openings in the training programs. Three-
states reported that special training for emergency response teams located ,

within the emergency planning zones of fixed fccilities is provided. Nine
states reported that the number of emergency-response personnel trained each
year is unknown.

Question 34: Do che craining courses train emergency response personnel in
the following aspects of emergency response to transportacion incidents in-
volving radioactive macerlais?

3 58

>



_-

..
.

Tcb10 3 21: Training (Quostions 31 to 33)

_

hostfare 31 and las tweetime Il and Me tuostlen 33:
Trainire for first en Scene freining for Radiotegical firsteen Scene (POS) and

State Peroomet Emrgency Response Redf elegic al leergency
Persennel toepense (htt) f reinete

&#vwelly

Atebene Seele treinleg et police tely priserity on POS: many
and fire economies; tod scedmic/ prof ees tenel hts: Not applicable

teetth tectures red training en entry.
settlene. Imrgency mget. Send truf tvithels to
Agency hee progree of nettenet training
upitete trainirg on generet progrees throuWi itIIA
civil proporspoos and and NRC, depenaling en
traditleneL civil deforse, who het been and course
incLWing field enorclees evollablLity.
et the teety level;
funding not reported.
Utilities provide speclat

f training for totellties

within EPt.

Ateeke 11 police and fire Not applicable; 1* men 708: $0
persarmet have been to office. Atte het applicable
atto; appres. 150 othere
have had name Lose
rlgereue training.
Emergency lyce, has en*
gelne progree of training
in civil preparedness,
w* itch includes tous red-
rotated discuselon.
Funding to by Pt#A pose <
thre @ montes.

Artsons fue courses presented by Rely primertly en P08: 8+hr.: 70
state f or lecel personrel, academic /profeestenal A0 hr.: mary
8 hr. red monitor and training en entry; eend Atte set applicable
A0 hr. amarg. prop, truf t vlakets to not t enel
Puruled by itIIA pese* trainity through Pleth and
through, tese teaC es appreptlate. Federet
appertunttles at casesmity agencise proviele courses,
colleges. easetimes cover fractlen of

travet. Occealenet OJT
egoortelties.

Arkenese Seels trahing et police Rely primarily on POS: Not reported (Notes
and fire acadeeles; Red academic /profeselenet appron. 800 trainees
Centrol Div. tectures red treintre en entry. et EPZ Locallties,

.

sectione. Also, workehops Attended sta0 as meetly volunteer
for local volunteere. espr opria t e, firteen)
Funded by F8144 pees' Rett (160t reported)
th ringh . Speclet treintre
for Localities within EPt.

Collf ornia teersoney tvce. hee Coelysted tese eeuere 708: 20 25
outreach program for trained by Red peetth e*id atti 20 teses -
Localities; ponere! Environ, taget. Such
hr m dr. red section, training le port of
Sees training for egency's sendete, no
tooetitles within EPZ esperate cost accounting.
through utilities.
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Tcble 3 21: Trotning (Qu2stions 31 to 33)

06sset tens 31 and Its S wettens 31 sul Sti euret ten llf reintre for first et Scene frein.'g for Radielegical Firet en Scene (P05) erdState Persemot teerW ricy tempente badlelegicot Imergency
Pet %emel Reagente (R$8) freirees

Annuel(y

Ceterede State Pwbtle Safety State pertemet have accese POS: Cemet enumerate
f retning Acadeer to full rargo of nottenel REta Cemet enaereteworking to faster tref nity progreso eral eens
pereret heemet trefnirg througit etete
capability. Lacete suet agencies,
cover coet; smell
coemunt tles how prebtses.
Sees trefning thraupi
Dienster Svce. Agenry vie
itetA pose through mentes.

Connecticut Gereret esorgency reopense in house, in service POS: 200 300
training threagh Of fice of treintre oral dritte, meetly RER: As evellebte
Civil Properesese; Red erlented tomord fleed.
Centto1 and Itwiren. fecI(lty, hat eene le
health lecture red treneferable to
eettiene. Some tecellties transportetlen irsidente.
have their own training Also, same training througit
programe. how Engletal Caspect.

Deleuere etete ftre ocedemy tely en academic / 908: 30 30provides heaest serocal prof eesteret seaset ten ABS: l'10training. Div. of en entry; ettend state
Imergency Plan. eral Ope, courses es in servlee;provides in service else retienet training
training covering red progrees.
roepense.

Olettlet of fire dept. in house National training prograce Pot toCeluable training, es appropelote. Ree 0 (for 5 years)
Florida Service acadeales present tely en acadeelc/ 908: $0

heemet asetten; occeolonel prof eseleret training en Rett 30special sessions. entry; Rt90, with 7010A
centribution; and in houes,
egentered by state.
"Generetty metL infereed as
a result of profeselenet
estl es."

Georgte fella red mentter bety hoevtly en P0tt 100curricula presented prof essieret training and RER: I atto stete each yearLetetty, funded by tece| ervs esperience; Inf erent
jurledictlen. A t ee, in house 44mente andflead f acility training refresher; dnd RERO, withand drille, partially FtstA manies. Atee
treneferabte te participate in fleed-
transportetles incidente, f acility esercises.
Some locate go to REe0.

Ilowell Civil defwee red eenitor Academic and profeestenal P03 (leet reported)
trainire thrmish state trainirg; fed, econey Rett "est etten"Civil Otfwee Agency. . trainire opportunttles.
A few tacete have been to
RERO.
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Table 3 21: Training (Questions 31 to 33) |

4

-

i
; euestlers 31 and Sta tweettens 31 arel 32: ausstlen 3h !

',f ref nire for first'en Scene freinleg for Radielegical f irst * en Sc ene ( 708) and
; Persomet teorgerey Response Redletegicot Emergency

Persemet tempense LRER) freinese jState;
'

I AmueL Ly

l

i

| ldehe Do not feeus en cmJntIse Prof esef erei enacet ten PCs 0
or spilcipolltlee; eene eral blac. htt 1 er 2 plue WIP

trefningtraining for heenth
district ettf f. leen
state petite go to MR0.

i

i Some Localities have had
I WIP training,

i

lilinolo State f tre Institute State Potlee onesset POS: Urineun
offers heaest Of ficer Course,* pold W RER: Apprealmetely 100 [
trenoportetten incident state; M ao, pold by Pena; ,

i
training; most tecet U.s. 001 trarsportetten

|
funded by Ffith grante. Univ. aseelth Phyelse in

,jperoamel etteral, partletty safety Institute; cak alepe
i

I

teersency Svce. Agency Radletten Accidente,'
provideo reglenet civti portially twideal W U.S.
deforse red sentter DW; U.S. Cella ateele meetth
course, pold by FIIIA. Phyelce," partletty fwided |
Dept. of IlucLeer Befety by OlnA; and U.S. DE "RAll

|

j gives classes for power freneportetten Workshep "
Plant osurgencies; state portially fwided by DS. '.

retsharaos tecol costs.
|

Itent locet personnel have
j ettended GERO, peld by

FittA.'

Indiens Neanst section in police Profeestenal oescotten, POS (stot reported)
acedest curriculum, neceelenetty send to RERO. RER: het applicable

I
f lowe Service ocedemy boele Red iteetth rolles en PO8t 100

training. Disaster Svce. ecedemic trefning of Rett Il ,

i
and Red Westth send pereenrol en entry, ette
inetructore to toceL Nec courses and RBee. ;

jurledictlene to give Other state agenstee use
clvlt defense training; FIIIA coursee, with >

*

correrned to aske it easy assistance free utilltfee.,

for Lacete to attend. ;'

I

Kensee Red itselth and leergency in house training; fleed. P08: tieny
Properoe mas Agencies feellity trefning by Ate 16

j present course covering ut'4ttles; A800.
;red emergencies for '

pellee, fire, ONT, rearece;
state has continuing
education regJirement for
such peroemet. Red ,

'

training to en a 3 year '
cycle; peld by localities

.

Kentucky teste treintre et service afske advantage of any POS 130
acadeeles; occealenet trainire opportunttles Att 22 reglenet toergency

i

special tepic eseelene, that are appropelete for - Services percomet'

includire red. Oriented perservel idio streedt have
teuerd Disaster oral entersive formet educetten
teorgency Svce. pereennel in hoolth phyelse,", DR, andIn reglenet of flees idie includtrg FIIIA, IRC ,

are "seceral tire" first Ook Ales Univ., eL L partleLLy
reopenders. State underwritten by federet 1

|
provideo course, hose esencies.
egency covers travel cost. -!

\
4
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| Table 3 21: Training (Questions 31 to 33)

hostlene 31 and 32: guestiene 31 and 32: tuostlen 33:
frefning for first m Scene fretnlog for Radiotegical F irot e en Scene (POS) ed

State Persemel teorgency Response nedlotegicet Emergency
Peroemel toepense (htt) freinoes

Annually

Leutetene speclet trainire provided 'n hwee, in service POS: 6
for tecelltles within EPI, tref nire, peld by state; RER: 12 15

3with Plath contributten. F9tA trefnirg, Mac, '

toch state petite post hee portletty pold by fed. jred of fleer de provides econclass and power plante '

some in service treinleg provide olquertmity to !

for his troop, he regul dri t 1. |tr.ining fer these suisi.ar
i

i
|IPt. '

naine , tan ce,es., et.te M00 a Plan es ,ses, ,0s, !
,arranges, Ftlen peys. state errences, Pl#A pays. Atti !
]

8terytmd Pittn courese. FBIA courses. POI: 3 i

; MA: 3 !
1

Meseechveette f or lacetitles within EPI, FIBIA and 8500; in hmes P08: Iseny in EPte, few I'eatenelve training through OJT and ocelnere, eral stIde statewide
State Civil Defonte; em video shows. RER: Continuous and enatreitere go to local polng
cosenmities, cet covered
by CivlL Defenee. Per
those outelde IPI, Little
training.

! Nichtgen State argent ees train. In house trainirg, use POS: 250
; the treiner progren, . sees fed. treintrg. MR 16 20

partially underwritten by Feded by state, with
( F8144. Lacets get their contributlers fram
| trefning from state- utilittee.

_

trained persamel.

Minnesets Trefning pravided thre$ 8800. Pos: 300
Div. of Baergency Agat Orgoing
8tenagemmt.

Miset telppi State treinere se to local in house training, fed. Post seeny
jurledictlene w trainire progreen. Rett 11
regaaet; f e dirg
contributed by Pittn,
state, md utility
esessemente.

Missour t (met reported) Federet egency offerings. POS: (met reported)
Atti (leet reported)

feentene Oleaeter Emergency REtc . POS Iteny
Services cordicts 3 day Age I
heemet treintrg, includtry
seen red.

I
tiebrooke Verles greatly with in house training; state POS: : (het reported) !

locality, civil defense training; and R80: 6
!FEMA, R800, and U.S. 007. '

| Nevade Olv. of Georgency On the job training; A840, Pos 30
IIenagement provides 1* funded by DM .

~

Bits 0
and 2 der courses for
police arid fire, partially
funded by 7 tith.
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' Table 3 21: Training,(Questions 31 to 33)
.

t

I euentlene 31 enel 32: tweettens 31 and Sti euset ten 33:
freining for Firetaan Stene freining for Radlelegical first en tems (POS) and:

i

j State Persermal leergency tempense 4edfelegiset feeegency
Persermel Response (Rit) freinese

Artwen tyi

:

!
how Hampshire Reguler treintrg program In house trainirg; Plith, POS: Many

; presented by Office of Net, IPA, eral 007. Atti 12
s

| teorgency nonsgement, 3
. funded by etete, foereti

i esencies, and utttitles.

! Isew Jersey Of flee of toersency begular in house trefning POS: (het reported)
Itenogement treine pellee esselere and OJf; Rit0. asas (Wet reported)

and fire.

New Mealco 6eneret training et 78M4, IstC, and 05; else. Pot Many

i service esadeeleel Ceference of Radletten atte Intermittet, sei

training needs currently Centrol Progres Director 6 evel(able
meer study. reglenet training teplc

i sees lare.
'
,

New York less co etles have sun (het reported) POS: (100t reported) .

program. less use P8mA MA: (lest reported)

training; coursos provided,
hoes egenry pays travel
cost..

herth Caroline litpuey petrol heele sta0,-N C, ook Ridge, and Pot Itany

tr aining. Div of FtmA. RBtt 12
;

|
teorgency management

i prwides lacet en ette red
sentter trelnire. PIRA

j. red instructor trefning,
i

! porth Dekete state Fire merehet atto, u.s. DOT haamet Pos Itany

provides 3 dey acessense workshop, and tec courses, ate: 12 1$
>j to mesmet inclelentea

course for Lesel police
end fire. Div of

| toergency Iteragement
provides red monitor and
red response courses.r

Chio si.e. eire .r e.i, in houe. and fone.L Posi v ,ies .iih c seis
teergency Itenessment treintry progress. ABRt (het reported)

i

Agency, eral State Dept. of
Neelth prowlds training
for Lacele upon reSseet.

Ottehens 2* hour sectim in cadet Remo, IstC, Conference of POS: (leet reported)
training. Godletten Centrol Progree RER: Verles

Directore, eral OJf.

Oregon One week course et state tems course es for locale. F08: S0 60
univoretty, cordscted by RER: 10 20

1
' State Fire Marehot and

uselth Div., f e ded by
filet and state.'

Pontsylvente (Not reported) Rit0, PRItA, U.t. DOT, Ook POS: (leet reported)
Ridge, and 1stC. AER: 3

i

I

4
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Table 3 21: Training (Questions 31 to 33)

puestiere 31 and 32: eusettens 31 and 32: ausetten 33:
freinirs for first en Scots freintre for Radlelseirel First en Seme (706) and

State Persomel teergency Reepense Radlelogical Emergency
Pernemel Responte (RER) freinese

Annually

_.

Puerto Rico Courses provided by teme se for local POS: (hot reported)>

l ;Training and pers emet . RER: 300
Redlological Progrese ed

: State Civil Defense Agency,
'

f ,W by feelsrel
govertwent.

Rhode la tend Provided throu$ etete Netlenel treintrg progress. POS: 14eny'
Emergency Management RER: 40
Agency.

South Caroline Provided by state ook Ridge, RERO. F08: (not reported)
toergency Properedhese ptR: 30 (flaed facility
Olv., e@ ported by FINA; only, ret specific
some locate 30 to RERO. to transportet(on)

South Dakote State Civil Defense and Netlanel tref ning progress. POS: Nany '
Fire Academy courses; Pisin htts 20 30
courses.

tonnesteo stete teorgency New hlre health phyolclete POS: Nany
honegement Agency provideo get seen se locate; eleo RER: 27
three Levels of treintry, ook Rige, PINA, and AERO.
Includes red mentter,

i suggerted by TWA eral Olv.
( of Red health.

Tease Full targe of retterol FINA, htRO, D04, and 00f t POS: Nany
| training prograus by in house trefning: Drille RER: Itey'

federet egencies, stony eruf enercleos consbacted by
programs through state state teorgency Response
ogencies; speclet Progree, funellrg thregh ;'

trefning themagh Tease utility cetriteJtlere and
A&ol Enginserirg Iatonelen ileerse fees.
Service. Furuled by
cost sharing with opentor
erwn/or rotsemareement by
hose jurlediction.

Utah All peace offleere in house trefning and Pott 75
receive standerd training OJf; NRC, REa0, and PENA. RER: 0 (teses streedyin redest transportetten treined)
leeues.

Vernant NRC, FEIth, eruf 00T. IIRC, FINA, and DOT. POS: (Not reported)
RER: (tot reported)

Virginia Dept. of Baergency On the job training; adR0 Post May
Services censbacte eral erut other courses. BER: Ifurves 1 day course eruf
refresher courses por
Fisen red annitor
curriculum,

Washington (Not reported) (hot reported) P004 (alot reported)
RER: (itet reported)

West Virginia (Wot reported) (Not reported) POS: (llot reported)
RER: (100t reported)
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Tchle 3 21: Training (Qu:stisna 31 to 33)
!

ausetlens 31 and 32: tweettens 31 and 32: tuostlen 33:
f reinity for first en Scene tref ning far Redlotegical Firtt'en Scene (P06) and

State Peroo m en leersonry Response tedietegtcet leergoney
Pereennel Response (htt) f relness

. Artwet Ly
i

-

Wisconsin state has own training Artwel state trainitt for P0li Ilany

Progree for first tese esebers, ett 35
roependers and heetth
service provielere steng
spent f wei rautes.

Wrostre 8 tete leersonry het applicable. P08: (met reported) |
Ilonagement Agency provides Atts het opptltable
civit defense training.
Seergency medleet
technletare have esas red
training for eertificetten.

4

i

,

d

1

.,

d
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Most states offered tho observotion that they do not have access to
training that is specific to transportation incidents involving radioactive
materials. However, most states consider the training available concerning
radiation emergencies in general to be transferable to transportation inci.

i dents.

Radiation Hazards That Hight Be Encountered. With respect to the radia
tion hazards that might be encountered, forty six states reported that the
training does cover these issues. One state said it does not, and two states
reported that the contents of training in this regard were unknown. Three
other states reported that their training was limited in scope (e.g. , fixed.
facility training only) and were unsure as to whether their personnel were
thoroughly trained in terms of the variety of hazards that might be encoun.
tered.

Surveys _of Incident Scenes. With respect to surveys of incident scenes,
forty three states indicated that training does cover this issue, three states,

said it does not, and two states reported that they did not know whether
training covered survey techniques. Four states indicated that their person.
nel had some knowledge of survey techniques, but were unsure as to whether all
their personnel were prepared to undertake surveys at the scene of a transpor.tation incident.

Protection Against Nazards. With respect to protection against hazards,
forty six states reported that , training does cover these issues, two said it
does not, and two reported that they did not know whether training addresses
protection. Two states reported that they are unsure as to whether their

{personnel are adequately trained for transportation incidents with regard to >

protection.

Federal and State Regulations. With respect to federal and state regula.
tions governing radioactive materials, thirty.one states reported that train.
ing does cover these issues, six said it does not, and three reported that
they did not know whether regulations are covered. Twelve states reported ;

that some aspects of regulation are covered, but they were unsure as to wheth.their personnel areer thoroughly trained with respect to the regulations
l

,

governing the transport of radioactive materials. Several states remarked I

that training in state regulations is covered, but training in federal regula. |tions is not.
"

Question 33: What hasards, other than the radioactive hasard, are covered inche training courses: {
'

With respect to hazards other than radiation for which their emergency.
response technical personnel receive training, the states named many specificand general topics. Two states indicated that their radiation emergency.
response personnel are very thoroughly trained in all aspects of expectedhazards in transportation incidents. Fourteen states indicated that their
radiological emergency. response teams receive training in radiation only;otber topics are not covered. This was the most frequent response. Three
states reported that their personnel had some training as to hazards other
than radiation. Ten states mentioned general hazmat training, eight states
mentioned flammable and/or explosive materials, five states mentioned chemical

I

hazards, and four states mentioned general disaster training. Other specific l

3 66
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topics named include war, natural disasters, biolegicci h:zerds, decentcains-
tion procedures, materials identification, the handling of victims with con-
taminated wounds, and training in protocols and procedures as indicated in the
state plan.

How often are practice exercises conducted to test the effec-Question 36:
tiveness and operation of the State Radiological Emergency Response Plan for
responding to transportation incidents involving radioactive materialst Do

the exercises focus on radioactive. material incidents or are they part of a
general hazardous. material test? When was the last exercise carried out?

Frequency of Exercises. Regarding the frequency of practice exercises to
test the state plan, any exercises or drills that could be construed to in.

tallied.volve radiation emergency response procedures in any connection were
Fif teen states indicated that they have never had any exercise or drill; a few
ef these reported that they were planning to undertake an exercise in the near
future or to start a program of regular exercises. Fourteen states reported
that they have had exercises, but only rarely or occasionally and not as part
of regular program. Four states indicated that they have a schedule under
which they exercise their plan, but that exercises are less than annual in
frequency. Six states reported that they have practice exercises at least
cnce each year, and ten states reported that exercises are performed more than
ence each year.

Among states with a regular schedule of exercises, five reported that
thes* cce in relation to fixed facilities only. Six states indicated that
thei: exercises are limited in some other respect; that is, they do not have
oxercises solely for transportation incidents involving radioactive materials.
One state reported that they work with military authorities during exercises,

1

concerned with nuclear weapons incidents. Eighteen states indicated that
transportation issues are a component of their exercises. Fiva states indi-
cated that exercises are carried out at the local level only and that state.
wide exercises are not conducted, while twenty.tnree states reported that they
do conduct exercises statewide.

Specific vs. General Exercise. Sixteen states reported that they do not
have exercises or that they rely on actual incidents to exercise their plan.
Fourteen states reported that they have exercises that are exclusively focused
on radiation transportation incidents, twelve states reported that exercises
are general in nature and include radiation issues, and two states reported
that they have hazmat exercises that do not include radiation issues. Two

states reported that they have fixed facility exercises only. Information on
this issue was not reported for six states.

Most Recent Exercise. Fif teen states reported that they have never had
an exercise. Fourteen states reported that exercises are occasional and that
there had been no exercise more recently than three years ago. Four states

reported that they had an exercise more recently than three years but longer
than one year ago. Sixteen states reported that they had an exercise within
the previous year. Several states reported that local, small scale exercises
are frequent; one state claimed that in almost every calender month there was
an exercise that included a hazardous materials transportation incident, often
staged as a radiation hazard, somewhere in the state.

|

|
|
|
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j T dle 3 22: Trcining (Questione 34 to 36) !
i

|

guestlen 34 lhaestion 354 Supe tim 364I tedest teergency Other Noterde Covered Practice taerclees to test |State keepense leeuse Covered in training Coursos Redlotegical teorgency
i

'

in treining Courses geopense Pten
,

Atabene mein focus of training Naserglaus chemicale end he etste wide dellle forle te escure scene m d eccleont/dlees ter several years; comty levetnotify preparemees in poneral flotd esercleos are
con &#cted fressently
throu$ the leergency hent.
Agency, as pert ef ponerIc :
civit prepareesees. Seme
enerclece in the poet have
had en emplicit refletten
emergency focus.

Alteke (No comment) Neamet general and there has never been a
naturel disastore drill facuted en

transportetten incidente
Irwolving red meterlete;
there was e statewide*

j ehercise of the Beergency
operations Plan, with strong

i

Civil Deforse cesponent, 2
yeare see.

Artsene laphaels le en Teale m eelcels, goveral esercleos concernedrecortitlen biological; command and with hesmet emergencies
centrol tre contacted each year { e

|
redletten specific dritt wee

1 censkatted several years ago.
Arkantes (No teament) (Not reported) 100 statewide dritte for !

transportetten emergentles,
but f elrly of ten for flaed-
feellity. Local
jurledictlene reeJf red to
esercleo et leset every 3
years; Div. of Red Centrol
works to develop
trenoportation scenerlo f or

,

sene Lacet Wille and sends!
l eboervers.

Cellfernte State regutettene All heterde leswo never had e drillcovered, not federst
focused en red
transportetten emergency.

Colorado Focus is en concepts eral Intent is to have broadly to deltte for redtopic of rotification md inforand peroomet tao transpottetten emergency,roepense; do not toech know how to activate but esercles fremanntlytechnique technicet autheeltles for flaed feel |Ity. Also
enercise f ressently for
generic haamst; reflects
generellet approach to
ptenning and training.

Connecticut Intent le to determine Naamet, emergencies in Flmed facility drille areneed for protectlen of generet routine; eccealenelly, e red *

peroemet transport coepenent le
included in such ellle.
14est recent, Oct.1987
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Tcble 3 22: Trcining (Qo stiens 34 to 36)

i
>

Oueetlen Ms thJeetten 35t Duestion 36:

I Redmet Emergency Other Noterde Covered Practice Esercleos to feet ,'

.
State keepense issuse Covered in freining Coursee Radiological fuergency f

hosponse Plan
! In f refning Coursos

!, ,

,

Delewere (ho comment)
Mesmet in generet; Ongottg pt: gram of
chlorine see, pyrophoric futL*scote, statewide

E

metale esercises in which the
specific transportetten

i
j heterde covered rotete
' yeer by yeer; also,

emetter scote dellts IeJerterly. Fixed f acilityi

| emerelose enrue|Ly,
>

) District of (No comment)
Chemical epitle, tonic see Anruel esercises for heemet,!

end smoke, flammables, with tople roteted; red le
f Coluele emplosives covered every 3 years. ,

i

Florlds (No comment) Red treintre le red Of fice of Red Centrol ,

'

ispecific; other topics in esercises twice each year,
I

other trelntrg
'

4
Georgio Trefn for logic of Speclet f ocus en pereenel Flasd*f acility esercises

reopense, not techni p e protection and euerenese cordJcted felfly of ten. Few
that many chemicele are esercises that are specific

'

auch worse then redletion to red transport; most
j recent, 1982.

-

novell (No comment) (het reported) Never esercised for red
.

<

transportetten; do
participate with military on,

i nucteer weapone incident
i

emercises.
1

Idaho RERO and WIP only f or Neamet training to $ tete does not conduct
red separate esercleos for red

transportetten; DOE has
program of enercises, but.

state Irwolvement le miniset.
4

4

lilinole Verlaus cleeses of Never escues that Neve cordicted esercleos for
pereennet have different redletion le the only transportetten emergencies;
tevole of training heterd; be euere of other smet recent,1986. Live

hetmet and other dergere roeporse feirly cessment do
et incident scene not need practice.

Indiene includes placardirg and Haamet generet No enorcleos in recent poet;
how to read cargo plaming new for a program

| . of schedated esercises.ment fest

Iowe Red training to red Coupere red to chemical . Flaed facility esercleos
specific, other heterde heterde to alley fear only, but are plaming f or

.

In other cources of redletion program of off tite,

exercises.
2

Konees verles by audience Red training in red Red specific esercises,
specific, other hemorde appromisstely 1 overy 3
covered in other training yeece, depending on

resources.

Kentucky Plecord recoysition; Naamat genere| Nesset transportetton

time diatence shleid esercleos periodically;
emot recent, Aprit,1908tried esphaelsed

,

5
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Tcble 3 22: Training (Questiens 34 to 36)

twentien Mi hestion 35: tweetten Meteamet teorgency Other Weserde Covered Practlee taercleos to teststate toneense leews Covered in training Coursos medletagicet t argencyin 1 reining Courees
-_

toeperse Plen

_-

toutelone Detalte not known, but tatenelve discwelen of mover emercised forthersuch ett momer of heeerde transportetten incident,
but Writt frowently
with nutteer power.

Meine the comment) Fire heterde et red have not had full seate
Incidente enerc ises. Noepitele and

state cooperate en esercleos
concerned with handling red

,

senteelnetten victime from '

transport incidente; amet
recent, Aug.,1987

meryterd (se comment) Red trefning le red bevor esercised for redspecific, other heterde transportetten incident.
not covered

meseechusette for these in IP2 enty ben red le completely mover enorcise for red
i

esperate transportetten; de have
fleed feelLity esercises.
tese ekttle are
trone forebte.

Nichtgen Oriented toward flaed- Some chemical heterde Pro pent flaed facilityf acility, treneportetten
not specifically addreeted esercises; meet recent red

troisportetlen esercles,
1900

Minneeste (No comment) Some hesmet general tem form of esercise er
dritt 10 times per year.

Miselselppi (No comment) pad training le red fined facility esercises 2spec IfIc tlose each year; never
esercise f or transportetlen
incidente.

Misseurt (We comment) had trotning le red be program of emerslees,spee lfic

8tentare the comment) Alt haamat Generet disaster
prSere@iesee

liebreake the comment) (Not reported) State perticipette in
omeccleos 2 er 3 times oech
year.-

8tevede (We cement) had training le red geset recent esercles,1982.
specific 1

t

New Mempshire (no comment) f actice, commend and taercleos have been icentret; amoreency cerubcted enmelly eince
medical; decantamination; 1906,
fined feclLity

Itew Jereer how training program (het reported) he ocercleos because livebeing deelped, will
cover these leeuse incident emperience is

feltty commen.
Itow Nealce (No comment) ALL heterde; correelves, Meet recent exercise weeneuretogIc agenta 1987, covertre chemicet and

red heterde.
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Tcblo 3 22: Training (Qu3stions 34 Co 36)
,

tweetten 34: euestlen 35: tuostlen 36:
Redmet forpency Other pateres Covered Practice taercises to f oot

! State Respese losuse Covered in fretning Cearsee Radiological torpency
in f retning Coursee Response Plan

1

!
J

how York (No comment) Maamet perwret, weepene taercises are carabeted on
fellevt a 5 year schesble; east

recent use 1937.
!

morth Caroline (No comment) taperate courses for other No stetowlde,
haamat transportetton specific

esercises; local
juriedietIone de cerHbct
esercises. Fixed foclLity
esercltes are terubcted.

*
,

] horth Dakota Depth of training vertes General haseet and how to ho pl mned esercises;h

et dif ferent courses identify chemicale rmmerous Live incidente
used for treintrg.

'

!

| Chlo Toples and depth of Depende on audience None

discuselon very greatly
4

Okteheen specific topics covered full range of ett hasset; De not esercise of ten
es esprepriate for sophaelse incidente; 1964 because of frequent live4

j different cLesses of prot ection incident reopenses.
;
' pereennet, through

OJT

i
'

Oresen (No comment) trief descriptlun of other Tretning enorcleos are
hasards conducted tulee each year.

;

Pennsylvente (No comment) Fire and emploslen; heet Do not esercise for
enhowtlon; tonice trenoportetten incidental

do participate in flaed-
I feellity esercises.

Puerto RIco (No comment) Centemineted wounds, care Imercises performed en
of victies amuel schesble et

amicipalities.
!

! thode letand (No comment) ALL types of chestcels taercites severtrg haamet
in poteret, including red,
are conshcted once each
year.'

l

| South Caroline fed courses cover ett (Not reported) Wo ptemed esercleos for red
espectal no in house transportetten,
training for
transportetten leeues

South Dakote (No caement) passet generet taercise f or haamat
in generel; most recent,
1987.

Tenteesee (No caement) Red training to red Esercise on a 6 year
specific schedule.

Tones Courses very greatly in "Other hogerds" are Local jurledictlene
content and scope; ctwered in many courses esercise et least
staple resporse would be enrueLLy. State has rever
misleading emercised for red

trenoportetten, tiut is
plaming f or en esercles.
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Tcble 3 22: Training (Questicns 34 to 36)
,

O wetten 34: tAention 3$1 emetten Mtkeesst tuergency Other Noterde Covered Practice taercises to Testitste keepense lesws Covered in freining Courses Radiological teorgencyin freining Coursee keepense Plen

Utah Verleas coursos cover et| Police besic covers hegamt taercise f regeentty,tepice generel; ether courses are includity fesus en red
red specific transporte t ten.

Verment (No cosment) fransportetten heterde in teldom emerstee for redgeneret trenoportetten; usually
done in cormattien with
heemst generet. Nee t
recent,1983.

Virelnle (No cessent) Nimed hetards taercleos for red
trmeportation are

Infressent; seet recent,
1997 Flsed facility
esercleos 4 times seeh year.

Weehirgten (No comment) (Not reported) (Not reported)
!

,

West Virginie (No esament) (Not reported) (Not reported)
Wisconsin (No semeent) ned training to red Occealenet eserclose; seet

specific recent,19M.
Wyomtrg (No comment) (Not reported) sporselc; not se M lad. '

>

I

i

I
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3.9 Transoortation

; Question 37: In the case of a land vehicle related transportation incident
involving radioactive materials, how long on the average vill it take radio-'

logical emergency response teams and support crews to reach from their usual
location the most remote site where an incident could likely occur!

Seven states reported that they can get qualified radiation technicians
to the scene of a transportation incident involving radioactive materials in
less than one hour, eighteen states reported between one and three hours,
seventeen states reported between three and five hours, and six states
reported that it would take more than five hours. Three states reported that

the amount of time was highly variable, and no response was provided for one
state.

All the states except a very few indicated that they rely on land veht.
cles, usually cars or vans, for transportation of their emergency response
teams. These states did indicate, however, that in the case of a serious or
protracted incident, they can gain access to virtually any mode of transport.

3.10 Incident Assesaggng

question 38: The first*on.the scene respondents (i.e., policemen, firemen,
and road. maintenance personnel) at a transportation incident involving radio.
active materials are expected,co take certain protective actions. Is there a

standard operating procedure or action sequence such personnel are expected to
observet Please discuss.

All the states have the expectation that first responders will perform
certain actions if it is suspected that there may be a possible radiation
threat at the scene of a transportation incident. In most states, the scope

of appropriate action for first responders is limited to basic police, fire,
and emergency medical functions and notification of the cognizant technical
authorities.

Sixteen states reported that they have produced and distributed a stand-
ard operating procedures document that first responders are expected to con-
sult when they encounter a suspected radiation threat at a transportation in-
cident. This may be a pocket guide, a pamphlet, a handbook, or the relevant
sections of the state or local plan. Five states reported that they rely on
national publications supplied by DOT or FEMA to give guidance to thof first

responders as to appropriate actions. Twenty eight states indicated that
standard operating procedures are covered in basic hazmat or raduat training
and that there are no published guidelines distributed. Three states are un.
reported.

Various states offered elaborations on the specific actions expected to
i

be performed by first on the scene personnel. Beyond the basic public safety
functions of scene security, crowd control, emergency medical actions, and
fire control, if necessary, some states expect further action directed to the
radiation component of the incident. These include personal protective ac-
tions by public safety personnel, the establishment of a scene perimeter and
controlled access, the inspection of' shipping papers, the detention of in-
volved parties, and the initiation of measures to control cross contamination.
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Tcble 3 23: Transportation (Question 37)

|
4 .-

u stlen 378 h etten 3F:
State tempense flee (Nours) State Seepense fles (Neurs)

to meet Remote $lte* to Meet tempte $lte* |

l
i

Alabase 5 mentone 12

Aleoke 10 Webeaska (hot rsported)

Artsons 3 hovede 3

Arkmese $ how Neupshlte 2

California 2 Wow Jereer ?
'

Colvede 2 new nealco 6
,

Connecticut 2 New York 4
:

DeIavere i herth Caretine 6
tOlettlet of Coluele 0 horth Dakote $

Floride 2 Ohio 4

Georgle 4 Oklahone 7 1

Newell 4 Oreten - 2
;

idsho 3 Pomeylvente 3

lilinois 1 Puerto Rite (Not reported)
Indlera 1 Rhode Island 0

lowa 2 South Caroline 3

Kenese 6 South Dekote 4 |
Kentucky & Tennessee i
Loulelene 1 Teaas 3

Meine 2 Utah 3

Maryland ') Vermont 3

meseechusetts 2 Virginia 3

Nichtgen & Washington 5

Minnesota 2 West Virginia 4

Mlselselppl 4 Wieceneln 3

Misseurl 4 Wpaing 9
,

* e Neurs rounded to nearest Wie hour

i

!
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,

Some states also indicated that first en*the.secne perssnnel may b3 re.
i

i, quired to take additional actions af ter notification and telephone or radio
consultation with technical personnel. For example, if the radiation control |

a radiation threat may be present after hearing a de. |
agency concludes that
scription of the scene circumstances from the responding officer, a roadblock |

cnd detour or a substantially expanded safety perimeter may be ordered.,

|
i Since po11cemen, firemen, and road maintenance personnel are thequestion 39: a transports * ton incident in.,

1 most likely first on.the. scene respondents at ,

volving radioactive materials, what percent of each of these groups has re- \
?

ceived at least minimal training in handling radiological emergencies?

While many states were able to offer percentage estimates of the extent
iof training among the several classes of potential first.on the scene respond. '

onts, many others were able to offer only informed, subjective impressions.
The responses were collapsed into ordinal categories as follows:

956 1006"All" or "most"' -

674 954"Many" -

33% . 674"Some" -

56 - 334"Tew" -

14 56
.

"Very few" '-

0"None" -
t

For a few states, reporting for some of the categories of personnel was
judged to be "not applicable." These were combined with " unknown" for report-
ing purposes. For example, three of the jurisdictions surveyed do not have a
state police force. Several states reported that training for local police is
highly variable and to offer a statewide summary would be misleading.i

i

State Police. Seventeen states reported that all or most of their state
police officers have at least minimal training in the recognition and handling
of transportation incidents involving radioactive materials. Ten states re.

ported that many of their state police officers have such trainin6 three
states reported some, seven states reported few, and three states reported
very few. In twelve states the question was inapplicable or the answer was
not known.

Local Police. Six states reported that all or most of their local police
have at least minimal training. Seven states reported many, six states re-
ported some, fourteen states reported few, five states reported very few, and
two states reported none. In twelve states the question was inapplicable or

'

the answer was not known.

Firefighters. Six states reported that all or most of their fire emer-
j gency response personnel have at least- minimal training. Eleven states re-
' ported many, fifteen states reported some, three states reported few, three

states reported very few, and three states reported none. The answer was not
I known or the question was inapplicable in eleven states.

| Road Maintenance Personnel. Two states reported that all or most of
their road maintenance personnel have at least minimal training. Six states'

|
reported many, one state reported some, fourteen states reported few, eight '

states reported very few, and seven states reported none. In fourteen states
;

| the answer was not known or the question was inapplicable.
i
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Table 344; -Incident Assessment (Question 38)

\

tweetten 388
; State Itender11 Operettry Procebre

for First toependere

Alabeam Training facw le en recognitten and notificellen

Ateeke led Noetth has prece&re sheet evellebte
iAritens 90P le in heemst courses; pocket guide leeued
!
lArkeness Secure scene; cell for help
{

Calif ornia Secure scene; centrol crowd; etterei to injured; cett for help
Colerede teorgency roependers henseek

Conrecticut locure scene; ettend injwed; take protective actlan; cell for help; creud control
Delevere Attend injured; secure scene

.
District of toelste areal ettend injured; cett for help
Coluuble

iflerlds Perleeter security; crese+ceteelnetten controll protective actlene; ettene injured
f.eergie Secure eres; perfers life oeving; detain involved; cett technical esporte
Newell (tot reported)

Idebe Pim is widely distributed, includes specific instructione for police, fire,enktenee, hoopttel

|||Inole fettau DOT tmergency Ieepense Guidetinos

Indlers Atterd injured; escure scene; cent for help
love follow 001 Isergency tempense tuldelines

Konees Approach wiwirul; protective clothirg; all the beelte
Kentucky Life oevirg; crowd centrol; sesees probten; cel( for help (detailed in energencyi

Operations Plan)

! Leutelene Statewide leersency Deepense Plan includes scP

Nefte toep pubtle away; contact red heelth

Marytend hething in writing, use FINA guidelines

meseechusette he specific Instructiere

Nichtgen Contained in testgency Operetiene Plan

Nintweets he ofender11 process

Nicoloelppi tender life oeving; secure eres; cell Dept. of had Nestth

Misecurl Fettaw DOT guldet

Montana Persenet protectlen; scene security; retlfy proper authoritles
hebrooks Prece@ree in plan

Nevede Detailed in p|m

-

P
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Tablo 3 26: Incid nt Assessment (Questien 38)

J teetten 38:
StenderW Operetire Preschre

| 8 tate !for first Beependers

-

! how Maupehire DDT protocol

how Jersey (Not reportee)

how mealco Assess altuetten; peregnet protective ection; cett for help

how tork Detalte centeined in plan

borth Caroline Assees, ewtuste, ventact Divfeien of testgerry meegement
,

herth Dakota Agnese altustion; contact oppropriate autheef tf es; beefe police activities

chio toch tecellty uses eun 30P ,

j

Oktshese Aseees altuetten; scene security, notify authorf tfee j'

Oregon first eld; nettfy; restrict accese; step fire

Pennsylvente lootste aree; nettfy pureau of Red Protectlan; shock bill of lading
j i

Puerto Rico Contelned in brechures for petice, fire, receue

shode leLand Detv r! In state plan ;

,

South Caroline . jured; cett seslotence; keep people suey'

{ South Dakota W.4 (n local emergency plan

fenrossee Protect people; escure area; cet t Tennoosee taergency atenegament Agency

Yease Standard tocot plan providee instructlen f or police, fire, and sekulence

i Utah teatrict entry; life oeving; fight fire; mintelse contact; contact authorities

! Vermont Detailed in red plan

Virginia Centret access; treet injuries; other teoke as needed

Weehlngton (Not reported)

|
West Virginie (Not reported) .

Wisconsin leotate eres; tend to injured; nettfy esorgergy reopense toes

Wrestre (uct reported)

i

i
,i

1

l

i
.

-

,
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Sununary of First.R spondor Training. Ovar half of th3 states (526) indi.
cated that *all," 'most " or "many" of their state police officers have at
least minimal training in the recognition and handling of potential radiation
threats at the scene of a transportation incident. With respect to local po.
lice, only 25% of the states indicated a comparable proportion of trained per.
sonnel. For firefighters the comparable figure is 336 and for road.mainte.
nonce personnel 156. These proportional findings are generally consistent
with the expectations for these classes of personnel. In general, state po.
lice are more highly trained than local police. The figure for fire p.rson.not, however, requires some elaboration. Many states indicated that full.
time, professional firefighters are generally well trained, but that volunteer
fitemen tend to be less well trained and have a much higher turnover rate.
The high proportion of firefighters who are volunteers serves to dilute the
absolute number of trained fire fighters.

Among states reporting "few" or *very few" first response personnel with
training, some included the remark that a few selected individuals in local
jurisdictions or at state police posta have some training and that these indi. '

,

viduals are relied upon to offer guidance when a potential radiation incident
is encountered. Several states indicated that a commanding officer at a fire
station or a district supetvisor at a road maintenance office will have some
training, while general service personnel do not.

First. Responder Trainingt 1988 vs. 1980. To facilitate the comparison
of the proportion of trained first.on the scene personnel in 1988 versus 1980,
cross. tables have been constructed for each of the four groups of first.
response personnel. In all of the tables, the columns (vertical) display the
status in 1988 and the rows (horizontal) display 1980 The table entries give
the number of states that fall into each cell. For example, in Table 3 26,
five states reported that *all" state police officers were trained in 1980 and
in 1988, while two states reported 'many* in 1980 and "all" in 1988. The
column totals summarize reporting for 1988, while the row tots.le summarize 4

'

1980.

One perspective on these tables is to visualize the major diagonal, whichruns from the upper.1pf t to the lower.right of such a square table. States
that fall in the cells on the major diagonal reported the same status in 1988
and 1980. Disregarding the " unknown / inapplicable" column and row, states that
fall in cells above the major diagonal indicated some decline since 1980 in
the proportion of trained personnst, while states that fall below the majordP gonal reported an increase.

State Police (1988 vs. 1980). The comparison of the level of radiologi.
cal emergency training for state police in 1980 and 1988 is presented in Table3 26 Twelve states (23%) are on the major diagonal, indicating no changefrom 1980 to 1988. Eleven states (21%) are below the diagonal, indicating anincrease in the proportion of trained personnel, and 12 states (23%) areabove, indicating a decline. A total of 17 states (336) are unknown or inap.plicable, in 1980, 1988, or both years.

This table should be interpreted with caution. The more extreme changes
toward lower proportions, suggesting serious erosion in 1988..for example,
one state reported "all" in 1980 and "few" in 1988..may represent a change in
the state's understanding of what " minimal training" means. The same may
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oiss be true of a change in th) other directicn. In general, howover, ths
states are clustered around the major diagonal; if we tally states on the
diagonal plus states that are immediately adjacent to the diagonal, twenty.
three states (444) are found to be essentially unchanged. Among states that
cre further from the diagonal, eight (154) indicated substantially increased i

training, while four (84) reported major decreases. If any trend can be j
inferred from these data, it would appear to be that the proportion of state ,

police officers with at least minimal training is essentially unchanged, but !

does appear to be moving upward a little. In 1980, 42% of the states report-

od that "all," "most," or "many" of their state police had training; for
,

; 1988, this proportion is $26.

I Local Police (1988 vs. 1980). The comparison of the level of training
for local police is presented in Table 3 27. Using the same approach to thisi ,

table as was described above for state police, we find nine states (174) on
the major diagonal, indicating no change; twelve states (234) above the diag.;

enal, indicating a decrease; and ten states (194) below the diagonal, indi. ,

i cating an increase. Twenty one states (404) are inapplicable or unknown in
1980, 1988, or both years. The high rate of unreported data reflects the'

1eek of knowledge of state radiation control personnel as to local personnel
training in many states.

When we consider those states on or adjacent to the major diagonal, we t

find that twenty (384) are essentially unchanged, while eight (156) indicated ,
'

| substantial increases and two (44) reported substantial decreases. As with
; the state police, to the extent that these data can support any inferences
|

cbout trenda, there is cause for cautious optimism concerning the proportion
; of local police officers who have at least minimal training that would be of .

value for a transportation incident involving radioactive materials. In'

1980, 12% of the states reported that "all," amost " or "many" of their local'

police had training; for 1988, the proportion is 25%.
'

Firefighters (1988 vs. 1980). The 1980 1988 training comparison for
i firefighters is presented in Table 3 28. Three states (64) are on .the major
i diagonal, indicating no change; twelve (234) are above, indicating a de.
,

crease; and seventeen (336) are below, indicating an increase. Twenty states
_

;

I (386) are unreported or inapplicable in 1980, 1988 or both years. As with
local police, this high rate of " unknown" responses reflects the lack of

; cwareness by state radiation control personnel concerning local affairs in
some states, but also may result from the inability to < make any meaningful ;

i

ostimate in light of the large numbers of volunteer firefighters.

When we tally the states that are on'or adjacent to the major diagonal,- 3

we find eighteen (354) essentially unchanged. Nine states (174) -indicated a'

substantial increase, while four (84) reported substantial decreases. ' Here c

cgain, we find cause for cautious optimiss with respect to the proportion of
firefighters who have at least minimal training in handling radiation inci-
dents. In 1980, 15% of the states reported that "all," "most," or "many" of
their firefighters had training; for 1988, the proportien is 334.

Road. Maintenance Personnel (1988 vs.1980) . The 1980 1988 trzining com-
parison for road maintenance personnel is presented in Table 3-29. The table

*

for road saintenance personnel is auch the same as the others, Nine states

(17%) are on the major diagonal, indicating no change; thirteen states (254)
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cre cbeve, indiceting a d3creoso; cnd clovan sectes (214) are bolcw. Nins.
teen states (366) are unreported or inapplicable in 1980, 1988 or both years.i

When we tally states that are on or adjacent to the major diagonal, we
find eighteen (356) essentially unchanged, nine (174) reporting substantial
increases, and four (86) reporting substantial decreases. We see again that
there seems to be a tendency to have more personnel trained, but only
marginally so. In 1980, 94 of the states reported that "all," "most" or
"many" of their road. maintenance personnel had training; for 1988, the
proportion is 154.

Question 40: What percentage of the first on.the. scene respondents possess
,

the information designated in the DOT Emergency Response Guide (ERG)?

The DOT Emergency Response Guidebook (DOT P5800.4)- has been widely cir.
culated and is possessed or available to many first responders. "All" or
"most" of the first responder groups have access to the ERG as follows:-
stato police.. twenty nine jurisdictions (564); local police.. twenty.six ju.
risdictions (504); firefighters.. twenty eight jurisdictions (544); and road.
maintenance personnel..fif teen jurisdictions (294).- About one third of the
states did not know who possessed the ERG or did not consider the ERG ap.
plicable to one or more first responder groups. The data concerning the
proportion of the various groups of personnel who have access to the DOT >

Emergency Response Guidebook are summarized in Table 3 31.

| Several of the states that were tallied as unknown offered elaborations. |

Two states indicated that the book is widely distributed but declined to
estimate any proportions. One state indicated that 80% of civil. defense !personnel have access to the book. One state reported that there is one copy
at every police agency, fire company, and road. maintenance district office
throughout the state. Another state reported that there is a copy of the
book on board every emergency vehicle in the state, including ambulances, at "

all times.
.

The states were asked to indicate the perceived usefulness and adequacy
of the DOT Emergency Responso Guidebook by the various groups of first.
response personnel. E1 hteen states reported that they were not familiar5 '

with the book or otherwise had no comment. Twenty states reported that they
found the book to be a useful and convenient source for basic information,
but offered no detailed comments. The comments received included: the book ;
is adequate for first responders, especially for identifying cargo, but does
not supply enough information to be of use in hazard mitigation; instructions
in the book to call CHEMTREC have led to wrongly handled notification result.

|ing in delay of notice to the proper authorities; and local personnel don't
understand the book because they don't have enough backgrou.sd.

3.11 On.Sita Ocarations >

Question 41.' Does the state have predesignated on scene coordinators for
emergency response to transportation incidents invo.'ving radioactive materi.
als?

!
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Table 3 25: Incident Assessenent (Question 39)
l

1.

l

teet ten 39:
First Respondere With minleum 1.eining )
for Mandling tedlelogical teor 9encies

,

State Pollee Lace | Police Firemen Road maintenance

State (1988) (1980) (1964) (1980) (itet) (1990) (1988) (1980);

,
'

4 -
,

Alabase 1001 30E 10 3 105 1001 11 Few it
,

Ateeke few Few 52 151 15% Few Few f ew

,

Arl ene many 1005 many een ment 65% 01 455

Arkanose 1005 Few 995 Few SOE Few 981 Few !
;

col 1fornie 1005 25E 30E 101 60E 40% tot 75%

CoLerado 1005 many 755 many 651 many 35% meny

Connecticut * 105 * <$1 * 101 * 304
,

Delaware 1(44 351 100E 55 100E 151 many 04

District of N/A N/A 10E * SOE * 11 *

Celuible
i

5 Floride * 1001 * tot * 20%
* DE

Georgle 90+t 90E 52 105 51 151 Few 10E'

Newell N/A N/A Few 601 Few 1001 Few OE

Idaho 105 30% Few <10% Fru <20E Few 201

ILLinole 100E 1001 751 50% 751 SOE ich 50E

Indians few 25 Few 11 Few 151 Few IDE

lows 905 141 90K * 901 * many lot

Kenese many 100E many 101 Mervy 201 many 1001

Kentucky 01 * R * 75% * 5t *

Loulelene many 60F * * * * * * -

Meine 905 1005 751 1001 90E 1001 0% Few

maryland 1001 * 72 * 100E * 10% *

meeeachusetta meet 1005 Base 100% Sese 60% 01 Fow

michtgen 251 fossa 21 * 51 Few <11 *

mincoseta 905 100E 251 851 50K 85 1 101 5 04
,

misolestsipt 901 805 Few <11 Few 51 Few <11

misseurl * meet * most * meet * Few

'

mantene 1001 same 151 many 50E many $1 ment

hebreake 1005 ALL * Os * OE * 01

movede 75 5 1005 751 01 755 OS 51 01

3 81

.. . . _ .



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

Table 3 25: Incident A?sessment (Question 39),

tweetIen 39:
First keependere With Minima fref ning i

for Handling Radiologicet Emergencies

State Police Lecol Pellte Fi remen keed MelntenanceState (1988) (1900) (1984) (1980) (1988) (1900) (1988) (1980)
:

!

I

how Nepehire 405 tot 105 258 60E 255 102 <11

how Jersey * 20E * 205 * 105 * 5%

how Mealco in 155 12 St 60E St 155 01

Wow York 205 1001 St fit SE 251 it 05

horth Caroline 631 1005 205 * 255 * Few OK,

horth Dakota 1005 1005 32 Sol 30E SOE 54 505 -

Chlo * * * * * * e * I

okishoen 1005 A|| * $ene * SOE 1001 lose
Oregen 30s * 10E * 70E * 10g *

Pennsylvents * Few * Few * Few * Few

Puerto Rico * SOE 30E M 605 58 * 0E [

thode faland 51 *ME 40E 355 755 *?5X 201 20E

South Caroline * * * * * * * *

South Dakote tot 981 30K * $0E * 901 1005

Tennessee in 1005 10E SM 255 tot 405 SOE

,

,

ieaes 1005 1001 * 1005 * 100E * *

Utah 1005 51 1002 55 905 SX 10X DE

versant 1002 * DE - * OE * 01 *

Virginia Nigh * Low * Mld * Nigh * 4

Weehlreton 105 331 10E 255 105 505 tot 151

West Virginis * 1005 * 205 * 205 * 205

WIsconein Neot 1005 505 saos 70E tems * DE

Wrostry * 305 * IM * 201 * OE
'

* * Not reported
N/A * Not app |lcable
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Tcble 3 26: Secte P211c with Minimal Training i

(Proportion Trained by Number of States,
1980 vs. 1988)

195 fretning Status for State Police

1960 Tretning
unknoen/.Status f or Att Many lose few Very few NONs Uremll Total

State Police cable
,

ALL 5 5 i 1 2 14

many 2 2 1 2 i t
.

Some 2 1 1 1 1 6

Few 4 1 2 1 4 12

very few 1 2 3

'
mone

1

g inapp|1 3 1 1 4 9

totet 7 10 3 7 3 12 / 52

Table 3 27: kcal Police with Minimal Training
(Proportion Trained by Number of States.

1980 and 1988)
L

195 f retning Status f or Local Police

1960 Training
Unknown /.All Many lame few very few hans ll Totalfpg

All 1 1 1 3

Many 1 1 1 3

Some 1 4 5 8 11

l
~

Few 2 1 2 3 5 13

Very few 3 1 1 1 1 8
.

-

none 1 1 1 3

urtnoieVInsppIi- 1 2 1 4 1 2 11
cable

total 6 7 6 14 5 2 12 52
-__
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Table 3 28: Firefighters with Minimal Training I
(Proportion Trained by Number of States, '

1980 vs. 1988)

1988 Training $tetus f or Firefightere
|

19601 reining unknown /Stetus f or All nony tame few very few home inappLl* Total
Firefightere cable

Alt 1 -1 1 3

many 3 1 1 5

some 4 3 1 2 10

Few 1 2 4 3 2 4 16 ,

very Fw 2 1 2 $

'

Wone 1 1 2

W* nowV inapp t l . 3 2 3 1 2 11cable

Total 6 11 15 3 3 3 11 52

Table 3 29: Road Maintenance Personnel with Ninimal
Training (Proportion Trained by Number of States,

1980 vs. 1988)

1938 Training Statue f or Road Maintenance

1960 fretning Unknown /
Statue f or Road ALL hany Sans Few very few None Inesoll+ Total
meintenance cobre

Att 2 2

many 3 1 3

m 1 1 2 2 2 8

Few 1 1 2 2 2 2 10

! -

| Very few 1 1 4 1 7
-

mone 1 4 1 2 5 13

t**nowV inappil- 1 2 1 1 4 9
cable

Totet 2 6 1 14 4 7 14 52

3 84
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Table 3 30: Incident Assessment (Question 40)

ouestten 40:
Percentage of First Respondere Possessint

DOT teergerty Response Guldebook

State State Police Local Petite Firemen Road Melntenance

Alebens <905 <905 <905 0%

1.leske 1005 1001 1005 100%

Artsons Mary Many Many 05

Arkenese 10 3 9R 805 905

CetIfornia 01 01 05 01

Colorado 1001 Mt 641 351

Connect I cut Mery many Many Many

dei muere Mery Kany Many Many

Oletrict of h/A 5E 1005 25
Coluable

Flerlde 301 001 Most few

Georgie 90+1 51 51 05 ,

!Newell * * e *

|
Idaho Few Few few Fw

1|||Inote 1005 Mt Mt 105
'

indlans * * * *

Iowe 1001 1001 1001 1005

Kenoes Me y Many Many Many

Kentucky 2 01 205 1005 201

Loutelone 995 90s 90s 905

Meine * * * *

Maryland * * * *

Meseachusetta 1005 1001 1001 1.10 5

Michleen 1001 1001 1005 51

Minneseta 1005 1005 1001 1005

MieeiesIppt 1005 1001 1005 1001

Missourl * * * *

Montone 1005 001 1005 60%

hooreske 1005 * * *

Mevede 751 Mt Mt 51

,
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Table 3 30: Incident Assessment (Question 40)

Guestlen 60:
Percentage of First hospondere Posseeeing

00t Emergency Response Guldetsook

State State Police Lacel Police F iremen Road Melntenance

W Hampshire 1005 alt 905 9M

w Jersey * * * *

how Montco 10E in 905 10E

m York 1005 805 805 005

North Caroline 1005 1001 1005 1005
]

herth Deketa 10R bOE 1005 10E I

ChIe * * * *
,

Okiehenn 100E 100E 1005 1005

Oregon 1005 901 90% 305 .j
Pennsylvents * * * *

j

Puerto Rico * * 405 * !
1

hhode Isiand 100E 100E ilNIE 1005

South Caroline * * * *

South Dakote 805 40E 805 m
tennessee 75% SM ME SOE

tem se 905 905 905 901

Utah 95% 95% 951 t ech district
vermont SOE * ME DE |

Virginie * * * *

Weahington 10E 10E 10E 105

West Virginia * * * *

Wisconaln 1005 Most meet *

Wyomirg * * e *

* a hot reported
N/A * Not oppilcebte

I

i
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Table 3 31:. First-Responders with Access to the LOT
Energency Response Guidebook (Proportion with

ERG by Number of States. 1988)

state Police Lacet Petico Firefighters Road Melnterace

. Roeperse No. E N o. 2 No. 1 No. 1
-

Att 23 64 13 25 13 25 10 19

meet 6 11 13 : 25 15 28 5 10

..

.Some 2 ' 2 4 3- 6 3 6
...

Few 3 6 3 6 3 6 9 16

Very few 0 0 2 4 0 0- 2 4

--

hone 1 2 1 2 1 2 5 10 1

!

unkneev
Inspplicele 17 33 18 35- 17 33 18 35

i
!

|

!

~,

.
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Fourteen states reported that they; do not have pradesignated on scene
coordinators. Twenty four states reported = that the predesignated on scene
coordinator -is a member _ of ' the radiation control agency staff. Fourteen
states reported that they do have a predesignated on scene coordinator, but it
is someone other than a member of the radiation control ' agency staff. Among
these states, four indicated that'the predesignated on scene coordinator is a
senior official with the fire department, three reported that this person is
the local disaster coordinator, two reported that it is the county sheriff,
and four indicated that it is the senior police officer at.the scene.

Question 42: What is the general makeup of emergency response teams dis. i

patched to cransportation incidents involving radioactive materials (other \

than police, firemen, and ambulance personnel)?

Seven states reported that for almost all reported incidents, the " team"
that responds consists of one person, a health physicist from the radiation
control agency. . Twenty eight states reported that when the stato deploys a
team, there are always at least two respondents, usually a health physicist
plus other personnel, such as health physics technicians or radiation moni-
tors; however, several states indicated they routinely send two or more-

i

health physicists. Seventeen states indicated that they normally are able to
make come determination . concerning the, potential seriousness of a reported
incident during the initial notification phase and then send the number 'and
types of personnel that appear appropriate. All states indicated that they
make some effort to ascertain the nature of the' incident during the notifica.
tion phase, and most indicated that the level of their response is. determined-
by the perceived threat. . Many states. however routinely send two or; three
qualified technical personnel to all calls for assistance at transportation
incidents.

From 1980 to 1988, there does not appear to have=been much change tw the
manner in which the states activate their teams or the types of personnel
that are dispatched to the scene of a transportation incident involving radi-
onctive materials. Almost all the states have access to most of the profes-
sional specialtim indicated and have a system in place whereby individuals.
with specific and skills can be accessed for field duty or consul-
tation without 4 . hy . Based' on the remarks of the respondents in 1988, it
appears that Tot. ' tates have adopted a strategy whereby they do noti neces-
sarily send - radiologiol emergency response team to the field in response

"to all notir smions. wral states have arrangenants that, can be charac-,

terized as t . n tit . R a eq onse. A cadre with intermediate general training
in hazardous -r e b Weh may be a hazmat corps of state police officers
or a hazma em p - iun in the division of emergency services, is . the L

first techn'.ri : e.v. s < Other states do not have an organized corps of
personnel bu 6 Mu designated individuals stationed strategically (for
example, one otrioss with special training at each of the state police
posts). These personnel, in effect, are able to screen out the trivial inci-
dents, and the highly trained specialists are called out only when their
expert knowledge is truly needed.

!

Question 43: What reference guides are carried by emergency personnel to 1

outline specific actions to be caken - in the evenc of a transportation incl. ;
donc involving radioactive anterials? '

3-88
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Firse on cho.Secno Rospondors. Thirty etetos reported thot the DOT
Emergency Response Guidebook is the main or only reference or guide available
to first responders. Seven states reported that first responders routinely

carry the relevant portions of the state plan or a prepared standard operat- ;

ing procedures guide. Three states reported that first responders ~ carry a
'

state produced pamphlet or other short guide that provides an outline of
cppropriate actions. Six states reported that first responders do not carry
cny information or guidebooks, and six states are unreported.

,

i At least fif teen states indicated that multiple guides or references are

routinely available to first responders. The most frequent combination was
the DOT Emergency Response Guidebook plus state or local planning documents
or standard operatir.g procedure guides. Other documentation mentioned in-
cluded the National Fire Protection Association Guidelines and the FEMA
" Handbook for Radiatien M6nitors. " One state indicated that - all first re-
sponders have acceu 9, a eny radio through which they can request guid-
cnce.

Radiologiest Emergency Response Tec.s, Twenty five states reported that
their emer$ency response technical personnel carried health physics technical
roferences with them into the field. In many states, such reference material
is packed as part of the field kit and may include several volumes. Twenty-
coven states reported that their personnel carry the state plan or agency
procedure guides; often these documents are also included in the field kit.
For most of these states, their personnel carry both types of references, and
the preceding enumeration may include many instances of double counting.
Seven states reported that their Nrsonnel carry only the DOT Emergency Re-
sponse Guidebook, four states reported that no references are normally taken
to the field, and four states are unreported.

3.12 Actual Exnerience

Question 44: How many transportacion incidencs involving radinactive materi-
als do state and local authortcles formally respond to each year?

.

The states' response to this question must be regarded as the number of
times they deployed an emergency response team to-the scene of a transporta-
tion incident. Some states routinely respond to almost all incidents while
others make an effort to avoid activating the team for completely trivial
cvents. Thus, this enumeration does not reflect the number of events that
night be conceived of as transportation incidents, but only the number of
cetivations. The states were requested to provide data for a "recent annual
cverage" and for calendar year 1987,

i For the recent annual average, ten states reported zero activations.
Fif teen states were recorded as reporting one, but about one half of these
indicated that in fact the average is probably less than one. The remaining
states reported more than one, the highest being twelve. The total responses
for all jurisdictions is 141, an annual national average of 2.7 activations
par state in recent years.

For calendar year 1987, thirteen states reported zero and eleven ~ report-
,

cd one; the remainder reported more than one , the highest being ten. The l
total is 136, which is somewhat lower than the "recent annual average" esti- '

|
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Tcble 3 32; On Site:Opercticna (Qu3stiens 41 to 43)
_

euestien 41: euest ten 42: eueetten 43er euestion 43be '

Predeelented On Site . Make@ of Reference Guides Reference Guidee
State Caerdinatore ' Emergency Response Carried by Carried by

Teams First Respondere Emergency keeponse
Temos -

Alabens No 2 health phyelclots should have 007 ERG Division of Red .
.

'

and 1 heenth phyelce #eetth SOP, with-
technicien go to the cett tiet
scene; other -

*specialties en cett

Ateeks fee 1 health physicist, DOT ERG, and $(P (Not reported)
who can else function wollet card
as redleblologist,
goes to scene; other
speclettles on cett

Arizone Yes 2 health physiciste Pocket guide, DOT Agency SQP and
- go to scene; other ERG end Netjenal MP references.
specialties on cett Fire Protection

Association
Guidelines

,

Arkansee Yes, if 'esorgency Do not use teen 001 ERG 00T ERG,'and rules
is declared structure; 2 3 and regutettene

heetth physiclete
and 3 4 heinot
specialiste are
eveltable f or
dispatch

Cellfornia Yes, health 1 senior health Pocket guide erud 30P - (Not reported)
physiclet free Red physiclet tekee with cell tist
Neelth charge, essembles

additlenel caportise
as neccesary

Colorado Yes Do not use
.

00T ERG, state . Stenderd
predeelensted temos; Emergency Responders references and
1 heelth physIciet Handbook, checkllete, plenning
always present, and planning documents -
other specialties documente
se necessary; have '

protocol

Connecticut tenter fire $ heetth physiclete, State lesund cards MP references
official each with dedicated

vehicle, are first

Line responders;
other expertise -
evellable es needed

Delaware Yes' I heetth physicist 00T ERG 00T ERG end MP
and i redletion references
monitor is nore; if
genuine emergency,
can get any and ett
espertise

|.
1 y
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Tablo 3 32; on Sito Opsrotions (Questions 41 to 43)
4

|
'

Ouest i on 41 s ' Question 42 Queetten 43e Gueetten 43bt

Predeelywted On Site Makete of - Reference Guides - Reference Guides

State Coordinator s Emergency Response - Carried by Carried by |
- Tease first Responders Emergency Response |

Teams {

1-

Dietelet of Yes, senior firemen i health physiclet FEMA Handbook and. Supplemental NP

Cotuele and 3 haamat 001 ERG reforences -

t

speciellets are
ievellebte f or J

lausdiete dispatch;
othere es needed

florlde Department of No less then 2 .00T ERG Department $0P

Emergency Mest. heelth physicist for |
essumes control if first wave; cell out ;

persJine emergency cheln of command se |
'

necessary

Georple Yes Prisory team of 2'3 DOT ERG State plan and MP {

health physicists, referneces '

t ransportet lofVh eamet j

epeclettet, and site
coordinator plue _ ,

others if needed;
minisum 3 4, possibly
I

,

O
Newell Yes 3 or 4 heet th- (Not reported) - (Not reported) '

physics technicione
fs typical ,

t

Idaho No state has 3 heetth State plan state plan and HP
-

physicists; eleo use
' references

INEL and Henford,
iWeehington; closest

grow responde j
i

ILLinole if large anoteh to Twical state 00T ERG- HP references
cent team response includes 1

heelth physiclet,1
herset speciellet,
and 1 transportetton
speciellet.

Indiene No 1 heelth physicist None MP references
and 1 radiation ,

monitor; If genuine- j,

iemergency, would cell
Argome Labs .

lows Yes 1 heelth physiclet ' Dot ERG Plan and NP
and 1 health physica references
technician usualty
dispatched; others as
needed

; Konses Yee for genuine 1 or 2 heetth 00T ERG and pocket MP references and
emergencies physiclete are guide cett tiet-

dispatched; othere
se needed

'

Kentucky $enior Red Control Routinely send 1 DOT ERG and phone HP references -

officer heelth physicist nueers
and 1 healtha
physics technician

!
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Tcblo 3 32: on Sito Opsrcticns (Qu3stiens 41 to 43)

euset t en 41: eusetten 42: euestion 43e Gueetten 43be
Predselywted On Site - Make@ of Reference Guides Reference Guidee

State Coordinators - Emergency Aceperse Carried by Corried by-
! Teams first keependere Emergency Resporse

Teams

toulelene sherif f hee - 2 health physiciste DOT 880, other Red Noetth 80P and
authority, but respond; othere as ha met references, NP references ;
defers to technicet needed and hemmet top
autherttles

Meine Yes I heelth physicist, None; penphlet being NP references |
1 redletten monitor, produced :

1 hemmet speciellet, I
seul I heetth phyelco ]technician are '

evellable for
dispatch

Merrtend No 1 heelth phyelclet None (Not reported)
responds to scene;
other espertlee se
needed

i

Meseechusette No 1 hoolth physiclet DOT tRG Plan and MP
and i heetth phyelce references
technician comprise
first crew; othere
as needed

Michtgen Yes 1 health physiclet D0T ERG Plan and NP
and a police offleer references
are dispatched;
othere se needed

Minnesote Emergency Response 2 heetth phyelciate (Not reported) (Not reported)
Tese eseusse respond to scene;
control cell f or othere

as needed

Missisalppi Yes, the Div. of Nes|th phyelcists, DOT ERG and state NP references
Red Neetth redletion monitore, procedarse

haamat speciellate,
casonanicett ene
speclettete, and of te
coordinatore are
evellable for
immediate dispatch

Missourl Bureau of Red 4 health phyelclete DOT ERG and cell (Not reported)
Nealth persomet eruf 2 health phyelce list
essuas centrel tschnielone are

evellable for
Ismediate diepstch

Montana Yes, local disaster 2 heelth phyelclete, DOT ERG NP references I
coordinator 2 redletion monitore, <

> and 1,elte |coordinator are
,

eveltable; usustly '

3 of these are |
dispatched '

|

|
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Table 3 32: .on Site operations (Questions 41 to 43)

;

- Question 41:- auset ton 42: ausetten 43e euestion 43be
Predesiputed On Site Make@ of Reference hides. Reference Guidee

State Coordiretore . Emergency Resporse Carried by Carried by-
Teene First Respondere Emergency toeponse |

i Teeme I

i
j Nebrooks Yes Fult rarge of ' (llot reported) - Plan and Red Neelth

emporttee evelleM e; S0P
;
' fletd deptopet is

situetlen dependent

! Novede . Senior law of ficer ' At toest 2 health Section of plan D0T RAG, plan, and

on alte phyelclete are cett tiet

j deptoyed to the
scene >

,

New Nespehire Yes Futt rarge of DOT BAG Agency 3DP, resource
emportlee le L i st, and WP ,

,

J - evettebte; field ~ reforences'
deployment le
eituotlen dependent

.

New Jersey Bureau of Emergency 2 or 3 redletion. DOT BRG 'NP references, andI

Response monitore are first state regutettone
wave; othere as
necessary

New Mealco Yes 1 health phyelclet (Ilot reported) 00T EAG, plan, and
and one alte HP references
coordinator would,

respond; othere se
needed

,

New York No No tease deelywted; DOT guidos (Not reported)
health phyelclete, ,

redletion monitore,
and haanot
specialiste are

j evelleM e fori

lanadiate dispatch;'

othere as needed

North Caroline Yes, Div. of 2 health phyelclete . DOT .tR4 and local DOT SAG end esency .

Emergency are usuetty. deployed S@s. S0P

I Maresusent eroe
coordinator

j

i enrehet 's of fice ..
Neelth phyelclete, DOT tag and homent MP references*

North Dakote Yes, state fire
redlet ton menitere, 99
hasset speciellete, .
and heetthashyelse
technicione are; evelleMe; went Ly,'

2 or 3 persons f rom
above List are

,.

deployed

Chlo Tentatively, per 2 redletion monitore (lect reported) NP references
mesorerdas of and 1 elte,

miere t ending coordinator are'

deployed
3

|
.

NP referercesOkt sh:se Senior highway 2 heetth phyelciate . DOT BAG
petrol on scene are deployed

; .

,

I I
'

.
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Table 3 32: On Site Operations (Questions 41 to 43)

,

Question 41: eusetten 62: eusetten 43e euestion 43b'tPredesty ted on site make e of Reference cuideo Reference auldeeState Coordinators taergency keepense Carried by Carried by
Teens first Respedere taergency Response

Tasme
,

1
1

.

Oregon Yes state Nestth 2 or 3 heelth DOT ERG NP referencesDiv\ston phyeleiste and
redletten menitore
are usetty deplored;
other evelLable as

,
needed '

Pennsylvente Tee, eres heetth Lacet area heetth (Not reported) DOT ERG eral NPphyelciate physiclet reopends references, and cell
to esee:s heterd; tiet
cette out cheln of
cessend as necessary

Puerto Rice Yes Radletlen monitore, (Not reported) (Not reported)
haaest speciellet,
redlechestet, etc.
are ovellebte

l
Rhode latend No Neemet speciellet, Lacel EP Agency 9tp |redletlen monitor,

and redlelogical
officer are deployed '

,

. to the scene o

teuth Caroline Senior red heetth Nestth phyelclete DOT ERG State regulettene
person f rom Radioactive governing

materlate Divlelen redleectiw
are first wave; materials
othere es needed

i

South Dakote No Respones depende 09T ERG ' Supplemental
entirely en the 'technicet |eltuotlen . Inforuetten,' es

needed
iTennessee Div. of Red Nestth 1 heetth phyeleist ' DUT Ito . Aemsy IOP and NPassumes control at is primary 7 ; C;; references !

.t

red incidente cell for help as
Indicated i

femas Yes Neve had no events Carry R0P and 007 D0T ERG and esencyinvetving release, ERG proceb res manust
never activated tese;
f or auch incidente es
have occurred,
response has been to
send 1 or 2 incident
investigatore; full
rence of emportlee le
evellable if needed

Utah Yes 1 or 2 heetth DOT ERG . NP referencesphyelclete and 1 or
2 health phyelse
technicione plus alte
coordtrutore are
tplce1Ly depteyed
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Table 3 32: On Site operations-(Questions 41 to 43) f
1

1

Question 41: - euset ten 42: euestion 43e euestion 43b:
Predesignated On Site Make@ of Reference Guldse Reference Guides |

State Coordinators . Emergency Response Carried by . Carried W
Teams First Responders Emergency Response

i f eene .
4

Vermont Local fire chief is i heelth physicist. (Not reported) State plan afd
in charge et '2 redletten monitors, menuels from i

emergencies 2 hesmet speciellets, training ecostens |
|1 heatth.phyelce

technician, and 2
' t rensportat len,

specialiste are
evellebte f or
dispatch

Virginia No, Lacel fire Typicetty dispatch 1 Neve east SOPS State plan and-

chief is hes|th phyelcist and esency 30P
4

1 coordinator 1 health phyelce
technician; othere .

evellebte es needed |
!

Weehlfsten Yes 1 health phyelcist DOT EAG and Local Agerwy str -
le deployed; calls 30P
out others as needed

West Virginie tenter fire 1 health phyelcist (Not reported) (Not reported)
persemet and 1 heetth phyelce

technician are
deployed

Wiscerein No State teams consist DOT EAG NP references
of 2 health,

i

physicists; county
teams conelet of 2
redlet ten monitore;
university teams
have 1 health
physicist and 1
heet th * physics
technician

,

Wyomir4 No, rely en' (hot reported) Wene (Not reported)
Nighuey Petrol

ERG e Emergency Response Guldsbook (00T P5400.4) ]
NP e Noelth phyelce

.

b

,
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mate;~however, given the " soft" nature of the estimates, there is no basis
to suggest that there is any meaningful difference.

The number of team activations reported in 1980 is higher than the num-
ber of deployments to . the field in 1988. The estiuted total for a recent
annual average in 1980 was 202, indicating an annus1_ national average of 4.1
activations per state. The recent experienes is: substantially lower, which
may be a reflection of the previously noted strategy whereby the states do -

not necessarily send a team to'the field in response to all notices. It may
also reflect increased training among first on the scene personne1' or the,

j effects of a two tier response strategy. Radiation control technicians are
able to receive an accurate description of the incident circumstances, which-i ,

enables a judgment as to whether a field re6ponse is really necessary. It
may also be true that. enhanced training for first responders has reduced the
number of false alarms, which were spoken of as a problem by many of the
states in the 1980 survey. In 1980, several states related anecdotes ' about
local panics caused by uninformed personnel making incorrect announcements
about radiation threats. In 1988, none of the respondents mentioned any such
problems. Nevertheless, incidents: that are ultimately found to.be trivial
continue as a major reason for activating 'the teams.

Question 45: Describe the usual actions taken by emergency response person- i

nel in transportation incidents involving radioactive materials.
.

Forty three states reported that professional-judgment by qualified per.
sonnel is the main factor that determines .what is actually done in response
to the notice that a transportation incident involving radioactive materials
has occurred. In most - states, radiation control personnel make follow up-
telephone calls to learn greater detail about the incident before deploying a
team to the field. Thirty-seven states indicated that when they get to the
scene, they identify the material in question, survey the site, and proceedas indicated. Three states stated that a detailed SOP protocol exists for
various contingencies, two states reported that they have never had a trans-
portation incident and so could not describe what is usually done, and three
states are not reported.

Many states offered elaborations about what the procedures would be if-a
genuine threat is present. In most instances these ; included' attending to

iscene security; notifying all the relevant parties - (shipper, carrier, con- |
signee, other state agencies, local agencies, . and . public relations special- )ists); evaluating the status of shipping containers; overseeing -of repackag- 1ing; overseeing of hazard mitigation and protective actions; overseeing of

|cleanup operations; and certifying release of the site to unrestricted use.
1

Other actions in the event of a protracted or serious- incident include taking
samples and evaluating the extent of environmental damage, which may include

ibringing a mobile laboratory to the scene, arranging for samples to be taken
to an appropriately equipped laboratory, or calling for assistance from fed-

|eral authorities.
1

Few states have much experience with transportation incidents where a
genuine threat is present. One state reported that 75% of reported incidents
involve soil density gauges set out on the roadside that get run over. Other
states mentioned that many incidents involved alleged or suspected leakage attruck stops or weigh stations. One state mentioned that they have received
several hoax notifications from well informed but misguided callers.
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Question 46: How many timw acch year'le ths stets contacttd by local egrn-
cies for on scene radiological assistance or for advice by telephone concern-
ing transportation incidents involvitg radioactive materials?

The states - were requested to supply - data concerning ' a "recent annual i
'

sverage" and calendar year 1987.

Ten states reported that their recent annual' average was zero and twelve
reported one. The remainder reported more than one, the highest being twelve.
The total for 1988 is 181, which indicates a recent annual average of 3.6
calls for assistance or advice per state.

With respect to calendar year 1987, fifteen states reported zero, seven
states reported one, six reported that the number is not known, and the re-
mainder reported more than one, the highest being twelve. The total for cal-
sndar year 1987 is 146, an average of 3.2 calls for assistance or advice per
state.

In 1980, the states provided estimates for a recent annual average that
totaled 275 calls for assistance or advice, an annual average of 5.6 calls
per state. This is substantially higher than in 1988, suggesting that local
jurisdictions find it necessary to call less frequently in recent years.
Whether this difference is attributable to fewer potential incidents, to
local personnel feeling competent to act without adv ice , or to a difference
in reporting criteria is unknown.

Question 47: How many times each year does the state request federal assist-
cnce in responding to a transportation incident involving radioactive materi-
als?

The states were requested to estimate the number of calls for federal
assistance in responding to transportation accidents involving radioactive
materials. The frequency of federal assistance requests was sought for two
time periods: calendar year 1987 and a "recent annual average. " With two
exceptions, all the states indicated that they never call for federal assist-
ance, meaning a federally supported response team coming out to the scene of
a transportation incident. Instances where a few states rely on federal

incta11ations within their borders for routine assistance are not included.
All the states indicated that they would have no hesitation to call,_and many
reported that they do call occasionally for advice or to report on an inci-
dent.

The answers to this question for 1980 and 1988 are virtually the same,
indicating that the states almost never call for assistance in the field from
federal officials.

3.13 Fundinz !

Three questions raised issues . concerned with the funding of agencies ,

'

involved in emergency preparedness planning and operations forthat are
transportation accidents involving radioactive materials. In most states,

this includes the radiological regulatory agency and the emergency services
agency. In many states the emergency services agency administers programs
that provide pass through monies to local jurisdictions for the support of

|
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Tcblo 3 33: Actual Exp3ricnco (Qu:stien 44 cnd 46)

Question 44
. .

. Question 46:Responses to Transportetton telated - . Local A0ency Requests
.Reannt incidents for State Aeoletence/ Advice !

Annual Avg. Amuel Avg. Artwel Avg.state (1988) (1980). CY 1987 (1988). CY 1987

|

A|ebeme 1 0 1 2 2

Alsske 0 0 0 0 0

!Arizone' 1 3 1 1 0

lArkeness 1 1 1 1 1 !
Californie 3 8 3 3 3

'

Colorado 3 6 3 3 3 !

Connecticut 6 5 6 12 12

Delowere 1 1 1 1 1

District of 7 * .0 * *. Coluable

Floride 10 2 10 7 .

Georgia 2 2 2 2 2
i

Newell 0 0 0 0 0
Idaho 1 3 0 7 5

Ittinois 3 12 ~ 7 1 0
\Indiana 1 1 1 1 1

lowa 1 2 -- 0 0 0
Konses 1 4 0 3 3 i

Kentucky 9 6 - 10 9 10
Loulstena 0 2 0 0 0

.

Maine 0 0 0 0 0
Marytend to 6 6 6 6

Massechusetts 1 6 1 12 12
Michtgen 4 6 4 4 4 i

Minnesota 12 5 8 12 8 k
Mississippt 1 2 0 12 12 i

Missourl 6 0 5 0 0 's,
Montone 1 4 1 1 1-

'* = Not reported

|
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Table 3 33: Actual Experience (Questien 44 and 40:
1

euestlan 44: Question 44: ' 1

Local Agency RequesteResponese to Trenoportetton Related for $ tete Aseletence/AhiceRodnet incidents

Annual Avg. Annuel A g. Annual Avg.

State (1988) (1980) CY 1987 (1988) CY 1987
-

hebraske 0 5 0 0 0

hovede 1 3 1 2 2

New H apahlre 0 0 0 2 1

New Jersey 8 12 8 7 7

New Mexico 1 1 2 1 3

** 12
New York 4 3-

Worth Carottne 10 5 10 : 11 13

North Dakota 2 2 0. 2' 0

* 10 6 4
chio 10

ok|ehame 5 7 3 5 3

Oregon 8 0 7 8 7

Pennsylvente 3 12 3 1 0

Pua*to Rico 1 1
* 2 0

.,

Rhode Island 1 0 1 1 1

* * 2 0
South Caroline i

South Dakota 0 1 0 0 0 :|

tennessee to 20 to to. 10

fenas 5 13 4 5 3~ " ' ' -

Utsh 2 3 2 2 4

Vermont 0 1 0- 0 0

Viretnle 1 1 1 1 1

Weehineton 2 25 1 1 1

West Virginia 1 3 1 1 0
|

Wisconeln 1 1 0 1 0 |

Wroming 1 5 2 0 2

|* a Not reported
l,

I

|

|
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emrgency rosponso ectivitios, In som sectos, other state agencies also may
be involved, including the state police, an environmental protection agency,
or a transportation agency.

I

Question 48: Have any stacevide studies been conducted to determine what re- '\
sources and funding are allocated each year to upgrade the statewide emergen- \cy response for hazardous. material or radioactive material incidents?

Thirty one states' reported that . o statewide study of any - sort has been'

conducted. This group of states include.: three states reporting that a sin.
gle agency is the sole authority, that all the requisite knowledge ~ is ' in. -
house, and that such a study is not needed med three additional states . re.
porting ' that regular interagency meetings are an ongoing component of- the
state's efforts in this area and that all participants are - well informed .!
about the status of the state's program. Two states reported that a commis- 1
sion to evaluate these questions had recently been ' formed and that such : a '

study would be performed in the near future. One state reported that ' the
recent creation of a new. environmental protection agency would certainly lead
to such a study.

,

'

Seven states reported that a study that explicitly included transporta-
tion incidents involving radioactive _' materials had been performed. One of-
these states indicated that three such studies had been conducted ;in recent
years, including the FEMA sponsored " Hazard Identification and capability ',
Assessment /Multiyear Development Program" (HICA/MYDP)', a s tudy by the -
governor's office concerned with the_ capability of local. jurisdictions along a
shipping corridor, and a statewide assessment of management capability for all
hazmat incidents. Another of these states also mentioned the FEMA HICA/MYDP.

Three . states reported that such a study was in process, and two states
reported that a study of emergency preparedness for hazmat incidents in gen-
eral had been conducted, but that transportation of radioactive materials had
not been specifically_ addressed. Three states indicated that an annual re-
porting requirement answers this need, and one state indicated that there is
an informal awareness of the status of the state's program. Five states're-
ported that it was not known if such a study had been conducted.

question 49: What additional resources are needed to upgrade the statewide,
'

emergency response to a level deemed adequate for most situations? Estimate
the costs of the needed resources.

Additional Resources Needed. One of the states remarked that "there-is
never enough," and this comment reflects the attitude among most of the
states. Another state remarked that DOE has placed the burden of prepared-
ness on the states through which designated shipping routes run, .they cannot
use their historical experience to plan because the entire problem- area will
be transformed, they need equipment that is dedicated to emergency response
at numerous strategic locations around the state, they need a substantial =
training program for local personnel, and there is a very large expense far
beyond the state's resources associated with only minimal preparedness.
However, another state remarked that it was their understanding that when
large volume shipping commenced, federal funding to upgrads the state and
local capability would be available.
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With probing and soms discussion it was possible to extreet a s:nss of
gsnuine need in current programs, as opposed to concern for an unclear future
or the desire to improve on an already adequate program, Seventeen states

reported that their program was basically adequate and they have no pressing
nseds. Among the resources desired by these states are such items as cellu-
lar telephones or other field communications equipment, state of the art

field and laboratory equipment, protective clothing (including " moon suits"),
respiratory protection devices (including self contained breathing

apparatus), low range dosimetry equipment, increased training for both radia-
tion technicians and first response personnel, and dedicated emergency vehi-
cles. One state indicated it had recently acquired a vehicle and could
easily spend $100,000 outfitting it as a mobile laboratory and communications
center. Another state indicated that they would like to have portable com-
puters so that they could run dose projection models in the field.

Fourteen states indicated that their program is more or less adequate,
but that they did have current needs for additional resources. Among the
most frequently named resources needed were laboratory and field equipment,
nore training for radiation technicians and first response personnel, support
to conduct field exercises, and support for emergency planning. One state

reported they need to increase the salaries for radiological health staff in
order to attract and retain qualified personnel; this state further observed,
however, that this is a state issue and they do not expect federal assistance
in this matter. Several states indicated that they need funding support to
cover out of state travel for training.

Ten states indicated that, in the opinion of radiological health person-
nel, their program of emergency preparedness for transportation incidents in-
volving radioactive materials is deficient and is in current need of substan-
tial resources to attain a status deemed adequate. Among the resources named
as being needed by these states were basic laboratory and field equipment,
planning support, and training for both radiation technicians and first re-
sponders. Several states indicated that they required studies to determine
the scope of their need. Several states indicated that they need more per-
sonnel slots to attain and maintain preparedness, but they could not justify
such requests on the basis of their history or day-to day workload. One
state offered the obse rvation that the radiological health program is ade-
quate, but that the emergency services agency is in need of substantial im-
provement.

One state reported that the question of whether the state should attempt
to develop an emergency-response capability for transportation incidents in-
volving radioactive materials is a matter of debate. This state has a major

federal nuclear research and engineering facility within its borders and has
historically relied on this resource to respond when an incident occurs.

Ten states declined to offer an opinion as to whether eneir program was
adequate or what resources might be necessary or desirable.

Cost of Needed Resources. The states were requested to estimate the
costs of needed resources. Nineteen states declined to make any estimate.

Thirteen states reported that they had no particular need for increased fund-
ing and indicated zero dollars. Twenty states did provide estimates, either
for the resource categories indicated or a global total. The greatest dollar
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caounts woro casociotod with ecpital equipre e,'and the socond Icrgest
amounts were for training, including field' exercises. The largest estimate
for total funding needs was $2 million, which included expenses in support of
local jurisdictions. 'The smallest was $2,000 to send four individuals to
RERO training.

! It seems apparent that the wide disparity in the states' self perceived
needs reflects differing interpretations of what comprises an adequate pro-
gram. Some states apparently feel that they need to be prepared for any con-
tingency, from first response through clean up, while other states explicitly.t

indicated that if they ever have a genuine radiation emergency, they have
planned to request immediate and extended federal assistance.

Question 50: From whom are scate and local authoricles presently receiving
funds to supporc emergency response for transportation incidents involving
radioactive materials?

The states were asked to indicate current sources of funding for'various '

aspects of emergency preparedness for transportation accidents involving-
radioactive materials. Most states indicated that it is not feasible to
separate sources and uses of monies without a detailed study of basic budgetdocuments, for most states the various functions are spread across - several '

agencies, thereby compounding the accounting problem. In addition, almost
all states indicated that it is not feasible to separate emergency prepared-
ness activities for transportation accidents from other aspects of agency
duties because much of the training and planning has multiple applications.
As a result, most of the responses were highly general in nature.

Almost all the states indicated that personnel and equipment costs are
funded exclusively through the-agency budget, which consists of state appro -
priations but may also include license fees or other special taxes. A few
states did indicate that some FEMA assistance is applied to these categories.
With respect to planning and training, most-of the states indicated that some
assistance beyond state resources is available in these categories. FEMA mo-

,

' nies were the most frequently mentioned source, but DOE ~ and NRC were . also
mentioned. In addition, several states indicated that utilities that operate
nuclear powered generating stations contribute financial support for planning
and training. Such assistance is ; usually_ associated with fixed facility
emergency planning and preparedness, but most states regard these efforts as
being at least partially applicable to transportation incidents as well.
Beyond the funding assistance provided by an electric utility, several statesmentioned that the utility's
during an emergency response, personnel and equipment are available for use iif necessary, and one state mentioned that a
utility contributes computer time to run dose projection models.

.

3.14 Federal Assistance

The following questions were intended to gather information on the
states' perceptions of federal assistance available to support emergency pre- ,

paredness for transportation incidents involving radioactive materials. A
i-

| few states were very scrupulous to observe the distinction between transpor-
tation incidents and other types of - radiation emergencies.- However, most
states consider any assistance available' for any radiation related issue as
potentially applicable'to transportation incidents, and they view nearly all
assistance as being germane to the needs of emergency preparedness.
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Tcblo 3 34: Funding (Questions 48 cnd 49; |

Queetten 48: Question 49:

State Statewide Studies to Determine Needs Additional Resources Needed,

4

Alabane Study of general hermet capability, No mejor shortcominge
not specific to radiation incidents ,

!4

Ateeke Never Ade@ete4

;
Some field and tab e @lpment, I

Arizone in procese
plaming soport, training beyond
Ir,trodJctory

Equipment and plan reviews
Arkeness No

California Inf ormel reviews Tretning ord exercises, plaming |
merpower, modest leprovements in*

equipment ]
l

Colorado FEMA "MICAfGP," red capability Need federal sesletence for system-
essessment along transportation wide wgrade to be propered for spent
corriders, statewide esoesement of fuel ehlpments
general hesmet capability

tesically adequate; need sore ptemingConnecticut - No
to develop scP

Detswere ongoire Basicotty adequate

District of Not leeue - seelcelty adequete
Cot usble

Floride "MI CAfGP" Presently ade@ete j
4

Georgle No; Long range plaming to Communicettore and detection -
Institutionall ed equipment; tref ning for local persomet

i

Newell No Fleid ard tab e @lpment, trefning,
calibration facility for red health

Idaho No if state decides to develop emergency'
response capability, need futt range
of setietence

,

lltinola (Not reported) (Not reported)

Indiano Nene, but will soon E@lpment

lows No Fletd e@lpment, expanded training for ,

Ioce| pereomeL

Kenese No sesically adewate
i

Kentucky No Beelcelty adequate; need some field
e@lpment and training for tocol
persomel ,

Loulelene No Beelcelly adequate; need more RERO and
.

other haamet trefning
<

Meine None Radios, vehicles, and needs study

Maryland Nore Egipment and treintre ,

Meseechusette No, not needed 4 seel crive vehicles; otherwise
ade@ ete

:
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Teblo 3 34: -Funding (Qusations '48 and 49) !

l

-

Question 48 Question 49: |State Statewide studles to Determine Needs . Additional Resources Needed I

~
~

Nichtgen No Nothing in particular

Minnesota toerly t wipment and training

Mississi mi No t wipment and training

Missouri No (Not reportod)
<

Montana No Field and lab e pipment additional
training, more personne,l (3.5 FTE
estimate)-

Nebraska No teelcelly adequate

Novede Yes Field owlpnent, essletence for
out of state travel for tralning

New Maupshire Under study Under study

New .'ersey No Training courses

New Mealco Arywelly RERO type tralning, e@ port for Red -
Section to conduct trainity, field
eWipment

New York No (Not reported)~

North Carolina No Trefning and equipment for local
percomel

North Dakota No formal studies Adewate for most situetlone
Ohio (Not reported) Equipment, training .

t

Okiahana Yet Training, additional personnel
Oregon. No (Not reported)

Pennsylvante (Not reported) toolcelly adew ate
Puerto Rico Yes Equipment, treintrg
Rhode Island No (Not reported)

South Carolina No some swipment and'tretning = '

South Dakota None Seelcelly adew ate

Tennessee (Not reported) Pield egipment, some training
Tenae Yes Field and lab emipment; boele,

' advanced, and refresher trefning;
field exercise scenario development;

' plan development and distribut fon

! vermont only for harmat, red not included (Not reported)

Virginia fee More fire department s@ptles
Weehington Two studles (Not reported)

West Virginia (Not repcrted) (Not reported)
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Table 3 34: Fundir.g (Qu sticns 48 cnd 49)

Duestion 68: euestion 49:

state- stetewies studies to Determine neede- Additionet Resources needed

'

Field erus lab eelpment, additionet
visconeln me '

personnoti more access to RERO,
cellbration capabillty

Wyoetrg the is in process twipment, treintrg

,

o

i

'

t

1

e

4

i .
4
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Qusstion $1: What types of assistance (such as training, funding, technical
advice, and on scene support) are avaliable from federal agencies (includingDOE) to support state and local authoriclest ,

\

This question was designed to elicit commentary by the states as 'to
their awareness of federal programs to offer assistance to states and local
jurisdictions.- The responses received varied greatly. One state remarked
that " virtually anything seems to be available except money." Most states
mentioned training, technical advice, and field support, including emergency-
response - and protracted on scene assistance. Many states mentioned funding
support, especially pass through monies for local jurisdictions and partial
support for planning staff time. The federal agencies named as being sources-
of support were FEMA, NRC, DOE, EPA, and DOT. Most states appear to be well ;informed about available support in the event of an emergency. However, many
states expressed a sense of being overwhelmed by what is perceived as. a myri-
ad of opportunities for training and for funding support of discrete activi-
ties; one state suggested that a coordination or clearinghouse function needs
to be established so that the states can be informed about opportunities in a
comprehensive and timely manner.

Question 52: How does che state learn about the available federal aasist-ance?

This question was designed to elicit commentary by the states as to the
channels of communication through which the states learn of opportunities for
support from federal agencies. 'Most states mentioned newsletters, federal
agency publications, training course announcements, and other periodic mail.ings. Other frequently mentioned sources for such information included pro -
fossional journals and meetings, personal contacts with federal regional
officials and personnel in other states, and information supplied by regionalassociations, the responses reflected a sense of " catch as-catch can," and
there was no evidence of any central authority or single source for suchinformation.

Question 53: What federal assistance is used by state and local authorities?

Nearly all the states indicated that they use federally sponsored train-ing, and many states indicated that funding support an elemental compo-wasnent of their program. Other types of assistance mentioned included techni-
cal support and advice and the use of laboratory facilities at federal. in-sta11ations.

Question 54: How useful is the federsi assistance provided?

Nearly all the states indicated that the federally sponsored training
was excellent, and many states remarked that such training was absolutely vi-
tal to their emergency-preparedness program. Similar remarks were received
with respect to other types of assistance, but less frequently. The most
commonly received indication of dissatisfaction .or inadequacy was that thereis not enough of it. With respect to training, many states indicated that
there are not enough slots available and there are long waiting lists; other
remarks included the lateness of course announcements and the lack of fundingto cover travel costs. Similarly, various states complained that funding is
available to support some aspects of emergency preparedness, but they need
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Table 3 35i l'unding (Qusstion 50)

..

Gusetton 50
Sources of Fmds to S@ port state

~

*

and Local Emergency Response
State Plaming, f reining, Personnel, erd Equipmentt.

i

*

No grante or funde from any opencies; such of plamire end trefning comes throughAt abene power utilitlee in connection with flued f acilities; cannot separete tronoportetton
properetoes f rom targer miesten

Alaska No formal assistence
.

Red Regulatory Agency gets no support boyerd Its appropriation f rom theArltone pereret fed; Division of Eeergency services gets approximately half of its
budget from FEMA; not feasible to separate empenditures into categories,

Ark enees No formel seslotence

CetIfornie Red Nestth program gets its appropriation from the generet fund, plus License'

fees; office of Eeersercy services is also active in thle eres; fundire comot
be separated by task

some fem furding is evellable to e@ port planning and training; all otherColorado activities soported by generet approp'f ations only

Connecti cut No specific fundire mechenlams f or treraportetten properethese; FEMA support for RERO -

Delewere Mainly state approprietione, plus some federal aseletence

Olstrict of FEMA seslotence is used for some espects of ploming and training; persomet costs
Coluele are covered ty the generet fund; no eselstance for ogipment

Florido of fice of Red Control budget le beoed mostly on Llcerme f ees; the Department of
Emergency Management receives fem matching fmda for some activittee; no fundire
eselstence for equipment

|

I- Georgle Some FEMA furding is evellable to support training; other activities owported by
state and local fmding only

- .

q AL L activities eseccleted with properesess for transportetton incidente are' Newell
|

supported by the state poneret f ed

! Ideho Emersency pcsporseees and response (ret rsetrIcted to trenepoetation) ecapeise
ebout half of the agency's worklood; thle le interaireted with other job Astles andj
Ie not esperable

Ittinois (Not reported)

Indiano Power utilities contribute person hours to ptennin0; other activities supported by

|
egency appropriations and f ee receipts

lows FEE furding contributes to some espects of plaming, trefninge and personnet costo;'
utilities contribute to ploming and training ord provide computing feellities;
NRC contributes to training; the esency budget le also used for att these fmctions

Konses Red health program is funded entirely from state appropriatione; Emergency'

Preparedwes Agency has some FEMA sesistence and pose through funds

FEMA furding s@ ports plaming and training through Olsester and Emergency- Kentucky
Services; other fmettons swported by Red Control appropriettone and fee recefpts

Loulelena Plaming, training, and equipment costs are e@ ported by FEM feding; power
utilittee contribute fmding that is applied to att functiers; edriittonetty,,

| utilities mainteln staf f who are eyeltable to sealet '

Meine At t functione are swported by a mix of FEMA and state monf ee

b
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-Table 3 35: Funding (Question 50)

I
1

ouset ten so: 1

Sourcee~ of Feds to Steport State IState and Local Emergency Responses ' i
- Planning, f reining, Personnel, and Equipment l

. )
-

Mery|end No fmding aesIetonce in suppert of propershoee for trenapertetIon esergeneies Ie
received '

Mas eachusett s Acttvitles seeecleted with' prepare @ese for trorupertotton emergeneles are ausgierted
by state appropriettone enty *

Michtgen No enternet fedtrg in egiport of properedness for treroportetten emergenclee

Minnesota Program feding conos from en asessement on power utilities and a f ee for each high-
levet shlpeont

Mtselselppi funding for emergency properosese comes f rom the state appropelotten and a pear -|utitIty assessment

Miesouri Funding for amorgency prepsresses comes etrIctLy fren atete appropeletiens

Montano fem fursting thro $ Olsester and Emergency services egiporte et| especte of
proporehese

Nebreake (Not reported)

Nevede Sees espects of plamirg and training are supported by Pgm and DOE; att other
functions supported by state and Local funds-

New Mempshire AL L espects of emergency propereeses are esoported, in part, by fem funding andpower utility contributtone

New Jersey (Not reported)

New Mexico All aspects of emergency properosess are fwuied by state appropriatione; federet
agencies provide training opportmitles '

New York Some fem funding is evellable for some especte 'of emergency preparedness

North Caroline one thhd to one half of the Olvleton of Emergency Management s budget is esoportedi
thrtaugh FEM ;

North Dakota toes fem and 00E fmding la evaltable to swiport training;.other activities
supperted by atate funds

chio FEM funding la avellable in opport of all' emergency preparednese activitlee
Oklahoma AL L emergency properednese activities are egiported by state fw4ts

Oregon Pteming and training are stoported, in part, by federet fedirg; ogipment
purchases are egported, in port, by fee receipte

Penruytvante Sees espects of trefnire are sipported by FEM and D5; ogipment aceleltlene are
tsupperted, In pert, by fese chergoe to reacleer fscititles

Puerto Rico At t act tvities escocleted with emergency proporehees are ensported by 7ENA
,

Rhode taland No fmding beyond state appropriatione are evellende to snaport preparednese for
transportetton emergencies

South Caroline Some support for training through federal agencies; some fwuffng to locet egencies
from nucteer feellittee-In their jurlediction; no other fmding seslotence for
trensportatIon emergency propereesee

South Dakota fem funding contributes in ett areas of preparedness, dete:Le not reported
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Table 3-35: Funding (Question 50)

auset ten 50:
Sources of Funds to twet State

and Local Emergency ResponseState Planning, training, Peraennel, erd Equipment -

!

Tennessee Temessee Valley Authority provides partiet support for all espects of eenrgency
prepareeses

State receives seen support for training f rem FEMA, 00E, and 00f'; other espectsfemme
of state preparedness are serted by state appropriatlove and License fees.
tocet eovernoonta roceive FEMA ewet for plannie4 and f ENA, DOE, and 00f support

| for training; other espects of Lacel properemens supported by Local revenues

Utah FEMA funding opte training; att other espects of transportetton emergency
.

prepareeees ogported by state furde
s

Vermont (Not reported)

Virginia FEMA funding soporte plaming ord training; other espects of emergency properosses -
supported by state and Local fwds -

,

Weehlrgt en (Not reported)

West Virginia (Not reported)

Wisconeln Alt aspects of emergency properehees are esported by a ructeer power plant
'

essessment; eens espects of egipment scelettiene are supported by other fees

Wyoetry Red heetth progree receives no outernal seslotence
g

j

,

J

f

4

i

e

6

3
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Table'3 36: Fcdoral Assistanco (Qusstions 51 to 53)

Queet t en 51: euestion 52: eusetten 53:State Types of Federet Sources of Information Federal Aselstance used .Assistance Avellable About Federet Assistence

At ehene meC, FE M , other netforel Course announcemente - Prierfly trefning; euere of -
training progrees , other feskret initiatives, ;

last have never used
Ateeke Generet emoreness of DW ofte vielt teen; FgNA, Newt not used e#veselstence, but hee NRC meillrge

never used f

Arttone Technlcet advice, Profeselonel conferences cuestione eW erewers. -

training, funding throgh and meetirge, saillrge clarification of
FEM; else, on scene technicet gaestions -1

,

assistence if needed

Arkenese FEM, DOE training FEM regionel' frein try .
representatives, tref ning J

emomcomente

Collfornle Federet aseletence le Meltings and visite from (Not reported)
apparently evellebte to FEM , NRC regional
cover ett espects of officiale -
redletten leeues encept
funding

Colorado seems like almost anythirg Agency publications, fem paes.though anntes for
+

is evellebte except money newsletters, seminare, plaming and local
profeselonet meetings, develosesent; any and ett
prof eselonet sesociation - trefning
newsletters; else, federst
regionet officlete

!Connecticut Generet guldence, training Throgh New England Generet guldence, training -opportunities, technical Compact, profeselenet - opportunittee, technicet-
support, on scene awport meetings, pihtications, and egoort, on scene support -

newslettere
q

Delaware FEE, EPA, DOE, eruf NRC Federal regional Any trefning that le
representatives, mallings ovellable

District of SARA Title 3 FEMA newslettere FEMColuable

iFloride freining through verlous Throgh FEMA Training and some funding,esencies, funding throgh accesionet technical adviceFEM

Georgte Reno and Red Monitor Federal regionet of fl.:lete, 00T guidebook
training, on scene direct contacts with federal'
eselstance egencies, profeselonet

meetings, newsletters

Newell NRC, FD A, FEM, DOE, Profeselonet meetings, NRC and FDA
and EPA personal contacts with

federet agencies, nellings,
nous tetters

Idaho Aveltable assistance Profeestonal networki g, Technicet advice, on scene -
covere ett espects of the conferences, study grape, support, toen of
fletd, except purely state Western Interstate Erwegy ' instrumente, some training .
functions goerd

j
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Teblo 3 36: Todarcl Assistenco (Questions 51'to 53)

!

|
Oueetten $1: Question 52: ouestion $3:

'4

l' State Types of Federet Sources of Information Federet Aseletmco used
Aseletence Aveltable About Federel Aestetence

i
P

lttinole Training and financlet Throtch long history of Extenelve use of training
support; DOE feellities trwolvesent because of many and financlet etsport;
for technicet assistance reactors and other nucteer else, exteralve use of DOE -
and advice facilities, ILLinole knows feellities for technical

ebout moet of the assistence and advice
. eselstence that le

evellable; the sources orul'

| terms teder which f ederal
financial assistance le.

evellable espears to be a j
'

big secret

Indiana Unlimited technical ProfessioneL meetings Technicat asetetence and :I
eselsterv:e and advice advice from Argome Lebe

love FEE and NRC f teding Newsletters, amouncemente, FEM and NRC training ,
eselstence; trefning and buttettne, direct contact i

technical advice with federet egencies, "the i
grapevine"

Kenese Training, DOE for Newsletters, conferences, Trelning
monitoring eselstance and exercises with federet
other etsport, NRC and egencies, especialty
EPA eselstance D@/ FEM ,"susyforce l' (got j

,

to meet and tetk with eL L i

sorte of people)

Kentucky Training opportsmitles; Newsletters, profeselonel Training, FF% mon!*e
"We are confident that meetings, informel contacts
federet authorities could4

supply any type of
technical and fletd
eselstance we would sek for
in any emereency eitustion"

'
Loulelene Mainly training Newsletters, profeestenal' Tretning;-have : sed 00E

journste regionet emergency response
team

i Meine NAC, FEMA, and erookhaven Contacts with regloral freining, on elto support
Netfans! Lebe offices

Marytend Technical aselstance se (Not reported) (Not. reported)
,

neededd

!

Meseechusette freining, technical Moltings, contacts with Confident that if they felt

assistence federet regional of ficiale, e need, a mutuelty
''excettent personal setlefactory arrangementi

|
rotationehlpe, frequent would be worked out
f ace to f ace meetings, New -,

England Ccapect

Michtgen Federet egencies could Mallings, direct contacts Training 1

supply virtuelty anything with federet officials |
'

,

that might be needed

Minnesota FEMA and NRC; U.S. Coast ' Contacts with other states Training, technical
-

Guard condL cts seminare seelstance over the
telephone

-

1
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Table 3 36: Fed 3ral Assistenco (Qu2stions 51 to 53)

ousetton $1: ouestion 52: ouestion 53:State Types of Federet Sources of Informetlen Federet Aselstence UsedAssistence Avellable About Federot Assistence

Mississippi FEMA: training, ecos DOE for on acene support, Olrect contact with federal !funding
EPA for technicet serice, ' of fice of Federal / Stateesencies, through Governor's i
and NRC for techalcel i
advice, some treintry State Programs

Missourt Training, technicet Direct contact with federal freining er41 technical |
'

eeslotence egencies advice
Montane freining and technical Direct contact with federal . Training; used Dot emergency

assistance agencies resporse team once

Nobreake freintreg Situation dependent $ltuetten dependent
hovede freining and technicet Direct contact with federet Tref ning and technicet !sealetence through FEMA, officiale assistence through 7tMA,Dot, and NRC Dot, and NRC

;

New Maupshire EPA, NRC, 00T, and FEMA Meetings, word of mouth; Training, planning
mellines are f regently too
late to be of use

how Jersey Trefning, on scene FEMA digest of training NRCeselstence
i

New Mealco DOE, hAC, and FgMA Direct contact with federal Training only
regional officials,
onttoute

New York (Not reported) Through federet egencles lhetever is offered
North Caroline Trelning and funding federet Regleter, esency Training and funding

meilings

North Dakote Training and on scene Mattings Training, technical
support

assistence and advice ,

Chlo No consent No causent bo comment
oktahoes Training, technicet advice Personet contacts, Training, writtenand a p port ettendence et moettres, inforention-

throuch f ederal regionet
officiate

Oregon Training and funding Lielson with FEMA and Dog Training !Support for training

Penraytvante Training, on scene Federet Regleter, personal Tretning, technicet
suggort, technical advice - contact with f ederet aseletence and adviceregional of ficiate,

nottfIcetlon
Puerto Rico on scene egport through (Not reported) (Not reported)

FEMA

Rhode telend Trelning, funding, Correspondence with freining, funding,technicet advice, on scene regional of fices technicet advice, on scenesupport
support

South Caroline Training and general Federal plans for Emergency assistanceaestatence seelstance to states

3-112
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Table 3-36: Fedsrcl Assistence'.(Qusstions $1 to 53) |'

1

Question 51: ouestion 52: Questien $3:

State Types of Federal tources of Information Federal Assistance used
Assisterte Avellebte About Federet Aesloterce

South Dakote . Training, funding, advice, Primarity FEMA Very useful
-

support thro @ f ederet
agencies

Tennessee- Training, funding Mietoricot knowledge of f reining through FEMA, DOE,

eselstence opportmittee, FEMA ord NRC; TVA financial
listing of courses steistance'

femas Training (especially Workshops and seminore, Training-
RfR0), fundire and federet egency'

technical advice for same amouncements j

specific areas

Utah Training, on scene Letter annomcamente Tretning and eselsterse
>eselsterre, connuttotIon
|

Vereont unknown; no cleering Accidentally (see Dusetton Any that le evettable
home to coordinate 51 response)
federal agencise involved

|

Virglais Training, technical Conf erence of Radletion Training, technical
advice, on scene sert . Control Progree Directors, advice, on. scene swport ;

!
course enremeementa

Washington on scene e@ port, . Through f ederet regional Most of the eselstance
technical assisterre, offices: received hee been in kind,
some funding such as computer programs;

would like to see furding,

West Virginia No ecument No comment No comment

Wisconeln Training and technical Through f ederal regionsL - Trotning ord technical
advice officlete advice

Wyomtre FEMA Personal contacts None

4

.
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iadditional support in other areas. Several states indicated that'there is a
lack of coordination among federal: agencies.

Question $$: What types of additionni federal assistance io state and local !
authoricles need to improve their capability to respond to :tansportation in. i '

cidents involving radioactive materials? '

The most frequently mentioned need for increased federal assistance was
more slots in training courses and more frequent course offerings as well as
federal funding- that would permit statn agencies to extend training opportu-
nities to local jurisdictions. Many states also expressed. a need to acquire
additional equipment and manpower. One state reported that if it is expected-
to maintain a comprehensive and self contained emergency response: capability,
it would need four more FTE health physicists. Various other topics s

mentioned included financial support for planning, a greater emphasis on
transportation issues in training, and .better coordination among federal
agencies. Several states specifically -mentioned that the production and

_

distribution of video-cassette training modules ' appropriate for first re-
;

sponder agencies would be the single most'useful thing that could be done.

3.15 Prorram Prorrens and Plana

-question $6: In the past ten years, what have been the most notable changes
that have occurred in the statewide program for emergency response to trans-

!portation incidents involving radioactive materials? i

Most of the states commented on incremental change in the size and-qual.
ity of their program, including .more personnel, more . training opportunities,
more and better equipment, and more comprehensive planning. Several states

,

indicated that there. had been no changes > worthy of note and that the basic
approach to this problem area, including planning concepts and organizational

4

arrangements, had been long established and was continuing without revision.
Several states commented on an increase'in the amount of radioactive materials
in transit, t,ut no states mentioned an increase in ' the number of incidents.
In fact, one state' observed that there are fewer incidents now than ten yacts

Many states remarked on a generally higher _ level of awareness aboutago.

radioactive materials', the recognition of the need to be prepared, and better
awareness of where to turn for assistance. Specific changes noted included
the updating of emergency preparedness plans, win.r distribution of plans and '

related documents, better training for first responders, a shift in ' FEMA
training to more emphasis on peacetime' hazards, and 'the _ infusion of ' funding
provided by electric utilities to assist in planning and training.
Question $7: What have been the major accomplishments for the statewide pro-gram during this period?

Most states emphasized incremental improvements in their . planning and
emergency responsa capability, especially with regard to the level of aware-
ness among first responders and their ability to get: qualified personnel to
the scene of an incident. Several states ' indicated that they did not feel
there had been any major accomplishments', except that they had maintained
control over this problem area or otherwise fulfilled their mission. Very few
states mentioned any substantial changes in planning strategies or organ-
ization arrangements, although some states did indicate that there had been
improvements in planning.
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Tablo 3 37: Federal Assistance (Questions $4 and 55)

gusetten les tusetien lit
State usefulness of federet Ateletenee tyme of foeren Aeoletence heeded

-
__

Atatase betlenet trainirg progrese ore stedern met *H.g ccpobilltlee et local
oncet tent level

Alaske hot solicable bene

Arltore 20 emportance in treneportet ton- teore advanced treintrg, i.e.,
related toewee; in other trees, quite appropriate f or heetth*phyelce
useful profeestenel; more frequent trianing

Arkenees trotning to good to eacellent; inore trotning opportmittee, more feding
fundIrg to poor; never used technical to support training
and an*ecere steletence

Collfornie cellfernia state authorities take Nec end/or DOT collect License fece from
advantage of eselstence that will be firms that engage in triterstate transport
taeful to thok within their Letter of redlotetive esteriale; thewtd create
ploming peels; settetence they have sechentee to trenefor eene of these
accessed het been Seite usef ut and mantee to the states to relmhurse for
feeerel autherttles have been very emergency preparednete activities
helpful

Colorado tilf ficult to actually get a project Imdire snaport; better coordirstlen
potrg; FestA are lest soon not to have between verlous feeret agency programe
such coordinetten with each other;
re money to underwrite compliance
with, e.g., power plant enorcitos

Conrecticut Well setlefied with whet they have more emphaele en trenoportet ton lesume,
received enke it a pritrity eSalvolent to flaed

facilities; more ettention to providing
states and localities with retources
to plan and develop capabliItles for
transportetton incidente

Delswere Thle le the primary source f ee here slots in trainirg courses (turnover
training, and it le of good spatity and attritten le a problem)

District of AdeSate for plannirg steletence; Crente f or equipment and training
Coluable inadeSate fer operational

conelebretient

Floride Fedirg to critical for training, e Inforsetlen about where and d ensejer component of state and locet ehlpeents will occur within the state;
progreen counties would say amore moneya

Georgle 00f guldebook to oncettent; training Aeoletence in detivering training to
aceletence le very useful Local agencies; subeldlas training

esponses, especially travel and per
dien

Howell A great help Fedtry for training, travel coste are
especially dif fleult

Idaho Absolutely Indispensable Closer interf ace with states in terne of
thertrg inforention about what le
evelle' e

;

s

|
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Table 3 37: Tederal Assistance (Questione 54 and $5)

Guestion $4 tweetten lls
State usefulness of Federal Aeolstence Typse of Foeret Aeslotence heeded

lltinois DOT and DOE eaststence le wite goe adderska et end of table
useful; Nat generally not useful
because state has almtficant
experience; htC has sore Westione
for the state than the state has for
NRC

Indians tverythirg ever osked f or het been if etete le espected to solnteln eetf*
highest apetity and very useful centelned energency resperse 6|| the way

thraup altigetlen and cleen@, need 6
FTI heetth phyelclete

lows very good; without federet Funding settetence for egulpment
seslotence, could not efford treintrg,
absolutely vital to the state program

Konese htR0 le highest p olity, preem e Addittenet training, especletty htte
other assistance /puldance would be follow up or refresher; provide
of similar metity, but never used armameesente more effectively

Kentucky Without federal nesleterms, there freining meteriets, espec8et ty video
would be enty a very modest progrem; coetettee; nelnteln end empend preshactlen
especially training and feding of training meterlete; auch of training
eseletence for training enteriale are new wt of slate, not

receiving any updato enteriale

Laufstene very good spatity Itere elete in treintre progrees, more
fretNont course of forings

helne hover had en incident, elo not know Ref resher trefning

Maryland (hot reported) Ref resher tralning

Mossochusetts tverythirg they have used is first More freeNont trainire ef ferings
rete; state versue federet role 16 (scheshste conf Llete and ehert notice
nemetimes confusing; need sore era problems)
training esportunittee, more frequent
course offerires

ulchigan Aseletence that would be of direct Feding, especletty for first roepender
help, such as feding f or personnel trefnire and to support a ptermingslote, le not evettebte peeltlen

!

Minnesota in general, very good money for eswipeant; training en special
eltuettore especially spent fuel

Mlesissippi Absolutely necestery Additionet training fees, especially to
cover travel costs

Mis sour t Training is excellent more funds to swport ettendence et
treintrg

montano Very useful, laat limited in Itore training slots, funding og pert for
eveILabtiity pertemst and equipuent

j

hebraske Verles with circumstances unknem, under essessment

hovede in poteret, very useful Funding for egipment; work out
jueledictlenet leeues concerning federal
meleves

!

iNew Hampshire Useful once acwired gusteined feding for ptemlrg, egipment
saintenerse, and field esercleos
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Table 3 37: Federal Assistance (Questions 54 and $5)

Ehastion $6: tweetten $1
State usefulness of f ederet Aeslotence Types of feeerst Analetence heeded

.

-

how Jersey very good fretning, on acene 6@ port; carriere
eheuld be made suere of theIr
reopenalbl lit les

how mealco Very good hands en trainire for redlooctive
noterlete handling

how York Training le very luportant Iteney for full * time instructore

korth Corottne freintrg to e.cattent; feding le store fundire
very useful

herth Dakote involuebte bothirg in particuler; ere gery
comfortebte with current errengemente

OhIe ho censusnt foderel aseietenee ie previded thrsuch

stenderd thentste;inercosalble elessouteef etete treintreesport m ittee are
fundire le prawided; need le for better
distributten of evellebte inforestion to
appropriate elete and tecol authorities

Oklahame Very useful Conferences where state and federal
people get together

Oregon Very usefull could not provide (hot reported)
training at state levell good
rotationship with federal
euthoritles

Penneytvente fratring to oncellent; federet llore trainirg for tocot poremnet; sere
apercles are very cooperative fedtry would be helpful but not

roCeseary

Puerto Rico (hot reported) (Not reported)

Rhode laland faceltent Additten untching fede

South Caroline federal seslotence for entended store training
emergencies wmate he very beneficial

South Dakote very useful hone et thle ties

Tennessee Very good and helpful flore funditg support for local training,
ref reeher and update training for Rie0
greskates

.

fon es MRO le very good; other forse of Reettatic Flek emessement for verlous
seelstance are of mergirol benefit types of treneportetten incidente;
for treneportetten energency feeleg to suport treintre of locet
preparednese peroemelt Instrument helntenerse and

teLIbretten Pregrem reeds to to f meed
to permit cellbretion more of ten than
overy four yeece; refresher or follow m
treintrg for MRO greaksetse

Utah freining is very helpful leonttoring equipment for trereuronic
usette, training steletence

Vermont ho consent heed pero funding and treintry

Virginie Very usefut Keep w the good work; hemy to ese
tretsportetton leeues on trefnirq
acheshAs
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Table 3 37: Tederal Assistance (Questions 54 and $5)

thention $4 Gusetlen lle
State usefulness of Federal Aeoletence f eet of Federet Aeoletmco boeded

4

Weehirgten very helpfui FAdfr4 for trefnire of lesel peroemet
and egelpeent purcheess; he arte epm
ebeut ehlposate entering the etete,
especielty eltitory

West Virginie he comment hood laboratory cepobility f or testing !

ef enterlate for refleestive centente

Vleconsin htto le good; 7844 esproach ret Legrade program to feeue en
relevant te state of forte, WRC transportetten leeuse
useful. IPA usefut but ret timely

'
Wyomtre fema eiphaele en wererelated PanA should provide sore treintre and

energencies le not helpfut aselstenes for possettee emergencies;
d federet autherttlet theuld give greeter

canoideretten to corrider states and give
thee the sans tevel of eselstense4

'

provided to heet states

j

i

Addendum:
State of Illinois Response to Question 55

WnenAttletence fype tource heeded;

- -

1 Medical e. Meelical ef fecto of UsDot, RE AC/f 8 During accident
instepen

b. Removet of footopos in UD0t, RE AC/f t During accident
huesne

c. Nf, sedicot, and U 908, REAC/ft frelning for key energency
emergency accIdont responder
trainire

2. Analyste 8 e. Find contaminetlen USD0t/USNRC During cleeng stage
Detection b meneure contaminetten Ul00t/USWRC During steeng stage

c. Leng' tere effects USD0f/Uthht During cleeng stage

3. Technical Awice e. Packaging Us00f/UsWRC Training for key reoperulere
and durIng escidont

b. Decentaminetten enthode USD0t Durine/efter accident
c. CLesree etenderite USD0t/UtukC Af ter seeIdont
d. Safety of shipptry usNGC/UIDM Af ter escident

ie. Regulations UtWaC/UIDOT/Us00E frelning for key reopendere 1

4. Technical e. Finditg test sourcee UD0t/USNRC/UltPA Af ter accident
Assis tance b. Preparetim of technicet UD0t/USNRC Af ter accidentreporte en accident

c. Recovery of material USD0t During accident
with high redletion
levels (rebotice, etc.)

.

5. f reintrg e. Accident response UsDof, finA, utmeC, usDOE freining for key roependers
!
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Question 58: What have been the major disappointments in the development and
operation of the statevide program during this period?

Although the states were generally positive about their progress and ac.
complishments in the past ten years, the disappointments they reported were
mostly related to not having been able to do as touch as they would have
liked. The most frequently named disappointreents were related to insuffi.
cient staff, insufficient equipment, and lack of funding, especially for the
training of first responders. Several states mentioned that salaries for
health physics professionals are insufficient to attract and retain qualified
personnel; state radiological health programs were characterized as "up and
out" training grounds where new graduates come in to entry. level positions,
gain a few years' experience, and then go on to higher paying jobs in the
private sector. Several respondents commented that there had been scholar.
ship programs for health physics students in the early 1970's, but that these
programs had been discontinued and there is now an insuf ficient pool of new
talent. Some states reported that they havo lost personnel through attrition
and are unable to fill the vacant positions. Other specific disappointments
named included: the discontinuance of a DOT program that provided funding
through the federal highway safety program for a transportation planning
position, too much attention to fixed f acility plant,ing and lack of support
for transportation planning, difficulty in recovering the costs associated
with emergency response, and a lack of cooperation emeng federal agencies.
It should be noted that about one. fourth of the states reported that there
had been no disappointments.

Question 59: Vt.at needs to be done to ensure that the statewide program ful.
fills its mission during the next ten yearst

Nearly all the states indicated that incremental improvements are indi.
cated for the immediate future. For most states, this was framed in terms of
maintaining and improving technical staf f, attention to developing more re.
fined plans, especially with respect to non fixed facility incident planning,
more training for first responders, and maintaining and upgrading equipment
inventories, including dedicated emergency response vehicles. Various states
reported highly specific issues, such as the need to revise (as opposed to
merely refine) their plan, to clarify lines of authority and interagency
relationships, or to consolidate radiation related functions within state
government. Several states expressed concern that the radiological health
mission would be substantially revised when a high level repository is estab.
lished and shipments commence or by other decisions such as the location of a
regional low. level nuclear waste repository. Several states also remarked
that state commitment to emergency preparedness has not been consistent; the
Three Mile Island incident had led to increased concern and an infusion of
resources for a few years, but interest is now fading and radiological health
professionals are concerned that their program will deteriorate until another
major incident brings the issue back into public awareness.

The following tables, 3 38 and 3 39, are presented differently from the
others. To ensure that the states were open and forthright in their responses
to somewhat sensitive issues the states were assured that their responses to
these questions would be anonymous, thus states are not identified in these

' tables. The order in which responses are listed is random. There is
consistency across the four questions.
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Table 3 38: Program Progress and Plans
(Questions 56 and $7)

emet t en les n estien 57tseteele Changee in Post 10 toere sejer Accomplishmente in Past 10 Years

Develegnet of a network of regleral incrosse in red protectlen stof f and
emergency reoperse coordiretere are staff training, evelopment of a
triptlig of site of red protectlen definitive emergency roeperse plan
technical staf f f or nuclear incidente, evetepsont of

the environmental protectlen ceammia
cettene retwert, escuteltlen of red
heenth annitoring epipment, and
enactment of red centrol act, which
authorises the steestaant of fees to
pey the east of reguletten and
Inopec tien

Ferentlen of redlelegical roepmes Additlenet oudlevleust esplpeent for
teams trelnire
tememicottene fretning of Lacet police and fire

pereennet

increase in hasset reopense reelromonte increses in treinleg evellebte from
has reewlted in greater esphaele en f ederet egorwise
treroportetten incidente

1

Devotegement of a plan to eset with Trainire of peroemettreenpertotion incidente

Charge in sephaele W eastgency manage. AvelleblLity of speclet tretters with*
ment in training of first repondere to in red heetth divleton to provide
peacetime emergencies (includire redest* eserserwy reopense training for first
eretifIc rempense) eral estettiehment ef fempensero
e training settlen with planners within
red heelth division

totablishment of the burosu et red con * Devotesment of the beelt red emergency
trol as e indivisbet bureau in the stato
heetth espertment and concurrent reopense plan, devolesment of a red

eenrgerwy reopense team in hurosu ofincrease in the etetfing levet for the red control, evetepsont of state medred centrol prog +ee seen. etoraleed guide for handling red *
centeelroted victies W emergency rose
pereennel, emelonetten W statute of
primary state en*ecene coordinatore,
and inittetter; of treintrg for first
reopendere to redent transportstlen
eccidente j

i

Adoption of f ormal emergency reopense Development of emergerwy roepense von -plan, esausption of apressent state
statWe seul euheequent trureece in stof f,
and relecetten of targe eNantity of
wrenius etLL tellitge

procurement of state vehicles with emer* Setter properetten for roeperse
pency management redles

totabtlehnent of state hosest progree bene
end reglenet heemet reopense tease

(Det reported) (leet reported)

tiene (Isot raperted)

!

!

!
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Tcble 3 38: Program Progress and Plans ,

'

! (Questions 56 and 57) ,

?

i
.

?

I t

| Gueetten M t Ducation 17 |
: esie.ie Ch.npe. in P.si 10 v..re sejor Acce. ,Li.hsente in essi 30 ve.re
,

l
1

| nove fulfilted .iecion
More e.nwr(,better escoied personnet jet entry leve and better treinl*4

i opportmit tee

incesasee overoroes of how to recognl e Oleaminetten of espropelste'

red meterial and where to go for help f rWormation ;

Creeiimofen ree- A .iniaireiive e u . iiehmanis isee
propres in the med espuletery Agency, tweett en M)f alto, f ormelltetten of

! wider dispersten of inf ormellen elueut the reopense ef f ort and creetten of
the Red howletery Age.wy, and improve + written docusante, includire en MP
monts in trainity for lacet officlets and input for the state heamet plan4

,

letter twipment, better trefning, and f reined, competent staf f eruf better
,

mere per some L pLeming

I theer volume of redleective esterlate Neve not had any atenifIcent incidents
,

in trenelt
i

j increened plaming Participetten in Western Interstete
Energy teerd, improved meerstanding,
greater sworeness and better network + >

Ing, erud insupretten of an incident
camend eyetam

I More rosaurces (better censunitettene AblLity to provide more timely
I capabilittee, additlenet pertamel reopense and increased staf f

elots and owlpment, and more vehicles,

| in more locet tene) and ability to obteln
supplemental assistance f rom the olt and
chemicet spl|| esctim of the Olv, of-

invirerseental Protectioni

j'
updating of IRAP, laptementation of Red State emogency reopense team and i

,.

Laerpency Plan, and statewide ploming solutten of problem of "who's in
3 (includire definitten of an 30P) c harge"

Acquisit ten and equipping of haamet. Completten of Imergency Operatione
dedicated vehicle Plan with reenst/heamet enrea

| Nore trefning, especially heruto on, in upgrading of training (and thereby
the last 3 years with increased improvirg capability) and evolepment

,

suphaele en transportet ten incidents of a state gDP for incidents other
,

i then flued feellity

he elptficant indivihel changes but nothing in particular, but is notable
rether e steady evolutten; three Mlle that there have been no incleonte

,

(4
letand resulted in greater sworenese Irwolving any measurable rolesse
end the ehemeling of additlanel
reewrces to red emergency plamtrg,

and capabilityi

Charges in pereennel sothing in porticular

Development of a plan Cevelopment of a plan and keepiry the
i reenst trenapertetlen eroe mder
' control with seatstance of DOE

1

1
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; Tcble 3 38: Program Progress and Picns
'

(Questions 56 and 57)4

.

Gueet t en 56 t tweetion $7s
hotable Changes in Poet 10 Yeere mejor Accomplishments in Past to toere

1

' glovellen of respeNelble aperty f ree Respontible egency became e esperate
divlelen levet to separete, cabinet * cabinet level apartment, porticipe'
Level department with 200 employees, tien in U.S. DOT reshnet treeportetten
including 6 dediceted ttensportot ten etudies in ser|y *30s, develasmet ef

! Inspectors, e statewide comumeltetiene inspection end escort progrees for
system, ambite Lebe, cosmond center spent ructeer fuel ehlpmente, develop-

'

vehittee, and dediceted resp ese ment and implementetlen of scorgency i

vehicleel incrosse in haaet ef ficere in reopenee piene for trenoportetten,

State Police md ICC fra 0 to 75 plus occidente, and finding by U.S. pot
heset twipment; and devotepsont of that state Inspectlen and fees pro.
redmet e M haamet accident ptene gram to centletent vith NMtA and'

could be a model for other stetse
'

i
hone eene, but no root redmet problem

]

! Pian f.e non.pewer.,ient incienis and geiter , rep.r. css of ree-e ieeme !
: bec ai,g an ..C agr - nt ei.ie em firti reopenere ihr ph irsining ,

l,gas,pency ,ie ming e ,, ,,se ees for petier ,repe,. ees et,ses i n ee,d
fined focility incidmte because of fined'f aclLity plannitg eruf '

the reeuttitig increses in capabilities ;

e M equipeent '

he enjer thenpos, eithewh have mein * Nene, last a program of socorting targe
telnad the progree (including wereding shipments wee instituted and etete hee

! of swipsont) the ablLity to respond acceptably to
; inc! ante with lleited staf f and other

resorcoe '

I hothirg in porticular more knowledpeeble pereennel in first'
,

reopener roles, este training, eruf !

the eserclose with fined f acilittee,

I in depth esperience of progra pereennet geceolfg en htC agreement state and ,

| (through improved trainity and the thanter leprovement e in the state seertency
of peroomel de have been trained) and mensposent egency, includirg coseml'
increened Ablic euereness of redmet cettene and status boerde

FgMA Purcheme and operation of 2
eserpency vene

upgrading of ewlpment aruf cosmunica. Draf tiets of klAT handbook and the
j tiers, grooter evellability and use of stability of the stof f
| training, and Itureece in etsffing

l PgNA'epersored training (treinathea mmy additismal treined peroamel
| trainer progree for Lecol personnel) (sepoclelly et Local level) and

new replaceaant owipment

leprovement in abl||ty to herulle eitue* AeweItIrg of ptses, mere csipetent
tiers, better swipment, evelopment
of power plant piene, and evolutlen of -

staff, woLL defined coeumisetlene
network, and fut t'lles duty officer

Ptere

geigeont and pereemot provided by eaperience seined from resperufIrg to
utility fee, evolepsent of Widence rest incidente, evetepsont of
for treneportetten incidente, and guldence for trorsportetton incidente,
FgMA fede for trainitg eruf egulpeent and peroamel provided

|with utltity fede j

j Avellability of additional pereennel AvellablLity of achiltlonel persemel
and tralnirg eral training
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Tcble 3 38: Program Progress end Plens
(Questions $6 and 57)

guestiere $4: Destien 57:
totable Changes in Post 10 years sesjor Accomplishemnte in Past 10 feare

. . .

Greeter euereness of the.lseus and Development of a reopense plan and
mero coordineted ef fort in rcepente Irwolvesent of the hlghuey potrOL in
plaming the procese (ELL have energency

reopense kite and have been trained)

Properetten and distributlen of state Aeoletence previded to $ comtles in
plan specific emergency planning for spent

f wl ohlpeente eW devotegument of
integrated eenagement teams (state
eral locet government persomell to
prepare for redlelegical heaef de

heresso in red heenth staf f and enrece. Aserenete by the p4 Lie and othee
sont rac eent t len o f the nood f or the r ed esencias that the red heelth esency
health progrom should he cantacted f or eteletence In

a remet emergency and senegement
awrt and meerenses

increate in suorenote, fundirg, train. Development and lepteenntetten of the
Ing, and escalpment eM formelltet ten red incident centret pLem, increated
of the red incident control plan staf f, tecet*tevel training, and

latorstory training

Creetten of the eurosu of tmergency Creetten of the sureau of teorgency
cooperse eesponse

Devotepsont of e stateutdo coordinated Devotognent of e stateulde plan eral
plan and creation of the weste teole* coordireted state and Lacet activities
tien pilot project

Iso root changes oncept having a plan Devotopeent of a plan

Red protections destire of stof f, Lesteletten enabling energency
better egipment, and better statf management to direct the state
treining; onergency ennagementI reepense, deveiopeent of the etete
increase in centret of fice and tree eerpency reopense tea (Stat) reordia
of fice staf f, change in focus of plena netlen concept, and incresee in
ning to heenet and esatser disaster, trained pertemet statewide
and treinttg for tetel roeporueers

tapenelon of acape of state emergency Firetaroepender training eM ocelela
operettors plan to include peacetlas tien of noblLe venes camounications
roepense to heaset incIdonte and heamot mobite van and heamt response asblLe
tteIning van

Development of a plan Development and laptosentation of e i
menorords of understending among ;

state esencies !

Decrease in the nuager of reduet trose* Reepense to eral handling of e|| Inci*
portetton intleente and evellability of dente in a proper senter
specletited ascend response (lete0) truck

J
Development of ploming erut training Development of statewide seerency

rsapense pten and treining fer taptea
mentation of the plan

i

]
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Tcble 3 38: Pregram Pregress cnd Plans
(Questions 56 and 57)

S wetten See Seetien $74
setable thenees In Post 10 feece sejer Accesplishmente in Post 10 Years

thif t of euphesle to spent fw| f reintg of fIret roeperudere andehlpuent a hespltat pereennel

Occurrence of agent fuel ehlesente Red sootth evoluetten of the trene.
throwe the state and the estabilchsent pertetten pleno and establichsent of
of critette f or auch ehlpmente e hip *levet meste advisory cemittee

i

1

e
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Table 3 39: Prograio Progress and Plans
(Questions 58 and 59)

swetten S8 ausstlen $9
nejer Ditenpointmente in poet 10 Yoers esade During best 10 Yeere

-

Leck of foeret support for training Nere e@ pert free federet egencies t>y
providing edditlenet funds to train
roepense pertemet and devotamment of

4

technical esportlee within federen J

og. entlee (e.g., 001) In order to proa
vido proper eesistence to the state

me roeperse Cantinetten of training and hiring
ef addItlenet poreemel

Lack of upset trg of equipment, insuffl* pero training, upgrading of first*
ciency of tretritne for first reopendere, reopender owipment, more frewent
and inability to repelr er replace emereless, and addittenet peroemet
gesen* rey spectrometers

4

mene Under eseessment

nisperception by the pubtle that DOE is State red heelth esency participe* I
able to hendte any redset prebten and tien in training of first respondere 'j
eheute be contacted first in a redset end conttrwing to addrese resource
enereency needs (eddltIsneL porsomeI and

o wlpment) reelletically '

Lack of edewate f urufing irsroesed feding

mene Consletent state and federet funding
and more training for pureau of
tuergency geepense

Lack of rosaurces to carry out emergency Acelettlen of odditlenet rosaurces
annagement act (treining and equipsont) es outlined

|In the emergerey manegament act
|

Tretning Mlring of futtatten Ivetructere to
presste and conduct treintre '

Lack of edewete feding for LeseL UpgradIr4B ef menIterine equipaent end
emergency annagement progrene more end better treinlete

Lock of cooperetten esong etete esencies traroesed cooperstlen among state
in enintelning heaset emergersy response egenstes in doveteping hasant plan and
plan, insufficlet staf f for deveLeping precedures, Ineresse in resources and
plan and procesbres, and turnowr of staff to addreso emergency reopense,
federet progrene to the state without ord federet emeletence in fundtrg stef f
a p punenting state funaling and equipment

Insuf fielent interagency and intera overseeing the dif ficulty in fleiding
goverreental cooperetten highly specielleed roepense teeen

given that the state has strong Letet
governannto that view the state's .
rete se seerdinetten only

Lack of better communicetlene egulpment asseuroes f or providirqs and ettending
een it use needed, 2 way redte owlpa trainirg for new pereennet eral addl*
ment, and e epoclelleed second reepense tienet 2 way reste communicetters
(utto) system eyotese

Fedecel emphaels on morties activities Centinustlen of receipt of federal
se a conditten of fwuling as well se in funde and training, uppreding of
training events training courses, and Irsraeeed fwula

Ing to keep pace with inflatten

/
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Table 3 39: Program Progross and Plans
(Questions 58 and 59)

_

tweet t en les tuostion 99:mejor DIseppointmente in Peet 10 Years moede Durtry meet 10 Yeere

nothirg in particuter Aequieltlen of new vehicles, keeping
trefning g to date, and remotutten of
staff turnover probles (eld range
seteries are not competitive)

me elrett notiflestien eheut are non. DIstaainetien of proper informetien
treceperetten Incident (apparently a se that appropriate autherttles allt
failure to dies elnste Infereotten eheut be rotified seawt redent incidentecorrect nettfIcettam proceshares)

Inadeeney of training for fleet treenced field sammanicottene cepe.reopendere and task of trotning for bilities, more fregent trefning,hospitet statf en how to ettend to more indepth training, better tretalegredletion centesinated victies for tecet offielete, ante flots oser.
clees, better meerotanding of erger.l.
settenal roles in order to overcess
turf bottles, and greeter segheele en
redletten oefety in state plaming

Lack of fundleg for proteselenet staff more end better training and better(not enough pasItIsne e d insuffIelent
setortee to attreet and retain spellfled ment end.esintenensefmding for peroemeL and for ogstp.
persome t)

i
'

ahnense of feeeret censiteent to hotp Cemettaant to the red heelth miselenstates leprove their capability

inability to attract and retain gusti.
fled poteemet ed testeemed werkleed gotter partnerehlp with federet
without additieret staf f egentles, additlenet help (eere per.

eennet and other resources), more
f regaent beelt etal refresher training
opportunttles, and gdeting of the iplan

Additlenet eteff incrosses have beendented, ht$.getity treining to acerce A4biltlenet hie.Samlity training,
and esperalvo, and name treintre that more Iretrumentatten, and additlenet

hee been offered le tee elementary er staff because of increseed activity
inodegante

Of f fleutty in recovering money free Aeonement of pters to addrese short.parties reopenelbte for lesidente there
to eartiflebte senteelnetten - cueltge, continuetten and empenelen

of trainirg, and worading of espip.
eent es necessary

Lack of funde for reo detectlen and Addreestry the erees that have been
protectlen egulpsont, no ordinance that melee diasppointeente
addresses the regutetlen of hemmet, and 1

lack of fedirg for sentleted freervice
trainite

liene
Continuation of treintre end funding
f or training ed en tretisees in the
presentty inadequeto seierles

Lack of ennagement eggert in some At e einlawn, selntenmee of the
80encies and ureelttirgeness to apend progree et its current, adegate levet, Iany emney, no ogport for Wgredirg, greater sophaele en red heetth inand cesplacent attitude becoupe there
have been to prebtems reopenelble agencies, and integretten

of the red festion in o sfrgte agency
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Table 3 39: Program Progress and Plans
(Questions $8 and 59)

_

6estten 58: eueetten 99:
Itsjer DiesppeIntmente in Peet 10 % ears esade DurIne seat 10 tsere

eene Nelntenance of current tevet of
esiportlee and development of a
sureau of Red Protectlen omorgency
reopense plan for redsat tronoporte.
tetten eccleente

Leck of a proper vehicle for the Aeglettlen of eeditlenet vehicles
state stetf oral pereenet eglpeant

Insufficient insber of peld Leest Addittenet fede for training and

alrectore and volunteers from fire egipment
esperamente

turnover in mergemeer roeutting in can. Upgrading of training of pereennel
tinuet training regiremente that are
dif fleult to meinteln

hone Provlelen of addittenel training and
egipment and maintenance of plan
undetes

PossiblLity of a seter in response Reverest of les ruling en take.home
haceuse of an its ruling eenoeming vehittee and sentinustlen of present
take home vehicles (if state vehicle le activities (emlnteln training, keep
taken heen, vetus of use la additlenet tumover dean, eral retain staffing
"Inesse"; es a result, vehicles are Lef t eiete)
et erk) and tumever of pereennel

temovet of inettueent meinterarse ord Cen&act of reellette risk steesement
cet(bretten progree free hreau of red f er typse ef redset trensportet ten
centrol, state red offleer le not a socidente, devolepment of resposee
heetth phyettist end not port of breeu guidelines bened en elsk seassement,
of red centrol, state pereennet provida otetewide distribution of eseessment
irg Lacet training in red eenitoring and eral guleottnes, esveLapsent and test.
reti entident reopense are not heelth leg of brema of red sentrol roepense

jphyeletete er esplepos of the burseu plan, retentlen of red sentret funca t

of red control, reedetten in stof f ese tiers in one esency, resteretten of |
to budget eute, and nebuleuenses of staff oute in bureau of red centrol,
federet plaming guldanee centinustlen of trainite for roepense

tsea, enereIse ef burseu of red
centret ptere, and development of
reopenes piene end training of first
reopenelore br additional Local
jurledictlens

llene Continuation of treining for first
reopendere and reopense tems,
devetspannt of a hetter eschanten to
reseh reestely tecotes escident
seense, eral centinuetten ef trwelvesent
of 308 in estabilehlng preferred routes i

'f or trenett of high*Levet unste oral
feding training and additlenet
egipment

Fundire Funding and treintre

leone Continuetten of trefning of large
nushere of fIret reopendere eseh toee
eral redevelopment of training coursos
to sake more interesting oral encourage .
participetten
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Tcblo 3 39: Program Progress cnd Plans
(Questions 58 and 59);

'
gestim Saa tuostion 99:j mejor Olseppointmente in Poet 10 Years boede Durtry meet 10 Mrs

I
'

Persemet testes without replacement Recruitment of pereenrot, istter and
<

em more frement training, and more
coordinetten with other egencies |

,,

Irwolved

Lock of state appropelottene for Drewing sore en 00t for training
peroemet (one peeltlen test) (especially for potentist first

! )reopenere in outlying districts),* '

continued oggert free federal j
spencies, revlelen and gereding of ;

i plan, and bringtre trefning @ to date I

hone tapenelen of state emergency roepense
: progrene to cesply with SARA Title !!!
i (currently helns leptemented)
|

Inability to ebtain fire clarificetten Maintenance of red heelth progree andof liability Westions and status of uppreding of feelte to ensure
Istate eres emergency roepense committee seWecy of the program
l

Continued progrees (thrauch better lWene
iowipment eM trefning) and m incrosse

In persomeL

gecause of corretretten en power Keeping surrent so to the technetegy
plante, insuf fielent time opent on other seul working en non flaad facility

,

types of accidente p t emg ,,
*

; Resource limitettonal limited staf f, treuring that staff le futty trained
no emergency roeperse vehicles, eral no truf etteintre emergency coepunse
redles or comamicettene devices vehicle and radio cemamicettens

'
+

hothirg in particular, elthogh the ties Rotention of wellf fed persemel in
taken to revlee the ploming for a non. the program and centireded causiteent'

flued facility reopense wee too tone by the state

Insuf ficient ettentlen to the eres totabtlelsent of a 10 year plan (with
<

because of esett staff, eseeeelve work. Lesteletive mondete for milestone I
j leed, and lack of legletetive amneste reporting) and federet old for capital ;
'

e@lpment eral trefning

Lack of peroomet and edemote funding More federet feeleg !
|

Isothirg enjer, althegh there were same tapmelen of staff, upgradirt of
probleme in chamellrg estificetten easipment, eM esponelen of trefningj of incidents opportmitles for lacel peroemel

; beyond the SP2 casumities

Olocentiradence of DOT oggert for a Neintenance of the levet of the statetransportetten plaming speciellet progree end ed)usteent of the progree
4

minelen If the state hacenes a
reglenet tow Level repseltery j

vaguenses of the advice given (need More eelpment, more training, moreasce specific edelse) fede to trovet to training erints,
,

cherge in fadorei ettItwies by reces.
!

nistne state sepabilities and beine
Lose poternelletic, seul direct contact
with the gewomer by IRC (hpeseltg

; the need esency)
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Tcblo 3 39: Prtgram Prtgress cnd Plcns
(Questions 58 and 59) i

.

S eetten S4 tweetten S9:
hajor Olseggislatmente in Post 10 foore heade Durity heat 10 Years

thet reperted) (het rsported)

(#et reperted) (het roperted)

Hene Atletetten of more dedicated time to
the problem (one fult.tlee pereen)

Lack of federet recepitlen se e Prwielen of adessete ogpert by the j
corrieer state, failure of f aseret state to carry eut the sendeted
govertiment to pewide necessary reopenelbitttles, estabLicht of
resources, and fellW of state cleer linee of authority, enactment !

togleteture to appr i*lete suf ficient of necessary legleletten, and twWins !a

fweb at en acceptabte 1ovet j
j
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4.0 SURVEY OF TRIBAL CAPABILITIES ? SUMMARY OF RESULTS
,

Pursuant to the laws and policies outlined in the 1983 " Statement by the
! Presidsnt: Indian Policy," Indian tribes exercise autonomous sovereignty

within their jurisidictions. Indian tribal jurisdictions are not considered
! to be political subdivisions of the states that surround their borders; as a

result, state and local public services, including emergency preparedness
| planning and response, do not include Indian lands unless specific arrange.

ments among all cognizant authorities have been neSociated. The President's
Indian policy statement indicates that relations between Indian tribes and the
United States and its political subdivisions are to be conducted on a " govern.

.

ment to. government" basis. This policy has been enunciated repeatedly in sub.
! sequent actions by the federal government. For example, the U.S. Environmen.
I tal Protection Agency, in its official statement " EPA Policy for the Adminis.

tration of Environmental Programs on Indian Reservations" (November 8,1984),
|
| states:

f 1. The agency stands ready to work directly with Indian tribal
governments on a one to one basis (the " government to.

| government" relationship), rather than as subdivisions of other
governments.

2. The agency will recognize tribal governments as the primary
parties for setting standards, making environmental policy de.
cisions and managing programs for reservations, consistent with
agency standards and regulations.

Another example is the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, which explicit.
ly provides that affected tribal jurisdictions have a right to extensive con.
sultation, funding for independent investigations, and a final right to object
to the establishment of a site within their boundaries. Indian tribal juris.

dictions have the authority and responsibility to make plans and to develop
the capability to protect the health and safety of their citizens. Any study
of emergency. preparedness planning would be incomplete without a consideration
of Indian tribal jurisdictions and their progress in this area.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission identified fifteen Indian tribal ju.
risdictions that are transitted by or adjacent to designated spent fuel ship.
ping routes. These tribes have an obvious and immediate interest in the pos.
sibility of a transportation incident involving radioactive materials. With
the assistance of the National Congress of American Indians, fifteen of these
tribal jurisdictions were chosen for inclusion in this survey. All were con.
tacted by project staff, and twelve agreed to participate. The tribes that
provided responses to the survey questionnaire for tribal jurisdictions i

1(Appendix B) were:

1. Acoma Pueblo (New Mexico) |
2. Navajo Nation (Arizona, New Mexico, and Utah)
3. Nez Perce Tribe (Idaho)

|4. Onondaga Nation (New York)
S. Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe (Nevada) |

6. San Felipe Pueblo (New Mexico)
7. Sandia Pueblo (New Mexico)
8. Seneca Nation (New York)
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9. Shoshone Bannock Tribes, Fort Hall Indian Reservation (Idaho)
10. To Moak Tribe of Western Shoshone Indians (Nevada)
11. Umatilla Indian Reservation, Confederated Tribes of (Oregon)
12. Yakima Indian Nation (Oregon) j

|
,

These Indian tribal jurisdictions vary substantially in geographic size I

and population. The pueblos are quite small, being approximately analogous to
small municipal jurisdictions. The Navajo Nation is the largest Indian juris- |diction in the United States, in both size (nearly as large as the state of '

West Virginia) and population (approximately 105,000, comprising nearly ten
percent of the total U.S. Indian population).

The responses of the tribes reflected varying degrees of development in
their governmental organization and capability to . provide public services. ;

Three of the tribal jurisdictions appear to be well developed in terms of mod-
orn police and fire services and have an administrative apparatus in place ;

,

through which they could undertake emergency preparedness planning. These !
same three also have begun the task _ of establishing cooperative agreements,

' with adjacent state and local governments. The remaining tribes are largely -
,

i

dependent on agencies of the federal government, especially the. Bureau of in-
dian Affairs and the Indian Health Service, for assistance in these matters.t

'

It was universally reported that such assistance has been spotty at best.
Most of the tribes surveyed have very little capability to protect their own
citizens in the event of a disaster or emergency of any type, nor have they
negotiated formal cooperative agreements though which they could obtain as-
sistance from adjacent state or local jurisdictions. For several of the rela-
tively underdeveloped tribes, the responses indicated that they have an infor-
mal working relationship with local jurisdictions immediately adjacent to the

| tribal lands for assistance in an emergency.
.

The following sections present the question by question summary for the
tribal responses to the survey questionnaire. Following the discussion of
each section, the tribal responses to eae.h question are listed in a tabular
format. ,

4.1 Ornanization and Roanonsibility

question 1: Which tribal agency has the lead for responding with personnel
and equipment to assess the radiological impact of transportation incidents !involving radioactive materials?

None of the tribes have a formally designated lead agency for evaluatingthe radiation threat at the scene of a transportation incident. One tribe! does have a tribal agency with health physics expertise that would assume this
role, but has not yet developed a plan or other document that formally assignsresponsibility. Two other tribes have public health or public safety agencies
that would be involved if such an incident occurred. Four tribes indicated
that Bureau of Indian Affairs or Indian Health Service personnel would be in-
volved, two tribes indicated that the tribal police force would be involved,
and three tribes indicated that there are no arrangements. For all tribes ex- *

cept one, the response capability of tribal personnel is limited to first on. -
the scene functions.

v
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Qu:stion 2: l!hst docum:ntation is cvalicb10 that id:ntifics tho load cy:ncy!

No tribe said that there was a document or plan that identified the lead
cgency. Two tribes said that they were in the process of developing a hazmat,

plan. Another tribe referenced the state disaster protocol as documenting the )
lead agency, but this is the state agency, not a tribal agency.'

IQuestion 3: What documentation is avs11sbie that identifies support agencies,
if anyi

One tribe is participating with adjacent local jurisdictions to develop j
^

o regional umbrella plan; this plan will identify support agencies. One tribe 1

is in the process of seeking cooperative agreements with adjacent state au. i

!thorities and local jurisdict. ions and is intending to incorporate such agreee |

nents into a comprehensive tribal emergency plan. Another tribe has access to
the emergency call list prov,ided to the adjacent county authorities. No other
tribes have any arrangements for identifying support agencies. One tribe re.

ported that it had received's grant through Title III of SARA for the training
of tribal personnel and that knowledge of support agencies would be developed
in the course of this training.

| Question 4: What local' jurisdictions, if any, within the borders of tribal
lands exercise their own authority to respond to the radiological aspects of
transportation emergenciest Is their jurisdiction based upon any recognized
cuthority!

One tribe reported that a private firm operating within the tribal ju.
risdiction has its own emergency. response personnel. One tribe reported that, |
while there are no autonomous jurisdictions within the reservation, the tribe |

has some authority over a Possessory and Usage Rights Area, where jurisdic.
tional issues are unclear. One tribe indicated that there are pockets of pri.
vate land within tribal boundaries are not under tribal jurisdiction. One

tribe indicated that the Indian Health Service (which is not a part of tribal
governemnt) might get involved. No other tribe mentioned any independant
jurisdictions, except to note that highway rights.of.way are under the
jurisdiction of the state,

summarv. None of the tribes have a formal planning document to assign
tribal responsibility for responding to transportation incidents involving ra.
dioactive materials nor do any tribes have a formal cooperative agreement with
cdjacent state authorities for assistance in such matters. Two tribes are ac.
tively involved in drafting such plans and a third is beginning to discuss
these issues. In practice, all of the tribes except one must rely on external
essistance in such matters, primarily through informal contacts with civil au. i

thorities in the adj acent states or federal agencies. In general, tribal j
officials would notify state or local- police or fire authorities. A few of
the tribes indicated that they have some knowledge of state emergency planning )
practices and could request radiation emergency services directly; a few |

tribes reported that they prefer to deal with federal rather than state |
lcuthorities,
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Tcblo 4 1: Organitction end Responsibility
i (Questions 1 to 4)
I

a

pueetten is heetion 2: Westien 3: hootton etLead Agency for Docuusnt identifyire Docusent Islentlfyire Local Jurledictiers
f elbe tediological Assessment Lead Agefty S@ port Agmeles Especielrq Om

et the scene leergency toopense
Authority

Acame Puebte Rely entirely on how mealco dieseter. . Comty Cell Llet hane !how leonico state protocol
|end county petic
|

'

eafety authoritlee
i

havejobetlen bevejohatten In procese of No escusentetlang Nighuey righte of.wey
Imergency toepense devotofement cooperett w in effected state
Cosoleelen and * ago9 aments helig
havejo Invireremental eeught with state
Protect ion and lacet
Adminletretten jurledictlene in

1 Arttene, how Nealco,
and Vteh

j het Perce Tribe None None N4ne None
I ,

thondage WetIon hone hone Wene hone

Pyreald Lake Bureau of Indian hovede DOT calle None mens !Pelute tribe Affaire police appropriate state
egenfy

*

San Felipe Pueblo tureau of Indim inf erant agreement, Nans None

,

Af f aire police, tribal authorities
comty fire dept. colt state and local

police '

<

sendle Pueblo Sureau of Indien None None Same pockets ofAffaire, Indian ,

prIvete Iand
WesLth Service,
and volmteer
fire department

Senece ustion None seeigned, ho documentation acceived SARA title Nonemeet likely Neelth !!! prent for
Department of the training; will
Senece include several i

i
tribal agencies

'

Shoshone Bennock fribel police Plan in procesel SAAA haamat plan No autonomousTribes participating with 8 wlLL be appendia to jurledictlene within
local juelodletions Tribal Beelc reservation, but
under SARA Title ill Energency Plan also private frukastrial

I
to create reglenet in procoes operstlen has its own
unterelle plan pereennel; concurrent

jurlediction with

state on highway
ripte of.way

fe Noak fr(be Bureau of Indian None None beneAf feira Police

Lanet|||e Itullen No desIgneted hone None No outenamousReservation egency, but have jurledictions withinp4blic heelth and reservation, butsefety egeneles Possessory and Usagethat would be Rights Aree extends,

Involved into 4 stateel
eItuntIen mcleer
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JTable 4 1: Orgtniscti n cnd Resp:nsibility
(Questions 1 to 4)

. _ .

O wetlen is hastion 2 euset ton 3: hootten 4: f
Lead Agency f or Document identifying Document teentifying Local Jurledictlene

Tribe tedletegical Assessment Lead Agency $6gsport Agencies taercleine Om
f uergency keepense |

et the Sc me Authori ty |
|
1

Yeklee Indien Tribel police he officlet Ne Indien Nealth torvice l

(1 etaff susener) |
docusent 1betien

:

r

I

,

w
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4.2 Planning

Question 5: Do the tribal authorities have a written emergency response plan
for transportation incidents involving radioactive materialst

None of the tribes indicated that they had a written emergency response
plan for the subj ect incidents. Two tribes mentioned that one was in the
process of being developed, and another tribe said that it used the Indian.

Health Service's plan,

question 6: Is this plan part of a hazardous meterini transportation plan or
does the tribe have a separate plan specifically for radioactive materialst j

Since none of the tribes reported having a written emergency response
plan, this question is not applicable.

,

question 7: To what excent is planning for transportation incidents involving
radioactive materials linked to fixed * facility emergency. response planning?,

The question was not applicable to any of the tribes. One tribe indi- '

cated that whatever resources it had would be available for any emergency sit-
uation; another tribe responded in terms of its awareness of state planningfor emergencies,

question 8: To what extent was the tribal emergency response plan for re-
sponding to transportation incidents involving radioactive materials developed
by using TEMA REP 3, Culdelinas for Develonins State nnd Lacal Radiolomical
Emersancy Rosconse Plans and Prenarednans for Transnortation Accidents (March
1983)? Other federal guidelinest

This question was not applicable to most of the tribes. One tribe indi-|

cated that it had consulted the National Re. ponse Team's " Hazardous Materials
Planning Guide," and another indicated that it intended to consult all role.
vant guidelines as it worked through the business of developing a comprehen-
sive emergency plan,

,

question 9: To what extent was the tribal plan developed with federal techni- >

cal and/or financial assistance?

The two tribes reporting that a plan is being developed indicated that
only tribal resources are being used for plan development. Neither indicated
that any federal technical or financial assistance was being used. One tribe

-

reported that it had begun the planning process through federal sponsorship of
a nuclear waste study program, but the program was scheduled to end.

Question 10: What arrangements have the tribal authorities made for estab.
11shing a single control conter for coordinating the response to major trans.'

portation incidents involving radioactive materialst

Most of the tribes have no arrangements for a tribal control center.
One tribe would use the tribal police headquarters; another would use the tri.
bal governor's office. One tribe is drafting a plan that will include atten-
tion to this matter, Jne tribe indicated that state autorities would assume
control.

4-6
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question 11: h' ave the tribal authorittes developed inventories or other ilst.

Ings of federal and other capabl1Leles (e.g., military, universities, etc.)

for responding to transportation incidents involving radioactive materials?

Only one tribe reported that such t. list is available. Another tribe is

in the process of preparing one.

Question 12: To what extent are emergency. response capabillcLes of state and
local jurisdictions outside the borders of tribal innds considered in the de.
velopment of the tribal plan for emettency response to transportation incl.
dents involving radioactive materialst

Four of the tribes indicated that they would rely upon a state or county
agency for assistance in responding. Two tribes said that they are not aware
of the state's capabilities and thus did not consider such capability. Anoth.
er tribe indicated that it would like to contract with the adjacent state for
such services,

question 13: Identify any geographic areas within the borders of tribal lands ;
ithat are not included in the tribal emergency response plan for responding to

transportation incidents involving radioactive materials.
IThree tribes indicated some area that is not included in their perceived

area of response. In one case there is a pocket of private land, in another a
federal right of way is not considered, and the third listed a Posssseory and
Usage Rights Area of the tribe that extends across four states. The other :

tribes stated that the question was not applicable or did not respond,

question 14: Are routes and facL11cies for a possible large number of ship
monts of radioactive materials considered, formally or informally, in estab.
11shing emergency. response plans!

Tour tribes responded with a "yes" to this question. In two instances
an interstate route across tribal lands is formally censidered. One tribe is
considering a resolution to disallow the transportation of hazmat or
radioactive materials. The other tribes stated thut the question was not
applicable or did not respond.

S"===rv. None of the tribes have a documented plan in place. In two
tribes, the process of planning is well under way, with various aspects of the
organizational arrangements and technical capabilities in various stages of
development. A few other tribes have an informal awareness of the manner in
which their neighboring state would handle such an incident. In general, the
tribes would contact the police authorities of adjacent state or local Govern.
ment and rely - on these agencies to call out the chain of command in that
state. With one exception, such planning as has taken place has been under.
taken with tribal resources only. There are some jurisdictional complications
for a few of these tribes. Several of the tribes indicated that they are well
aware of the major transportation routes where an incident is likely.
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Table 4 2: Planning (Questions 5 to 7)

Question $8 Question 6: Quentl e 7:Tribe Weltten Emergency Part of Maamet Plan Linkage to Flaed-
Response Plan er Separete Plan Facility Plamlrg

Acome Pueblo No Not applicable Not applicable

Nevejo Nation in procese Neve Saoel plan for Not applicable
incleonte Irwolving raw
urenlun ore

Not Perce tribe No Not applicable Not applicable

Chondese Wetton No Not applicable Not splicable
Pyraeld Lake No Not applicable Not applicable
Pelute irlbe

sen Felipe Pueblo No, one in discueslon No splicable Not applicable

landle Pueblo No Not applicable Not applicable

Seneca Nation No plan Not applicable Not applicable

thoshone Bannock Droft plan in process No esperoto plan there pereennet, capipment,tribee and treInlrg
te*Mook 1 ribe No Not applicable Jeot applicable

testille Indien Wo, use Indian Neelth No esperate plan State of Oregon't call listReservat ion Service Plan

Taktme Indien No Not applicable Not splicableWetton

-

!
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Table 4 3: Planning (Questions 8 to 11)

Question 8: Queetten 9: Duestion 10 auset ten i t s

une of f ederst une of f ederal lleg|e Control Listing of hen Tribet
9tibe Guidelinen technic al/financlel Center capabilities

(including flea ef P4) Aeolatence
.

Acone Pueblo hot applicable tot applicable hot opplicable ho

nevejo Nation Planning process tribet resources Port of current (met reported)
wILL Include crily planntrg

I reference to federal
puldelines; elao,
adjecent state
plaming documents
will be referenced

Cet Perce tribe hot applicable hot applicable hone No

Chondees hotlan hot Go9%lcoble Not app |lceble hone No

Pyramid Lake hot applicable Not oppilcebte sureau of Indian no

Pelute Tribe Affaire would
contact state
authertiles, who
would eseuse centrol

San f elipe Pueblo Not applicable Not applicable hone No

landle Fuoblo hot applicebte Not applicable tribal Gowrnor's No
Office

Senece kotion Not applicable Wot applicable mane List of state and
comty authorities

thoshone gennock " National Response With own retources tribel police in dref t plan
irIbee feem's heterdous heed @ertere; would

Noterlate Planning code authority to
Gu lde" state if incident on

state highway right*
of * way

fe leoek fribs Not applicable Not applicebte no plane, tribal be
representative alte
on etote pteming
Sroup

lanetiite Indien Wone Plomtrg ie None None

Deservation locouplete; as much
as has been done wee
through opersorehlp
of federal bucteer
Weste Study Program

faklee Indian Not oppLlceble Not applicable bene No

Wetton
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Table 4 4: Planning (Questions 12 to 14)

Oweetten its euestion ils euestion %tribe tonalderetten of Stato and Areas het included in Consideretten of Routes andLacet beveressent topabilities acepense Plan f acilities for Large
humber of thlpnents

_

Accan Pueblo Deperal totalty en otete het applicable hot applicable
and county eselstance

kevejohetion thot reported) (hot reported) (hot reported)
het Perce Tribe hot euere of state's Pot applicable het a p|lcableactivittee

Chondese Wetton het applicable hot applicable hot app |lcable
Pyramid Lake bety atmost entirely on Wene toPelute Tribe state capabilities

ten felipe Pueblo hot es ticable bot applicable he plan, but have agreed to
redirect highway shipments
fria Lee Arwetest no control
over roll routes

landle Pueblo not sp licable Some pockets of private One major highway
tend

Senece Wetten hot ceneidered, would use highuey righte of wey one mejor highwayfederet egencies

thoshens tennock hoevy rollence en outelde honetribes capability, oopocletty Yeo; I mejor highways and
roll routethel and State Petrol

to hoek tribe Deelte to contract with hot splicable bo, but *.hls will be enatete f or such essisterte luportant concern when a
pten ie dewloped

(Anotllte Indian Rely en stete capabilities Possessory and Usage Alphte State and comtles are
.

esservation Aree workiry on thle, tribe hee
!

some invotvesent '

Yektme Indien ho plan, would be decleed hot e sticablehetlon by tribet tegel casmel Resolutlen not to etlow

1
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!4.3 Tribal Relationshies with State and Local Covernment
l

Question 15: Have the tribal authorities assumed responsibility for emergency '

rcsponse to transportation incidents involving radioactive materials that oc

cur outside the borders of tribal landst;

None of the tribes said that they have assumed such a responsibility.
In one case the tribe would decide on a case by. case basis, and in another the
tribe would assist if called. One tribe mentioned that the reservation bound.

,

cries are in dispute; an incident on disputed land would cause difficulty., ,

Question 16: Do the tribal authorities have a formal program or plan to re.
spond to transportation incidents involving radioactive materials that occur
outside the borders of tribal landst

None of the tribes indicated that they have any such program or plan.

Question 17: Does the governor's designated representative in the state who
receives Part 71/73 notifications of spent fuel or radioactive.materini ship.
monts have any working arrangements with tribal officials to share this infor.
macion?>

None of the tribes indicated that any such arransent.nt existed. One

tribe mentioned being " justifiably upset" over the fact that the state gover.
nor's designated representative shares notification information with all other
law enforcement agencies in the state except.the tribe even though it had re.
quested such information.

Question 18: Describe the relationship of the tribal authoricles with the
state with respect to emergency response to transportation incidents involving
radioactive materials that occur on tribal lands within the state borders.

Most of the tribes have an informal working relationship with state or
local authorities and desire to cooperate with the state in the event of a<

radiation emergency. A few tribes asserted that they have no relationship
with state authorities.

Summary. There is a lack of formal working relationships between the
state and the tribes. Recall from the discussion of this issue in Section 3.3
that most of the state personnel indicated that a formal arrangement was not
needed since any incident would most likely occur on the state . right of way
end the state could and would respond.

4.4 Leral Authoriev/ Issues

question 19: Are individuals from both the public and private sectors who as.
sist in emergency response on tribal lands protected from personal liabllity ,

1

(e.g. , by an insurance program, statutory indemnity provisions, or statutory
Lamunity from liability)?

Four of the tribes did not know if such personnel would be protected
from personal liability or not; one tribe was unsure. Four others indicated
some type of protection. One tribal jurisdiction limited protection to full.
time employees, another tribe, like most of the states, thought that a " Good
Samaritan" law would cover personnel, and another reported that the Bureau of

4 11
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Tcble 4 5: Tribal Relationship with State
and local Covernseent (Quest lons 15 to 18)

.

Question 15 Duestion 16: Duestion 17 Sweetten 18:
,

; f ribel Reaponelbility Fornel Progree or Arremessente for tribel telettonehlp ;fribe for eeeperse off Plan f or eenpmee thering Port 71/73 with State '

tritel Lane Off frihet Lande hotificellen with Tribee

|

Acome Pueblo Don't know; tribel to Don't know Local police cett !

authoritles would state police, At
,

decide cett appropelate
autheritles

hoveJo botton (hot reported) (hot reported) (hot reported) (Not reported)

Not Perce tribe ho ho ho hone

anondese heti m No be to hone

Pyramid Lake ho be ho Tribe rolles onPelute f elbe state capablLitles
for emportise

,

len Felipe Pueblo ho ho ho Cooperate with state

landle Pueblo lureau of Indien he he Would doet with
'

Atfelte would cett Bureau of Indien'federet eger gles Af84tre rather then
jwith state

Senece Nation ho, do ret have ho be Depende on en.'

reneurces; rely on egency; poedfederet authorities rotetforehlp with
state Dof, poor
relationehlp with
health authorttlee

Shoshone tennock Wo,IJut would to formal plan ho; tribe hee Tribe relles onfelbst teelst 11 celled Interest, but state state oral federal
does not Inform capabilittee for

emportlee

f e * Noak Tribe f elbe clalme ho ho State does notresponelbility for recognize tribaltreaty tends that authoristes;entorul beyond
titigstlenreservetten -

bomderlos; disputed concerning tresty
tende in procese;by state; emergency ofter this toon treaty tende settled, would like

, would Lead to to cetract with' jurledictlenet
state f or auchj cheltenges services

! Lametilte Indian ho be ho sit on state
| Reservation

commit tese

Yok les . I ndien ho ho bo he directhetton
inntvement

-

4 12

.. - - - . , . .



, .

. . . . .

.. . .
.

Indian Affairs' coverage would be applied to tribal personnel. The fourth
tribe reported an unqualified "yes." One tribe did not consider the question
to be applicable; another was unreported.

Question 20: Do tribal laws, federal statutes or regulations, or other legal
docussents assign responsibillcy for cetts incurred during emergencies, such as
loss of property or evacuation costs?

No tribe reported that any provisions exist to assign responsibility for
cost recovery.

Question 21: What forant memoranda of understanding and/or reciprocal agree.
toents do the tribal authorities have with adjacent state or local jurisdic.
clons to cover tratssportation incidents involving radioactive materials that
occur close to coanson borders?

None of the tribes reported any formal agreement with the states border.
ing tribal lands. One tribe mentioned that it has an informal oral agreement
with the state. Two tribes indicated that they meet with and attend planning !

coetings with the state officials, but there are no formal agreements. One I

tribe reported that a mutual. aid agreement between police agencies exists, but i
this agreement is not restricted to or specific to radiation emergencies.

Only one tribe went into detail in its response. The tribe has request.
ed from the Department of Energy various types of assistance to enable it to
prepare for such emergencies. The tribe insisted on better communications
with the DOE which it feels might lead to a formal memorandum of understanding
between the tribe and neighboring states. Other than this one case, there I

does not appear to be any activity toward the development of mutual aid pacts ;

or agret,ments, t

Summary. Legal issues and issues concerning emergency response authori.
ty seem unresolved. There appears to be a need for the development of cooper.
ative agreements between the tribes and bordering states to clarify the au.
thority and responsibility for responding to transportation incidents involv.
ing radioactive materials.

4.5 Personnel

Que. scion 22: What kinds of professional specialists are available to contrib.
ute their expertise in response to a transportation incident involving radio.
active materialst

{

Most of the tribes reported that they have no personnel who are trained j
to assist at the scene of a radiation emergency. One tribe has a tribal agen.

3

cy that includes two health physics technicians and a radiation monitor on its !

staff, and another tribe has two individuals trained as radiation monitors.
One other tribe reported that a public health sanitarian on temporary assign.
ment with the Indian Health Service is trained as a radiation monitor. In ad.
dition, two tribes stated that they have individuals who could serve as sup.

.

port personnel in the role of communication specialist or site coordinator. -|

|

i

,
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Tchle 4 6: Legal Auttarity/ Issues (Questions 19 to 21)
'{

1

l
cuestIon 19: Questien 20 eueetIon 21: '!1 ribe Personal Protection Assignment of Arrangemente With

!

-

Free Liability keeponalbility for Costs Adjacent Jurledictions 1

!-

Acome Pueblo Don't know Don't know Don't know
|Navajo Nation (Not reported) (Not reported) Agreemente are being. 1

sureved with U.S. DOT, U.S. l
D02, md 3 edjacent states -

i

met Perce tribe Not app |lcebte No None

onondage Nation Never discussed, don't Never addreeted None
know

Pyramid Lake Yes, Good Seemrlton Law No NonePalute Tribe
4San Felipe Pueblo Don't know Don't know het with state, but no I

fonnel agreement !

Sendte Pueblo Yes Not et thle time No

Seneca Netton Don't know Don't know No formal rotatione
-.Iwith state; would turn to -

federet authorities for
aseletence

Shothene *Bennock Only fult.tlas employees None Only eral meerstandingTribes

Te*Moak fribe sureau of Indian Af felte hone ho fonnel agreementcoverage

Lanatilte Indien Not sure No, except es provided Generet egreemente between
|Reeervetion under Price Anderson pollce progeens'

4 Yeklee Indian Don't know No .NoNation
'

.~

i

!

!

;!

!

$

|
f
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4.6 Eaulement

question 23: . Indicate the number of locations throughout the tribal lands
where serviced and calibrated portable radiation. detection instruments avail- |
able for use during an emergency response are normally kept. (Do not include |
civil. defense shelter kits in this enumeration.) h

i

Question 24: Of these locations, how many have portable radiation detectors 1
available on a 24-hour basist

Four tribes reported that portable radiation detection instruments are
available on the reservation. For one of these tribes, it was indicated that ' |
no tribal personnel know how to use the instruments. For another tribe, these |
instruments were issued to the Bureau of Indian Affairs and have never been j

taken out of their boxes; it is believed that these inattuments have not been j
calibrated and probably are not suitable for use. One tribe has a well-

i

developed radiological health division, with a variety of instrumentation plus I

certified sources and equipment for calibration. One other tribe has some in-
struments acquired through the Department of Energy, but these are in-storage
awaiting DOE permission to be transferred te tribal health authorities. No !

other tribe has any detection instruments.

Question 25: How many emergency response vehicles that are specially equipped
or can be specially equipped without delay for response to transportation in-
cidents involving radioactive materials (or other hasardous. material inci- i
dents) are availablet i

One tribe reported the possible availability of one vehicle, but the ve-
hicle may not be properly equipped to respond to such incidents.

Question 26: Are emergency kits available for use by persons responding to I

transportation and other incidents involving radioactive materialst Ac how ;
many locations within the cribal lands are such kits available? Describe che

,

usual contents of such kics. '

None of the tribes have such emergency kits available. The only kits
reported were some first aid type kits usually cstried in fire or police vehi- !cles. !

Sn===rv. With one exception, the tribes reported very little in the way
of professionally trained personnel or equipment. Given the limited number of

,

'

personnel or equipment, it does not appear'that the tribes could adequately
respond to a transportation incident involving radioactive materials.

4.7 Communications i

question 27: What comraunicacion network, if any, have the tribal authorities -

established to provide two way communication between the single concrol center
and the scene of a transportation incident involving radioactive macerialst'

The only communication networks reported are public safety radio ' sys-
tems. In four tribal jurisdictions, the communication network is the tribal
police and/or fire department system. Four additional tribes reported some
capability to contact or link into other communication networks, and the re-

4-15 j
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Table 4 7: Personnel and Equipinent I

(Questions 22 to 24)
-

j.

IhJestlon 22: Question 23 and 24:Profeestonal Specletiste Avellable Portable Redletion DetectionIrlbe to Contribute their taperttee Equipment (Type end location)
for teorgerry Response

- '.

Acoan Pueblo No trained personnel 2 or 3 devices received 2 yeare ago; no
one knows how to usi them

.,
i

|Novejo Nation 2 heelth phyeles technicione and 1 All ogJipment at one Location: ' !radiation monitor 1 each love, medium , and higherange i
bete > genes Instrument

i

3 Low energy pasme detectore I6 elphe particle detectors 1

3 instrumente that determine .
concentratten of redon decay products

Also, certified sources and agalpuent
for cellbration 'I

iNot Perce felbe No trained personnel No detection instrumente
Onondege Nation No treined persehnel No detectlen (notrumente
Pyreald take

.No trained personnel No detection instrumentePelute Tribe
ilen potlpe Pueblo ' i communications speciellet and 1 No detection instrumente

alto coordinator
j

'

sendte Pueblo .No trained pereomet No detection Instrumente
Seneca Nation No trained personnel No detectim instrumente -

i

.

}Shoshone Bannock. 2.redletion monitors and 2 Bureau of Indien Affaire hoe 2 portable
.

iribee commmicetion specIeliete inetrumente, but these have novor been
taken out of tholt bones

4

Te*Noak fribe No trained personnel No detection (notrumente '
i

Umatille indlen tentterlen on temporary assignment Beta geana detectore and e|phe particle !Reservation to Indian Meetth service is trained detectors are ovellable et one locationse redletion eenitor

Yoklee Indian No treined persemel
Wet 100 No detectlen (futtunente

W=_

I

:
!

1

|

|
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Teble 4 8: Equipment and Communications

(Questions 25 to 27)

euestIon 25: 'tueatIon 26: euestIon 27:
Trite Dedicated Emergency Emergency Field Kitt Coeumicetione Network ;

Response Vehicles
i

Acome Pueblo None None Telephone /redlo With State '|
Police

Novejo Nation None None Tribel p@ lle Safety j

Wet Perce Tribe None None None

onondese Nation None None None

Pyramid Lake None None Radio f rom Bureev of indian
Pelute Tribe Af fairs police to comty

dispatch

San Felipe Puebto None None Redlo Contoct Wlth 8iete
authert tles

,

sendle Pueblo None None Fire and police redlo link
to Bureau of Indian Affelts

tenece Nation None - First old only Tribet police and fire radio '

thoehone + Bamock None First old only Tribel police base etetton
Tribes and portable unite; access

to state not

Te'Itook Trlbe None None None
,

unetitie Indien None Not trIbeis mone
Reeervetlon I

Yakins Indien None None Tribel police redlo
,

hetten
|

s
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- maining. four tribss reported that no communications network was available to
them,

4.8 Traininn
!
l*

Question 28: How many trained radiological emergency response teams does the
a tribe havet

1

--

No. tribe reported the availability of a trained radiological emergency-
response team,

Question 29: How many members of the radiological emergency response teams
are crained in radiological emergency response procedures (i.e. , have complec. ~

| ed the " Radiological Emergency Response Operation" course at Mercury, Nevada,
ior equivalent craining)?

: Question 30: are che ' trained members all at one location? How may are ac '|
each location? Specify the number by location. I

_

Since no tribe has a trained radiological emergency response. team, Ques-
y tions 29 and 30 do not apply. -

~] question 31: What provision do the tribal authorities make for training their
,emergency response personnel? Who conducts the craining? Who funds the. '

trainingt_=

. Seven of the tribes provided training for first responders, usually law
enforcement and fire safety personnel. Three of.these tribes clearly indicat-
ed that this training is offered on the reservation using tribal resources.,

-

The other four tribes apparently take advantage of off reservation training.

- opportunities for first responders, including training provided and funded by
the U.S. Department of Transportation (mentioned twice) and U.S. Department of1 Energy (mentioned once). Five tribes make no provision for emergency- re-[ sponse personnel training at present.

{ Quartion 32: Whac training courses are accended by cribal emergency response '

personnelt Who-conducts the training? Who funds the crainingt

Seven tribes reported that first responder training- courses are attended-
by tribal emergency response personnel; one other tribe noted that a. training

+

_= grant is pending. The first responder training is provided by a variety ofagencies. Federal agency training courses were mentioned (Department of
Transportation once, Department of Energy once, and ~ Indian' Health Service

% twice), state and adjacent county training courses were named once each, and
state university training was cited twice. External - sources ~ of funding for
training seldom were mentioned, although a few tribes did indicate federal or
other financial assistance.

Question.33: How many tribal emergency response personnel on the average are
.crained each calendar year?

Only one of the seven tribes whose emergency response personnel have re.
ceived some form of first-responder training was able-to specify the number'of
first responders trained annually (25),

s

5

i 4 18

=
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . , , - -

-



__

j

Question 34: Do the training courses crain emergency response personnel in
the following aspects of emergency response to transportation incidents in-
volving radioactive macerials:

(a) Radiation hazards that might be encountered?.
(b) Surveys of incident scenes?

-(c) Protection against hazards? -.

(d) Federal and state regulations?
i

Of the seven tribes whose emergency response personnel have received
first responder training, only two indicateJ that the training covered-radio-
active material incidents. One tribe repcrted that the training had some dis-
cussion of radiation' hazards; the other tribe reported that all four- of the
topics listed in Question 34 were incivJed in the training.

Question 35: What hazards, other than the radioactive hasard, are covered in
the training coursest

Three tribes mentioned that hazardous materials in general are ' covered ;

in training attended by tribal first responders,
I

Question 36: How often are practice exercises conducted to cost the effoc- ;

tiveness and operation of the tribal emergency response plan for responding to !
cransportation incidents involving radioactive materials? Do the exercises |focus on radioactive material-incidents or are they part of a~ general-hazard-

;

.ous material cost? When was the last exercise carried outt. )

}

No tribe reported having conducted or participating in any. exercises = to
tribal emergency response plan,. although one tribe acknowledgedy the i

test a
need to do so.

!
Summary. As is the case with personnel-and equipment, emergency.

response training is very limited in the tribes studied. With one or two ex- <

ceptions, the training that is conducted is primarily law enforcement related
training that is limited to first-response capabilities and does not specifi-

1cally address radiation incidents. Only a few tribal personnel are: trained ~

annually as first responders; no tribe has a trained radiological emergency- !
response team.

4.9 Trananortation and Incident Ammaamment |

Question 37: In the case of a land vehicle relaced transportacion incident '

involving radioaccive materials, how long on the average wiLL ic take radio-
logical emergency response teams and support crews to reach from cheir usual
location che most remote site where an incident could likely occur.

Reporting on response times varied greatly, ranging from "a few minutes"
to eight hours. For the less well-developed tribes, the estimate was for the
time it would take state or local officials to reach the scene;.these offi.
cials then would call for radiological emergency assistance. through. normal
channels. For other tribes with a more well developed appreciation; for -the

. problems involved at a radiation incident, the time estimate reported was . the ~

,

time needed for a radiological emergency response team to arrive at the-inci-
dent scene.

4-19
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Table:4 9: Training (Questions 28 to 30)

ouestion 28: Question 29: ouestion 30:
Ikmaior of freined thsaber of fees Members location of freined

Tribe Radiological Emergency Trained in Redlologicot Radiotegical Emergency
Response Teams Energency Response Procebree Response foam nesters

(RER0 or EgJivalent)
-

Acoan Pueblo 0 0 teot applicable

Nevejo Nation 0 0 mot applicable
,

Wes Perce tribe 0 0 loot applicable

onondese Nation 0 0 Not opp |lcabte i

Pyramid Lake 0 O loot applicable
Pelute Irlbe

Sen.felipe Pueblo 0 0 . slot applicable
,

sendte Pueblo 0 0 Ilot applicable;

Seneca Nation 0 0 Isot applicable

Shoshone ' Bannock 0 0 loot applicable . !
*Tribes

Te Mook Tribe 0 -0 loot applicable:
\

thetille Indian 0 1 (en employee of the only one trained pereen -
Reservat ion Indian heetth Service on -|temporcry eseipuent) . '!

Yoklee Indien 0 0 Not app |lcable
[ Nation

-

t

a,,

|

|
|

i

|

|- i
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Table 4 10: Training (Questions 31 to 33) :
!

Question 31: Question 32: Westion 33: i

Tribe ireintre Provided for Training Courses Attended F tret on+ Scene end
Emergency Response Persomet by Energency Response Radiotegical Emergency

Persomel keeponse Trainees Annuelty

Acoan Pueblo None None 0 |

Nevejo Nation in house and U.S. DOT U.S. DOT first responders Try to send some staf f to j
workshops course; U.S. 001 rednet some tralning each year I

seergency course I

Not Perce Trlbe None None 0
i

Onondage Nation None None O

Pyramid Lake None None 0
Palute Tribe I

San Felipe Pueblo Tribet resources only Univoretty of New Mexico; 0
some training with adjacent
comty Law enf orcement

Sandle Pueblo Chlef of voleteer fire Through trullen Nealth volunteer firemen have
dept. has some first- Service training in fire suppression
responder training and first old

Senece Nation None currently SARA TItte til grant will hope to send up to 20.
eneole besic training to Individuets
be provided

1
shoshone tennock Law enf orcement training Thro # e ,ete esencies 0 '

Tribes only

To Mook Tribe First on scene trained Trained at local university, 25 first on scene
through adjacent county fmded by comty

unatitle Irdien Neve received some f reintry conducted at Occeelonet, me ovellable
Reservation training through U.S. 007 reservetton with tribal

-

and DOE; etso, some resources; formerly, did
.

I
training for tribet police receive f ederal assistence i
and fire

Tekime Indian Tribel police have scoe Conducted by Indian Neotth one time only
Nation hesmet training Service

!

!
1

I
|
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Table 4 11:- Training (Questions 34 to 36)
-

,

'

Guestion 34: Question 35: Ovestion 36:
Tribe . . Rednet Emergency Resporse Other Monardo Covered Practical Exercleos to Test ' i

leeuse in Training Courses in Training Coursee Redlological Emergency
Response Plan

Acone Pueblo None None None

Novejo Nation Novejo Environmental Nesordous materlate in No redletion specific
Protect ton Adminletration generet, especletty exerc leos
persormet are treined in petrotem products
redletion heterde, score
surveye, personsL
protective actions, and ,

.repJtatione
~

Nea Peree Tribe None None None
,
;

thondega Netlen None None hone

Pyreald Lake None None None
Pelute Tribe

Sen FelIpe Pueb|o None None None

Sandle Pueblo hone None- N Wo radiation specific
esercleos

Senece Nation home None hone

Shoshone Bemock Some discuselon of Identification of .No radiation specific i
tribes radiation heterde meterlater eefety exercises

perimetern

l fe Moak iribe None None None

unetiLLe Indien None None None
Reeorvetton >

1

Yaklee Indian hone Noterdous materf ele, not . . None
Netlon including redloective

4-22
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Quostion 38: The first on.cho scena rcspondents (1.0., poli:cm:n, [iremsn, ;

cnd road * maintenance personnel) at a transportation incident involving radio-
active materials are expected to take certain protective actions. Is there a
standard operating procedure or action sequence such personnel are expected to ,

observe? Please discuss. !

Standardized procedures for first responders- exist in only four of the
tribal jurisdictions studied. These procedures range from notification of the
BIA police and the state department of transportation to securing the area and
ottending to the injured. Again, because of the limited professional staff
and training of t ribal personnel in dealing with such emergencies, there is
little that the first responders can do. j

Question 39: Sincs policemen, firemen, and road maintenance personnel are the
most likely first-o.1 the scene respondents at a transportation incident in.
vo:ving radioactive unterials, what percent of each of these groups has re-

.ceived at least minimai training in handling radiological emergencies? '

Only one tribe reported that any of its police, fire, or road- f

caintenance personnel had received minimal first response training for han- :dling radiological emergencies. This tribe estimated that 5% of tribal police (cnd fire personnel were minimally trained. The other eleven tribes either had
no minimally trained personnel (eight tribes), did not know the percentage of !

einimally trained personnel (one tribe), or did not report the percentage (two '

tribes).

Question 40: What percentage of the first on the scene respondents possess ;

the information designated in the DOT Emergency Response Guide (ERG)? Do they
consider the information in the ERG co be adequace?

Only two-tribes were able to give an estimate of the percentage of first
responders possessing the DOT " Emergency Response Guidebook" (DOT P5800.4).
One tribe reported that 100% of the police and fire personnel have the infor-
cation; the other tribe reported that the guidebook is available at the police
end fire department headquarters.

Sn==arv. There is a very limited tribal capability to assess incidents
end an absence of standard operating procedures for first responders. Very
few tribal police and fire personnel have even minimal training in radione-
tive material emergencies or even possess the information in the DOT "Emergen-
cy Response Guidebook."

4.10 On-Sita Onerations

Question 41: Do the tribal authorities have predesignated on. scene coordina.
tors for emergency response to transportation incidents involving radioactive
materials?

Four tribes indicated that a tribal first response agency had an indi-
vidual who would function as an on scene coordinator. In one tribe, the coor-
dinator is the fire chief; in three tribes, the tribal police would serve as
coordinators.

4 23
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Tcble 4 12: Trcnsportetio_n and Incident Assessmsnt
(Questions;37 to 40)

Questien 37: ouestIon 38s' cuestIon 39: GuestIon 40s -

Roopense Time to Noet - Stenderd Operettrg- First Respondere Percentage of First - |Tribe Remote lite Procedure for first With W!nisue Respondere Possessinc '

Respondere Training for DOT Emergency
hendlire Radiological Response Guidebook

Emergencise

-

Acose Pueblo 4 8 hours None ucne . Unkrown

NevejoNetlen 3*4 hours None None Avellet'llity not - -

,

reported, but intend- |
to Iretues se !

planning progressee-
;

Net Perce Tribe State police would State police would (Not reported) _ (Not reported) -
respond, time be respondere '

unknown
;

Onondose Notion Not known None Mone None

Pyramid Lake 2 heure State officiale None . None .iPelute Tribe would be respondere
iSen Felipe Pueblo 20 minutes Bureau of trullen Not known ~ Not known 1

Affaire and state
-police would be

respondere

Sendte Pueblo A few minutes Bureau of Indien (Isot reported) (Not reported).
Af faire and state .!
officials would be
roependere

Senece Netton unsure, several Not known None .None=
houre

shoshone tennock - Tribet Police, No protecol,teJt Wene Every police and
~

Tribes 10*15 mirutes; in generet -fire unit
,

INEL team, i hour identi fy meteriet,
,

minlaus perform lifesaving,
cell suthorities

To Nook Tribe 1 hour alnlaus scene security and' None None
first old

Lanatilte Indian 21/i to 4 hours No protocol for 5% of police and Nove book et-

3|
Reservat ion tribal police fire department

headquarters a

Yaklee Indien 2 heure Scene security and None 'None hNation first old

i

;

i

i
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Question 42: What is the general makeup of emergency-response teams dis- A

pacched to cransportacion incidents involving radioactive macerials (ocher
chan ~ police, firemen, and ambulance personnel)?

I

-Since no tribe has a radiological emergency response team, this question
is not applicable.

Question 43: What reference guides are carried by emergency personnel to out-
line specific accions to be taken in the event of a cransportation incidenc ;

involving radioactive materials? ~

The DOT " Emergency Response Guidebook" is the reference guide carried by
first responders for one tribe; the - first responders . of another tribe have !

"whatever state officials carry." For the remaining ten tribes, reference l
guides are not carried by first responders (seven tribes) or the tribe did not- !

. report what guides, if any, are carried (three tribes). |
1

Su==arv. With regard to on site' operations, the tribes have very little
capability other than_ basic first responder assistance. First responders are
not equipped with reference guides .that specify what actions should beitaken _j
in the event of the occurrence of a transportation incident involving radioac- J
tive materials. The emergency response team concept is not used by any of the |
tribes studied. j

i

4.11 Actual Exoerience

. Question 44: How many transportacion incidents involving radioactive materi- ;

als do tribal aut'1oricles formally respond to each year? !
1

All the tribes reported a recent annual average of no incidents. One
trine reported that two incidents occurred in 1987.

~

,'

t

Question 45: Describe che usual' accions taken' by emergency response personnel
in cransportacion incidents involving radioactive materials.

Only one tribe listed any procedures; the other eleven . tribes stated
that they never had any' incidents to which they had to respond. - The' single 1

tribe listing usual actions said that the tribal agency would assess the
scene, prevent further contamination, survey for radiation, supervise cleanup, g

and conduct a post cleanup survey. '

i

Question 46: How many times each year do che tribal authoricles concacc scace '

or local agencies for on scene radiological assiscance or for advice by cele-
phone concerning cransportacion incidents involving radioactive materials?

All but one tribe _ reported that no requests for state . or local assist-
ance had been made. The single tribe that had requested assistance character-
ized the frequency of such requests as "very rare."

Quercion 47: How may times each year do che tribal auchoricles request feder-
al assiscance in responding to a cransportacion incident involving radioactive
macertais?

Only one of the tribes had requested federal assistance, and that tribe
sought assistance only once. .

.
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-Table 4 13: .On Sito 0paratiens (Qusstions 41 to 43)
I

i

Question 41: euestion 42 Question 43:
Tribe Predeelensted On Site Makeg of Emergency Reference Guidos Carried ty= .

Coordinatore Response. Teams Emergency Resporse Personnel

Acome Pueblo State police office *e No team Wetever state of ficiels '

would take control of the carry
some

Novejo Nation Tribet Police, but not No tesa None
deslyis ted i

Not Perce Tribe (Not reported) No team (Not reported)

Onondepe hetien- No No teen None '

, Pyramid Lake - No . No tems None '
! Pelute Tribe

sen Fellpe Puebto' No No t een '(Not reported)

Sendte Pueblo ' Fire chief No team (Not reported)

Senece NetIon No No teen None

thoshone temock Tribel police chief No toen DOT ERG
Tribes

Te Moak Tribe No No team ~ leone
*'

thetille I dien Tribal police, but not No team None
Reservet l'a decipated -

Yokles Indian No No teen- liene
Netlen

|
1

.

t
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'Tt.blo 4 14: Actusi Expsrionco-(Qusstions 44 to 47)

|

Question 44 Question 45: ouestion 46: eusetten 47:

.,
tesponses to Usual Actions Token 1 Tribal Re4ms'ts for fregmncy of

Trlbe T ransportet t on. Taken ty Emergency $ tete or Locet Agency- Tribet Requests
teleted todmet Response Personnel ~ Assistence/A&f ce - for Feoeral

Inci dont s Aselatence
,

.

Acome Pueblo None No incidents . Never= ' s Never
.

NeveJo Nation 2 spl|Ls of row Nevejo Erwircreental Very rare One time f

urenlun ore in 1987 Protec tion
Admini st ret ton j

g
surveys scene,

<

prevents spread of
contaminetton,

-

monttors c|ee g ,
' !n

and cond :ts post.
[cleanup ourvey

.!

. Net Perce Trlbe None No incidets- Never . Never
'

Qwndege Netlen' No'ne No incidents - Never' 'Never
d

Pyremid Lake None- No Incidents Never Never - ;

Palute Tribe
'

San Fellpe Puwblo None No incidente; Never . Never

Sendle Pueblo Mone No incidents Never Never

Senece Nation None No incidents' : Never Never- 3'

$hoshone * Bennock None No incidents Never Never .,

Tribes

Te Nook Tribe None No incidents ' 'Never- Never ~
<

.

unstille Indien None State would roeped My er Never

Reservation
*

Yektme indlen None No incidents Never Never
Nation

,

I

,

.,
,
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S"---rv. Rcdioactiva incidsnes en tribal icnds are very rare events
No tribe reported any such events (except for calendar year 1987). . Consed. '

quently, the tribes have had no need to contact state, local, or federal agen-
eies for assistance.

4.12 Funding|

Question 48: Have any studies been conductea to decoraine what resources and
funding are allocated each year to upgrade the tribal energency response fori

| hazardous material or radioactive material incidents"?
'

,

'
No. tribe reported any such studies having been conducted. '

i

question 49: What additional resources are needed to upgrade che tribal emer.
gency response to a -level' deemed adequate for most situacionst Esciasce[che

| costs of the needed resources. '

!
. i

Ten tribes claimed to need "everything" in order to upgrade their emer.! '

gency. response capabilities; the other two tribes had not yet determined their-
_

needs.- Six tribes mentioned equipment _as a major need; three tribes cited ad.
ditional training + and staff as major requirements.,

Quescion 50: Froa vhom are tribal authorities presently receiving funds. co
support energency response' for cransportacion incidents involving radioactive
ascerialst

i <

; Nine tribes said they received no external funding . to support tribal
j emergency respon'se. Two' tribes. reported that they had received some external
i funding, but this was not specific to. radiological transportation emergencies.
; one tribe reported that it was expecting to receive a grant for some training
j of tribal personnel in hazardous materials-incident management.

,

i

: I m aEX. The . tribes reported receiving very little - external funding,
j While no studies of precise resource needs had been conducted, the tribes

identified a need for "everything," including. equipment, staff, and training. ;
i

: 4.13 Federal Ammistanea
,

i
i question $1: Whac -cypes of assistance (such as craining, funding, cochnical
\ advice, and on. scene support) are available from federal agencies (includingDOE) to supporc cribal authoritiest

| Seven tribes responded that there was no federal' assistance available;
two. tribes were unaware of the availability of federal support. All three

i

tribes indicating an awareness of federal assistance mentioned training, espe.|

; cially training provided by the Department of Energy. The Department of
Transportation and Federal Emergency Management Agency were identified by one
tribe as federal agency sources for training assistance.

~

Question 52: How do the tribal authorities learn about the available federalassistancet
i

! A variety of sources for learning about federal assistance programs was
( cited by the tribes. Communications from the Burosu of Indian Affairs were

mentioned by three tribes; two tribes indicated that the Federal Register; was

! !
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Table 4 15: ' Funding (Qu:stiens 48 to 50)
'

,

'
> s guestien 64I ouestien 60i .' ouestien 50:

Tribe Studies to Addittenel Resources. Sources of Fmda to f
Determine leoeds needed ,Sg pert Tribel '

Emergency Response

.+

We need everything les enternet imdles
Accan Pueb(o ,3

leavejo Natten No Not yet totermined les enternet funding

Need everything' have received same fmding,
Net Perce Tribe we 3 but not for redlelegical

transportetten emergenclee

Wet determined be enternet funding
onendose WettenL No

Pyramid Lake No lieed everything les enternet fundtro- j
'I

Pelute Tribe

tenfelipe Puebte no need everything ' les enternet fm ding
,

tendte Pueble J ' he ' Iseed everything ' tems federet funding j
'

but not for
received | col transportettenredleleg

. emergencies
t t'

lleed everything; else need trent.through SARA title 111
,.

Senece Netlen. . lie ,g, -

not include redleective ,does -
for hasant treintrg, bJt' better cooperetten with

state and federet
gaveensent enterlele

shoehene tennock No' f need overything; especletty, Ito enternal fedire ',

Tribes need Fig staf f peeltlen for
'

,

Emergency Response
a

g Ceerdirster.;

To letek Tribe llo meed everything[need - les enternet fundire"~

sealstance with Lltigetlen
et t to settle jurledictlenal.s

disputes -
, ,.

,

need everything; especta|1y, les entorne1 feding-'
L

LanetItLe Indien no ir

Reeervetten need FTe emergency esepense
1

Planner orul Caerdinator and
associated support services-

Teklee Indian No steed everything Ile enternet funding
1,

ustlen .,, ,
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o primary information ocurco. Personal- contacts , mailed announcements from
federal and state agencies, and subscription publications are other sources
identified by at=least one tribe,

question'53: What federal assistance is used by tribal authorities?

Six' tribes claimed they have not used any federaliassistance. Three
tribes mentioned assistance, received from the- Bureau of . Indian Affairs, and
two tribes cited assistance provided by the Indian Health Service.

S

question $4: .How useful is the federal assistance provided?

Two of the six tribes that have been provided federal assistance consido
ered it to be useful, two tribes thought the federal ~ assistance was of limited
usefulness, one characterized the assistance as inadequate, and - one tribe
tribe did not know whether or not the assistance was useful.

,

question 55: What types 'of ad.htional federal assistance *o cribai authori-
ties need to improve their capability to respond to trani'L rtation| incidents iinvolving rad 1oactive materials? \

The most. coamon need listed was training, which was mentioned by five '
I tribes. Additional equipment and staff, needs assessment and planning assist-
! ance, and funding were mentioned'by at:1 east-twoutribes as federal assis ance
| desired. * ''

W

The response from one tribe was especially instructive as to the types
' '

of federal assistance needed by the. tribes:
.

Either the DOE or. DOT ' or EPA or FEMA need to loosen their
restrictive grip on. hazardous material' dollars so tribes' can' de-
velop programs' relating'to emergency response, protect the health
and welfare of Indian people and- reservation residents, maintain
and enhance their tribal sovereignty, regulate transportatf.on
through their- reservations, - and develop - cooperative ~ agreements

cwith federal,' state,>and local governments to protect treaty
rights off and on the reservations, as well as. protect : the envi-
ronment and the non Indians living in tribal Possessory and Usage s

Rights Areas. Traditionally, tribes have been-left out . of ' tho'
transportation issues. Tribes .have the responsibility .to. . .

their people to regulate the transportation of hazardous materials
through the reservation and provide the emergency response capa-- '

' bility . required. There are no good mechanisms established ' for '

this approach.

Su===rv. Very little federal assistance in this area is being received '

by the tribes. The tribes need training, personnel, equipment, and planning
assistance.

i

'
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Table 4 16: -Federal Assistanco.(Questions 51 to 53)
-

I
IhJost ton $1s Gusetten 52: eusetten 53:

.

fribe Types of federal Sources of Informetton Federal Aselstence Used'

Aselstence Avellable About Federal Assistence

-

L
,

Acose Pueblo Do not know eveltability Federal Regleter and state Indien Noelth Service and
enno mcomente Bureau of Indien Af f aire

'

|
Novejo Nation DOE WIPP training, 001 EPA and seecribed . None currently used |

*

first responder training, Literature
. end some FEMA trefning via
<

|
state pese through programe;

i no feding sealetence

Not Perce Tribe - None Nucteer Weste Policy Act 00E funds for reclamation
,

eruf reteted titerature

! Onondage NetIon None None mone
4

Pyramid Lake Hone to their knowledge sureau of Indian Af faire None

Palute Tribe amomcemente and Catalog
of Dommetic Aselstance

~

Sen Felipe Pueblo None Bureau of Indian Affaire Bureau of Indian Af f aire end
egent state,

.

Sandle Pueblo Dot provides same treintrg; Bureau of Indian Af feire mone+

etate may provide same noti fios f elbs t Governor - .o s

!

training with DOE, but i
none offored yet

Seneca Nation e Do not know set le- Iridiv{ duel contacts P4|lc Neelth Service
ovellable provides heelth care

eselstence-
!

| Shoshone'tannock Heard promlece about Federal Register, mallings, . Pollce use feders| Law
Tribes - retraining, but no action; and alerte from Nationet enforcement training -

;

senditg i etsf f to DOE Congress of' American
eosputer course indiene

.

Te Itook Tribe None Direct ingaires to-ageneles' Do not accept-fadorei fundo-

i Lanetl1la Indian None Personal contacts. In order of magnitude of ~
Reservet ton . fmding s sureau of Indlen

Af f aire, Housing and Urban -
! Dew |opment, tomovi tte -

Power Authority, and Arary
Corps of Engineers

,

Takles Indlen None Direct f rWpJlries to'80RC . None '
~

'

Netion and DOE;-

is: :

4

i

j= d

|

|

|
1.

4
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Tablo 4 1 ': Federal'Assistenco (QuestionsL 54 and 55) I

. l
Question $4: . Questicwi $$i'

Tribe U .efulness of Federet Assistance Twos of Federet Assistence Needed _

_

Acose Pueblo . Usefut Need reswrces to establish the-
emergency response tones ;

Nevejo Netlon Not applicable Training and eqJipment for redlological , i
transportetton issues

het Perce Tribe Limited All training and equipment assisterce -

onordage Nation Not applicable Not knom

Pyramid Lake Not applicable the tribe regJires full support 'from the !

Palute Tribe state since no federet assistance Is
ovellable to it

San Felipe Pueblo Bureau of Indian Af felts is llalted Need to develop comprehensive ' planning
: and does not address the issues ''

Sendte Pueblo Not applicable Training for tribes along shipoent
routes, on eits assistance, and needs i

-assesament.

Seneca Nation Do not know Assistance f or full time staf f and -
equipme,nt

Shoshone gennock Inademaste; tribes are prepared to Need training, equipment, and staf f. . i
Tribes move in this eree, but receive no Also need to be nottfled of spent fuel

assistence shipmente. Bureau of 'Indien Af f elts
needs to futfilL < their, trust
.respone ibill ty.

Te Hoek Tribe Not applicable -Not applicable

unstille indlen Mostly useful, some strings are . Funds to develop a program 1
Reserv6t ion ' inhibiting

Yakins Irdien Not applicable Need help to' identify tribe s neede
hetton

,

I

|

|

k.
|

|
!

' .)

l
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4.14 Procram Proeress and Plans s

Question $6: In the past ten years, what have been the most notable changes
that have occurred in the tribal program for emergency response to transports.-
tion incidents involving radioactive materials?

Question $7: What have been the major accomplishments for the tribal program -
during this period? )

J

The responses given to both Questions 56 and 57 are very similar. The-

most frequently mentioned notable change was an awareness of the issue. The

development of a nuclear waste program was also reported as a significant .

change. Awareness of t.he' issue and concern for nuclear waste were also two
accomplishments mentioned.. There were not many significant accomplishments
cited, which is not surprising given the newness of the tribal- emergency-
response programs that do exist and the lack of any emergency response program
in many of the tribal-jurisdictions.

Question 58: Whac have been che major disappointments in the development and ,

operacion of the tribal program during this period?

A . variety of responses to this question was - given. A common thread run. [
ning through the responses was a lack of support for and/or recognition of the

'

tribes by the federal government or the states. ' A' lack of funding or too

restrictive funding was another common disappointment mentioned. '

Question 39: Whac needs to be done co ensure that che'cribal program fulfills
its mission during the nexc con yerrst

External support, especially funding, by the federal and state govern-
ments was a major need mentioned by many tribes as a prerequisite for future
program success. Planning and program development were also reported- as major
tribal needs.

Summary. As a generalization, the tribes consider the lack. of federal
and state funding as a serious limitation on what the tribes can accomplish in
this area. They have identified a need for more training, equipment, person-
nel, and planning assistance. On site assistance in responding . to specific
incidents is not considered necessary.-

-|

4
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Table 4 18: Prograin Progress and Plans
(Questions 56 to 57) ',

,

1

ouestIon 54: ousetien 57:
felbe Notable Changes in Poet 10 Years Nejor Accomptieheente in Past 10 Years

'

Acome Pueblo hone 'No programe

Novejo Nation Just recently estabilshed program . Just recently etteb(lehed program

Not Perce Tries None Learnf rg abaJt nucteer usate and I

rotated dongere
,

chondage NetIen None Not applIcebLe

Pyramid Lake Decame sucre of need to address thle None
:Pelute Tribe leeue4

-(
.

1

San Felipe Pueblo - Aueronsee of leeue increased euereneet of the dangers .i

Sandle Puebto Poselbf Llty of I 25 as route to weste None
eite and more.eueronese of potontle1 -
heaerde

i

j. Seneca Nation - Auerenese of heaerde Protectlen of tribel ground unter =
'

shoehane temock - Police department and its prograne in Lou enforcement eres
s

tribes
-

Te leoek Tribe- Developtre a program and greater As a result.of tribel suareneesi theeuerenose federet govertuent hee became euere of..
the tribe

| tanatitle Indlen Tribel police, and Nuclear Weste StW Predaced several reportsReservetton. Progree

Tekten Indlen Auereness of leeuse . totablishment of nuclear weste program -Nation

rt ,

4

i

'

i '
.
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Table 4 19:- Program Progress and Plans
(Questions 58 to 59) . j

i

Question 58: eusetton 59:
Tribe major Disappointmente in Past 10 Years Neede During Next 10 Years i

!

.[
Acome Puebto No progrese tetabtIsh a progeem '

movejo Nation Felture to cbteln the verlous federal obtel3 federet eeslotence and estabileh . {eseietanee emerponey reopenee tone "

Not Perce iribe Dot leposes too many reetrlettone on Furufine hetter eoeseretton and' erente; tittie cosamtcetion end. coordinetten from foderet egencies,'
training and ettouance by federet government to ;

do Independent stuer of neede

onortdage Netlen Not applicable Don't know

Pyreeld Lake 'None, since no plan omiste Sources of feding and resources need
Palute Tribe to be Irwestlested and a plan must be

developed
,

.;Sen Felipe Pueblo lack of commmicetions within the More tribel involvement for planntrg,
,

.j
tribe has Led to no involvement and developsont of a treintry program for
no organitetton, first respondere, and need to be eLorted '{to haamat ehlpmente thrtneh reservetlan ,

Sendte Pueblo The taarden la on the tribe to plan; note techniceL assistence f or planning : |'emotL elas precludes mejor devetopment
-

:|

.cSenece Nation Lock of twt by state; wante 'sctet Funding for staff, training, end-
control equipment !

Shoshone Bannock Comot get Lou enforcement training ' Adequate fundirg, access to training, .
!Tribes needed ' and recognition

~

r
Te*Mook Tribe Federet severruent lepedes development U.g. must respect soverelenity of tribe; $of a program, focuses on litigation U.N. should recognise Indian not fore;

concerning trooty tende

>tantille Indian Eliminetton of funding to review Intertribel mity on redmet ' '

Reservat ion trenoportetton issuse and tack of transportetton Iseuse, trotning andmeerstanding by federel and state employment opportunities for Indiano, 1

,

povernment of Indian culture and the and increased training for sureau of I

Indiente role in decletone ef fecting Indien Af felrs and Indian Meetththe Indiane* tende and way of life Service staf f !

Yeklee trullen Lock of a plan or progres eruf Help in dovetoping a progreeNation terminetton of the nucteer weste
program .i

'

!
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5.0 CENERAL COMMENTS AND CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Channes From 1980 to 1988 i

Although there have been several specific changes that will be discussed
below, it is the authors' impression that there has been a general change in
the overall climate in which the work of' maintaining preparedness for
transportation incidents involving radioactive materials is performed. In the
1980 survey, numerous state respondents expressed their concern that such
incidents might not be properly handled during the early stages of recognition
and notification. The major concern was that a dramatic and inappropriate
over response would occur as a consequence of an uninformed and irrational
fear of radiation. In 1988, there was very little concern among
radiological health and emergency services personnel that this would be a
problem. It now appears that transportation incidents involving radioactive
materials are perceived as mishaps that can be effectively managed through
proper notification and appropriate response.

A more balanced perspective on transportation related radiation incidents
appears to have been realized in the past decade. This is, at least in part,
a result of the efforts to provide information and training to local public
health and safety personnel. But there has also been a growing recognition ,
among the populace and public officials across the United States that there ;

are numerous hazards in an industrial society, in the transportation of people '

and products, and in the environment generally and that problems involving
hazardous materials can be handled effectively if the response is managed
appropriately. Transportation incidents involving radioactive materials
appear to have assumed their proper place in the larger catalog of hazards in
general.

With respect to specific changes that have been identified through this
survey, it should be noted that there have been no maj or changes or
substantial revisions in the states' approaches to managing this problem area
during the period from 1980 to 1988. Such changes as have occurred are best
characterized as incremental, reflecting the ongoing work of-maintaining and s

improving preparedness. Various - changes have - been noted throughout this
report; following is a discussion of several specific changes that-appear to
be worthy of note.

Organization and Resnonsibility. A trend was identified that appears to
be a continuation of strategies that were nascent in 1980, whereby several of
the states have systems in place that enable the management of transportation-
incidents involving radioactive materials without necessarily activating the
state radiation emergency response team. One strategy is the adoption of a
two tier response structure, where personnel from state police or emergency
services are organized into a primary hazmat response cadre. These personnel
have general training and equipment covering a wide spectrum of environmental
hazards that enables them to evaluate hazmat incidents to determine whether
the specialized talents of the emergency response team are truly necessary.

Tha other strategy is the recognition, either formally or informally,
that certain local jurisdictions have personnel who are qualified to make an
intitial assessment to determine whether a threat is present. Both of these
strategies serve to screen trivial incidents, permitting the state to manage

51

m x o r



___

. _ . . . _ . . , , .
. .

-
-

- -
- -

-

such incidsnts through remoto monitoring end thorby saving tho oxpanso of a
state response <

Maintaininn Pranaredness. Two aspects of preparedness for incidents in
the field are worthy of note.- First, there is a greater availabilty ofportable specialized radiation detection instruments. In 1980, items such as .
neutron detectors and gamma ray spectrometers were .not commonly available
within state agencies; in 1988, instrumentation was generally more available
in house for emergency response.

Second, for the nation as a~whole, the proportions of first on the ecenc |personnel _with at least basic training in recognizing and handling radiation jincidents appear to have-improved. The percentage of state police with such
training showed some modest improvement, and these personnel - are .- still J the
best trained group of first responders by a wide- margin. The proportion of
firefighters with such training also fmproved, but is much lower than for the
etate police. Several states offered the opinion that full time professional ifirefighters are very well trained. but the large numbers of volunteer !firefighters and the high turnover among such volunteers dilute the- Lproportion. The proportion of local police with such training showed the '

highest increase, more than doubling over the past decade, but this proportion
is lower than the proportion - for firefighters, and local police appear to be
the least trained group among public safety officials. j

Radiological health and emergency services personnel expressed confidence
that proper recognition and prompt notification of the appropriate authorities ;

;
is the normal course of events when such incidents occur. It is the authors'
impression that, although training is far from - universal and . only modest ' ;t

improvements have been achieved in the past decade, training for first
responders generally has been channelled to the jurisdictions where it is most
appropriate.

{Field onerations. In 1980, nearly half of the states indicated-that-
first on the-scene personnel were expected to perform = a radiation survey of

ithe incident scene. Radiological health personne1' expressed grave
reservations about this. practice and further expressed their concern that
descriptions of the incident by < first responders of ten were unreliable. In
1988, no state indicated that a radiation survey was a component of first-on-
the scene duties. Further, survey respondents expressed confidence that the
description of the incident by the first - responder who was reporting the
incident would be accurate and reliablo.

An additional aspect of field operations is the reduction in the number
of emergency response team activations. In 1980, the national average for
field team activations was calculated to be 4.1 activations per state per year
in the late 1970's; based . on reporting for this survey, the national average
declined to 2.7 activations per state per year in the' late 1980's.

Similarly, calls for general assistance or information to state
authorities from local officials also declined, from 5.6 calls per state .per i

year in the late 1970's to 3.5 calls per state per year in the late 1980's.
Specific factors contributing to this decline could not be identified throughthis survey. Several states observed that they now receive fewer false
alarms. ,

|
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3.2 Indian Tribal Jurisdictions

The situation among Indian tribal jurisdictions with respect to their
preparedness to manage transportation incidents involving radioactive ,

caterials cannot be separated from the more general concerns to foster genuine
independent sovereignty among tribal governments in accordanea with national
Indian policy.

Among the tribes surveyed, only a few had an administrative apparatus in
place through which training could be organized and presented. Most of the ;
tribes indicated that it is their desire and intention to assume
responsibility for '. irs.t response on tribal lands and further stated that they
would like to establish memoranda of understanding with adjacent states for
technical assistance if a hazmat threat is suspected. However, several of the
tribes confront major problems, including jurisdictional disputes over
reservation boundaries and the necessity to forge relationships with several
states (because some Indian land boundaries cross state boundaries). Several j

tribes reported a persistent intransigence among state and local officials
with regard to recognizing tribal sovereignty. . All of the triber, expressed
deep concern to have these matters settled, but most tribes are hampered by
limited resources and the absence of any consistent guidance and assistance as
to how best to proceed. It seems apparent that the task of developing ' an
appropriate level of preparedness among tribal jurisdictions must be viewed as
a multidimensional, long term process that must be integrated with the larger
policy goal to bring Indian- people into full and independent participation in !
our nation's affairs.

5.3 Concludine Remarks
.

As was concluded in the 1980 report, transportation incidents involving-
radioactive materials are rare, the instances where radiation leakage occurs
as a result of the incident are rarer still, and the instances where public
exposure to radiation occurs as a result of a transportation incident - are
virtually non existant. Although the potential for a major -incident is always
present, in actual experience this threat to public health and safety has not
been a serious problem. To the extent that efforts to be prepared for
transportation incidents involving radioactive materials affect public
exposure to radiation, that effect cannot be separated from the effect of
proper packaging and careful handling throughout the chain of commerce in
radioactive materials.

State programs of emergency preparedness for transportation - incidents
involving radioactive materials consist of several state agencies and the
systems of relationships among these several agencies and with local
jurisdictions, other states, and the federal government. The states have
adopted a variety of approaches for structuring and managing these programs,
reflecting the circumstances eten state must confront. It is not possible to

-support an assertion that one or another approach is superior or that the
presence of any specific component leads to more effective performance. Any
attempt to draw conclusions and develop recommendations must be approached
with caution.

With the above remarks in mind, we will proceed cautiously to identify a
few areas in which actions by federal agencies could contribute to improving
the level of preparedness among the states.

5-3
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'l
radera11v Soonsored Trainine Procrams. Tho sectos woro universally I

enthusiastic in their assesments of the quali;y and usefulness of training '

programs' sponsored by federal agencies. However, many states reported a
variety of problems in availing themselves of these opportunities. The most
commonly received remark concerned a perceived apparent lack of coordination.

and cooperation among the various ' federal agencies that offer training
relevant to the regulation of radioactive materials. Several states urged
that a central clearinghouse function be established to ensure comprehensive

: and timely notification of training opportunities. Second, many states
expressed their desire that more training. slots and 'more frequent course
offerings be made available.

Trainina for Local Personnel. The traditional separation of radioactive
materials fron- other hazardous materials for regulatory purposes has -led to
the creation of separate groups of expert . personnel in most . states. One#

result of this practice is = the- existence of separate training programs for
' hazardous chemicals- and ' radioactive materials, such a distinction is

appropriate for personnel who provide expert services in hazard mitigation,
but it is not appropriate for first on the scene respondents whose - primary

i function is early-recognition and prompt notification. Although many states
jprovide training for first responders that is oriented toward all hazards, a

number of states apparently present radiation hazard training separately or - |not at all.-
i

1
The extreme rareness of transportation incidents involving radioactive .|,

materials suggests that separate training ,in radiation hazards for first
i

responders probably is not cost effective, with the possible exception of,

local jurisdictions near major facilities or along designated shipping routes,
jAn integrated curriculum covering hazardous materials in general -including ';

radioactive, that emphasizes recognition, notification, - and generally
applicable safety precautions seems desirable for most firs t ' responde rs . . To
the extent chat federal-agency activities influence the type of training that
is available to local personnel, those, agencies should work to develop,. |
promote and deliver training programs that.present appropriate information and i

procedural guidance.
,

1

I

i

!.

;
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--APPENDIX A .I

INTERVIEW GUIDE:~.
SURVEY OF STATE CAPABILITIES FOR EMERGENCY RESPONSE

TO TRANSPORTATION INCIDENTS INVOLVING RADIOACTIVE MATERIALS :
:!
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SURVEY OF b. ATE CAPABILITIES FOR EMERGENCY RESPONSE TO
TRANSPORTATION INCIDENTS INVOLVING RADIOACTIVE MATERIATE j

I. ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING

A. ORGANIZATION AND RESPONSIBILITY

1. Which state agency has the lead for responding with person-
nel and equipment to assess the radiological: impact of
transportation incidents involving radioactive materials.

2. What documentation is available that identifies the lead
agency?

3. What documentation is available that identifies support
agencies, if any?

4. What local jurisdictions, if any, within the state borders
exercise their own authority to respond to the radiological '

aspects of transportation emergencies? Is'their~jurisdic -
tion based upon any recognized authority?

B. PLANNING

5. Does the state have a written emergency-response plan for
transportation incidents involving radioactive materials?

6. Is-this plan part of a hazardous-material transportation !
plan or does the state have a separatefplan specifically for !
radioactive materials? l

7. To what extent is planning for transportation incidents in- !

Ivolving radioactive materials linked to fixed-facility-amer-
gency-response planning? -|

8. To what extent was the state emergency-response plan for re-
sponding to transportation incidents involving radioactive

,materials developed by using FEMA-REP-5,~ Guidelines for=De- i

valonina State and Local Radiolocical Emeraency Responst
Plans and Prenaredness for Transpntation Accidents - (March

-

''

1983)? Other federal. guidelines?
|
.

9. To what extent was the state plan. developed with federal '|
technical and/or financial assistance? '

10. What arrangements has the state made for establishing a
state-office control center for coordinating the response to
major transportation incidents. involving radioactive materi-
als?

1,
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11. Has tho stato dov01cp d invanteries or othor listing 3 of
federal and other capabilities (e.g., military, universi-
ties, etc.) for responding to transportation incidents in-
volving radioactive materials? Where are such listingsmaintained?

12. To what extent are local-government emergency-response cap-
abilities considered in the development of the state plan
for emergency response to transportatica incidents involvingradioactive materials?

13. Identify any geographic areas within the state borders that
are not included in the state energency-response plan for
responding to transportation incidents involving radioactive
materials (e.g., military bases, federal enclaves, triballands, and municipalities).

14. Are routes and facilities for a possible large number of
shipments of radioactive materials considered formally or
informally, in establishing emergency-response, plans?

C. STATE RELATIONSHIP WITH INDIAN TRIBES

15. Has the state assumed responsibility for emergency response
to transportation incidents involving radioactive materials
that occur on tribal lands within the state borders? Ifnot, why (e.g., technical, political, jurisdictional, or fi-
nancial reason)?

16. Does the state have a formal program or plan to respond to
transportation incidents involving radtoactive materials
that occur on tribal lands within the state borders?

17. Does the governor's designated representative in the stata
who recuivos Part 71/73 notifications of spent fuel or radi-onctive-material shipments have any working arrangements
with tribal officials to share this information?

18. Describe the relationshh of the state with Indian tribeswith respect to ener~ v response to transportation inci-dents involving radioactive raterials thart occur on triballands within the state borders.
D. LEGAL AUTHORITY / ISSUES

19. Are individuals from both the public and private sectors who
assist in emergency response protected from personal liabil-
1% (e.g.
Vimions, o,r statutory immunity from liability)?by an insurance program, statutory indemnity pro-

20. Do stato statutes or other legal documents assign responsi-
bility for costs incurred during emergencies, such as lossof property or avacuation costs?

2
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21. What formal memoranda of understanding and/or reciprocal
agreements does the state have with adjacent states to cover
transportation incidents involving radioactive materials
that occur close to common borders?

II. IN ETAINING PREPAREDNESS

A. EERSONNEL

22. What kinds of professional specialists are available to con-
tribute thsir expertise in response to a transportation in-
cident involving radioactive materials? (See " Definitions"
(Page 10) for a definition of each specialist category.)
Specify the number oft

(a) Health physicists
(b) Radiation monitors
(c) Hazardous materials specialists
(d) Radiochemists
(e) Radiobiologists
(f) Health-physics technicians
(g) Electronic technicians
(h) communications specialists
(i) Transportation specialists
(j) site coordinators
(k) Public relations / news coordinators
(1) others (please specity):

B. EQUIPMEET

23. Indicate the number of locations throughout the state where
serviced and calibrated portable radiation-detection instru-
ments available for use during an emergency response are
normally kept. (Do not include civil-defense shelter kits
in this enumeration.)

24. Of these loc &tions, how many have the following portable ra-
diation detectors available on a 24-hour casist

4

(a) Low-range beta-gamma detectors (e.g. , 0-50 mR/hr)
(b) Medium-range beta-gamma detectors (e.g., 0-1000 mR/hr)

(c) High-range beta-gamma detectors (e.g. , 0-1000 R/hr)
(d) Low-energy gamma detectors (e.g., Pu-239 probe)
(e) Alpha-particle detectors
(f) Neutron detectors
(g) Gamma-ray spectrometers
(h) Tritium detectors
(i) others (please specify):

)

eneas

3
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.
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25. How many. emergency-response vehicles that are specially
equipped or can be specially equipped without delay for re-

|

,

sponse to transportation incidents involving radioactive ma- ''

terials (or other hazardous-material incidents) are availa-ble?--

!

26. Are emergency kits available for use by persons responding
'

to transportation and other incidents involving radioactive
! materials? At how many locations around the state are such ,

:
; kits available? Describe the usual contents of !
; such kits: '

,

(a) '

(b)
; (c)

(d)
(e) _

;

c. COMMUffICATIONS !

27. What communication natwork, if any, has the state estab-
'

lished to provide two-way communication between the state-
office control center and the scene of a transportation in- .

cident involving radioactive materials? i

'

D. IBAINING

28. How many trained radiological emergency-response teams does '

the state have? (See " Definitions" (Page 10) for
the definition of " trained radiological emergency-response
team.")

29. How many members of the state radiological health department>

are trained in radiological emergency-response procedures
(i.e., have completed the " Radiological Emergency Response
operation" course at Mercury, Nevada, . or equivalent train-
ing)? ,

30. Are the trained members all at one location? How many are ,at each location in the state? Specify the number by loca- -

tions
;

(a)
(b)
(c)

-_

31. What provision do state and - local jurisdictions make for
training their emergency-response personnel? Who conducts
the training? Who funds the training?

.

(a) First-on-the-scene responders
~(b) Radiological emergency-response teams

i

4

,
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32. What training courses are attended by state and local emer-
gancy-response : personnel? Who conducts the training? Who
funds the train:,ng?

(a) First-on-the-scene responders
(b) Radiological emergency-response teams

33. How many state and local emergency-response personnel on the
average are trained each calendar year?

(a) First-on-the-scene responders
(b) Radiological emergency-response teams

34. Do the training courses train emergency-response personnel
in the following aspects of emergency response to transpor- i

tation incidents involving radioactive materials

(a) Radiation hasards that might be encountered?
(b) surveys of incident scenes?
(c) Protection against hasards?
(d) Federal and state regulations?

35. What hasards, other than the radioactive hasard, are covered
in the training courses '

(a)
(b)

'

-
;

(c)
(d)
(e)

36. How often are practica exercises conducted to test the ef-
factiveness and operation of the State Radiological Energen-
cy Response Plan for responding to transportation incidents
involving radioactive materials? Do the exercises focus on
radioactive-material incidents or are they part of a general
hasardous-material test? When was'the last exercise carried
out? (date)

III. FIELD EMERGENCY-RESPONSE OPERATIONS

A. TRANSPORTATION

37. In the case of a land-vehicle-related transportation inci-
dent involving radioactive materials, how long on the aver-
age will it take radiological emergency-response teams and
support crews to reach from their usual location the most
remote site where an incident could likely occur?

,

5
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.
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B.- JNCIDENT ASSESSMENT

| 38. The first-on-the-scene respondents (i.e., policemen, fire-
men, and road-maintenance personnel) at a transportation in-i

cident involving radioactive materials are expected to take:
'

certain protective actions.- Is there a standard operating
: procedure or action sequence such personnel are expected to

observe? Please discuss.

39. since policemen, firemen, and road-maintenance personnel ara
the most likely first-on-the-scene respondents at a trans-;

1 portation incident involving radioactive materials, what
j- percent of each of these groups has received at least mini-

mal training in handling radiological-emergencies?i

(a) state police 4 ;

(b) Local police _4
; (c) Firemen- %

(d) Road-maintenance men 4,

40. What percentage' of the first-on-the-scene respondents pos-
sees the information . designated in the DOT Emergency Re-. r

: sponse Guide (ERG)?

(a) state police 4
(b) Local police 4

,

(c) Firemen %4

;

(d) Road-maintenance men %
,

Do they consider the information in the ERG to be adequate?!

C. ON-SITE OPERATIONS '

41. Does the state have predesignated on-scene coordinators for
emergency response to transportation incidents involving ra-
dioactive satorials?

;

.

>

6
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|
1

; 42. . What is the general makeup of emergency-response. teams dis-i

patched to transportation incidents involving radioactive
!

materials (other than police, fireaan, and ambulance person-
nel)? (See " Definitions" (Page 10) for a definition of each<

specialist category.) Specify the number of'

(a) Health physicists
(b) Radiation monitors.

(c) Hazardous materials specialists'

! (d) Radiochemists ,
'

! (e) Radiobiologists
(f) Health-physics technicians

| (g) Electronic technicians ',

!
(h) Communications specialists

} (i) Transportation specialists

!.

(j) site coordinators
(k) Public relations / news coordinators ,

| (1) Others- (please specify): j
t'

!
'

i

! 43. What reference guides- are carried by emergency personnel to
outline specific actions to be taken in the event of a

j transportation incident involving radioactive materials?
I

,

; (a) First-on-the-scene responders
j (b) Radiological emergency-response teams

D. ACTUAL. EXPERIENCE

) 44. How many transportation incidents involving radioactive ma- +

terials do state and local authorities formally respond to'

| each year?

(a) Recent annual average
(b) Calendar year 1987

) 45. Describe the usual actions taken by emergency-responsa per-
sonnel in transportation incidents involving radioactive ma-;

| terials.

46. How many times each year is the state contacted by local ;

agencies for on-scene radiological assistance or for advice
,

by telephone concerning transportation incidents involving
radioactive materials?'

P

'

(a) Recent annual average
(b) Calendar year 1987

i

!
.I

i
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|

|
How may times each year does the state request federal as-47.
sistance in responding to-a transportation incident involv-

( ing radioactive materials?
|

(a) Recent annual average
(b) Calendar year 1987

V. FUNDING AND ASSISTANCE
,

!A. FUNDING

48. Have any statewide studies been conducted to determine what
resources and funding are allocated each year to upgrade the !statewide emergency response for hasardous-material or radi- -

onctive-material incidents?
|
t

49. What additional resources are needed to upgrade the state- '

wide emergency response to a level deemed adequate for most :situations? Estimate the costs of the needed resources.,
;

(a) Additional capital equipment $,

I (b) Additional training $.
,

! (c) Additional maintenance
i

| and testing $ i

(d) Additional other resources (please specify):;
;

$ !
; $ '

2

g
:

50. From whom are state and local authorities presently receiv- t

ing funds to support emergency response for transportation' incidents involving radioactive materials?' +

(a) Planning
(b) Training *

,

(c) Personnel|
>

(d) Equipment !
~

5. FEDERAk ASSISTANCE

51. What types of assistance
nical advice, and on-scene (such as training, funding, tech-support) are available from fed-
eral agencias (including DOE) to support state and local au-
thorities?

52. How does the state learn about the available federal assis- !

tance?
,

53. What federal assistance is used by state and local authori-
ties?

54. How useful is the federal assistance provided?
,

|

8

!
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I
,

!

55. What types of additional federal assistance do state and lo-
cal authorities need to improve their capability to respond i

to transportation incidents involving radioactive materials? j
i

VI. PROGRAM PROGRESS AND PfANS

i 56. In the past ten years, what have been the most notable j

that have occurred in the statewide program for t

changes
emergency response to transportation incidents involving ra-,

dioactive materials?4

| 57. What have been the major accomplishments for the statewide ;
'

program during this period?

58. What have been the major disappointments in the development
i and operation of the statewide program during this period?,

!
59. What needs to be done to ensure that the statewide program

fulfills its mission during the next ten years?.

r

|

r

i

,

:

|.

'

I

-

,
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DETINITIONS

Marardous materials snacialist. A person who is trained in the
; assessment and handling of hazardous chemicals.

| Health ehysicist. A person who has (1) a degree in health phys-
ics or radiation protection a a science degree and twoi

years of radiation-protection experience- n six years of ra-!

| diation-protection experience (including radionuclides) and
(2) the capability to perform dosimetry calculations and to.

; provide emergency advice.

| Health-ehysics technician. A person who has training and experi-
'

ence in radiation measurement and assessment beyond that of
a radiation monitor. Typically works under and reports to a

,

health physicist. Could include a person who routinely sur- '

voys X-ray machines if the person also has training to work,

in contaminated areas.
'

Radia. tion monitor. A person who has completed a civil-defense
j radiation-monitoring course or its equivalent.- :

,

| Radiobiologist. A person who has special training in the effects
of radiation on humans (usually has an advanced degree).

: Radiochemist. A person who is qualified to operate laboratory -

detection instruments and to conduct chemical analyses,

(e.g., analysis for Strontium-90).

Trained radioloaical eneraency-response team. A response team
consisting of at least three persons: (1) a health physi-
cist, (2) a health-physics technician, and (3) a person

,

; trai.Ted in contamination control on the " clean" side of a '

line demarcating a contaminated area.
I
:

i
||

t

j

10
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APPENDIX & ;

-

INTERVIEW CUIDE:
SURVEY OF TRISAL CAPABILITIES FOR EMERCENCY RESPONSE'

TO TRANSPORTATION INCIDENTS INVOLVINC RADI0 ACTIVE MATERIALS
,
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SURVEY OF TRIBAL CAPABILITIES FOR EMERGENCY RESPONSE TO
TRANSPORTATION INCIDENTS INVOLVING RADI0 ACTIVE MATERIALS

I. ADMINISTRATION AND PIANNING

A. ORGANIZATION AND RESPONSIBILITY

1. Which tribal agency has the lead for responding with person-
nel and equipment to assess the radiological impact of
transportation incidents involving radioactive materials
that occur on tribal lands.

2. What documentation is available that identifies the lead
agency?

3. What documentation is available that identifies support
agencies, if any?

4. What local jurisdictions, if any, within the borders of
tribal lando exercise their own authority to respond to the
radiological aspects of transportation emergencies? Is
their jurisdiction based upon any recognised authority?

B. PIANNING

5. Do the tribal authorities have a written emergency-response
plan for transportation incidents involving radioactive ma-
terials? I

6. Is this plan part of a hazardous-material transportation
plan or does the tribe have a separate plan specifically for
radioactive materials?

7. To what extent is planning for transportation incidents in-
volving radioactive materials linked to fixed-facility emer-
gency-response planning?

8. To what extent was the tribal emergency plan for responding i

to transportation incidents involving radioactive materials
developed by using FEMA-REP-5, cuidelinas for Davalonina
stata and Local Radioloaical Emercancy Rannonsa Plans and

Pranaradness for Trananortation Accidents (March 1983)?
Other federal guidelines?

9. To what extent was the tribal plan developed with federal
technical and/or financial assistance?

10. What arrangements have the tribal authorities made for es-
tablishing a single control center for coordinating the re-
sponse to major transportation incidents involving'radioac-
tive materials?

1

1

i

.

. . . . .



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

11. Have the tribal authorities developed inventories or other
listings of federal and other capabilities (e.g., military,
universities, etc.) for responding to transportation inci-
dents involving radioactive materials? Where are such list-
ings maintained?

12. To what extent are emergency-response capabilities of state
and local jurisdictions outside the borders of tribal lands 13

! consider d in the development of the tribal plan for emer-
'

gancy re ponse to transportation incidents involving radio-
active materials?

l

13. Identify any geographic areas within the borders of tribal j

lands that are not included in the tribal emergency-response ;

plan for responding to transportation incidents involving j
radioactive materials. 1

1

14. Are routes and facilities for a possible large number of
shipments of radioactive materials considered formally or ,

informally, in establishing emergency-response, plans? )
C. TRIBAL REIATIONSHIP WITH STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMEN7 - J

,

f

15. Have the tribal authorities assumed responsibility for emer- -

gency response to transportation incidents involving radio-
active materials that occur outside the borders of tribal
lands? -

i

16. Do the tribal authorities have a formal program or plan to -

respond to transportation incidents involv.ng radioactive
materials that occur outside the borders or tribal lands? i

17. Does the governor's designated representative in the state
who receives Part 71/73 notifications of spent fuel or radi-
onctive-material shipmente have any working arrangements
with tribal officials to 9 hare this information?

18. Describe the relationship.of the tribal authorities with the |
state with respect to emergency response to transportation;

: incidents involving radioactive materials that occur on
; ''ribal lands within the state borders.

D. LEGAL AUTHORITY / ISSUES J

| |

19. Are individuals from both the public and private sectors who iassist in emergency response on tribal lands protected from i

personal liability (e.g., by an insurance program, statutory -|

indemnity provisions, or statutory immunity from liability)? !

1

20. Do tribal laws, federal statutes or regulations, or other 1

legal documents assign responsibility for costs incurred
during emergencies, such as loss of property or evacuation
costs?

2 )
|

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



.. _ _ ___ ___ _ _ _.____ _

,

1

a

; 21. What formal memoranda of understanding and/or reciprocal <

| agreements do the tribal authorities have with adjacent {
state or local jurisdictions to cover transportation inci-"

i dents involving radioactive materials that ' occur close to

j common borders?
4

| II. MAINTAINING PREPAREDNESS

f A. PIESONNEL
i
; 22. What kinds of professional specialists ars available to con-
I tribute their expertise in response to a transportation in- ;

! cident involving radioactive materials? (sea " Definitions" ~;

! (Page 10) for a definition of each specialist category.)
4 specify the number oft

(a) Health physicists:
'

| (b) Radiation monitors
j (c) Hazardous materials specialists

(d) Radiochemistsi

j (e) Radiobiologists *

(f) Health-physics tecnnicians'

(g) Electronic technicians,

(h) communications specialists
(i) Transportation specialists

,
' (j) Site coordinators
; (k) Public relations / news coordinators
|

(1) others (please specify):

!

i

| B. EQUIPMENT

23. Indicate the number of locations throughout the tribal landsi

| where serviced and calibrated portable radiation-detection
t instruments available for use during an emergency response

are normally kept. (Do not include civil-defense shelter
kits in this enumeration.)

!

!
|

|

3
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| 24. Of these locaticns, how many have the following portable ra-
diation detectors available on a 24-hour basis:I

(a) Low-ran(b) Medium ge beta-gamma detentors (e.g. , 0-50 mR/hr) _range beta-gamma detectors . (e.g. , 0-1000 mR/hr)
,

(c) High-range beta-gamma detectors (e.g., 0-1000 R/hr)
(d) Low-energy gaana detectors (e.g. , pu-239 probe)
(e) Alpha-particle detectors
(f) Neutron detectors
(g) Gamma-ray spectroasters
(h) Tritium detectors
(i)' others (please specify):

25. How many emergency-response vehicles-that are specially
equipped or can be specially equipped without delay for re-
sponse to transportation incidents involving radioactive aa-
terials (or other hasardous-material ' incidents) are availa-ble?

26. Are emergency kits available for use by persons . responding
to transportation and other incidents involving radioactivematerials? At how many locations within- the tribal lands
are such kits available1 Describe the usual con-tents of such kits:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e) ,

)
,

C. COMMUNICATIONS

27. What connunication network, if any, have the tribal authori-
ties established to provide two-way communication between
the single control center and the scene of a transportation '

incident involving radioactive materials? j

D. TBAINIMG

28. How many trained radiological energency-response teams doesthe tribe have? (see " Definitions" (Page 10) for
the definition of " trained radiological emergency-responseteam.")

29. How many members of the radiological emergency-response !teams are trained in radiological energency-response proce-
dures (i.e. , have completed the " Radiological Energency Re-
sponse operation # course at Hercury, Nevada, or equivalent
training)?

4 <
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30. Are the trained members all at one location? How many are
at each location? Specify the number by locations

(a)
(b)
(c)

31. What provision do the tribal authorities make for training
their emergency-response personnel? Who conducts the train-
ing? Who funds the training?

(a) First-on-the-scene responders
(b) Radiological emergency-response teams

32. What training courses are attended by tribal emergency-
response personnel? Who conducts the training? Who funds
the training?

(a) First-On-the-scene responders
(b) Radio *.ogical emergency-response teams

33. How ar.ty tribal emergency-response personnel on the average
are trained each calendar year?

'(a) First-on-the-scene responders
(b) Radiological emergency-response teams

34. Do the training courses - train energency-response personnel :

in the following aspects of emergency response to transpor- '

tation incidents involving radioactive materials:

(a) Radiation hazards that might be encountered?
(b) Surveys of incident scenes?
(c) Protection against hazards?
(d) Federal and state regulations?

35. What hazards, other than the radioactive hazard, are covered
in the training courses:

(a)
(b)
(c) I

(d)
(e)

36. How often are practice exercises conducted to test the ef- '

factiveness and operation of the tribal emergency-response i

plan for responding to transportation incidents involving
radioactive materials? Do the exercises focus on radioac-
tive-material incidents or are they part of a general hat-
ardous-material test? When was the last exercise carried
out? (date) ..

1

s.

4g*

5

B



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

,

t

III. FIILD EMERGINCY-RESPONSI_0PERATIONS,

A. TRANSPORTATION ji

; 37. In the case of a land-vehicle-related transportation inci-
'

dont involving radioactive materials, how long on the aver-i

age will it take radiological emergency-response teams and
support crews to reach from their usual location the most
remote site where an incident could likely occur?

'

8. INCIDENT ASSESSMENT

| 38. The first-on-the-scene respondents (i.e., policemen, fire-
; men, and road-maintenance personnel) at a transportation in- ;

j cident involving radioactive materials are expected to take '

- certain protect;,ve actions. Is there a standard operating
procedure or action sequence such personnel are expected to
observe? Please discuss.

39. Since policemen, firemen, and road-maintenance personnel are
the most likely first-on-the-scene respondents at a trans-,

'

portation incident- involving radioactive materials, what
percent of each of these groups has received at least mini-
mal training in handling radiological emergencies?

(a) Police __ %

(b) Firemen 4.

(c) Road-maintenance men 4

; 40. What percentage of the first-on-the-scene respondents pos-
sess the information designated in the DOT Emergency Re-
sponse Guide (ERG)?

(a) Police %

(b) Firemen %

(c) Road-maintenance men %

Do they consider the information in the ERG to be adequate?

C. ON-SITE OPERATIONS

41. Do the tribal authorities have predesignated on-scene coor-
dinators for emergency response to transportation incidents'

involving radioactive materials?

,

I 6
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42. What is tho genoral nokoup of osorgoney-rooponce teams dis-
patched to transportatior incidents involving radioactive
materials (other than poliew, firemen, and ambulance person-
nel)? (See " Definitions" (Page 10) for a definition of each -

specialist category.) Specify the number oft

(a) Health physicists
(b) Radiation monitors
(c) Hazardous materials specialists 2(d) Radiochemists
(e) Radiobiologists
(f) Health-physics technicians
(g) Electronic technicians
(h) Communications specialists
(i) Transportation specialists -

(j) Site coordinators

(k) Public relations / news coordinators
(1) Others (please specify):

.

43. What reference guides are carried by emergency personnel to
outline specific actions to be taken in the event of a
transportation incident involving radioactive materials? ;

(a) First-on-the-scene responders
(b) Radiological emergency-response teams

D. ACTUAL EXPERIENCE

44. How many transportation incidents involving radioactive ma-
terials de tribal authorities formally respond to each year?
(a) Recent annual average
(b) Calendar year 1987

__

45. Describe the usual actions taken by emergency-response per- '

sonnel in transportation incidents involving radioactive ma- '

terials.

46. How many times each year do the tribal authorities contact
state or local agencies for on-scene radiological assistance
or for advice by telephone concerning transportation inci-
dents involving radioactive materials?

(a) Recent annual average
(b) Calendar year 1987

47. How may times each year do the tribal authorities request 2

federal assistance in responding to a transportation inci-
dent involving radioactive materials?

(a) Recent annual average
(b) Calendar year 1987

7
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V. FUNDING AND ASSISTANCE

A. FUNDING

48. Have any studies been conducted '.o determine what resources
and funding are allocated each year to upgrade the tribal
emergency response for hazardous-material or radioactive-
material incidents?

49. What additional resources are needed _ to upgrade the tribal
emergency response to a level deemed adequate for most situ-
ations? Estimate the costs of the needed resources.

(a) Additional capital equipment $
(b) Additional training $
(c) Additional maintenance

and testing $
(d) Additional other resources (please specify):

$
$
$

50. From whom are tribal authorities presently receiving funds
to support emergency response for transportation incidents
involv:,ng radioactive materials?

(a) Planning
(b) Training _
(c) Personnel
(d) Equipment

B. FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

51. What types of assistance (such as training, funding, techni-
cal advice, and on-scene support) are available from federal
agencies (including DOE) to support tribal authorities?

52. How do the tribal authorities learn about the available fed-
eral assistance?

53. What federal assietance is used by tribal authorities?

54. How useful is the federal assistance provided?
55. What tnes of additional federal assistance do tribal au- '

thorities need to improve their. capability to respond to
transportation incidents involving radioactive materials?

VI. PROGRAM PROGRESS AND PLANS

56. In the past ten years, what have 'been the most notable
changes that have occurred in the tribal program for emer-
gency response to transportation incidents involving radio-
active zatorials?

8
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57. What hovo boon tho cajor accomplish 3onto for tho tribal pro-
gram during this period?

58. What have been the major disappointments in the development
and operation of the tribal prograu during this period?

59. What needs to be done to ensure that the tribal program ful-
fills its mission during the next ten years?

.

"N
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DEFINITIONS;

!-

Hazardous materials sencialist. A person who is trained in the
j assessment and handling of hazardous chemicals.

f Health ehysicist. A person who has (1) a degree in health phys-
i ics or radiation protection g a science degree and two
; years of radiation-protection experience a six years of ra-

diation-protection experience (including radionuclides) And'

j (2) the capability to perform dosimetry calculations and to
provide emergency advice.

) Health-chysics technician. A person who has training and experi-
; ence in radiation measurement and assessment beyond that of I

a radiation monitor. Typically works under and reports to a
i health physicist. Could include a person who routinely sur-

voys X-ray machines if the person also has training to worki

in contaminated areas.

Radiation monitor. A person who has completed a civil-defense I
radiation-monitoring course or its equivalent.

!

j Radiobiolocist. A person who has special training in the effects
of radiation on humans (usually has an advanced degree).

! Radiochs21st. A person who is qualified to operate laboratory
detection instruments and to conduct chemical analyses

; (e.g., analysis for Strontium-90).
|
1 Trained radioloalcal emeraenev-resnonse team. A response team

consisting of at least three persons: (1) a heralth physi-
. cist, (2) a health-physics technician, and (3) a person

trained in contamination control on the " clean" side of a'
.

! line demarcating a contaminated area.
i
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